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ﬁﬁlEE TRADE AND THE ‘HAMILTON COMMERCIAL
ADVERTISER.

Weo have read with care and attention the articles in the Hamil-
fon Commercial Advertiser of the 26th and 29th ultimo, on the sub.
ject of Free Trade, but cannot see that they shake a single position
we assumed in our paper of 16th ullimo, to which they purport to be
ananswer, Indeed the theoretical difference of opinion between us
on the subject of taxation, is contracted to a narrow compass, since
we infer the explanation we aflorded, that our views in the prescnt
circumstances of the country are decidedly in favour of indirect
taxation—which also we consider must principally be levied on im.
ports—is viewed by our friend as satisfactory.

The principle which we laid down also, that the object of the
Legislature ought to be, “to cqualize as nearly as circumstances
will admit, the pressure of taxation, so that the burthen may be dis-
tributed, in proportion to the capacity of the tax payers,—in other
words, in proportion to the revenue (i.c. the income] which they
enjoy under the protection of the State,” is also not far from being
inaccordance with the views of the Hamilton Commercial Adver-
tiser, “that there isa peculiar propriety in levying duties cn all
such Fmds imported fiom foreign countries as belong in any consi-
derable degree to the class of articles of ostentation.”® At all events
the results would probably be nearly similar, and whether a new
fiscal scale of duties were framed on the one or the other principle,
3 great and salutary revolution in our taxation would be cffected.

f the editor of the Hamilton Commercial Advertiser will take the
trouble to glance over the Table of Customs Duties now in force, he
will find that the very contrary of the principle which he invokes
has hitherto as yet been the rule :—numerous articles, necessary,
useful, or essentiul, to the comfort of the poor, being subject to far
bigher imposts than those which contribute to the luxury or osten-
tation of the rich. For instance, lace, silk, and other manufactures
of Great Britain, of those costly fabrics singled out by our friend,
ate subjected to a duly of only five per cent on the cost at the place
of manufacture, whilst Muscovado Sugar, Foreign—the only kind
in use—pays a duty of at least '75 per cent, Refined, Foreign 60 per
cent, Brtish only 50 per cent, Mo}asses 75 per centy, Tobacco, un~
manufactured 35 per cent, manufactured 40 per cent, Coffee, green
3 Zggr cent, roasted 50 per cent.

is list might be extended ; but sufficient is adduced to show the
injustice of the present system, and its complefe opposition to that
advocated by the Hamilton Commercial Advertiser : in its reform we
therefore look for his assistance.

We believe that the opposition which the Editor of the Hamilton
Commercial Advertiser has expressed to our views, has in a great
degree arisen from misconception; and our confrére will observe
that our remarks are rather directed to remove that misconception,
than to obtain any victery over him on abstract questions in Poli-
tical Economy. If we can approach to an agreement in the goal to
be attained, we chall trouble ourselves very little as to the paths by
which we may respectively reach it. On this account we {:ope we
may not be consideted as treating his arguments with disres%:cct,
because we pass over very lightly his objections to Political Eco-
nomy as a science. Notwithstanding his remark, that ¢« all the
world, with the exception of Great Britain, act in practical op-
K:siﬁon to its principles,?” we must continue to maintain our

lief, that those principles ase founded in truth, and susceptible of
the most rigid demonstration. Nor can we admst that Great Britair
isthe only country which is disposed to adopt them; on the con.
tmrg, there is not a steamer that crosses the Atlantic, which does
not bring tidings of some new vietoty which the principles of Free
Trade have achieved. It is true, the* in this, as in every other
movement in the onward path to fre.dom, our own country—we
tejoice to be able to state it—has taken the initiative ; but surely
our contemporary cannot shut his eyes to the fact, that nearly every
nation, to a¥eater or less extent, s{ows a disposition to fallow in
herwake. In France, which he specially singles out, the progress
towards Free-Trade opinions is uncommonly rapid; and the tri-
umphant reception of Mr. Copbg in that couniry and Spain, toge-
ther with that of Sir R, Pew in Prussia, may be viewed as equally
favourable omens ; whilst even in the Unitcg States, as we had oc-
casian recently to observo, there is evidently a disposition amontist
the leading statesmen to relax or diminish the protection which the
manafacturets at presént expetience.

As already stated, we do not consider that our opinions differ so
widely from those of the Hamiltor Commercial Advertiser, as to
the taxes on luxuries, as he seems to imagine ; but we_express our
dissent from some of fis reasoning.  For instance, he draws a dis~
tinction between taxes on necessaries and those on luxurics in these
terms s

“ We believe the common sense ¢f every one will tell them at once
thit there are two classes of commodities, one valuable for their intrinsic
qualities, such as whieat and 1he other grains, butcher meat, glass, iron,

25 Others, such as the finer fabrics of linen, cotton, silk, &c., which
are chiefly valuable s marks of riches. A main errorin the defendants

of free trade is their confounding these two classes of commoditics, and
maintaining that a tax on them does equally take out of the pockets of
the community all that the tax-gatherer collects ; whereas, we hold that
while a tax on the one set does 50, a tax on the other merely mukes them
fit for the purpose of ostenitation, and stamps with an indutitable impress
the marks of riches. A tax on lace, for mstance, could it have been cole
lected, would, in our apprehension, have put money in the Treasury,
without in any way inconveniencing he parties buying it

Now there is a looseness and inaccuracy in the terms of this
statement, which we cannot permit to pass unnoticed. That a tax
on luxuries may frequently be collected to the advantage of the
revenue, and without inconvenicace to the payer, we apprehend no
one can deny, and this, as we have already stated, is a sttong argu-
ment in favour of the taxation of such commodities ; but that such
a tax does take just as much wealth from the packet of the payers,
as any tax on necessaries, is we think equally clear.

