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INTRODUCTION.,

ROUSSEAU confessed to Mr. Hume, and Mr.
Huome repeated the conversation to Mr. Burke,
that the secret of which he availed himself in his
writings to excite the attention of mankind, was
the employment of paradoses. When a proposi-
tion 1s so expressed as to bear the appearance of
absurdity, but by certain reasonings and .explana-
tions 1s made to assume the semblance of truth,
the mexperienced hearcrs are, in general; won-

derfully delighted, give credit to the aunthor for

the highest wngenuity, and congratulate them-
selves on a SUrprising discovery.

When these paradoxes are so contrived as to
harmonize with any prevailing sentiment or pas-
sion of the tumes, their reception is so much the
more eager and general. Thus, had the para-
dox, that commerce is absolutely unproductive of
wealth, been recommended to the people of this
country some years ago, when they were taught
to triumph n the increase of their commerce, and
to look to it as the means of humbling the revo-
lutionary pride of France, it would have been the
ebject either of neglect or of ridicule, At pre-

b



y/
sent, when difficulties and dangers have encreased

“around this commerce, and fears are abroad that it
may even be cut off, the new doctrine that we
shall not sufier by its loss, falls in so conveniently
with our apprehensions, that it appears extremely
agreeable and consolatory, Being a doctrine at
once paradoxical and fiattering, no more is want-
ing to render it popular.

It 1s to be suspected, however, that this would
not afford a very safe principle on which to re-
gulate the great interests of the nation. Our
navy, for example, weighty as its ascendancy
must be deemed, mav now, when the whole
continent of civilized Europe is at the disposal of
its determined enemy, be regarded as exposed to
dangers, greater, perhaps, than ever threatened
it before. Could we, in a moment of despon-
dency, permit ourselves to think, that, like our

commerce, it might be runed by this enemy,
should our wisdom consist in trying to persuade
ourselves that it was of no value, and that we
ought to part from it without regret? Ireland,
tco, considering the power of the enemy who de-
sires to attack it, and the commotions by which
it is agitated within, is unquestionably 1n greater
danger of being wrested from us at this moment,
than at any late period of our history. What
then? Should we consider any man as acting a
patriotic or prudent part, who should labour to
persuade us that Ireland 1s of littie or no value,
and should it fall into the hands of Bonaparte, that
the loss we should sustain would be of little

avail ? \We should, on the other hand, join in
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condemning his misguided and preposterous Zeal s
‘for however we might rest assured that neither
Ireland nor our navy would be voluntarily, any
more than our commerce, resigned to Bona-
parte, yet we might fear that such a doctrine
becoming popular would induce our Cabinets
and Parliaments, which are not always led by the
wisest men in the nation, to neglect those es-
sential interests more than they otherwise would
have done.

This is precisely the danger which threatens
commerce at the present moment, and which is
the more alarming, the greater the difficulties by
which it 1s surrounded, and the more delicate
and easily affected the mterests which it involves.
Agriculture is hardy and independent. The pow-
ers of the earth, and the first necessities of man,
insure to this a certain prosperity, proportionate
to the state of industry in the nation, in spite of
the neglect, and even the discouragement of the
public rulers. But should the legislature become
influenced by a theory hostile to commerce, at
a time when other circumstances conspire against
it, the affairs of the nation might easily receive a
turn, which would soon termmate her grandeur
as the mistress of trade.

The propagators of this doctrine, which has
met with a more favourable reception in this
commercial country than beforehand one could
have easily imagined, are, as yet, but two, Mr.
Spence and Mr. Cobbett.

Mr. Spence has written a pamphlet, in which,

after exhibiting in as high colours as he possibly
E 2 1
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can the value which i1s i;ulgarly set upon com-

merce in this country, he endeavours to shew
that it will certainly, or at least very probably,
be torn from us by Bonaparte; that it 1s
hewever altogether destitute of value; and
that our wealth and prosperity are mtrinsic.

To establish these conclusions Mr. Spence at-
tempts to revive the system of the Economisies, a
sect of political philosophers who arosein France
about the middle of fhe last century, and who,
in opposition to the mercantile doctrine, that all
wealth 1s derived from commerce, or rather a
favourable balance of commerce, taught that all
wealth is derived from land. e proposes indeed
a himitation upon the 1deas of that sect, in one
particular instance, from which however he seems
to waver 1n other parts of his discourse ; but the

main object of the pamphlet, as he expressly

states, 1s to apply the doctrine of the Economistes
to the present circumstances of this country.

Mr. Spence appears from his pamphlet to have
a considerable turn for abstract thinking, and to
be a man of pretty extensive reading in political
economy. But his mind has not been trained
in the logic of enlarged and comprehensive views.
He does not judge of an extensive and compli-
cated subject from an exact knowledge of all
its parts, of their various connections, aud rela-
tive wnportance. It 1s enough for him to seize
some leading object, or some striking relation,
and from these to draw cenclusions with inge-
nuity to the whole.

- Mr, Cobbett is an author who deals more in
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assertion than proof; and therefore a writer who

oves reasons for what Mr. Cobbett affirms, is a
very convenient coadjutor. e seems, accor-
dingly, to have been charmed wilth the appear-
ance of Mr, Spence’s pamphlet; and has repub-
lished the principal part of that gentleman’s
rcasomings, in his Political Register. EKven the
assertions of Mr. Cobbett, T am by no means
disposed to treat with neglect. He seems to
form his opmions more frequently from a sort of
mtuition, than from argument. His mind is but
little accustomed to spread out, as it were, before
itself, the intermediate ideas on which' its con-
clusions are founded; and the nature of the
education which it has received, from its own
unaided progress and exertions, sufficiently ac-
counts for this peculiarity. It does not follow
that his opinions are not founded on evidence,
and that they do not frequently exhibit much
sagacity. It 1s often the form, rather than the
matter, 10 which he is deficient. Even on some
pretty difficult questions of political econoiny,
(those, for example, respecting the corn-trade,)
he has discovered a clearness and justness of
thought, which but few of our scientific reason-
ers have rcached. On a subject, more perverted
at least by passion, the structure of society, his
mind, untainted by theory, or rather emanci-
pated by its own vigour and honesty from a per-
nicious theory which it had imbibed, has seized
the doctrines of wisdom and prosperity, without
the aid of many examples. He has assumed the
patronage of the poor, at a time when they are
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depressed below the place which they have fortu-
nately held in this country for a century, and
when the current of our policy runs to depress
them still farther. At a time, too, when every
tongue and every pen seem formed to adulation,
when notiing 1s popular but praises of men in
power, and whatever tendency to corruption
may exist recerves in this manner double encou-
ragement, he has the courage Loldly to arraign
the abuses of government and tlie vices of the
great. Thisis a distinction which, with all his
defects, ranks him zmong the most eminent of
his countrymen.

Suich are the two authors whose doctrines,
respecting the value of commerce, have at pre-
sent attained no little celebrity; and whose rea-
sonings it will be a principal part of our business,

in the foliowing pages, to examine.

£



CHAPTER I.

On the Security or Insecurity of the British
Commerce.

BOTH of these Authors preface their inquiries

into the value of commerce, by an attempt to
persuade us that the commerce of this country
has become ecxtremely insecure. This is not
exactly the most philosophical course, as it is
taking aid from our fears in support of their
argument. Mr. Spence informs uvs,* that ¢ the

‘1dea which a few years ago would have been
¢ laughed at, that any man could acquire the
¢ power of shutting the whole continent against
¢ our trade, seems now not unlkely to be rea-
¢ lized. And Mr. Cobbett assures us, that the
soldier 1s abroad, and will not return home till he
hath acquired a share of the good things of the
world. On this point, those two champions ap-
pear to be at variance. The soldier will certainly
not get possession of any of our good things, by
shutting them out from the Continent; and if he

* ¢¢ Britain Independent of Commerce,” p. 7. It is necessary
here to remark, that as nearly the whole of the present Tract
was written before the 3d edition of Mr, Spence's pamphlet
appeared, it is the 2d edition always that is quoted, unless
when the 34 edition is actgally named,


















CHAP. IV.

Of Manufactures.

IT 15 at this point that our controversy with
Messrs. Spence and Cobbett properly begins.

They assert that manufactures are no source of
wealth.* We say that they are. It 1s the rea-
der’s part to compare our reasons. Mr. Spence,
who seems to supply the arguments of the party,

says that manufactures are productive of no wealth,
because the manufacturer in the preparation of

* ¢ Whether,' says Mr. Spence, (p. 19, Brit. Indep. of
Commerce) © the manufacturer receives the price of his ma-
‘ nufacture In food or in money, if the whole be fairly ana-
‘ lyzed, and every thing traced to its source, it will in every
¢ case be found, in the most refined, as in the most barbarous,
* state of scciety, that agriculture is the great source, munufuc-
¢ tures no source at all, of nationml wealth. This indeed is the
hinge on which the main part of his doctrine turns. It is the
foundation, for example, of his ¢pinions concerning consump-
tion ; and he introduces his inquiry ioto that subject in the
following terms; ¢ As it has been shewn’ (see pp. ¢9, 30, of
bis pamphlet) ¢ that the whole revenuc of a country, (deducting
¢ an insignificant portion sometimes derived from foreign con-
“ merce) is derived from ifs land.” This reservation, in favour

of commerce of export, he expressly denies to manufactures
for home consumption. ¢ When a lace manufacturer,” (Ibid,
p. 43) ¢ has been so long employed in the mauufacturing a
« pound of flax into lace, that his subsistence during that period
“ has cost s£30, this sum is the real worth of the lace, and if 1t

‘be sold at home, whether for s£30 or s£00, the nation is ne
“ vicher for this manufacture,’
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any commodity consumes a quantity of corn equal
to the value which he has added to the raw
materials of which the article 1s composed. It is
to be observed, before we procecd farther, that
this is the only reason which they adduce 1n fa-
vour of this fundamental part of their hypothe-

sis. In this one &ssertion is contzined the sum
and substance of the evidence which they exlibit
against manufactures.  If this assertion 15 unequal
to the conclusion which it 1s breught to support,
the wonderful discoveries of the [f<conomistes are
on a tottering basis. I have ecalled this funda-
mental proposition an assertion, because 1t is as-
sumed entirely without proof, and what 1s more, I
am afraid, 1n opposition to proof. W hen the manu-
facturer prepares a commodity, the prepared com-
medity 15 worth more than the food which the
workmen consumed in preparing it. Do you ask
my reasons ! Carry it, I say, to market ; you will
find that it will fetch more; because it must not
only repay the wages of the labour, but the profit of
the stock which has been employed in its prepa-
ration. Set the goods on one side, and an equal
quantity of raw materials and food with what has
been consumed in their preparation on the other,
and every body will give you more for the
goods. The country is therefore the richer by
having the goods.

Let us hear what Mr. Spence has to say in ob-
jection to this reasoning. An examination of
his plea will still more clearly exhibit to us the
erroneousness of his position.  The superiority ot
price which the manufactured commodity obtains
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in the market, adds nothing he says to the wealth
of the country; because whatever the manufac-
turer obtains above the value of the raw pro-
‘duce is taken from the landholder, the original
owner of that produce. ¢ An example’ he adds,*
¢ will demonstrate this: If a coach-maker were to
‘ employ so many men for half a year in the build-
‘ ing of a coach, as that for their subsistence during
‘ that time, he had advanced fifty quarters of corn,
¢ and if 'we suppose he sold this coach to a land
¢ proprietor for sixty quarters of corn, it is evi-
‘ dent, that the coach-maker would be ten quar-

“ters of corn richer than if he had sold it for
¢ fifty quarters, its original cost. But 1t is equally
‘ clear, that the land proprietor would be ten
¢ quarters of corn poorer, than if he had bought
‘ his coach at its prime cost. A transfer, then,
¢ not a creation of wealth, has taken place, what-
“ ever one gains the other loses, and the national
¢ wealth 1s just the same.’

There 1s a great appearance of ingenuity and
force in this reasoning; and on the greater part of
mankind it is well calculated to impose. I am ra-
ther surprized, however, that a man of Mr. Spence’s
acuteness did not perceive that it s in reality a
mere vulgar sophism. But when hypothesis has
taken firm hold of a2 man, his acuteness is un-
luckily confined to one function.

