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rnuotif tlir«i, for thi. »M th.t In thi. country our pro^
ducm. that It to Mr. thi. WM^^rnen. rrqulriHl b*tt«r
r.'mun.Tttlon than thoM of th« rouDtrl«w from which w«>
wpff Importlnf.

Ho far no food | do not think that anybodr. certainly
no reaaonabla „ ,r«)n. would objact to the higher price he
ha- to pay for what he buy.. If it meana that ther* la a
fairer diatrlbutlon of wealth and the poattlon of the wage-
earner Is boinc Improved. But it would be worth while to
enquire whether the position of the wace^rner ta being
really Improved or not. Mr Shortfa eipoalt!on would have
been more aatiafactory If he had been able to aaaure uh that
the waKe^mer ia not losing m- - the inereaaeil pHcea
he 1. paying for hi. good. f.. , i. ,„o,„, ^y ,„y
additions to hi. wages.

anijjfo cHa. a iiraoAn.

I have not the knowledge that would Juatlfy me m offer-ng an opinion on thi. point. But what makea me .uggest

brought out by Professor Shortf. diwourse. the factnamely, that wveral article, which we were producing In
thi. country are being sold in England, with all eipense.
of transporutlon added to their cost, at lower prlcea than
those at which they are being sold at the very place InWhich they are being produced. Why Is thl.'" Is itbecauw the producer who send. hi. product abroad ia
obliged to compete in an unprotected market with the pro-
duct, of the country in which he make, his sales, while
he is enabled by a protective Uriff to add the amount of
the duty to the cost of production In the protected murket
of hi. own country? If thi. 1. the ca.e ,uretv the matter
i> worth looking into and every houieholder $hould belong
to a society for di$coveHng whether tee are not being
fleeced under the operation of our pretent fiscal system
That system, let us assume, was designed by one party and
has been sustained by bo" ^^rties for the purpose of
encouraging native Indus- ,. -jt H^e guesw. are cor-
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