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In all seriousness, Mr. Chairman, to propose to increase this
schedule when it was expected that it would be decreased 20
per cent is as ridiculous as it is pernicious. I desire here to
insert a letter from the Green-Joyce Company, of Columbus,
Ohio, one of the largest jobbing concerns of dry goods and
notions in Ohio:

THE GREEN-JOYCE COMPANY,
Columbits, Ohio, March 25, 1909,
Hon, WILLIAM A. ASHBROOK,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. .

Dean Sie: You will recall the writer as having lived in Newark for
a great many years, and who was well acquainted with your father and
his family. . I have been associated with and part of the company for
which I write for n number of years. 3

I write you on behalf of this mﬁl::{mng for the purpose of protesting,
most vigorously, against a propo advance of 20 per cent duty on
cotton hosiery. It is uncalled for and unfair to wholesale and other
dealers and to the consumers. We do not know whether you so under-
stand it or not, but the large part of cotton hosiery imported is cheap
goods, such as are used by people in moderate circumstances, laboring
people, ete. In other words, the majority of cotton hoslery Im-
ported is that of medium price and the cheaper grades, and not silk
and fancy qualities, which would be classed as luxuries.

It was generally understood amoag, and acceptable to the trade and
manufacturers, that a reduction of 20 per cent would take place on
this item, instead of an advance.

We are advised by what we consider good authority that an inter-
ested combination has either accomplished this advance, or is about to
accomplish it. This combination controls a large percentage of the
Imported goods we refer to, and are prepared to advance the price
very wnsﬁemlﬂy beyond what It now is. It won't do. It must not
be done, and we ask ydn as one of the Representatives from this State
to oppose it. It Is against the welfare of every dealer, large or small,
and against the welfare of the people, the majority of whom are now
having one of the hardest strugzles in history to make ends meet, and
many to even get the commonecst necessities, It Is one of the serious
things, and we ask you not to {mss it lightly.

We shall be pleased to hear from you.

Yery respectfully, yours, Tun GreEexN-Joxce Co.,
E. B. DENNIS.

Mr. Chairman, the Green-Joyce Company know that if the
duty on cotton hosiery is increased 20 per cent they will
be compelled to add that amount and a small inereased per cent
of profit to the cost of their goods to the retailer; the retailer
will be compelled to add a small increase in his per cent of
profits, so that by the time the goods reach the consumer a con-
servative estimate makes an increase of 35 per cent to 40 per
cent. Why? Is this the revision of the tariff downward prom-
ised by the Republicans during the last campaign? Does not
the Payne bill show an increase of 1.56 per cent, and is upward,
not downward? Has the Standard Oil fastened its fangs on
the manufacture of cotton goods, too? Will this help the cotton
grower of the South? Not a penny. He will sell his cotton in
the markets of the world, and the combinations will reap the
rich reward.

No doubt all of the Members are being deluged with petitions
and personal letters from the merchants and the people gener-
ally in their districts, protesting against the advance on gloves,
hosiery, and manufactured cotton goods, as well as a dozen
other objectionable schedules. If all of the Members receive as
many complaints as have poured into my office since this de-
bate has been on, I do not envy you the job of reconciling the
folles at home if you vote for these schedules.

I here have three letters received in my last mail, T. Hirsh-
berger, proprietor of the Great Western Clothing House, of
Newark, Ohio, under date of April 2, says:

Kindly use gour best efforts against a further increase in the dutles
on gloves and hosiery; everybody uses these articles; the duty is
now high enough. This is only intended to Dbenefit the rich manu-
facturers at the expense of the multitudes. We know youn will vote
to protect the common people.

And here is another letfer of the same date from Nick
Amster, of Wooster, Ohio, a large merchant in that ecity:

As merchants we are strongly opposed to an Increase in the duties
on gloves. The market is now in a very good condition. Just as soon
as this duty is inecreased, the American manufacturer will take ad-
vantage of it. Kindly do all yon can to oppose this bill.

Here is what one of the largest merchants in my home county,

John J. Carroll, of Newark, Ohio, has to say:

We desire to express our disapproval of the advance in duty on hoslery
ns proposed in the new tariff bill. It is uncalled for as far as protec-
tion to American manufacturers and employees are concerned, and would
really be a great burden on the majority of our people for the benefit of
a few who are never satisfied with a fair profit. We hope and believe
you will work for the people's interest.

I have also received similar letters to-day from Louis
Forlow, a prominent dry goods merchant at Millersburg, Ohio,
and from the Fountain Dry Goods Company, of Coshocton, Ohio.

I should hate to go back to my people, having voted for such
outrageous increases in these schedules, and I promise you
that I will not vote for it; and I warn those who do vote for it
that unless you are in districts controlled by these interests
you will find yourselves in the *lame-duck™ class when next
you have an accounting. with the people. -
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And there is the countervailing duty on petroleum., Innocent
looking little thing in type, but it takes millions out of the
pockets of the people and gives it to the greatest trust the
world has ever known. Strange, too, that very few people know
anything about it and dream on under the sweet delusion that
coal oil, like salvation, is free.

Paragraph 637 is found on page 159 of the Payne bill “ snugly
tucked away " in the “ Free list.” Let us read it:

037. Oils: Almond, amber, crude and rectified ambergris, aniline,
aspie or spike lavender, cajeput, caraway, cassia, cinnamon, chamo-
mile, civet, cocoanut, cotton seed, croton, fennel, ichthyol, %uglnndium.
limes, mace, olive oil rendered unfit or Incapable of use for food or
for any but mechanical or manufacturing purposes, by such means as
shall be satisfactory to the Secretary of the Treasury and under regu-
lations to be prescribed by him; palm, sesame or cesamum seed or bean,
thyme, origanum, red or white, valerian; spermaceti, whale, and other
filsh oils of American fisheries; petroleum, crude or refined : Provided.
That if there be imported into the United States crude petroleum, or
the products of crude petroleum produced in any country which imposes
a duty on petroleum or its products exported from thé United States,
there shall in snch- cases be levied, paid, and collected a duty upon
said erude petroleum or its products so imported equal to the duty im-
posed by such country.

Read the proviso again and you will find what is called a
“ joker.,” Let us read the “ Provided” carefully :

That if there be imported into the United States crude petroleum, or
the products of crude petroleum produced in any country which imposes
a duty on petrolenm or its products exported from the United States,
there shall in such cases be levied, ?ai:l, and collected a duty upon said
erude Eetmleum or its products so imported equal to the duty imposed
country.

The principal producers of petrolenm outside of the United
States are Russia and Mexico. Both impose a duty on pe-
frolenm, so that neither can import their products into this
country except by the payment of the same duty as is imposed
on these products imported into their countries. Does that put
coal oil on the free list? The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
Ki'sTERMANN], an independent Republican—would that there
were more like him—who has made an incessant fight against
this little * joker,” informs me that this * proviso” costs the
American people $13,000,000 annually,

If the Standard Oil needs protection—and the Republicans
contend that it is protection to infant industries, and the
people are willing to be longer fooled—then I withdraw to the
ranks of “free trade,” on oil, at any rate. It remains to be
seen whether or not we shall have a right to vote on this
schedule. If we do, it goes out; if we do not get a vote on it,
prepare for the wrath to come; and I again predict many of
those who vote for it will themselves go out. You ecan not fool
all of the people all of the time.

Before I leave the “ joker,” permit me to make another illus-
tration by again referring to the lumber schedule, The people
generally think of the discarded card when they play seven-up,
or the end man at the minstrels when they read about the
“joker™ in a tariff bill, and I want them to become better ac-
quainted with the Washington “ joker.”

On page 54 we find paragraph No. 197:

197. Bawed boards, planks, deals, and other lumber of whitewood,
sycamore, and basswood, 50 cents per thousand feet board measure;
sawed lumber, not specially provided for in sections 1 or 2 of this act,
§1 per thousand feet board measure; but when lumber of any sort is
planed or finished, in addition to the rates herein provided, there shall
be levied and paid for each side so planed or finished, 50 cents per thou-
sand feet board measure; and if planed on one side and tongued and
grooved, $1 per thousand feet board measure; and if planed on two
sides and tongued and §rooved. $1.50 per thousand feet board measure ;
and in estimating board measure under this schedunle no deduction shall
be made on board measure on account of planing, tongueing and
grooving : Provided, That if any country, dependency, province, or other
subdivision of government shall impose an cxport duty or other export
charge of any kind whatsoever upon, or any discrimination against, any
forest product exrported to the United States, or if any country, de-
pendency, province, or other subdivision of government forbids or re-
stricts the erﬁorfﬂﬂon of any forest product to the United States in any
way, there shall be imposed upon all of the forest products of such
country when imported into the United States the duties prescribed in
section 8 of this act during the continuance of such erport dutics,
charges, embargo, discrimination, or restriction.

Here we are supposed to get a cut of just one half. But do
we? Well, we do until we strike the * joker,” whose non de
plume is “Provided.” Read carefully on after you strike
that word “ Provided,” and you will find the same old “nigger
in the wood pile.”” If the Province of Nova Scotia should put a
duty on cord wood or toothpicks, the duty would remain the
same in the Payne bill as in the Dingley bill. Surely Mr. Forp-
NEY was the right man in the right place on the Ways and
Means Committee to see that the poor lumberman does not “ get
his toes tramped on.” We believe the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. ForpxeY] is a truthful gentleman, and he told us he did
not believe this schedule would affect the present Dingley duty
or that it would reduce the duty on lumber at all. But why
try to fool the people? He evidently believes that Barnum told
the truth.

T .
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The tariff is the most insidious disease with which the Ameri-
can people were ever affected. They pay it and do not know it.
“He toileth not, neither does he spin.”

When the taxpayer goes to the county treasurer to pay his
taxes on real and personal estate, the rate and amount of the
tax is clearly shown when the receipt is given, and he knows to
just what extent he is assessed. If the rate happens to be a
trifle higher than he believes it should be, somebody hears about
it; but when the same taxpayer goes to the merchant and buys
the necessities of life, he pays the price apparently unconscious
of the fact that he is paying tribute to some trust—a tariff tax—
many times in excess of what it costs him for schools for his
children and for local, county, and state p

When the poor man and the middle class vote for Congress-
men and help send Senators to Washington to represent their
best interests, who, under the guise of protection, enact tariff
laws like the Payne bill, he is outrageously duped, to put it in
the mildest possible terms. He does not know that when his
good wife pours out a cup of coffee or a cup of tea that there
will lurk behind his back the taxgatherer; that when he drops
a lump of sugar in the cup, the sugar trust takes its pinch of
about 2 cents per pound, and so on down the simple bill of
fare.

Diamonds and rubies come in free, but calico dresses are
taxed 50 per cent. But, then, the poor man, his wife, and his
children should not despair. While it is true that the poor man
pays the burden of the tax, yet asafetida, Balm of Gilead, cat-
gut, whipgut, wormgut, cuttlefish bone, dandelion roots, dra-
gon’s blood, divi-divi, fishskins, fossils, hones, whetstones, ice,
ipecac, old junk, leeches, marrow, musk, nux vomica, pulu, rags,
rennets, salip, fennel seed, shrimps, spunk, turtles, vaccine
virus, whalebone, and so forth, are on the free list. Halle-
lojah!

When he lays in his winter supply of dragon’s blood, dia-
monds, catgut, whetstones, leeches, and so forth, he can thank
the Lord and the dear old Republican party that no trust gets a
“rake-off” on these useful and indispensable articles.

The trouble is the people pay too little attention to those
things that ought to concern them most. They do not bother
themselves about “ drawbacks,” a “ maximuom and a minimum,”
a “ countervailing duty,” and * jokers,” but live on sweet cam-
paign promises from year to year, apparently oblivious of the
fact that the opulent become more corpulent and the patches
on their pants more prominent.

But, Mr. Chairman, I am no free trader; but in my humble
way I propose whenever I get the opportunity to help strike
down and out these * fossils™ of protection and * leeches” of
infant industries preying on the poor man and the duplicity of
the people. .

In conclusion, I wish to urge the American people to give more
thought and consideration to those things in which they are
most vitally interested. I read an editorial in the Cleveland
(Ohio) Press yesterday which illustrates better than it is pos-
sible for me to do why the people are being robbed, with little
grtlilt;:;, of many, many millions every year of their hard-earned

0) E

A WOMAN'S PALLID FACE WILL INTEREST MOST PEOPLE, BUT HOW ABOUT
THE TARIFF?

Two facts are before the editor of this newspaper to-day for consider-
ation in this column. They are unusual facts, and one Is certain to
interest lyou. They are:

(No. 1.) Mrs. Clarence Mackay, one of New York's richest and most
conspienous soclety women, has adopted & new cosmetic fad. She Euts
gray powder on her forehead and cheeks, paints her upper lip with light
curmine and her nether lip in dark red.

It is said that the effect of this pallid face and brilllant mouth is
startling, and that mnﬁy fashionable women, especially those who have
lithe figures like Mrs. Mackay, will adopt the fad.

(No. 2.) The tariff revision which Congress is about to etrate
will be the most colossal fraud (in so far as the consumer real pro-
ducer are concerned) since the revision of 1802-83. The bill that will
become a law will increase the cost of the or salaried man's liv-
ing, will heavily tax the woman of moderate means, but will be per-
fectly satisfactory to the trusts and the millionaires of both sexes. It
is !:llgh.l{egmmm that there will be no tax on inheritances or en stock
certifica

The tax will be inereased on gloves of moderate grade and size, such
as shop girls wear, but there will be a reduced tax on very ex L]
gloves, long 16-button affairs, such as Mrs. Mackay wears. Indeed; in
every tariff schedule you will find that the revision upward will be
upon artieles that common folks use. and the revision downward will
be upon articles consumed by the rich; and in every instance you will
find the revision will consider the interest of the eapltalistic producer,
giving him full protection, and will disregard the interest of the con-
suomer and labor producer, whko is one and the same person.

- L - - - - -

Which of these facts interest you? They appear to have no relation
to the other, but they have. It is this: (;mgms to
tariff measure, because the majo

a*t,"” an “a" an “r"” an “i, frightens most peo-
ple, and they do not study the really great question under discussion in
our ¢ountry to-day. You, for instance, may pass over without reading

or serious thought the columns containing tariff discussion In this news-
paper to-day. ut will you miss the item concerning Mrs. Mackay's
gray powder and red lip palnt? We think not. You will remember
the pallid Mrs. Mackay after you have forgotten that you are paying
absurd tribute to the trusts as a result of the thievish tariff revision
which is now helnﬁ made and which you are doing nothing to stop.
This seems to be the hanprgo-luckg American way. And it fully ex-
plains why a little minority of rich men is able to dominate and rob
the great m.n}ori?ﬂ' of people in this country year after year.

“ What ean I do,” you ask?

Well, what did the trust do? It sent its eleverest lawyers and man-
agers to Washington and demanded revision In its finterest. The
leather trust demanded protection. It explained its needs and politely
described its desire to make you imf more for shoes. It, with all the
other trusts, was on hand to fight for revision beneficlal to the trusts
and the rich.

We have printed the Payne bill. Did you read it? If so, do you not
eee that the brunt of the new tax is to fall upon you? 'Yuuylmve a
right to protest. Write to your Hepresentatives in Washlnféwn. Tell
them that you are paylng all you can stand for shoes, tea, coffee, cotton
goods, oil, and other articles proposed for increased tax. Tell them to
see to it that the tax is put upon luxuries, not necessities. Ask why
uncut diamonds should come in free of duty and tea come In with a
heavy tax. And if lY1om.' Representatives do not respond to your bidding,
like the servants they are, cut off their pay envelopes at the end
their terms and send men to Washington who will represent you and
not the trusts. That is your weapon. Let your Hepresentatives know
that yon will use it if they fail to think of the consumer, you, before
they think of the producer, the trust.

