The
coal to Chili and gets back Chilian
ores and other Chilian products by di
rect trade, or sends the coal to any
othercouniryand through the world's
network of exchanges gets back the
ores or other things from many other
countries. The question is one mere
ly of economy, and the respective
buyers and sellers will take care of
that for themselves.

Public

stand that excessive imports mean
excessive profits, and that excessive
exports mean excessive loss. We
append a comparison of the statistics
for ten years, the American figures
being taken from the official '"'Sta
tistical Abstract" for 1899 and the
British from the "Statesman's Year
Book" for the same year:
JS G£ C£ ZC X V. 'J: 'S. JO

The principle of international
trading is the same as that of indi
vidual training. Individuals do not
prosper most by the direct trades
they make — as when the hatter
swaps hats with the shoemaker for
shoes, or with the tailor for clothes;
but by their indirect trades—as when
the hatter sells hats to all buyers,
and with the money, check or other
certificate of barter he gets for
them, buys shoes or clothes or what
not from whomsoever will serve him
best in those respects. It is by that
principle, also, that nations prosper
most; or would, if tariff tinkers and
other meddlers would leave their peo
ple alone to trade in freedom. But if
the Engineering and Mining Journal
writer has not advanced far enough
to see this, he at any rate has got
his eyes turned in this direction. In
saying that if we would export to
Chili we must import from Chili, he
does see, however densely — like see
ing men, may be, as trees walking—
that importing is as vital to trade as
exporting. And that is a long way
in advance of the absurd notion, now
embalmed in the republican platform,
that excessive exporting is the only
profitable commerce.
On the question of the value of
customhouse statistics of trade bal
ances in showing the prosperity of a
country we beg to refer to a compari
son of the American with the British
statistics. The trade balance of Eng
land is what our astute statisticians
call "unfavorable"'—■that is, it shows
a continuous excess of imports. Yet
the British do not appear to be trou
bled by it. The more it is so, the
better they like it. For they under
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the more they give and the poorer
the more they get—go to, go to!
It is to be read in the papers of the
day that the economic saving already
effected by the trusts in the United
States equals $6,000,000 daily. In that
form, the statement seems to imply
that the people of the country are
growing rich at a most rapid rate,
since $6,000,000 saved usually
means $6,000,000 earned.
But
in this case, unfortunately, that is ex
actly what the statement does not
mean. The words "economic saving"
signify that labor has been dispensed
with. With natural opportunities for
employment in other directions re
stricted, that kind of saving implies
a heavy loss to the working people.
Incidentally, too, it would mean that
the producers of America have a home
market of enormously less value.
As the home market is averred to be
worth more than any foreign market,
and is certainly worth vastly more
than any possible tropical market, it
seems that present "economic saving"
and eventual economic loss may come
to much the same thing. Possibly
this is one of the instances in which
trade follows the flag—downward.
DOES TRADE FOLLOW THE ELAG?

Comparing these totals we find that
during the ten years ending with
1898 the following were the balances
of trade upon the customhouse re
turns, respectiveh', of the two coun
tries:
U. 8. exports
$9,062,707,046
U. S. imports
7,620,630,968
"Favorable" balance
$1,442,077,078
British imports
$20,944,552,402
British exports
11,469,176,197
"Unfavorable" balance
$9,475,376,205
Could greater violence be done to
language than to call Great Britain's
excessive income of $9,475,376,205
during the past ten years an "un
favorable" balance? Yet that is what
it must be called if the excessive
outgo of the United States of $1,442,077,078 during the same decade
is to be accounted a "favorable" bal
ance. For one is the antithesis of
the other. Oh, ye protectionists who
account men and nations the richer

"Does trade follow the flag" is a
question opportune at a time when
men under the pretext that our trade
must be increased, advocate the adop
tion of a policy of colonization and
imperialism by the United States.
Leaving out the moral principles in
volved in imperialism, is it a factor
in determining the volume of a na
tion's trade? In other words, will
imperialism pay?
I make the proposition that while
tariff and navigation laws affect the
commerce of a nation to such an ex
tent that they may almost totally de
stroy it, imperialism does not affect it
at all.
Several countries of Europe and
especially Great Britain have many
large colonies and dependencies. If
trade follows the flag these countries
ought to prove it.
Great Britain has been engaged for
centuries in developing India and her

