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AGRICULTURE,

&¢.

IN thé introduétory pages of the pamphlet, the
do¢trines of which I am now about to defend, I have

explained the motives that induced me to write it.
Long fince convinced of the flight importance of
Britith commerce, and of the fulility of our Enemy’s
attempt to injure us by deftroying it, I felt indignant
that my countrymen fhould with fo little reafon
tremble at the tyrant’s impotent decrees; and that they
fhould evince by their fears of lofing their trade, that
his farcafiic allufion to our fhop-keeping notions, was
not unmerited. The trepidations of thofe who dreaded
that a nation which annually at the loweft computation
derives a revenue of one hundred and twenty millions
from its foil, might be ferioufly injured by the lofs of its
commerce, from which I could not perfuade myfelf
that it derived any eflential wealth, and from which at
any rate, hot a twelfth part of its annual revenue could
be drawn, feemed to me as much deferving of pity as
the hallucinations of the hvpochondriac, who with a
fortune of thoufands, fancies the lofs of a fingle cuf-
tomer will be his ruin; and the one cafe appeared as
much to demand an argumentative, as the other a
medicinal application. '
Another motive had a confiderable fhare in leading
me at the prefent junéture, to give my thoughts on this
fubject to the public. T have frequently lamented that
the true principles of political economy,—a {cience
B  important
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important above moft others for its influence upon
human happinefs,—fhould be fo little attended to in
this country. Dr. Smith has now been read and
talked about for thirty years, but if we may judge from
the reformation which remains to be made in the popular
opinion upon moft of the fubjects which he treats, the
areat principles of the fcience have taken but very
fuperficial root among us. In times of fearcity, our
magifirates and clergymen fiill talk about the evils of
foreftalling and regrating ; and in the {enate, we fiill hear
the value of a branch of trade, eftimated by the balance
of gold and filver, which it is fuppofed to leave. Errone-
ous opinions {uch as thele, can be eradicated only by a
frequent recurrence, whenever temporary topics have
directed the public attention to the fubject, to the great
principles of the fcience. I was not without hope,
therefore, that the intereft excited by exifting events,
might attract the attention of many, to inquiries in
general unjufily regarded as repulfive; and that the
difeuflions which would probably be occafioned by the
unpopularity of my opinions, would, in the end, what-
ever might be the refult of the inveftigation, tend to the
extenfion of the fiudy of political economy amongft
us.

The objeés which I had in view, have been ac-
complithed in a much greater degree than there was
any reafon to expelt, or even my wifhes led me to
hope.

1 have had the fatisfaction to Lnow, that many of
thofe who faw approaching ruin in the fuccefs of our
Enemy’s projects againit our trade, have had their fears
diffipated by my fitatements relative to the paramount
importance of our internal relources. And the invefii-
gation which the fubjeét has in confequence undergone,
can fearcely have failed to introduce a few of the readers
of the controverly, to an acquaintance with a branch of
knowledge of whofe exiftence they were previoufly igno-
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rant; and to place fome of its principles on a firmer
bafis. -

As T originally promulgated my opinions merely be-
caufe I believed them to be true, without having the
flichtefi intereft to ferve in maintaining them, I have
felt no pain that they have been pronounced erroneous
by the majority of thole by whom they have been pub-
licly canvafled. I have read with as much unbiafled
attention as [ could give, the numerous ecritici{ims upunﬁ
them which have appeared in fuch of the periodical
publications as I have acce(s to; and if they have failed
to convince me of the fallacy of my doétrines, it has not
been for want of due confideration of the ftatements of
my opponents.

But, witneffing in the whole of them, either a mifap-
prehenfion of my arguments; a miftaken view of the con-
clufions which it was my objeét to enforce; or the ufe
of reafoning to me in nowife convincing, 1 was anxious
to have an opportunity of making thofe explanations and
illufirations, the want of which, in confequence of com-
prefling into a pamphlet what onght properly to have
been expanded into a volume, feemed to have given rife
to mofi of the objeétions I had feen. It would have been
impoflible, however, fatisfactorily to have replied to ar-
guments and eriticifm fcattered over the pages of news-
papers and reviews, and I wifhed, therefore, that fome op-
ponent might think proper to befiow upon me a com-
mentary, which embodying the fubftance of the chief
objections that have been advanced, would be worthy of
a detailed reply.

Such a commentary has at length appeared in the
pamphlet of Mr. Mill* to which 1 am now about to
advert, and with which, after having perufed and repe-

* « Commerce defended. An anfwer to the Arguments by which
Mr. Spence, Mr. Cobbett, and others, have attempted te prove that
L ommerce is not a fource of national wealth,”
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rufed it with the deepeft attention, T can with truth fay
that I have been confiderably gratified. Mr. Mill is
evidently more verfed in Political Economy than the
majority of iny periodical aflailants; and recognizing in
bim the avthor of a review of my pamphlet which ap-
peared in the KEcleétic Reviere, I am not forry that
my work has been {ubjected to the ordeal of the detailed
examination of a political Economiit, whofe habits of
criticilim muft have made him particularly keen-fighted
to the faults of other writers, It has given me not a
little {atisfaction that after fuch a fcrutiny, I can
fiill regard the main principles of my pamphlet as
unfhaken, and its conclufions as immovable, Mr,
Mill has pointed out fome apparent inconfiliencies ;
he has detected fome {licht errors, and he has employed
ingenious, though I think inaccurate reafoning, in
oppofition to the fubordinate parts of my argument:
but the main pofition of the work—that Britain 1s
independent of commerce—he is {o far from having over-
turned, that he has explicitly admitted “its truth. The
pleafure of gaining fuch a confirmation of the {olidity
of this doctrine, from an opponent, has fully counter-
balanced any trifling pain 1 might be fuppofed to feel
from the farcaflic inuendoes (pardonable enough from a
reviewer) which Mr, Mill has here and there thrown out
and the misftatements of my arguments, and grofs mis-
conception of my conclufions, which he, like many of
his predeceflors, has frequently fallen into,

Clofe upon the heels of Mr, Mill's work, followed a
review of my pamphlet in the 22d number of the Edin-
burgh Review, This Journal has not pretended to
enter into a minute examination of jts contents; hut as
its authority is defervedly efteemed on topics of this
nature, and as fome of its arguments are different from
any of thofe of my principal opponent, I fhail advert to
moft of them in the following pages.—~The explanations

and
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and illufirations which will be called for, in replying to
thefe two eniticifing, will, I believe, include an anfwer to
molft of the objections that have been thrown out againit
me,

D e s R =t e, S o

BEFORE I proceed to the examination of the argu-
ments advanced by Mr. Milland the Edinburgh Reviewer,
in oppofition to the doéines of my pamphlet relative to
the fources of national wealth, it will be neceflary, at
fome length, to point out thelegregious errors into whick
the former gentleman has fullen, with refpeét to the
conclufions which [ have intended to deduce from thefe
premifes: and this is the more neceflary, that the fame
errors have pervaded the reafoning of the greater part of
my opponents.

Thefe errors are two. TFirft, the fuppoiition, that
becanfe I have afferted the truth of the grand axiom of
the Economifts, that all wealth is created by agriculture,
I have been defirous, or ought confiftently to have been
defirous, of an alteration of our prefent Iyftem of in-
dufiry, and of the ceflation of much of our prefent atlen-
tion to manufactures, by which 1 have contended that
wealth is not created. Secondly, the fuppofition,
that I have maintained in general, that wealth cannot
be acquired by commerce, and that, on this account, and
becaufe I have denied that Britain is enriched by her
commerce, I have recommended a diminution of our
commercial purfuits,

1. That the former of thefe fuppofitions has been held
by Mr. Mill, will be proved by a reference to his work.
He begins in the very outfet by afferting ¢ That the main
¢ object of my pamphlet, as [ exprefsly ftate, is to apply
¢ the doétrine of the Economifles to the prefent circum-
¢ ftances of this country.” (p.4.) A little further on
(p-14.)hefays,‘ a biasto theerrorsof the agricultyral [yficin

¢ would
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¢ would not be lefs pernicious than a bias to the fyftem
* which it would {upplant.” In the next page he obferves,
¢ the landholders would deem themfelves but little in-
¢ debted to thofe gentlemen (Mr. Cobbett and myfelf)
¢ for the eftablifiment of their fyfiem. And at page 57
he fays, ¢ let us here intreat Mr. Spence to paufe for a
<« moment, and to reflect upon the practical lefTons
¢ which he is fo eager to teach us. He would have us
¢ conduét our affairs on a plan which is not applicable
¢ to the prefent fituation of the world, and abandon the
¢ courfe by which we have attained our adtual pro-
¢« fperity.’ :

From thefe extracts, efpecially when taken in con-
nection with the general tenor of the context, it is clear
that Mr. Mill has underfiood me, asblaming the exifting
attention to manufaturing induftry in this country, and
as recommending, in common with the Economifis, an
almoft exclufive devotion to agriculture. But how a
reader of my pamphlet, and particularly one who has
read it with fuch a lyncean eye as Mr. Mill’s, could fall
into fuch a grofs blunder, is inconceivable. For reafons
which I hall fhortly fpecify, I thought it imporiant to
infift upon the truth of the main tenet of the Economifts,
that the {oil is the grand fource of wealth; but fo little
practical ufe did [ deem it neceffary to make of this
axiom, that 1 liave fpent many pages in fhewing, that
manufaétures have been the great caufe of ourimproved
agriculture; and that it is by an attention to manu-
fattures, that the European nations can alone effect a
produdiive cultivation of their foil. Thongh I have
denied that manufaétures creafe wealth, I have attributed
the greatefi value to them as tranfimuting and' rendering
permanent the wealth brought into exiftence by agri-
culiure, (p. 25.) and [ have exprefsly ftated, (p. 30.) that
it would be mmpoflible for a merely agricultural nation to |
accumulate wealth.  Indeed, {o far am I from regarding
mannofaétures as unellential to national wealth, that (at

the
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‘the rifk of being charged with inconfifiency) 1 have
ftated as a conclufion from my reafonings on agricultural
and manufacturing induftry, © that agriculture and
¢ manufactures are the two chief wheels in the machine
* which creates national wealth, but that of thefe two,
¢ (at leaft in flates confiituled as thofe of Lurope are)
< it is the latter which communicates motion to the
¢ former’ (p. 31). How then can Mr. Mill, with a fha-
dow of reafon, charge me with having  abias to the errors
‘ of the agricultural {yfiem—with wifhing  for the
¢ eftablifhment of this {yftem’—or ¢ with being defirous
¢ that we {hould abandon the courfe by which we have
¢ attained our actual profperity’? In fadt, with reference
to the admiffions which 1 have repeatedly made of the
value and neceflity of manufaétuves, Mr. Mill might,
with greater plaufibility, have charged me with making a
diftinétion without a difference; with denying that
manufactures create wealth, but virtually admitting that
they do.
But My. Mill will inquire, probably, “ Why, fince you
“ place fo little value in praétice upon this diftinétion,
“ infift fo firongly upon its theoretical truth ;"—I wiil
endeavour to fatisfy him. Two reafons principally
induced me to purfue this courfe.
In the furlt place, by infifting upon this diftinétion,
I hoped to contribute in fome degree to root out the
falfe opinion fo prevalent in this country, that Manu-
fatures are a greater fource of wealth than Agriculture,
and that the former enrich us independently of the
latter.~Mr. Mill will fay, perbaps, that no fuch ablurd
notion as this, is commonly entertained: but if fuch be
his opinion, I would beg to refer him to the {cores of
pamphlets which in any degree touch on this queftion,
where he will almoft confiantly find our HManufaciures
dwelt upon as the main caufe of our greatnefs ;—I would
refer him to the converfation of mercantile men, inthe
eftimation
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eftimation of nine-tenths of whom, the « gmnﬂ ﬁapfé
“ of the country, the Woollen Manufaéture,” is of
infinitely greater confequence than all our agricultural
mdufiry ;—and lafily, I would refer him to the {enate,
to Mr. Pitt’s {peeches there, in which “ the indufiry
of our manufaétures,improved machinéry, and increafing
manufacturing capital” were conftantly fingled out, as
the pre-eminent caules of Britilh grandeur. If he fill
withes for a more precife inflance of the prevalence of
this error in the higheft quarters, let him look over
the celebrated pamphlet of Mr. Rofe on the Revenue,
and then fay, whether ftatefmen who do not think agri-
cufture worth adverting to, in an inquiry of this
nature, can be aware of its paramount importance.
Now, although, therefore, in any remarks addrefled
to a people holding correét fentiments on this fubjeét,
I might have deemed it fuperfluous to have infifted
upon theeffential diftinétion which exifts between agri-
culture and manufadtures, in the creation of wealth, I
conceived myfelf imperioufly called upon to enforce
this truth, on readers who [ had caufe to bhelieve,
were in general ignorant of it, or unimprefled with its
importance.

Secondly, in an inquiry the profeffed objeé of which
was to hold out the conloling pofition, that no dimi-
mution of the revenue either of the pEDIﬂE or of
governmnent, need enfue from the lofs of commerce, it
was highly neceflary to dwell upon that view of the caules
of national wealth, which, julily, in my opinion, derives
all revenue from the foil. Upon this obvious conclufion
from the fyltemn of the Economilts, I have not thought
it needful to dilate in my pamphlet; yet 1 have re-
peatedly referred to it, and have deduced from it fome
of the molt important doétrines there maintained. As
Mr. Mill denies the truth of this pofition, I fhall have

occafion hereafter to attend to a more detailed exami-
4 nation
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nation of it. It is fufficient at prefent to adduce it, as
one of my chief reafons for infifting fo firongly upon
the grand axiom of the Economifts,

I do not flatter myfelf that this ftatement will con-
vince Mr. Mill of the propriety of contending for the
truth of the Economifts’ doctrine, while I put no value
upon it in practice. Mr. Mill, I am aware, will reply, as
he has already reafoned in his pamphlet, < If Mr. Spence
“admits abfolutely the axiom of the Economifts that

land is the only fource of wealth; then he muff admit
the whole of their {yftem which is built upon this
axiom with logical and unqueftionable exaéiness;
but which we have found to be utterly impraéticable.’
(p. 63.) But the juftice of this pofition I entirely
deny. There can exift no realon why I fhould embrace
the conclufions of another, merely becaufe I admit the
truth of his premifes. Mr. Mill fays the conclufions
of the Economifts are logically deduced from their axiom,
From this opinion I beg to diflent; and as I have
already ftated the reafons for this diffent, it is not necef-
fary to repeat them here. But that Mr. Mill may not
run away with the notion that I am fingular in thus
admitting the truth of the doétrine of the Economifis,
while I deny their appiication of it, he muft allow me
to direct his attention to an author who will be admitted
to be of fome a.uthn::-rity on this point. If Mr. Mill will
turn to the introductory part of the edition of Dr. Smith’s
¢ Wealth of Nations” by the French Political Economift
Garxier, where the author compares the doftrine of
Smith with that of the French Economifts, he will find,
the following pallage :—* The Economifts faw that the
¢ original fource of all wealth was the foil, and that the
labour of its cultivation produced not only the means
of fubfifting the labourer, but alfo a net furplus, which
went to the increale of the exifting fiock: while on
the other hand, the labour applied to the produdtions
of the earth, the labour of manufaétures and cemmerce,
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¢ can only add to the material, a value exaétly equal
¢ to that expended during the execution of the work ;
¢ by which means in the end, this {pecies of labour
¢ operates no real change on the total fum of national
¢ riches. They perceived that the landed proprietors
¢ are the firlt receivers of the whole wealth of the com-
¢ munity; and that whatever is confuined by thofe who
¢ are not poflefled of land, muft come direétly or indi-
¢ rectly from the former ; and hence that thefe receive
¢ wages from the proprietors, and that the circulation
of national wealth is in faét, only a fucceflion of
changes between these two claffes of men, the pro-
prietors furnifhing their wealth, the non-proprietors
* giving as an equivalent, their labour and indufiry.
* They perceived that a tax, being a portion of the
¢ national wealth applied to public ufe, in every inftance,
* however levied, bears finally upon the landed pro-
¢ prietors, in as much as they are the diftributers of that
¢ wealth—either by forcing them to retrench their
“ Tuxuries, or loading them with additional expence;
¢ and that therefore, every tax which is not levied direétly
¢ on the rude produce of the earth, falls in the end on
¢ the land proprietors.—Thefe affertions are almoft all
¢ inconteftible, and capable of a rigorous demonfiration ;
¢ and thofe who have attempted to fhew their falfity, have
€ in general oppofed them only with idle fophijiry.’

" 'Now we have here an author of undoubted eminence,
‘admitting in the moft explicit manner the indilputable
truth of the principles of the Economifts ; declaring that
“all thofe who like Mr. Mill, have attempted to thew
their falfity, have in general oppofed them only with idle
fophiftry ; and yet {o far from embracing the praétical
application which the Economifts deduced from thefe
principles, that he is a decided difciple of Dr. Smith,
whofe fyftem of Political Economy confidered in a prac-
tical view, he aflerts to be much fuperior. With a

knowledge of this precedent, will Mr. Mill ftill perfift
; 12 that
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that I muf adopt all the conclufions of the Economifis,
beaufe I contend for the truth of their premifes (—If M.
Garnier he not allowed of fuflicient authorily in this cafe,
what will Mr. Mill fay, if 1 can prove that Dr. Smith
has himfelf admitted the truth ef the doétrine of the
Economifts, and that pofitively ? In book 2. chap. z ,
parag. 28. he has this p:flage : ¢ Lands, mines, and fifh-
“ eries require all both a fixed and a circulating capital to
¢ cultivate them; and their produce replaces with a
¢ profit, not only thofe capitals but all the others in the
¢ fociety” And a litde further on he fays, ¢ land
¢ even replaces, in part at leaft, the capitals with which
¢ fitheries and mines are cultivated.” Now if the produce
of land, mines, and fi(heries, replaces with profit not only
their own capitals, butall the others in fociety; andif land
partly replaces the capitals with which fitheries and miuves
are cullivated, what is this but admitting in the moft
pofitive terms, that land is the fole fource of wealth ¢
And yet Dr. Smith did not regard this admiffion as in-
confiftent with a theory which bas no reference to it.

Mr. Mill, therefore, is making an aflertion unwarrant-
able in itfelf, and contradiéted by the practice of the
moft eminent politial Economilis, when he infifts that
an author embracing the principles of the Economifis,
muft alfo embrace their pradiical conclafions. And
when he takes for granted, that I have recommended a
fyftem founded on thefe conclufions, he falls into a moft
egregious error, which theflighteft attention would have
obviated, and againft which I muit exprefsly proteft.

2. The fecond grand error into which Mr. Mill has un-
accountably fallen in bis examination of my pamphlet,
is his idea that it has been my object to prove that com-
merce is never a fource of national wealth: and that
becaufe I have maintained it is of flight importance to
us, I have advifed that we thould ceafe cur attention to
commercial undertakings.—In proof that fuch has been
the opinion of Mr, Mill, I may firlt cite his title page.

c2 tis
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His work, he fays, is “ an anfwer to the arguments by
¢ which Mr. Spence and others have attempted to
¢ prove,that commerce is not a fource of national wealth.”
From this, any one muft infer that T had unqualifiedly
denied, the pofhibility of a nation’s acquiring wealth from
commerce, Then, in {fpeaking of the neceflity for the
attention of government to the delicate interefts of com-
merce, he fays (p. 3.) “ But fhould the legiflature be~
¢ come influenced by a theory hoffile to commerce)
Evidently intending to infinuate that my theery is thus
holtile. Again, he obferves, ¢ Here we perceive that
¢ all his reafons againft the utility of commerce, &e.
(page 46.) and, (page 55.)  One might conclude, that
¢ it was rather a rath doétrine to promulgate thal com-
¢ merce is of no utility to Great Britain,” And lafily,
to omit other fimilar inftances, he fays (page 57.) < He
¢ would have us believe that commerce is of no utility;
he would have us conduét our affairs on a plan which is
not applicable to the prefent fituation of the world,
and abandon the courfe by which we have attained
our actual profperity/’—It is difficult to determine
what to fay of all this. It is all grofs mifreprefenta-
tion; and milreprefentation fo glaring, that I can-
not conceal my aftonifhment, that a man of Mr, Mill's
acutenels and apparent good faith, fhould have coun-
tenanced it. In the firft. place, I have never denied
that commerce in general may be a fource of wealth to
particular nations. . Though in the abfiraét, no wealth
iscreated by commerce, particular countries may transfer
to themfelves, by its means, a greater fhare of wealth
than they would otherwife have poflefled, and thus
it certainly becomes a fource of wealth to them. This
T have repeatedly admitted ; and have exprefsly allowed
that Tyre, Venice, and Holland, did gain riches by trade.
But not only have I granted that commerce in general,
may be productive of wealth, I have fully conceded that
were it not for the peculiar nature of our commerce, I

fhould
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fhould admit that we added ten millions annually to our
wealth by it.—In the fecond place, where have I fhewn
any * hofiility’ to commerce, or afferted that it was of
no ¢ utility’ te us?  On the contrary, in the very com-
mencement of my reafoning on this fubject, 1 have faid,
¢ There is no quefiion as to the conventences arifing
from this commerce, and the reader will greatly err,
if be fuppofe I am defirous of proving that it would
be better for the world if there were lefs of it than
thereis. On the contrary, there cannot be a warmer
advocate than I am, for its realonable extenfion.’
(p- 43.) Again, {o far from recommending any alteration
in our prefent fyftem, I have ftated my conviétion,
‘ that the charater of the merchant is as honourable
¢ and as eftimable as that of the farmer, and that in
¢ general honeft obedience to felf-intereft will moft effec-
¢ toally promote the advantage of fociety. (p. 77.)
And once more [ oblerve, (pa. 78.) ¢ Nor let it be con-
¢ ceived, that the opinion is here maintained that a di-
minution of our commerce is defirable. No one can
be more deeply imprefled than I am with the con-
viétion of the value of commerce, as a mean of pro-
¢ curing a mutual interchange of conveniences between
diftant countries; none can more highly appreciate
¢ its vaft importance, confidered as an engine for com-
¢ municating and extending civilization, virtue, and
¢ knowledge, over every part of the globe’—Now, how,
with thefe paflages ftaring him in the face, in a work
from which he has culled with fuch painful afliduity,
every {entence in the flighteft degree apparently incon-
fiftent with any other, Mr. Mill could pretend to
charge me with being hofiile to commerce—with de-
claring it of no utility— is truly marvellous. That the
fuperficial readers of my pamphlet fhould fall into this
mifiake, is furprifing, but that Mr. Mill fhould thus
raife up a man of firaw to combat with, is unaccountable.
Cannot Mr. Mill comprehend, that it is poflible to admit
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that an employment may be of utility, without allowing
that it creates wealth? e will fcarcely deny that our
navy and army are of fome ufe, yet ke furely will not fay
they enrich us. Sowith refpedt to our commeree; though
1 deny that our effential wealth is augmented by it, I
admnit that our enjoyments are; and on this account,
as well as with reference to its agency in promoting the
happinels of the world at large, I am no enemy to it.
Nor, indeed, though I am inclined to believe that it
would bave been better for us in feveral refpeéts, if we
had not entered fo deeply into the commercial {yfiem,
have [ recommended even a partial abandenment of
that fyftem. Well aware that no violent change can be
eflected, without great individual fuffering, I have de-
precated all voluntary diminution of our commerce.
By aim was not to induce the abandonment of our
commerce, but to hold up to my countrymen the con-
foling truth, that if, from any inevitable caufe, we are
deprived of it, we thould neither be ruined, nor eventually
have either our riches or profperity diminifhed.

In concluding this introduétory part of my reply, in
order that neither Mr, Mill nor any future aflailant of my
tenets, may give himfelf the unpeceflary trouble of re-
futing pofitions which I have never maintained, I will
here briefly recapitulate the politico-economical creed,
which it was the objeét of my pamphlet to eftablith, and
which I have as yet {feen no reafon to abjure. Believing,
then, that wealth is folely created by agriculture, 1 fet
the higheft value upon manufactures as being eflen-
tial to tranfinule the wealth produced from the foil, into
another fhape, and to the accumulation of capital; as
having been the great ftimulus to the agricultural im-
provements of this country ; and as being {iill required
progreflively to forward thele improvements. Carefully
diftinguifhing between manufactures for home con-
fumption and thofe for exportation, I contend that the

latter are not neceflary to fiimulate agriculture; that the
wealth
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wealth derived from our commerce is of flight value;
and, confequently, that though its continuance is on
many accounts highly defirable, we are independent
of it, and if we lofe it, neither our profperity, our power,
nor our greatnefs, would be diminifhed.