» - -

L] L L] -

Do 1Fi'm see the relation, now, between Mrs. Mackay's cosmetie and the
tarif ¥ The majority of people are so engrossed by frivolous news that
they overlook the serlous questions of the day—overlook them even
when they mean harder work with less profit.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I ean only say that I certainly hope that
no rule will be adopted which will prevent every Member going
on record on free lumber, free hides, free shoes, free oil, free
iron ore, and on all of the schedules in this bill in which the
people are demanding a reduction. The people are patient and
long-suffering; but it was the last straw that broke the camel's
back, and the passage of this bill without radieal amendment
will surely break the backs of the American people and the
future prospects of many Members across that aisle. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. HELM. Mr. Chairman, the bill before the House, as re-
ported by the majority members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, ealls for an estimated annual collection from the pockets
of the people of the enormous sum of $326,724,732. Its magni-
tude and far-reaching effects demand that we should eensider it
carefully and dispassionately from a business standpoint. From
statements made here by members of that committee, it is mani-
fest that only those who have an ax to grind have been heard in
the make-up of this bill; ample time should be afforded the
great masses of consumers to be heard from before its passage;
undue haste would be wrong. I am not the least surprised that
the special interests, having succeeded in obtaining a bill to
their taste, are now busy creating a sentiment for its ifmme-
diate passage. If this bill did not serve the purposes of the
special interests, there would be an increasing cry for extended
discussion. From the very nature of the situation, the 85,-
000,000 ultimate consumers who are affected by it, or any
considerable per cent thereof, could not appear before the com-
mittee at its hearings. The only possible way for them te be
heard is through their Representatives who have the courage
to voice their contentions, and to that end, I for one protest
against inordinate haste in the passage of this bill. y

At the very beginning let it be remembered that the expense
of running the Government for the past twelve years amounts
to $8,122,508,367, almost twice the sum required for the same
purpose for the twelve years next preceding July 1, 1807.
The first session of the Sixtieth Congress, and since the panic
of 1907, appropriated $1,008,854.884 to be expended during the
fiscal year 1909. The revenue of the Government for that fiscal
year was over $35,000,000 less than the appropriations. The
appropriations for the fiscal year 1910 amount to $1,044,014,205,
and the revenues for this are now over $90,000,000 short,
with three months of the fiscal year 1909 remaining; so that it
can be seen at once that, if this bill comes up to the full meas-
ure of its proponents’ expeetations, there will still remain to
be raised by taxation from other sources the sum of $717.-
289,565, with a prospective estimated deficit of $140,000,000.
Instead of the panic serving as a signal to slow down and take
the situation under control, you have thrown the throttle wide
open, and as a result you are in the ditch.

While it does not come within the official scope of Congress
to take cognizance of municipal, county, and state taxes, which
in every instance are at the highest limIt, with in many instances
their bonded indebtedness strained, I insist that it is proper for
the Members of this body to bear in mind that the burdens
being placed upon the people in the way of taxation are intoler-
able and must be lightened. It may be well in this connection
to bear in mind that the bonded indebtedness of the Federal
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Government has increased since July 1, 1897, to March 16, 1909,
from $847,305,130 to $913,317,490, and that the total amount of
interest paid on the outstanding interest-bearing debt of the
Government during the period just stated amounts to $343,058,701.

The striking feature of the two sessions of Congress in which
I have had the honor to sit has been the prodigal and lavish
expenditure of the public funds. The Recorp will disclose the
fact that I have consistently opposed this course by my votes.
The Republican party, claiming to be a party of constructive
legislation, has done little, if anything, during the last two
years other than to make the most extravagant appropriations.
You are preeminently a party of spenders, and your whole aim
in the passage of this bill is to collect more taxes off the people
that you may still further increase appropriations. Whenever
any effort is made to check your untoward course in this par-
ticular, your invariable response is that this is a billion-dollar
country. As well might the individual spendthrift undertake to
justify his course by saying that he has the wealth to squander.
That there is, and bas been for a number of years, an alarming
annual waste of many millions of dollars, due to duplicate ap-
propriations and unbusinesslike methods and a general all-round
leakage, is admitted by the belated effort to constitute a com-
mittee to supervise appropriations.

Instead of curtailing expenses, stopping these duplicates and
leaks, you are casting about to find additional sources from
which to derive more revenue, as is evidenced by the inher-
itance-tax feature of this bill. This is a method of raising
taxes that has been resorted to by many of the States for rais-
ing revenue for state purposes, and it is manifestly unjust to
these States that have been compelled to resort to this method
for the Federal Government to forestall this right, for the legis-
lative bodies of these States will be compelled to repeal their
laws, since they are closer to the people who will rebel against
this double taxation. The vice of this proposition is in creating
a condition by extravagance where it becomes necessary to find
new sources of revenue without eliminating some of the present
sources of taxation.

Following the panic of October, 1907, the business of the coun-
try has fallen to lower and lower levels during each month
succeeding that date; yet, in the face of these admitted condi-
tions, Congress, by the policy and action of the majority party,
has permitted appropriations to increase till it staggers the
mind to contemplate their stupendous proportions. Mr. CLARK,
the minority leader, in his discussion of this bill on the floor
of the House, made this statement:

The tariff is a tax. The tariff is a tax paid by the consumer,
Nobody with any reputation for veracity or intelligence to lose will
deny either of these two propositions. If he does deny them, he will
be confounded by the evidence of high protective advocates contained
in the hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means, which hear-
ings are made up almost exclusively of the evidence of such advocates.

No one on that side to this date has challenged this state-
ment or can do so successfully, so that it must follow that the
$326,724,732 to be raised by this bill is a tax that must be paid
by the consumer,

The right to tax is the right to destroy, and by taxation you
have exercised well-nigh to the limit this right to destroy the
property of the people. All efforts on this side to check or curb

the placing of this intolerable burden upon the people is met,

with derision and sneers. The businesslike procedure under
such circumstances would be to reduce expenditures to at least
meet existing revenue, not to inerease taxation for more lavish
expenditures. Efforts looking to economy are made sport of.
At the present time no one can contend that business is increas-
ing in such volume, for that is the usual plea of the extrava-
gant, as to demand additional expenditures to meet expanding
conditions. At such seasons as this it is imperative that the
Government, like individuals, live within its income. The
chairman of the committee extolled the Dingley bill as a revenue
producer, conveying the impression to the country that by it the
Spanish-American war was financed. The controlling idea of
the proponents of the bill is not to lighten the burdens of the
people, but to raise additional revenue with which to meet addi-
tional and inereased appropriations, the chairman stating in his
opening speech that * the time had come to hunt for more reve-
nue in a tariff bill.” BEeconomy is an unknown quantity on that
side of the House. Anybody can spend money, but it is an evi-
ence of wisdom to save it. Nor do I expect to see a return of
a period of prosperity until the legislative bodies controlling the
commercial nations of the world, realizing this faect, act accord-
ingly; for, and I repeat it with emphasis, national, as individual,
prosperity rests primarily upon the same underlying principle.
The estimated annual revenues from custom duties to be raised
by this bill show an increase over the Dingley bill of $11,666,748.
This, together with the $20,000,000 from inheritance taxes and

$1,500,000 additional internal revenue, represents an estimated
annual increase in the amount of taxes to be collected from the
people of $33,166,748.

In all, you propose to collect under this bill, by way of tax-
ation, from the people $326,724,732.39%; and at a time when the
country is still suffering from severe business depression, and
as against $293,557,984.14 collected in 1906, when the country
was at its high tide of prosperity. And yet there are gentlemen
here on this floor, in the face of these indisputable facts, claim-
ing that this bill is a “revision downward.” Neither the facts
nor the figures warrant this statement. If It were true, we
would be in the ridiculous attitude of undertaking to meet a
daily increasing deficit with a daily decreasing revenue. At
what point, pray, do you expect these two diverging conditions
to meet and strike a balance?

The apologists for this bill claim to have recently discovered
that some of the rates of the Dingley bill are and have been
prohibitive. Yet you have inserted prohibitive rates in many
instances in this bill in spite of your additional contention that
reduced rates increase revenue and that you must have and are
hunting for more revenue. Again, if you have full confidence
in your prophecy that the passage of this bill means the return
of vanished prosperity, why in addition to taxing inheritances
do you provide for $50,000,000 Panama bonds to refund a ligui-
dated charge, and in addition make provision to increase the
amount of certificates of indebtedness from $100,000,000 to $250,-
000,000; and this in the face of the fact that the average or
equivalent ad valorem rates of taxation in this bill are higher
than the rates in the bill which this extraordinary session of
Congress was called to revise, and, as the country understood
it, to revise downward?

To my mind, these are distress signals for the approaching
financial storm that you expect to break in fury over the com-
mercial business of this country following this bill's enactment
into law. You have made provision in said bill to issue in-
terest-hearing obligations of the Government equal to almost
two-thirds of the revenue that you claim this bill will raise, so
that it might well be termed *“a bill to increase the bonded in-
debtedness of the country,” instead of ““a bill to raise revenue.”
This function of the bill will be used to its full extent, if it shall
result, as I expect it to, that the expenses of the Government
for the next twelve years shall, as they have in the past twelve
years, redouble. :

The Republicans have, with amazing effrontery, but with their
accustomed inconsistency, claimed that every blessing—includ-
ing, I presume, increased cost of living—that humanity has en-
joyed since July, 1897, when the Dingley bill became effective,
has resulted from the provisions of that bill. In the first in-
stance, if true, why repeal it? Mr. DarzeLL, speaking of that
measure, in addressing this House during the first session of
the Rixtieth Congress, after rehearsing the wonderful strides
this country had made along commercial lines, added :

And yet, notwithstanding this wonderful pmsper!tiy which, if not
contributed to by, is at least coincident with our existing tariff laws—

And so forth.

Later, in his efforts to account for the panic that was then
on, he said:

The most remarkable thing about the whole situation is the sudden-
ness with which it passed.

Has it “passed?” If so, when? This Dingley bill, panacea
for all previous business disorders—this bill that you claim re-
kindled the fires in the furnaces, started the wheels of prosperity
to revolving—is to be repealed and succeeded by a bill that a
Washington Post correspondent, on March 24, 1909, styles “A
bill to kill business,” over an article bearing a New York date
line and written by an economic expert, and which is in full as
follows :

“ BILL TO EKILL BUSINESS "—ECONOMIST WRITES IN CRITICISM OF PATNH

TARIFF MEASURE—BY KEEPING 2,000,000 IDLE, HE SAYS, IT WILL PRE-

VENT EARNINGS OF A BILLION AND TEN BILLIONS OF TRADE.

New Yomrg, March 2}, 1909.

Among the eriticisms of the new tariff bill received by Wilbur F.
Wakeman, general secretary of the American Tariff League, is this by
R. Benedict, a New York lawyer and economic expert :

“ The Payne bill, as I read the House draft, looks in the wrong direc-
tion, for it looks rather toward less than more employment for our
people. It is sald that there are now idle in this country all the way
from 2,000,000 to 5,000,000 of our workers of all grades and classes.
Call it the smaller number, 2,000,000, If these people were put to
work they could hardly earn and spend yearly less than $500 S&i)eceu 0
the average. That would mean an initial impulse of §$1, 000,000
more annually pald to our merchants, which alone is quite worth while ;
but that is the initial value only of the reemployment of our idlers;
the final annual valne must be at least ten times asedgreat. for §1 paid
into the market to-day would certainly have changed hands ten times
by this day of mext year, and upon each exchange it would have repre-
sented a total employment of $§1—that is, it would have swollen to the
value of $10 in a year, which would mean a final value yearly of
$£10,000,000,000 to our domestic business of merely putting the present
idlers to work.
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* From every human nt of view the loyment of our 2,000,000
of present unemployed the main thing to looked out for In the
new tariff measure. Of course, one does not have to say that unemploy-
ment means death by starvation at one place or another. It means
the swelling of our bread lines and our paunper rolls, not to mention
the increase In business at police headquarters. But m a cold busi-
ness point of view, the Payne bill as it comes from the committee is a

sad mistake.

“1 belleve It Is to bring In about $300,000,000 a year of
revenue by keeping the people unemployed, and even in many cases
adding to our sum of unnmpl‘tgmnt. it merely keeps idle those
who are nmow out of work, it 11 destroy $10,000,000,000 of business
here annually to realize $300,000,000 of revenue. That s, for each
dollar of customs revenue collected it will kill £33.33 of domestic busi-
ness. But from the vice of reductions in many directions inherent in
the bill there is e reason to believe that umemployment will be
eventually doubled by lt—that is, to collect $1 customs revenue we will
throw away $66.66 of domestic business,

“ It seems to me that if this were my job, and I were the glant of
wealth called ‘Aggregate domestic business iInterest of the TUnited
States,” I would put my hand in my pocket and pay the Government
$300,000,000, which it seeks to ralse by the Payne bill in exchange for
a fiat closing our ports against forelgn competition Iin this market for
our workers. I should be miles and miles ahead of the game at that.”

In this article it appears that there are from 2,000,000 to
5,000,000 idle workers of all grades. Is it possible that this
condition could still exist and this wonderful Dingley bill still
in full force and effect? In the language of the distinguished
gentleman from Pennsylvania, yet notwithstanding this ap-
palling idleness, “ which, if not caused by it, is at least coincident
with a Republican administration.”

In 1807, the date of the passage of the Dingley bill, following
the period of business depression, the Republicans went hefore
the people proclaiming that the remedy for the situation was
the passage by Congress of a highly protective tariff. The bat-
tle cry was “ Start the factory and prosperity will come to the
farmer, as night follows day.” But, behold, idle and smokeless
factories for two years, and the farmer prosperous in spite of
this situation. You are simply groping, or else boldly under-
taking to deceive by false impressions; for this same party,
with a siege of hard times, with an inereasing army of unem-
ployed, are now telling the people that the remedy for a situa-
tion paralleled to the situation preceding 1897, requires a re-
duction of customs duties or taxes in order to restore prosperity.
And yet they are offering a bill that is a revision upward, as
the figures disclose. Notwithstanding the gentleman from New
York, chairman of the committee proposing this bill, displayed
violent indignation and wrath when the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. GAmmerr], on the floor of the House, during his
opening statement of the bill, ventured to intimate that the bill
now under consideration was a revision upward, and denounced,
with the wrath of Jupiter hurling a thunderbolt, the statement
as unjust and unfair, vehemently asserting that this bill was a
revision downward. Verily, it is the “ voice of Esau but the
hand of Jacob.”

The chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, in the
eourse of his remarks on this bill, in response to a question from
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Reeper], made use of this ex-
pression :

Now, get the farmer’s vote out of your mind and try to consider this
question falrly and squarely as between man and man.

This bill places a tariff of 25 cents per bushel on wheat and 15
cents per bushel on corn. When did a farmer ever sell a bushel
of wheat at a higher price than that at which wheat was selling
at the same time in the Liverpool free-trade market, except, pos-
gibly, when the gamblers on the board of trade had cornered the
market? If the market abroad is not higher than the home
market, what man would be so foolish as to pay freight abroad
and sell in a lower market than at home? TUntil the farmer
gets more for his products at home than abroad the tariff is of
no earthly advantage to him. This is no new proposition, I
confess; but if this matter is to be treated “ fairly and squarely
as between man and man,” why put this and many similar fea-
tures in this bill to hoodwink the farmer? Canada is the only
country from which we import wheat into the United States.
The chairman said that it was necessary to have the hard wheat
of that country to mix with the soft wheat of this country in
order to make a flour that our mills can export. Again, if the
duty placed by this bill on agricultural products could be of any
possible advantage or benefit to the farmer, under the draw-
back clause of this bill Canadian wheat ean be brought in in un-
limited quantities, converted into flour by American millers,
and made to supplant the American export trade, not by blend-
ing it with Ameriean wheat, but by using Canadian wheat ex-
clusively to supply the market that is now supplied, at least in
part, by home-grown wheat. Under this same drawbaek clause,
by which the import duties paid by the importers are refunded
to them, Canadian, Mexican, and other foreign cattle and live
stock and farm products generally can be imported and, after
rehandling, made to ecompete with our home preducts, so that
the farmer will be compelled to sell his raw material in an un-

protected market—the markets of the world, as it is best under-
stood—and at the same time be compelled to purchase every
thing he must buy in a taxed or protected market, while, by
the provisions of this measure, you are attempting to mislead
him into believing that it is his products that are protected.

From the Republican point of view this is what you call
“{reating the matter fairly and squarely as between man and
man.” Noj; the ultimate effect of this bill is, with a line drawn
north and south through Pittsburg, that the section of country
west of that line is treated as an alien and foreign country,
in that the domestic raw material from this section must com-
pete in price and quality with the best of imported raw mate-
rial free of duty. Another deception for the farmer is in the
placing of iron ore on the free list. The effect of this, in plain
English, is to enable the steel trust to import its raw material
from Cuba, Canada, and Mexico, where it has acquired ex-
tensive and high-grade ore deposits, free of duty, thereby putting
into the pockets of the trust millions of dollars which formerly
went into the Treasury, while the fencing wire, the roofing,
structural material, and iron material used in agricultural im-
plements remain unrelieved of the protective rates that have
been and are placed upon them by this bill. 8till another de-
ception, intended for much the same class, is in the sugar rate,
whereby each consumer’s annual saving, under the new rate,
reaches the preposterous sum of 4 cents.

During the year 1906, 1,058,926 dozen pairs of gloves were
imported—that is, 12,707,112 pairs. On these the duty under
the present law was from $1.75 to $5.90 per dozen. This bill
propeses to increase the duty on the $1.76 kind—the cheapest
gloves imported—an increase of 100 per cent. The poor woman’s
glove is to be taxed 90 per cent; the rich woman’s 44 per cent.
There are 3,000,000 pairs of the gloves which are taxed 90 per
cent annually imported and only 28,000 of the gloves that are
taxed 44 per cent, so that the total taxes on the poor woman's
glove will be $930,025 a year and on the rich woman’s glove
$12,749 for the same period.

These are but samples of the deceptions sought to be imposed
upon this country’s army of consumers. Did time and oppor-
tunity permit, I could point out scores of others. The country
might as well expect to gather grapes from thorns or figs from
thistles as to expect real relief from a “ revision of the tariff by
its friends.”

