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the absurdity appear as obvious, as it would be absurd waste of his energies
for one individual to make a desperate effort to supply himself with ail that he
needed in cottons, woollens, and wood work by hîs own unaided effort;
growing Lis own cetton, shearing his own sheep, îvithi shears that lie Lad made
himself fromi iron le liad dug out of the earth, and smelted, anneaied and
harnmered himself, and woven the wool ail in loomis of his oxvn construction,
so it is absurd for a nation te be self-sufficing in this sense, unless to quote

Platt's Republic," they are a nation of pigs. Every nation will best serve the
race by restricting itseif as much as possible to that which it can do Lest and
supplying other nations ; it will purchase ly means of this whiat they can pro-
duce more easily or checaply than it can. It is well known that ne cornnodity
is less profitable as an article of trade than goid, hence the better it is for every
nation the more goods and the less specie it receives in return for what it
exports. Not to speak of the benefit accruing in this wviy te ail the nations
concernied in the increased intercourse and consequentiy increased friendliness
that will ensue, there will be a great inicrease in the coimodities produced and
enjoyed in the commonwealth of nations. Each nation restricting itself mainiy
to the production of ' one or two commodities, tliere ivill be the oppertunity of
yet further différentiation of funiction, and by that means yet further increase to
the commodities of the world to the comfort and enjoymrent of its inhabitants.

The argument that what Il Argus " cails diffusion must assist protecti'on,
seems to my poor insular understanding a miarked case of the logicai fallacy of
Il gnoratio JS/enclii" of irrcee'ani conciusion. J t is quite true that the incrcascd
commerce of the world and its increased ineans of intercliamging its thoughts
mnean the diffusion cf inventions and modes of manufacture as iveli as the
diffusion of the products cf these inventions and modes of manufacture, and in
pro ving this "lArgus " îîroved what no Free Trader wouid think of denying,
but what le ought te deny and disprove. Inventions are mnarketahie
commodities, as is proved by the fact that there are patent laws in every
civilized ceuntry, and royalties or dues paid te the inventors I y aIl w ho use
bis invention. Since that Ns so, Il Argus " ouglit te urge that ('anadian iliven-
tors should be 'protected fromn the incursion of inventions fr-oîn the United
States, fromn France, Gerimany or Jiritain. Put let àt cvn bcii granted that inven-
tors doni't couint, and tliat the paradise of perfect, univei sai Protectioni wîll Le
attained, thoughi they are left out in the cold, yet still Il Argus " las failed to

prove what hie set eut te prove. What Le las preved is, that iiew localities are
continuaiiy being foiind îvhere m)anuifactures-before tiioughit to be iimited te
special piaces-could be carried on with advantage, tlîat i. te say, iulh/out any
need if pro/active hlp. That does net prove that protection ivili prevail univer-
saily, but does te my weak mind seem te prove tLat free trade will.

TLe nearcst semblance of an argument is tlîat whicL lias appeared in your
issue of September 27th, which 1 Lave just reccived. "Argus " refers to Napo-
leon's Bierlin vs. Milan decrcs witL every appearance cf oue wvLo las fotmnd at
Iast a decisive instance te lîreve Lis case. Vet single isoiated inst mnces do net
prove laws any more than single swalloîvs bring, sumrmer, cisc Tentei de: ii teep'e
weuld be the cause of Goodwin Sands. Buit let tLis case Lave ail fairness given
to it, and let us sec what it really amouints te. Ife tells us liow Napoleon, at
immense expense cf bleod and treasure, kept.English manufactures out cf the
Continent for the long peried cf eiglit years, from i 8o6 te 1814, rather more
preperiy 1812, for bis Continental power was consi'derably restricted after the
year of the invasion cf Russia.

The resuit is, that sixty years after 1814, during which there las been a
grewing disinclination te Protection,' especiaily in France, the manufacture cf
beet-reet sugar can new near/ y standr oea~ requires only te be helped new
with a systemn cf bounties. Even grant that it can now do without any assist-
ance, what "Argus " bas te prove is-what he asserts-that witheut protection
it would neyer have been set up. He may prove that it would net otherwise
have been set up during the reign cf Napeleon I., but that is net wbat he is
necessitated by bis argument te prove. What he ought te prove-if he would
cenvince Free Traders cf the errer cf their ways-is, tbat it neyer would have
been set up at ail but fer the protective system. cf Napoleon. Wc assert that
it weuid bave been set up whenever it weuid bave paid te de se, and that ai
the expense that Napoleon was at te fester this manufacture was wrung by
tyranny frein his subjects, and mereiy increased their misery. 'l'le werid is
peorer in the powers and means cf enjoyment by thousands cf millions cf
dollars in censequence cf Napoieen's poiicy. But furtber, "Argus" Las te
expiain iîow the beet-stigar manufacture w'as able te subsist during the sixty
years during which it did net enjoy Napoleonie protection-that Le bas net
donc _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ j H

MODERN PROGRESS AND THE TRADE QUESTION.

A CRITIC CuîRIICSED.