After having thus proved that much of Mr. Mill's
work is employed in combating pofitions which I have
never maintained, the reader will not be greatly fur-
prifed when I point out to him, that in faét there
is no eflential difference between our docirines as
to the grand fources of national wealth; and that
though we differ in fome fubordinate theoretical points,
we are fo nearly of the fame opinion with regard to the
conclufions deduced from them, that the difference is
infignificant in the extreme. That this is a true ftate-
ment, will be feen, when the following deduétion from
all the reafoning employed by Mr. Mill has been read,
¢ Commerce then’ fays he (p. 115.) © we may infer from
all that has been faid, is a very good thing when it
comes fpontaneoufly, but a thing which may very
eafily be bought too dear. The two main {prings of
national wealth and profperity, are the cultivation of
the land, and manufactures for home employment and
confumption. Foreign commerce is a mere auxiliary
¢ to thefe two.'—So precifely does this accord not only
in fubftance, but in words, with what I have maintaiaed,
that I might almoft charge Mr. Mill with copying my
language. Thus (at p. 31.) I have obferved, “ It will be
¢ obvious from what has been faid, that agriculture and
manufactures are the two chief wheels in the machine
which creates national wealth” And again (p. 42.)
Agriculture and manufactures for home confumption,
¢ then, are the only branches of induftry effential to the
¢ production and accumulation of national wealth.” And
not only does Mr. Mill coincide with me as to the rela-
tive infignificance of foreign commerce as a fource of
national wealth, he admits that ¢ te this hour the found
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* inquirer has moft frequently occafion for his efforts id
* expofing the errors into which both governments and
* individuals fall by the remaining influence of the mer-
* cantile theory : that ¢ the firm hold which this doc-
* trine yet maintains on the minds of men, forms the
* principal obftacle to the diffufion among mankind of
¢ jufter principles of political economy and of govern-
* ment? (p. 14.) that‘ the importance of commerce is
‘ in general greatly over-rated;’ (p. 106.) that ¢ when
¢ we hear people talk, as we too often hear them, and in
¢ places too high, of commerce as the caufe of our na-
¢ tional grandeur; when we find it appealed to as the
* meafure of our profperity; and our exports and ouf
¢ kmports quoted as undeniable proofs that the country
¢ has flourifhed under the draining of the moft expen-
‘ five war that ever nation waged on the face of ihe
¢ earth, we have reafon to fmile at the ignorance or the
¢ deceitfulnefs of the fpeaker;” (p. 107.) that ¢ it is but
* too lrue that the greater number of perfons with whom
¢ we converfe, feem to imagine that commerce creates
¢ wealth by a fort of witcheraft; (p. 108.) and lafily,
that ¢ the fee fimple of our whole export commerce is
¢ not worth the expence of the laft fifteen years war, and
¢ that if it had been all facrificed to the laft fixpence, to
¢ {ave us from that e*:pence, we {hould have been gain-

¢ ers by the bargain.” (p. 108.)

Agreeing, then, as Mr. Mill evidently does, with the
main conclufions of my pamphlet, it may {eem to fome
perfons a little fingular, that he {hould h_.uve thﬂught it
worth while to write an elaborate reply to it. An an-
tagonift of my doctrines, worthy of the name, fhould
have entitled his anlwer ¢ Britain dependent on Com-
¢ merce, and fhould have aimed to prove, that our riches,
profperity and power, are chiefly derived from our trade,
and would expire with its annihilation. But an author
fo decidedly convinced of the falfity of the mercantile
{yftem, and of the inferiority of commerce when com-

' pared
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pared with agriculture, would, one might have thouglit,
have feen little call to controvert the arguments of a
work in whofe conclufions he fo nearly acquiefeed.
The fact feems to be, that Mr. Mill had predetermined
to write an anfwer-to the work in queliion before he had
read it. Delighted in the beginning with the ealy vic-
tory which he had promifed himfelf over an Economiit ;
he was difappointed at finding in the fequel, that the
opinions of this feét were modified fo as nearly to ap-
proach his own: but refolved at all events to write a
reply, he had no other réource than 1o overlook the
atual fyftem recommended, and to combat an imagitary
advocate for the defirution of manufactures aud the
abandonment of commerce.—That Mr, Mill has thus
perverted my opinions, and miftated the conclufions
which alone | have repeatedly faid it was my object to
enforce, I am not, as 1 have before oblerved, forry, He
has given me an epportunity which I have withed for, of
pointing out the abfurdity of fuch views of m y doétrine ;
and of explaining and f“uppm‘ljng reafoning, which
others as well as himfelf, have ﬂrﬂngely mifconceived.

Havixg thus pointed ount the errors into which Mr,
Mill has fallen with refpect to the defign of the pamphlet
he has replied to, and his near accordance with its
conclufions, I proceed lo confider the reafoning em-
ployed by him to invalidate the arguments by which
thefe conclufions are fupported.—When the difference
between two difputants regards rather the procefs of
argumentation from which certain deductions are in-
ferred, than the deducétions themfelves, their controverly
may feem fomewhat unimportant. But truth is always
of value; and fome light can fcarcely fail to be thrown
on the fcience which both Mr. Mill and I profels to hold
in fuch high eftimation, by our difcuflion of the merits
of our different theories,—It will be convenient to purfue

D neaily
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nearly the courfe which Mr. Mill has ftruck out, and I

fhall therefore firfk advert to his obfervations on my
ftatements relative to

The inflability and infecurity of Britifh Commerce.

Mr. M1y terms the view which [ have taken of the
exifting and probable diminution of our commerce, a
mere bugbear. Lel us examine into his grounds for this
affertion. |
He fays, ¢ Let us only contemplate for one moment
the vailt extent of the hahitable globe, and coufider
how finzll in comparifon is that portion of coaft over
which the {way of Bonaparte extends, and we thall
probably conclude with confiderable confidence, that
in the wide world channpels will be found for all the
commerce, to which this little ifland can adminifter,
Let us look firft at the United States of America., 'T'o
thefe we have for years fent more goeds of Britih
manufadture than to the whole continent of Europe.
The vaft commerce of the Weft India iflands next
comes naturally in view.' (p. 8.) He then goes an to
infiance Portuguefe and Spanith America, the coalt of
Africa, the Cape of Good Hope, and the vaft thores of
the Indian ocean, as ¢ affording {cope for boundlefs
¢ commerce though the whele continent of Europe were
* fwallowed up by an earthquake. :

In reply to this, I muft obferve, firft, that it is very
curious that Mr. Mill fhould inftance among the great
channels of our commerce, one which I had enume-
rated in the lifi of thofe from which we were threatened
with exclufion. He muft have known, that at the time
he wrote his pamphlet, the United States of America, fo
far from being a commercial channel which we could
regard as permanently open to us, was one to which we
could only reckon on a temporary accefs during the
fufpenfion of the non-importation aéi; and {carcely had
he laid down bhis pen, when the Embargo aét moft de-
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cidedly proved the juftice of my views on this fubje&, and
the fallacy of his, by excluding us from this moft impor-
tant of our commercial markets.—In the next place,
where are we to look for the fiability of ¢ our vaft com-
¢ merce of the Weft India iflands?” Is Mr. Mill not
aware, that the vaftnefs of this commerce is the effeét of
difeafe only; and that our imports from, and exports to
the Weft Indies, mufi very fhortly be reduced at leaft
one-third, to prevent the utter ruin of all engaged in
this trade i—W hat, again, has the ¢ immenle extent’ of
South America to do with the reparation of our lofs of
European cominerce ! As if extent of country were the
meafure of commercial intercourfe. Is Mr. Mill
ignorant that we have long fupplied the bulk of the ma-
nufaures confumed there;—that fo abundantly has the
market been ftocked, that DBritifh manufactures have
often been fold cheaper in Lima and Rio Janeiro thanin
Tondon? What confolation, then, can we draw from the
{ubftitution of the ¢ growing demand’ of a few hundred
thoufand Spanifh and Portuguefe South Americans, in
liew of the millions we have formerly fupplied in Europe?
Mr. Mill has accufed me, I think without reafon, of ar-
guing unphilofophically, in bringing the inftability of
Britith commerce at all into view; but he is furely
siuch more unphilofophical, when he atiempts to puzzle
the minds of his readers by the affociations of language,
and would have them believe that becaufe the ¢ world
¢ is wide,” it can eafily abforb the commerce of ¢ this
¢ Little ifland.” What have little and great to do in the
matter? What commerce réquires, is not extent of foil,
but an abundant population; and 2 population moreover
which has need of what the merchant can {fupply, and
fomething that he wants, to give in return.—To talk of
the coaft of Africa and the Cape of Good iiope opening
a field of boundlefs extent for the employment of Britifh
~‘capital, is completely to fhift the queftion. No one will
deny ‘that in time thele countries may afford commercial
channels of extent greater even than thofe of Europe or

| » 2 North
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North America. But the queftion is, can they now fup-
ply the lofs of the latter? If not, and if commerce were the
fource of our riches, we might be ruined a century before
the exchange could be effected: and thus the infecurity
and inftability of our commerce would be abundantly
proved.—It is not les furprifing that Mr. Mill fhould
adduce the fhores of the Indian ocean as affording room
for any great extenfion of our commercial intercourfe.
Ishe to be told, that though the countries bounded by
this ocean, have plenty to fell, there is fcarcely one of
our manufactures which they will buy at a profitable
price; and that the precious metals are almoft the fole
articles which can be exported thither with profit? The
Eaft-India Company have been endeavouring for thefe
40 years to difcover which of our manufaétures could be
fent to India with profit, but without fuccefs. In 1792
they publifhed flatements from which it appeared, that
of the woollens, iron and copper, which they had perfift-
ed to fend, little of either could be fold, and that little al-
moft invariably at lofs. What opening, then, do the ¢ vaft
¢ fhoresof the Indian ocean’ prefent to our manufaétures >
Would Mr. Mill have us fend earthen ware to the Chi-
nefe; or manufaciured cottons and muflins to the Hin-
doos; or what? The fact is, that it is impoflible to calcu-
late upon a commerce with the Eaft Indies much greater
than we already enjoy. No beneficial trade can be
carried on between countries which have not mutual
- wants. But the wages of labour in India are fo much
lower than in Europe, in confequence of their habit of
living almoft entirely upon Rice, that in fpite of all our
machinery and capital, they can underfell us in every
one of our ftaple manufactures. ;

After advancing the arguments in favour of the fiabi-
lity of our commerce, wheih we have juft examined, Mr.
Mill goes on to fay, ¢ That in regard to Burope itfelf it
¢ is only to the fuperficial eye that the power of Bona-
¢ parte over our commerce can appear important. Not
‘ to mention the probability that the Baltic, the chan-

nel
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nel by which a great part of our commerce has for a
¢ number of years found its way into Europe, will not long
be fhutagainft us ; the very notion of guarding the whole
extent of European coaft from the mouth of the Elbe
to the Gulph of Venice, muft appear ridiculous to all
men of information and refle¢tion.” (p. 10.) This argu-
ment he fupports, by alluding to the facility with which
fmuggling is carried on, upon our own coalt; and he con-
tends that the intereft which the people of the Con-
tinent feel in obtaining Britifh manufatures, will enable
us to elude the refiri¢tive policy of Bonaparte. With-
outenquiring on what data Mr. Mill grounds his opinion
that the Baltic will not be long fhut againft us, it is a {uf-
ficient anfwer to this mode of reafoning, to appeal to
facts. Weknow thatthe Continent is feverely difirefled for
want of many commodities ufually obtained from Britain,
Colonial produce, in particular, is at leaft 100 per. cent.
dearer than here. Yet are fugar and coffee fmuggled
into France and Holland in any quantity ? If Mr. Mill
refer to the Gazette price of fugar, he will find that even
100 per. cenl. is not fufficient to cover the rilk of at-
tempting to contravene the prohibitory decrees of our
enemy. Ifthis were fo eafy, furely by this time the
demand for fugar from the Continent, would have fome-
what raifed its price here. But no fuch rife has taken
place. *—Again, let Mr. Mill alk the complaining ma-
nufacturers of Leeds, of Manchefier, and of Birmingham,
if Bonaparte’s. decrees have been ol no efleét; and if the
facility of {muggling, compenfates for their former al-
lowed accefs to the Continent # Their piled warchoufes
and unem Plﬂ}'ﬁd hands, will woefull y contradi¢t his
theoretic dreams relpecting the ineflicacy of Bonaparte's
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* The late ttmpm’ar}f advaucr: of 35 0r 45 per cwt. has beey
merely in confequence. of a profpeét of having the ule of fugar
~permisted in the diftilleries,
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prohibitions. The truth is, all fuch reafoning has re-
ference to a fiate of things now no longer in exiftence.
While the powers of Europe were independent of each
other, all excluding decrees muft have been nugatory.
But now that it is wholly fubjeét to one man, and that man
Bonaparte, there is no difficulty in rendering his reftric-
tions effective. Smuggling will in a flight degree be
fiill carried on in articles of little bulk, and afluredly
the hopes of thofe fage politicians who talk of bringing
“our enemies toreafon by depriving them of Peruvian
Bark, will be frufirated; but it will be impofiible to earry
on any extenfive contraband traffic in fuch bulky articles
as fugar, coffee, cottons, and woollens.

I have thus fhewn the futility of the fpeculations by
which Mr. Mill has endeavoured to invalidate my rea-
foning relative to the inftability of Britifh commerce.—
There yet remains one view of the fubject to which he
has not at all adverted, though it occupies feveral pages
of my pamphlet (p. 79-87.)—the probability of a future
diminuation of our commerce, in confequence of the high
rate of wages in this country, and the future competi-
tion of foreigners, Becaufe our trade has increafed for the
lafl 20 years, we fancy that it muft continue to increafe :
but in this we fhall probably find ourfelves miftaken.
“ The conftant fcenes of warfare which the Continent has
exhibited fince the French revolution, have deftroyed
its manufactures, and given us the monopoly nearly,
both of its market, and the American market. But now
that the afcendancyof Bonaparte promifes to the manu-
facturers of the reft of Europe, the continuance of tran-
quillity for many years to come, we canuot doubt that
they will fpeedily regain their former eminence : and
if we compare the price of labour ameng them, with its
price in this country, we fhall fee grounds for believing,
that their rivalfhip will before' long, materially diminifh
our trade. Itis a vulgar error to imagine that we can

manufacture
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manufadture the principal articles of our export, fo
much cheaper than the continental manufacturers can.
When Mr. Adams was in Silefia in 1800, he tells us
that at that time, in the town of Griinberg, 25,000 picces
of broud cloth were annually made, the fineft equal to
Englith broad cloth, and 50 per cent. cheaper; and
that they were accuftomed to fend cloth to Poland,
Ruffia, Hamburg, and Berlin.* If, then, the Silefians
could in 1800, fell broad cloth 50 per. cent. cheaper
than we could; when the prefent tranquil ftate of the
Continent, and the monopoly of that market which Bona-
parte has now conferred upon them, fhall bave reinfiated
their manuiactures in their former profperity, what thould
hinder them in a very few years, from attracling a large
portion of the demand of America for woollens? So
with refpect to the other main articles of our export:
The manufacturers of the Continent can obtain the raw
materials of hardware, cotton, leather, potlery, as cheap
as we: they. can and do adopt all our improved ma-
chinery : they will foon acquire capital; and they will
not have to pay above half the wages of labour that
we pay. It feemsimpoflible, then, but that the Continent
in the lafpe of no protracted period, will become a very
formidable rival 1o us, in many of our moft important
branches of trade. And this will take place whether we
are to continue at war, or make peace. It is an inevitable
confequence of our high and inereafing wages of labour,
and of the ceffation of the caufes, which have hitherto
given us a monopoly of manufadiuring indufiry. Our
commerce, therefore, exclufive of the effect which the
prefent unparalleled fiate of affairs may have upon it,
is, from other caufes, highly unftable and infecure ; and
there is much probability that it would be greatly di-
minifhed, in the courfe of a few years, even though we
{hould have peace to-morrow,

* Travels in Silefia, page 18,
The
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The foregoing reafoning on this fubjed, I am able to
confirm by the authority of a political Economift, whofe
labours have defervedly gained him a high reputation.” Tn
the chapter of Mr. Malthus’s Eflay on Population, where
he has fo jufily difcufled the different effects of the agri-
cultural and commercial fyftems, is the following
paflage. “Ifwe go on as we have done lately, the
price of labour and of provifion mufi foon increafe
 in a manner outofall proportion to their price in the
¢ reft of Europe; and it is impoffible that this (hould not
¢ ultimately check all our dealings with foreign powers,
¢ and give a fatal blow to our commerce and manufac-
¢ tures. The effet of capital, fkill, machinery, and
¢ eftablithments in their full vigour, is great; fo great
‘ indeed, that it is difficult to guefs at this limit: but
¢ ftill it 1s not infinite, and without doubt has this limit.
¢ The principal ftates of Europe, except this fortunate
“ Tland, bave of late fuffered fo much by the aétual
¢ prefence of war, that their commerce and manufac-
¢ tures have been nearly deftroyed, and we may be faid
¢ in a manner to have the monopoly of the trade of
¢ Europe. All monopolies yield high profits, and at
¢ prefent, therefore, the trade can be carried on to ad-
¢ vantage, in {pite of the high price of labour. But
¢ when the other nations of Europe fhall have had time
¢ to recover themfelves, and gradnally to become our
¢ competitors, 1t would be rafh to affirm that, with the
¢ prices of provifion and of labour ftill going on increafing
¢ from what they are at prefent, we {hall be able to fiand
‘ the competition.’ *

The Ldinburgh Reviewer too, however he may
differ with me on other points, is precifely of the
fame opinion on this. After ftating it as his opinion
that commerce contains within itfelf the feeds of its own
decay, in confequence of circumftances which occafion
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a great rife of prices in thofe countries where it has
greatly flourifhed, he continues, ¢ And though, owing

¢ to the peculiar advantages we have enjoyed, this
¢ caule has not yetaffected our commerce, yet we think
L4

that, proceeding in the fame courie, it muft do fo ulti-
mately.” *

L

s R

Definition of the terms Wealth and Profperity.

Mr. Miry has devoted a chapter to a criticifin on
the explanation which I'have given of the above terms;
and, atter expreffing hisdiflatisfaétion with my definitions,
he has prefented us with one, intended to be better, of bis
own. Let usenquire into the folidity of his objections,
and the validity of his pretenfions to fuperior accaracy.

Firft, he complains that the term Capital is not defined.
But after the laboured definition of this term by Dr.
Smith and other Political Economiits, there feemed little
call for loading the pages of a pamphlet with any thing
further on the fubjeét.—Next, Mr. Mill will have it,
that uncultivated land which may be rendered pro-
duétive, is wealth as well as that which is productive.
1 do not think fo. For by this rule, Ruflia, with its mil-
lions of acres, is a more wealthy country than Britain.
—Thirdly, he contends that the laft claule of the defi-
nition, ¢ Thofe things which men wfually clieem valuable,’
includes the other two claufes. Here 1 allow that his
criticifim is juft, and [ was aware, without his information,
that the definiton wouid have been more correct, if the
the two firft claufes had been wholly omitted. He will
afk, then, ¢ Why fuffer it to remain redundant ¥ For
this reafon : Intending my arguments for the public,
not for a few philofophers, I faw that a detinition, merely

=

* Edinburgh Rev. No. 22. page 447
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ftating wealth to beevery thing valuable to man, would be
too metaphyfical for general comprehenfion. I thought fit
therefore, to aim at being generally intellizible, though at
the expence of {tri¢t accuracy.—But Mr. Mill is not fatis-
fied even with the curtailed definition. Air and light, he
{ays, are valuable to man, and yet are not wealth. This
is one of thofe carpiug hypercriticifms which may be
made upon almoft every thing in the {hape of a definition;
and if fuch objettions had been worth attending to,
we muit have been to this moment without an attempt
at feparating the animal, vegetable, and mineral king-
doms. Where a firiétly accurale definition cannot be
had, we muft content ourfelves with an approximation
te accuracy, We fhall fee fhortly, how much better
Mr. Mill has fucceeded in his attempt at correétnefs,
~ Mr. Mill's next objection is to the ufe of the term
abundance in the definition: but if he would have ex-
ercifed a {inall (hare of candour, he might have i'péu‘&d
this flaw. By the context it appears that he evidently
underfiands me ta be {peaking of national wealth, not
wealth in the abfiraél;and though in the hafte of compofi-
tion, [ have omilted the term national, he muit have feen
from the {uccéeding illuftration, that in this definition
T had national wealth in view. It would be abfurd to
fay that wealth in the abftract, confilis in abundance of’
things valuable to man ; butit is equally clear that na-
tional wealth (and this was obvioufly my meaning) does
confift in fuch abundance. The difference between a rich
and a poor nation is juft, that the former poflefies
alundance of what the latter poflefies little.
Mr. Mill has found it tedious to enter into ¢ a minute
« analyfis of my definition of profperity,” fo that [ am
fpared the trouble of following him in his ohjections
“ on this head. I mufi, however, beg leave utterly to
deny his affertion ¢ that ot the three claufes of which the
¢ defeription counfifls, the lafi two. are imcluded 1n the
¢ firfi; as it is in the nation which 1s ngreﬂh'cly ad-
) I ¢ yancing
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¢ Vancing in wealth; where the checks to population are
¢ few, and where employment and {ubfiftence are moft
¢ readily found for all clafles of the inhabitants.” (p. 22.)
On the contrary, I contend that a nation may be pro-
greflively hdvan&:ing in wealth, where the checks to po-
pulation, and the difficulty of procuring {ubfiflence, are
increating daily. It would lead me into a field much too
wide for this place, to fiale at large, the reafons for this
opinion ; but Mr. Mill and the reader will find them
exprelled, better than I could exprefs them, in the
chapter of Mr. Malthus’s Effay on I"opulation, intitled,
© Of increafing Wealth as it affecis the Condition of the
Poor.” He will there fee it clearly proved, that if a
nation devote the whole of its accumulating capital, to
manufaétures, and none of it to agriculture, its profpe-
rity may be dreadfully decreafing, atthe fame time that
its wealth is rapidly angmenting, ,

Laftly, Mr. Mill haviug feen, as he {ays, how little
ufeful is my definition of wealth, favoursus with one of
his own. Here we may furely look for extraordinary
accuracy. What, then, is this unaffailable definition ?
Wealth, according to him, denotes thofe objeéts which
have a value in exchange. The vaguenefs of the third
claufe of my definition is here wonderfully obviated.
But let us apply Mr. Mill’s touchfione to this fierling ore.
Water, we all know, is purchafed by moft families in
Lovdon. It has therefore a value in exchange; it is
wealth.  But a few families are furnithed with pumps :
their water cofts them nothin g. It is therefore not
wealth. Thus according to Mr, Mill’s definiiion, an
object is wealth at one door, and it is not wealth at the
next! How much are the riches of thofe towns to be
envied, where the water being conveyed in pipes to their
houtes, has a value in exchange! And how grievous is
the lot of thofe poor cities, where every houfe being pro-
vided with a pump, the inhabitants obtain this fluid with-
- outexpence! It is fair to try Mr. Mill's definition by
his own teff, and when thus tried, it is found not
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a whit more accurate than that which it was intended
to fupercede. The fact is, that perhaps it is impof-
fible to frame a definition of wealth that fhall not be
liable to fome exceptions, Of the two—Mr. Mill’s and
my own—I naturally prefer the latter; and if feru-
tinized, I do not believe it is liable to objections fo
ferious as his. It is not perhaps incorrect, to call pure
air and good water, portions of national wealth; bul if
a nation be rich in proportion as it poflefles articles ol
value in exchange, it follows that a drought, which makes
every drop of water in one of the Welt India Iflands
of great exchangeable value, is a mean of increaling its
wealth: which is pretty nearly nonfenfe.

T T

Of Land, as the fole fource of Revenue.

Mr. M1 has admitted the vaft fuperiority of agri-
culture as a fource of revenue, over every other branch
of indufiry ; and in this admiflien he is followed by the
FEdinburgh Reviewer. But both thefe authors contend
that agriculture is far from being the fole fource of re-
venue. Manufactures, they aflert, are entitled to claim
a high rank in this refpect. Their reafons for this opinion
are not detailed fo fully as to admit of a clofe exami-
nation, without a previous ftatement of the arguments
which induce me to maintain a contrary pofition. In
the prefent fection, therefore, I fhall, in the firlt place,
endeavour to explain that view of the fubject which I am
led to entertain—or, in other words, to (hew that the
revenue of every member of fociety in this country, is
derived from the foil; and in the next place, I fhall
advert to the arguments by which my opponents main«
tain a contrary opinion.*

-

# In the following inquiry I purpofely leave foreign commerce
entirely out of confideration, This is neceffary for the fake of
diftinétnels. It will be hereafter feen what value I attributg to this
branch of induilry as a {ource of revenue, .

But
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But before proceeding to this explanation, it is ne-
ceflary to infift upon two pofitions, which, however
obvious and incontrovertible, feem to be left out of view
by moft of thofe who fpeculate on this fubject.