Mr. Spence has here confounded two things
which are remarkably different. Ie mistakes
the sale ¢f a coach for the manufacture of a coach.,

It is surely bad reasoning however to conclude

- * See p. 16,
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that because the sale of a coach i1s not productive
of wealth, therefore the manufacture of a coach
1s not productive. The sale of the coach produ-
ces nothing ; the manufacture of it however pro-
duces the coach. Itisvery true that when aland-
holder has sixty quarters of corn and the coach-
manufacturer & coach, if the coach is transferred
to the landowner and the corn to the coach-maker,
the ccuntry is not the richer. But it is certainly
not less true that if the coach-maker has in the
month of October fifty quarters of corn, which
in the month of March he has transformed into

a coaca worth sixty quarters, the country is the
richer in consequence of the manufacture of the
coach, to the amount of ten bushels of corn.
Important, however, as i1s the addition which
it thus clearly appears is made to national wealth
by means cof manufacturing mdustry, we should
still have a very imperfect idea of its wonderful
powers, should we confine ourselves to this obser-
vation. In a state of agriculture but moderately
improved, the labourers employed in it may be
regarded as raising a produce not less than five
times what they themselves can consume, Were
there no manufacturers, the whole of this surplus
produce would be absolutely useless, Where could
it find apurchaser? It is the manufacturers who
convert this surplus produce into the various arti-
cles useful or agreeable to man, and who thus add
the whole value it obtains to four parts at least in

five of the produce of the soil.*

* It is to be borne in mind that the whole of the question
diccussed in this chapter respecting the utility of manufactures,
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There is but one supposition, as far as I am
able to perceive, by which this argument can be
eluded. If our antagonists suppose a state of so-
ciety in which the population has become so
great that it requires the utmost efforts of the

whole employed upon the land to produce food
for the society ; in that case they may insist that
the whole produce of the soil is employed and
obtains a value without the aid of manufacturers.
In this state of things, however, it i1s unfortunate
that the argument of Mr. Spence will prove not
manufactures only, but land to be unproductive.

The cultivators of the soil, during the time in
which they raise a certain produce, have here
consumed a quantity of produce of an equal value,
But this is the very reason which he adduces
to prove that manufactures are not a source of
wealth. Manufactures then never cease to pro-
duce wealth, except in one case, in which land
itself ceases-to produce it; so that when manuvfac-
tures cease to produce wealth, every thing ceases
to produce it ; wealth cannot be produced at all.—
So much for Mr. Spence’s reasoning against ma-

nufactures.

The truth is, that to give even tolerable plau-
sibility to the theory of the Lconomistes we must

yegards manufactures for home consumption; and, for thesake of
distinctness, the idea of foreign commerce 1s altogether excluded.
Mr. Spence has judiciously adopted this plan; and his exam-
ple was here highly worthy of imitation. To know the value
of mannfactures it was right in the first place to consider their
operation in a country supposed to have no connection with
20y other,
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ailow that nothing 15 useful or valuable to man
but the bare necessaries of life, or rather the raw
produce of the soil. If any thing else is valua-
ble to him, whatever creates that value must add

to hisriches. The reasonings of the Economistes
indeed proceed upon a most contracted and im-
perfect view of the operations and nature of man,
How limited would be his enjoyments were he oon-
fined to the raw produce of the soil! How much
are those enjoyments, how much is his wellbeing,

promoted b}* the various productions of art which

he has found the means of providing! The sim-
ple, but at the same time the great and wonder-
ful contrivance by which has been produced the
profusion of accommodations with which the ci-
vilized life of man abounds, is the division of
labour. \Wherever a society can be supposed to
consist of one class of labourers only, the calti-
vators of the soil, it must be poor and wretched.
Even 1f each individual, or each family, may be
supposed so far to vary their labour as to provide

themselves with some species of coarse garment,

or some rude hut to shelter them from the wea-
ther, the affairs of the society must still be mise-
rable. Let us next consider the simplest division
of labour which we can well imagine. Let us
suppose that the society becomes divided into hus-
bandmen, and into the manufacturers merely of
their agricultural tools, of their garments and
houses. How much more completely would the
community almost immediately, or at least as soon
as the manufacturers acquired any dexterity in
their trades, be provided with the accommoda-



20

tions which we have just enumerated? Their riches
would be augmented. The labour of the same
men would now yield a much larger produce. It
is to the manufacturers however, it is to that di-
vision of labour which set them apart as a distinct
class, that this superiority of produce, that this
augmentation of riches, is entirely owing.

" ¢ The greatest improvement,” says Dr. Smith,
‘in the productive powers of labour, and the
“ greater part of the skill, dexterity, and judg-

“ment, with which it is any where directed or
‘ applied, seem to have been the effects of the
¢ division of labor. *#¥#*#*_ It is the great mul-
‘ tiplication of the productions of all the different
“arts, in consequence of the division of labour,
¢ which occasions in a well governed society that
“ universal opulence, which extends itselt to the
‘ Jowest ranks of the people.” The effects indeed
of the division of labour, are surprising and al-
most miraculous. But as the division of labour
commenced with the first formation ot a class of

manufacturers, and as it 1s 1 manufactures that
the division of labour bhas been carned to the

areatest height, the business of agriculture being
much less susceptible of this nnprovement, the

whole or the greater part of the opulence, which
is diffused in society by the division of labour, is
to be ascribed to manufactures. the same 1s the
case with machinery. iHow much the production
of commodities 1s accelerated and mcreased by
the invention and improvement of machines, re-
quires no illustration. It is chiefly in manu-
factures, that this great advantage too has been
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reaped. In agriculture, the use of madchinery i3
much more limited.

Every view of the subject affords an argument
against the intricate but flimsy reasonings of the
Economistes. In the infancy of manufactures,
when the distaff alone, and other simple and te-

dious instruments are known, let us suppese that
a piece of cloth is prepared. Mr. Spence informs

us, that nothing is added to the wealth of the
society, by the preparation of this piece of cloth,
because a quantity of corn egual to it in value,
has during the preparation been consumed by the
manufaciurers. Let us suppose, however, that,
suddeniy, spinning and other machines are in-
vented, by which the same labourers are enzbled
to prepare six similar pieces, in the same time,
~ and while they are consuming the same quantity
of corn. It their manufacture in the former
case replacea the corn which they consumed; in

this case it replaces it six times. Will Mr. Spence
deny that in such instances manufactures are

productive of wealth? But how many more than
six times have the productive powers of labour in
the arts and manuofactures been multiplied since
the first division and distribution of occupa-
tions?

Without any further accumuiation of argu-
ments, 1 may takeit I believe for granted, that
the insufficiency of Mr. Spence’s reasonings, to
prove that manufactures are not a source of
wealth, sufficiently appears. Let us now there-

fore proceed to another of his topics,
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CHAP V.

Commenrce.

BY commerce, in the language of Mr, Spence’s

pamphlet, is meant trade with foreign nations;
and we have no objection, on the present occasion
at least, to follow his example. Mr. Spence
begins his investigation of this subject with the
following paragraph:

“ As all commerce naturally divides itself into
* commerce of import and export, [ shall in the
¢ first place, endeavour to prove, that no riches,
‘no increase of national wealth, can in any case
‘ be derived from commerce of import; and, in
‘ the next place, that, although nalional wealth

‘ may, in Some cases, be derived from commerce
‘ of export, yet, that Britain 1n consequence of

¢ particular circumstances, has not derived, nor
‘ does derive, from this branch of commerce, any
¢ portion of her national wealth; and, conse-
‘ quently, that her riches, her prosperity, and
‘ her power are intrinsic, derived from her. own
‘ resources, independent of commerce, and might
“ and will exist, even though her trade should be
‘ annihilated, These positions, untenable as at
‘ first glance they may seem, I do not fear being
¢ able to establish to the satisfaction of those, who
¢ will dismiss from their mind the deep rooted

# See pp. 38; 30.
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¢ prejudices, with which, on this subject, they
¢ are warped; and who, no longer contented with
¢ examining the mere surface of things, shall de-
‘ termine to penetrate through every stratum of
‘ the mine which conceals the grand truiths of
¢ political economy.’

Let us begin then with the most earnest en-
deavour, according to the recommendation of
Mr. Spence, to purge our minds from ¢ preju-
- dices,” attending solely to the reasons in favor of
those positions, ¢ which seem untenable at first
elance” Let us summon up courage to follow
his deep and adventurous example, and not con-
tented with remaining ingloriousiy ¢ at the sur-
face,” let us clap on the miner’s jacket and
trowsers, and descend in the bucket with My,
Spence ; that, as truth, according to the ancient
philosopher, lay at the bottom of a well, we may
find ¢ the grand truths of political economy,’ at
the bottom of a coal pit.

As trade with foreign nations consists of two
distinct branches, commerce of unport, and com-
merce of export, it will be convenient for us to
consider each of these divisions separately. This
circumstance will divide the present chapter into
two articles.

Article First, Commerce of Import.

The reason which Mr. Spence adduces to prove
“to those, who dismiss their deep rooted preju-
dices, and penetrate into the mine of political
economy, that commerce of import can never

¢
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produce wealth, he states in the following terms;
 Every one must allow, that for whatever a na-
¢ tion purchases in a foreign market, it gives an
¢ adequate value, either in money or in other
 ooods; so far then, certainly, it gains no profit
‘ por addition to its wealth, It has changed one

¢ sort of wealth for another, but it has not in-
‘ creased the amount, it was before possessed of*.’

We have had already occasion to wonder at the
oversights or mistakes, which so acute a man as
Mr. Spence has committed, and we are here
again brought into the same predicament. Might
he not, without any great depth, without descend-
ing far below the ¢ surface,” have reflected that a
commodity may be of one value in one place, and
of another value in another place. A ton of

hemp for example, which in Russia is worth
£50, i1s 1 Great Britain worth £65. When we

have exported therefore a quantity of British
goods, which in Britain is worth £50. and have
imported in lien of them a ton of hemp, which
1s worth £05, the riches of the country are by
this exchange increased fifteen pounds+. Wae
might illustrate this observation by a variety of
examples. The meaning and force of it however
are already sufficiently apparent. Whenever a cargo

* Brit. Indepen, of Com, p. 30.

+ For the sake of preserving the argument as simple as
possible, the consideration of freight and charges is not here
intreduced, as this affects in no degree the reasoning, and only
requires that an abatement be made from the amount of profit.
It is not the quantity of profit, but profit in any quantity,
which the argument respects, The customary profit of trade
will always be made, as long as the business continues.

D
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of goods of any sort is exported, and a cargo of
other goods, bought with the proceeds of the
tormer, is imported, whatever the soods imported
exceed in value the goods exported, beyond the
expence of importation, 1s so much clear gain to
the country; and to this amount are the riches of
the country increased by the transaction.

Mr. Spence, however, has an argument to shew,
that this reasoning is inconclusive. He allows,
that the merchant, by whom the goods have been
imported, makes a profit to the above amount.
But this he says is no gain to the country. The
additional sum, which the merchant obtains for
the goods umnported, is derived from the British

consumer. Whatever the one gains therefore
the other loses, and the country is nothing the

richer. It is curious that this argument would
prove the country to be not a farthing the richer,
if all the goods imported were got by the mer-
chants for nothing, or were even created by a
miracle in their warehouses. In this case too,
whatever the merchants obtained for their mira-
culous goods, would 'be drawn from the British
consumer, and whatever the one gained the other
would lose; consequently the country would be
not a pin the richer for this extraordinary aug-
mentation of goods. The reader will probably
conclude, that an argument of this sort proves
too much. - We may recollect too, that this is
neither more nor less than the argument which
Mr. Spence produced, to prove, that manufactures
were productive of no wealth. Whatever the
manufactured cemmodity brought, beyond the
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value of the raw produce consumed in the manu-
facture, was drawn, he. said, from the purchaser,
who lost whatever the seller gained. On this
account he concluded, that the country was not

the richer for manufactures. This argument we
found to be so weak, that it implied the mistake
of the sale of a commodity for its manufacturé,
In the present case too, the confusion and mis-
apprehension are nearly the same. The transfer
of the imported goods from one British subject to
another, is mistaken for the exchange of a quan-
tity of goods between Great Britain and a foreign
country. The sale of the goods at home renders
not the country richer, it is the purchase of them

abroad, with a quantity of British goods of less
value,

What we have already said appears to be per-
fectly sufficient to expose the fallacy of Mr.
opence’s arguments to prove the inutility of
commerce of unport*. We may add, however,
a few observations, to explain to the reader
somewhat more distinctly in what manner com-
merce of 1mport deoes contribute to national
wealth.  On the subject of political economy, it
seems best to recur as often as possible to parti-

* Mr. Spence's notions appear not to be very steady even
on this subject, Thus, he says, (p. 8.) speaking of the at-
tempts to exclude our commerce, that, ¢ he has rather been
‘ inclined to pity the poor inhabitants of the countries, who
¢ are prevented from buying our manufastures, than us that
“are hindered from selling them. Now, what he pities
those poor countries for, is, that they are not enabled to carry

on an mmport trade. Why? if import trade can never add
any thing to wealth ! |

D 2
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cular instances; it being so very common for
authors, who indulge, like JMr. Spence, m very
general terms, to bewilder both themselves and
their readers. We import iron for example from
the Baltic, though in certain favourable situations,
where coal and the ore are found in the same
vicinity, we make it at home. IHow does it
appear, that this importation is advantageous?
For this reason, that in all other cases but those
specified, we can buy it cheaper abroad, than we
can make it at home, We send forth a hundred
pounds worth of goods, and we purchase with -
those goods a quantity of iron, which is wortl

more than one hundred pounds, Whatever this
superiority of value exceeds the charges of 1mn-

portation 1s gain to the country.

