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allow for those coiitiiip;en(;it>:, so that if an ad fiJorrin duty of ten jht cent.

. were ini[)<)sf(l on all iinportiMl steam-engines, and if that duty liad the effect

'^'V2 c?Au?l of establish inij; their numniiictnre in the colonv. the consunier wonld virtuallv

rt/Oii/v H^'^y '*" niore for his home-made artiele, even were the home manufacturer

!l I to take the lull benetit of the duty, than the same kind of article would

CjQ tlxA^A have cost him before its imposition, while the colony would be the gainer

i\ ^^y ^^'^ establishment of a permanent industry. We are aware that this

t?ii.Z /.L?| letter advantaije is considered to be an illusory one, as capital and labor, it

Coiup<'<\}^ alleged, would only be diverteil from one industry into another, without

any real benefit to the country. To tiiis we answer, first, that this objection
'"'<9?<»(: VJ wouhl hr.ve no force whatever, unless the ?/;/w('^: capital and labor of the

/ i
country were already fully and remuneratively employed (a supi)osition

W^4('inev<'r yet realized in any country); and .secondly, even if it were so, these

lobjections could have no weight with those who believe in the doctrine of

demand and supi>ly, for if the creation of a new industry withdraws capital

and labor from an old one, other capital and other labor will liow into the

Jatter from other (juarters, and so it wonld go on, till every vacant plac€

j
was occupied by fresh capital and labor (lowing in from abroad— that is

\always supposing the inchr^iries to bo retn'inicrative ones.

We have luiw, we tliinl<, shown that, inider certain circunislanees, the

imposition of an im[)ort <huy has the ei^iect of encouraging local competition,

the necessary result of such competition being a reduction in price. But
we may be asked, Supposing the duiy had the eircct ('s^ merely substituting

the local for the f()n'ign proiluct, that no redui-tion in price followed, nay,

that the price was actually increased, owing to the local producers taking

the full benefit of the Import duty; would not the consumer, in such a case,

be worse (j(T than before, and the State none the better from being deprived

of the revenue from the imj)ort? Would not the [)roduc(r be the only one

t!)at wouM beneiit by the change, and would not the consumer be robbed

for the benefit of the producer? Political economists of the English school

tell us that this would be the iiractical result. But this would be to assume,

first, t'lat the impost is so high as virtually to prohibit foreign competition,

whieh would l)e contrary to the principles here laid down, which are basecl

o;i a system of equivalent taxation, such as experience has demonstrated to

be adapted ti» encourage, not to prohibit, competition; ami, secondly, that

if local ))roducers had the field to themselves competition between one
another would cease. We cannot admit either assumption. The more
equally the Kx'al au<l foreign proilucers were made to contribute towards the

reveuu(>, the ketMicr would bo the competition between thi^m, and the s.'iuu!

priueipic would hold ei|ually good in (Miconraging competition among local

[troducers, if the foreign producers were <}afc of the way.
Jiut ev-'ii admitting the premises, w(! (Urfnur to the conclusion drav/n from

thcni. W'l' maintain that neither tin' coiusumer, on the on«' hand, nor the

State on the oth r, need sutler any loss t^v the im[)os(. Regarded sitnply

as such, no doubt the consumer woidd -iKtiyi^it of pooket by the transaction

(that is, supposing the duty was not 'intercepted) ; but regarded, as un-
doubtedly we ought to regard '.him, as a,„.jnemlx'r ot the comnuinity, the

expenditure may uJtimatcly be repaid him with interest, and tin* SUito also

r.i.ay gain indirectly much more than it has lost from being de[)"'lv(,'d of the