Firft, That of all the wants of man, food is the moft
indifpenfable; and that, when provided with this, and
the neceflary raw materials, he is able to fupply all his
other wants with facility. Thus, provide me with a
million quarters of wheat, and the raw materials required,
and I can without difficulty build a fleet of fhips, a
bridge, a pah\ce—;-nr manufacture woollens, linens, or
whatever luxury I am defirous of poflefling. The pof-
feflion of the requifite quantity of food, will give me the
command of ail the labour I require; and whether I
need tools or machines for effeéting my object, this food
will enable me to fabricate them. DBut on the other
hand, without food, no fhips, or bridges, or palaces, could
be built—no woollens, or linens, manufactured. Though
furnithed with axes, and hammers, and trowels—with
looms, and manufactories in profufion, it would be in vain
to colleét the neceflary labourers, if food were wanting;
and we fhould find no poflibility of converting thefe im-
plements into food. There is no difficulty in converting
100 quarters of wheat, by the intervention of the labour
of man, into a fteam-engine ; but no labour can trani-
mute a fieam-engine back again, into 100 quarters of
wheat.—Thus, then, there is an eflential and important
difference, between wealth derived from the foil, and
manufactured wealth.

Secondly, That where food in fufficient abundance is
produced, the principle of population will readily fupply
labourers in adequate proportion ; and that the operation
of this principle, effeétually gives to thofe who have
poifeflion of the foed of any country, an ablolute com-
mand over the labour of thole who are not o potlefled,
at a rate which never exceeds what is barely {uflicient to
fupply the latter with the neceilaries of life. ¢

et
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Let us now inquire from what fource the revenue of
the different claffes of fociety in this country, is derived:
and to avoid the intricacy induced by the intervention
of a circulating medium, let us revert to a fuppofition
which we have before found ufeful, and confider what
would take place in this refpect, if all tranfadlions were
carried on by barter. On fuch a fuppofition, it is un=
deniable, that the revenue of the clafs of land proprietors,
and of farmers, would be wholly derived from the foil ;
and we muft oblerve, too, that this revenue is a perfeét
new creation. The farmer brings into exiftence food for
himf{elf, and at the fame time food for five or fix other
human beings. The queftion is, whether the other
claffes of fociety, the manufadturing and unproductive
claffes, can be faid in this manner to ereate their revenue,
and whether it is not merely transferred to them from the
agricultural claffes. Now as food is the principal want
of the great bulk of fociety, it cannot require any words
to prove, that this portion of the revenue of the manu-
fadtaring and unproductive clafles, muft neceflarily be
drawn from the foil, and confequently come from the
agricultural clafles, who transfer it to them in exchange
for manufadtured articles and fervices of various kinds,
It is equally clear, that the raw materials employed in
different manufactures, muft come from the foil, and,
therefore, be transferred from the agricultural claffes.
There can be no difpute, then, that by far the largeft
portion of the revenue of every member in fociety, muft
be derived from the foil. Controverfy can exift only, with
refpect to that fmall part of the revenue of the manu-
facturing and uvprodultive claffes, confifting of the
difference 1n value between manufadtured articles in
their manutactured and raw ftate. Now, to me it appears
a reafon quite fufficient to induce us to regard this por-
tion of their revenue as a transfer, merel y, that in con-
verling this raw into manufaétured produce, food, which
has been derived from the foil, has been confumed ; and
that
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that the additional value conf: erred, is only equal to that
of the food expended,

An illufirative example will make this reafoning more
clear. Suppofe a land-owner to cultivate his own pro-
perty, and that after every expence is paid, there remains
a net jurplus of 1000 quarters of wheat. beflides wool, &e.
This is his revenue, and 1s furely derived from the foil,
120 quarters of this wheat, and the raw materials, he
appropriates to the manufacturing of woollens for his
tamily; in ﬁxhrit:ating which, ten men have been employed
a year, each receiving 10 quarters of grain for his labour,
This, then, is their revenue, and is certainly derived from
the foil. But 4 quarters are as much e each family
requires for food: 1 quarter is paid by each for the rent
of a cottage to a neighbouring houle proprietor, who
thus derives a revenue of 10 quarters of grain from his
cottages; which is flill, however, drawn fiom the foil,
Another quarter is paid by each to the clothier and
taylor for manufacturing and making his cloaths; who
thus in turn derive a revenue from this expenditure,
which s till drawn from the foil. A third quarter is paid to
the phyfician, whofe revenue confifis of portions of
revenue originally drawn from the foil, transferred to
him from his patients. The remaining 3 quarters are
exchanged for various other articles, and thus form a
portion of the revenue of other manu facturers, &e. In
the fame way, the mafter manufacturer who furnifhed
thefe ten woollen manufacturers with their looms, until
the completion of their work, might receive a profit of
20 quarters of wheat'as the intereft of his capital. An
accumulation of fimilay profits forms his revenue, which
however we muft regard as derived from the fuj]. - It
would be endlefs to trace the ramifications into which
this original creation of revenue from the foil would
naturally {pread itfelf, The reader will readily perceive,
that by extending the iluftration, jt might be clearly
fhewn, that this revenue of 1000 quatters of wheat,

might
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might betome the fole revenue of feveral hundreds, and

contribute to that of feveral thoufands of ‘individnals; - -

none of whom, however, could with any Prﬂpﬁetjf be
confidered as creating their revenue. 70t .
The arguments by which Mr. Mill haq 1nd1m&|y' 8
end_mmure-:l to difprove the pofitions jult laid down, -
will be adverted to in the fequel; butas the Edinburgh -
Reviewer has more dire@tly oppofed the reafomng in-
tended to fupport them, T fhall lere attend to-his
fiatements. He fays, that ¢ he agrees entively with: Dr.s
¢ Smith, that the real revenue of ‘the whole {ociety is ta
be eftimated, not only by all the food that is confumed,
but alfo by all the manufaétares and commadities of all
kinds, which are produced during that comiumption,
or what amounts to nearly-the fame thing, bythe value
of all that each individual confitimes, which evidently
confifts not only in a eertain portion of food, but in a
¢ certain quantity of manufactures and other' com-
¢ modities in addition to it (p. 431.)  Now, this
argument appears to me Lo involve as grols a fallacy, as
if the Reviewer were to contend, that the income of an
individual, ought to be eftimated, firit, by the amount of
what he fpends, and then, by ‘the amount of what he
buys;—as if he were to fay, that a man who fpends
£.1000 a year, is worth .£.2000 a year, whilé'he- that
poffefles £. 1000 a year without {pending it, is but half
as rich asthe former. The Reviewer will allow, becaufe: -
Dr. Smith has aliowed it before him, that the great home
trade of any country, confifis in the exchange of feod and .
raw produce, for manutactured produce, and he will
{carcely difpute, thatin a country producing its own
food, the value of its annual produce of food and raw
produce, muft be greater than that of manufaétured
produce. Does the Reviewer, then, mean to fay, that
the {urplus raw produce and food of the cultivator, and
the manufudtures for which he exchanges thefe, both
conftitute his revenues If fo, he is guilty of the ablurdity
which

-

-

-

-

-,
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which has been juft alluded to, in regarding the expen-
diture of a revenue as doubling it. DBut perhaps he
means to {ay, that the furplus raw produce and food of
the cultivators, confiitute their revenue, and the manu-
faftured produce, the revenue of the clafs of manu-
facturers ; and that both together eonftitute the revenue
of the fociety, which is neither greater nor lefs for the
exchanges made between the two. Bat on this fup-
pofition, which is the only remaining one I can fee room_
for, the error is as great as before. The Reviewer forgeti
that the revenue of the cultivators is derived from 1h‘e
bounty of nature—it is a new creation which has nothing
to replace; whereas the revenue of the clafs of manus
facturers (fuppofing it to confift of manufaétures) has
been produced by the extinétion of another revenue, and
the greater part, if not the whole of it, is mortgaged for
the purpofe of replacing the revenue which has been
expeunded in producing it. The Reviewer has clearly here
been mifled by that conftant fource of error in politico-
economical fpeculations—the employment of a cir-
culating medium. Becaufe by the accomulation of
capital, and the ufe of money, the manufaturer can
command all the raw materials and food he is in want of,
and poftpone his fales to a diftant period, the Reviewer
has been deluded with the notion of his creating a
revenue. Bat if the prefent fyftem of {ociety were to exift
without the intervention of money, and the land owners
were to advance to the manufacturers raw produce and
food, and in return to receive manufaétured produce,
furely the Reviewer would not conlend that in that cale
any revenue could be faid to be created by manu-
fadtures.

Let us aflay this mode of reaforing by an example,
A land owner at the end of harveft, thn all the expences
of cultivation have been paid, has a furplus nf 200
quarters of corn, This is his revenue for the enfuing

year. He mfhns to appmpnate half of this, to the
hm[d.ll-r

-
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building of a new houfe: he therefore engages 10 men,
who, on being fupplied with 10 quarters of corn each,
and the neceffary tools, engage in the next twelve months
to complete this building; procuring the requifite fiane
and timber from their employer’s quarries and woods,
Now, could thefe 100 quarters of corn, and this new
houfe, be both regarded as the revenue of this land
owner ? Sure]}r not. He has fpert his revenue in the
erection of a houfe. But what conflitutes the revenue
of the 10 labourers who have built it? The houfe?
Impoffible. They could at noinfiant claim a right to a
grain of the ftone, or a chip of the wood confumed upon
it.  What then? Why indifputably, according to my
conceptior, the 100 quarters of corn which were trans-
ferred to them by the land owner. Thele alone, which
they had no fhare in creating, could be regarded as their
revenue; and this revenue is that alone which, 1n this
tranfaction, could be faid ever to have an y exiftence.~—
There is not a fingle cafe of manufaéiures to which this
example may notbe applied ; and in all, as in the prefent
inftance, if fified to the bottom, it will be {een, that
manufactures are objects upon which revenue is {pent,
not revenue. If man could live upon air, and pick
wool and cotton from every hedge, without charge, he
might then be faid to create a revenue by manufacturing
mduftry; but fo long as he muft eat food, and fo long
as the prolific power of nature neceflarily limits the price
of his labour to a quantity of food barely {ufficient to
fupply the neceflaries of exiftence, manufactures
can never with jufiice be regarded as a fource of
Tevenue.

But the Reviewer has another objeétion on this head
which deferves fome attention. A few pages further on,
he obferves, « It is very far from being true that the
* manufacturer derives the whole of his revenue from
¢ the land proprietors. He derives indeed his food, and
¢ whatever raw materials he may want of home growth,

2 “ which
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¢ which we are moft perfectly ready to acknowledge, are
¢ the moft important becaufe the moft neceflary part of
¢ his revenue: but for his cloaths, his lm_uiies,; his fur-
¢ piture, and numberlefs other articles of comfort and
¢ convenience, which unqueftionably form a part of the
¢ revenue he confumes, and often the largeft part, he is
¢ indebted to other manafacturers. Each manufatturer
¢ and artificer becomes a confumer and artificer to his
¢ brother manufadturers and artificers in different lines;
¢ and if hiftory tells true, the ftates of Holland and
¢ Venice, particularly the latter, at the period of their
« grealeft profperity, experienced all the enriching effeéls
¢ that can arife from n‘grcm conlumption, without the
¢ aid of many land proprietors.” (p. 435) In reply to
this, it may be remarked, in the firft place, that if we fully
admitted the Reviewer’s pofition, the revenue derived
‘from manufadures would be extremely trifling; for we
know that nine tenths of the revenue of nine tenths of
fociety, is compofed of focd and the raw produce of the
manufactures they confume. When we have enume-
aated < food and cloathing,’we have little more to frate as
,thE revenue of the bulk of mankind. ¢ Houofes' ferve
the purpofe of generations; and * furmiture’ for years;
and therefore can with no propriety be called revenve.—
But there is no need.to, admit the accuracy of the
Reviewer’s fiatement. The obfervations before made,
yeddet it obvious that he has again fallen itito the miftake
‘of confidering men as @therial beings, who can live
avithout food. How can manufacturers and artificers,
exchange their manufactured produce with their brother
manufacturers, unlefs they had derived from {omewhere,
.a revenue to fubfift upon during its fabrication ? This
transferred revenue they have fpent in producing articles,
which, therefore, have no claim to be regarded as afecond
revenue.—DBut it is needlefs to repeat the arguments
which have juft been ufed, I would merely oblerve with
refpect to Venice and Holland, that thefe fates ac-
L Fe ~ quired
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buired riehes and the power of confy ming, by their
carrying trade and the monopoly profits which the then
1ofant fiate of commerce afforded them - and the latter,
befides, derived an immenfe revenue from its extenfive
fithery, which, in calling the foil the fole fource of
revenue, I by no means intend to exclude.

Oue main caufe of the errors of the Reviewer now
pointed out, and of thofe of Mr. Mill which will here-
after be adverted to, is their confounding the very diftin&
ideas of creation and accumulation. That a mation
which accumulates the manufacdtures into which it has
tranfmuted its food, will be richer than one which eon-
fames its food without fuch a tranfmutation, is as clear
as that the man whe fpends his income in buildings,
paintings, &c. will be richer than he who confumes it in
luxurious gratifications of the palate. (See Dr. Smith,
b. 2. chap, 3. towards the end). But this eircumftance
by no means proves that wealth is created by fuch ex-
penditure. The general introduétion of vaceine inocu-
lation would doubtlefs fave many lives to the State; but
we fhould be apt to ftare with lurprife, if Dr. Jenner had
claimed a reward for a difcovery that created human
Btings,

e T—

Tee preceding ftatement of the reafons which induce
me to hold the opinion that agriculture is the fole fource
of revenue, will neither have its truth proved nor dif-
proved by the citation of authorities ip s favour; but,
as it may tend to thew that I am not fingular in main.
‘taining this opinion at the prefent day, and as the Edine
burgh Reviewer may poflibly not deem it {o very pre-
polterous, if it thall prove to have been very recenily
‘held by a palitical Economift, for whofe attainments
himftelf or his c'u_exd'jutom have, on various occafions, pro-
feiled greal refpect, 1 fhall here beg leave to quote the

oL o B e ' fentimentg
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fentiments of Mr: - Malthus on this quefiion. And it
will be allowed that the teftimony of this gentlenan is

entitled to greater attention; when it is underfiood that

heis far from being a blind follower.of the Economifis.—
Afier giving it as his perfuafion that, in.fonie fenfes, the
definitions of national wealth, both of Dr. Smith and the
Economifts, are corret, he continues; ¢ Whichever of

i

£
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thefe two definitions is adopted as the beft criterion of
the wealth, power, and profperity of a State, the great
pofition of the Economifis will always remain true, that
the furplus produce of the cultivators is the great fund
which ultimately pays all thofe who are not employed
upon the land. Throughout the whole world the num-
ber of manefacturers, of proprictors, and of perfons en-

gaged in the various civil and military profeflions,

muft be exactly proportioned to this furplus produce,
and cannot in the nature of things increafe beyond it.
If the earth had been fo niggardly of her produce as
to oblige all her inhabitants to labour for it, no manu-
factarers or idle perfons counld have exifted. Bat her
fir intercourfe with man was « volantary prefent; not

-very large, indeed, but fufficient as a fund for his {ub-

fiftence, till by the proper exercile of his facuities he
could procure a greater. In proportion as the labour
and ingenunity of man, exercifed upon the land, have
increafed this furplus produce, leifure has been given

ftoa greater number of perfons to employ themfelyes in

all the inventions which embellith civilized life,  And

though, in its turn, the defire to profit by thele inven-
"tions has greally contributed to ftimulate the cultiva-

tors 0 increafe their furplos produce; yet the order of
precedence is clauly the furplus produce ; becaufe the
funds for the fubfiftence of the manufuéturer muft be
advanced to him, before he can complete his warl: :
and if we were to imagine that we could command this

¢ furplus produce whenever we willed it, by forging ma-

nufactures, we fhould be quickly admonifhed of our

‘gruls
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grofs error by the inadequate fupport which the worle
man would receive, in {pite of any rife that 1:.r';igh1 take
place in his nominal wages.’* ‘T'hen, after oblery ing,
That it is a very great error to fuppufc_ that the fyftem
of the Economifts is really unfavourable to manufac-
tures ’;—that, ¢ in the hifiory of the world the nations
whofe wealth has been derived principally from manu-
factures and commerce, have been perteéily ephemeral
beings compared with thole the bafis of whote wealth
is agriculture’;—and that ¢ it is in the nature of things
that a State which fubiils upon arevenue furnithed by
other countries, muft be infinitely more expofed to all
the accidents of time and chance than one which pro-
duces its own:—Mr, Malthus goes on to fay:—¢ No

error is more frequent than that oftmﬁ'.akm"' eileéts for
caufes.  We are fo blinded by the ﬂ!EWH]E{b of come
merce and manufaétures, as to believe that they are
almoft the fole caufe of the wealth, power, and prof-
perity of England.  Bal perhaps they may be more

Juitly ccmﬁ-:lcrerj as the confequences than the caufe

of this wealth.  According to the definition of the
Economifis, which conliders . un]} the produce of land,
England is the richeft country in Lumpf- in proportion
to her fize. Her fyftem of agriculture is beyond com-
parifon better, and conlequently her furplus produce is
more confiderable.  France is very greatly fuperior to
Lngland in extent of territory and population; bug
when the iurplm produce, or difpofable revenue of
the two nations is wmpamd, the fuperiority of France

‘almoft vanithes.  And it is this great furplus produce

in Ungland, arifing from her agriculture, which enables
her to fupport fuch a vaft body of manufacturers, fuch
formidubie fleets and armies, {uch a crowd of perfons
engaged in the liberal protellions, and a proportion of
'ILL fociety living upon money rents, very far beyond

i Efﬁy nh Population, 4to ed. p. 433. .
R T ¥ What
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¢ what hfas. ever been an\ 'in any other country in the
¢ world. *

~ In addition to this firiking teftimony in favour of the
trath of the doctrine I am now contending for, T fhall alfo
here quote Mr. Malthus’s obfervations,which are perfeétly
accordant with my own npmmns,+ relative to the con-
fined and erroncous conceptions of thofe, who, in contem-
PIHllnﬂ‘ the lmpmt;mce of the revenue derived from land,
reftricét their view to the net money revenue received by
the clafs of land proprietors. ¢ I, fays he, ¢ in allert-
¢ ing the productivencss of the labour employed upon
land, we look only to the clear monied rent yielded to
a certain number of proprietors, we undoubtedly con-
fider the fabject in a very contracted point of view.
The quantity of the furplus produce of the cultivators
¢ is indeed meafured by this clear rent; but its real
value confifis in its capability of fupporting a certuin
¢ number of people, or millions of people, according
to its extent, all exempted from the labour of pio-
curing their own food, and who may, therefore, either
¢ live without manual exertions, or employ themfelves
¢ in moditying the raw produce of nature into the forms
¢ beft fuited to the gratification of man. A net monied
¢ revenue arifing from manufactures, of the fame extent,
¢ and to the fame number of individuals, would by
no means be accompanied by the fame circumitances.
It would throw the country in which it exified, into
¢ an abfolute dependence upon the furplus produce of
¢ athers; and if this foreign revenue could not be
obtained, the clear monied rent, which we have {up-
pofed, would be abiolutely of no value to the nation.’?
—And again, in {peaking on the fubject of taxation,
Mr. Malthus obferves, ¢ The real furplus produce of
¢ this country, or all the []TD[!U(:E:]]DIL aétually confuned

1
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* Effay on Population; gto ed. p. 437
4 See note in ¢ Briwain independént of Comniercé,” p. 32. 1 p. 433.
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‘ bythecultivators, isa very different thing, and fhould be
¢ carefully diftinguifhed from the fum of the net rents of
¢ the landlords. - This fum it is fuppofed does not much
‘ exceed a fifth part of the grofs produce. The remain-
‘ ing four fifihsis certainly not conf{umed by thelabourers
“ and horfes employed in agriculture; but a very con-
¢ fiderable portion of it is paid by the farmer, in taxes,
“ in the inftruments of agriculture, and in the manu-
factures nfed in his own family and in the families of
his labourers.™®
Thefe quotations render it almoft fuperfluous for me to
add any other confutation of the objeétions of thofe who
urge that agrienliure cannot be the {ole fource of the
revenue of Britain, becaule the rents of land in the
kingdom do not amount to much more than the fum
annually paid in taxes+; and becaufe the added revenue
~of the whole community, is vaftly greater than the value
of even the grofs produce of the foil. Thefe objections,

-

-

* EfMy on Populiation, p. g41. y

+ An hiftorical fact is worthy the attention of thofe who talk of
the unexampled amount of our taxes. William the Conqueror,
700 years ago, when fcarcely a manufadture, much lefs commerce
exifted, from his 1200 manors, and other internal fources, derived a
revenue of £. 1060 a-day; which, as the pound fterling then con-
tained thrice as much filver as it now does, and was befides at lealt
twenty times more valuable; makes his annual revenue amount to
vpwards of £. 25,000,000 of the prefent day. (See Maferes
Hift. Anglic, Selefla Monumenta, p, 2 58). Now if England, 700 years
ago, with a population of two or three millions, ufing a wretched
ma:le of agriculture, and without manufatures and commerce,
could afford to the government a revenue of [, 25,000,000; in
what refpedt is it fo very marvellous that Great Britain, with a popu-
Jation of cleven millions, and under a {yftem of agriculture the
mott produdiive in the world, thould now be able to (fupply the
ftate with £, 60,000,000 yearly; which, in proportion, is not
haif fo much as was then paid?  And what need is there to give
to her commerce and manufadtures, any fhare of the merit of bearing:
this burthen, when the ability of her agriculture alone, to bear a
much greater load, has been proved 7
: however,
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however, it may be weorth while flightly to attend to
efpecially as fome very erroneous calculations on this
fubject have lately been prefented to the publie—~The
net rent of land in this country has been varioufly efti-
mated. T believe it is confiderably more, but it will
furely not. be efimating it too high at %o millions,
That.we may in every refpect be within bounds, let us
call the rent a quarter only of the grof produce of the
land ; which will therefore be 200 millions. Now the
only deduction which ought to be made from this {um,
for the purpofe of alcertaining what part of it confiitutes
the real revenue of the focicty, is the amount of food
eonfumed by the cattle employed in hufbandry, and of
the feed neceflary to keep up the fiock of grain, All
the remainder of the Farmers’ expences—the food which
they fupply to 2,000,000 of labourers—the coft of their
manure, of their implements of hufbandry, and of their
various improvements of draining, irrigating, &c.ew
though they are a deduétion from their revenue, are, in
fact, an addition to that of the community. It will
fcarcely be difputed, therefore, that if we {ubtract
from the grofs produce of the foil a quarter, as the
amount of food referved for the catile of the farm, and
of grain to be ufed for feed, we fhall have made an
ample allowance. It appears, then, at the very loweft
computation, that this country every year derives
a revenue of £. 150,000,000 from its foil., Now this
revenue it will be feen, when difperfed in ten million
ramufications through the mafs of fociety, will be abun-
dantly fufficient to account both for the taxes which are
paid by this country, and the revenue of the whole of its
community. - As to taxes, every man has the word in
his mouth, that half of Lis income is expended in them,
But if we deduct 60 millions from the amount of the
revenue of the country, there is {iill go millions remain-
ing, untouched by government. And if we refle@ that
of the fifty millions of net revenue of the land holders ¢

G the
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the fifty millions of profit of the Famers; and the fifty
millions expended by them in cultivating their land—
all which is & new creation—fixty willions are tranf:
ferred to the government, of which twenty-fix millions
become a revenue which is fpent by the ftoekholders;
and that the remainder is, before the end of the year,
expended in various articles of ufe or luxury, and thus
becomes the revenue of miilions of manufacturess and
confumers ;—it will appear nothing very marvelious that
the added revenue of all ranks in this country may be
eftimated, as Mr, Colquohoun has done, at 332 millions,*
while the real revenue of the country is not half as much,
Tlm. mode of eftimating the revenue of a eountry by
addmg the revenue of all the clalles of fociety together,
is as if a man worth £. 20,000 a year, allowing £, 1000
a year to each of his ten fons, thould fay that his family
was worth not £.20,000 but £, 30,000 a year, The
yevenue created from the foil, belongs in the firft inftance
wholly to the Jand proprietors aud farmers; but thefe
two clafles transfer nearly the whole to the manufacturing
and unproduétive clafles ; and by this procefs, if attention
be not paid to the fource of revenue, we may readily
calculate the revenue of the country to be twice as much
#s 1t really is.§
SRS

TaE corollary which the Economifts deduce from the
* foregoing doéirine; namely, That all taxes, however les
vied, fallultimately upon the land, 1o indifputably follows,
ifthe truth of that doftrine be admitted, that it would
fearcely feem to need any further illufiration; yet, as
this deduétion appears to be particularly repulfive to
thofe who have not attended to enquiries of this

* ¢ Treatife on Iﬁdig;::nc{:.‘ ;
1 On this fubject [ee a note in * Britain independent of Coma
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nature,
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watare, T Thall venture, thoogh at the rifk of being
thought tedious, to occupy a few pages in placing it in
as clear a point of view us Tam able.