I declare any tax-levying bill that takes one penny from the
wages of the working girl to pay for the increased salaries of
an increasing army of federal officeholders or for big navies
and armies to be, if not unballowed, at least criminal. I am
opposed te increasing the price of the cheap gloves that the
poor must use in order to lower the price of the gloves that
the rich wear. I am for the girl that must wear the cotton
stocking because she can not afford the silk one.

And, now, before closing this particular branch of the dis-
cussion, and in response to the statement of the gentleman
from the State of Washington [Mr. Cusamax], who, in his
inimitable style, twitted this side of the House because of the
depression of prices during the last Democratic administration,
I wish to submit, in order that the people may be enabled to
form their own conclusions as to how far the Republican party's
legislation was instrumental under similar cirenmstances in
increasing prices of live stock and farm products, the following
reports of the Chamber of Commerce of Cincinnati for the years
indieated:

. Annual average price of hogs.
DEMOCRATIC YHARS.

1893 per hundred.. §6. 80
1894 do 5. 10
1895 do 4.35
REPUBLICAN YEARS. .
1897 per hundred_. 3.30
1898 do 8. 85
1899 {: [ Jose 4. 65
Annnal average price of cattle, same market.
DEMOCRATIC YEARS.
1893 per hundred_.  §3. 61
1894 40— 3. 86
1895 o fo ol 8.85
REPUBLICAN YEARS.
1897 per hundred__ 3.54
1898 do 3. 70
1809 do 3.85
Average price leaf tobacco, same market.
DEMOCRATIC YEARS.

893, - per hundredweight_._ $10. 00
1804 [ sll‘ 85
1894 do. 10. 06

REPUBLICAN YEARS.
1807 " per hundredweight__ 8. 05
1898 do. 9. 10
1899 1 B 7.05

e
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Corn, No. 2 (8t, Lowis, Milwaukee, and Cincinnati),
DEMOCRATIC YEARS,
Cents.

803 per bushel 315413
1834_ do 812:-23
1895 do 23563

REPUBLICAN YEARS.
T g S 19&"‘29
1508 i 253-86
18p2 do 204363
Clover seced (Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce).
DEMOCRATIC YEARS.
1893 per hundredwelight__ $10. 67
1804 1# do. B. 80
1805 do— 7.64
REPUBLICAN YEARS.
1897 per hundredweight__ 5. 82
1898_ 17 a0 5. 08
1800 do 5. 48
Timothy seed (Cincinnati).
DEMOCRATIC YEARS,

853 ———-per hundredweight _ $1. 68
:11804 i e dif 2,10
1895 do 2,07

REPUBLICAN XYEARS.
1897 per hundredweight._ 1. 20
1808 - T
1899 e 5 do 1. 05

Timothy hay {(same market).

DEMOCRATIC YEARS.
1892 $12.55
1 10. 95
1895 12. 70

REPUBLICAN YEARS. o b
1807 Vi
1898 = 8. 67
1899 10.00

The present bill bears a strong resemblance in its operations
to the concessions granted by the governments in the Latin-
American republics. There the government grants a monopoly
direct to its favorite, which .in time, by intolerable oppression
of the people, engenders revolution. This bill grants special
favors by legislative enactment to particular industries, and
the result is scant difference between the monopolies born of
and fostered by such legislation as contained in this bill and
the concessions of the republics south of us. In operation they
are the same. What is the difference in the status, as a resnlt
of this bill, of Standard Oil, the steel trust, the sugar trust, the
beef trust, the International Harvester Company, and kindred
companies in the Uniied States, and in that of the concession-
aires of the South American republics? The concerns first
named are in as complete control of the commodities that the
American people must have as the concessionaires are in their
respective governments, There are indications that the people
of this Republic are becoming aware of the similarity of these
situations; and when they do become fully advised, and these
glaring evils are not eradicated, the result will be one about
which I entertain grave and serious apprehensions.

When the panic of 1907 came, it was the farmer who was to
the paniec-stricken financiers what reinforcements are to a
routed army. He saved the day and averted a direful dis-
aster. In return for that service, he is in this, as in all other
bills written by the friends of the tariff, made to retain his
position as the prineipal burden bearer of an exiravagant and
profligate Republican administration.

The failure of the bill to in any measure alleviate the gross
injustices that have been imposed on the vast army of Ameri-
can consumers forbids that I lend my vote or support to any
feature of it.

Mr. FOSTER of Illinois.. Mr. Chairman, it is with a great
deal of pleasure that the Members of this House have listened
to the able argument upon both sides of this Chamber upon the
tariff bill now before us. The hearings before the Ways and
Means Committee have been exhaustive in so far as the pro-
tected interests are concerned, and they have clamored to be
heard in the committee room in the interest of protection to their
industries. Some very able speeches have been made on this
floor, and we are indebted to the chairman of the committee for
his explanation of this bill; yet in all his argument in support
of the bill, it seems to me, he does not show where the consumer
will be given the benefit of a downward reduction of duties,
The minority leader, Hon. CHAMP CLAEK, in a very able and ex-
haustive address before this House, has shown that this bill is
not a downward revision of the tariff, but that all the protected
industries are very well taken care of in the Payne bill now
under consideration, and if this bill becomes a law as now re-
ported no relief of taxation will be given the people. [Applause,]

An attempt has been made by these men who are asking that
special privileges be given them under this bill to show how

| the consumer will be benefited. The selfishness of human

nature has always been such that each is trying to take care of
himself, and while the arguments, from a protection standpoint,
might to be eonclusive that these protected indusiries are
making goods for the consumer as cheap as he ought to expect
to buy them, yet they are attempting to have a bill passed that
will enable them to take from the consumer a portion of his
earnings for the purpose of enriching themselves,

We have seen, under this protective-tariff system, institutions
grow from small concerns and then, forming immense combina-
tions and trusts, attempting through these combinations to con-
trol the price of their own product and thereby be enabled to
charge the people whatever price they determine as fixed by
themselves in combination. The argument in this House has
demonstrated, it seems to me, that Members are sometimes
unable to look beyond their own distriets and are asking the
privilege of taxing other people for the benefit of their own
districts,

I like the sentiment expressed by the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. Nye] in a speech on this floor, when he said:

We ought to be patriotic mough to look to the welfare of all the
people and legislate in their interes

[Applause.]

Too often, through selfishness, people advocate a high fariff,
not for the purpose of placing revenue in the Treasury, but that
they may have the benefit of this tax to enrich themselves.

I believe in the principle that every man is entitled to the
full benefit of his own labor, and that no man or class of men
have a right to take from another man’s pocket 2 portion of his
earnings and put it into his own without giving him something
of value in return.

The protected industries have so long enjoyed the privilege of
taxing the American consumer that they feel it is their right to
continue to do so. TUnder the guise of protecting the American
manufacturer and laborer they attempt to show that protection
is necessary or their factories will have to close and the work-
man be thrown out of employment.

I believe in the principle that whatever tariff is levied is that
much taxation upon the people, and that the Government has
no right to permit, by law, any man to tax another for his own
benefit. It seems to me that the principle that yom advocate
of taxing the people to make a business profitable that other-
wise would not be is wrong. The farmer or workman has no
assurance of a profit by law, but must take his chances in
open competition in the markets of the world. I believe that all
taxation should be as light as possible on the necessaries of
life, and only so much should be collected as is necessary for
an economical administration of the Government.

The farmer who works from early morn fo late at night,
many times in rain as well as sunshine, in the cold and heat,
often being compelled to keep his children from school, thus
depriving them of an education, and at the end of forty years
of hard labor has a few hundred acres of land is considered a
rich man in the community; and yet these men in protected in-
dustries have been able, on account of a high tariff and with the
aid of combinations, to amass immense fortunes in a little while.
It was said by a Republican candidate for the United States
Senate in Wisconsin in the last primary that since the Dingley
bill had been enacted into law more than £500,000,000
collected each year by the protected industiries of the country
that had gone not into the Treasury of the United States, but
into the pockets of these protected industries. So that the peo-
ple have been taxed for the benefit of these protected industries
while this law has been on the statute books over $5,000,000,000,
This certainly is an enormous tax on the people of our country.

The farmer by law is compelled to pay a tariff on everything
he buys and sell his products in the open market of the world.
In this bill you intend to fool the farmer by making him believe
he is protected by a tariff, when you certainly know it is of no
benefit to him. The farmer does not ask to be relieved of his
just proportion of taxation, and is willing to be taxed when that
money goes into the Treasury, but he has a right to object to
being taxed on everything he buys and compelled to sell in
competition with all the world. The beef trust is enabled to
pay him what it desires for his stock when placed on the mar-
ket, and he is powerless to help himself. If he ships a load of
fattened stock to one market and he is dissatisfied with the
price offered him, which is fixed each day by the trust on all
the stock in the market at that time, and he should decide to
reload and ship to another market, the combination will tele-
graph ahead to look out for this particular shipment, and when
he arrives there is offered less for his stock than before. So
he is compelled to sell his stock at a reduced price. The beef

had been -
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trust is determined that he must sell at the price they fix in
the first instance or take less, Again, when this product is
finished and shipped back to the local merchant, the beef trust
again fixes the price, and he is compelled to pay whatever they
ask. The trust is enabled, through combination, to fix the price
in both instances. Thus it is, like the old man's coon trap, he
is “ caught coming and going.,” [Applause.]

The protected industries have enjoyed the privilege of faxing
the American people so long that now they are doing their
utmost to hold the privilege granted them. The great corpora-
tions have eapitalized their concerns so much more than they
have actually invested—and have millions of watered stock—
that they are now trying to make the people pay a profit on
this fictitious capital with the cry that they are entitled to a
fair profit on the capital invested. The great cry of the pro-
tected interest is that protection is for the benefit of labor;
that the tariff is levied for the purpose of protecting labor; and
yet, under the provisions of this bill, material is shipped in here
and manufactured and shipped abroad and sold to foreigners
cheaper than to the men who work in the factories. The
laborer must come in competition with the labor of the world.
There is no protection for the men who labor in the factories.
Many times the tariff is much higher than the total cost of the
labor. Whenever there is any agitation of a lower tariff, then
there is a cry of reducing wages by this class of protected in-
terests. If the tariff is levied for the interest of labor and to
cover the difference in cost of production in this country and
abroad, there ought to be a provision that when the Depart-
ment of Commerce and Labor determines that the product of
such protected industry is selling for more than the difference
in the cost of labor here and abroad, then the President of the
United States should have the right to lower the tariff accord-
ingly. [Applause.]

During the last campaign the people were promised genu-
ine reduction of the tariff, so that they might secure the neces-
saries of life at a lower price. It was said that the schedules
in the Dingley law needed revising and that this Congress
would reduce the rates of the present tariff law. Mr. Taft
told the people on the platform that if he were elected he
would call Congress in extra session for the purpose of revis-
ing the tariff, giving genuine reduction, so that the people
might be relieved of the unnecessary burdens of taxation. I
ask the Members of the other side of the House if you think
you are keeping faith with the people? Have you given them
in this bill a reduction in the price of the necessaries of life?
Can they buy cheaper clothing or other necessaries of life
when this bill becomes a law than they do now? The Treas-
ury experts have estimated that the average tariff in this bill
is nearly 2 per cent greater than the Dingley law. Is that the
kind of reduction promised? Is that the kind of reduction
the people expected from the hands of this Congress? I think

* not. In my judgment, a genuine reduction should be made on
the articles the people are compelled to buy for everyday use.
No Member of this House wants to see a single industry of
the United States injured in the least. Everyone desires to
see labor employed at good wages. The man who works with
his hands is entitled to a fair division of the profits of his
labor; but in the passing of this bill this end i8 not sought by
the men who are asking for a continuance of the right to tax
the people through the tariff; they want the right by law to
continue to shut out foreign competition and control through
combination the markets of our own country. The people will
not tolerate a species of legislation like this, that inereases
taxation when they are promised a reduction.

Mr. Chairman, the majority of the Committee on Ways and
Means can fool the people no longer. They will drive from
power the'majority in this House and send Representatives here
who will give them genuine tariff reduction. The expenses of
the Government have grown so enormous through extravagant
“appropriations that the high rates of the present tariff do not
produce sufficient revenue to pay the expenses. We ought to
cut down our expenses. Many millions could be saved if an
effort were made to be more economical. There seems to be no
effort to reduce expenses any place, but useless appropriations
are made and millions of dollars are spent from which the
people derive no benefit whatever. No true American citizen
desires to hinder a just administration of the Government, and
he is willing that all necessary money should be appropriated
for all just needs of the Government; but, Mr. Chairman, he
does have a right to object to being taxed and have that money
extravagantly spent. Every dollar that goes into the Treasury
must be produced by some one's labor., Every dollar means the
toll of some one. The people will no longer bear this heavy
burden of taxation. They expect this Congress to take such
steps as are necessary to lessen this load that they are now com-

pelled to bear. The money that is spent by Congress is not the
money of the Representatives, but belongs to the people; and it
is the duty of the officers of the Government to see that it is
economically used. [Applause.]

It is hard to understand why the great State of Ohio, through
its representatives in the legislature, should petition this Con-
gress to remove all the tariff on lnmber and still desire to retain
the high tariff on such products as the people of that State
produce. It is just as essential that the people should have
other necessaries of life as they should have cheaper houses.
The people of New England want the western people to give
them free hides and yet desire to retain a high tariff on shoes.
Very few shoes are imported into this country, and all the tariff
levied on boots and shoes is for the benefit of the shoe factory.
It certainly seems to me that the tariff should be made as light
as possible on those articles of necessity, so that the people will
be able to supply themselves with cheaper clothing and other
necessaries for themselves and their families.

The shoe men, before the Ways and Means Committee, have
asked that the tariff on hides be removed, so that they would
not be at the mercy of the packers' combine, and yet they want
to retain the duty on shoes. Let us remove the duty on leather
goods, such as boots, shoes, and harness such as the farmer
buys, so that our people can buy leather goods at less price
than they are now compelled to pay. The gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Weissg] has repeatedly said on the floor of this
House that he, as a tanner, was willing to have all tariff re-
moved from leather if he were given free hides and free tanning
materials. The great shoe manufacturing firm of Wolfe Broth-
ers, of Columbus, Ohio, has said, in the following letter, that
if they are given free hides they can make the shoes for the
world :

WorLre BroTrHERS SHoE COMPANY,
Columbus, Ohio, March 23, 1909.

Hon. MARTIN D. FOSTER,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SiR: As one of the largest manufacturers of shoes in the
country, we urge you to lend your influence to place shoes on the free

list.
The American shoe manufacturer needs no protection. With free

hiﬁe;?i and cheap raw material, the American choemaker can shoe the
world.
Very respectfully,
Tae WoLrFk Bros. SHOE COMPANY.
R. F. WoLFE, President.

Yet, in the face of all this Congress is asked to remove the
duty on hides and allow a high fariff to remain on leather
goods., Be consistent and remove the duty on shoes also. Do
not attempt to take care of the interest of the New England
shoemakers and forget all the consumers. There are so many
‘ jokers" in this bill that nobody ecan tell what will be its
effect until after it is passed and becomes a law, and its differ-
ent provisions construed by the Treasury officials and the courts,
[Applause.]

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KrrcHIN] in a
great speech in this House a few days ago showed how the
“ joker” in the lumber schedule would raise the tariff on all
classes of lumber, and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
ForpxEY] acknowledged that such a * joker " existed, and that
it would not reduce the duty on lumber one cent.

Mr. KrrcaiN is to be commended for his loyal stand for the
people in his efforts to relieve them from this unjust tax. He has
been able to look to the interest of the home builders, and not
to the interest of the men who are trying to tax people for
every stick of lumber they are compelled to buy. People must
have lumber to build houses, and no combination controlling
the price should be permitted to compel our people to pay out-
rageons prices for this necessary product that God has placed
here for our use. It seems that the defenders of the tariff on
lumber have worked overtime, and the representatives of this
interest have been the best organized of all the interests ask-
ing protection in this bill. Every mail has brought to the Mem-
bers arguments and appeals to continue this unjust tax on the
American home., Even so great and good a man as the Hon,
Gifford Pinchot has been induced by some argument to reverse
himself on this question.

The duty on sugar has been reduced 5 cents on the hundred
pounds. This redunetion does not amount to anything, and so far
as giving any relief to the people from the sugar trust, might
just as well have been left where it was in the Dingley law.
Each person would have to eat 100 pounds of sugar before he
would save one nickel with the reduction contained in this bill.
The people must continue to pay the enormous profits to the
sugar trust, and the people must continue to buy of the sugar
trust and pay tribute to that gigantic monopoly if this bill be-
comes a law. No one has yet pointed out the “ joker” in the
watch schedule, but it, no doubt, is there.
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I confidently expect my colleague [Ar. RAaINEY] to expose
the iniquity of the schedule on wateches, as I am sure he can
so ably do, as in the past he has shown the injustice of this
schedule in the Dingley bill. There is not much doubt that
the watch trust will find some way to keep out competition
and continue to sell its products abroad cheaper than to the
people of this country.