To render this observation still more applicable
to Mr. Spence’s principles, we may show how
the instance resolves itself even into the rude
produce of the soil. On making a ton of 1ron in
Great Britain, let us suppose, that the labourers,.
&c. employed in providing the ore and the coals,
and in smelting and preparing the metal, have
consumed ten quarters of corn. Every ton of
iron therefore prepared in Great Britain costs
ten quarters of corn. Let us suppose, that in
the preparation of a certain quantity of British
manufactures, nine quarters of corn have been
consumed; and let us suppose, that this quantity
of goods will purchase in the Baltic a ton of iron,
and afford, besides, the expence requisite for im-
portine the iron into Britain. Is there not an
evident saving of a quarter of corn, in the ac-
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quisition of this ton of iron? Is not the country
one quarter of corn the richer, by means of its
importation? In the importation of a thousand
such tons, is it not a thousand quarters richer?

It is curious, that Mr. Spence, whether by chance
or design, I know not, has chosen all his examples
of 1mportation among invidious instances. He
always illustrates his arguments by the importa-
tion of luxuries, of articles of immediate con-
sumption, as tea for example, which being speedily
used, seem mnot to add to the steck of the
country, or to form part of its riches. This,
however, if it is intended to have any effect, 1s
only an argument to the ignorance of his readers;
for the nature of.the case 1s in no respect differ-

ent. Why should Mr. Spence object to the
commerce in articles of immediate consumption,
when the produce of the land itself consists
chiefly of articles of immediate consumption?
Is the land not a source of wealth, because its
- chief produce i1s corn, which is generally all con-
sumed within less than eighteen months from the
time of its production?

To make indeed any distinction in this argu-
ment between articles of necessity, and articles
of luxury, is absolutely nugatory. Whenever 5
country advances a considerable way beyond the
infancy of society, it 1s a small portion of the
metnbers of the community who are employed in
providing the mere necessaries of life. By far the
areater proportion of them are employed in pro-
viding supply to other wants of man. Nowin
this case, as well as in the former, the sole ques-
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¢ any other species of wealth; for the only supe-
“ riority 1 value which the precious metals possess
¢ pver other products of the lubour of man, is
“ their fitness for being the nstruments of circu-
‘ lation and exchange. But in tins pomnt of view
‘ the necessity of having gold and silver no longer
“ exists ; experience has in modern times evinced
¢ that paper, or the promissory notes of men of

¢ undoubted property, form a circulating medium
‘ fully as useful ana much less expensive.’

He here informs us expressly that gold and sil-
ver are in no respect more to be desired than any
other imported commodity. But the importing
of other commodities he assured us was the cause
which prevented our commerce of export from
being a source of wealth. We now see that by
his own confession gold and silver are 1 the same
predicament with other imported commodities.
But, if in order to gain by our commerce of ex-
port, we must receive in return neither goods nor
money, we see no alternative that is left, except,
as we said before, giving our goods away for
nothing.

It may serve to render the subject still more
clear, if I add a few words in the farther expla-
nation of money. The true 1dea of money is
neither more nor less than that of a commodity
which 1s bought and sold like other commodities.
In dealings with foreign nations, that class of
transactions which we are now considering, this
will very easily appear. When British goods, sold
abroad, are paid for in money, 1t 1s not the deno-
mination of the foreign coin which the merchaug
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regards, 1tis the quantity of gold and silver which
it contamns,  Itis its value as bullion merely that
he estimates in the exchange; and it 1s in the
form of bullion, not of foreign coin, that the gold
and silver, when it is in gold aud silver that he re-
ceives his payment, 1s nnported. The nnporta-
tion of gold and siver, therefore, differs in no
respect from the 1mportation of platinumn, zivc,
copper, or any other metal. A certain part of it
being taken occasionally to be stamped as money,
makes not an atom of difference between the
cases. It appears, therefore, with additional evi-
dence, that if the importation of other commo-
dities in exchange for the British goods which we
export, annihilates the advantage of the exporta-
tion ; so hikewise does the importation of gold and
silver, Again, therefore, we ask in what possible
way are we to derive wealth from our commerce
of export, but by the genercus disposal of our
goous for nothing to the kind and friendly nations
who will please to receive them.

If we trace this subject a little farther, we
shali perceive how the importation of money
wouid disorder the policy of Mr. Spence. It is
very evident that the gold and silver which can be
of any use in a nation, does not exceed a certain
quantity. In Great-Britain, where itis almost ba-
nished from the medium of exchange, the annual
supply which 1s wanted, cannot be very large. To
render what we receive, above this trifling supply,
of any utility, it must again travel abroad to pur-
chase something for which we may have occasion.
But 1n this case again it administers to the trafhe
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of importation; and thus, by the very act of its
becoming useful, produces the effect which Mr.
Spence says cuts oft the advantage to be derived
from commerce of export.

We have yet, however, to examine an im-
portant resource of Mr. Spence’s theory. He
makes a distinction between commodities, whioh
are of a durable, and comwmoditics which are of a
perishable nature, The commodities he says,
which are of a durable nature, are much more
valuable as articles of wealth, than articles which
are of a perishable nature; and the country which
produces or purchases the one, contributes much
more to the augmentation of its wealth, than the
country which acquires the latter. It sometimes
happens to more accurate reasoners than Mr.
Spence, that one part of their theory clashes
with another. But we think it does not very
often happen, that a man of Mr. Spence’s powers
of mind, (for it is rather in the want of practice
in speculation, than in want of capacity for it,
that his defect seems to lie) so obviously becomes
the antagonist of his own doctrine., In the
whole train of commodities, are any of a more
perishable nature than all the most important pro-
ductions of the land? Of manyof the manufactures,
on the other hand, the productions are of a very
durable sort, as the manufactures for example of
tooth-picks, and of glass beads for the ladies.
According to this ingenious distinction, therefore,
could we increase the manufacture of tooth-picks,
and glass beads, by diminishing the production of
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corn, we should contribute to the riches of the
country.

‘The use which Mr. Spence mukes of this dis-
finction, 1s notable. 'The greater part of the ar-
ticles of British importation, he says, are of a
perishable nature; whereas her articles of expor-
tation are of a durable nature; for this reason she
ought to be considered as losing by her foreign
trade. © We do, says he¥, ¢ gain annually a
¢ few millions by our export trade, and if we re-
*ceived these profits in the precious metals, or
‘even in durable articles of wealth, we might
¢be said to increase our riches by commerce;
“ but we spend at least twice the amount of what
‘ we gain, in luxuries, which deserve the name
¢ of wealth but for an instant, which are here to
¢ day, and to morrow are annihilated. How then
¢ can our wealth be augmented by such a trade ?’

We may here remark another mstance, n
which the ideas of Mr. Spence wage hostilities
with one another. We shall hereafter find, that
he recommends consumption and luxury, as favor-
able to the prosperity of.the state. Yet here we
perceive, that all his reasons against the utility of
commerce, terminate in a quarrel with the im-
portation of articles of laxury -

* See Lis pamphlet, p. 53.

+ Mr. Spence is very apt to shift the ground of his argue
ments. He began his dissertation oa the inutility of our
export commerce, p. 47, thus; ¢ 1 ¢rant, that when a nation
‘ exports considerably more than she imports, the profits
¢ charged on her exported goods, will be national proiits; bat,
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Nothing was ever more unfortunate than this
distinction of Mr. Spence. We have seen before,
in the article on commerce of import, that no

distinction 1n the question of wealth exists be-
tween the commerce in articles of 1uxur}r, and

any other. Whatever arguments therefore are
drawn from this distinction, are addressed to the
ignorance of those, who, as Mr. Spence says,
¢ skim the surface.” The only distinction of im-
portance, which can be made between one sort of
commodities and another, 1s that between the
commodities which are destined to serve for im-
mediate and unproductive consumption, and the
commodities which are destined to operate as the
instruments or means of production. Of the first
sort, are all articles of luxury; and even the
necessaries of life of all those, who are not em-
ployed in productive labour. Of the latter sort,
are the materials of our manufactures, as wool,
iron, cotton, &c., whatever forms the machi-
nery and tools of productive labour, and even the

‘ inasmuch as. Britain tmports as muck as she cxports, and in-
¢ asmuch as a great proportion of her imports consists of luxu-
¢ ries, which are speedily consumed ; from these circumstances [
¢ contend, that her wealth derives no augmentation from her
‘ cominerce of export.” We see, that his reasons against the
utility of commerce in this passage, are two; 1st, The equa-
lity of our imports with our exports, of whatever sort these
unports may be; 2d, The perishable nature of a great part of
these imports. In the passage just quoted in the text, we
perceive that Mr. Spence gives up the st of these reasons,
allowing, that if we imported durable articles, we might rain
by commerce, and insists only upon the last, We lose by our

commerce, he says here, only because we import articles of
a perishable nature,
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food and clothes of “the labourer. Of the
commodities which administer to productive
labour, 1t is evidently absurd to make any dis-
tinction between those which are durable,
and those, which, to use a phrase of Mr.
Spence, are, ¢ evanescent;’ as the most evanes-
cent of them all has perforined its part, before it
vanishes, and replaced itseif with a profit. Thus,
the drugs of the dyer, even the coals which are
consumed in his furnace, the corn which feeds
his workmen, or the milk, one of the most
perishable of all commodities, which they may
use 1n their diet, have performed their part as
completely, and to the amount of their value as
usefully as the iron lever, with which he drives
his press. On the other hand, when articles are
destined for immediate and unproductive con-
sumption, it seems a consideration of very trifling
importance, whether they are articles which are
likely to be all used in the course of one year, or
in the course of several years. When a rouge
for the ladies cheeks, which may be kept for any
time, and hoarded vp to any guantity, is im-
ported, we surely cannot regard the interests of
the country as much more consulted, than when
the most evanescent luxury which Mr. Spence can
conceive is introduced mtoit. When it i1son a
distinction without a ditdterence, that Mr. Spence’s
argument against comimerce ultimately depends,
Liis doctrine must rest on a sundy foundation *,

* How ofteu, and how justly has it been observed, that
the costly palazces, and other luxuries of the greatest dura-
bility, on which Louis the XIVih expended vast sums of
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Mr. Spence’s opinions, however, on this sub-
ject are very wonderful. ¢ Of two nations,” he
says*, ¢ if one employed a part of its population
‘ in manufacturing articles of hardware, another
‘ in manufacturing wine, both destined for home
‘ consumption; though the nominal value of both
¢ products should be the same, and the hardware
‘ should be sold in one country for £10,000,
‘ and the wine in the other for the same sum, yet
‘1t is evident, that the wealth of the two countries .
“ would, in the course of a few years, be very
‘ different. It this system were continued for
‘ five years, 1n the one country, the manufacturers
 of hardware would have drawn from the con-
‘ sumers of this article, £50,000; and, at the
¢ same timne, this manufacture being of so un-
‘ perishable a nature, the purchasers of it would
“still have in existence the greater part of the
‘ wealth they had bought; whereas, in the other
‘ nation, thouech the winc manufacturers would
¢ have also drawn to themselves £50,000 from
¢ the consumers of wine, yet these last would have
‘no vestige remaining of the luxury they had
‘ constmed, It is evident, therefore, that at the

money, contributed as certainly to the exhaustion and im-e
poverishment of France, as the expensive wars which he
carried on, or the daily extravagance of his prodigal court?
Mr. Spence will surely allow that the pyramids of Egypt are
sufficiently durable, Yet the political philosopher would
amuse us, who should advise us to enrich our country, by
bullding a few of these durable structures. Durability then
1s not the philosopher’s stong; ene thing may be more usefi;!
in half an hour, than another thing in twenty years.

* See his pamphlet, p. 51.
k.
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“end of five years, the wealth of the former
‘ nation would be much greater than that of the
¢ Jatter, though both had aunnually brought into
‘ existence weaith to an equal nominal amount.’
Now what i1s the idea which seems to be in.
voived 1n this esplanation ¢ It 15, that the nation
which impoerts articles of a durable nature grows
rich by hoarding them up. It iz curious, that the
very idea, and 1n fact the very example, which Dr,
Sn:ith brings Jorward as so absurd that it might
ver with ridicule the mercantile sys-
tem, is actually adduced by Mr. Spence, in the
} s Lieart, as a solid reason to prove
the inutiity of commerce. Dr. Smith thus re-
marss: ¢ Constmable commodities, 1t 1s said, are
‘ soon destroyed 5 whereas gold and silver are of a
© more durable nature, and were it not for their
‘ continual exportation, might be accumulated
‘ for ages together, to the incredible angmenta-
‘ tion of the real wealth of the country,  Nothing,
erefore, it 1s pretended, can be more disad-
: s.'antageeus to any country, than the trade
 which consists 1n (he exchange of such lasting
¢ for such perishable commodities.  We do not,
¢ however, reckon that trade disadvantageous
¢ which consists m the exchange of the hardware
‘ of England for the wines of France; and yet
¢ hardware is a very dorable commodity, and were
‘ it not for this continual exportation, might too
be accumulated for ages together, to the incre-
dible augmentation of the pots and pans of the
“ country. Bnt it readtiy occurs that the number
¢ oi such utensils is in every country necessarily li-
L
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 mited by the usze which there is for thems
¢ that it would be absurd to have more pots and
 pans than were necessary for cooking the
¢ victuals usually consumed there ; and that, if the
¢ quantity of victuals was to ncrease, the number
¢ of pots and pans would readily mcrease along
¢ with it, a part of the increased quantity of the
¢ victuals being employed in purchasing them, or
¢ in maintaining an additional number of work-
‘ men, whose business it was to maxe them.’