In order to accomplifh this object, we muft once more
Jeave a circulating medium out of queftion.  Now if no
circulating medium were made ufe of, itis clear that the
governmetit mufl call for taxes in kind —inftead of re=
quiring fixty milliens of pounds fterling, yearly, it muft
demand the articles which this fum is now eédiployed to
purchafe. The expenditure of our government confifis
in the {ums which it pays to the fiockholders, the officers
of ftate, &e. and thole which are vequired for providing
food, cloathing, &e. for the army and navy, for building
thips, fcrt‘iﬂtatiuns} &c. Letus in the firft place, for
the fake of greater fimplicity, attend to the fources
whence the latter branch, if paid in kind, mult neceffarily
proceed. As all the wanis of government might be rea-
dily fatisfied, if it poffefled provifion for the fupport of its
naval and military eftablifhments, together with the re-
quifite raw materials for other purpofes, and food for
the fuftenance of the labourers neceflary to give them
form; it might either levy a tax of fo much food, and of
fo mueh iron, wood, wool, &c. or it might at once de-
mand a tax of fo much food, and {o many fhips, {fo many
muskets, fo many coats, &e.  1f the former method were
adopted, it is not ealy to perceive how it can be denied
that all the taxes would fall upon the foil; for from what
guarter could a demand for wheat, oxen, fheep, timber,
and wool, be fupplied, but from the produce of the land?
and from whom could this produce be drawn, but from
the clafs of cultivators, whofe property the whole of the
annual produce of the foil is? Though a part of this de-
mand were made upon the clafs of manufacturers and
th¢ unprodudtive clafs, it is obvious that they could not
have the power of fatisfying it, except through the me-
dium of revenue drawn from the agricuitural clafs.—But
although the cafe is réndered more compiex, if we {up-
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pole that the fecond mentioned mode of taxation were
acted upon, and a tax of fo many thoufand yards of cloth
were levied upon the woollen man ufacturers, of fo many
fhips upon the thip-builders, of fo many mufkets upon the
gun-fmiths, &c.; aflight confideration will {hew that the
cale is not really altered, Let us enquire, for inftance,
how a demand of 1,000 yards of cloth, upon a woollen
manufacturer, would be paid, As the price of fuch of his
cloth as was fold prior to this demand, merely replaced
the raw material, the provifion confumed in fabricating
ity and his ordinary profits, if he were called upon for
1,000 yards of this cloth without any return, he muft ne-
uuﬂ'ﬁrify charge the whole of its coft u pon the remainder
which was fold. Thus the land owner would have to
pay, in addition to the natural price of the cloth con-
fumed by himfelf, the price of all the cloth advanced to
the ftate; and thas he would as certainly in the end pay
this tax, as if the raw material and the food required in
manufacturing it, had beep demanded from him in the
firfi inflance. In fa@t, this confequence muft follow,
from the circumftance, that the labouring manufacturer
Dever derives more than a bare fubfifience from his Ja-
bour, and that the mafter manufacturer muft always gain
his ordinary profits, Neither the one nor the other,
therefore, has the power of finally paving the taxes which
the government may require of them, They muft hift
thefe laxes from their own fhoulders, and they can in
the end fall upon the land owners only, who have
not the means of caliing the burthen upon any other
clafs,

It is needlefs to dilate apon the mode in which the
taxes required for the payment of the intereft of the
national debt, the falaries of the officers of ftate, &c.
finally fall upon the land. If thefe fums were paid in
kind, they muft either be paid in provifion with which
every thing elfe could be procured, or in food and an
aflortment of ‘manufactured articles, In both cafes, as

T e



[ as" ]

we have fhewn above, they could be derived from ne
other fource than the foil.*
If the Edinburgh Reviewer hefitates Lo admit the

conclufion

* This mode of eftimating our taxes—not by their nominal
money ameunt, but by the commedities which they will purchafe,
and the men they will fubfilt—would help us to avoid the very
commen error of fuppofing that our real wealth has doubled within
thefe 20 years, becaufe we can now pay 6o millioas in taxes, with
as much eafe as we could then pay 30 millions. The faét is, that
within the jaft 20 years, the price of every thing has more than
doubled. When, therefore, we pay 60 millions in taxes at prefent,
we do not really pay more than 30 millisns would have been 20
years ago; and w¢ can now as eafily pay the former fum, as we
could then have paid the latter. This confiderarion, tou, will thew
us the error of eftimating the relative power of the continental
ftates and our own, by the nominal amount of the revenues of each,
Thus, fome would fuppofe that France, with a revenue equal to 40
millions fterling, is much poorer than Britain with one of 6o
millions. But, in truth, fhe is much richer; for 40 millions in
France are equal to 86 millions in Britain. The coft of keeping
up naval and military eftablifhiments being there only halfas much
as in this country, 40 millions in France are equal to 8o millions
here.—~There is cne view of the effeé which the augmentation
in the price of every thing in this country has had, which, though
it is but diftantly connelted with this fubjed, deferves to be
pointed out. I mean; That this augmentation of price has wirtually
extinguifbed a large portion of the mational debi. Thus, for the 100
millions of that debt contrated in the Amsrican war, we now
really pay only half as much intereft as was agreed to be paid when
it was borrowed; which is the fame thing as if 5o millions of that
debt were wiped off. That this is true, muft be allowed if we Jeave
a circiiating medium out of queftion. The holder of £. 10,000
ftock, bought during the American war, could at that time have
purchafed twice as much with the intereft of it, as he now ean. He
has virtually, therefore, loft half of his capital; and the nation.in
reality only pays him half the fum it agreed to pay. This view of
the national debt, which, as fur as I know, is new, will enable us te
conceive how fuch a dsbt may be increafed to a vaft extent without
inducing national ruin, or even abforbing all the revenue of the
laad preprietors. By increafing the price of commodities in pro-
portivn as it increafes, (for to this caufe principally I am perfuaded

: ' thould
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eoncltfion whicl the preceding argumeénts have bees
mtended to fupport; I would beg to refer him to ‘an
authority, to which on many occations [ am difpofed to
pay great deference, and which his reverence for the iden-
tity of the critical chara®er, will fcarcely fuffer him to
impugn-TI will refer him to the Evinntrert Review,
At page 445, of vol. 1, he will find the following fentence
on this {ubjeét, pronounced by the Reviewer of a work,
the profefled objeét of which was to controvert the
doétrine of the Economifts, and to prove that taxes fall
equally upon every branch of revenue. After thewing,
very clearly in my opinion, that a tax upon rent would
fall, not as the anthor of the work has contended, upou
both the farmer and the landlord, but upot the latter
alone; the Reviewer continues; ¢ We are rather inclined
“ to believe that the fame train of reafoning which thus
¢ proves that all taxes on land are paid by the proprietor
“ alone, requires very little extenfion in order to lead us
‘ to a more general conclufion, thaf ALL TAXIS WHAT=
© EvER wlimately fall on the neat furplus of the annual
¢ reproduétion. 'The argument, perhaps, has not yet
¢ been ftated in fuch a form as to leave no room for
¢ objection; but this propofition appears to us to be the
¢ neareft approximation to truth that has yet been
¢ offered on the {ubjet.’ Then,after remarking ¢ thata
¢ line of diftinciion has notalways been {ufficiently drawn
¢ between the theoretical conclufion, or general fadt, of
‘ the ultimate incidence of taxes, and the pratical
fcheme of a direct territorial tax,” he goes on to fay,
For ourfelves, we will confefs that while we entertain
¢ more
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thould be attributed our rife of prices, and not, as the Edinburgh
Reviewer has conténded, to any influx of the precious metals of
augmentation of paper money), it virtually in a great meafure éx-
tinguifhes itfelf in its progrefs, 1f the original lenders to the fhate,
kad had the wifdom to ftipulate fora corn intereft, the nation would
be burthened with the payment of an iutereft to them, nearly twice
a5 great us it now pays.
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¢ more than doubts with refpect to the expediency of the
¢ latter, we have very little hefitation as to the trath of the
¢ former.——— But although the territorial incidence of
¢ all taxes does not appear to {uggelt necellarily a direét
¢ impost upon land, which is the great practical tenet of
¢ the Economifls, it is intimately and peceffurily conneg-
¢ ted with their great theoretical tenet as to the fource
¢of national riches. Thele two pofitions indeed are
¢ involved in each other; or rather they may be faid ta
¢ form two views of the fame general faét, one ot which
¢ prefents it indirectly.’ The Reviewer then proceeds
to fiate as ¢ a prefumptive evidence in favor of the
¢ economical theory, that, ‘ its principle with regard to
¢ the primary and eilential fource of wealth, the eluci-
¢ dation of which has given political economy a new
¢ form, or rather fitlt gave a ftrict {cientific form to that
¢ fubje@, has, like many other great difcoveries, been
“deteéted by fome authors of antiquity; and that the
¢ two propofitions, of which it confifts, and which are
¢ intimately conneéted with each other, have feparately
and independently occurred to the moft cultivated
underftandings, by which in former times the relatipns
of political economy were examined.’
If the Reviewer, violating the fanétity of the regal
5 we,” tells me that this is the opinion of one of his
affociates, not his, I can only lament that they whole
¢ profelled objeét it is to ufe their feeble endeavours in
< aflifting the public judgment’ (No.22, p. 430), fhould
direét it to one track one day, and to another direcily
pppofite the next. i ooy

In this long, and, I fear, tedious difcuffion, we have
almoft lofi fight of Mr. Mill, who has advanced little
that direétly bears upon this fpoint. But a remark at
the clofe of his chapter, < on land, as a fource of wealth,’
requires attention. He fiates that I have unfairly kept
out of view the do@rine of the Economifts, that laod is
the only proper fource of taxation.—Iere we find Mr,
Mil purfuing his old plan of forcing down the throat
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of his opponent, whatever may Le his objeétion to fivallow
them, all the conclufions which others have deduced
from his premifes. The fimple caufe why, in the firft
edilions of my pamphlet, T did not mention this doétrine
of the Economifts, was, that it was one of feveral of their
politions with which T could not agree. In the third
edition, [ exprelsly ftated 1 v diffent from it; and of this
circumflance Mr. Mill in ‘a note admits that he was
aware. . But he is mortified that | thould thus elude his
grafp, and he laments that 1 did not give my reafons
for this diffent, as ¢ he can difcover none that are not as
‘ firong againft the theory as againft the corollary,
(p- 46.).—It would eccupy too much fpace to give Mr,
Mill afl the reafons that he demands; but his cutiofity
fhall be gratified with one of them, which he will {carcely
affert to be hofiile to the theory of the Economifts,—In
confequence of the national debt, the ftockholders in
this country have a virtua] mortgage on the f{oil, and a
command of a portion of jts furplus produce, equal in
value to the intereft of their debt.  Now fince the whole
of their revenue is derived from the foil, it is clear that
any taxes which they pay, mult in the end fall upon the
foil ; yet thefe taxes are not refunded to them, as in the
cafe of taxes laid upon the wages of labour and fht::
profits of ftock. The ftockholder being a Joint pro-
prietor with the land owner, of the furplus produce of
the foil, the taxes levied upon him are really paid out of
his portion of the furplus produce; which is but juft.
But if all taxes were laid direcily upon the foil, the land
proprietors would Pay a tax upon a portion of the furplus
produce, over which, being mortgaged to the Ttock-
holder, they have no power, which would be the grofleft
injuftice,
e ——

Qf Manufaétures, as a Souree of Wealth,

HAp not experience proved the contrary, I fhould
have conceived that the repeated declarations Ingmy
2 pamphlet
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pamphlet, of my conviétion of the vaft importance and
utility of manufactares; of my perfuafion that no country
could accumulate wealth without their aid; nor any
country in Europe make great agricultural adwamement
if deprwed of their ftimulus;—would have fufficiently
fhielded me from the charges of depreciating their value,
and aiming at their deftruion, which the Edinburgh
Reviewer, and nine tenths of thofe who have taken the
trouble to comment upon my ftatements, as well as Mr.
Mill, have brought againft me. But as I have been
deceived in this refpeét, and the event has thewn thefe
gentlemen’s inability to credit that any one can bea
friend to manufactures, who will not allow them to be a
fource of wealth,—it is neceffary once more to fiate,
previouly 1o entering upon the prefent inquiry, that
- meither Mr. Mill nor the Edinburgh Reviewer is more
fenfible than I am of the utility and importance of manu-
factures ; and that in any thing which I may advance ia
oppofition to the doétrine that they create wealth, I
neither mean to degrade the merit of the manufacturing
labourer, nor to advife the fubfiitution of any other
{yftem ofinduftry in the room of that upon which we at
prefent aét. I contend for the doétrine of the Econo-
mifts on this fubjeét, as an abftraét truth, which I deem,
for reafons already indicated, of confiderable importance .
but in no refpeét do I deduce any praétical rule from it,
hoftile to the exifting ftate of things.

At the ontfet, too, it will not be ufelels to premife, -
that in reality there is little or no difference between my
opinions on this point, and thofe of my antagonifts who
molt warmly oppole me. The controverly in this, as in
~a thoufand other cafes, is r:!uvﬁx to be attributed to the
ambiguity of language. We ufe the words “ create”
and “ fource” in different fenfes. 1 fay the agricultural
Jabourer alone creates wealth ; that his l2bour is the fole
fource of wealth ; becaufe it alone brings into e:-:i;[}nce

matter without the annihilation of other matter—beghnie

8
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this matter is effential to the exifience of man—and be-
caufe with its aid, every thing that his vaft defires can
grafp, may be produced with facility. On the other
hand, I deny tliat manufactures create wealth—that they
can with propriety be terined a fource of wealth—becaufe
they cannot exift except through the extinétion of agri-
cultural produce; and becaufe in confequence of the
principle of population which ever multiplies the num-
bers of the human race beyond the quantity of food pro-
vided for them, the pofleflors of the produce of the earth
can always command the produce of the labour of the
manufacturing clafs; the members of which never re-
ceive more than a bare maintenance in return for their
labour. .
Mr. Mill and the Edinburgh Reviewer, ufe the wo:ds
« create” and < fource” in a fenfe widely different.  Be-
caufe manufacturers refund an equal value for what they
confume;—Dbecaufe if they confumed the produce of the
earth without making fuch a return, this value would
not have exified;—il is contended by them that this clafs
creates wealth.
Now in this fenfe neither the Economifts nor myfelf
will deny that manufaéturers create wealth, The Eco-
nomifts certainly never afferted that a nation which
employed its agricultural produce in feeding manufac-
turers, would not be richer than one that em ployed an
agricultural produce equally great, in feeding idlers. And,
however a few expreflions of my pamphlet, not perhaps
" fufficiently precife, may be twifted, the context will in-
difputably thew, that it could not be my aim to maintain
any fuch opinion. On the contrary, I have over and over
again ftated, that manufacturers were eflential to enable
a nation to accumulate wealth. |
The queftion therefore is, By whom arc the terms now
under confideration properly applied—By Nr. Mill and
the Edinburgh Reviewer, ot by the Feonomifis and my-
felf 2 - Vo determine this, let the reader confiderthe fol-
lowing
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lowing analogous illuftrative cafes. The profeffion of
phyfic, T fay, is a very neceflary and ufeful one. Itan-
nually faves many lives to the community. The nation,
therefore, which abounds in fkiiful phyficians, will be
richer in men than that which has none. But could I
therefore contend with any propriety, that the phyfician
creates human beings—that he is the fource of exiftence?
8o, if Paracelfus, in his refearch after the philofopher’s
ftone, had difcovered a liquor of which a drop when
poured upon a bufhel of fand, had the marvellous power
of tranfmuting it into grains of gold; could we with any
propriety have faid, that the fand created the gold—even
though the liquid poffefled no extraordinary powers
when poured upon clay, or chalk, or wood ?—Again, we
fhould find it very difficult to colleét rain water from
the top of a building, without a ciftern to contain it, but
fhould we therefore fay the ciftern created the water.—
Or, laftly, would the Farmer who turns a lean ox upon
an acre of rich pafture, fay that the ox created the
three or four ftones weight of flefh, which it would
gain in a few months—If we could not with accu-
racy apply the term ¢ create ” to any of thefe cales, nei-
ther can we in the inflance of manufadturers. Manufac-
turers, are the phyfician who prevents the fick from dying;
the fand which the philofopher’s ftone converts into gold;
the ciftern which accumulates and preferves rain water;
the ox which tranfmutes grafs into flefh: but never-
thelefs they do not create riches.

If this explanation of the effentiad difference which ex-
ilts between manufactures and agriculture as fources of
wealth, be corre; it will follow that I can with perfect
confiftency concede to the Edinburgh Reviewer, that the
accumulation of capital in the hands of the manufacturer
tends to enrich a ftate—that without this clafs, a couch
which now cofts 50 quarters of grain, would have coft a
hundred —that “ the accumulation of capital and the per-
feGtion of manufa@ure” do indireétly contribute to the

H 2 ) wealtk
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wealth of the country—all this I can grant and yet eon-
fiftently ftill contend that agriculture is the fole fource of
wealth, This accumulation of capital, this perfeition of
manufadtures, 'L'aquh_ date their creation from tlie foil, and
without it, could not have exifted; vet the agiicultural
produce which is their fource, might have been expended
in a mode which would have left no retur, and
therefore this return is a Jization of national wealth.
Nor are the Ecﬁnmni!’rs lels perfuaded of the im-
portant influence of manufa@ures upon the wealth
of a ftate. In Dr. Smith’s mafterly analyfis of
their doflrines, he exprefsly gives as one branch’ of it
“ ‘That the induftry of merchants, artificers, and manu-
“ fucturers, though in its own nature altogether unpro-
“ ductive, yet contributes indirecily to increafe the pro-
“ duce of the land. ltincreafes the produétive powers
“ of productive labour, by leaving it at liberty to confine
“ itfelf to its proper employment, the cultivation of land,
“ and the plough goes frequently the eafier and the bet-
“ ler by means of the labour of the man whofe bufinefs
“ is moft remote from the plough.” (B. iv. chap. 9.) Nor
did Dr. Smith, in announcing this part of the doirine of
the Economilts, confider it to be any way juconfiftent
with their main principle. :

After this attempt to develop the true ground of the
controverfy on this point [ proceed to advert to the
arguments by which Mr. Mill has endeavoured to oppofe
the doctrine, that the value of the manufacturers labour
is only equal to his confumption of agricultural revenue.
Fuft, he contends that it is of greater value becaule the
profit of the fiock employed in bringing it to market
muft be alio paid; and fecondly, becaufe, if a manu-
fattured article is set on one fide, and the raw materials
and food confumed in iis fabrication, on the other, every
body will give more for the manufa@ure (p. 24.)—One
fource o Mr. Mill's error here, is his taking the term
“food” in a fenfe much more refifi®ed than I intended.

e * When
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When T fay the labouring manufa@urer reecives only
food for his labour, 1 evidently mean to include lodging,
clothing and fuel; and it is furprifing that Mr. Miil
fhould have required this to be explained to him. He
could not furely fuppofe T meant to fay, that manu-
facturers go naked, and live in the woods. By the
food received in return for their labour, I underfiand
not 'merely that required for their own fuftenance, but
that alfo which they will transfer to the owner of the
cottage in payment of his rent; to the collier in return
for his coals; and to the clothier for his cout, &e.

But the futility of this objection will be rendered
more apparent, by attending to another view of the
fubjeéi; a view which I deem of fuch importance, that
F'fhall requeti the reader’s patience while [ enter into a
fomewhat detailed illufiration of it

I contend, then, that the quantum of food tranf-
ferred to the manufadurer in return for his labour js
of no moment with reference to the queftion of the
creation of wealth by manufadtures, This quantity may
be greater or it may be lefs than the food which has
been actually confumed in producing the manufa@ure
for which it is exchanged, but in either cafe, the real
value of the manufature, is the food which has been
confumed in producing it; and on the other Liand, the
real “intrinfic value of food, is, in every cafe, the manu-
factures which may be brought into exifience during its
confumption: and this value is wholly independent of
the guantity of manufaétures for which it may be ex-
changed by the cultivator.  Or to exprefs this idea in
other words, I contend that the real value of that which
forms by far the largeft portion of agriculiural produce
—of food—is the fervices of every kind rendered by
thofe to whofe fufienadtee it has contributed, during the
period of their confumption of it.  This pofition may be
varioufly illufirated. Thus (leaving a circulating me-
dium out of queftion) if a lund proprietor chofe to give

Madame
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Madame Catalani 100 quarters of wheat for finging an’
Ttalian air, it would be ridiculous to affert that the real
value of this wheat was merely the fong. Its real in=-
trinfic value would be all the enjoyments, all the pro-
duéts of art for ufe or for pleafure, for: which Madame
Catalani could exchange it; and all the products for
which thofe who had miniftered to her gratification,
could exchange the portion remaining with them after
they had replaced the food confumed in producing thefe
produdts. Again: fuppofe a farmer were to engage to
give a cabinet-maker, to whom he had furnithed wood
and tools, 30 quarters of corn for fabricating a curious
cabinet, aboul which he was oocupied three months—
the real intrinfic value of this corn would not be the
cabinet merely, but all the manufaétures alfo which the
cabinet-maker could command from the furplus of thefe
30 quarters, that remained afier his own fubfifience had
been deduéted. That this fiatement is accurate, will be
feen if it be confidered, that provided the farmer had
met with a cabinet-maker fo poor, that he could have
engaged him for his mere fubfifience, which we will
eall 2 quarters, he could then bave expended the re~
maining 28 quarters in the manufactures which, on the
centrary fuppofition, the cabinet-maker would have
enjoyed. Thus the real wealth of the commanity, in
this infiance, would not have been at all affeéted by the
greater or lefs wages of the manufaéturing labourer-
The fole difference would be, that the farmer would in
the one cafe be richer and the cabinet-maker poorer
than in the other, and wice verfd. The profperity of
the bulk of focicty will be greater the greater is the
quantity of food exchanged by the cultivatoys for a given
quantity of manufactures ; but its grofs wealth will not
be influenced, whatever inay be the amount of the food
exchanged, If we do not admit this, it is evident that
we place national riches in nominal value, which is
nonfenfe. A country that, by confuming 100 quarters

of



[ %1

of wheat, fabricates a quantity of wool into a thoufand
yards of ¢loth, half of which remains with the woollen
manufiaéturer, cannot be richer than another country,
which, adopting a different {yftem, fabricates the fame
quantity of cloth by means of the fame quantity of corn,
but draws the whole of the cloth to thofe who furnifhed
the corn.—This mode of viewing the fubjeét, will en-
able us to comprehend whence arifes the amazing dif-
ference in the corn price, if I may (o exprefs it, of the
manufa@ures of countries, where from a variety of cir-
cuniftances, the fyftem of fociety is different from ours.
Thus in the Eaft Indies, where little of ‘either fuel, cloth-
ing, or lodging is required, and no animal food is con-
fumed by thie mafs of fociety ; if our improved fyftem of
manufaétures and of agriculture were .prevalent, the
proprietor of 10 acres of land could acquire twice as
many goods in exchange for his agricultural produce,
as he can in this country there the manufacturer muft
neceflarily retain a greater portion 6f the manufactures
into which thatproduce can'be converted. And again;
if the manufadurers of this counrtry were to live chiefly
on potatoes, as fome injudicious perfons have advifed, and
the climate were to become {o mild that little fuel was
required, and no houfe or clothing but a mud hovel
and a flight fiuff veft, the land proprietor, inftead of
purchafing the labour neceflary to convert a quantity of
* wool into 1000 yards of cloth, as he now does, for the
“food produced by 50 acres; would purchafe it probably
with the produce of 25. He would thus retain the
“clothes, the fuel and the houle rent, or an equivalent to
them, which on the prefent {yfiem fupply the wants of
the manufacturers. But furely we cannot fay that fuch
an alteration of affairs, would make the “eulth of the
country either greater or lefs,

If the preceding obfervations have been fuccefsful
in impreffing the reader with the truth of the pofition
‘they h.me been intended to maintain, namely, that the

real
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real intrinfic value of the produce of the earth, is the
fervices and manufadtures which can be produced by
the confumption of the food and raw materials of which
that produce confifts ;. and that this value is independent
of all nominal price ; it will be obvious that the objeétions
of Mr. Mill to the doétrine of the Economilis, are not
of the flighteft weight. If the cultivator gives more
for a manufattured article than the raw produce and
food confumed in producing it, then he gives more than
its real value. The extra food and raw produce will ftill
afford an aditional value.~And this is a complete anfwer
alfo to Mr. Miil’s objeétion (p. 30.) that manufaétures
create wealth, becaufe the invention of machinery enables
the manuvfadturer to produce 500 yards of cloth, for
inftance, with the fame expence of provifion as was be-
fore required to produce 10o. In truth, when, by the
invention of machinery, the fame quantity of manau-
factured produce is raifed by a lefs confumption of pro-
vilion, no very ]img interval of time _elapﬁas before the
cultivator purchafes the aditional quantity for the fame
fum as he formerly gave for the quantity produced by
the old mode.. 'But the enjoyment of a monopoly by
the difcoverer ofi 4 new machine, does not alter the
cafe. He transfers to himfielf, in confequence, a quan-
tity ot food from the cultivator, for lefs than its real
value ; but the country would have been juft as rich if
he had fold his manufaéture for a quantity much fmaller,

It has been well oblerved, that the habit of eftimating
the value of every thing in money, is at the root of al-
moft all the errors of Political Economifts; and it will
* be feen that this prejudice which has evidently bewildered
Mr. Mill in the objections above adverted to, has been
at the foundation of his attempt to invalidate the con-
clufion which I drew from the {uppofed manufacture
and fale of a coach, Mur. Mill allerts that it is certainly
true * that if the coach-maker has, in the month of
- * Qétober, 50 quarters of corn, which, in the month of
“ March,
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“ March, he has transformed into a eoach worth 6o quar-
“ ters, the country is the richer in confequence of this
“ manufacture of the coach, to the amount of 10 bufhels,
* (quarters, I fuppofe) of corn.” (p. 26.) Now in reply
to this affertion, for it is nothing more, [ would merely
alk Mr. Mill, by what hocus pocus he can create 10
quarters of corn by manufaéturing a coach. He fays
the country would be richer in confequence of this
manufacture to the ameunt of 10 quarters of corn. [
alk him bow? and I afk him moreover, if he really
believes that the country would have been poorer if the
coach bad been fold for 50 quarters, its original coft.
If he does not, then he muft allow that the coach being
worth 6o quarters has nothing to do with an encreafe of
national wealth, The coack is a portion of national
wealth ; not the worth of it, whether that worth be
exprelled in money or corn.