Mr., Chairman, I believe in the Demoeratic dectrine of tariff
for revenue, the burden being placed the lightest on the nec-
essaries of life. With all the protected interests clamoring at
the doors of the committee room and the lobby about this
Capitol working overtime for protection, the people, I fear,
will be forgotten; and when this bill passes both the Senate
and House and becomes a law, it will be demonstrated that
the people’s interest has not been looked after, and they must
go on paying tribute to the rich combinations who have
already grown too rich off the labor of the country. When this
bill was first introduced it was heralded over the country that
the tariff had been revised downward, but the more it is ex-
amined the more it is shown that the bill will again fool the
people and still give the tariff beneficiaries all the advantage
they desire. I would have been glad to have voted for a bill
that would lighten the burden of the taxpayer, though it had
been proposed by a Republican Congress; and I am sure this
slde of the House would have gladly supported such a measure.
Not only to the people of the districts we have the honor to
represent, but to the people of the whole country, do we owe
an effort to give them a tariff law that will not burden them
with taxation and compel them to pay of their earnings to the
trusts of the country that shield themselves behind a tariff wall

Mr. Chairman, I would be untrue to the interests of the
people should I vote for this bill without it is changed in
such a way as to give substantial relief to them in taxes. I
expect that next Monday a rule will be brought in here clos-
ing debate and permitting such amendments as the committee
may consent shall be offered. No opportunity will be given to
reach this bill under the five-minute rule, and the claim will be
made that the interests of the country demand that the bill
shall be passed immediately, I submit to this House that it
would be better to take a little time and pass a bill that will
be in the interest of the people. The protected interests are
here to look out that they be taken care of, and it is our duty
as representatives of the people to see that those who labor
and pay the taxes, those who are the consumers, should also be
looked after. We should not permit our people to be robbed
of their hard earnings by a class of men who give them nothing
in return for the money they take from them. Mr. Chairman,
there will come a time when the people can not be fooled. They
will rise in their might, and instead of these paid lobbies being
about in this Capitol they will demand that the Representatives
shall no longer give heed to this class of citizens who only act
from selfish mdtives; and if we fail to heed the people’s voice
and keep faith with them, they will send men here who will se-
cure legislation favorable to their interests and who will revise
this tariff in the way the people have been promised it would be
done.

I can not attempt in the brief time allotted me to discuss in
detail the different schedules, but have contented myself in
dealing in a general way with this bill. I had hoped that in
this bill there might be relief for the wage-earner, for the
farmer and producer generally, but, it seems to me, this bill is
only in the interest of that class who want to profit from the
labor and producer of the land.

Mr. Chairman, this House should not be so hasty in its en-
deavor to pass this bill that no opportunity be given to amend
it in such a way that the promise made to the people will be
fulfilled. Let us take a broad view of the rights of the people
and legislate in the interest of all of them. ILet us not forget
that we have no right to tax all the people of this country for
the benefit of any one class. Let us see that the rights of the
people are malintained against the greedy combinations and
trosts that would build a high tariff wall around our country,
keeping out all competition from abroad and stifling competition
at home, thus controlling the market of our own country and
collecting an unjust tax from our people. [Loud applause.]

Mr. ELLERBE. Mr. Chairman, it has not been my intention
to make a speech on the Payne tariff bill. I have realized from
the first that Democrats would have practically nothing to do
sith framing the law. The most that we will be permitted to
do is to protest against the bill as a whole. Because of the
unjust burdens imposed upon the masses of the people, for the
reason that the bill is sectional, particularly does it diseriminate
in favor of the East and against the South and West, because
the burden is the greatest ever imposed upon the American
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people the bill should not pass. At this time I shall simply
call attention to one paragraph of the Payne bill

Paragraph 652 of section 2 of the Payne bill is identical with
paragraph €44 of the Dingley law. This paragraph in the
Dingley law places sulphate of potash and muriate of potash
on the free list. Paragraph 652 in the Payne bill nominally
does the same thing. As a matter of fact, placing this para-
graph of the bill under the heading “ free list” is a pretense
and a froud. It is one of the many paragraphs in the Payne
bill to be denominated, popularly speaking, a “ joker" and is
intended to hide the real purpose of the framers of the bill in
imposing a duty of 20 per cent on all the articles enumerated in
the paragraph mentioned.

Section 3 of the Payne bill, beginning at line 24, page 172,
reads as follows:

Upon each article enumerated In the following pamgmé)hs of sectiom

2 of this act there shall be levied, ecllected, and pald a duty of 20 per
cent ad valorem.

A number of paragraphs are mentioned, among them par-
agraph 652 of section 2. This “joker,” hidden away in sec-
tion 3, is intended to impose a burden or tax of nearly $1,000,000
on the farmers of the South. I take the following from Notes
on Tariff Revision, a publication gotten up for the use of the
Ways and Means Committee, and only in the last few days
available to the membership of the House:

Bulphate of potash is a salt that occurs in nature in comsiderable
quantities, In the Stassfurt (Germany) mines it Is found in combination
with sulphate and chloride of magnesium, forming the mineral kainit.
Snlph;tet l?lr_potash is employed in the proéucuan of carbonate and also
as a fertilizer.

Importation of sulphate of potash: Quantity, 58,306,202 pounds;
value, $1,013,045.31 ; value per unit, %0.018. Germany's share of this im-
portation was 55,407,033 pounds, the Unlted Kingdom furnished 1,773,932
pounds, and the balance came from Austrla-Hungary, Belglum, France,
and Capada. Muriate, or chloride of potash, called * sylvine,”” occurs
in the Stassfurt beds and also in Vesuvius. It enters largely inte the
manufacture of saltpeter, alum, and chloride of potash. From it is
made, by decom; tion with sulphuric acid, the greater part of commer-
clal sulphate o Potash. and It is used to a considerable extent as an
ficial manures.

mportation of muriate of potash.— ntity, 231,327,378 pounds;
value, $3,863,311.45; value per unit, $0,017. Of this impertation,
226,586,102 pounds came from Germany, the balance from Belgium,
the United om, and the British West Indies.

The total value of these two items imported into this country
in 1007, $4,876,356.76. Twenty per cent duty, or tax, on this
amounts to the sum of §975,271.35. Heretofore these items have
been on the free list; now, it is proposed to tax the farmers of
the South in order that the trusts and great industrial cor-
porations may not be required to pay their quota toward defray-
ing the expenses of the Government.

It may be claimed by some that the 20 per cent duty levied
in section 8 will not apply to potash shipped from Germany,
unless conditions are such that the provisions of section 4 apply
to the imports from Germany enumerated in paragraph 3 and
particularly including paragraph 652, relative to potash. Sec-
tion 4 of the Payne bill reads as follows:

8ec. 4. Untll sixty days after the passage of this act, and whenever
thereafter any country, province, d ency, or colony admits each
and every article imported into said country, province, dependency, or
colony from the United States, or any of its possessions, the growth or
roduct, In whole or In rt, of the soil or industry of the United
tates or territory belonging thereto, upon payment thereon of
duties, Imxg;' excises, or taxes which shall not be In excess of those
levied upon like articles imported from any other country, province,
dependency, or colony, and admits such articles on terms as favorable
as those accorded to any article imported from any other country,
province, depeude_ncﬁ’,l or colony, there shall be levied, collected, and
id upon articles imported into the United States, and all territory
longing thereto (except the Philippine Islands), from such country,
rovince, dependency, or colony, the growth or product of the soil or
ndustry of such country, province, dependency, or colony, and whether
guch articles are shi 4 rom the p;:mfor :such ::‘guntr_v, g;uvil;ce. 1tie-
ndency, or col or from any other foreign port or ports. the rates
g: duty%mcrib:g’tﬁ section 1 of this act, and in like cases the articles
mentioned in section 2 of this act shall be admitted free of duty.
Whenever, on or after sixty days after the passage of this act, any
country, province, dependency, or colony diseriminates against any
article” Imported from the United States, or any territory belonging
thereto, the growth or product in whole or in part of the soll or in-
dustry of the United States, or any territory belonging thereto, by
levying duties, imposts, excises, or taxes thereon in excess of those
levied upon similar articles imported from any other country, province,
dependency, or colony, or in any way falls to admit any article im-
orted from the United States, or any territory belonging thereto, on
erms as favorable as those accorded to any article imported from,
and the products of any other country, province, dependency, or colony,
there shall be levied, collected, and pald upon all articles imported
into the United States, or a territory belonging thereto, the growth
or product of the soll or industry of such country, province, depen-
dency, or colony so diseriminating against any article imported from
the United States, the rates of duty prescribed in section 3 of this act:
Provided, however, That these provisions fer additional duties shall
not apply to the cases where the preferential duties to other countries
are tggse who are given by a province, dependency, or colony te the
mother country only.

It is a notable fact worthy of all condemnation that the Payne
bill in section 4 substitutes maximum and minimum rates for
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reciprocal rates provided in section 4, the corresponding sec-
tion im the Dingley law. In other words, the Dingley law in
section 4 provides for reciprocal treaties with other countries.

It will be observed that the proviso in section 4 specifies that
the additional duty shall not be imposed where the preference
is given by “province, dependency, or colony to the mother
country only.” Germany has three forms of tariff—maximum,
conventional, preferential. The United States by treaties is
only entitled to the conventional rate of tariff with Germany.
Should Germany give a preferential rate on an article imported
from any other country or one of her provinces, dependencies,
or colonies, which she denies the like imports from the United
States, then the rate imposed in section 3 is applicable.

Nearly all of the sulphate and muriate of potash brought into
this country comes from Germany. Af the present time Ger-
many discriminates against us on considerably more than 100
articles or tariff numbers by giving preferential rates fo other
countries. In my humble judgment, she will never make the
concessions we demand in this bill; therefore, in sixty days from
the passage of the bill the maximum rate goes into effect and
a 20 per cent duty is placed on all sulphate and muriate of pot-
ash imported from Germany into this country.

Now, gentlemen, potash is used extensively in the manipula-
tion of nearly all fertilizers nused in the South. Therefore, this
tax places a burden upon every man who grows cotton and
tobacco in the South, Pennsylvania, Connecticut, and elsewhere.
It does seem that in selecting this item the committee was
evidently armed with a *‘search warrant” to find a paragraph
which would injure the farmers of the South and tobacco grow-
ers of other sections,

You can not claim that you are protectlng anything by this,
for we do not produce sulphate or muriate of potash in this
country. You gentlemen of the Republican side claim to be the
friend of the farmer, and yet you would place this burden upon
him. Every time a poor man comes to town with his myle and
cart and carries home a bag of fertilizer he will realize more
and more your deceit and treachery.

I suppose, Mr. Chairman, that this will tax the cotton grower
more heavily than anyone else. In the name of high Heaven,
has he not troubles enough? Some one has well said that it
took thirteen months to make a cotton crop. If many of you
gentlemen on the Republican side of this Chamber were forced
to go South and make a support for yourself and families grow-
ing cotton under conditions as they have exisfed for the past
twenty-five years, you would raise a howl over this tax that
would be heard around the Nation. Gentlemen, I appeal to
you not to place this tax upon the people of the South, who
now bear more of the burdens and receive less of the benefits
of the tariff than any section of the country.

The southern cotton grower not only clothes the world, but
he holds the balance of trade in favor of this country. In the
name of common fairness, is he not entitled to some considera-
tion?

And now, Mr. Chairman, though in a measure tied as I am
because of my being on this side of the Chamber, yet I feel
that I would be untrue to myself and untrue to the millions of
farmers who must bear this burden did I not enter my most
vigorous protest against such unfair, unjust, and diseriminatory
legislation. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do
now rise.

The question was taken; and the motion was agreed to.

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. Orcorr having re-
sumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. OrmsTep, Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union, reported that that committee had had under considera-
tion the bill H. R. 1438, and had instructed him to report that
it had come to no resolution thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The hour of 6 o'clock p. m.
having arrived, the House will stand in recess until 8 o'clock
this evening.

AFTER RECESS.

The recess having expired, at § o’clock p. m. the House was
called to order by Mr. Orcort, the Speaker pro tempore,

THE TARIFF.

Mr. PAYNE., Mr., Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 1438.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideratjon of the bill I. R. 1438, Mr. OLmsTED in the chair.

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, the day of reckoning has come
at last. For ten years the Republican party has promised a sub-
stantial revision of the tariff—a proper readjustment of the bur-

dens of tariff taxation. Hvery two years, just before the elec-
tions, the Republican party has promised a revison of the tariff
by the friends of the theory of protection, and upon that promise
that party, for the last decade, has succeeded always in elect-
ing a majority of this House. Just after the elections, how-
ever, the leaders of the party have invariably pointed to large
Republican majorities as an evidence of the alleged fact that
there was no demand in the country for a revision of the tariff,
and so the years dragged their weary length along. On the
farms of the West men labored under the burning sun of sum-
mer and paid tribute to the trusts; in the East, amid the clang
of machinery, men toiled and paid tribute to the trusts, and
saw the product of their own brain and muscle sell 3,000 miles
away, in the eapitals of Europe, 25 and 50 per cent cheaper
than they themselves could buy it in the markets of the city
where they labored. A feeling of unrest prevailed last year
throughout the country.

In order to carry the elections last fall, it was necessﬂry to
make a promise that apparently meant something, and the Re-
publican candidate for the presidency, rising to the demands of
the oceasion, agreed, in the event of his election, to call Congress
in extra session immediately after his inauguration for the pur-
pose of revising the tariff. He has kept that promise, and we
are here now for that purpose. For over a week, day and night,
this debate has dragged on. The country now understands the
situation. The bill you propose retains all the bad features
of the present law and adds many new features infinitely
worse. [Applause on the Democratic side.] It is a Republican
measure pure and simple. The Republican members of the
Ways and Means Committee boast of the fact that they ex-
cluded the Democratic members of that committee from their
deliberations, and, consulting only the trusts and the law-
defying corporations, framed this the most infamous measure
of tariff oppression ever conceived by tariff beneficiaries and
their representatives.

THIS BILL TO INCREASE BONDED INDEBTEDNESS AND TO TAX INHERITANCES.

The bill we are considering proposes to increase the bonded
indebtedness of the country by hundreds of millions of dollars
in order to avoid disturbing the tariff barons of the land in their
enjoyment of ill-gotten gaing. This measure proposes to invade
the States and levy a tax on inheritances. Nearly 30 of
our States now levy a tax of this character., The National Gov-
ernment proposes now, in this measure, to usurp the functions
of the State, and to levy additional inheritance taxes. Under
prior Republican tariffs everything was taxed from the cradle
to the grave—clothes, food, medicines, books, the tools of the
artisan, and, finally, the very boards out of which his modest
coffin was constructed, the nails which held it together, and the
hammer which drove them into the yielding wood. This bill
goes further than that, however, and fines his widow and chil-
dren because he is dead. The poorer he was, the more it is
proposed to fine his widow and children. If he only leaves $500
worth of property, the fine for dying is fixed at 5 per cent of
that amount; if, however, he leaves $100,000 worth of property,
the fine is only 1 per cent, and so this bill preserves, even in this
feature, the Republican policy of compelling the poor to bear
the real burden of paying the expenses of government—the
same old Republican policy of making the rich richer and the
poor poorer.

BEER AND OIL PROTECTED IN THIS MEASURE.

There has been a pretended attempt for some years to regu-
late railroads, but even the pretense has vanished now, and a
great railroad attorney sits in the counsel chamber of the P'resi-
dent., A great temperance wave has just swept over the coun-
try ; but the President of the United States, safe behind his sub-
stantial majority, has defied it all and has given an important
place in his Cabinet to the personal attorney of the greatest
brewer in the world, who contributed $50,000 to the Republican
campaign fund last fall. With a fine of $29,000,000 hauging
over him, the head of the Standard OIl trust called on the
President-elect, pledged to carry out the policies of the man who
made the fine possible, and to-day the Standard Oil Company is
represented in the Cabinet of the President. No sane man ever
expected a dollar of this fine to be paid, and a few days ago the
fine was set aside by the courts. The present administration is
taking no further serious steps against the Standard Oil.

Teer and oil seem to have played a prominent part in the
framing of the present tariff bill. The tax on gloves, cotton
goods, and hosiery is increased 20 per cent, but the country is
safe—no additional burden is placed on beer and the counter-
vailing duty is preserved on petrolenm. In fact, this bill comes
to the relief of the millionaire brewers of the counfry and pro-
poses to give them cheaper raw material by reducing the tax on
barley. The millions of voters in this country who have been
lead to believe that a real fight was being waged against the




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

1017

Standard 0Oil trust and who have been registering their protest
at the polls against beer will be glad to know that beer and oil
have both been taken eare of in this bill. There may be a tax
on coffee; the burden of maintaining the breakfast table may
be increased; but beer is safe and oil is safe, and contributions
from millionaire brewers and Standard Oil magnates will con-
tinue to pour into the treasury of the national Republican com-
mittee. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
FREE LUMBER.