To criticise a critic is a species cf iiterary sharpshooting only aliowabie
when directly challenged te it, and as IlRoswell Fisher" issues the challenge
te any Protectionist, I have with diffidence attempted the task. In your issue
Of Octeber 4th 'lRosweil Fisher" criticises an article under the above Leading
written by "Argus," and published on the 3 oth August. "IRoswell Fisber"

states tLat Protectionists are in .errer when they assert that Free Traders argue
that there shou!d Le among nations as great a sp)cialization cf labour as among,
individmais As a Protectionist, I hlîod that Free Traders do t1hus argue-or
rather, tbat their doctrine, if foilow'ed, xvould bring about tiîis rest. " IRosîveil
I'ishier" Lim elf states that som-e communities have been mure remarkabie for
their progress in oae direction tlian in another, thereby showing that the
tendency amongst Free Trade nations is towards specialization. He states
that Free Traders wish to buiy their goods in the cheapest markets. They are
net alone in this wish ; Protectionists aise ciesire it, and tbink they secure it
better by purchasing from, their own manufacturers, thereby maintaining indus-
tries in their own country and securing a mark-et for tue resuit cf their own
efforts, as the operatives in the mantifactories are purchasers and con-sumners.
'Yak-e, for exampie, the United States :who tlîinks that, if she Lad net adopted
a systemr cf Protection, ber înianuifactuiring, int-erests would have been developed
te the extent they Lave been ? Are not the Newv Engyland States in advance
cf Lower Canada? It may, cf ceurse, Le claimied that this dues iiot resuit
frem Protection, and is due te tLe want of education, and te otber causes ; but
wLo can deny tLat, if factories Lad been estabiished in Lower Canada, we
wouid net Lave Liad a larger populatien and more public spirit ? In this case,
the working piopulation being paid, and Liaving money in their pockets, îvould
be iii a position to educate theniseives and their children. I knoîv ef cases in
Lower Canada w Lere parents Lave been unwilling to send their children te
school, for the reason that the fées were increased twenty-five cents a month.

IRosweii I"isier " asks :"lIs the compiete freedoîn of commercial inter-
course iietween the forty millions cf citizens of the U. S. te tbeir advantage or net
as a natioli ? " No one xvill deny this anv more than any one can deny that the
city of New îork is cndeavouring, iîy giving cheaip terminai ficilities (in other
w.erds, Ly p1oecting- it self) to sccuie the Western biusiness, in orcier te give
work te the mien and rnaintain iîidirectly ti-e value of city properîy. Another
question is lait, viz. If (Canadia w-ere part cf tLe UT. S., wouid frc.e trade vitih
the rest cf tlîe States Le lieneficiai ? " Of course it wvouid, as our national
interests wouid Le ideutical ; but we îvouid stilI go on witli our puîblic w orks in
our ow) c ountry te froici our mîunicip ai interests. But as we are separate,
and cannot avail otirselves of thecir markets, w e oiîgbt to Irî)tect ou: own
miarkec's, in order te secure immigration, andi to kcep or owul people within
our borders. Il Roswe'll Fisher" cails this retaliation in'stead cf Protection ; thiis
is nîereiy pîiaying uiîon xvords. Ife fuirther maintains tLat igricultuire, mianu-
factures and commerce Lave aiîvays Leen ce existent since the formation cf coin-

miunities ; this is hardly tu e.gthe Jsraeiîes ivere at first a pastoral lîcople
and cvcntuaily bcame agiutua,îhiie in 1Fgypit the meciîanic -arts w'ere mn
advance cf agriculture, anîd the wLoie history of the xvorid shîows that agricul-
turc is the iast purstiit in whicL improvemnents have tisualiy imeen macle. Hfe
further asks :I J)oes any man cf the wvorid mnean te telllius that tlîe manufac-
turcr cf tLe tomahawvk or tLe Liomespun is necessarily less civilized than the
mnan who tends &machine ? " 1 nican te tell Lim that le is icss civilized, if it
is made fer Lis cxvi uise, or if it is ail that Le can make, as it requires less
intelligence and sk-iii te make a tomahaw'k than it ducs to make a Remington
rifle or a Whitxvorth gun. Great skiil in manufacturing d )es exact a higLier
education and dloser application froni a native. Who xviii deny that educatien
is net more generai in Great Britain than in Egypt or India ? Il Roswell
Fisher" states that the Egyyptians and Hindoos now manuifacture cetton and
refine sugar. He asks: "Are tbey, therefore, a civiiized people? " Net yet,
perhaps, for they did net develep these factories themseives, which are under
foreign supervision and maintained by foreign capital ; but they wîli graduaiiy
increase mn civilization just as other manufacturing nations Lave. He states
that civilized people did net originate these systems of nianuifacturing ; xviii Le
kindiy tell us who did originate themn?

He gees on with Lis argument that manufactures "lare net even an evidence
cf civilization," and cites as an illustration that great manufacturing centres,
such as Birmingham and Loweil, should Le more Lighly civiiizcd than other

points, such as Lendon and Boston. Dees Le mean te maintain that London and
Boston have net fuiiy as many factories as Birmingham and Loveil? He wiii
find, I tbink, that London and Boston Lave fully twice as many as the other twe
cities, though generally smaller and cf a more diversified character. I xviii cite,
as an illustration of my argument, that manufactures are essential factors in
modemn civilization,-the difference between the cities of Loweii, Mass., and
Denver, Colorado. Again, I wouid ask IlResxveii Fisher," wben Le states that
"lmanufactures cheapen the necessaries and luxuries of life," how is it they can

do this withouit being a source of civilization and pro'gress ? I Lave aiways
understood that the suppiying of cvery eue with the necessaries and luxuiries cf
life was the essential idea of pregress and civilization. Again, when le states,
further on, tbat we Lave ne icason te suppose tLat the inhabitants cf France,
Germany and the U. S. k-now xvbat is for the advantage cf their country as a
whole, or cf tLemseivcs individually, Le mereiy states an opinion witb which
these inhabitants xvould most certainly not agree. It is just as -easy te make
the couniter-assertion, that we have ne reason te suppose that they do net
know what is Lest for themselves ; or te assert that the people of England do
net knew what is Lest for themselves xvhen they flatter themselves with the