After making the objections juft refuted, Mr, Mill
adds feveral remarks on the queflion now under con-
fideration, the tendency of all which being merely to
fhew that manufadures and the divifion of labour have
an indiredt influence upon the profperity of agricnlture,
I certainly do not feel myfelf called upon to controvert,
I would only obferve that his affertion, ¢ that it is the
¢ manufaéturers who add the whole value it obtains to
¢ four parts at leaft in five of the produce of the foil,
(p. 26.) is founded upon the fane mifapprehenfion of
the principle of population ;—the fame inattention to
the fact that food is the grand want of man and that -
with it he can procure every thing:==and the fame
neglect of the great truth that the bulk of manufactures
are carried on folely as a mean of obtaining this food
from the monopolizers of the foil;—which I conceiye
have pervaded the whole of his reafoning on this fubjeét.
If, when a cultivator has produced from the land fiye
tines more than he can himfelf confume, there were
any difficulty in finding mouths to eat the remainder,

/] and
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2nd hands that would give the produce of their labour
in return for it, there would be fome reafon for this
{tatement of Mr. Mill. But he furely muft know that
when foad is produced, the population willalways encreafe
in a ratio beyond its augmentation ; and that, from this
caunfe, it is the pofleffor of food, not the manufaéturer,
who fixes the value of his produce. .

Having thus replied to what feems to me the fubftance
‘of all the arguments that I have feen advanced againft
thedoctrine that manufaélures do not create wealth, it will
not be ufelefs to quote the opinions of two philofophers
on this fubje@, whole authority few will deny to be an
accellion to the firength of any caufe.

Ficlt, then, let us hear the fentiments of that profound
and original thinker Dr. Franklin, On the queftion of
what is the rezl value of food and manufadtures, he thus
exprefles himfelf in a letter to Lord Kames: ¢ Food
< is always neceflary to all; and much the greateft part
¢ of the labour of mankind is employed in raifing pro-
¢ vifion for the mouth, Is not this kind of labour,
¢ then, the fitteft to be the ftandard by which to meafure
¢ the values of all other labour, and confequently of all
¢ other things whole value depends on the labour of
¢ makingorprocuring them? Maynot even gold and filver
be thus valued ? "*—Again, in a paper on the principles
of political economy, he fays, ¢ All food or fubfiftence
¢ for mankind arifes from the earth or waters. Necei-
¢ faries of life that are not food, and all other commo-
¢ dities, have their value eftimated by the proportion
of food confumed while we are employed in procuring
them.—Fiom labour arifes a great encreale of vege-
table and animal food, and of materials for clothing
as flax, wool, filk, &c. The fuperfluity of thefe 1s
wealth. With this wealth we pay for the labour em-
ployed in building our houfes, cities, &c. which are
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¢ therefore only fubfiflence thus metamorphofed ~—~Manu-
¢ factures are only another fhape into which [o much pm;-
¢ vifion and fubfiftence are turned, as were equal in value
¢ to the manufaétures produced. This appears from
¢ hence, that the manufaéturer does not in faét obtain
¢ from the employer for his labour more than a mere
¢ fubfiftence, including raiment, fuel and fhelter, all
¢ which derive their value from the provifion confumed
¢ in procuring them.*’ :

Whether thefe firiking aphorifins of the American
fage, were the offspring of his own vigorous inveltiga-
tions, or adoped from the Trench Economifis, is of
little moment. In either cafe to have them pronounced
by fuch a man is a priori greatly in favour of their con-
fonance with truth ; and few will be inclined to admit
that reafonings which Dr. Franklin thought convincing,
can deferve the epithet « flimfy,” which Mr, Mill has
beftowed upon them.

The other authority which T fhall adduce on this
fubject. is that of Mr. Malthus; and the fentiments of
this gentleman will be deemed of greater weight, when
it is recolleéted, as I have before obferved, that he is
no blind admirer of the Economifts; but admits that in
fome fenfes, manufaétures may be {aid to create national
wealth. Yet, neverthelefs, he does not hefitate to affert
that, ¢ manufadtures firiétly {peaking are no new pro-
¢ duétion, no new creation, but merely a modification
¢ of an old one, and when fold muft be paid for out of
‘ arevenue already in exiftence, and confequently the
¢ gain of the feller is the lofs of the buyer. A re-
¢ venue is transferred but Nor creEATED.F We have
here the truth of all that [ have aflerted on this fubJeé't
E‘LPIIC]I’.I} allowed ; and Mr. Mill may believe, that in
the company of the hﬂﬂllﬂﬂllfts, Dr. Franklin and "bir

a

* Fr&;ﬁk‘iin s Works, vol.ii. p. 409. edition 1306,
" Eﬂ'a;.f on Population, p.433.
12 . Malthus,
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Malthius, it gives me very little concern to hear the
opinions which we hold in common, fligmatized by him
as “ contrafted,” * imperfeét,”” and * flimiy.”

Of the Influence of the Expenditure of the Land
‘Proprietor’s Revenue, upon the Prﬂdu&mn of Na-
tional Wealth.

ONx this queftion, which, in the pamphlet on which
he comments, occupies about half a dozen pages, Mr.
M:ll has given a differtation that fills five-and-twenty.
It would be tedious to examine all hig arguments at
length: their fubftance however I fhall endeavour toreply
to. But, in the firft place, the objeétions of the Edin-
burgh Revewer claim attention.

After fome of thofe fneers which a Reviewer finds fo
ufeful in flavouring his more taftelefs matter, partly di-
rected againft my doétrine and partly againft the « landed
gentlemen,” he ebferves ¢ that in the prefent fiate of
¢ fociety they would not forfeit with him their fair cha-
“ racter, if they wereoccafionally to lay by a little for
 younger children, when they have large families;
“ nor would they, in his eyes, be guilty of any great

¢ crime towards the ftate, even if fo many as were {o
* difpoled were to be as parfimonious as Mr. Elwes.’
He admits “ that confumption muft exift fomewhere,”
but he conceives ¢ there cannot be a more grofs error
¢ than to conlider the Jand proprietors as the principal
¢ confumers of the country, when they have not the
¢ diftribution of much above a fourth part of the value
¢ of the raw produce of the country.” (p. 434.)
~ Thefe objections are a compound of mere quibbling
and grofs mifreprefentation. Becaufe I had maintained
that direful ruin would enfue, if the * whole” of the
clafs of land proprietors-were to imitate Mr. Elwes, the
Reviewer fays they would not be guilty of any great
erime in his eyes, it “ [0 many as were fo difpofed” were
io
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to be as parfimonious as this noted mifer. This is a good
{pecimen of that happy talent at evading an argument,
for which the fraternity of which this gentleman is a
member, are fo famous. The Reviewer very well knew
that I never contended for the neceflity of every indivi-
dual land owner fpending his revenue ; and that there-
fore [ fhould as little deprecate, as himlelf, the occafi-
onal hoarding for younger fons; and feel as little pain
at the contemplation of a few mifers among them.
What [ contend for, is the general principle; not that
every individual (hould conform to it: being well aware
that the faving fchemes of fome will be always coun-
teracted by the profufion of others. But what has the
Reviewer advanced in oppefition to this principle?
Nothing. He fays, indeed, thas'the land owners are
not the recipients of more than one fourth of the raw pro-
duce of the country, and that it is a grofs error to fuppofe
them the fole confumers in the country. But who allerted
this? Not I, afluredly. If the Reviewer had exercifed the
{lighteftcandour, hewould have told his readers that in the
very page where I ftate the land proprietors to be the re-
cipients of the revenue of a country, (p. 32.) there is a
note for the purpofe of explaining that, by the term
land proprietors, I mean alfo to include the farmers, fo
far as refpeéts their profits, and that 1 ufe the former
term merely to prevent circumlocution, Now will not
the Reviewer admit, that the land proprietors and
farmers together, have in their pofleflion all the raw
produce of the foil and putling money oal of the
quettion, will he not grant, that it they do not exchange
this with the clafs of manufaéturers and the unproductive
clafs, their members muft die of cold or perifh with
hunger? If he admits this, he admits all I contend for.
There is ouly ove more of the Reviewer’s obfervations
on this {core, to be attended to. He fays the impor-
tance which I have attached to the circumitance of 50
Jandlords becoming parfimonious is ridiculous, And
fo
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fo it would be if I had attached importance to it. But
could not the Reviewer fee that I merely infianced this
cafe as an illufiration of the effeét which would enfue
from a general adoption of fuch a fcheme? And wiil he
pretend that the fofal lofs (for it was ciearly this to
which [ had reference) of the cuffom of a clafs which
anuually at the leaft {pends 50 millions, would be of lefs
confequence than the lofs of the cuftom of America or
the Continent?

I now proceed to the confideration of Mr. Mill’s ob-
jections to this doctrine.

His firft is, that land is not the fole fource of wealth.
(p- 67.) To this [ have fo fully replied in a former fec-
tion, that it is needlefs again to attend to it. He, then,
as preparatory to further invefiigation, enters on a la-
boured illuftration of the term “ confumption,” which,
he fays, has two fenfes: Firft, that of atval annihila-
tion, as when the manufacturer drinks his wine, or the
land proprietor confumes a thoufand quarters of corn
in the maintenance of dogs, horfes for pleafure, and
livery “fervants: And, fecondly, that of emjloyment
tor reproduciion ; as when the manufaéturer confumes
his wool or cotton in working it up inlo cloth, or when
the land pwoprictor confumes a thoufand quarters of
corn in the maintenance of agricultural horfes and
fervants. He then takes upon himfelf to fay, and very
traly, that ¢ the man in whofe reafonings and doétrines
¢ thele meanings are confounded, muft arnve at woeful
¢ conclufions,” and he gives it as his belief (p. 71.) that it
15 in the former of thefe fenfes, or that of actual annihila-
tion, that 1 have underfiood the term confumption.

This is to be fure all very amufing. But I may joia
Mr. Mill in proclaiming, that the man who, in com-
bating bhis opponent’s dodtrine, gives to a term a
meaning which neither he nor any other political Econo-
miit {carcely ever applies to it, muft arrive at woeful con-
clufions, What political Economift but Mr. Mill ever

before
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before applied to the term confumption the meaning
of atual annihilation? I had conceived that it was
ftrictly proper to call the purchafers of cabinet ware the
confumers of this manufaéture. But Mr. Mill, it {feems,
when he hears talk of the confumers of cabinet ware,
underfiands that the purchafers, inftead of placing it in
their apartments, and carefully tranfmitting it from
father to fon, break it and burn it as foon as they get
home! TFormy own part, I fhould have no hefitation
in calling the buyer of a houfe, the confumer of that
portion of the ftock of a builder; but I thould not have
eafily conceived, that any one would have underftood
me to mean that the purchafer muft fet it on fire. - In-
deed adtual extinétion is not underftood, when the term
confumption, in political Economy, is applied to the
moft perithable articles. The bon vivant who intends to
let his wine be well tartared bLefore he drinks it, and
ftores it in his cellar for eight or ten years, is as much its
confumer on the very day that he has taken it out of
the merchant’s vaull, as the vulgar citizen, of the gal-
lon he buys one day and drinks the next. That Mr,
Mill thould thus puzzle his readers with telling them
1 underftand by confumption aétual annihilation ; eipe-
cially when I had explained that I meant by it ““ the
¢ final purchafe and ufe of articles,” (p. 44.) 15, (to re-
tort upon him one of his own {farcafms) ¢ a want of
¢ difcernment which, in a man who {tands up as an em-
¢ phatical teacher in political Economy, does hardly
¢ deferve guarter.’

After this very learned diftinétion between the mean-
ings of the term confumption, Mr. Mill enters into a
long fiatement, the fubftance of which feems to be,
that the wealth of a country will encreafe in proportion as
its annual produce is employed in feeding thofe who give
a return for their food. On this fubjeét Mr. Mill may
veft aflured I do not differ with him. But the queftion
at iffue is, whether it'is the duty of the land proprietors

' to
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to employ that part of the furplus produce which re-
mains with them as revenune or as capital? Now the
determination of this queftion depends on a circumftance
which Mr. Mill never feems to have been fufficiently
imprefled with, namely, that by far the moft important
part of the produce of the fuil is food, and that at leaft
five fixths of the population of this country cannot
procure this food except in return for fervices of fome
kind. It is not therefore eflential to the profperity of
the country, that the revenue derived from the foil
fhould be fpent, that is, annually exchanged for the
fervices of the claffes who do not poflefs any portion
of the produce of the foil? And cannot Mr. Mill per-
ceive, that though it is not the province of the culti-
vators lo employ the produce of the foil as capital,
except in a fmall degree for the encreafe of agricul-
tural indufiry, yet that when expended, the profits
which the other clafles of fociety derive from it will in
their hands become capital? He mufi be perverfe,
indeed, who does not fee that it was my aim not to
argue againfl the accumulation of capital in general,
but againfi its accumulation in excefs, and particularly
by the clals of land owners. To prove that accumn-
lation even by this clafs is defirable, Mr, Mill enters
into an analylis of the cafe of a land owner with a
revenue of £ 10,000, who foves half of it, which he
lends to a linen manufacturer.  But folitary inftances of
this kind prove nothing. It is the general principle, I
contend for, relative to the truth of which we can
come to a {olid determination, only by putting an ex-
treme cale,—~by inquiring what would be the refult
if all the land helders were to {ave their revenue. Let
us try Mr. Mill's realoning by this touchftone.

We bave 2lready found the great {ource of Mr, Mill’s
miftakes to be the infinuation of a cirenlating medium
into his calculations, Iftherefore we wilh to attain clear
ideas on the. prefent fohjedt, we muft once more leave

this
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this fertile root of error, ous of queftion. 7The revenue,
then, of the landholders, is not money; it is the produce
of the foil—all the raw materials and food  which the
earth yearly produces. Mr. Mill fays this ought to be
employed as capital, not {fpent as revenue. There are but
two ways in which it could be fo employed; firfi as agris
cultural capital; or fecondly as manufaéturing capital.
Mr. Mill feems to advife the former mode of employing
it, when he recommends the landholder to expend upon
his agricultural fervants and horfes, what he had pre-
vioully expended upon his livery fervants and fiud. = Let
us fuppole, then, that the whole of the caltivator's reve-
nue were to be the next year employed as agricultural
capital. - What would be the confequence ? Why, that
the fyftem of fociety muft undergo a total change. All
the manufaéturers and idlers, which comprize five-fixths
of the community, muft become eultivators, or they muft
ftarve. “But does not Mr. Mill fee that this fcheme is
ftark nonfenfe? Can he fuppofe that the landholders
would employ their revenue in feeding twelve millions
of people to do work which may be performed by two
millions ; or would this comport with his ideus of the ne-
ceflity of manufacturers to create national wealth *~—If
this plan be fo very abfurd, we muft examine the feafibi-
lity of the fecond. Let us advert to the confequences
which would refult from the employment of the whole
of the landholders” revenue, as manufacturing capital.
If we {uppofe they employed it in this way themfelves,
then all the manufacturing capital before exifiing, weuld
be ufelefs; every landholder muft become his own
clothier, his own coachmaker; he muft enter into com-
petition with the mafter manufaéturers, and the extinc-
‘tion of that moft refpetable and valuable clafs of men
muft {peedily follow. But Mr. Mill will fay there is no
need that the landholders fhould themfelves employ
‘their revenue as capital. They might lend it to the
mafter manufaéturers. This, however, only makes the

K. difficulty
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difficulty greater. The clafs of landholders in this
country, annually give the clafs of manufadturers, food
and raw materials in exchange for their manufactures, to
the amount of fifty millions fterling. Mr. Mill fays they
had better not {pend this amount in this way, but lend
it.  And does he really {uppofe that employment could
be found for fifty millions of additional capital, at the
moment when thofe who are to employ it, have loft cuf-
tomers for their articles to the fame amount? Was there
ever a project conceived by man, more extravagant than
this? Is Mr. Mill ignorant, that in this country even al
the prefent moment, after a war that has abforbed fo
many hundred millions of capital, it is difficult to meet
with profitable employment for it? Does he not know
that every bufinefs is crowded with competitors—that
hundreds of farmers are anxioufly waiting for an oppor-
tunity of employing their capital on land, without find-
ing an opening;—and that even prior to the prefent
ftagnation of trade, the profits ini every branch of com-
merce were {o extremely low as to indicate a redundan-
cy of capital ? And yet he talks of the poflibility of find-
ing employment for fifty millions of additional capital
yearly, and that, teo, with the lofs of a market o the
fame extent!

Indeed, fo truly abfurd is this fcheme of increafing
national wealth, that I am perfuaded Mr. Mill will deny
that he has ever advifed it; though indifputably his ex-
preffions imply as much. The fat feems to be, that
Jooking at the expenditure of men of fortune in dogs,
horfes, and french cooks enly, and forgetting that indi-
re€ly by far the largeft portion of their revenue is {pent in
home manufactures, Mr. Mill has advocated a {yfiem in
individual inftances, of the refult of which, when gene-
rally acted upon, he has been wholly unaware, Thatan
individual landholder may be doing well to fave £. 5,000
out of his revenue, and lend it to a neighbouring linen
manufacturer, while there are hundreds of his neighbours

who
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who are fpending much more than their revenue, may be
readily allowed. But the queftion is, whether it would
be produéiive of national wealth that fifty millions fhould
annually be fo faved and lent? And except Mr. Mill
can anfwer this in the affirmative, he has in nowife in-
validated my pofition.

The preceding obfervations will in a great meafure ferve

to fhew that the remainder of Mr. Mill’s remarks, relative

to the neceflity for an accumulation of capital to the pro-
greflive profperity of a ftate, are in part unneceflary,and in
part erroneous. Mr. Mill is indeed woefully miftaken, if
he fuppofes that I ever meant to contend, thata gradual
addition to the capital of fome branches of the fociety, is
not defirable; nor is any thing that I have advanced,
fairly capable of this interpretation. That the progref-
five profperity of a country demands that the clafs of
farmers, that the clafs of mafter manufaéturers, fhould
yearly augment their capital, I am as well aware as Mr.
Mill. But thefe claffes have the power of doing this,
without the aid of capital borrowed from the land-
owners—the one from its profit derived from the foil, the
other from its profit drawn from the latter clafs and the
clafs of landowners. And this remark, I truft, will lead
Mr. Mill to fee how little caufe he had for regarding the
paragraph relpecting Sir Richard Arkwright, which he
fo triumphantly quotes as contradi€iory to other parts of
my argument, as really favourable to his opinions. It
is the province of fuch men as Sir Richard Arkwright to
. fave, not of the land proprietors.

But though Mr. Mill might have {pared himfelf the
trouble of maintaining what I never denied, 1 am far
from going the {ame length with him in retpect to the
extent of capital. My, Mill thinks there cannot be too
much of it. I am perfuaded there ealily may. And
this is an opinion which needs no long chain of reafoning
to prove. Fadls have eftablifhed its truth beyond con-

tradiction. Holland, previouily to her late misfortunes,
K 2 had
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had acquired fo much ecapital, that the abfolutely could
not find employment for it, and was glad to lend her
fuperabundance to any of her neighbours: and there
can be little doubt, that, had it not been for the laft war,
the fame would have been the cale with this. country.
As Mr. Mill, however, notwithftanding his fneer in the
beginning of his pamphlet, at my paradoxes, has thought
fit to advance on this head, what he admits to be a
paradox ; andas this wonderful,* important, and demon-
““ ftrative” hypothefis, befides having the charm of
novelty, profelfes to give a quietus to the doétrine of the
Economifis, that'a market can be found for a certain
quantity of commodities only; it will not be amifs to
examine it fomewhat further. Mz, Mill grants that his
theory will probably appear to his readers to be involved
in confiderable obfeurity.  He will therefore pardon me,
if, after all the attention I have beftowed to develope its
meaning, I (hould have been unfuccefsful. His pofition,
as far as I can colle&, is this: There can never be a
{uperabundance of capital; becaufe if one part of it be
employed in producing commodities of one defcription,
and another, commodities of another defeription, the
one may be exchanged for the other, and thus the
market will never be overftocked. ¥*—Now, if Mr, Mill
mean merely that there will be no fuperabundance of
capital, if in proportion as new capital is employed in
the production of manufaétures, new capital to a pro-
portionate extent be employed in producing food to be
exchanged for them, he merely aflerts what I have
aflerted before him{—what the Economifis long ago
aflerted==and I have no difpute with him on a doétrine
whofe novelty I f(hall deny, but certainly not its truth.
If, on the other hand, he mean to aflert, that capital
may be employed ad infinitum in producing new manu-
factures, while no addition is made to agricultural capital,

—and this muft be Ms, Mill’s meaning, if, as he afferts, he
- ; is

* ¢ Commerce defended,’ p. 81.
t See ¢ Britain independent of Commerce,” p. 79.
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is controverting a doctrine of the Economifts, for it is
of manufaétured commodities only, that they contend the
market is limited—if fuch be his meaning, I profefs my
entire diffent from it. One fingle argument is fufficient
to fhew its extreme futility ; and that of all people Mr.
Mill fhould have fate quiet in his glafs-houfe, without
throwing fiones at his neighbours paradoxes. Addi-
tional capital can be employed in new manufaétures,
only when there are frefh hands to be engaged. Now,
how could Mr. Mill fupport his increafed popu-
lation, if there were no increafe of food provided for
them ! Half of his manufaurers might make fhoes,
and the other half coats; but while they were ftarving
for want of bread, it would be a poor confolation to tell
them that they might exchange one for theother. Here
again Mr. Mill has loft fight of the important truth, that
the great ufe of manufaétures, is to enable thofe who
poflefs no fhare of the foil, to obtain their daily bread
from thofe who have monopolized it, by prefenting them
with fome attradtive objeét in exchange for its produce.
When Mr. Mill enters into a laboured explanation of the
importance of the accumulation of capital to the pro-
fperity of the community, is he ignorant that more than
one half of the manufaétures in which the bulk of {ociety
are engaged, are {uch as never, in the fmalleft degree,
diredtly contribute to their comfort? What better is the
poor man for the eftablithment of a new manufactory of
buttons, or buckles, or necklaces, but in as much as it
enables him to get more bread? I have contended for
the increafe of luxury, becaufe I can fee no other way by
which the poor of Europe can draw the produce of the
foil out of the hands of its pofleflors, But I confefs
when I reflect on the {qualid locks and depraved morals of
the poor children who are cooped up in our great manus-
fattories; when I witnefs the palfied hand of the gilder
and paint manufaturer; and hear the heétic cough of
the needle-grinder and cotton fpinner ;—I cordially agree

with
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wit.h Mr Burke ¢ that no confideration but the necef-
‘ fity of fubmitting to the yoke of luxury and the de-
fpotifm of fancy, who in their own imperious way will
diftribute the furplus produce of the foil, can juftify the
toleration of fuch trades and employments in a well
regulated ftate.” If there could be any other mode
deviled, by which the poor could draw their ¢ meat,
¢ clothes and fire’ from the Jand proprietors, than by
the fabrication of luxuries, in preparing which they
are often, to ufe the firong but too juit language of an
ingenious writer, ¢ facrificed body and foul,” I fhould
moft gladly plead for the relinquifhment of a great
portion of our wealth, without any fear of thereby
diminithing our proiperity.* 2
of

* Mr. Mill has given a fecond edition of moft of the oblervations
to which T have juft attended, in a chapter with which he has
honoured a hafty and confefledly imperfeét note of mine on the
national debt. But he muft excufe me from wearying the reader
with the reiteration in another fhape, of the fubftance of what I
have already advanced. The'fum of my argument in favour of the
national debt is, that it has prevented an exceflive accumulation
of capital and the only way in which Mr. Mill controverts this
polition, is by urging again his former miftakes about confumption

. being annihilation, and the manufaéturing of buttons and buckles

Y

-

-
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to exchange for each other, a means of feeding the peor. It is

therefore unneceflary to obferve more than this: That Mr. Mill has
grofsly mifreprefented me when he hasfaid, that Thave recommended
extravagance to government; and that a careful perufal of his
ftatements has left me of the fame opinion as before,—~The Edin-
burgh Reviewer has wilely left this obnoxious national debt-note
unaffailed. He fortunately recollefted, probably, that he, or one of
his affociates, in oppofing the pefition of a gallicifed Irifaman, that
cur national debt would be our ruin, had maintained a dotrine
almoft precifely the fame with mine; and proved that our im-
menfe debt is not fo bad a thing as Mr. O'Connor flattered himfelf;
but has been very ufeful in abforbing our {uperflucus capital,*

* Edinburgh Review, vol. v. p. 115.
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OF Cmum&cc as a Source of the Wealth of Britain.