The main objection to the excessive taxation of those arlicles
which conduce solely to luxu gt ostentation, is il tendency to
defeat its object, by causing (;Ymmished consumption. In Great
Britain, where wealth is so widely distributed, several instances of
the injurious consequences of this exorbitant taxation have occured,
¢ In 1767, £1,500,000 was borrowed on a duty on ladies® chip hats,
The duty was made large, that it might be productive: the conse-
quence was that chip hats were discontinued, and the tax produced
nothing.”>—(See Eden’s Letters fo the Earl of Carlisle.) A si-
milar tesult followed from a tax on the use of hair-powder laid
in 1797, an article in very general use pror to that time, but nearly
tolally discontinued since. icgislators commonly err in not marking
the distinclion between what a man can and what he will pay, In
levying duties, the rule shoyld therefore be, to proportion them ina
considerable degrec to the intrinsic value of the articles, and not to
the means of those who it is presumed may be the purchasers: and
this is probably as nearly an approximation to a just and advanta-
geous system of taxation as can probably be arrived at.

We do not sce, in the fresh case put by the Hamuton Commercial
Advertiser, that he at all mends his pos:tion ongznally assumed, and
from which we believe we drove him. We give his further jllug-
tration of his views :—

« Let us, then, suppose that gome one community has been in the
habit of purchasing from some other a certain commodity, coming withia
the class of utilities, things valuable solely for their useful qualines. Let
us call this commodity tron, and say that the quantity imported amounts
annually to the value of £1,000 000, Let us now suppose that a tax of
twenty per cent. is levied on the article, and that 1t haa the effect of al-
most entirely prohibiting its importation. Now, as we cannot suppose
any community to act thus without 8 motive, we shall farther assume,
that they are induced 80 to act from their wish to encourage the domestie
manufaotore of the commodity, and that it comes to be so produced,
though at an increase of cost of nearly twenty per cent. The first ques-
tion that rises is, will the same quantity be consumed as befgre‘i We
answer, it is very probable it will. Iton enters so universally intoall the
operations of art and industry, that the quantity used wo_uld probably Le
but very lutle diminished by such a tax. The community would there-
fore pay nearly £200,000 more than they did for the same article, and,
appareatly, no one would be benefitted. for, as admitted by the Econo-
mist, from the tendency of the profits of stock to equal in themsclves, the
manafactarer of this commodity would recewve no permanent advantage
from the proceeding, It would, therefore, seem a very foahsh one, and
yet might not be quite o murh so as ag first sight it would seem, for it
might be that the enoouragement given ro the home manufactare woald,
in a few years, sp improve it as that it would furnish the consumers with
an article so much cheaper than the former imported commodity, that
the operation might, on the whole, be beneficia). Itisa proceeding,
however, to which we do not refer, and the propriety, or otherwise, of
which seems to depend on many ponts wlich wo have not ume to
discuss. o .

Suppose that the imported article is lace, and that the annual quantity
go imported is also £1,000,000. Let a duty of twenty per cent. be levied
on this, for mere revenue purposes, and then we would ask the question,
will the same amount be consumed as before?  We are of opinion that it
will not.  We think the impost would diminish either the quantity or
costliness of the articles imported, till the whale amount, tax and =i,
came to be about what 1t was before, £1,000,000. Our reasons for this
are, that lace was once an article of dress disunctive of rank and nches.
1t is a fabric of which we do not mean 10 disparage the beamy, butijt s
quite apparent that that wus not the mamn charm to the fair wearers of st.
For though that beauty has been gfeatly increased, as the cost has been
more than proportionably diminished, 1t hus, we see by Maceulloch,in a

eat measure ceased 10 be worn by the higher ranks, It being, there-

ore, an article of ostentation, the quantity of it used will be Lstermined,

other things being ahke, by its price.  Just 2s the tax laid on gold by
the King of Spain took nothing frum the pockets of those using it for
coin, so would the tax on this commodity take nothing out, or takg outa
very small amount from the pockets of the consumers of lace.  The re-
venue might gain sometlung like £160,000 without any inconvenience to
any one.”’ .

Now it is cvident that the editer of the Cammercial Advertiser al-
together loscs sight of the obvious answer to his illustration, to
which we referzed in our former article, and which is, that com-
merce being a system of exchanges, we cannot diminjsfg the import
of any article, witheut in a corresponding degree diminishing the
export of some othe' article; so that in the case put, we should be
taxing other classzs, nay, actually discouraging those branches of
trade which the nitural circumstances of the country point out as