In fact nothing can well be more weak than
to consider the augmentation of national riches,
by the accumulation of durable articles of luxury,
as a consideration of moment. The value of the
whole amount of them in any country 1s never
considerable, and it is evident that whatever they
cost is as completely withdrawn from maintaining
productive industry, as that which s paid for the
most penshable articles.®  Mr, Spence has an
extremely 1ndistinct and wavering notion of na-
tional wealth. IHe seems on the present occasion
to regard it as consisting in the actual accumu-
lation of the money and goods which at any time
exists in the nation.  But this 1s a most imperfect
and erroneous conception. The wenlth of a coun-
try coneists in her powers of annual production,
not in the mere collection of articles which may

* When Mr. Spence sets so great a value upon articles of
duarability, he ought to recollect his own dectrine (see p. 10
of Mr. Spence's pampblet) ¢ that the manufacturer transmuates
¢ wealth of so perishable a nature as food into the more dura-
‘ ble wealth manufactures.” Must he not then, according to
the doctrine of durability, augment the national wealth?

EZ
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at any instant of time be fonnd in existence.
How inadequate an idea would he have of the
wealth of Great Britamn who should fix his ideas
merely upon the goods in the warehouses of her
merchants, and upon the accommodations in the
houses of individuals; and should not rather direct
his attention to the prodigious amount of goods
and accommodations which 1s called into exist-
ence annually by the miraculous powers of our
industry > The only part, it is evident, of the
existing collection of commodities which in any
degree contributes to augment the annual pro-
duce, the permanent riches of the country, is
that part which administers to productive labour ;
the machines, tools, and raw materials which are
employed in the different species of manufacturing
and agricultural industry.  Ali other articles whe-
ther durzble or perishable are lost to the annual
produce, and the smaller the quantity of either so
much the better.

To trace however these ideas as far as .Mr.
Spence pleases ; let us suppose that our merchants
instead of importing perfumes, for example, for
the nose, should import ornamments for the hair
and other similar trinkets of the greatest durabi-
ity. When or how can these be supposed to
be of any utility or value? The use of them, it
is evident, is as frivolous and as little conducive
to any valuable end as that of the perfumes. It is
only in the idea of their sale therefore that they
can be considered as more valuable than the per-
fumes. They might still be sold for something
after the perfumes are consumed. In the first




83

place, the sale of half worn trinkets or hardware
would not, it is likely, be very productive. But ob-
serve the nature of the sale itself. What a nation
sells, it sells to some other nation. Should it then
sell its accumulation of trinkets and hardware, it
must import something in lieu of them. This
must be either perishable articles, or such durable
articles as the hardware which was exported ;
for money, even according to Mr. Spence, forms
no distinction, But this fresh cargo of durable
articles 1s in the same predicament with the for-
mer ; useless while it remains, and only capable
of augmenting the riches of the country when it
is resold. But this course it 1s evident may be
repeated to infinity, and still the augmentation of
wealth be as little attained as before. It is seldom
that a false argument in political economy admits
of so complete a reduction to absurdity as this.
We have thus with some minuteness examined
the validity of what Mr. Spence brings, in the
shape of argument, to prove that the export com-
merce of (sreat Britain 1s productive of no wealth,*
A very short and conclusive argument however
was sufficient for the refutation of this boasted

* Great Britain is understood by the world to gain more by
commerce than’ all other nations put together. According to
Mr. Spence, she is in the singular situation of losing by it,
while all other nations gain. He tald us already (see p. 35),
that he pitied those nations from which Bonaparte excluded
our goods, He tells us again (Brit, Independent of Com.
p. 50) ¢ Weshall find, that it is Europe, Asia, America e
¢ all the countries with which she trades,—not Britain, that is
“ enriched by her commerce.” Commerce then may enrich ;
it is only Great Britain that is silly enough to mismanagc it !
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doctrine. The imports of Great Britain are equal,
he says, in amount to her exports, and they are
chiefly of a perishable nature. What Great
Britain therefore might gain by her exports she
loses by her imports. But we have already proved,
1n the preceding article, that commerce of Import
s 1tself a source of gain, and that, whether the
articles imported are of a perishable or a durable
nature. Vv hatever therefore is gained by our
commerce of export is so far from being dimi-
nished by our commerce of import, that this last
afiords a gain equal in amount to that of the
former. The profits of commerce are doubled by
the cperation of import.*

There is another view of this subject exhibited
by Mr. Spence, which it may yet be of some im-
porfance to cousider. Though the grand asiom
of the Economisies, that the only source of wealth
1s land, is uncoubtedly, he sayvs, founded in truth,
yet an applicaiion wiich they make of this axiom
to the present affuirs of Furope is erroneous.
Though it is-y ¢ the natural order of prosperity

* When it suits Mr., Spence’s puvpnse he can represent
cominerce as a very powerfel agent in national prosperity,
Thus be says (Brit. Indep. of Com, p. §4) *“ Should <he blachs
* af St. Demingo be able to resist the attempts of the French
¢ for their subjection, and succeed in establishing a regular
"'ind&pendent government, they will not fall, by means of
© their commerdial infercourse, speedily to hecome civilized and
r powerful.” Mr. Spence generzlly adnits the efiect of com-
merce in promoting civilization; but how can it render g
n2ion ;*..;:.:r;juf_, bu: by readering it opulent ?

+ Sze p, 20 of his pampblet, Brit Indep. of Commerce,

St T
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‘1 a state that agriculture produces manufac-
‘ tures, not manufactures agriculiure; yot the
¢ case scems verv difterent with Europe, and an
¢ attention to facts wili prove, thet in Britain g ri-
¢ culture has thriven only in consequence of the in-
¢ fluence of marufuctures; and tha! the increase of
< this infuence is requisite to its jurther extension.
It is needless to state the proof which he adduces
of thesc positions: for it is neither more nor
less than a repetition, 1 Mr. dpence’s own man-
ner, of the view which Dr. Soith exhibits®* of
the progress of industry m the feudal governments
of m:.-lorn BEuarope 5 where the slow and unpercep-
tible 11i:inuation of commerce burst asunder the
bands of feudal tyranny, and instead of the sloth
and poverty of servitude introduced the mdustry
and opulence of liberiv. It 1s enough for us at
present to advert attentively to the positions which
Mzr. Speuice here so emphatically announces, that
such have been, and such are, the actual circum-
stances of Hurope, that agriculture necither could
have thriven, nor can yet thrive, but by means of
manufactures.  On this single admission, me-
thinks, one might conclude that it was rather a
rash doctrine to promulgate that commerce is of
no utility to Great Britain, and that she might
contemplate the loss of it with little emotion.

But having seen that mauufactures, by Mr.
Spence’s own admission, are absolutely necessary

to the prosperity of Europe m her present circam-

* See Wealth of Nations, 3, 111, particularly the last three
chapters,
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stances, particularly n the present arrangement
of her landed property; let us next sec what is
that state of things to which alone he admits that
his doctrine respecting land and commerce is ap-
plicable, Having shewn that the conclusion
which the FEconomistes drew, and drew very lo-
gically, from their principles, that till the whole
land of every country be cultivated in the most
complete manper, manufactures should receive
little encouragement, will not apply to the cir-
cumstances of modern Europe, he next proceeds
to describe that state of affairs to which the prin-
ciples and conclusions of that sect do apply. Ob-
serve then what 1s that arrangement of the
crcumstances of Iurope, what the changes
from their present situation, which are requisite
to adopt them for the practical operation of the
doctrines of the Economistes. ¢ If the question
“ were,’ says Mr. Spence,* ¢ on what system may
¢ the greatest prosperity be enjoyed by the bulk of
¢ society, there can be no doubt that the system
¢ recommended by the Economistes, which directs
¢ the attention of every member of society to be
¢ turned to agriculture, would be most effectual ta
‘ this end. But such a system could be effica-
¢ ciously established in Europe in no other way
¢ than by the overthrow of all the present laws of
¢ property, and by-a revolution which would be as
¢ disasterous 1 1ts ultimate conscquences as it

 would be unjust and unpracticable 1n its institu-
“tion, This system could le acled upon on'y by

* See bis Pamphlet, p. 27.
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“ the passing an Agravian law; by the division of
“ the whole soil of a country w equal portions
“ amongst its inhabitants’—Let us here intreat
Mr, Spence to pause for a moment, and to reflect.
upon the practical lessons which he 1s so eager
to teach us. The present course of industry by
manufactures and commerce he admits is adapted
to the present circumstances of Europe, and
that all the prosperity which she exhibits is
owing to it; the application of the doctrine that
all prosperity is owing to agriculture would re-
quire, he says, ¢ the division of the whole soil
‘ of the country in equal portions amongst its
‘ inhabitants, a revolution which would be as
¢ disasterous 1n its ultimate consequences, as it
‘ would be unjust and 1mpracticable in its insti-
‘ tution ;’ yet on the strength of this system he
would have us believe that commerce is of no
utility ; he would have us conduct our affairs on
a plan which 1s not applicable to the present si-
tuation of the world, and abandon the course by
which we have attained our actual prosperity,*

Another admission here of Mr. Spence is truly

* Itis truly amusing to compare some of the parts of Mr.
Spence's pamphlet with other parts. He here tells us that the

most prosperous condition of society, would be that established
on the principles of the Economistes, which require the great-

est subdivision of landed property. Yet hear him on the sub-
jeet of a great subdivision of landed property, in another pas-
sage ; (note p.45) ¢ In France, where there is an infinity of
“ small estates of ten and twenty, and even so low as two and
“ three acres each, whick are the bane of all national increase of

¢ wealth, probably more than half the population is employed
‘ 1in agriculture,’
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plezzant.  An equal division of the land, he says,
woud b-'=- an stitution impracticelle; and wel
indeed i35 the obzervation fomded., How could

mankingd ever agree about what 15 equal? Dqual

-

r_

irfaces are very unegual m value s and the vilue
s a circumstance so ambignousand disputable, that
t can never be accurately ascertained,  Besides,
e value of land is perpetusily chanzmg.,  In
the hands of the mdosirions man 1t improves ; In
the hands of the slothtul nan 1t becomes har*run
What then? In order to prescrve cur eguaity,
must we take part pt Liis unproved land from the
mdustrious man to give to the slothful? This
would be giving a premium {o sioth, and laying a
tax, ﬂuﬁicient to operate as a prohibition, upon
industry.  We should thus have all our people
slotiful, snd all our land barren. But indepen-
dent of this, the number of people does not al-
ways remain the same. Itis perpatoally changing.
That no one then might be without a share, 1t
would be requisite to be making perpetual changes
in the apporticnment of the lund; and thus no one
would ever know what was or was not his land.
He could never therefore e\pend any pamns in the
culture of it. With great justice then has Mr.
Spence asserted that the imstitution of an Agra-
rian law 1s impracticable. Oobserve, hcwever, an-
other assertion of his: ¢ that the s }Stem of the
tablisl
* 1t can be acted upon, m no other way than by an
‘ equal division of the soil.” The system of thc
Economistes, then, cannot be established, but 1n
i itnpessible state of things. Itis a system not

‘ ECOHDIHEStES can be eflicacious! Y es eu that



59
applicable to human affairs. It Js therefore an
absurdity,*

# There in or - iy Important subject ov which Mr.
Spence hi- srally changed hus lanouage, at least daring
the pe . atween the publication of the sccond and third
ec't . his pamphblet.  In his second edition, (p. 57,) he

extossed himsel? on the famors question respecting the ba-
lance of trade, inthe 1 lowing manner; ¢ Hver since the
¢ publicaticn of Dr. Adam Smith’'s Wealth of Nations, it has
“ been usual for those who have embraced the Doctor’s opi-

‘ nions, to ridiccle the axiom of the older politicians, viz.