ArTER having replied to the objeétions urged by
my opponents againit the preliminary deétrines of my
pamphlet, I now proceed to a coafideration of their
criticifims upon this branch of its fubjeét.

I muft begin by confefling an error; for the difcovery
of which however [ have not to thank any of my adver-
faries, as it occurred to me before [ had had the benefit
of their comments. Indeed, Mr. Mill, to my furprife,
follows me in this miftake ; and the Ed inburgh Reviewer
does not diftinctly point it out.—It was certainly inju-
dicious, in the confideration of commerce as a fource of
wealth to any country, to regard it as divided into the
diftinét branches of commerce of import and of export.
It ought undoubtedly to be confidered as a whole ; and
the profit arifing from it cannot be afcertained with
correcinels in any other view. In fadt, though in form
I have made this divifion, T have, in treafing upon
commerce of export, in fubftance taken into confider-
ation, as it was impoflible to avoid, commerce of import
alfo. : '

Bat though this divifion is certainly incorre&, as far
as refpeéts the main purpofe of it, in other points—
and it was thefe | had in view in adopting it—it is not
improper. It is ufeful in order to fhew the grofs error
of two opinions very prevalent in this country, namely,
that commerce enriches the nation by the money profit
of the importing merchant, and by the duties paid to
the government on gaods imported, Now, as both thefe
are ultimately paid by the home confumers, it is clear
that it is not in this way that commerce enriches a
nation. As goods, not money, confitute riches, if mer-
chants could be prevailed upon to import goods and fell

them
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them without profit, the nation would furely be as rich,
as if their profits were moft exorbitant. Indeed thefe
profits are always greateft, when the national profits are
leaft. A nation will furely gain more (if it gains at all)
by exchanging 100 bales of broad cloth for 1000 hogf-
heads of fugar, than by exchanging them for 7o0. But
fuppofing it has exchanged them for the former quantity,
and that this was its whole fupply: If 300 fhould
chance to be loft at fea, the remaining 700 would fell
at home for as much as the 1000, and the importers
of the 700 would gain as profi¢ from the confumers, the
total amount which the latter would have given for
the 300 loft, if the whole had arrived fafe. Thus by
atlending to the profit of the importer, a nation might
appear to get richer by having 700, than by having 1000
hogtheads of fugar in return for a certain quantity of
goods.—In the cafe of duties, it is flill more obvious,
that they are finally paid by the confumer.—In thefe
views, therefore, it was not fuperfluons to regard com-
merce of import feparately, and as diftinét from com-
merce of export.

Mr. Mill, after a play upon a figurative expref-
fion of mine, with which T have no objetion to his
making himfelf merry, if he can draw amufement from
applying a metaphor literally, following my argument,
goes on to fhew that commerce of import is profitable,
This he does, firlt, by ftating, that goods are of one
value in one place, and another in another; and that
if we buy a ton of hemp in Ruffia for £. 50, which is
fold here for £. 63, our riches are increafed £. 15 by the
tranfadtion. This conclufien I muft in foto deny. Tt
proceeds from the fame fource which has led Mr. Mill
into {o many errors—the ufe of money as a medium of
exchange. He is here afferting that the money profit
of the importing merchant, is national profit; which idea
we have juft fhewn to be erroneous. According to this
mode of reafoning, the prefent ftate of hoftility with

2 Ruflia
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Ruffia has greatly enriched this country. In confes
quence of it, the importers of hemp and tallow have
gained £. 20 a ton more than they would have gained,
if we had remained at peace; thefe articles having rifen
in price to this amount. But will Mr. Mill pretend,
that this rife is national profit ! or that we fliould not
bave been as rich if hemp and tallow had fallen £. 20 a
ton ?—NMr. Mill oppofes my argument, that in fuch cafes
the gain of the feller is the lofs of the buyer, by afferting
that it proves too much, and might be ufed go {hew
that the country would be no richer if the goods
were got for nothing. But this is very prepofterous.
There is nothing parallel in the cafes. When we import
goods, we have given fomething in exchange for them.
That exchange determines the profit or lofs, which can-
not afterwards be affected by any money profit or lofs
amongft ourfelves. But if we got our goods for nothing,
thefe goods would be an accellion of wealth. Having
got them, their price afterwards, could have no influence
on the mafs of our riches. The country would beas
rich if they were given away, as if fold for the moft
exorbitant {um,

Mr. Mill next gives us another view of the mode in
which, according to his ideas, commerce of import en-
riches a nation. It enriches it, he obferves, when we
export goods which have coft us a certain quantity of
food to fabricate ; and import in return, goods in the
fabrication of which we muft have expended a greater
quantity.  Now this ftatement is a proof of the impro-
priety of the arrangement in which Mr. Mill has fol-
lowed me ; for we are here told, that we are enriched by
the operation of commerce of impart, exaétly in the fame
way in which [ have allowed that we might gain wealth
by commerce of export. Mr. Mill and | mean the fame
thing, but, having both improperly {eparated what is in
reality one tranfaction, he has afligned an effe to one
branch, which [ have afligned to the other. T do hot
therefore pretend to controvert this part of Mr, Mill’s

: L realoning
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reafoning relative to the manner in which commerce of
import enriches us. In {ubftance, it precifely agrees with
that which I have ufed to (hew that we may get rich
by commerce of export.

The Edinburgh Reviewer, whatever want of candour
he ﬁmy manifeft, deferves the credit of the greateft cor-
rectuefs on this fubject. Shutting his eyes to the fad,
that I really have, under the head of commerce of ex-
port, confidered it as combined with commerce of im-
port, lag fays that he thinks if [ had attempted to thew
that commerce of import is profitable, and commerce of
export is not, I thould have had a more hopeful tafk in
hand, than in aiming to prove the reverfe of this pro-
pofition. He then proceeds to inform us, how it is that
commerce of import (or rather commerce in general)
does enrich us. When the exporting merchant, he
fays, fells abroad for £. 60, what coft him at home but
&£. 30, and with the £. 30 profit, buys goods which he
imports, thefe commodities are the mnational profit.
Ip. 430.) To this ftatement I moft afluredly fhall not
object, for, like the fiatement of Mr. Mill, it is in every
refpect the fame with that which I have employed to
dhew the creation of wealth by commerce of export.
The mere difference between us, is, as before, that the
Reviewer confiders the profit of commerce to be derived
from one branch, and I from another. Indeed, 1t is notealy
to account tor the Reviewer’s igncrance that 1 had ac-
tually ufed the very fame reafoning as his own, on
this fubjedt. After {pending feveral pages in proving,
that it is not by a balance of gold and filver that our
trade enriches us, I obferve (p. 57.) that we mult receive
the profils of our export commerce, in vendible com-
modities of other kinds; and I inftance the cafe of a
merchant lelling £. 8oo worth of woollens in Portugal for
£.1000, and importing the profil in wine.®

As

* Theabove is not the only inftance of wilful mifconesption in
_the Reviewer. Some other of his comments on my pamphlet,

though
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As to the mode, therefore, in which commerce creates
wealth, where it does create it, no difference exifts be-
tween us. The three contending parties admit, that &
nation derives wealth from its commerce, by the profit
which i receives upon its exported articles, in the {hape
of imported commodities.

Our

though not dire&tly connefted with this part of the fubject, de-
ferve to he pointed out as glaring examples of that intended dif=
tortion of an author’s flatements, in which it is to be lamented
the writers in this Review toe often indulge.—~Becaufe, in ftating it
to be abfurd to give to our commerce the credit of paying the
taxes which are levied at the Cuftom Houfe and Excife Office,
on articles imported, I had corroborsted the realoning by which
I endeavour to fhew that the home confumer pays all fuch duties,
by arguing that he might pay even greater duties, if he cealed
to confume thefe articles altogether:—the Reviewer, perverfely
fhutting his eyes o the obvious circumitange, that the latter fup-
pofition is an illuftration merely, goes on te oppole it as though
I had a&ually advifed that government thould call upon the pec-
“ple in the fhape of taxes for all the money now expended in f{ugar;
tea, &c.! (p.443.) If the Reviewer had realiy meant to controvert
sy pofition on this point, he thould have fhewn that the duties
on tea, wine, &c. are finally paid by the importers of thefe articles,
and could net be raifed if we were to ceale to import them. ‘The
contrary of this, is alone what I bave maintained.—The Reviewer
has kindly advifed me to read and digeft Hume's Effay on Com-
merce. I thould have no objeétion to follow his countel, if I con-
ceived it called for; but, in return, I would beg to advife him,
(though I fear in vain) to read and digeft the books he attempts
to review, and in future to refrain from indulging his with to render
his Review diverting and faleable, by commenting upon the fup-.
pofititious illuftrations of his authors, asthough they were poiitions
really maintained by them.. _

Another of his unfair and perverted comments, is upon my argu-
ment, that Sir Richard Arkwright conld not have got rich if he had
fpent all his guins in tea, fugar, &c. to be ufed by kimfelf. Though
I exprefsly ufe the latter reftriftion, the Reviewer periifis in un-
derffanding me to maintain, that he conid not get rich if his capita
had been expended in raw cotton, flour, tea, fugar, &c. for his
werkmen. But what an egregicus miffatement is this! What

Li pofiible
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Our controverfy, then, merely relates to the amount
of wealth derived by Britain from her commerce, which
I eftimate at a much lower rate than my opponents.*

On what ground, then, do I deny that our wealth is
to be attributed to our commerce? On this: That our
imports, to a much greater amount than the value of the
profits of our exported articles, have been always com-

modities

poflible parallel is there between the cafe of a manufaéturer fpend-
ingshis gains in tea, wine, and fugar; for his e2vx confumption
and of one {pending his gains in raw materials, and the wages of
his labourers, which are all returned to him ¢

The lait of his garbling miftatements that T fhall attend to,
though far from being the only one remaining, accurs in his obfer-
vations on the reafoning employed by me to thew that we do not
derive wenlth from our commerce with the Eaft Indies. (p. 443.3
On this fubjeét T obferved, ¢ The only way in which any national
< profit could be drawn from our Eaft India territories, would be
¢ from taxes levied upon the inhabitants there, and tranfinitted to
« England.  But it is well known that the Ealt’ India Company’s
* expences, far exceed any territorial revenue which they derive from
¢ their unwieldy dowinions; fo much fo, that they are already up-
¢ wards of thirty millions in debt, which, in all probability, the
¢ nation will very fhortly have to take upon its own fhoulders®
(p. 95.) The Reviewer quotés the former part of this paffage, and,
without making the flighteit attempt to contradiét the latter claufe,
aflerts, that we really do gain wealth by taxes levied upon the inha-
bitants of the Eaft Indics, and tranfmitted to England in goods,
What grofs ignorance or wilful blindnefs muft have beclouded the
faculries of the Reviewer when he made this aflertion! Did he not
previoufly know that ‘the Faft India Company, fe far from having
any {urplus of taxes to remit to England, are forced even to borrow
monéy. to pay the balance of their annual expenditure? And if
he diibelieves that this is the caie, ought he not to have told his
readers, that it was on this greued I built mjr argument, and thcn
have given his reafons to difprove it? -

* The arguments of Mr. Mill, {rom page 41. to 45. of This
“ Anfwer,” inoppofition toany doftrines onthis point,are etnployed
tn refutation of reafoning which in the two firft editions of mv
pamphlet I acknowledge was confuftd and not fufficiently precife-
But as I Liave correfted this fault in the fubfequent- editions, he

certainly
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modities of the moft perifhable defeription, whicli for
the moft part are confumed in the year in which they
are received, leaving not a trace behind; and which; fo
far from being neceflary even to comfortable exiftence,
are generally pofitively injurious. 1 have not, be it
obferved, intended to deny, that we do annually derive
an accellion of wealth of fome deferiptions from our com-
merce—I have not denied, thal by means of commerce,
we have. mere tea, wine, brandy, and tobuacco, than
we [hould have without it. 1 have merely conteaded,
that our prefent riches have not been derived from comg
merce, and that our profperity and power, and that
part of our wealth which is really of value, would futfer
no diminution from its lofs.  On this point I am ready to
admit that my langunge has not always been futhciently
precife. 1 have in fome places appeared to aintain,
that our apnual fiock of wealth of all kinds is not in-
creafed by commerce. But i the context be referred
to, it will be obvious that this was not my meaning,
Thus, T fay, « We do, it &s allowed, gain annually a
“ few millions by our export trade, &c¢.” (p. 60.) The
pofitions, then, which it was my aim to evforce, and
which I am now about to defend, are, That the wealth
which we do derive from our commeree, is of little rea}
value,~that our prelent riches are not to be attributed
to commmerce ;—and that we inight as much abound in
all that wealth which really contiibutes to profperity
and power, without commerce as with it. On each of
thefe pofitions it will be neceffary to dilate; noticing,

HE-

certainly cannot expet me to combat in favour of pofitions which I
never really meant to hold, and in by far the greater number of
copies of my work have not even impliedly maintained.  Indeed,
as Mr. Mill had the correéted edition before him, previous to the
publication of his reply, it would have been no great ftretch of libes
rality, if he had admiited in one of the many notes which he fub-
joined in confequence of that edition, that his reafoning on thole
pages had no reference to its amended argument.
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as I proceed, the chjetions which they have called
forth. }
1. I contend, that the wealth which we do derive
from our commerce, Is in reality of litle value.—
Although it is undeniable, that the term * wealth”
includes every thing which man defires, to me it appears
equally indifputable, that the intrinfic value of different
{pecies of this wealth, is very different from their no=
minal or money value. A diamond may beworth, that
is, fell for, 20,000 quarters of wheat ; but it {eems abfurd
to {uy that the intrinfic value of the latter is mot vafily
greater than that of the former. The one will feed
10,000 perfons for a vear: the other is a mere bauble
for the eye. If, then, articles have a nominal and an
intrinfie value, it will follow, that the natien which re=
ccives the profit of its commodities in articles of intrinfie
value, will derive from trade far more of what beft de-
ferves the name of wealth, than another nation, which
receives its profits in articles of fictitious value only;
even though the nominal amount of the profits of both
were the fame, Thus, fuppofe two nations gained eacly
a profit of five mii]imm from its trade; the one receiving
its profits 1a corn, the other in diamonds for its own
ufe only: would not any unprejudiced perfon allow that
the wealth gained by the former, was of far more value
than that gaived by the latter? Applying this mode
of reafoning to our own cafe, I maintain, that the wealth
which we derive from our trade is of very finall real
value, whatever may be its nominal amount, becaufe it
confifts of articles no way neceffary, but, on the contrary,
many of them highly prejudicial, to buman exiftence.
Laying afide a circulating medium, the profit of our
commerce 15 not ten milhions of pounds fierling, but fo
mauny thoulund chefis of tea, fo many thouland pipes
of wine, to'many thoufund hoglheads of tobacco, & c. &e.
Now, of what value is this wealth, either to the people,
confidered individually, or to the nation colle€tively?

g J.;ll'ﬁ ™
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Firft, as to the inbabitants, individually confidered. —
Of what real value to them are the four or five mililons
of pounds worth of tea, which we bay with the profits of
our Buropean trade? This weed affords usno nourifh
ment; it does not enable us to fight better—to work
harder ; it does not teed us, or clothe us. On the con-
trary, it has perceptibly debilitated us. From a race of
nervous heroines, fit for all the aétive duties of lite, our
wives and daughters have degenerated by its ule, ivto a
race of invalids, who fhiver at a breeze and f{iart at a
fpider. Its tempting fiimulus induces our poor to ex-
pend in it, the money which ought to buy beef and
bread for their families; aud the mother muft indulge
herfelf in tea, thouh the children in confequence be-
come ferofulous by eating potatoes.—What again is
the real value of the three or four millions worth of our
profits received in wine and {pirits? Thefe euticing
{timuli embitter and fhorten, perhaps by one half, the
days of two-thirds of our population. Our men of
fortune have to thank them for gout, dropty, and a
thoufand other ailments. And our poor, drioking large
draughts of liquid fire daily, at the dram fhops, become
fpeedily debilitated ; drag on a wretched exiftence
only by the help of opium,* and from neceflity clofe
their fhortened lives in the workhoufe.—It wonld be
tedious though ealy to run through a long lift of im-
ported luxuries in this way: but, without carrying the
enquiry farther, how, I afk, can the wealth devived
from our trade, confifting of articles of this defeription,
be regarded as intrinfically of any great value? Where

» Tt isa truly melancholy refleétion, that in the ufe of this drug,
swe threaten fpeedily to equal the Turks. From very good au-
thority, Iknow that in moft large towns the druggilts will each
fel!, annually, 30 to 40 pounds weight of opium, in pennyworths,
to poor people, who take it conftantly as a ftimulus, and keep in-
creafing the dofe till their death. Many of them, before this event
occurs, arg obliged to take 4d. and 6d. worth a day |

2 would,



[ S0 ]

would be the vaft injury fuftained by fociety, if the de-
firudtion of our trade were to induce the lofs of profits
fuch as thefe’—But my opponents will fay, that we are
the beft judges of what we regard as wealth ; and as we
eagerly purchafe thefe luxuries, they are as valuable to
us as any other deleription of wealth. This, however,
I mufi deny. Men are not always ‘the beft judges of
what forts of wealth are of moft value to them. If fo,
the trade which the American Indians carry on, in ex-
changing peltry for fpirits, by whicli they are on the
point of being exterminated, is of value to them. But
who will contend this? :

Secondly, the wealth which we derive from our com-
merce 1s of {imall value, confidered with reference to the
wants of government. If the profils of our trade were
received in corn or woollens, the flate might appro-
priate a portion of thefe to the feeding or clothing
an army, or the fulfilment of other neceflary purpofes.
But could the government feed men with tea, or elothe
them with tobacco, and wine, and brandy ?—It may
be faid that a quantity of thefe articles might be appro-
priated by the government, and exchanged for others
smore neceflary.  But this very fuppofition admits the
{mall importance of our commerce; for fuch an ex-
change prefuppofes the prior exifience in the country,
of thofe things eflential to the fiate; which might have
been acquired, therefore, ‘without the intervention of
any portion ot the profits arifing from trade,

But there is another view of the {ubjet, which greatly -
diminithes the value of the wealth derived from our
commerce. 'The amount of our imported articles of a
luxurious and perifhable nature, greatly caceeds the
amount of any profits we can be fuppofed to gain by
commerce. - We cannot reckon our gains of this deflerip-
tion at more than ten millions; but we import to the
amount of more than twenty millions of tea, fugar, wine,
&c. If, therefore, the arguments have any weight, by

which
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which T have endeavoured to fhew (p. 57.) that of
two nations, if one exchanged its hardware, value-
£. 10,000, for the wine of the other, value £. 12,000,
the latter would really be the gainer, on account of the
fuperior durability of its manufacture; it will follow that
we cannot be acqmrm g riches by exchanging woollens,
hardware, &e. for wine, tea, &c. Bat, my opponents
fay, it would be prepofterous to accumulate fuch articles
as thefe which are fuperfiuous to us. = Now I deny that
our exported woollens and hardware, and many articles
of a fimilar defcription, are fuperfluous. There has been
no year fince the commencement of our trade, in which
the poor of this country would not have gladly found ufe
for all the woollens that have been exported, A few
additional blankets, and a Sunday coat for the males of

each family, would have gone far in exhaufting our
exported bales. And can we pretend that woolleas, and
pots and pans are our fuperfluities, when there are nearly
a million families in Ireland with {carcely a blanket te:i
defend their limbs from the night blafts which ruﬂl
through the chinks of their mud havels, or a potora pan
in which to boil their potatoes? When we {peak of ar-
ticles being fuperfluous to a nation, we ought not to have
reference to the rich only, but to the mafs of fociety; and
in this view, I deny, that the bulk of our exports are fus
perfluities of which we have no need.—1It will be faid that
the poor alluded to, do notpoflels the means of purchai’-
ing the goods in queftion: and this 1 admit; but this
circumiiance does not alter the cafe. If the popu]ation
would be richer if the neceflary goods which we export,
were given to them, inftead of being exchanged for un-
neceliary luxuries, it will not be ealy to make it gut that
we are greatly indebted to commerce for our riches.

2. I contend, that our prefent wealth is not to be at-
tributed to our commerce ; that we haye not now in
exiftence any portion of the wealth which we may have
derived from it. This [ infif upon, becaufe of the pes

M euliarly
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culiarly fugitive and perifhable nature of the wealth
which we have at different periods drawn from trade.
The woollens which the Americans derive from us as the
profit of their trade, decorate their citizens as Sunday
coats for years; the axes, the knives, the fioves with
which we fupply them, may endure for halt a century.
But where is the tea, the wine, the tobacco, in which
the profits of our trade have confilted #—As I have fiated
my opinions on this head very fully in anotier place, I
thall here only elucidate them further, by adverting to

the arguments by which they have been oppofed.
Mr. Mill’s firft objection is urged very triumphantly.
He fays, that it is a glaring inconfiftency in an author
who values agricultural produce fo highly, to eftimate
other commodities according to their durability ; feeing
that food is of all things moft perifhable. But this
objection is extremely futile, and eafily anfwered. The
reafon why food, though fo perifhable, is of all wealth
moft valuable, is, that it is abfolutely neceffary to fupport
life, and that in fulfilling that deftination, it may be
tranfmuted into wealth of the moft durable defeription.
If Mr. Mill can {hew me that tea, or wine, or tobacco,
are endowed with thefe properties, I will no lenger quar-
rel with their want of durability. '
The fecond objection advanced by Mr. Mill againft
this dofirine; is, that it is inconfiftent to recommend
confumption and luxury as favourable to the profperity
of the ftate;, and yet to argue againft the utility of com-
merce, by objefting to the importation of articles of
luxury. Here, as in fo many other places, the incon-
fiftency is of Mr. Mill's creation. None in reality exifis.
I do not regard the luxuries of commerce as neceflury
to ftimulate agrieulture, becaufe 1 believe that luxuries
in ten thoufand fhapes fufficient for this purpofe, may be
found at home.—But Mr. Mill is incorreét in fuppofing
that I dwell on the luxuries of our commerce to prove
that it is of no utility. My argument i3 not to difprove
the
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the ntility, but the creation of wealth by commerce.
Again, I muft beg to be allowed to confider thefe two
qualities as completely diftinct. A branch of induftry
may be very ufeful and extremely defirable, and yet not
create wealth.

M. Mill then goes on to obferve, that the only dif-
tin@ion of importance between one fort of commodities
and another, is that between commodities deftined to
ferve for immediate and unprodutive confumption,
{uch as luxuries ; and thofe which are deflined to operate
as the means or inftruments of production, fuch as the
materials of manufactures, iron, cotton, &c. As Mr,
Mill allows that this diftinétion is important, I would
beg him to calculate what proportion of our imports are
of the former, and what of the latter defeription. The
former, 1 conceive, he will find to preponderate in the
ratio of 4 to 1. But Mr. Mill proceeds to fay, © it feems a
¢ confideration of very trifling importance, whether arti-
¢ cles deftined for immediate and unproductive confump-
¢ tion are fuch as are likely to be all ufed in the courfe
¢ of one year or of feveral years. (p.78.) ' This very
curious aflertion, any one of Mr. Mill's female friends
will refute. Let him afk ane of them, why fhe buys a
Turkifh carpet in preference to an Englifh one at a
lower price; why {he buys India muflins before Britifh ;
and fhe will tell him, becaufe they will Jaft longer. In
truth, to fay that durability in manufactures, other
things being equal, is not defirable, is prepofterous,
Would Mr. Mill think his tables and chairs as valuable
as they are now, if they broke down after a fortnight’s
ufe ? Would he with that the fervice of a fuit of
clothes fhould finifh with the day he put it on? Ox
would he knowingly give as much for a copy of Dr,
Smith, which being bleached with axymuriatic acid,
would probably crumble to pieces in a few months, as
for one on fubftantial paper that would bear thumbing
for half a century ¢

| M 2 M.
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Mr. Mill next adduces the paffage in which T have
contended that a nation 'fnmmfaﬁl’urmg annually ten
thouland puunda worth of hardware, would be richer
than one m*‘u‘nufa&urmg annually wine to an equal
amount ; and he charges me with ¢ fimplicity” in in~
ﬁammg the very exampte which Dr, Smith has brought
forward to prove a contr: ary doéirine, Now what will
the reader think of Mr. Mill’s candonr, when he learns,
that I had aétually alluded to this very pafluge of Dr,
Smith, in a note to the third edition of my pamphlet,
which Mr. Mill had before him; and had fhewn that
Dr. Smith’s reafoning on this point, was ulterly at vari-
ance with his {entiments in other parts of his work?
If my filence,in the two firft editions of my work, relative
to Dr. Smith’s opinion on this point, gave Mr. Mill
caufe to fuppofe me ignorant of it, furely it would have
been no great firetch of ingenuoufnefs, had he con-
feffled his error in one more note fuperadded to the
many which the third edition has called from him, But
as Mr. Mill has not thought proper to notice in the
flighte(t manner the fa¢t that Dr. Smith has, in fome
parts of his work, maintained opinions precifely fimilar
to mine relative to the different effeéts which expenditure
in durable and perithable commodities will bave upoy
national wealth, I fhall beg permiffion to direét his at-
tention to thefe paliages fmnewhdt more particslarly ;
and when he learns the opinions of his oracle upon this
fubjeét, he may not, PEI‘].'IE'I-IJ*- deem them fo very abfurd.