The demand for free lumber is almost universal; it has been
granted in part by this bill; kindling wood is now on the free
list. [Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.] The
tax on American homes and home builders continues, but the
Republican party in future campaigns can call attention to this
important concession; and the farmer of the West has now the
opportunity, if he cares to accept it, of purchasing his kindling
wood in Canada and bringing it in free of duty. I apprehend,
however, that there will be no great rush across our northern
boundary for kindling wood.

INCREASE OF TARIFF TAXATION.

There are four or five thousand articles embraced in our tariff
sgchedules. This bill reduees the tariff tax on less than 400
articles. The juggling of ad valorem and specific duties in the
present bill makes it impossible to tell upon how many articles
the tariff is raised. The comparison of the Payne tariff bill
with the present tariff law prepared under the direction of the
Committee on Ways and Means, which means the Republican
members of that committee, and which is now a public docu-
ment, shows that the tariff tax is increased from 44.16 per cent
under the present law to 45.72 per cent under the pending bill.

It is impossible, however, to tell how much the pending bill
will increase the rate provided for in the Dingley law. The
actoal effect of the maximum and minimum provisions of this
bill can not be fully understcod at the present time. They cer-
tainly can, under no circumstances, at any time lower the rate
of duty. They amount in reality to an emphatic declaration of
trade war against every nation in the world. Qur position will
be, if this bill becomes a law, that whenever any nation in the
world gives the slightest preference on the most unimportant
little article imported into that country from any other coun-
try, or even from any of its provinces, automatically and at
once we put into operation on everything we import from that
country the maximum tariff rates, which are to be made by
adding to the rates prescribed by this bill sometimes one-fourth,
sometimes one-fifth of the same. In other words, if the rate is
under the present bill 50 per eent ad valorem on some particu-
lar schedule, automatically and without notice that rate be-
comes over 60 per cent ad valorem. I undertake to say that it
will be impossgible to find at any time in the future a commer-
cial nation which does not on some little article give some slight
preference over us to some other nation or to some one of its
“own provinces,

The real effect of the present bill, therefore, is not to raise
the tariff taxes 1 or 2 per cent over the present law, but to raise
the tariff taxes 20 or 30 per cent over the present law. [Ap-
planse on the Democratic side.]

WATCHES.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I think I have more present now than
I had a few minutes ago; in fact, I seem to have an excellent
audience—for a night audience. In view of that fact, I want
to discuss just one feature of this bill as briefly as I can, and
to point out one more “joker” for the benefit of my old
friend, the wateh trust. [Laughter and applause on the Demo-
cratie side.] It has been nearly three years now since I talked
about watches on this floor. I have spent a large portion of
that time trying to get the watch trust prosecuted, but it seems,
under a Republican administration, to have grown stronger
and stronger all the time, and stands to-day in this bill shoulder
to shoulder with beer, and shoulder to shoulder with Standard
O1il and its produects. You can usually find in the watch sched-
ule of a Republican bill a fair index of the entire bill. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic gide.] Under the Dingley law the
tax imposed upon imported watches was higher than it ever
was before. After the Dingley law went into operation this
great watch combination was formed. Under a pretense of
revising the tariff downward, this schedule has been juggled,
as all these other schedules have been juggled, by switching
tariffs from specific to ad valorem and from ad valorem to spe-
cifie, adding ad valorem tariffs to specific tariffs, until it takes
an expert to know what they mean, [Applause on the Demo-
cratie side.]

This bill was framed without consulting any Demoeratic mem-
bers of the committee; in fact, the Republican members of the
Committee on Ways and Means openly boast that they excluded

the Democratic members from their deliberations while framing
the bill; and while they do not openly boast of this further fact,
the bill shows that in framing it they consulted only the repre-
sentatives of the trusts. There is not any lowering of the duty
in the watch schedule. In this bill a method has been found
to increase almost 100 per cent the tariffi on the poor man's
atch.

o PRICE OF POOR MAN'S WATCH TO BE INCREASED.

Watches are divided into two classes. The more expensive
watches—those containing 17 jewels, and more than that—are
known as “railroad movements.” The watch trust, under a Re-
publican administration, has found a way to protect itself abso-
lutely so far as these movements are concerned. I have shown
on this floor before that every jobber, if he wants to handle
their goods at all, is compelled 1o agree to sell railroad move-
ments for not less than a certain price, and every retailer is
compelled to agree to sell railroad movements at a certain mini-
mum price. It does not matter how much more than that they
charge. Their mode of fixing in this way the price of watches
does not extend to the cheaper grades. In this bill they have
found a way to increase the price of these cheaper grades.

Under the tariff of 1894 the duty on all watch movements was
25 per cent ad valorem. The present tariff law retained the ad
valorem duties and added certain specific duties, and the present
tariff law made possible the watch trust in this country. The
bill we are now considering Increases the tariff tax on all the
cheaper grades of watches, It does not change the tariff as to
the watches containing 17 jewels and more than 17. In the
Payne bill there is a specific duty of $1.25 on a 17-jewel watch,
in addition to a duty of 25 per cent ad valorem. On watches
containing more than 17 jewels the specific duty is $3 each,
and to that is added 25 per cent ad valorem. This is not an
increase. The same rates are charged in the Dingley bill
The bill we are considering, however, abandons the ad valorem
duties of 25 per cent on all grades of movements containing less
than 17 jewels, and the T-jewel movement is taxed 70 cents
specific; the 11-jewel movement, $1.35 specific; the 15-jewel
movement, $1.85 specific. Under the present law there is a tax
of 35 cents on each movement containing 7 jewels and less than
that, to which was added 25 per cent ad valorem. The tax on
movements containing 11 jewels and more than 7 jewels, under
the present Dingley schedules, is 50 cents each, and 25 per cent
ad valoremi. On watches containing 15 jewels the tax is 6
cents each, and 25 per cent ad valorem.

Assuming that the unit value of watch movements is 85 cents
under- the Dingley law, a T-jewel movement would be taxed
35 cents plus 25 per cent ad valorem. In other words, under the
present Dingley schedules, a wateh movement costing, at whole-
sale, 85 cents would pay a duty of 56 cents. Under the Payne
bill the duty on this movement would be 70 cents, an increase
of nearly 50 per cent. The New York Standard Wateh Com-
pany filed a brief with the Ways and Means Committee in
which they clalm that a Swiss movement can be produced in
Switzerland for 50 cents wholesale. Under the Dingley tariff
the tax on this watch would be 47 cents. In the proposed bill
the tariff would be 70 cents. Under the present law the tariff
on a wateh of this character is over 100 per cent. This cer-
tainly ought to satisfy the watchmakers in this country. Under
the proposed bill, however, the tariff will be 125 per cent.

The object of this schedule in the Payne bill is, therefore, to
increase the price of the poor man's watch, and the effect will
be to practically prohibit the importations of the cheaper grades
from Switzerland, and therefore to enable the watchmakers
of this country to fix prices to suit themselves. The burden falls
upon the retailers and the ultimate consumers. This bill is
supposed to be a revenue measure, and yet, in this schedule,
the effort is to exclude from the Treasury the revenune hereto-
fore derived, even under the high Dingley rates, from watches,

PROPOSED WATCH SCHEDULE MEANSE LOSS OF REVENUE.

In 1907 the importations of watch movements containing
7 jewels and less amounted to 857,184, and upon this grade
of watch movements in that year alone there wus collected
duties to the amount of $482,847.33. There was in 1907 brought
into the.United States only 18,600 watch movements containing
17 jewels, and only 6,113 watch movements containing more than
17 jewels. The 17-jewel movements and the movements con-
taining more than 17 jewels paid in that year a revenue amount-
ing to only $118,441.50. From this showing it can be seen
at once that the poor man’s watch has in reality been paying the
revenue derived from this schedule. The more expensive grades
pay only a small portion of it. As a revenue measure, therefore,
this bill, having the effect of excluding the cheaper movements
from this country, has the effect of increasing not only to the
poor man the price of his wateh, but it has the effect of de-
creasing the revenue heretofore derived from watches.

4
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THE JOEER IN THE WATCH SCHEDULE.

The wateh manufacturers, however, fearing that it might be
possible: for some Swiss movements to get over this proposed
high tariff wall and interfere with their plans for exacting
tribute from retailers and consumers, have provided a joker,
which the Republican members of the Ways and Means Cominit-
tee have kindly included in this bill,

Section 189 of the Payne bill contains the following proviso:

Provided, That all watch movements and cases of forelgn manufac-
ture shall have the name of the manufacturer and of the city, town,
or village, and counlr{ of manufacture cut, engraved, or die-sunk con-

fenously and indelib ly on the plate of the movement and the inside
of the case, respectively; and the movements shall also have marked
thereon by ome of the methods indicated the number of jewels and ad-
justments, said number to be expressed both in words and in Arabic
numerals; and none of the aforesaid articles shall be delivered to the
importer unless marked in exaect confermity to this direction.

I am delighted to see that I have now present a large num-
ber of the Republican Members of this body, and I appreciate
the attention my argument is receiving on that side of the
House. In order to be able to make perfectly clear the effect
of this proviso, I have brought into the House to-night certain
Swiss watches. They are from the establishment of A. Witt-
nauer & Co., of New York City. This firm is among the
largest of the importers of Swiss watches. Practically all of
the watches imported into this country come from Switzerland.
I have here a watch which is marked, for the purpose of this
argument, No. 1. It is what is known as a “ball watch.” No
firm in this country manufactures anything like it. It is one
of the smallest watches made. The dial of the watch is less
than one-quarter of an inch across, and the entire wateh could
be put in the end of an ordinary sized lead pencil; and yet it
is a complete watch.

The watch is hardly as large as an ordinary hazelnut. I
would like to have some gentleman on the other side of the
House explain how it is possible to engrave, or cut, or sink
conspicuously or indelibly on the plate of the movement, and on
the inside of this case, the name of the manufaeturer, the
name of the city, town, or village where this watch is manufae-
tured, the country where it is manufaetured, the number of
jewels the watch contains, and the number of adjustments the
watch contains, expressed both in words and in Arabie numbers.
I submit that it is physically impossible to comply with these
requirements, and this bill would exclude absolutely on account
of this proviso alone from the United States this beautiful little
watch.

I have here another wateh, marked No. 2, for convenience,
on the tag attached to it. This movement is just a fraction
larger perhaps than the one I have just displayed. It is, of
course, impossible to mark this movement in any of the ways
indieated, on account of the small size of the watch. This
watch is known as a “locket wateh.,” It has considerable sale
in this country and is incased in a locket-shaped case when sold.
This little watch, marked on the tag No. 3, is a trifle Iarger than
the other, but not large enough to contain the legend required
by this bill. The watches I have been displaying are of the
more expensive kind. The ball watch sells in this country at
wholesale for $115, case and all. The locket watch sells at
wholesale in this country for $78 in the case. The movement
in the watech I am now displaying sells at wholesale in this
country for $70. It is incased in an American case, and the
ease sells at wholesale for $§15. These watches would probably
retail for 33 per cent more than the whelesale price. There is
no attempt, however, on the part of importers to regulate the
retail price of Swiss watches in this country, and retailers are
at liberty to fix their own price.

This little jewel-size silver watch, marked on the tag No. 4,
is of a slightly different pattern from the others. It sells in
this country at wholesale for $12.50, and is what is known as a
silver “ Niello” watch. I

The watch marked No. 5 on the tag is also a jewel-size
watch. The price of the movement at wholesale in this country
is $12.50. The movement is contained in the American case and
the price of the case is $4.50 at wholesale.

The two watches I am displaying now, marked No. 6 and Noe.
7 on the tags, are mueh larger in size. No. 6 is the equivalent of
a 12-size American wateh. No. T is as large as a 14-size Ameri-
can wateh., The ordinary American watch of this size would
have in it plates large envugh to contain several words. I am
displaying these two watches, hewever, for the purpose of
showing that these models do not eontain room for the smallest
inseription. It is not possible to find in them a plate large
enough to contain any insecription, and certainly net the long
pedigree required by the hill we are considering. I have dis-
played only ordinary models of the Swiss watches imported to
this country. All of them show, whether they are large or

small, the absolute pbysical impossibility of engraving upon
the Swiss-watch movements the matter required by this bill.

In these larger watches it would be possible, of course, to
comply with the law so far as the case is concerned, but the
larger movements are usually encased in American cases. In
order to more fully explain this particular phase of the bill, I
will print here a letter from the company which so kindly
loaned these watches to me. This firm is well known on two
continents, and its standing can not be questioned.

A. WITTNAUER COMPANY
MANUFACTURERS OF WATCHES, 9-13 MAIDEN LANE

New York, March 27,' .
The Hon. H. T. RAINEY, i g

s
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.
DEaR BIR: At your request, we are sending to you by to-day's ex-
ress, &n-e aid, the following watches, the numbers rnglcntedybe!ofv
ing duplicated by the same numbers on the tag attached to each
Impossibility 0f compIying. with. the proposcd Hpmitions gsP iy tical
ying w e Propos: ations
marking of watch movements and watch g?ses. S5 W the

No. 1. This artiele, which is called a * ball watch,” has admittedly
no surface whatever inside the case or movement whereby we counld
comply with said regulations. It would, of course, be absurd to insist
upon putting these requirements upon the outside of the case, inasmuch
as it would obviously render the article unsalable.

No. 2. On this watch the same argument is offered as on the pre-
mﬁgg,a‘angnis meretytjstlmt t? u;ihow;l a varlety. iy

% this article, although a regularly made Swiss watch,
Rty Inalis b Shoy ST i prpe sethe i
on the entir ; T
thewrcql; Tht‘:"rdi-‘gé-l ;:I ¥ e movement on which to place

No. 4. wa W 've you a d Idea of a medium-
Bwiss wateh, of a model at present 1§?§e; imperted. Hewsalf:f
although much larger in size than the pr ing examples, it is obyi-
ously impossible to comply with the proposed regulations.

No. 5. This watch Is the same size as the preceding and is Intended
to show that although of a different pattern of movement, here also
there is no room whatever for the lengthy pedigree requlred.

No. 6. We are sending this model to refute any objection that may
be made against the size of the former models. You can easily see
that notwithstanding the lgﬁe size of this watch there is absolutely
:11% nmm on the surface of movement for even the smallest inserip-

No. 7. We are sending this, which is equal to the No. 14 size Ameril-
can wateh, to show good faith in our cgltlxtcntlon that modern watches
are so made that it would, in nearly all instances, be impossible to
comply with the regulations requiring the lengthy pedigree pro =

We would call your attention to the fact that No. 5 and No. 6 are
both cased in American eases, and desire to say that the larger por-
tion of all foreign movements imported are cased in this country in
Ameriean-made cases,

We trust that these T models will be eonclusive evidence that our
request to leave the marking of watches the same as at present is
correct in every respect and furthermore, we mlfht add, that a lar
?ortion of the retail trade of the United States imports most of their
oreign watches, with their own trade names and places of business, in
the United States, which it is certainly thelr roﬂegu to do, besides
being a resident guarantee to the purchaser to the A:merican consumer,
who has an American firm to 1 back upon. Furthermore, if t
proposed L1;:;"11,11.[atlmm were to be enforced, it would react as an injury
to the re dealer, inasmuch as b{emfn compelled to have his wares
marked with the name of the maker, place ;l);oduction, ete., there
would be no reason why the consumer could not in direct communi-
eation with the European manufacturer, purchase there, and if pur-
chased there in person, the article would then be brought in as persenal
property, thus working injury to the retail dealer who loses legiti-
mate profit to which he s normally entitled, besldes losing the revenue
to the Government, which Is no small item.

We would add again that if the rﬁ\.\lat&uns were to be enforced, It
waonld, as you can judge by most of the exhibits sent, prevent the im-
portation of a Iarge quantig of watches, which at present represent
considerable revenue to the Government.

Without wishing to take up too mueh of your time, yet we would like
to touch in a few words the faet that the proposed increase of duty on
the movem ha 15 jewels and less, if enf will, first, cause a
considerable shrinkage In the amount of Swiss watches imported, to the
serious detriment of the revenue, which from the standpoint of your
honorable body is the maim object of the Payne bill. Second, there are
several independent American watch-case factories which derive a very
large portion, if not their entire busimess, from their imporied mowe-
ments, classed from 7 jewels and less, and if therefore the importation
of this elass of Swiss movements is curtailed by the proposed new duties,
aside from the fact that the revenue from this importation will be lost,
these various American case factories will be compelled to reduce their
output and even go entirely out of business.

In conclusion, we desire to register the fact that we are not asking
an impossibility ; we beileve in reasonable proteetiom for home Indus-
tries and for revenue, but, as is well known, the American watch indus-
try hdis for many years, and even previous to the Dingley Act, needed
no tection above the old 25 per cent ad valorem to become a power
in the land and so increase their output as to be able to contrel not
only home models, but serlously compete with forelgn watches in their
place of qlrodw:tlon

We wish you every success in your argument and desire to thank you
for the interest you have taken, and beg to remain,

Very sincerely, yours,
A. Wirrsaver Co.,
V. C. DEss1AN, Secrelarpy.