“ that for a nz2tion to gain wealth by commerce, it 15 necessary
it should export more than 1t imports, and receive the balance
of trade in the precious metals. From what has been ob-
“ served, it will be obvious, that the absurdity charged by him
¢ and his {oilowers on thedoctrine of the Pettys, the Davenants,
“Rhid the Deckers, of former times, is by no means so convii-
‘feapelly made our as they would Lave us to believe. It ap-
¢ pears these ancient politicians had an accurate idea of the
* true nature of commerce, though they erred in attaching too

¢ much importance to it. They rightly considered commerce,

<

£

‘ tobe, as its devvation implies, an exchange of one commeo-
« dity for another ; and hence they justly conceived, that if a
‘ nation imported, in return for its exports, a quantity of com-
¢ modities only equal in value to them, it would never get
‘ wealth by sunch an interchange of one value for another.
“ The absurdity, then, charged upen this doctrine of the ba-
¢ lance of trade, does not belong to the principle itself, whicl
¢ is founded in truth, but to its application.” ‘T8 passage,
so decidedly asserting the truth of the doctrine respecting
the balance of trade, is entuely omitted in the third edition ;
and instead of it, we find inserted, in a diferent place, the
following passage ; ¢ Betors I proceed,” (see 3d edit, p. 573

< to advance the reasoning, and to point out the facts upon
“ which this opinion is founded, it is necessary to shew, by a
“ slight examination, the fallacy of the doctrine of the balunce
‘ of trade; orthe opinion that Britain accumulates riches from
¢ her commerce, by receiving every year a balance in the pre-
‘ clous metals, in consequence of a constant excess of her ex-
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It is perhaps not less remarkable that Mr.
Spence himself proceeds, apparently unconsciocus
that it 1s a refutation of his own doctrine which he
1s penning, to exhibit a proof that his system,
even if it were capable of being introduced, could
lead to no happiness; far from it ; but to a state
of the greatest misery. ¢ Let us attend,’ he says,*
¢ a moment to the results which would ensue from
“ the establishment of such a system. If the
¢ twelve millions of inhabitants of Great-Britain
‘ were to have the seventy-threec millions of acres
¢ of land, which this island is said to contain, di-
¢ vided amongst them, each individual receiving six
¢ acres as his share, there can be no doubt, that the
¢ condition of the great bulk of the people would:
‘ be materially improved. Such a quantity of land
‘ would suffice for the proauction of meat,
clothes and fire, of every thing necessary for
¢ comfortable existence; and the peasant, no
‘ longer anxious about the means of providing
“ bread for his family, might devote his abundant

¢

¢ ports over her imports. Glariegly absvid as is this doctrine
‘ in the eyes of every tyro in political economy, and clearly as
¢ it has been demonstrated that no such balance can be received;
‘ we still, as acentury age, hear not only our newspaper poli-

‘ ticians, but our statesmen even, estimating the value of a
* branch of commerce by 2 reference to this exploded theory.’
Daes Mr. Spence abide by his own sentence, that he was more
jgnorant than a tyro in political economy, when his second
edition was published ? Or will he exert his ingenuity to prove
that his former passage was consistent with the present? If e
can underiake this, I would not have advised him to expunge
the former passage.

* Britain Indepen, of Commerce, p. 27.
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¢ Jeisure to the cultivation of his mind, and thus
‘ realize, for a while, the golden dreams of a
¢ Condorcet or a Godwin, Yet however great
‘ the prosperity of such a state of society, it
“ would be impossible for it to accumulate wealth.
¢ For. as all its members would provide their own
¢ food', there could be no sale forany surplus pro-
‘ duce, consequently no greater quantity would be
“ raised than could be consumed, and at the end
¢ of the year, however great might have been the
“amount of the wealth brought into existence
“ during that period by agriculture, not a trace of
¢ its existence would remain. Nor would the
¢ prosperity of such a state of society be of long
¢ duration. In a nation where such plenty reign-
‘ed, the great command of the Creator, to in-
‘ crease and multiply, would act in full force, and
‘ the population would double in twenty-five
¢ years. Supposing then this state of things to
¢ continue, 1 seventy-five years from its establish-
“ ment, Britain would contain ninety-six millions
‘ of souls, a number full as great as could possibly
‘ exist on seventy-three millions of acres of land.
‘ Here, then, misery would commence ; the'diffi-
“ culty of procuring subsistence would be greater

‘ to the whole of society than it now is to a small
¢ proportion ; population would be at a stand;
“and on any occasional failure of food, all the
¢ dreadful consequences would ensue which so fre-
‘ quently befal the overpeopled country of China.’*

% It is remarkable in what obvious instances the unsteadi-
ness of Mr, Spence’s ideas sometimes exhibits itself. Thus he
tells us, (p» 18 of his pamphlet) that ¢ gold and silver are un-
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Scarcely could we desire an author to administer
with more naiveté than this to his own confue
tation.

The doctrine of Mr. Spence then comes to
this. It he admits abs mmcg the axiom of the
Fconomistes, that land is the only source of
wealth ; then he must admit the whoie of their
system, which is built upon this axiom with logical
and unguestionable exactness; but which we have
found to be utteriy impracticable in human affairs,
and tending, even if it could be introduced, not
to a siate of happiness, but to a state of misery.
Mr. Spence indeed asserts, over and over, that the

axiom of the Economistes 1s an undoubted truth.
Nay he enters into a chain of reasoning, or ilus-

tration, to prove that it is incontrovertible. We
mght therefore, by all the laws of reasoning,
hold him to the conclusions which necessarily flow
from it. DBut as he seems to wish to relax a httle
from the severity of the economical system, when
he admits that it is inapplicable to the present
circumstances of Europe, let us examine this
amended doctrine. We shall find that no argu-

‘ coubtedly wealth.” Yet in the verr same page he says,
“If gold and silver be but the represcatative of wealth and
‘ peper-money, the shadow of a shade,” &c. and thien pro-
ceeds to jound an imporfant inference wpon this assumptien.
In the next page, too. he savs, ¢ Thus, then, whateveris the
¢ circulating medium, whether it be gcld and siiver, or paper,
° or bothy beinz but ihe represoatalice of wealth, there can be
* nodiference 25 to the sources of wealth, between a nation
© which hes, and cne which has net, a circulating mediam.’
Ar. Spenee, thonzh evidently a man of education, has cer-
rainiy been litile accustemed to the business of accurate com-
nesition, We find, licre. even a grammatical blunder,



03
ment can be founded upon it, which does not in
reality give up the guestion. If Mr. Spence say
that land 15 indeed the only source of wealth,
but commerce, in the circumstances of modern
Europe, 1s necessary to render the land produc-
tive, we mav aaswer that all possible circams-
stances, even according to lns own admission, will
in the swme manner require commerce, with the
sole exception of that equal division of the lend
which 1s requisite to the establishment of the eco-
nomical system. Commerce, therefore, is condu-
ciye to the prosperity of national affairs 1 every
concurrence of circumstances consistent with the
laws of human nature. If Mr. Spence still insist
that commerce is only mediately, that land alone
1s immediately, the source of wealth, we shall cer.
tainly not dispute with him about a word, how-
ever incorrect we may deem the word which he
employs; for in a question about the utility of
fcod to the human body, we should not think it
necessary very anxiously to contend with any new-

fangled physiologist who should argue that food
does not contribute to the renovation and expan-

sion of the bodily parts immediately, by direct
conjunction, but only mediately, by stimulating
the organs to accomplish this renovation and ex-
pansion. We should think it fully sufficient for
the proof of our position, that food is useful, if
it were admitted, that without food, such effects
could not be produced. We should not, however,
pay much attention to our physiological Instruc-
tor, should he proceed to his practical deductions,
and teil us, ¢ Bonaparte will speedily be able to
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° cut off your whole supplies of food; but be not
“in the least degree alarmed; only listen to me,
“and I will prove to you that food is not immedi-
¢ ately, but mediazely usefvl to vour bodies; there-
“ fore you can do as well, or perhaps better,
¢ without it.”*

* In ome or two passages, particularly one inserted for the
first time in his 3d edition, Mr. Spence appears desirous to in-
sinuate that there is a distinction between manuafactures for
home consumption, and manufactures for exports, 10 respect
to the encouragement of agriculture; as if manufactures for
home censumpuon contributed to the pregress of agnculture,
but manufactures for exportation did not. 1t would have been
highly satisfactory, if this indecd be his opinion, foreven that
does r.ot certainly appear, had he but taken the trouble to give
us bis reasons. As forme, [ frankly own, I cannotso muach
as conceive what those reasons could have been. I can recol-
lect, however, very distinctly where Nr. Spence informs us
that manuafactures for heme consumption can never add to the
wealth of any country, but thatmanufactares for exportation
sometimes may. He tells us, p. 17, that his arguments ¢ have
“ convincingly shewn that ali wealth is created by agriculture,
‘ norie by manufactures,” meaning manutactures for home con-
sumption. He tzlls ud'teo, p. 43, ¢ when a lace manufac-
“ turer has been so long employed in the manufacturing a
¢ pound of flax into lace, that bis subsistence during that pe-
¢ riod has cost £30, this sum is the real worthof the lace;
¢ and if it be scld af home, whether for ;£30 or &£00, the na-
‘ tien is no ricker for thismanujacture. Bntif this lace be ex-
¢ ported to another country, and there sold ior £00, it is un-
“ deniable that the exporting nation has added &£30 to its
“ wealth by 1ts sale.” He says too, p.- 57, 2d edition,
¢ However enlarged all the ‘iews, and however correct the
‘ reasening of Dr. Smith, on most branches of the subject on
“ which he wrote, he has in many instances falleu into errors,
“ to the full as egregious as those which he condemns.” Letus
next hear the instances which he specifies; ¢ witness his doc-

‘ trine, that wealth is really created by manufactures made and

0
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CHAP. VI.

Consumption.

THE doctrine of Mr. Spence respecting con-
sumption is not less worthy of examination thau
his doctrine concerniny; production.

This author divides the members of a civilized
society into four classes; the class of landown-
ers—The class of cultivators—The class of ma-
nufacturers—And the unproductive class. ¢ As
¢ the whole revenue of a country, he says,* ¢is
“ derived from its land: and as the class of land-
¢ proprietors are the recipients of this revenue, it
‘ 1s evident that from this class must be drawn the
“ revenues of the two ether classes of society ;
‘ the manufacturing and unproductive class. It
‘ 15 a condition, then, essential,” he adds, ¢ to the
¢ creation of national wealth, that the class of

“ land-proprictors expend the greater part of the -
‘ revenue which they derive from the soil. So
¢ long as they perform this duty, every thing goes
“on in its proper train. With the funds which
‘ the manufacturing and the unproductive classes
“ appropriate to themselves from the expenditure
¢ of the class of Jandowners, they are enabled to
¢ purchase the food which the farmer offers to

 consuimed at home ; and his confused and unintelligible at-
"¢ tempt to confute the opposite tenets of the French Xcono-
“ mists.”  1bid.

* See Mr, S's pampblet, from p. 20 to 37.

F
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‘ them. The farmer being enabled to dispose of
“ hus produce, acquires the funds necessary for the
“ payment of his rent, &c. Let us make the
“ supposition that fifty of our great landowners,
‘each deriving twenty thonsand pounds a year
‘ from_his estates, which they have been accus-
tomed to spend, were to be convinced by the ar-
“ guments of Dr. Smith, that the practice of par-
* simony 1s the most effectual way of accumulating
‘ national riches, and should save the £1000000
¢ which their revenue amounted to. Is it not gelf-
“ evident that the members of the manufacturing
and unproductive classes, who had been accus-
* tomed to receive this sum, would have their power
“ of consuming diminished? The {farmer conse-
¢ quently could not sell so mueh of his produce,
‘ nor at s0 good a price as before. 1t is clear then
‘ that expenditure, not parsimony, is the pro-
“ vince of the class of land proprietors; and that
“ it 1s upon the due performance of this duty by

¢ the class in cuestion, that the production of na-
‘ tional wealth depends. And not only does the
< production of national weaith depend upon the
¢ expenditure of the class of land-proprietors, but
¢ for the due increase of this wealth, and for the
¢ constantly progressive maintenance of the pros-
“ perity of the community, 1t is absolutely requi-
¢ site that this class should go on progressively in-
¢ creasing its expenditure. It will follow, as a
‘ consequence, that in countries constituted as

¢ this and those composing the rest of Europe
“ are, the increase of luzury 1s absolutely essential

.

LAY

¢ to their necessities. It 1s impossible exactly to
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¢ define what are luxuries and what necessaries:
‘ yet a slight consideration will shew that a very
¢ great proportion of our manufactures cannot be
“ included under the latter title. Iivery one kniows
‘ that a few hundreds a year are sufficient to pro-
¢ cure all the necessaries and comforts of life: in
¢ what then can the sums above this amount,
“ whicl are spent by the numbers in this country
‘ who have their £10,000 and £20,000 a year,
‘ be expended, buf in luxuries ? And as from this
¢ consideration it 1s plain that the population of the
¢ manufacturing class, at present occupied in pro-
‘ viding necessaries, is fully equal to fabricate all
¢ that are wanted of this deseription, it follows
“ that the additional population of this class can
‘ only be employed in the manufacture of new

“ Juxuries.’