The plice in which Dr. Smith adverts to this fubje&
io which I fhall firft aitend, is the third chapter of his
fecond book towards the clofe. After obferving that
frugality increafes the public capital, that prodigality
diminilhes it, and that the conduct of thofe whofe ex-
pence juft ¢uals their revenue, neither increafes nor
diminifhes it, he fays—¢ Soine modes of expence, how-
¢ ever, feem to contribute more to the growth of public
* opulence than others’ He then continues, ¢ the re-

: ‘ venue
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¢ venue of an individual may be fpent, either in things
which are confumed immediately, and in which one
day’s expence can neither alleviate nor fupport that
of another; or it may be fpent in things more durable,
which can therefore be accumulated” And he judi-
cioufly adds, that of two men of fortune, if one ex-
pend his income in keeping a profufe table, and in
maintaining fervants, dogs, and horfes; and the other
in ufeful and ornamental buildings and furniture, in
books, ftatues, piétures, or even fine clothes, the latter
would at the end of a given period be much the richer
man of ihe two. He then infers, ¢ As the one mode
« of expence is more favourable than the other to the
¢ opulence of an individual, fo it is likewife to that of a
¢ nation. The houfes, the furniture, the clothing of
¢ the rich, in a little time become ufeful to the jnferior
¢ ranks of people. They are able to purchafe them
¢ when their fuperiors grow weary of them, and the
general accommodation of the whole people is thus
¢ gradually improved, when this mode of expence be-
¢ comes univerfal among men of fortune” And he
proceeds to give feveral other firiking reafons for pre-
ferring an expence in durable to one in perifhable com-
modities. Now if the doétrine which 1 have maintained
on this fubject be, in the eyes of the Edinburgh Reviewer
and Mr. Mill, fo very abfurd, it is to be hoped they
will allow that their great mafter, whofe every word is
with them gofpel, has been guilty of as great abfurdity.
Where is the difference between the two doétrines? 1
have faid that a nation employing its manufacturers in
fabricating durable articles (inftancing hardware merely
as an example) will be richer than if it had employed
the fame number in. manufaduring wine. So fays
Dr. Smith: and before Mr. Mill can fatisfatorily con-
trovert the truth of this pofition, he muft overturn mnot
only my arguments, but the arguments of this celebrated
Political Econowmift,

LY
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But Dr. Smith approximates fiill more clofely in ane
other place, to the lineof argument whichI haye adopted
on this head. In the fecond chapter of his fecond book,
fpeaking of the mode in which the furplus gold fet at
liberty in any nation by the employment of a paper
circulating medium, would be employed, he fays, < If
* they employ it in purchafing foreign goods for home
* canfumption, they may either firft purchafe fuch goods
¢ as are likely to be confumed by idle people who pro-
¢ duce nothing, fuch as foreign wines, Joreign filks, &e.
¢ or, lecondiy, they may purchale an additional fiock
¢ of materials, tools, and provifions, in order to main-
¢ tain and employ an additional number of induftrious
¢ people, who reproduce, with a profit, the value of
¢ their annual confumption. So far as it s employed in
‘ the firlt way, it promotes prodigality, increafes ex-
‘ pence and confumption, without increafing produc-
* tion, or eftablithing any permanent fund for {fupporting
¢ that expence, and is in every refpect hurtful to the
¢ Jociety” Now we know very well, and furely neither
Mr. Mill nor the Edinburgh Reviewer will deny it, that
Dr. Smith regards gold and filver in precifely the fame
light with other commodities. In his eyes a quantity
ot thefe metals is not a whit more valuable than a quans
tity of hardware which could be fold for the fame fum.
But Dr. Smith fays, that if a nation employs its fuper-
fluous gold and filver in purchating confumable luxuries,
fuch a traffic is in every refpe¢t hurtful to the com-
* munity.” On every principle of fair reafoning, then,
muli he not have allowed that it is equally hurtful to the
lociety Lo expend its furplus hardware in fuch commo-
dities 2 This is jult what I have contended, and the cafes
are precifely parallel. It is nothing to me that Dr.
Smith’s argument in another place, is directly oppofed to
this. Such a circumfiance anly proves, that this great
man was fometimes at variance with him{elf; and when
this is the cale, his readers furely have a r.ght to adopt

that
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that argument which to them appears moft weighty
And at all events, the difciple who embraces one poli-
tion, has no right to fling the authority of his mafter in
the teeth of an opponent who inclines to the oppofite
ftatement ; and to charge him with ignorance of the
du&rums of the fect. '

After this unfortunate fpecimen of the univerfality of
M. Mill's acquaintance with the opinious of Dr. Smith,
he favours us with the following notable paragraph : ¢ In
¢ fa& nothing can well be more w eak than to confider the
¢ angmentation of national riches by the accumaulation
< of durable articles of luxury, as a confideration of
¢ moment. The value of the whole amount of them in
¢ any country is never counfiderable, aud it is evident
¢ that  whatever they coft is as completely with-
¢ drawn from maintaining productive indufiry, as that
“ which is paid for the moft perifhable articles. Mr.
¢ Spence has an extremely indiftinét and wavering notion
¢ of national wealth. He feems on the prefent occafion
¢ to regard it as confifting in the atual accumulation
¢ of the money and goods which at any time exifis in
¢ the nation. But th1=. is a moft imperfeét and erroneous
¢ conception. The wealth of a country confifis in her
¢ powers of annual production, not in the mere colleCtion
¢ of articles which may at any inftant of time be found
¢ in exiftence. The only pait, it is evident, of the ex-
* ifting colle@lion of commodities which in any degree
‘ cnmnhutes to angment the annual produce, the per-
¢ manent riches of the country, is that part which ad-
¢ minifters to productive labour; the machines, tools,
¢ and raw materials which are employed in the different
¢ fpecies of manufacturing and agricultural indufiry.,
¢ All other articles, whether durable or perifhable, are
¢ Joft to the annunal produce, and the fmaller the quantity
¢ of cither fo much the better) (p. 51.) In commenting
upon this, [ muft in the firft place oblerve, that it is not
the accumulation of durable articles of luxury merely

5 but
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but of durable articles of every defeription, which, I
contend, will augment the natlional riches. Secondly,
except it be an indifiinét and wavering notion of a
man’s wealth to regard his houie, his equipage, and
his furniture, as forming a porlion of his wealth,
as well as his annual revenue, I cannot felicitate Mr.
Mill on the accuracy of his eftimate of my opinions.
When I talk of the wealth of a nation, I include its
land, rcads, canals, houfes, fhips, and goods of all de-
fcriptions, as well as “ its powers of annual reproduétion;’
and I am much miftaken if this will not be found a more
Juft conception than that which fixes the view upon the
latter merely. Does Mr. Mill really think that the ar-
ticles juft enumerated, the value of which Gregory King
a century ago eftimated at 650 millions, form no portion
aof the wealth of Britain ? If fo, and certainly his ob-
fervations warrant the fuppofition, we have reafon to
congratulate him on the diftinétnefs and fteadinefs of
kis notions as to what conflitutes national wealth. Bat
Mr. Mill’s extraordinary paffion for commodities that
adminifter to produéive labour, is moft worthy of note.
That thefe are in general more valuable than the articles
which they create, is a pofition that I do not mean to
difpute ; but I muft confefs I am fomewhat fiartled
to be told, that ¢ of all other articles, whether
* durable or perifhable, the fmaller the quantity the
‘ better” So, then, Mr. Mill really thinks that it
would be better if all the houfes, and coaches, and tuhIe_s,
and chairs, and clothes, and furniture of all de-
feriptions in the kingdom, were burnt to-morrow ! All
thele are loft to the annoal produce, and as, therefore,
according to him. ¢ the fewer of them the better,
he doubtlels thinks a general conflagration from one
end of the kingdom to the other, which fhould clear
it of every thing but the articles adminiftering to pro-
dudtive labour, would be very defirable! Marvellous ac-
curacy of conteption this, to be fure ! Well may Mr. Mill

charge
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chargehis opponents with ¢ weaknefs’and “inconfiftency’,
¢ unfteadinefs’ and ¢ perverfity.’

It is unneceflary to walte many words in refutation
of an inftance adduced by Mr. Mill in fupport of his
notions on this fubject. He fays that it would be little
better to import durable trinkets than volatile perfumes,
This, is truly, as he obferves, an argument to the ig-
norance of his readers. Who advifed the f{ubfiitution
of trinkets for perfumes? Or who, indeed, would deem
it worth while to advife any thing at all, about ariicles
fo triﬂing? What have they in common with tea and
wine in which we annually {pend eight or ten millions?
Could nothing but durable {ururies be imported in the
place of thefe articles!—But here, again, Mr, Mill is
mifapprehending me. I do notobject to the importation
of thefe articles. 1 merely aflert that we de not accu-
mulate riches by importing them : and {o I fhall affert
until Mr. Mill can {hew me the houle, the bridge, or the
manufaéture of anykind which we have created by
their ufe. When he can fhew me that any the
fmalleft portion of our exifiing riches, 1s to be attributed
to the hundreds of millions that we have expended in
thefe articles, I fhall admit the importance of the com-
merce which acquires them. Bul as, in the cafe of a
man pollefled of landed property to the amount of 120
thoufand a year, and carrying on alfo a manufaéture
the profits of which amounting to ten thoufand a year,
he expended in wine, tea, tobacco, &c; 1 fhould feel
but little inclined to confider him dependent on his
manufaéture, or to pity him if pncontroulable events
were to deprive him of it; fo, in the inftance of Britain, [
muft perfift in my conviction that it can be of very {mall
importance to her, whether fhe have ten millions worth
of tea, wine, and tobacco, while fhe has a permanent and
indeftruéiible revenne of twelve times as much, comprifing
every thing neceffary to comfortable exifience.*

N

® Several of the charges urged againit me by Mr, Mill, he hag

brought
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Of Conunerce as a Stimulus to Agriculture.

MaNy of thofe who have admitted the fu-n:c of the
arguments by which I have endeavoured to fhew the

fmall

P

'brought forward in notes tacked to his main arguments. Thefe
are for the moft part fo futile, that I noticea few of the chief of
them here, only that he may not conceive I regard them as more
unanf{werable than the reft of his treatife.

To his note at page 35, accufing me of ¢ unﬂeadmﬂs In ex-
. prefling P‘tj" for thofe who are dePrwed of the goods whlch they
import from us, while I deny that import commerce enriches ; . |
anfwer, by afking him, if I may not be allowed to regard the lofs
of import commerce as injurious to jome (tates, by reafon that its
lofs muit neceffarily induce the lofs of their export commerce, which
does create a part of their wealth? Befides, I muft again infitt on
being permitted to make a diftintion between wealth and con-
venience; and to deem a branch of commerce of vaft importance
on the fcore of utility, while I value it low as a fource of

wealth.

In reply to his note at page 41, I would requeft him to allow me
to form my own rule as te deduéting or not, the charge of infurance
from the profit of the exporting merchant. If I had included that
charge, I thould have eftimated this profit not at zo but 1 5 per

cent. ;
At page §7, Mr. Mill is able to amufe himfelf with contrafting

my opinion, that a fubdivifion of land would tend to augment the
profperity of a country, with an affertion in another place, that the
divifion of land is the bane of increafe of national wealth.—This
objeétion Mr. Mill would have {pared himfelf the trouble of makin g,
if he had chofen to permit me to diftinguith between the wealth
and profperity of a ftate. He does wot think fit to make fuch a
diftinétion. I do: and in this point of view, though I have not
the flighteft doubt that our cuftom of confolidating feveral fmall
farms into one large one, has increafed the furplus produce, the
difpofable avealth of the country, I have little hefitation in believing
that this fyftem has greatly diminifhed the profperity of an important
branch of the community. The 2o families which were formerly
maintained on 20 farms of 5o acres each, were f{urely more prof.
TP ' perous
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fmall importance of commerce to this country as a
fource of wealth, have yet contended that I ought
confiftently to have efteemed it more highly as a ftimu-
lus. They think that an author who has fo exprefsly
infifted upon the neceflity of manufaétures for home
confumption, for the purpofe of encouraging agriculture,
fhould have admitted allo, the importance of commerce
in this view. = Mr. Mill has introduced this objection
not fo much direétly, as in the fhape of a dexterous fub-
ftitution of the term commerce in lieu of manufadtures,
in fpeaking of my admiflions as to the importance of the
latter. (See p. 55 and 63.) And in a note, he fays, he
cannot conceive what difference can exifi between
manufaétures for home confumption, and for exportation,
as to their influence in promoting agriculture. But the
moft ingenious arguments that I have feen in {upport of
this objection, have been brought forward by Dr. Ran-
poLpu, in his ¢ few obfervations on the prefent ftate of
the nation.” Tt is the latter, therefore, which I thall have
chiefly in view in what I am about to urge on this point ;
and while I profefs to remain unconvinced of any incon-
fiftency in my opinions, I cannot refrain from exprefling
iy fenfe of the candid and difpaflionate manner in which
Dr. Randolph has oppofed me.

It is neceflary to begin by obferving, that I never
meant to deny that commerce Aas contributed indirectly
to the encouragement of agriculture. But furely it does

perous, enjoyed more independence, more domeftic happinefs, and all
that is moft defirable to man; than now, when five of the families,
as the fervants of a mafter, can cultivate the fame land thrown into
one great farm of 1000 acres, and the remaining 15 families are
crowded in the wretched cellars of Manchefter or Birmingham
immerfed in dirt, and mifery. Yet the latter fyflem is moft con-
ducive to the augmentation of national wealth.—But when will
Mr. Mill learn, that wwealth is not the objeét to the acquifition of
which alone, nations thould attend?

N2 not
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not follow from this admiffion, that it is now neceflary
for this end. . The ftimulus of bark may be very ufeful
in driving off an ague; but when once this effeét is
accomplifhed, what neceflity is there for continuing the
medicine?  So, although the influence of commerce
may have contributed to augment the effe¢t of manu-
factures for home confumption, in encouraging agri-
culture, it by no means follows, that this influence is now
neceflary, and that the latter alone are not fully afdequate
for the purpofe afligned them. It will be recolledted,
that the great value which I place upon manufadures,
confifis in their operation in encreafing the profperity of
the community, by offering an incitement to the cul-
tivators to fpend the revenue which they derive from the
foil. If, therefore, the fame temptation can be held out
without the intervention of foreign comimerce, there
exifts no neceflity for it. It may have contributed to
our more {peedy releafe from the thraldom of the feudal
{yftem, and its continuance may on many accounts be
defirable; but our cultivators having acquired a tafte for
novelty and expence, which they wil/ gratify in home
commodities . if they are unable to procure foreign com-
modities, all the benefits which Aave accrued from
commerce may now be acquired without its aid.

In oppofition to the reafoning by which I have fup-
ported this pofition, Dr. Randolph urges, that “ the
home market is fupplied to the fulnefs of its demand be-
fore exportation takes place; and the confumption of
luxuries fabricated in our own coun try, bas gone as far
as convenience, fathion, tafte, or caprice choofes to earry
i.”  He-then infers, that the contineance of commerce
is neceflary to exchange the furplus of our manufadtured
articles, for luxuries of variouns defcriptions, and he con-
tends that it would be of no moment if thefe luxuries
were as volatile as Nitrous Oxide, as they would have
fulfilled their defiination in ftimulating to exertion and
the promotion of agricultural im provement——The in-

genious
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genious author, throughout his reafonings, takes for
granted what I coneeive to be a fallacy.  He fuppofes
that if commerce were to ceale, the luxuries which it lup-
plies, or {uccedanea for them, could not be procured at
home ; that the cultivators could not then find objeéts
oin which to expend their revenue; and that, confe-
quently, a large proportion of the manufadturing clafs
mutft {tarve or be fupported by charily.—Now to thew how
little ground there is for thefe eonclufions, let us fuppofe
that our foreign commerce of every defcription were en-
tirely to ceafe; and let us then run over a few of the more
important articles with which it now fupplies us, and
inquire whether it be likely that the population of this
country would not demand fome fubftitutes for them, and
whether it would not be eafy to furnith fuch.

The moft valuable of our imports is fugar.®—Is it at
all likely that thofe whofe palates have once been grati-
fied with this delicious {ubftance, and who have the
means of paying any price for it, would voluntarily give
up its ufe, if there were a pollibility of procuring it at
home ¢ Now commerce is not effential to procuring this
luxury. Sugar may be extraéied from the beet root,
from carrots, and other vegetables, befides the {fugar
cane, and at a coft, too, not greatly exceeding what the
price of Weit India fugar ought to be. Mr. Adams fuw
a loaf of fugar at Hirfchberg in 1800, which had been
manufactured from beet root, and coft only twice as
much per pound as Wefi India fugar.++ If, therefore,
no fugar could be had from abroad, can it be doubted
that capital would be invefied in producing it at home ?
Ifarich landbolder could not purchafe it for one fhilling

® I am aware that fugar and colonial produce in general, ought
not ftriétly to be deemed objeéts of foreign commerce ; but as they
are always confidered fuch, in the eftimate of our imports, it is net
pofiible to make the proper diftinétion on this point, in a work of
this nature. Befides, Iam now arguing on the fuppofition of the
lofs of our colonial trade,

t % Travels in Silefia,” page 126.
a pound,



[ 94 1

a pound, would not he willingly give 35 or 4s., rather
than be without it; and would not this demand infallibly
be fupplied? And with refpect to the poor, would not
20,000 men be as well employed in the healthy oeccupa-
tion of cultivating beet root, and 20,000 more in manu-
faéturing it into fugar, as 40,000 are now' in weaving
cottons and -hammering hardware for the purpofe of
exchanging for this luxury ? And'would they net thus
as readily draw their fubfiftence from the landowner,
and as much promote agricalture? The‘only difference
in refult between the direét and round-about produéion
of fugar, would be, that lefs of it would be enjoyed for
the fame coft. This would be the extent of the evil.
Another of our imports to the amount of two millions
annually, is wire. Can it for a moment be imagined, that
the ceflation of the importation of wine, would be the fig-
nal for the ceflation of its ufe? Buthow procure it? itwill
befaid. T anfwer, without the flighteft difficulty. Sugar
and fruit of any kind, are all that are effential to the pro-
duction of wine. Even now, many a connoifleur has been
cheated with goofeberry wine for Champaigne; and with
perry made aftringent with the juice of floes and elder-
berries, for port.  If there were a demand for Lome-
made wines, they would meft affuredly be fpeedily mant-
factured 'in quality equal to any foreign wine, and if
wine drinkers deem high price effential to good wine, the -
Excife Office would be able to accommodate them in this
relpect.  Let it be fuppofed, even, that our luxurious
bon vivants offected to defpife goofeberry or currant wine,
where would be the difficulty in gratifying them with
wine made from the grape ? Such wine was made, in this
country, 600 years ago,* and why might it not again, if
a proper fort of vine were cultivated ? And if, after all,

* William of Malmfbury informs us, that in the 12th c:nrur}r,,thr;

Vale of Gloucefterfhire produced as good wine as many provinees
of France,

the
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the drinker of claret or burgundy muft have his favou-
rite liquor, the hot-houfe would be reforted to, and he
might be indulged, merely by paying two guineas a bottle
where he now pays one. Here agdin [ alk, if' the manu-
facturers of broad eloth, which we give to the Portuguefe
in return for wine, would not be as'well em p]ﬂ}fed both
for themfelves and their conntry, in making th-. wine at
once at home?

Tea is another of the luxuries in which we expend five
or fix millions annually.  Could no fubftitute be found
for this exhilarating weed? If we could not procure it, is
it likely that our females would again betake themfelves
to a beef-fteak for breakfaft, and a glafs of ale or a poflet
for their focial afternoon’s repafi? [sitnot far more likely,
that the infufion of mint, balm, or of fome other of our
native herbs, which require only cufiom to make them
as palatable as tea, and which'are now ufed in preference
by many, would be fpeedily adopted by all? Would it
not, as an ingenious corre(pondent has obferved to me,
be in every refpeét more beneficial, if the fhips and men
now employed in fetching tea from China, were occupied
in bringing dried herbs from Ireland? And would it be
any thing to be deplored, if a new fource of occupation,
in growing and preparing thefe producdts, were offered to
a few hundmd thoufands of the redundant population of
our fifter ifland ¢ )

Silk is a confiderable article of import; and fome
may think that it would be impoffible for our:females

to expend fo much money as this cofts them, in any
other article of drefs. Dut are fuch perfons ignorant,
that there are fuffs at this moment manufactur ed, more
coftly than any filks; and that there is no limit to the
value which the manufafturer can confer upon a few
pounds of wool or flax? Do they fuppole, that if a
dame of fathion could not diftinguifh herfelf from the
crowd by filken apparel, that fhe would not be offered

the op portunity by the ftufl manufacturer, or the lace or
cambrick
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cambrick weaver, of decoratin g herfelf with fabrics
which no vulgar pocket could reach? And if, at all
events, {he muft have filk, is there any phyfical impof-
fibility of producing it in this country? We can grow
mulberry trees and feed filk-worms as well as the
Italians, only not fo cheaply.

I might go on in this way inftancing a thoufand
articles imported, but the enumeration would fatigue
the reader. [ have adduced the principal, and if he
feels inclined to extend the lift, he will find that there
is {carcely one that might not either be produced at
home, ora fubftitute for it be found: and he will find,
too, that fo far from there being any reafon to dread
that- our manufacturing population could not find em-
ployment in the event of lofing our trade, that this
very circumftance would call for more hands than could
poffibly be at firft fupplied. And this employment is
all that the profperity of the country, and the encourage-
ment of agriculture, require.

Indeed, the fuppofition that the defires of mankind
have any limit—that, if deprived of one ohject, they will
not expend their revenue in fome other,—is contrary to
every juft view of human nature. The landowners of this
country, {pent their revenue when there was fcarcely a
luxury in exiltence; and they would continue to do fo
even if they were again obliged to maintain a croud of
idle retainers.  Nor is this my own opinion merely. Mr.,
Humg, who will fearcely be aceufed of far fetched refine-
ment, after {tating that commerce is of ufe to a nation
by enabling it to emerge from barbarifm, and by ex-
tending the power of government over the population
and produce of a country, thus centinues, ¢ When the
¢ affairs of the fociety are once brought to ihis fituation,
¢ anation may lofe moft of its foreign trade, and yet con-
¢ tinue a great and powerful people. If ftrangers will not
¢ take any particular commodity of ours, we muft ceafe
¢ to labour in it. The fame hands will turn themfelves

‘ towards
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¢ towards fome refinement in other commodities which
¢ may be wanted at home. And there muyl always be
¢ materials for them to work upon; till every perfon in
“ the ftatc, enjoys as great plenty of home commodities,
“ and thofe in as great perfetlion as he defires; which
¢ can mever poffibly happen’ On this point I regard
the authority of this profound political Economift
as conclafive, The cafe which we are confidering, he
had contemplated, and his decifion upon it precifely
accords with the opinion [ am now maintaining.