198
neighboring possessions in the Indian
archipelago, countries whose popula
tion certainly amounts to 300.000.000. The annual trade of these coun
tries with Great Britain amounted in
1897 to only $350,000,000. while the
annual trade of Great Britain with
the United States, having a popula
tion less than one-fourth that of In
dia, amounted to over $700,000,000
—some twice as much. Considering
the whole trade of Great Britain we
find that the annual value of the im
ports from the colonies to Great Brit
ain was during 1896 and 1897 less
than $450,000,000, and in the same
years the annual value of the exports
was $440,000,000, while the annual
value of the exports from Great Brit
ain to foreign countries during thesame years was about $990,000,000.
and of imports considerably over $1.500.000.000. A fair estimate of the
population of the world would be
1,400,000,000, and of the British em
pire 400,000.000. and using this esti
mate we find that the annual value of
the trade—imports and exports—be
tween Great Britain and her colonies
is $2.22 per capita for the persons en
gaged in it, while the value of the
trade between Great Britain and for
eign countries is $2.49 per capita.
When we consider that Great Britain
expends many millions of pounds an
nually on her foreign possessions and
many more millions on the army and
navy with which she defends and
keeps them in check, we can see in
Great Britain's case at least that trade
does not follow the flag and that im
perialism does not pay.
France has been engaged for the
past 50 years in forming an empire,
the trade of which with the mother
country is so small that the colonial
expenditure alone amounts to more
than its whole value.
Germany, too, has such a slight
trade with her colonies that her co
lonial expenditure also exceeds the to
tal value of the imports and exports
involved in it.
Italy spends annually for the de
fense and development of her one col
ony, Eritrea, more than ten times as
much as the whole value of the im
ports and exports of that colony—
notwithstanding the fact that its trade
is largely a matter of handling and
transhipment.

The

Public

It seems to me axiomatic that the best
goods at the lowest prices will always
be bought, no matter where they come
from nor who sells them. If this be
true, then trade does- not follow the
flag; it follows the line of least resist
ance like everything else in nature.

It is perhaps true that if we were,
for- example, to put a heavy tariff on
the imports of the Philippines from
the rest of the ■world, and allow our
own goods to go in free, we should in
crease our commerce with the Philip
pines. But such a policy is now- fol
lowed by Portugal alone of all the
European countries-; while if we levied
such a discriminating tariff other
countries with colonies would in all
probability follow suit. This would
counterbalance a hundredfold anj
possible increase of our trade with
the Philippines.
Great Britain herself, involved
more than any other country in impe
rialism, does not defend her course on
the ground that it is necessary for her
trade, but on the ground that it is her
duty to carry her civilization to Less
civilized peoples. Great Britain's
trade, then, is not due to her colonies.
And since she has no special natural
advantages over other nations for
commerce, it must be due to some in
stitutions or laws differing from those
of other countries.
Now. Great Britain has largely abol
ished restrictions on trade, the two
principal of which are tariffs and
harassing navigation laws. Certainly
no one can deny that tariffs and laws
which deny ships not built in the
country the protection of its laws, are
restrictions on trade. As restrictions
on trade they necessarily hinder the
development of trade.
Great Britain formerly had high
protective tariffs. Feeling that her
trade was hindered by these tariffs, in
1846 she abolished the principal du
ties provided by them, retaining only
a few, such as those on tobacco and
spirits. Notwithstanding the dire pre
dictions of British protectionists,
Great Britain's trade grew enormous
ly. The very reverse of this process
has taken place in the United States.
Up to the time of the civil war our
tariffs were comparatively light and
our carrying trade was only second to
Great Britain's and was growing rap

idly. Then came the civil war. which
destroyed our commerce by destroy
ing and' rendering inactive our ships,
which did not dare to put to sea when
it was alive with confederate cruu-ers.
The war over—under successive ad
ministrations — heavy tariffs- were
levied: and since then our merchant
marine has been insignificant.
Great Britain once had a set of the
most stringent navigation laws; ever
enforced; but these, to the great ad
vantage of her trade, were repealed
in 1852. In America by comparative
ly recent enactments it is rendered
practically impossible for a ship not
built in the United States to fly the
American flag. These laws were
passed in order to increase the ship
building industry. What is the re
sult? Competition with Europe hav
ing been taken away, the prices of
ships were increased while their quali
ty was lowered. This caused Ameri
can merchants to give up their busi
ness. European merchants taking
their places. The result has been to
destroy those interests it was purposed
to foster, and to assist the tariff laws
to ruin our commerce.
If we would increase our trade, let
us abolish restrictions on trade, in
stead of securing unprofitable colonies
at an enormous expense.
EDWARD EAGLE BROWN.
Chicago.
NEWS
Humors of a serious nature and of
an alarmist hue have followed in
quick succession from China during
the past week, each succeeding one
painting the situation in darker col
ors. These reports, which were car
ried from Peking to Tientsin and
Shanghai by native runners, doubt
less reflect the excited and panicky
views of their bearers, and should not
be accepted without reserve. Two of
these reports, however, may be con
sidered authentic—the usurpation of
the supreme power by Prince Tuan.
the leader of the Boxer element, the
assassination of the German minister
and the extreme peril of the ministers
and foreign colony in Peking.
Prince Tuan, who is the father of
the heir-apparent, has long l>een the
leader of the anti-foreign element in
China, and as the commander in chief