Certain alleged Swiss movements were displayed before the
Ways and Means Committee. All of them were supplied with
plates large enough to contain this legend. I have had the
pleasure of these movements. It is impossible to be-
lieve any of them econld be sold in this counfry to any appre-
ciable extent. No respectable retailer would think of carrying
them in his stock, and no wateh purchaser with the slightest
degree of judgment and ordinary common sense could be in-
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duced to buy them at any price. It would surprise me very
much to learn that any of them could be made to run for as
long as sixty minutes. It is absurd to say that these models
could injure in this country the business of any watchmaker.
Any ordinary blacksmith ought to be able to make a better
watch than the watches displayed before the Ways and Means
Committee, on account of which they claim this proviso was
inserted in this bill. I challenge the watch manufacturers in
this country to name a single reputable retailer who carries in
his stock the movements they displayed before the Ways and
Means Committee. A watch manufacturer in this country whose
business is injured by such clumsy watch-movement imitations
as these has no right to continue in the business of manufactur-
ing watch movements in this country. [Applause.]

The great firm of Tiffany & Co., in New York, sell only Swiss
watches. The purchaser of a “Tiffany watch™ buys a Swiss
wateh. This great firm simply prints across the dial of the
wateh the word “ Tiffany " and indicates in some place on the
watch the fact that it is of Swiss make. They become, there-
fore, responsible for the watch. If the watch is defective in
any particular, the purchaser relies upon Tiffany to make it
good. This firm has built up its watch business by extensive
advertising. If it is compelled now to engrave on a watch
movement the matter required by this bill, the watch business
of this firm would be completely ruined. Any retailer operat-
ing in any part of the country where rents are cheap would be
able to take advantage of all the advertising Tiffany might do.
He could order “ Tiffany ” watches direct from the makers in
Switzerland and could point to the faect that they were identical
with the watches Tiffany was selling, except that they did not
contain on the dial the word “ Tiffany.” The effect of years of
advertising and business enterprise will be completely and im-
mediately destroyed by this bill, even assuming that it is pos-
gible to g0 modify the Swiss movements that they will contain a
plate large enough to permit the legend required in this bill to
be engraved on the same.

Admitting that it is possible to induce the Swiss watchmakers
to modify their methods of making watch movements so as to
insert in the movement a plate large enough to contain the re-
quired inseription, I respectfully insist that this law would com-
pel every consumer who purchases a Swiss watch to earry
around with him the business ¢ard of a Swiss firm 3,000 miles
away. Many thousand American tourists visit Europe every
year. Nearly every one of them goes to Switzerland. This
law—if it is possible to carry it into effect, and if it is possible
to keep up the importation of Swiss watches—will therefore
have the effect of fully advising American tourists as to the
location of the great Swiss watch factories, and any one of them
can go directly to the manufacturer and buy there his Swiss
watch and bring it back, free of duty, through our custom-
houses. Swiss watches purchased by Americans who go abroad
are usually of the most expensive type, watches costing from
$300 to $500, and even more than that; watches which strike
the hour and guarter hours, and watches which contain other
curions and unusual features. I submit that this situation
would be most undesirable from many standpoints.

In nearly all our large cities great firms of retailers can be
found who handle only the Swiss watches. The Tiffany firm is
not the only American firm that will be injured by this. bill.
The proposition in this schedule, therefore, will have the fol-
lowing effect:

First. To increase the cost of the poor man's watch.

Second. To make it impossible to import the cheaper Swiss
watches at all on account of the prohibitive duty on the same.

Third. The bill will deprive the Government of practically
all the revenue it collects on watches.

Fourth. Assuming that the tariff is not absolutely prohibitive,
this proviso is intended to make it physically impossible, in the
case of Swiss watches, to comply with the same.

Fifth. Assuming that the Swiss manufacturers will for our
benefit modify their method of constructing movements so as to
permit this legend to be engraved on the movement, and assum-
ing that watches can be brought in at the rates provided in this
bill, to handle Swiss watches would completely ruin the watch
business of any ambitious advertising retailer.

Sixth. The physical impossibility of engraving the required
matter on the movements and on the cases of the smaller
watches would, in the absence of anything else, absolutely pro-
hibit the importation to this country of the smaller watches.

Seventh, There are six large independent watch-case manu-
facturing companies in the United States, Their product is
used largely for the purpose of encasing the cheaper grades of
Swiss movements. If the cheaper grades of Swiss movements

can not be brought into the country, we may expect the greater
number of these watch-case companies to be drivem out of
business.

WATCH CASES.

The American watch trust could therefore fix its own price
on all watch cases. The watch trust controls—as every re-
tailer in this country well knows—the following watch-case
companies: The Crescent Watch Case Company, of I’hiladel-
phia; the Keystone Watch Case Company, of Newark, N. J.;
and the Philadelphia Watch Case Company, of Riverside, N, J.

There are no other companies than these trust companies
and six independent watch-case companies engaged in the manu-
facture of watch cases in this country, except the Dueber-
Hampden Company; and inasmuch as this latter company only
manufactures cases for its own movements, it would not per-
haps be seriously affected.

IMITATION SWISS WATCHES.

I have here a letter from an independent watch-case maker
in this connection, which I will presently read. The makers
of watch movements in this country are so sure that the pro-
vision I have been discussing will become a law that they have
for a long time been getting ready for it; and within the last
few days they have placed upon the market a wateh which
I was able yesterday to secure. It purports to be made by the
Swiss-Anglo Association, of Liverpool and New York; as a
matter of fact, it is made in New Haven, Conn. It will sur-
prise many Members of this House to know that it is proposed
to sell at wholesale this wateh, complete—case and movement—
for 75 cents. I have had it now for about two days, and have
kept it wound up. I set it yesterday by the clock over the
Speaker’s desk, and I can testify that for nearly two days it
has kept the best of time.

In the face of the fact that our watchmakers can produce
this watch and sell it complete, case and all, at home and
abroad, for 75 cents, is it not absurd to insist that in order to
protect them it is necessary to insert a provision in this bill by
which the very cheapest Swiss movement is taxed 70 cents in
addition to 40 per cent ad valorem on the case that contains it?

I want to call attention to the fact that this watch is called
the * Swiss-Anglo” watch. It is, as you see, an open-face
watch, provided with a very heavy erysial, and although no part
of even the material that goes into the wateh was brought from
Switzerland—although it is completely manufactured in this
country—they propose to call it the * Swiss-Anglo” watch.
This watch is evidently to be placed on the market to take the
place of the cheaper Swiss movements, when, by the operation
of the schedule we are considering, the cheaper Swiss move-
ments are absolutely excluded from this country. This watch
can be sold to a purchaser who wants a cheap Swiss watch,
and he can be made to believe he is getting a watch of that
character.

They have just commenced to advertise in the trade papers
the watch I am now displaying, and I have here some adver-
tisements clipped from watch-trade papers now advertising
the watch. I do not know just what connection the American
watch combination has with this so-called * Swiss-Anglo ™
wateh. I want to call attention to the fact that the watch as
placed upon the market is sent out in this neat little box, with
a hinged lid, and that the watch itself is contained in a
chamois bag. The cheaper grades of watches are usnally sent
out in little canvas bags, like the one I hold now in my hand.
If the watch trust is not interested in this particular watch,
those gentlemen who are putting it on the market, wheever
they are, have copied very closely their methods, and in order
to show that this watch is intended to be sold all over the
world, I propose to print here, for the benefit of the retail
watch dealers of the country, the guaranty and agreement
which appears printed here on the bottom of this little box
which contains the watch:

License.
THE BWISS-ANGLO ASSOCIATION,
LIVERPOOL AND NEW YORK.
Agencies in London, Toronto, Chicago, and San Franclsco.

The movement fitted in this watch is completely covered by the
strongest basie tents, and is not sold Eé?n.rate y from the case. Any
infringement will be 1'{%01'0119[3? prosecuted.

Guaranty : The watch carries with it our guaranty, and if without
misuse it should fail to keep good time, it should be at once returned to
any of our branches, preferably New York, together with 6 pence (or 12
cents) for packing and remaliling, and it will be répaired free of charge.

AGREEMENT.

The finished watch Is sold under the following agreement, assented
to by purchase and controlling all sales and uses thereof, any violation
of which agreement revokes and terminates all rights and license as
to watches of makers in violator’s possession, and, continued, subjects
the violator to suit for infringement of said letters patent:

1. Jobbers may sell only to retall dealers, and accompanied by this
notice, and may sell only at rates specified in the schedules.

2. Retailers may advertise and sell only to buyers for use at 6a.
8d., 7 francs 85 centimes, $1.50, ¢ marks 35 pfennigs, 2 rubles 95

cO)| K8,
ﬁg rebate or bonus allowed with any sale at wholesale or retall,
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Ne()m%E absolutely standard price, f. 0. b. London, Liverpool, Chicago, or

3.' Gg:nn‘ty, with date of sale, with each watch.

Not long ago I notified these gentlemen that I was going to
make this speech—I mean the gentlemen who have been defend-
ing the watch trust.

Mr. TIRRELL. That being the case, will the gentleman
answer one or two guestions?

Mr. RAINEY. With great pleasure.

Mr. TIRRELL. The gentleman stated at the opening of his
remarks that the watch trust had got in their work, the raising
of duties in the Payne bill. Can the gentleman tell us by whose
brief or testimony or evidence the rates were changed in the
Payne bill? Is he informed on that subject?

Mr, RAINEY. Inasmuch as the majority members of the
Committee on Ways and Means would not even permit the Dem-
ocrats who were members of that committee to be present when
they framed the schedules, I can not say what influences were
brought to bear on the Republican members of the Ways and
Means Committee. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. TIRRELL. Then the gentleman has not seen the brief
which was filed.

Mr. RAINEY. I have seen all the briefs that have been filed,
including the brief filed by young Mr, Dueber, to whom the gen-
tleman evidently refers. 1 want to say that his father, who built
up that great business, spent the last years of his life fighting
the wateh trust.

Mr. TIRRELL. On Jone 25, 1906, did not the gentleman
say, in reference to that concern whose brief has been filed with
the Committee on Ways and Means, in regard te the watch
trust—

Mr. RAINEY. I can make the gentleman’s question much
shorter by saying that I said a great many complimentary
things about the Dueber Company. I said a great many com-
plimentary things about the old gentleman who built up that
great industry, and who spent his life fighting the watch trust.
And the watch trust is probably delighted with the fact that
he is now dead. [Laughter on the Democratic side.]

Mr. TIRRELL. Did not the gentleman say at that time that
the Dueber-Hampden Company is the strongest opponent of the
watch trust——

Mr. RAINEY. Yes; and I could not think of any greater
compliment at that time, and I am sorry I can not say it now.

Mr, TIRRELL. Does not the gentleman know that the com-
pany filed a brief and furnished the evidence on which the
tariff on watches has been changed?

Mr. RAINEY. No; I do not know it.

Mr. TIRRELL. And that this company whom you alluded
to as the most independent and vigorous opponent of the watch
trust, this very company, is the one that has recommended the
changes in the watch tariff, and the reason given principally——

Mr. RAINEY. What authority has the gentleman for dis-
closing the secrets of the Committee on Ways and Means?

Mr. TIRRELL. Because I had sources of information that
perhaps the gentleman did not possess.

Mr. RAINEY. And nobody else. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

Mr. TIRRELL. That is an assertion that will compare with
some of the assertions the gentleman has made about the watch
trust.

Mr. RAINEY. I want to congratulate the gentleman. It is
evident from the work the Republican members of the Ways
and Means Committee have been doing that the geatleman who
defends always upon this floor with so much energy and so
much ability one of the most infamous trusts in this country
has had access to the Republican members of the Ways and
Means Committee when they were fram this bill to such an
extent that they consulted him and told him what they are
going to do with reference to this particular schedule.

Mr. TIRRELL. The information was open to the inspection
of the gentleman from Illinois, if he had had the industry to
look it up.

Mr. RAINEY. The gentleman can not charge me with lack
of industry.

Mr. TIRRELL. I want to ask the gentleman if this very
company to whom' he has allnded as the opponent of the watch
trust is not the principal witness, and the one that furnished
the principal evidence giving the reasons for the changes in the
watch tariff in the Payne bill?

Mr. RAINEY. The New York Standard YWateh Company and
various watch companies furnished evidence before the Ways
and Means Committee, and also young Mr. Dueber. I have read
this evidence—all of it. I told the gentleman that I read Mr.
Dueber’s brief. I know what he said.

Mr. TIRRELL. Then, why did not the gentleman spread it
before this House?

Mr. RAINEY. I read everything having reference to watches
in the hearings before the Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. TIRRELL. And the gentleman has not said one single
line about anything said in that brief,

Mr. RAINEY. I know all about everything that was
printed. I did not know, as the representatives of the trust
seem now to know, just exactly what the Republican Members
were going to do. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. TIRRELL. And the gentleman should know that the in-
dependent men, who the gentleman says are outside of the trust,
are those who furnished the evidence upon which the present
schedule was prepared.

Mr. RAINEY. That is the trouble about the protective
tariff. It reaches down through all ranks of men and corrupts
everybody it touches. You can not fight one hornet without
fighting the whole colony. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
Every manufacturer of anything, when he looks up high above
him and sees a man worth millions of dollars which he has
stolen from the people, carries around in his heart the fond
hope that that system will be continued in force until some day
he has had the opportunity and time enough to steal millions
himself from the people.

That is the trouble with your protective system. We stand
for tariff for revenue only. You stand for that system which
reaches down and corrupts everything it touches, which makes
men, when they see the profits of legalized robbery, anxiouns to
continue in the career that makes that kind of robbery possible;
and so you get them all together here, all agreed upon one
proposition, all agreed upon the propesition that the way for
thieves to succeed is to stand together and to prey upon honest
men. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. TIRRELL. Mr. Chairman, in all that declamation we
have not heard one fact or one argument. I want to ask the
gentleman this guestion——

Mr. RAINEY. The gentleman can ask all the questions he
wants if I can have the time to answer them.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has four minutes remain-
ing, and it rests with him whether he will yield or not,

Mr. RAINEY. Very well; I will ask the gentleman to make
his question as short as he can; and if I anticipate it and an-
swer it in advance, I hope he will acqguit me of any desire to
be discourteous.

Mr. TIRRELL. The gentleman has spoken about prices.
Oan the gentleman inform this House as to the difference in
wages as it appeared in Mr. Dueber’s brief between the work-
men in Switzerland and in this country? As a matter of fact,
is it not nearly three times as much here?

Mr. RAINEY. Obh, Mr. Chairman, that is the old story, main-
taining a system that makes possible millionaries and paupers
and sustaining it by calling attention to wages and wage dif-
ferences. We make watches here by machinery. They simply
feed metal into one end of a machine and it comes out the parts
of a watch at the other end. There are no watchmakers now.
The highest paid men in the watch factories are employed
about what they call * assembling " watches. This tariff is for
the benefit of machines, not men, and in erder that a man may
earn $3 a day, it is necessary for him in some grades of these
cheaper movements to assemble 100 movements a day. He can
not hope to work every day, except Sunday, in a month as-
gembling 100 movements a day. It affects a man’s nervous
condition, so that he is compelled to take days off occasionally.
Is the gentleman through with his questions?

Mr. TIRRELL. If the gentleman would answer the question,
instead of geing off into a declamation, I would submit more
questions,

Mr. RAINEY. I would be glad to answer them if I have the
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. LUNDIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that
the gentleman be allowed ten minutes more to finish his remarks.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is not aware that the gentleman
from Illinois desires ten minutes more.

Mr. RAINEY. Oh, Mr. Chairman, I will take all the time I
can get, provided I am not taking up time allotted to other
gentlemen. .

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that there are a good
many gentlemen who desire to be heard.

Mr. RAINEY. I do not want to impose on other gentlemen,
and I shall not ask for it.

Mr. LUNDIN. I think it nothing but fair that he be allowed
ten minmtes more, inasmuch as his time was taken up consid-
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erably. Therefore I ask unanimous consent that he be granted
ten minutes more. <

The CHATRMAN. If those gentlemen who desire to be heard
are agreeable, the Chair will put the request. Is there objec-
tion? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

_ THE INDEPENDENT WATCH-CASE COMPANIES,

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to call attention to an-
other feature of this proposition. There are six large independ-
ent watch-case manufacturing companies in the country. Their
output is used largely for the purpose of encasing the Swiss
movements that are brought to this country. This tariff, keep-
ing out, as it will, Swiss movements entirely, means that most,
if not all, of these independent companies will be compelled to
go out of business. Now, I want to read a letter from one of
them for the benefit of my friend, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. TigrerL], the watch-trust expert on the other side
of this House. [Laughter on the Democratic side.] This is
from the North American Watch Company, and at least the
gentleman from Massachusetts, who knows so much about watch
prices and the secrets of the Ways and Means Committee so
far as they relate to the trusts and the protection they are
getting under this bill, will admit that this particular company
is not a part of the trust he defends. This letter is dated New
York, March 30, 1909 :

Hon. HENEY T. RAINEY, Washington, D. O.