Thus then, Dr. Randolph, I truft, will admit that a
{ufficient ftimulus for the encouragement of agriculture
may be had without commerce.—Mr. Mill, too, will
allow me, I hope, to diftinguifh between manufaétures
for home confumption and thofe for exportation; and
“without withing to infinuate, as he fuppofes I am de-
firous of doing, that there is a difference between them
in refpeé to their encouragement of agriculture ; I muft
be permitted to contend, that they are not both equally
effential to national profperity. Commerce may have
ftimulated agriculture, and it may now ftimulate it, but
it is not neceffary for this purpofe; and therefore, in this
view, as in every other, we are completely independent
of 1L.®

1HAvE

o

* Mr. ARTHUR YouNG has honoured me with a letter of com-
ments in Mr. Cobbett’s Regifter of the 2eth February. Much of its
fubftance has been replied to in the preceding pages, and the ex-
tent to which this pamphlet has already reached, precludes a full
confideration of its arguments; but as connefted with the above
fubject, I will here briefly advert to the chief of them.—~Mr. Young
fays, that the lofs of one quarter of the copmmerce of Britain in the
Aumerican war, caufed a diminution in the price of grain and
wool—in the rent of land —and a confequent ftagnation in induftry
of all kinds ; and that thefe faéts are a fufficient refutation of my
theory—In reply to this, I would obferve, in the firlt place, that
_ the mere fac of corn having been low in fome of the years of the
American war, proves nothing, The price of this neceffary of life
: 0 i
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I nave now replied to the main arguments with
which my principles have been combated. To have
adverted minutely to all the objeétions which have been
urged by other writers in numerous periodical journals,
would have extended this pamphlet to a tedious and
unreafonuble length. I can with truth, however, fay,
that 1 have not knowingly pafled over any one of them,
which feemed to me of the flighteft weight or plaufibility.
This examination, hatfty as it muft neceffarily have been,
I flatter myfelf has thewn that all thefe objeétions are
founded either upon a mifconception of my arguments

and

is affeCted by {uch a variety of circumftances, that a much more
extenfive adduétion of documents than Mr. Young has furnifhed,
is neceflary, before it could be admitted that the lofs of commerce
was the caufe of its diminithed price. Indeed, on looking at ‘the
awbhole of the table from which Mr. Young has given an extrat,
(Ann, of Agric. v.iv.p. 3g1.) I confefs I can draw no inference
whatever from it. In 1771, before the American war broke out,
wheat was 55, 1oid a buthel. In 1777, in the midft of the war,
it was 55,814, a bufhel, and in the following year, when the greateft
falling off in our experts tovk place, it was flill s 34, the
bufhel, a diminution of only 5s. 2d. a quarter. The variations
in thefe 12 years, therefore, are not to be accounted for by any

reference to fuch a caufe.
But, in the fecend place, there are other arguments to prove
that the ¢ faéts brought forward by Mr. Young, are not of the
Alighteft value, He fays, the lofs of one quarter of our export trade
in the American war, occafioned the diminution of the price of
‘corn. Then the fame caufe ought always to produce the fame
effelt: yet at the beginning of the l1ft war our exports fell nearly in
as great proportion (in 1792 they were £.18,336,000, and in 1793
only £.13,892,000 official value) and ftill, in September rygz, the
price of wheat was only gs. 6d. a buthel, while in September 1793
itwas 65, Thus we have falts producing refults diretly in op-
-pofition to thofe of Mr. Young.—But, moreover, Mr. Young is
mot very correft in afferting that the diftrefs which took place in
the American war, was * attributed at that time by every well in-
formed man in the kingdom, to the decline of manufaétures and
forcign commerce.” I can produte him the autherity of a man,
who,
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and conclufions, or on reafoning far from valid. And
the corroboration of the moft important of the doc¢trines
on which I bhave infifted, which has been gained by an
appeal to the authority of modern political Economifts
of acknowledged eminence, will, I truff, have proved
to thofe who are difinclined to eftimate the foundnefs
of reafoning on its ewn merits, but pin their faith on
great names, that thefe pofitions are by no meaus the
difcarded paradoxes which fome ignorant critics have
pretended.

Agriculture, then, in concluding, I think I may
affume to have proved, is in a pre-eminent and efpecial
manner, the fource of our wealth and revenue; fo
much fo, that no other branch of indufiry has a claim
to be confidered as creating our immenfe riches, This

it

who, whatever may te Mr, Young's opinion ef him, I am dif-
poled to think was ot that time * well informed,” whe artributed
the then low prices of corn, land &c. to caufes very different.
If Mr. Young will turn to his own “ Annals of Agriculture®
(vo.i. p 35.; he will find that in 1789 he bimfelf gave it as his
" opinion, that th_eﬂ: fymptoms of diftrefs were folely owing to an
impeded circulation, arifing from the transfer of the great loans
negotiated by the treafury, from their ufual channels of employ-
ment. His own words are, * To this avant of circulation awas almofi
« fingly cwing all the difirefr wve experienced from the war.’ He does
not even allude to the lofs of commerce as a caufe of the evil; and
indeed to fach an evil, fpringing from what Mr. Young terms “a
d:p]nrab'!t: want of money,” thi: lofs muft have been an alleviation
as it muft have thrown, as it now does, a great mals of unemployed
capital into the money market —Thus Mr. Ycung has him{elf
afforded the refutation of all his conclufions en this fubjeét.

But though I deny the accuracy of Mr. Young’s data, their un-
doubted trath would not in the flizhteit degree affect the ftability
of my pofitions. I have never-deied that confiderable inconve=
nience would enfue from the fudden changes which a total or pare
tial lofs of commerce mulit require; and hence (I muft repeat it for
the hundredth time,) T have never adviled a voluntary renunciation,
of it : but it by no means follows that any confequent depreciation
in the price of gruin or of land, would have fuch an operation cn
the national profperity, as to prove that commerce is eliential to us.

Q2 A fall
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it is, and this alone, which enables us to maintain an army
and navy fo extenfive, to pay taxes fo enormous, and
to support fo large a body of manufaturers and idlers
of all defcriptions.

Manufa@ures for home confumption, though highly
ufeful and neceffary, I have fiill thought myfelf
bound to contend, cannot, in any proper fenfe of the
term, be regarded as a fource of our wealth. Yet as a
fiimulus to agriculture, as tran{muting the produce of
the foil into wealth of another kind, and as contributing
‘greatly to our enjoyments, their value cannot be difputed;
and no one is more fenfible than myfelf of their vaft 1m-
portance in thefe refpeéts, or has more firongly infifted
wpon their claim to eneouragement and protection.

Commerce, that is the exchange of manufactures
fabricated by us for theufe of foreign countries, for their

\ produéts,

A fall in the price of agricultural produce, would not diminifh the
quantity of corn grown in the country ; or, if it did, the price would
foon rife again. And folong as the fame produce is rifed, its
temporary nominal price is of little confequence,  But in truth it
is quite abfard to fear that any great fall in the price of corn, with
which we are never fully (though in good years nearly) fupplied,
fhould be caufed by the lofs of commerce, when that very lofs will
keep the market bare, and of courfe the price high. And it would
not, perhaps, be by any means inaccurate to contend, that the tem-
porary depreffion induced by the transfer of induftry from one
defcription of objefts to another, would be in the end beneficial, in
the fame way as Mr. Young has exprefsly admitted the fall of
prices in the American war was; which fall, he fays, was “ more like
an indifpofition that leads to a milder regimen, than a dangerous dijeafe
that affeéts the patient's conflitution; vather a relaxation to adivity, than
a prewention of wigour.” (Ann. of Ag. v. i.'p. 36.)—Mr. Young has
accufed me of inconfiftericy, but I fubmit to the reader whether it is
Jikely I fhould have fallen intc any contradiction more glaring than
this. I have a high re(peét for the talents, the patriotifm,and the un-
viearied and well direted induftry of Mr, Young; but I confefs
1 am fomewhat furprifed that he whoin 1784 regarded a temporary
depreflion of prices as ultimately. beneficial; who, in a paflage
which I have quoted, has given his animated affent to the opinion

of
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products, I have deemed myfelf, as before, warranted
in concluding, is no fource of our effential wealth, and
utterly unimportant as to its influence upon our power
and profperity. We are indebted to it merely for a few
luxuries, for the moft part of queftionable utility, and
many of them productive of the moft baneful injury to
our health, our morals, and our happinefs. To other
countries commerce may be neceffary. The fierility of
their {foil may render them dependent on their neighbours
for food; for their anchecked progrefs in profperity,
may be required the power of purchafing their ma-
nufadtures, in order that they may devote their undi-
vided attention to agriculture; or nature, not always
alike bountiful, may have denicd them the raw materials

of

of Adam Smith, ¢ That the flourifhing fituation of England is
¢ more to be attributed to the fecurity of farmers in their leales,
¢ than to all our boafted laws for the encouragement of foreign
¢ commerce’—hould now look upon this commerce as eflential to
our profperity, becaufe its lofs may lower the prices of grain and
wool !

As the fubftance of the reft of Mr. Young’s letter, has been
adverted to in the preceding pages, I will, in concluding this long
note, merely obferve, that in one inftance Mr. Young has fcarcely
dealt fairly by me. He has reafoned on my arguments as though I
had really propofed that the confumers of this country fhould, in
the event of lofing cur trade, buy all the cloth, hardware, &c-
previoufly exported. But he mult have feen that my ftatements
on this fubject were merely hypothetical, and meant t0 fhew that
we have the power of fupporting the manufacturers now occupied
in preparing the objects of foreign trade. What I have really
advifed, is, their employment in producing the articles now im4
ported; and at p. 6659 of my pamphlet, I have aétually fhewn
that the growth of corn, hemp, 2nd a thoufand other articles now
imported (the very plan which Mr. Young recommends, as though
I had never alluded to it) will bethe mode in whiclh our /manu-
fasturers, mull; in fuch 2 cafe, he employed. -
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of fome of the moft effential manufadiures,* But our
lot, thanks to a kind Providence, is not thus dependent.
Poffeffed of a foil in extent fufficient for a population
thrice as large as ours,~of fertility rendered fuperior by
our improved modes of agriculture to that of the
moft favoured fouthern climes—concealing in its bofom
ah inexhaufiible mafs and variety of mineral treafures,
and capable of producing on its furface all that ufe or
laxury the moft unbounded ean require :—Enjoying,
too, a fiate of civilization and refinement which will
infallibly call for endlefs novelty in gratification ; and a
perfetion in manufaétaring indufiry which can never be.
at a lofs in fupplying thefe wants; and thus in no need
of any further ftimulus to our agriculture than can be
found at home :—~Commerce is in no fenfe neceflary to
us. We are in every view entirely independent of it,

Aware of the advantages intellectual, moral, and re-
ligious, which the human race derive from their intey-
courfe with each other; and that temporary evils muft
neceffarily follow any fudden change in the direion
of our indufiry, I have not recom mended that we

=

® Mr. Mill has ridiculed the idea that our commerce is more
beneficial to thofe with whom we trade, than to ourfelves, But I
know not on what ground he confiders this pefition asabfurd. Can
he deny that the facility with which the Americans have obtained
credit for the manufatures bought of us, has enabled them to apply
their whole capital to agricultwic; and that thus thejr progrefs hag
been beyond cuiculation more rapid, than if they had manufacured
for themfelves? America, in faél, even fince the Revolution, has
been virtually cultivated by Britith capital; and who can doubt
which has been the greateft gainer? It is incalculable, too, how
much Ruflia, Poland, Pruftia, and the reft of the continent’ of
Europe, have been benefited by the lumulus which the artificial
rife in our prices, canied by the national debt, has given to their
agriculture. Allthefe countries, almoft iolely through our demand,
have had the price of their hemp, flax, grain, wood, &c. deubled
within thefe thirty years. And who doubts of the cheaiag
efteét of a gmdual rife in pl‘il’.‘fs on every branch of iudultr}rf
' {heuld
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fhould voluntarily relinquith our commerce, nor is it
defirable that the efforts of our enemies to deftroy it
fhould be fuccefsful. But fhould thefe efforts fucceed ;
thould our commerce be wrefted from us by a train of
events not to he controuled, we have this great con-
folation—=that our riches, our power, and our profperity,
are derived from other fources not within the fphere
of our rival’s malice. Our agriculture, and our manu.
fadtures for home confumption, he cannot touch, and by
aid of thefe alone, we fhall fiill as much as ever tower

pre-eminently in every great and good quality, above
the reft of the nations of the globe.

APPENDIX.,
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APPENDIX.

Remarks on the Criticifin of the Monihly Reviewers upon the
Pamphlet, entitled, * Britain independent of Commerce.”

THE. {pirit of party has in this country diffufed itfelf too ex-
tenfively, not to have infected thofe periodical arbiters of lite-
rature termed Reviews. Accordingly, wefind them zealoufly
enlifted on one fide or on the other; and a knowledge of an
author’s party in religion or politics, will enable us pretty
accurately to foretel the feveral fentences which will be
pafied upon him by the Profeflors of the ¢ ungentle craft.’
Some of thefe Journals, however, affume- 2 more moderate
tone, and wifth to take credit to themfelves for fomething
like candour and impartiality in their decifions, The Mont iy
Review, in particular, though its bias to certain tenets in
polities and divinity is not attempted to be concealed, for
the moft part affets a greater fhare of liberality than its
competitors, to thofe from whem it differs, Its conductors
generally feem to think that calm argument, or an ap-
pearance of it, will be more likely to carry convi@ion, than
hard names; and it is rare that it delcends to virulence and
abufe—JIt was with a mixture of furprife and pity, therefore,
that I found this Journal departing, in its review of my pan-
phlet, from all its wonted moderation, and degrading its
well-earned charafter by a critique exceeding in intem-
perance any thing that the moft violent of its contem-
poraries have beftowed upon me :weand all from the fpirit of
party. T cannot fo eafily give up the opinion imprefled upon
me by experience, as not to believe, that if the Mounthly
Reviewers Lud conceived me to be of their own party, or of
no party, that they would, aceording to their ufual cuftom,
have been content to .canvafs my opinions with temper and

LR moderation
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moderation. But running away with the ridiculous affumption
that my pamphlet was the profefied ¢ authority and apology”
for the late orders in couneil, they give way to all the fury
of their critical rage, upon a fuppofed advocate of thefe ob-
noxious meafures of the prefent minifiry; and comment on a
fummary of the abfiract dofirines of a fyftem of political
econumy, with as much virulence as the moft decided party
pamphlet could have called forth, I have neither ¢ infor-
mation’ nor ¢ intelleél’—am a miferable caviller at the fine
difquifitions of Dr. Smith—a conjurer up of bugbears which
never exifted—¢ a mere fciolitt whofe prefumption is equal
“ te his infufficiency '—and at laft am everwhelmed with the
tremendous fentence, ¢ we have never met with any tract
that engaged even a femporary attention from the public,
which fo little deferved it)’

If the Reviewers (I choofe to give them their regal title)
fuppofed that this volley of abufe from their eritical artillery,
would excite any other fenfutions in me, than amufement at
their prepofierous ignerance in connefling me in any way
with the acts of minifiers; and compaflion for the weaknefs
which could fuffer this error to lead them to court the favour
of their party, by fuch uncalled for and degrading intem-
perance; they are greatly miftaken. What I have witnefied
of the ignorauce, precipitance, inconfifiency, and often
wanton malignity of many of thofe who have affumed the
eritical chair, bas long led me to eftimate their decifions
at a very low rate; and few authors, 1 believe, would be at
any time more callous to their attacks. But the moft ir-
ritable of the ¢ genus irriiabile’ would laugh at their moft
terrific bombs, when fortified by the fale of four large
editions of his work, and the approving fentencé of judges
in his opivien more competent: and this happening to be
my cafe when the mortars of the AMonthly Reviewers were
difcharged, I could liften to their eu.:pluﬁuns with great
Gﬂmpldﬂfu(:}' and indifference.

If thefe Reviewers had wilely contented themfelves with a
calm argumentative oppolition to my theory, however defirous
of breakiug a lance with heroes of their prowefs, I might have
fuund myfelf unequal to the tafk ; but in the eagernefs of their

attack, they bave left fo many quarters expofed, and have
' 2 committed
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committed thewifelves fo egregioufly, that T cannot refrain
from feizing the opportunity of taking a barmlels revenge
for their illiberality, by expofing their ignorance and pre-
fumption. I am not about to enter on an elaborate reply
to their criticifim. - What in it has the femblance of argu-
ment, has been already anfwered ; and I feel no inclination
to weary the reader by commenting on their idle declamation
én the bankrupteies of France, and the ftate of Manchefter
and Dirmingham ; —their i'ngeninus propofal to call the earth
2 machine and the agriculturift a manofaurer (as though
the change of nomenclature would alter the queftion) &e. &c.
I thall merely point out one or two prominent {pecimens of
their ignorance and unfounded affertions; and fhew that to
the produétion of their criticifim, party fpirit has been the
grand incitement—that its virulence and intemperance have
been folely caufed by the unfortunate afumption with which
they fet out—and confequently that it is amy thing rather
than a fair review.

It will be no difficult matter to thow that the ignorance of
thefe Reviewers is fo grofs, that they are unaquainted with
the contents of works on political Economy, which have
within thefe few years paffed in review before themfelves;
and that their affertions, as tp the dofirines which they fay
they have always contended for, are directly untrue.

‘The Reviewers fay, that the leading axiom of the French
F.conomifts, that manufatures are unprodudtive ¢ has never
to their knowledge obtained converts in this country.’
What opinion, then, will the reader entertain of this ¢ know-
ledge, when I inform him, that the 24th vol, of their new
feries, (page?8,) publified not more than ten years ago,
contains u review of a work by Dr. Gray, entitled, ‘The
¢ Effential Principles of the Wealth of Nations illufirated, in
¢ oppofition to fome falfe do@rines of Dr. A. Smith and others,’
in which every one of the dotrines of the Economifts (except
that which regards the landowners as a produétive clafs,
¢ mere verbal difference). is infited wpon much more
earneftly than I have done; in which, efpecially, the axiom
that manufactures are wholly unprodudtive, and no fource
of wealth, is fupported at great length; and in which Dr.

Smith's arguments in oppofition to it, are examined and pro-
nounced
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mounced to be evafive quibbles, and illufive fallacies'—What'
will the reader think of the ¢ knowledge’ of the Reviewers,
when he reads the following paflage, and is teld that it is the
commencement of the criticifm of thefe very Reviewers on
the above work :—¢ This is evidently the work of a wrnitér
¢ who is much converfant with political reafoning, and who
¢ poflefies extenfive information, and more than ordinary
¢ geutenefs. Heis a partizan of that fecl of political writers,
¢ who were denominated in France the. Economifis’? Thus, in-
fiead of having any ¢ Jnowledge’ on the fubjeét, it appears
the Reviewers are fo deplorably ignorant of what has been
aling on the theatre of political economy 1n Britain, that
they know not that they have themfelves lately reviewed a
work zealoufly maintaining opinions which they fay ¢ to their
4 knowledge never obtained converts in this country!’—
Their criticifim upon the ebave work, too, proves the falfity
of an affertion with which they fet out. ‘They fay that * they
¢ are jealous of any attack upon thofe doétrines of political
¢ economy(Dr. Smith’s) which they were the firft to hail, which
¢ they afiifted to circulate, and which on all occafions they hate
¢ yniformly afferted.” 1f this aflertion were true, what fort of a
critique ought they to have beftowed on Dr. Gray's wor?
On mine, which is far from going the fame length infupport of
the doétrines of the Economifis, they can fcarcely find terms
to -wreak their ¢ jealous’ difpleafure. Upon Dr. Gray,
therefore, they ought to have fhowered their avenging darts
with tenfold fury. The terms ¢ miferable cavils,'—* flale
paradoxes,’—* abfurd pofitions,-—fhould have defignated fo
heretical a performance in every line of their Review; and
the mere fciolift without info rmation,=—a conjurer up of
bugbears without intelleét,—ihould have thundered on the
haplefs author in every'page. But is this the cale? So far
from it, that throughout the whole review, the fame polite
tone is kept up towards the author, of which afpecin en has
been given. A calm analyfis of the work is made—D .
Smith’s pofitions are not for an inftant afferted——and the
Reviewers conclude thus; ¢ Without Jpeaking decided{y on the
¢ principal points at ifige between the prefent writer and the
s illuftrious Adam Smith, we recommend the perufal of this
¢ judicious performance, 0 thofe who turn their thoughts to

: P2 - ' ¢ the
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¢ the fubjed of political economy=—perfuaded that there are
‘ few readers who may not derive from it fome ufeful infor-
‘ mation.'—What barefaced impudence-=what matchlefs ef-
frontery—in the authors of fuch a Review, to pretend that
they have been ever jealous of any attack on the do@rines of
Dr. Smith, which they have uniformly on all occahions afierted!
=Nor is this the only inftance that may be adduced, of the
grofs incorre@nefs (to give no barfher name) of this affer-
tion. The preceding pages have fhewn that nearly all the
main tenets of the Economifts, have been embraced and
defenced by Mr. Malthus, Doubtlefs, then, thefe doughty
Reviewers, in examining this gentleman’s learned work,
hewever they might approve of fome portions of it, would
evince their jealoufy—would affert their hoftility—to thole
heterodox pofitions. But have they done fo? On the con-
trary, let the reader refer to the 45d vol. (p. 70.) of their
Review; and he will there find an analyfis of thefe opinions,
without the flighteft difient from them:—On this occalion,
the watchful eyes of thefe Argufies flumbered, and their
¢ jealoufy’ was buried in forgetfulnefs,

Such being the grofs ignorauce and the wilful misftatemen s
of thefe Reviewers, it is natural to enquire, what is the
caufe that in reviewing dodtrines fo fimilar, they thould affume
2 tone fo completely different? Why, in reviewing the work
of one difciple of the French Economifts, they fhould cha-
radterile it as a judicious performance of an author much read
in political economy, worthy of the perufal of all who turn
their thoughts to the fubjeét; and in reviewing the pamphlet
of another, who is far from embracing the fame dotrines fo
clofely, they fhould pronounce it a compound of fiale para-
doxes, fupported by a prefumptuous fciolift without intelle&
or information, and, in fhort, lefs deferving of the attention
of the public than any tract that ever engaged even its tem-
porary notice? The folution of this @nigma is very obvious,
Mr. Malthus and Dr. Gray, thefe impartial eritics confidered
as of their own party, or of no profefied party. Me they
foolifhly and falfely regarded as the profeffed defender of men
and meafures that they have confian tly condemned. On my
devoted heaa therefore, was to be poured the full phial of
their wrath, . That their own party might be gratified—that

By
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my fuppofed party might be humbled,—every bitter farcafm,
every infidious inuendo, every mifreprefentation and’ difs
tortion that decency could poffibly admit the ufe of on fuch
an occafion, muft be called into aéton.—And thefe are the
men that would fet themfelves up as pattérns of candour,
liberality and moderatiou ! kel
But as is always the cafe when paffion is fuffered to get
the better of reafon, thefe good gentlemen woefully overfhot
the - mark.  Much of their eriticifm might have been be-
lieved to be juft, but for the laft unfortunate climax. Had
the Reviewers really fo poor an opinion of the underftanding
of their readers, as'to think they would credit that a pam-
phlet oun Pofitical Economy, even though ever fo wretchedly
treated, could be lefs deferving of the public attention than
any trait known to the Reviewers, that ever engaged it —
Unhappily, too, it is not eafy for the authors of aflertions
fo unfounded, to preferve their confifiency ; and the next
number of their Review completely gave the lie to these in
queftion, In that number, in reviewing another pamphlet
of mine, on the Diftrefles of the Welt India Planters, they
admit that ¢ by far the greater part of itis ably and judicioufly
¢ executed;’—that its fubjet is * thoroughly fifted ;"—and
that its author is ¢ ananimated and dexterous controverfialift,
# who fhews much difcrimination in expofing the fophiims,
¢ and qualifying the conclufions of the advocates of the
¢ planters; who has proved with equal felicity how groundlefs
¢ are many of their complaints; and has fhewn himfelf a
¢ perfe mafter of the heads which apply to their cafe,'—
Now granting for a moment, that in the firlt pamphlet, my
main opinions are erroneous, will any impartial man believe,
that thefe opinions,—worked up into a theory whieh nearly
all my opponents, except the Mouthly Reviewers, have al-
Jowed to be at leaft ¢ ingenious;’ and by an author who by
their own admiflion can write ably, judicioufly, and with
diferimination on a fubje® clofely conneted—can 1t be
credited, 1 fay, that a work containing fuch a theory, 1s lefs
deferving of the public attention than any tract known to the
Reviewers, which ever engaged even temporary notice from
the world? Every candid mind muft at once fee through
the mean malignity of this unjult fentence; aud I heartily
thank
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thank the Reviewers for affording me fuch a refutation—
more unanfwerable than any other I could advance—of
their remaining diftortions and misftatements.

To thefe, which abound iu every page, I fhall ‘not advert.
I am content with the ample expofure which they have
kindly enabled me to make of their glaring partiality, and
fhamelefs difregard to truth. I fhall difmifs them with a
piece of good advice. They were once at the head of the
Englih Reviews; but their northern rivals bave funk them
feveral degrees in the fcale, T hey are fiill, however,
refpectable, if they maintain their prefent place. But this
place they eannot retain, if, devoid as they are of the ability
of thele rivals, they attempt to court the public eftimation,
by aping their defeéls. Unjuft farcafms and perverted ftate-
ments of an author’s arguments, may be borne with when
combined with fplendid talents; but mediocrity will be infuf-
ferable if thus accompanied,

FINIS,
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