This is the first part of our author’s doctrine
concerning consumption, and I have been anxious
to exhibit a full view of 1t. Its nature and value

we now proceed to mveshgate,

The reader of this pampblet, we-trust, will
immediately discover one short argument subver-
sive of this whimsical speculation. It is founded,
we see, upon the assumption that land is the only
source of wealth; a position which we have found
to be altogether untenable. Both manufactures
and commerce are sources, and important sources
of wealth ; therefore the landed proprietors are
not the original owners of the whole, nor of

nearly the whole, annual revenve of the country.
The foundation of Mr, Spence’s doctrine peing
F 2
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thus removed, the superstructure of necessity
falls to the ground *.

It may be useful, however, to exhbit a fuller
and more accurate view of the fallacy of this
doctrine respecting consumption. It proceeds
entirely upon a misapprehension; apon the con-
founding together of two things, which are remark-
ably different, by failing to distinguish the dou-
ble meaning of an ambiguous term. The two
senses of the word consumption are not a little
remarkable. We say, that a manufacturer con-
sumes the wine which s laid up in his cellar,
when he drinksit; we say too, that he has con-
sumed the cotton, or the wool mn his warehouse,
when his workmen have wrought it up: he con-
sumes part of his money in paying the wages of
his footmen; he consumes another part of it in
paymg the wages of the workmen in his manu-
factory. It is very evident, however, that con-
sumption, in the case of the wine and the livery
servants, means something very different from
what 1t means in the case of the wool or cotton,
and the manufacturing servants. In the first

* Mr. Spence here furnishes ts winh an unanswerable ar-
gument zgainst his doctrine of durzble commodities. He
insists upon 1t, as we have already seen, that all commerce is
unprefitable, which dees not import dorable commodities.
But commoaities the more they = durable, are the more

opposed to consamption, In eonformity with his doctrine of
cotsamption, he ought to recommend commerce in the most
rerisbable commedities, His doctrine of durable commoditics
afiords an argument against his doctrine of coasumption ;
sod his doctrine of consumption affords an argument against
nis dectrine of durable eommodities,
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case, it is plain, that consumption means ex-
tinction, actual annihilation of property; in the
second case, it means more properly renovation,
and increase of property. The eotton or wool
is conswned only that it may appear in a more
valuable form; the wages of the workmen only
that they may be repaid, with a profit, in the pro-
duce of their labour. In this manner toe, a land
proprietor may consume a thousand quarters of
corn a year, in themaimtenance of dogs, of horses
forpleasure, and of liveryservants; or he may con-
summe the same quantity of €orn in the mainten-
ance of agricultural horses, and of agricultural .
servants. In this instance too, the consumption
of the corn, in the first case, is an absolute de-
struction of it. In the second case, the con-
sumption is a renovation and increase, The
agriculturat horses and servants will produce
double or triple the quantity of corn which they
have consumed. The dogs, the horses of plea-

sure, and the livery servants, produce nothing.
We perceive, thereiore, that there are two
species of consumption; which are so far from
being the same, that the one is more properly the
very reverse of the other. The one is an abso-
lute destruction of property, and is consumption
properly so called ; the otherisa consumption for

the sake of reproduction, and might perhaps with
more propriety be called employment than con-
sumption. Thus the land proprietor might with
more propricty be said to employ, than consume
the corn, with which he maintains his agricultural
horses and servants; but to consume the corn
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which he expends upon his dogs, livery servants,
&c. The manufacturer too, would most properly
be said to employ, not to consume, that part of
his capital, with which he pays the wages of his
manufacturing servants; but to consume 1 the
strictest sense of the word what he expends upon
wine, or in mainfaining livery servants. Such
being the remarkable difference between the
meanings of the word consumption, the man in
whose reasonmgs and doctrines those meanings
are confounded, must arrive at woefu: conclu-
sions.

It appears from this very explanation of the
meanings of the term, that it 1s of importance to
the interests of the country, that as much as
possible of its annual produce should be employed,
but as little as possible of it consumed. The
whole annual proauce of every country is dis-
tributed into two great parts; that which is
destined to be employed for the purpose of re-
production, and that which 1s destined to be con-
sumed. That part which 1s destined to serve for
reproduction, naturally appears again next year,
~with its profit. This reproduction, with the profit,
15 naturally the whole produce of the country for
that year. It is evident, therefore, that the
greater the quantity of the produce of the pre-
ceding year, which is destined to administer to
reproduction in the next, the greater will natu-
turally be the produce of the country for that
year. But as the whole annual produce of the
country 1s necessarily distributed mto two parts,
the greater the quantity whicn 1s taken for the
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one, the smaller is the quantity which is left for
the other. We have seen, that the greatness of
the produce of the country in any year, is alto-
oether dependent upon the greatness of the
quantity of the produce of the former year, which
15 set apart for the business of reproduction.
1he annual produce is therefore the greater,
the less the portion is which is alloted for cona
sumption. If by consumption therefore Mr.
Spence means, what we have termed consumption
properly so e¢alled, or dead unproductive con-
sumption, and it does appear that this is his
meaning, his doctrine is so far from being true,
that it is the very reverse of the truth. The in-
terests of the country are the most promoted, not
by the greatest, but by the least possible con-
sumption of this description.

Let not Mr, Spence, however, be alarmed.
Let him rest in perfect assurance, that the whole
annual produce of the country will be always very
completely consumed, whether his landholders
choose to spend or to accumulate. No portion of
it will be left unappropriated to the one species
of consumption, or to the other. No man, if
he can help it, will let any part of his property
Iie useless and run to waste. Nothing is more

clear, than that the self-interest of men, ever has
impelled and ever will impel them, with some
very trifling exceptions, to use every particle of
property which accrues to them, either to the
purpose of immeciate gratification, or of future
profit. That part, however, which is destined for
future profit, is just as completely consumed, as
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that which is destined for immediate gratification.
A thousand ploughmen consume fully as much
corn and cloth in the course of a year as a regi-
ment of soldiers. But the difference between the
kinds of consumption is immense, The labour
of the ploughman has, during the year, served to
call into existence a quantity of property, which
not only repays the corn and cloth which he has
consumned, but repays it with a profit. The soldier
on the other hand produces nothing. What he
has consumed is gone, and its place is left ab
solutely vacant. The country is the poorer for
his consumption, to the full amount of what he
has consumed. It is not the poorer, but the
richer for what the ploughman has consumed,
because, during the time he was consuming it, he
nas reproduced what does more than replace it.

We may hence perceive how it is, that a
country advances in property, and how 1t is that
it declines. When the produce of each year is
the same with that of the preceling year, it is
plain that the riches of the country are stationary;
when the produce of each year is greater than
that of the preceding, the wealth of the country
1s advancing; and when the produce of each year
1s less than that of the preceding, the wealth of
the country 15 on the decline. What then 15 the
cause by which the annual produce of a country
is increased? About this there can luckily be no
controversy. The cause by which the annual
produce cf a country is increased, is the increase
of that divisions of the annual produce, which 1s
destined to administer to reprodaction. That wg
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may have more work, we must employ more
workmen, and use more materials. The main-
tenance of these workmen, and the materials on
which they operate, are the new fund which is
mdispensably reguisite to the increase of the an-
nual produce. But the only source whence this
provision can be drawn, is the source whence the
whole fund destined to administer, to repro-

duction 1s drawn, the annuzl produce of the
country. Now, we have already clemly seen,
that the annual produce of every country is
always divided mto two parts, that which is
destined for mere consamption, and that which is
destined for the business of reproduction; and
that these two parts always wholly exhaust that
produce. In whatever proportion, therefore, the
part destined for reproduction is angmented, in
the same proportion must the part intended for
consumption be diminished, and vice versa. When
the affairs of a country are stationary, when the
produce of this year, for example, 1s the same
with that of the last, that is to say, is equal both
to that part which was appropriated to the business
of reproduction, and to that which was appro-
priated to consumption, the part destined for re-
production must have been so large as to suffice
for replacing itself, and for affording an increase
equal to that part of the annual produce which
was taken for consuinption. Again, if the pro-
duce for the succeeding yearis to be the same
with the present, such a part of this year’s pro-
duce must be devoted to the business of repro-
duct:on as will suffice to replace itself, and to afford
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2 surplus ecual to that part which is reserved for
inmeliate consumption. Vhile this proportion
15 maintained, the sitnation of the country is sta-
tionary. W hen, however, it fortunately happens,
that a smaller proportion than this of the annual
pioauce 1s withdrawn for consumption, and a
cveater proportion than this 1s left for repro-
duction, tne prosperity of the country advances.
The proauce of each year 1s greater than that of
the preceding,  On the other hand, whenever in
the stﬂtionﬂr}f sitnatien of a ceuntry, a gl‘ﬁater
than the usual proportion of the annual produce
is withdrawn from the business of reproduction,
and devoted to consumption, the produce of the
succeeding year becomes necessarily diminished,
and as long as this consumpticn continues, the
sffairs of the country are retrograde. It 1s evi-
dent, that the arrangement of society, which has
a tendency to draw the greatest proportion of
the annual produce to consumption, is that n
which there is the greatest inequality of fortunes,
in which there is the greatest number of persons,
who have no occasion to devote themselves to any
useful pursuit. But 1t 1s the maintenance of
great fleets and armies, which is always the most
formidable weight m the scale of consumption,
and which has the most fatal tendency to turn
the balance against reproduction and prosperity.
It is by the lamentable continuance of wars, al-
most always nourished by puerile prejudices and
blind passions, that the aftairs of prosperous
nations are first brought to the stationary con-

dition, and from this plunged into the retrograde.
1
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Mr. Spence- offers one curious observation.
After the statement which we have already quoted,
of the miseries which he supposes would flow
from a dispositicn in the landholders not to spend,
he anticipates an objection*, Let it not be urged,
says he, that what they might save would not be
hoarded, (for misers now-a-days are wiser than to
keep thieir money in strong boxes at home) but
would be lent on nterest; it would still be em-
ployed 1n circulation, and would still give em-
ployment to manufacturers. This objection he
encounters with the following answer: ¢ It should
‘ be considered, that money borrowed on interest
‘1s destined not for expenditure, but to be em-
¢ ployed as capital; that the very circumstance of
¢ lessening expenditure decreases the means of
‘ the profitable employment of capital, and con-
‘ sequently that the employment of the sum al-
¢ luded to as capital, would in no degree diminish
 the hardships of those, who had been deprived
‘of the revenue .derived from its expenditure.’
Wonderful, as after what we have been consider-
ing, it wmay appear, it 15 yet certain, that Mr,
Spence here objects to the augmentation of the
portion of the annual produce, which is destined
for reproduction, The savings of the landhold-
ers, says he, would be employed as capital. But
why should they not be employed as capital ?
Because, says Mr, Spence, expenditure would be
lessened. Well may we here congratulate our au-
thor on the clearness and comprehensiveness of his

® See Mr, §'s pamphlet, p. 55.
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views, Vhat then? The corn which we sup-
posed the landowner to consume upon bis agri-
cultural servants and borses, would not be as
completely expended as that which we supposed
hin to cousume upon his hvery servants, his
stud, and his dog kennel: The ploughmen of
the country do not expund as well as the
soidicrs > There is here a want of discernment,
which 11 a man, who stands up as an emphatical
teacher m political economy, does hardiy deserve
quarter®. Of the two parts of the annual pro-
duce, that which is destined for reproduction and
that which 13 destined for consumptien, the one
is as completely expended as the other, and that
part which 1s destined for reproduction, is that
which 1s probably all expended m the shortest
time. PFor the man who intends to make a profitis

* Tere too, Mr. Spence follows a remarkable part of the
system of the onginal Economistes.  © La consommation est Ia
¢ mesure de la reproduction.—Plus il se consomme, plus 1l se

¢ produit,’ said Mercier de la Rivicre, Ordre Essentiel des So-

cié1és Polit. Tom. ii. p. 138. At the time when this system
was first invented, when men bad just begun to analyse the
operations of society, such a mistake deserved, perhaps, in-
dulgence. DBut after the real causes of wealth huve been so
clearly evolved by Dr. Smith, 2fter the mysterious process of
preduction bas been so exactly resolved into its first elements,
it shows either a very slight acquaintance with his work, or a
woeful nability to trace the consequences of the truths de-
monstraied in it, 1f a man can now adopt the doctrine of the
Economistes respecting consurnpiion.~—A late French writer,
M. Say, Economis Polit. Liv. v. ch. 3, tells a pleasaut anec-
dote of a practical puyil of this doctrine. *“ J'ai connu,” says
ke, ¢ un jeune homme qui fesait voler par la fendtre les flacons
de cristal a mesure gu'il les vidoit; o fuct, disait-il, cncourczey
fes manufecturcs.”
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i haste to obtain 1. But' a considerable time
may elapse before a man consume the whole of
what he lays up for mere gratification.  He may
have 1 his cellar a stock of wine to serve him for
several years, but the flax or the wool 1n his ware-
house will prebably be all worked up m the course
of one yjear.