DEAR Sir: The * colored person In the wood pile,” or the Payne
tariff, so far as the watch interests are concerned, Mr. Zerbrugg, the
president of the Standard Watch Company, of Jersey City, N. J.—

I supposed he was the man who wrote this schedule. Is the
gentleman from Massachusetts familiar enough with the secrets
of the Ways and Means Committee, so far as it relates to trusts
and this particular infamous trust, to tell me whether he did
or not? :

Mr. TIRRELL. I do not know this gentleman or anything.
about him.

Mr., RAINEY (reading)—

The * colored person in the wood pile,” or the Payne tariff, so far as
the watch interests are concerned, is Mr, Zerbrugg, the resident of the
Standard Watch Company, of Jersey Clty, N. J., and the Philadelphia
Watech Case Company—

And he will agree those two case companies in addition to
the Keystone Company are controlled by the watch trust—

who Is also the movl s?trit and the "boss™ of the alleged watch
trust. He wishes the United Btates Government to give him an abso-
lute monopoly on low-priced watches in America by putting an ex-
cessive tarifl on Imported movements, thus not only stopping their
importation and cutting off from the Government the revenue tariff
on same, but also preventing six large independent watch-case fac-
torles in this counttlg'. who have a large market for their chea line
of wateh cases with imported movements in same, from doing any
business in watches of similar cost to his, and throwing all this trade
into the hands of Mr. Zerbrugg and his factories. We are willing to
compete with him in watch-case making, but do not desire him to
shut out our customers from buying our cases with imported move-
ments in same, by getting the United States Government to put a pro-
hibitory duty on such movements for Mr. Zerh s benefit.

creating a monopoly by congressional action and reducing the Gov-
ernment’s revenue on same, as no low-priced watch movements in the
chea grades can be Imported and sold In America under the Payne

+ tariff.

Mr. Zerbrugg can and does sell his watches, which he claims cost
II:}E :tz:dcgjl?ats m}:m ptr?gednntétég. $1.25; that shounld be profit enough for
Yours, very truly,
NorTH AMERICAN WaTcH COMPANTY,
W. A. Moore, Vice-President.

Now, this “ Swiss-Anglo” watch movement takes the place,
go far as this particular factory is concerned, of the cheaper
Swiss watches. They were so sure of the Ways and Means
Committee of this House, just as sure as my friend from Massa-
chusetts is, and they make a confidant of him beeause he is the
watch-trust expert of the House, that the cheaper grades by
the Payne tariff bill would be taxed 7O cents specific on the
movement alone and 40 per cent ad valorem on the cases, that
they put this watch out just a few days in advance of the ap-
pearance of the Payne bill.

This company could not wait. They were so sure and so
anxious to take advantage of the other companies that they
have put their Swiss movement, manufactured in this coun-
try, on the market now in order to take advantage of the
barring out of this country by this bill of the cheap movements
made in Switzerland or in any other part of the world.

Mr. WEISSE. Will the gentleman from Illinois yield for a
question?

Mr. RAINEY. Yes; I will yield to anybody, and I will gladly
¥yield to my friend from Wisconsin.

Mr, WEISSE. The gentleman from Massachusetts spoke
about the labor cost in Switzerland. According to the census
report, the labor cost of watches in the United States is 51 per
cent; the tariff is 75 per cent. Who gets the other 24 per
cent? Will the gentleman answer?

Mr. RAINEY. I can tell you who gets the other 24 per cent—
you need mot wait for the gentleman from Massachusetts to
answer, These watch-trust millionaires the gentleman repre-
sents—some of them live in his distriect—get the other 24 per
cent. He owes his election to the fact that watch-trust em-
ployees are compelled by their employers to vote for him. The
Waltham watch factories are located in his district. He is here
earning his salary. He is here repaying——

The CHAIRMAN,. The Chair must call the gentleman to
order. That is going a little too far.

Mr. RAINEY. The gentleman does not object; and if he
does not objeect, it is not necessary for the Chairman to object
for him.

Mr. TIRRELL. I will say to the gentleman that both Demo-
crats and Republicans seem to like a defense of their industries
on the floor of this House from the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. RAINEY. I have no doubt they do.

THIS BILL AIDS THE WATCH TRUST.

I have been for some time now fighting, to the very best of
my ability, the American watech trust. This bill establishes for
many years to come the tyranny of the watch trust and makes it
more complete than ever. No provision in the bill is so abso-
lutely unnecessary and so oppressive as the provision I have
been discussing. The American watch trust can, whenever it
pleasges, destroy the business of any watch jobber or watch
retailer in the country. The existence of this trust was made
possible by the provisions of the Dingley bill. It can become,
under this bill, more oppressive than ever. It has so far re-
ceived splendid assistance from Republican administrations. I
called attention nearly three years ago to the business of Charles
A. Keene, of 180 Broadway, New York, who at that time had
commenced to reimport American-made watches. I produced on
this floor the evidence of his reimportations; I brought here a
number of his watches; I put the numbers of the movements in
the Recorp; I challenged the companies comprising the watch
trust to say that these movements were not sold abroad at the
price I stated. I produced on this floor the evidence and pub-
lished it in the CoNGBRESSIONAL REcorD in speeches I made here
on the 5th and 6th days of April, 1906, and on the 25th day of
June, 1906; and the evidence I produced on those occasions
stands absolutely uncontradicted to-day. .

A number of speeches have been made in reply to my speeches,
but no Member speaking on this floor for the watch trust has
ventured for a moment to refer to or discuss the evidence I
presented. - Articles of American manufacture can be brought
back, under the Dingley law, without the payment of duty, if
they have not been improved upon or advanced in value abroad.
It gives me great pleasure to state that Mr. Charles A. Keene is
still engaged in the business of reimporting American-made
watches, and is still engaged in the business of retailing them in
New York City at prices less than any American wholesaler is
able to buy them for.

In view of the fact that American watches are being sold
abroad at prices ridiculously low, compared with prices they
charge at home, is it not now absurd to insert in this bill these
prohibitory provisions, thereby fixing stronger than ever upon
watch retailers and upon purchasers of watches the power of
thig infamous trust?

I will print at this point in my speech some letters I rceived re-
cently from Mr. Keene, who has so successfully defied the trust,
in which he discusses the provisions of this bill:

CHAELES A. EEENE,
WHOLESALE WATCHES AND DIAMONDS,
XNew York, March 27, 1909.
Hon. HENRY T. RAINEY
Washington, D. C.

My DreaAr Mz. BArNey: I received the coples of the Payne bill and
the Dingley tariff law of 1897, and have compared the sections you
mention. was already famillar with sgection 189 of the Payne
bill and also section 191 of the Dingley tariff law; in regard to section
490 of the Payne bill, I do not think that has any bearing on the
watch business.

When Mr. Dueber informed you that the omission of the ad valorem
duty on the 7-jewel movements, on the 11-jewel movements, and on the
15-jewel movements really made the duty about the same as hefore, he
either did not know what he was talking about, or he wished to willfully
mislead you. As I told you in my letter of a few days ago, the
omission of the ad valorem duty was intended for a severe blow against
the very chmﬁst grade of watches that are imported. For instance, I
have been talking with an importer to-day, one of the largest in New
York, whom I have known these twenty i,-ears: he says a watch move-
ment can actually be produced in Switzerland at 40 cents each. Under
the old tariff law ( the Diuﬁley) tariff on this movement would
amount to 10 cents; under the Dingley tariff law it would amount
to 45 cents; under the g‘r‘;mosed Payne law it amounts to 70 cents.
Now, then, the watch st maf say that there are some J-jewel
movements that cost a great deal more than 40 cents to produce In
'?wltl.erland that will be allowed to come into this country under the

t rate. That is true, but government statistics will show that
three-fourths of the movements imported into this country at the present
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time contain 7 jewels and less, and the average cost to the importer
is 70 cents each; the average cost to produce is something less, so you
see this fact alone will nail any argument the watch trust can produce.

Now, then, under the old tariff law—that is, before the Dingley—the
duty was 173 cents; under the Dingley, 523 cents; under the proposed
Payne law, TO cents, or 100 per cent on the average importations
against a little less than B0 per cent.

Mr. Dueber was right in regard to the 11-jewel not being made very
much in this country, and it is also true that they are not imported
much, The 15-jewel Swiss can be made as cheap as $1.60; under the
old law the duty would have been 40 cents; under the Dingley, $1.15;
under the new proposed Payne bill, $1.85; and at present there is being
imported in all grades of Swiss watches about $2,000,000 worth annu-
ally ; and if this new Payne law goes into effect, it will keep out at
least seven-elghths of these goods, therefore depriving the Government
of just so much revenue. It will also deprive the American working-
man of cheap watches and deprive the independent American case
makers of the business they have now in making cases for these cheap
Swiss movements that are imported, and to transfer the business to the
Philadelphia Watch Case Company and the New York Standard Watch
Com a.ndy. which practically belongs to Mr. T. Zerbrug, who was one of
the leaders in forming the wateh trust; he also controls the Keystone
and Crescent Watch Case Company.

I wish to point out to you the extreme percentage of duty In the
new proposed Payne tariff bill s 70 cents on an article costing 40, or
175 per cent, and I am told by a Swiss manufacturer that the actual
difference in the cost to produce one of these very cheag movements
and the 11-fewel movement is 10 American cents, and the difference
in the proposed new tariff is 65 cents, or abont 650 per cent. I

understand that Mr. A. Wittauer, of New York, Is to call on you to-

morrow ; although I never met Mr. Wittauer but a few times I know
him well by reputation. He is one of the largest importers we have.
His goods are sold by the finest stores throughout this country.

I understand that Tiffany & Co., of this city, will be hit very hard
if this bill becomes a law, as you are aware the bill provides that the
full name and address of the manufacturer shall agpear on all move-
ments that are imported, and of course Tifany & Co. would object to
that as they have all their movements made abroad and prefer to
have their own name and address put on them here, and I silncerely
hope fou will find time to make a strong speech in favor of having

e D ngleﬁ tariff reduced, as even at the present rate the tariff fosters
a trust which coerces and blacklists the dealers at will. As I sald
before, I am personally most interested in seeing a clause inserted In
the new blll that will permit the free entry of reimported American
watches as a whole or in part of American manufacture. As it is
now, the Waltham and Elgin companies send thelr movements to
Europe and have Swiss dlals, hands, and some other minor parts
put on which costs a few cents; then duty is charged against the entire
watch when It s back. This work Is being done on thelr rt
simply to keep the out, and I certainly hope that you w[l‘mbe
able to beat them at that game.

With best wishes, I remain,

Yours, very truly, C. A. KEExE.

CHARLES A. KEENE,
WHOLESALE WATCHES AXD DIAMONDS,
New York, March 30, 1909,
Hon. HENRY T. RAINEY,
Washington, D. C.

Dean Mz. RAINEY : About a week ago I sent a letter to my agents in
London requesting them to cable to me in francs the actual cost in francs

produce the very cheapest grade of 11 and 15 jewel movements.
You will notice by the incl cablegram that the 11 jewel cost 6
francs, or about $1.20; the 15 jewel 6 francs G50, or about £1.30 ; so you
will see the new bill proposes to fut a new tarlff of $1.35 each on an
article that costs but gl. 0, and $1.85 each on an article that costs but

1.3

Hublng you will be able to make use of this information, I remaln,
Yours, very truly,
C. A. KEENB,

CHARLES A. KEENE AND THE WATCH TRUST.

Under the Dingley law and under the proposed bill it is pos-
gible by making slight alleged improvements on an article of
American manufacture to prevent its reimportation to this coun-
try unless there is paid on it the full tariff rates. While the
watch trust three years ago was very vigorously denying that
Mr. Keene was purchasing Elgin and Waltham watches abroad
at ridiculously low prices and bringing them back into this
country for sale here, they were asking the assistance of the
Treasury Department in their efforts to prevent the reshipment
of their own watches. They were causing to be placed on their
watches while abroad Swiss dials, so as to be able to elaim that
the watches had been “improved upon” or “advanced in
value” while abroad.

At that time I wrote to the Secretary of the Treasury, asking
him if he had been requested by the American Waltham Watch
Company to be on the lookout for Americin-made watches “ im-
proved upon” while abroad, and therefore dutiable. I received
a reply from him, dated the 9th day of May, 1906, in which he
declined to give me information of that character. I expected
this refusal before I wrote to him. I wrote to every collector at
every one of our ports of entry, and I received answers from
many of them which prove absolutely that at the request of the
wateh trust the officials of this Government stand guard at
every one of our ports of entry to prevent Charles A. Keene, of
New York City, from bringing back to this country the American
watches he has purchased abroad at the foreign price. The bill
we are considering preserves this feature -of the Dingley law
and makes it still possible to make alleged improvements on
articles of American manufacture of only a few cents in value
while those articles are abroad, and thereby prevent the bring-

ing back of the same fo this country. It will be impossible,
under the rule you propose to bring in, to amend the bill, even in
this particular. The party in power therefore makes it possible
for American manufacturers to keep up their prices at home
and to make 3,000 miles from here prices 25 and 50 per cent
cheaper. Mr. Keene is able, however, I am glad to say, by care-
fully removing the dials they place on their product abroad, to
bring American watches back into this country and to continue
his business. He is still furnishing the American people with
the very best evidence in existence as to the fact that our indus-
tries no longer need protection, and that we are maintaining
our present system for the benefit alone of the men who have
already profited to the extent of untold millions of dollars at
the expense of the great mass of the American people. [Ap-
plause.]

I will print at this point in my speech some of the letters
I received at the time I was investigating this matter, from the
collectors at some of our ports, and I submit them as proof
positive of the fact that the watch trust is exerting itself to
the utmost to prevent the reshipment to this country of the
goods they still insist they do not sell cheaper abroad than
at home, and I submit them as an impeachment of the standing
and of the veracity of the officials of the watch trust, who still
make these assertions [applause] :

UxiTep STATES CUSTOMS BERVICE,
Port of New York, May 7, 1906.

Hon. HENRY T. RAINEY

House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.

Bir: Your letter of April 30 was received and held awaiting reply
from the Treasury Department in regard to your application for copies
of the affidavits and information lodged with this office with reference
to an Importation of watches by C. A, Keene, of New York.

I beg to state that I am unable to give you the desired information,
for the reason that the departinent do not feel that they can with pro-
priety authorize this office to supply the same. e

Yours, respectfully, . J. OUCH,
Bpecial Deputy Collector.

HovusE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. 0., May 2, 1906.
SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,

Washington, D. C. 3

Sir: Please advise me whether you have been advised by the Ameri-
can Waltham Watch Company, direcily or through any of their agents,
or by any other American wateh company, directly or through any of
their agents, to be on the lookout for American-made watch movements
Improved upon while abroad by adding Swiss dials or in some other
way? Have you been requested by any watch company, or thelr agents,
to notify the collectors at the various ports to look out for American-
made watch movements Improved up, and therefore dutlable? Can
you send me copies of such letters of advice from any watch company ?
I am looking up the question of the reimportation of American-made
gootd?; particularly the question of the reimportation of American-made
watches

?fours, truly, HENRY T. RAINEY.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OE_THE SECRETARY,
Washington, May 8, 1906.
Hon. HENRY T. RAINEY,

House of chresc.wfativcs, United States, Washington, D. C.

Sir: In reply to gour letter of the 2d instant, in which you request
to be furnished with coples of letters received from certain American
watch com les relative to the importation of watches made by them -
and sold abroad, I have the hodor to state that information of the
character referred to is considered as confidential by the department,
and can not therefore be disclosed.

Respectfully, L. M. SHAW, Secretary.

The following letter I sent to the collectors of nearly all our
ports, believing that the Secretary of the Treasury would refuse
to furnish the desired information. I attach some of the replies,
which show how completely the Roosevelt administration in-
dorses the method by which the watch trust attempts to make
the law inoperative. .

I wrote to the collectors a week before I wrote to the Seere-
tary of the Treasury, in order that they could not be directed by
the Department to refuse to furnish me with the information [
desired. The wisdom of this course was fully demonstrated.
The nearer you get to a Republican administration the stronger
the determination is manifested to give out no information that
will show the necessity for a tariff revision downward:

HousE oF REPRESEXTATIVES, UNITED STATES,
Washington, D. C., April 2§ 1906.
Joax C. CLINE

A
Collectoy United States Custom Bervice,
Port of Los Angeles, Los Angeles, Cal.
Desr Sie: I am advised that the Waltham Watch Company, and
E;rhaps some other American watch companies, have notified you to
on the lookout for Waltham watches imported by C. A, Keene, of
New York; also advising eé'ou that these American-made watches have
been finished and improved upon abroad, which makes them more val-
uable when returned, and therefore they are subject to duty as any
foreign-made goods. Please advise me if this is true or not; also
send me a copy of the letter of notification received by you from the
Waltham Watch Company, or nn{ other American watch comlpany
together with your fees, or let me know what your fees are and 1 will

remit.
Yours, truly, HexerY T. BAINEY.
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Uxtrep Srares CusToms SERVICE,
OFFICE OF THE COLLECTOR,
Portland, Oreg., April 80, 1906.
Hon. HENrY T. RAINEY

i
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.