To render the futility of Mr. Spence’s objec-
tion still more clear, we may shew himn by an
analysis of a particular case in what manner the
asevings of his landbolders would contribute not to
the worst but to the best effects i civil society
As this error respecting the unportance of dead
consumplion 1s common both to the mercantile’
system and to that of the Economistes, and very
generally diffused among the ordinary part of
mankind, 1t 1s of no little importance, even at
the risk ot being thought tedious, to endeavour
to set 1t m the strongest hight I am able. Let

us suppose that one of Mr. Spence’s landholders

with a revenue of #£10,000, the whole of which
he has been accustomed to spend in the main-
tainance of a brilliant and luxurious establish-
ment, becomes resolved all at once to cut short
his expenditare one half.  He has thus the very
first year #£5,000 to dispose of. Lven Mr.
Spence allows that he will lend not hoard 1it.
Let us suppose that he lends it to the hnen manu-
facturer in his neighbourhood. "F'o what use in lus
hands is it immediately applied? to the angmen-
tation unquesticnably of his business. He goes
dircetly and buys an additienal quantity of flax
from the farmer, e sets to work an additional
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number of flax=dressers and spinners, he employs
the carpenters, blacksmiths, and other necessary
artisans in erecting for him an additicnal number
of looms, and he hires an additional number of
weavers. In this manner the £10,000 of the
Jandholder is as completely consumed as ever it
was. But £5,000 of it is consumed 1n a very
different manner. It is consumed, 1st upon a
very different set of people, and 2d to a very dif-
ferent end. 1. It is consumed upon the growers,
the dressers, the spinners, and weavers of flax,
with the carpenters, blacksmiths, and other ar-
tisans whose labours are subservient to that ma-
*nufacture, instead of being expended, as formerly,
upon lacqueys and cooks, and the other artificers
of luxury. 2. It is expended for the sake of re-
prodection. By means of 1ts expendifure a pro-
perty of an equal and nore than equal amount is
now called mto existence; by 1its former expen-
diture nothing was called into existence, The
produce of the country for this year therefore is
oreater than it would otherwise have been by the
amount of £5,000, with its nawural profits. If
we suppose these profits to be only ten per cent.
which is surely reasonable, the produce of the
country is thus £5,500 the greater, on ac-
count of the very first year's saving of the land-

holder.*

* Mr. Spence says in a note (p. 24 of his pamphlet, 5d edi-
tion) ¢ There is a singular vagueness and coofusion in the
¢ whole of Dr. Smith's reasoning, relative to the different ef-
¢ fects of prodigality and parsimony upcn national wealth,
¢ His arguments seem tc be intended to maintain, that fresh
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Another strange perversity of Mr. Spence’s
doctrine here presents itselt. It is directly op-
posed to the very end which it purposes to pro»
mote, consumption.- By renouncing Mr. Spence’s
plan in the instance we have adduced, the coun-
try would have more to expend to the amount of
#£'5,500 1n the very first year of the new operation
of the £'5,000; because it would have more pro-
duce to the amount of #£5,500. Mr. Spence
will not surely say that a nation can consume
more than it produces : and it 1s very odd that he

and the other pupils of the same doctrine do not
reflect that consumption 1s posterior to produc-
tion, as it 1s impossible to consuine what 1s not
nroduced. Consuinption i the necessary order
of things is the effect of production, not produc-
tion the effect of consumption. DBut as every
country will infallibly consume to the full amount
of its production, whatever 1s applied to augment
the annual produce of the country by conse-
quence augments its annual consumption. The
oreater therefore the departure from Mr. Spence’s

rules, the more rapid 1 every country the increase
of consumption will be.®

‘ capital may be profitably employed, in manufacturing goods
“ which nobody will buy; for, certainly no purchasers would
‘ be found for the goods brought into existence by the employ-
‘ ment of new capital, if all the members of the society were
‘ to convert the greater part of their revenue into capital,’—
This is pretty much as if a follower of the Ptolemaic astronomy
should accuse the reaconings of Sir Isaac Newton of vazuencss
and confusion, because they do not tally with the doctrines of
the cycles and epicycles.

* My reader may convince himself by personal inspection
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There 1s another idea the explication of which
I could have willingly avoided, because it is more
abstruse, than may appear adapted to the greater
part of the readers of a pamphlet, and after all
the pains I can take to render it plain 1n the nar-
row space to which I am confined, considerable
obseurity may still appear to rest upon it. This
explication however is not only necessary because
it serves to clear away a remamning objection of
the Economistes, but because it exposes the fal-
lacy of certain notions even in this country, which
threaten to have very extensive practical conse-
quences, The Economistes and their disciples
express great apprcheusions lest capital should in-
crease too fast, lest the production of commodi-
ties should be too rapid. There 1s only, say they,
a market for a given quantity of commodities, and
if you ncrease the supply beyend that quantity -

(£l

1

you will be unable to dispose of the surplus.

that the following pa:isage is actually to be found in Mr.,
Spence’s pamphlet, {p. 53) ¢ Sir Richard Arkwright, by
* his ipveption and employment of mproved machinery,
‘i1 the spinnivg of cotton, annually gamned great riches,
‘ But would he ever have been wealthy, it he had every year
¢ spent in tea, wine, suzar, Xc. destined for his immediate
¢ conswinption, a stm egual to, or greater than, the whole of
¢ his gaia? Surely not. The dullest intzilect must see, that
* he never could have acquired weaith, by this constant ex-
¢ penditure of his gains, in articles to pe consumed by him-
¢ celf, which, when consumed. lett no relic benind them;
¢ bowever great might have been hisgains, and However long
- he might have acted on this system. 1f, then, a private
¢ manafacturer cannot acquire wealih In this way, neither can
 a manufacturing nation. ~ The cases are precisely parallel.’
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No proposition however in political cconomy
seems to be more certain than this which I am
going to announce, how paradoxical soever it may
at first signt appear; and if it be true, none un-
doubtedly can be deemed of more importance.
The production of commaoditics creates, and is the
one and umversal cause which creates a market
for the commodities produced. Let us but consi-
der what 1s meant by a market. Is any thing else
ynderstood by it than that something is ready to
be exchanged for the commedity which we would
dispose of ! When goods are carried to market
what is wanted is somebody to buy, But to buy,
one must have wherewithal to pay. Itis obviously
therefore the collective means of payment which
exist in the whole nation that constitute the en-

tire market of the nation. But wherein consist
the collective means of payment of the whole

nation ! Do they not consist in its annual
produce, 1n the annual revenue of the gene-
ral mass of ils inhabitants? But 1if a na-
tion’s power of purchasing is exactly measured
by its annual procuce, as it undoubtedly is;
the more you increase the annual produce, the-
more by that very act you extend the national
market, the power of purchasing and the actual
purchases of the nation. Whatever be the addi-
tional quantity of goods therefore which 1s at any
time created in any country, an additional power
of purchasing, exactly equivalent, 1s at the same
instant created ; so that”a nation can never be
naturally overstocked either with capital or with
commodities; as the very operation of gapital
G
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makes a vent for its produce. Thus to recur to
the example which we have already analyzed ;
fresh goods to the amount of £5,500 were pre-
pared for the market in consequence of the appli-
cation of the £3000 saved by the landholder.
But what then ¢ have we not seen that the annual
vroduce of the country was increased ; that is, the
market of .the country widened, to the cxtent of
£5,500, by the very same operations?! Mr.
Spence 1 one place advises his reader to consider
the circemstances of a country in which all ex-
chanze should be in the way of barter, as the
1d...,L1 of wonev {requently tends to perplex. If he

11-11.1. J{JII(“‘” 113

1
1
i

"l.h

own aavice on this occasion, he
will easily perceive hew necessarly production
creates a market for produce. When money 1s
faid out of the question, 1s it not in reality the
cifferent commodities of the country, that is to
say, tue different articles of the annual produce,
winch are annually exchanged against one an-
sther ? Whether these commodities are in ereat
quantities or m small, that is to say, whether the
country 1s rich or poor, will not one half of them
alwavs balance the other ? and is it not the barter of
ose halt of them with the other which actually
counstitetes the annual purchases and sales of the
country ©  Is it not the one half of the goods
of a country which universally forms the mar-
bet for ihe other half, and vice versa? And
i this a market that can ever be overstocked ?
Or can it produce the least disorder in this mar-
ket whether the goods are in great or in smal}
quantity 7 All that here can ever be requisite is
that tne gooeds should be adapted to one another;
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that is to say, that every man who has goods to
dispose of should always find all those different sorts
of goods with which he wishes to supply himself
in return. What 1s the difference when the
coods are 1n great quantity and when they are in
small 2 Only this, that in the one case the peo-
ple are liberally supplied with goods, in the other
that they are scantily ; 1n the one case that the
country is rich, in the other that it is poor : but
in the one case, as well as 1n the other, the whole
of the goods will be exchanged, the one half
against tne other ; and the m,nkut will always be
equal to the supply. Thus it appears that the
demand of a nation is always equal to the pro-

duce of a nation. “Lhis indeed must be so: for
what 15 the deinand of a nation? The demand
of a nation is exactly its power of purchasing.
But what 1s its power of purchasing? The ex-
tent undoubtedly of its annnal i;!UdLI(.,C* The ex-
tent of its desmand therefore and the extent of its
supply are always exactly commensarate.  Every
particle of the annual produce of a country falls
as revenue to somebody.  But cvery individual in
the nation uniformly makes purchases, or does
what is equivalent to making purchases, with every
farthing’s worth which accrues to hun, All that
part which is destined for mere consumption is
evident]y employed 1n purchases. That too which
is employed as Capltd] 1s not less so. It 1s either
paid as wages to labourers, who immediately buy
with 1t food and other necessaries, or it is em-
ployed in the purchase of raw materials. The
whole annual produce of the country, therefore,
G 2
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1s employed 1n mzking purchases. But as it is
the whole annual produce too which is offered to
ale, 1t 1s visibie that the one part of it 1s em-

1

pleved in purchasing the other; that how great

L.
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soever thar annusl produce mav be it always
creates a market to itsclf; and that how
great soever that portion of the annual produce
which Is destined to administer to reproduc-
tion, that is, how great soever the portion em-
ploved as capital, its effects always are to render
the country richer, and 1ts mhabitants more opu-
lent, but never o confuse or to overload the
wtional market. I own that nothing appears
to me more compietely demonstrative than this
reasoning.™

It may benecessary, however, toremark, thatana-
tion may easily have more than enough of any one
commodity, thougn she can never 1ave more than
enough of commodities in general. The quan-
tity of any one commodity may easily be carried

« The attentive reader will perceive that no deduction
is made in the preceding argument for that part of the an-
nual produce which is consumed immediately by the pro-
ducer. The motive for this was a desire not to perplex
the argument by qualifying ciauses. To notice this parti-
cuiar, at the same time, was entirely unnecessary, since
that part of the annual produce which may be consamed
by the producer, as it incresses not the demand in the
national market, so neither doas it increase the stock or
suppiy in that market, because it 15 not carried to market
at all, It is alco to De considered that in every country
where labour is well divided, and skiifully applied, the
proportion of the produce which the producers immediatcly
& nsume 15 always very smail
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beyond its due proportion; but by that very cu-
cumstance is implied that some other commodity
is not provided in suflicient proportion. What
indeed is meant by a commodity’s exceeding the
market? Is it not that there is a portion of it for
which there is nothinz that canbe had in ex-
change, But of those vther things then the pro-

portionn is too smell. A part of the means of
production which had been apphed to the prepa-
ration of this superabundant commodity, should
have been applied to the preparation of those
other commodities till the balance between them
had been established.  Whenever this balance 13
properly preserved, there can be no superfluity ot
commodities, none for which a market will not be
ready*. This balance too the natural order of
things has so powerful a tendency to produce, that
it will always be very exactly preserved where the
injudicious tampering of government does 1ot pre-
vent, or those disorders in the mtercourse of the
world, produced by the wars mto which the inof-
fending part of mankind are plunged, by the folly

much more frequently than by the wisdom of their
rulers.

This important, and as it appears demonstra-
tive doctrine, affords a view of commerce which
b

* What then are we to think of such speculators as Lord
Henry letty, who told the House of Commons in one of the
debates on the appropriation of part of the sinking fund in his
new finance plan, that it was necessary to prevent the national
debt from being paid too fast, lest the country should becon:e

overstocked with capilal? There was not an individual in the
House who contradicted him,



36
caht to be very consolatory to Mr, Spence. It
shews that a nation always has within itself a mar-
ket equal to all the commodities ¢f which it can
possibiy have to dispose; that its power of purcha-
sing is always equivalent to its power of produ-
cng, or at least to its actual preduce; and that
25 1t never can be greater, so it never can be less.
Foreign comierce, therefore, is in all cases a
matter of expediency rather than of necessity.
The intention of it is not to furnish a vent for the
produce of the industry of the country, because
that industry always furmshes a vent for itself.
'The itention of it is to exchange a part of our
own commodities for a part of the commodities
which we prefer to our own of some other nation;
to exchange a set of commodities which it peculi-
arly suits our.country to produce for a set of com-
modities whicti it peculiarly suits that other coun-
try to produce. Its use and advantage 1s to pro-
mote a better distribution, divisicn and appiica-
tion of the labour of the couustry than would

C-'

otherwise take piace, and by ccnzcquence to en-
der it more productive, It afiords us a better, a
rnore convenient and more cpuient suppiv of
commioditics than could have heen cobtained by
the application of our labour within ouzamaes
exactly in the sume manner as by the free inter-
change of commeditics from piovince to province
within the same country, 1ts labour is petter divi-
ced and rendered more procrcnve.

It thus appears of what extraordinary import-
suce 1o everv commumity 15 the acgmentation cf
sital; that 1s to say, the dhgﬂ"tﬂut‘(ﬂ] of that

i

el |
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part of the anunual produce which 1s consumed i
the way of repreduction. If we but recall the
thought of that important doctrine first illustrated
by Smith, that a progression is unecessary in nati-
onal affairs to render {fhe circumstances of the
creat body of the people in any degree comiort-
able, our humanity, as well as our patriotism,
will become deeply interested in the doctrine of
parsimony. Dr. Smith shews that even when a
country is stationary, the subsistence of the la-
bouring classes is reduced (o the lowest rate which
s consistent with commmon humanily ; that 1s to
say, it is barely suflicient to enable them to main-
tain their present numbers, but not suflicient to
enable them in theleast degree to augment them.
But if we recollect how much greater than this
are the powers of multiphcation in the species,
how nataral it is for the average of families to be
more numerous than merely to replace the father
and the mother; we shall see with feelings of
commmiseration how wretched must be the circum-
stances of those tamilies that are more numerous,

and of how many human creatures brought into
existence, it must be the miserable fate to perish
through want of subsistence. But if such is the
disinal situation of the great bedy of the people,
when the national affars are but stationary, how
much more shockiug to our feehngs are their cir-
cumstances, wien the situation ot the country is
retrograde! In this situation the labourer 15 unable
to earn even at a rate which is sufficient to main-
tain the numbers of the labouring class. Cala-

mity NOW COLIEs down with a heuvier hand. That
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class must even be thinned by the dreadful opera-
tion of deficient subsistence! On the other hand,
when the affairs of the country are progressive,
the wages of the labouring class are sufficient not
oy to mnuintain their existing numbers, but to
augment them. The reward of labour is liberal.
1iie lubourer can support a moderate family with
ezsc; and plenty and comfort diffuse themselves
throughout the community. Have we not seen
that this progressive state of society, that all these
happy consequences result from continual addi-
tions made to the capital of the country, or to
that part of the annual produce which is devoted
to reproduction? and have we not seen that the
retrograde condition, with all its deplorable con-
sequences, results from making continual addi-
tions to that part of the annual produce which is
taxen for mere consumption ? Little obligation
then has society to those doctrines by which this
consumption 1s recommended. Obstacles enow
exist to the augmentation of capital without the
operaticn of ridiculous speculations.  Were the
dectrine that 1t can increase too fast, as great a
truth as it 1s an absurditv, the experience of all
the nations onearth proves to us, that of all pos-
sip:ie caiamities this would be the least to be

(5

fr)

feared. Slow has been its progress every where;
and low the degree of prosperity which has in any
piace been given to the mass of the people to
ETICY,



CHAP. VI

Of the National Delt. \

‘V\JEL L the exhortations to consumption, of

Soence and others, addressed only to indivi-
du.-..],., we might listen to them with a great deal
of indifference; as we might trust with abundant
confidence that the disposition in mankind to
save and to better their condition would casly
prevail over any speculative opinion, and be even
little affected Ly its practical influence. When the
same advice, however, is offered te govern-
ment, the case is widely and awfully changed.
Here the disposition is not to save but to expend.
The tendency in national affairs to improve, by
the disposition in individuals to save and to better
their condition, here finds its chief counteraction.
Here all the most obvious motives, the motives
calculated to operate upon the greater part of
mankind, urge to expence; and human wisdom
has not yet devised adequate checks to confine
within the just bounds this universal propensity.
Let us consider then what are likely to be the con-
sequences should this strong disposition become
impelled, and precipitated by a prevailing senti-
ment among maukind, One of the most power-
ful restraints upon the prodigal inclinations of go-
vernments, 1s the condemnation with which ex-
pence, at least beyond the received ideas of pro-
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priety, is sure to be viewed by the people. But
should this restraint be taken off, should the dis-
position of government to spend become heated
by an opinion that it 1s right to spend, and shenld
this be still farther inflamed by the assurance that
it will by the people also be deemed right in their
covernment to expend, no bounds would then be
set to the consumption of the annual produce.
Such a delusion could not certainly last long: but
even 1its partial operation, and that but for a
short time, might be productive of the most
baneful consequences. The doctrines of Mr.
Spence which we have already considered, natu-

~rally lead to this dangerous application ; but it is
only when he comes to speak of the national
debt that his advice 1s directly addressed to go-
vernment,*

‘ For my own part,’ says Mr. Sperice, ¢ I.am

»

* We have already seen, p. 85, an applicatien of the doc-
trine of the utility of expence, in the plea of Lord Henry
Petty for alienating part of the sinking fund. The sinking
fund bas been operating for twenty years. It ought in that
time to have given a tolerable specimen of its effects. Well,
how has it paid the national debt? Why, the natienal debt is
now nearly triple of what was its amount when the sinking
fund was instituted. If the rapid payment of the mational
debt were the greatest of our dangers, we might bless God
upon being the securest nation in the universe! We may bere
see, however, with some alarm, the extent of practice which
might rapidly be given to the consuminz doctrine. Lord
Henry Petty professes to regard the sinking fund as the sheet.
anchor of the nation. Yet upon the strength of this specnla-
tion he could recommend te Parliament to devote part of that
sinking fund to immediate consunmption!

1 -Britain Indep. of Commerce, p. 74.

|
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¢ inclined to believe that the national debt, instead
‘ of being mjurious,- has been of the greatest ser-
‘ vice to our wealth and prosperity, Tt appears
¢ that man is in fact much more mchned to save
‘ than tospend.  The land-proprietors accordingly
¢ have never fully performed their duty ; they have
‘ never expended the whole of their revenue.
¢ What the land-proprietors have neglected to do,
‘ has been accomplished by the national debt, It
‘ has every now and then converted twenty or
“ thirty miilions of what was destined for capital
‘ into consumable revenue, and 1t has thus given
‘ 2 most beneficial stimulus to agriculture.”

The reader does not, I sappose, expect that I
should compliment this doctrine with any very long
discussion. As 1t 1s founded upon the very same
‘mistakes which we have traced in our author’s
doctrines respecting the consumption of indivi-
duals; it would be necessary for me to tread over
again the very same steps, to the fatigue of my
reader as well as of myself, As the practical -
consequences, however, of these mistakes are
deeply dangerous, and as there is reason to think
that they have a more real operation in the admi-
nistration of British affairs than the mere specu-
lative reader, it is probable, would casily believe ;
it 15 necessary to consider with a little attention
the principal points of this application of Mr,
Spence’s theory.

According to Mr. Spence the national debt has
been advantageous because the government has
thus spent what the land-proprietors would other-
wise have saved, When his language is put into
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accurate terms it meaus this; thelund-proprietors
have every vear endeavoured to increase to a cer-
tain amount that vart of the annuval produce
which 1s destined {or the business of reproduction,
whereby they would have mcreased the annual
produce, ond the permanent riches of the coun-
try; but government has every vear, orat least at
every short interval of vears, taken the property
witicn the people would thus have ciuployed mn
surmenting the riches cf the country, and has
devoted 1t to mere dead consumption, whence the
mcrease of production has been prevented. Itis
in this manner, according to Mr. Spence, that
the national debt has been advantaceous!

Let us hear Mr. Spence’s reasonings m defence
of this doctrine. ¢ Capital,” says he,® ¢ is es-
‘ sential to a nation, but a nation may have too
“ muci of 1t; for what 1s the use of capital, but
‘ to prepare articles on which a revenue may be
‘ spent, and where 1s the revenue to be spent, to
‘ be derived from, if it be all converted into cagi-
“tal 77 Ttiscvident that Mr. Spence here falls into
his old mistake, supposing that capital 1s not spent
as weil as revenue, that is, the part of the nati-
onal produce which 1s appropriated to reproduc-
tion, as well as that which is appropriated to con-
sumption.

When, during a war,” says Mr. Spence-,
“a joan of twenty or thirty millions is made,
what 15 tne sum expended?  Is it not consumed

* Dritamn Indep. of Commerce, p. 73
+ Ibid.
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‘ in providing food and clothing for the army and
¢ navy, &c.” But, had no loan been wanted; and
had the individnals of the army and navy been
cultivators, manufacturers, and contributors,
all the necessary ways, to national production,
might not the same sums have been employed in
maintaining and clothing them? The difference
would have been highly important. As industrious
individuals, they would have reproduced within
each year a property equivalent to that which
they consumed, together with its natural profits.
As soldiers and satlors, they consumed without
producing any thing; and at the end of cach year
a property equal to what they consumed was de-
stroyed, and not the value of a pin created to
replace It.

After bearing what Mr, Spence has to say in
favour of loans, lct us hear hun on the subject of
the taxes paid for the mterest of those loans.

‘ These taxes,” says he®, ¢ are perhaps a greater
“ cause of prosperity than the original debt was.
His reason is immediately adaed; because, says
he~, ¢ they are, tor the mo:t part, constantly de-
“ voted to the purchuse of consumable commodi-
“ tics;” that is to say, they are coustantly devoted
to dead consumption. ‘fhe saine fatal mistake
still clings to Mr. Spence.  "Lhe double meaning
of the word consumption still confounds hin.
Were the sums pad in taxes, not sacrificed to
dead consumption, would they not stii be em-
]

* Britain Indep. of Commarce, p. 7.

+ lbid,
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ployed in making purchases? would they not be
employed in purchasing the raw materials of ma-
~nufactures, or in paying the wages .of inanu-
facturing and agricultural servants, who with
these wages again would purchase their food and
clothing? Mr Spence applauds the taxes, because
they take so much from that part of the annual
proiuce of the country, which 1s destined for
productive consumption, and acdd it to the part
which 1s destined for dead consumption. This is
the very cause for which - the intelligent contem-

plator deplores them.

¢ Heavy taxes,’ says Mr. Spence™*, ¢ are doubt-
“less oppressive to many of the members of a
¢ society individually considered, yet where the
¢ whole, or by fur the greater part of the taxes of
¢a nation are expended in'that nation, taxation
¢ may be curried to a very great extent, without
¢ injuring national prosperity.’ It is curious to
observe how extremncs incet.  'This is a favourite
doctrine too of the wmercantile system, of which
those of the school of Mr. Spence have so great
an abhorrence. The reasen of both s the same,
that the taxes are laid out in the purchase of
commodittes; aud they have not the discernment
to reflect, that the money would have been as
certainly laid out m the purchase of commodities,
had it remaned as capital,  As capital, however,
it would within the year have replaced 1itself with
a profit; as taxes it is all consumed, and nothing
is created to replace it. By its consumption as

* Britain Indep. of Commerce, p. 76.
] \
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tanes the country s rendered poorer, by its con-
sumption as capital, the country would have
become richer.

Mr. Speuce has next a most excellent idea..
The sums paid as taxes, he allows, might have
employed preductive labowrers. € But)’ says he™,
¢ if we have already productive labourers, suffi-
“ ctent for the supply of all our wants, why in-
‘ crease their numbers”  This is an argument the
most commodious 1n the werld., It 15 equally ac-
commodated to all times and places. The popu-
Iation of England and Wales was found, in 1801,
to be very nearly mine mithons and a half.  In the
time of Edward the Ist, the populatien of Lng-
land and Wales was found to be about two millions
and a half.  Had Mr. Speance lived n the days of
Edward the Ist, his arpument would have been
just as handy as at the present moment. It would
apply as logically to the wilds of Tartary, as to
England and France. Let us observe another of
Mr. Spence’s consistencies. e here tells us, we
see, that society ought to become stationary, We
have already productive labourcers enow; why
mcerease their number ? Yet Mr. Spence informed
s, m a passage which we have already quoted,
that on "this increase depended the prosperity of
cvery country. * A mation,” he told us, ¢ may be

%

said to be in prmperlt}, WICn 15 promewvﬂ]}

¢ ¢l

l.._.

"'munfr in weaitn, where the checks to D: )pu-
“ lation are few, and where emnployment and sub-

# Priain Indep. of Cormamerce, p. 70.