Sin: I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of your communica-
tlon of the 24th instant in regard to the importation of certaln watches
manufactored by the Waltham Wateh Company, and in answer thereto
beg to inform you that no such importations have been made at
port, but this office has been instructed by the Becretary of the Treas-
ury to assess duty on watches manufactured by this company which
have been exported and returned with certain tfmvements. You, no
doubt, can obtain the information desired from the honorable the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, to whom the letter from the Waltham Wateh
Company was addressed.

Respectfully, I. L. PATTERSO
Collcetor of Customs.

UNITED STATES Cnmoua Snm
Port of Buffalo, N. Apﬁl 80, 1906.
Hon. Hexry T. RAINET,

House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.

Siz: In answer to your Iatter ot the 24fh instant remding the
Waltham Watch Company et al, I beg to say this office
letters from any firm direct, nt ‘did receive a copy of a letter of Rnb—
bins & Appleton, agents of the American Waltham Watch Company, of
No. 21 Maiden Lane, New York City, dated April 2, 1906, to the on-
orable Secretny of the Treasury, w orwarded here with de-
partment’s letter of April 13, 1906, :or onr files.

If you will appl wthasemtmntthamy,mwinbesble
to get the Information desired.

Respectfully, W. H. BrapisH,

Bpecial Deputy Collector.

‘B’mm BraTEs CUSTOMS BERVICE,
ort of New Orleans, La., Apﬁl 26, 1906,
Hexny T. RAINEY,

t:‘ommiﬂee on Labor, House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Siz: In reply to your 1etter of the 24th instant, I to state
*“that the information relathre o re imported American watches came
from the Treasury lyou can doubtless obtain a copy
thereof on application to the honorah e Becretary of the Treasury.

yl
HENRY McCALL, Collector.
UNITED S'um CusToMS BERVICE,
'ort of Chicago, April 26, 1906.
HExXEY T. RAINEY

House of Reprumwvu, Washington, D. C.

Sm: I am In receipt of yours of the 24th lustznt ml.tl:us W
whether we had received any communieation from the
Company, or other American watch companies, in t.he Ameri-
can-made watches that were being finished and improm abroad and
returned to thls country.

e have had no communieation from the Waltham Watch Company,
nor trom any of the other watch companies, but our attention has been
called by the Becretary of the Treasury to the reported relmportation of
such watches, and we are captioned In regard to the same.

Respectfully, yours, ek

War. Nrxox, -
Collector of Customs,

Hon.

CusTOMS SERVICE, OFFICE OF THE COLLE
Detroit, Mich., Aprﬂ ﬁ‘, 1906.
Hon. HExzY T.

itt Laber, H rReprm
Committee on ouse o
mﬂwto‘u, D. 0.

Sirz: 1 beg to acknowledge receipt of your communieation of the 24th
instant relative to the return of American-made watches to the United
States after the same have been in value abroad, and in reply
wounld inform you that this matter has been mde the subject of cor-

zgpondme the honorable Secretary of the Treasury and this
ce.
Respectfully,

CusToMS Sn'r:cn. OFFICE OF THE C
Toledo, Ohio, Apru 26, 1906.
Hon. HExgy T. Raixey, M. C., Washington, D. O.

Sm: I have your letter of the 24th instant relative to American
watches imported after having been improved abroad, and 1 beg to state
that we have had no correspondence with the Waltham or other com-
my upon the subject We_ have had, however, instructions relative

to from the Secretary of the Treamy. with eitations from mano-

facturers’ correspondence, which, it is assumed, would be available to
you through the department.

Respectf Jos. C. BONNER, Collector.

Joux B. WHELAX, Collector.

ully,

UxrrEp STaTES CUSTOMS BERVICE,
Port of Boston, Mass., Moy I, 1906.
Hon. HENeY T. RAINE

House of Remszntath-ea Washington, D. C.
Sm: T am in receipt of lyour letter of date April 28, 1906, further
in regard to the question of watches,
In reply, I would state that I do not feel at liberty to make public
any oorrespondenoe from importers to this office without direct au-

thority from the department.
= Respectfully, yours, Georgr H. LymaN, Coliector.

CusroMs SErVICE, OFFICE OF THE COLLECTOR,
San Diego, Cal., May 1}, 1906.
Hon. HEseY T. Raixey, Washington, D. C.
8in : Respectfully referring to ﬂg’ours of April 24, 1906, requesting

certain information from this office relative to the Waltham Wateh
(‘nm yany, I have the honor to respectfully refer you to the honmorable

»etary of the Trenaury
Yours, mspectfu s F. W. Bagxes, Collector.
I was fortunate, however, in securing from the collector at

Los Angeles, Cal., a copy of the letter of the Waltham Company,

sent by the Secretary of the Treasury to the collectors at all
our ports. I print here the letter of this collector to me and the
copy of the letter of Robbins & Appleton sent to me by him:

UXITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE,
Port of Los Angeles, Cal., Aprii 30, 1905,
Hon. HexeY T, RAIN

House of chruuuuva, United States, Washington, D. C.
8ie: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter dated
April 24, 1908, rec;w ng me to advise you whether or not It is true
that the Waltham Watch Company, or any other American wateh com-
pany, has notified this office to be on the lookont for Waltham wateches
rted and imported by Keene, of New York, advanced in value.
reply, I have to state t such notice has been received from
Messrs. 'bhlna & A&pleton u:fanm of the Ameriean Waltham Watch
Company, Waltham, Mass., herewith inclose a ecopy of the said

mme'v ttull ¢ W. 8
ery respectfully, HAS. W. SPOBERG,
: Bpecial Deputy Collector.

ROBBINS & APPLETOXN,
AGENTS AMERICAN WALTHAM WATCH COMPANY,
WarLTHAM, Mass.,
New York, April 2,
SECRETARY OF THE RY,

Washingion, D. C.
BIR: On or about March 15, 1906, about 1,300 Waltham watch move-
ments, made by the Amerlcan Wal Watch Company of Waltham,
Mass., lnd consigned to Charles A. Keene, arrived at rt of New
York. g examination by the appraisers It was foun that some
1,218 of movements bore forelgn-made dials, which were attached
to the watches so as to form an integral part thereof. Also, that 88
of the sald watch movements bore American-made dials. Reference to
the books of the American Waltham Watch Cumgany showed that 1.210
of those bearing foreign-made dials, and 6 ose bearing American-
ments were in a foreign unt? they had been provided with dials and
made dials, bad been ghipped from the factory of the said comgﬂnv to

London, without at:g dinls, and that while said wateh move-
had been timed and regula and subjected to final imspection, after
which were imported into this couniry as first above stated. The

said two lots of watch mmm&nts. na.me[y. 1,210 bearing foreign-made
dials and 6 bearing American-made dials, attached in a forelgn country,
walt-:h ed as dutiable at the usual rates applicable to Imy porteé
watches.

We have received informatiom, which is believed to be reliable, that
other shipments of Waltham watches or watch movements may arrive
in the future at ome or more of the ports of entry on the Canadian
border, and not Im ly at some other port of entry along the Ailan-
tic or Paecific whieh watches or watch movements will be
dutiable, bedusu of a similar state of facts to that sbove referred to.
In order that the Government may be able to collect the proper duties
in the event of any such future shipment, we suggest that the proper
officers at each port of entry of the United States, and particularly at
each port of entry on the dian bo: , be notified to hold all con-
signments of Walthm watches or wateh movements upon their arrival
until an opportunity be given to show whether such watches or watch
movements went abroad without dials and were furnished with dials or
other parts and had work done npon them in foreign countries, and that
for that purpose, and immediately upon such arri the American Wal-
tham Watch Company be notified at its office at Waltham, Mass., in
which event the proper evidence will be immediately furnished by such

company.
Eﬂwctmﬂ!- ROBBINS & APPLETON.

I call particular attention to the latter part of this letfer.
The Waltham Watch Company agrees, if they are *immedi-
ately * notified of the arrival of Waltham watches, they will
“immediately ” furnish evidence showing the watches have been
improved upon while abroad. The question arises, How ean
the Waltham Company “immediately ” furnish such informa-
tion? It can only be answered in one way: The Swiss dials
are put upon the watches, or the other alleged improvements
are put upon the watches, while abroad, by the Waltham Watch
Company themselves, or the alleged improvements are made
here in the factory of the Waltham Company in Massachusetts
and a careful record of the same kept, so as to prevent their
reimportation.

The Waltham Company can and probably do obtain in this
country the material for the improvements they eclaim they
make abroad, and to prove this assertion I print here an affi-
davit I received to-day from an importing firm in New York
City: Hirp, Dipisueinm & Bro.,

New York, April 3, 1989,

' We hereby testify that we have imported in lar quantmes for
various Ame.ricsn watch tactarles watch mnterlal such as dials, wateh
hands, mainsprings, hair nprlngs, balances,

rP, ‘DipisErns & Bro.

Sworn and subscribed before me this 3d day of April, 1909.
[sEAL.] CHARLES SiMox,
Notary Publie, New York County, No. 117.

FREE TRADE WITII THE PHILIPPINES,

For a number of years the proponents of a high protective
tariff have insisted that it was being maintained principally for
the purpose of protecting labor. This year they have thrown
aside the mask and this bill proposes to take down the tariff
wall between the United States and the cheapest labor in all
the world.

As a Democrat, I have been in favor always of expansion,
but I have been in favor of that kind of expansion which would
extend our national boundaries wuntil they stretched from a
frozen north to a frozen south. [Applause.] Take the map of
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the world and find that place in the world where labor is the
cheapest, and you will find to-day the American flag floating
there. Dld you ever hear any Republican orator insisting that
the flag should remain on the island of Cuba, and yet more
American blood was shed there than was shed in the Phil-
ippine Islands. Twice we have sent our regiments to Cuba to
maintain order and to secure honest elections, but the tariff
beneficiaries who control the destinies of the Republican party
have never insisted that the flag should remain there and that
Cuba should be annexed.

The reason for this situation is not far to seek. There are
no laborers in Cuba who are willing to work for a few cents a
day. There is no great storehouse of cheap labor in that part
of the world.

The Republican platform of last year contained the following
startling announcement :

Between the United States and the Philllpplnes we believe in the free
interchange of groducts. with such limitations as to sugar and tobacco
as will afford adequate protection to domestic interests.

This declaration was not taken seriously by the organized labor
of the country; but the proposed tariff bill follows the declara-
tion contained in the Republican platform and provides for ab-
solute free trade with the Philippine Islands, except that ship-
ments of sugar from the Philippine Islands to the United States
in excess of 300,000 gross tons and the excess of shipments of
tobacco in each year over a certain amount fixed therein shall
pay a duty when brought into the United States.

We propose to build up industries in the Philippine Islands
by providing for them free trade with the United States. We
propose to maintain industries here by high protective tariffs.
An easy method, however, of escaping the tariff in this country
when it becomes burdensome upon any of our industries has
been discovered within the last few years. The industries so
burdened simply establish branch plants in those sections of
the world where they expect to sell their product. Within the
last four or five years the Westinghouse Company has escaped
the exactions of the steel trust by simply establishing in Eng-
land its largest plant, and from that point, employing cheaper
foreign labor, under the direction of American foremen, they are
attempting to carry on the fight for supremacy with the great
German factories.

Only one thing at the present time seriously interferes in this
countiry with the law-defying progress of predatory corpora-
tions. The only thing that seriously interferes with the plans
of our so-called “ecaptains of industry” is the demand for
shorter hours and a higher wage, which comes from the
organized laborers of the country. They are making in this
country the real fight for the future of the race. If our great
industries could escape these demands, do not you think they
would accept any opportunity presented?

This bill, if it becomes a law, presents to them the oppor-
tunity they need, and it may explain the tenacity with which
Republican party leaders have clung to the idea that the flag
must be maintained in the Philippine Islands. Under this bill
industries can be established in the Philippine Islands, where
conditions of living are cheap, close to the world’'s great store-
houses of cheap labor, and there, with the cheapest labor in
all the world, the market even in this country can be supplied
with the articles produced now by our own skilled laborers.

NOT SAFE TO EXCLUDE JAPANESE LABORERS FROM PHILIPPINES,

At present the Chinese-exclusion laws have been extended to
the Philippine Islands. It would not be safe, however, to at-
tempt to exclude Japanese laborers from the Philippine Islands
if they show a disposition to go there. The consequence of
legislation of this character might be much more serious than
could ever have come from the recent attempt to exclude Japa-
nese from the public schools on the Pacific coast and to limit
their holdings of real estate in that section of our country, A
few years ago the Japanese nation fought and won the battle
of the Sea of Japan with cruisers and battle ships built by the
United States, by England, and by Germany.

To-day, with Japanese workmen under Japanese foremen, in
Japanese shipyards they are turning out that most complicated
of all machines, a modern battle ship; they are building Dread-
noughts in Japan now in less time than they can be built in
English shipyards. These imitative, skillful little workmen,
willing to work for a few cents a day, it is reasonable to sup-
pose can in the near future turn out almost as much product in
a day as our own skilled workmen.

The present bill opens up alarming possibilities in this direc-
tion. The Philippine Islands are exempted by the bill we are
considering even from the operation of the maximum and mini-
mum provisions of this bill. The great Empire of China, with
its teeming millions of population, lies immedately adjacent
to and within easy reach of the Philippine Islands. Even now
the Chinese cross back and forth, 8,000 of them, every year in

their little boats. There are 18 Provinces in China, and 14 of
them are rich in iron ore. Within the next decade China will
furnish the world with its chief supply of iron ore.

THE STEEL TRUST AND THE IRON ORE OF CHINA.

Not long ago the real head of the steel trust, and the most
conspicuous example of what the protective tariff can do in the
matter of producing millionaires, testified before the Ways and
Means Committee and made the apparently patriotic declaration
that the steel industries needed no further protection. A well-
defined rumor is now being circulated in this Capitol to the
effect that this gentleman and his associates have acquired large
interests, perhaps controlling interests, in the iron-ore fields of
China, What is to prevent these gentlemen from transporting
to the Philippine Islands ore from the iron-ore fields of China,
adjacent to the sea, and there, with the cheapest labor in ull the
world, manufacturing steel with which to supply the markets
even of this country? The ore consumed now at Pittsburg snd
the iron ore they propose to use at Gary comes, all of it, from
Canada by water, through the Lakes to Gary—through the
Lakes, and then by rail to Pittsburg.

It would be easier and shorter and less expensive to carry iron
ore from China to the Philippine Islands than it is to carry iron
ore from the Lake Superior region in Canada to Gary or Pitts-
burg. The Philippine tariff law of 1903 furnishes no obstacle to
this kind of a programme. .

The Democratic party is not in favor of free trade with any
nation in the world. We realize that under present conditions
half the revenue of this Government must be derived from
duties on imports. The Democratic party favors a tariff for
revenue, and I undertake to say that there ean be found in the
history of the Democratic party no tendency to take down the.
bars between this country and the cheapest labor in the world.
[Long-continued applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

Mr. STURGISS. Mr. Chairman, our friends on the other
side are never so happy as when pleading the cause of the Swiss
or some other foreign workman. They are more interested in
giving employment to those who owe allegiance to a foreign gov-
ernment, who pay their taxes to that government, who fight
for its flag in case of war, than they are in taking care of the
interests of their fellow-citizens who live under our flag and will
fight for our Government and sustain all of its industries. I
shall not in the time allotted to me engage in a controversy
touching any of the matters discussed by the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. RaiNeY], but I shall endeavor to present what I
conceive to be an accurate and philosophic statement of the prin-
ciples that separate and distinguish the two great parties that
are contending for supremacy in this country.

The existing tariff law, known as the * Dingley Act,” was
passed by a Republican Congress and approved by that apostle
of protection, the martyr President MeKinley, in fulfillment of
the pledges of the Republican party as contained in its national
platforms. In 1888 it declared that—

We are uncompromisingly In favor of the American system of pro-
tection ; the protective system must be maintained. Its abandonment
has always been followed by general disaster to all interests, except
those of the usurer and the sherlff.

In 1892 it “ reaffirmed the American doctrine of protection,”
and called attention to its growth abroad. In 1896 the party
platform gave expresgion to this idea by declaring:

We renew and emphasize our allegiance to the policy of protection as
the bulwark of American industrial independence and the foundation of
American development and prosperity. his true American policy taxes
foreign products and encourages home industry; it puts the burden on
foreign goods; It secures the American market for the American pro-
ducer; it ugholds the American standard of wages for the American
workman ; it puts the factory by the side of the farm,-and makes the
American farmer less dependent on foreign demand and price ; it diffuses
ceneral thrift,

The people approved these declarations and commissioned a
Republican Congress and President to crystallize them into legis-
lation, and on the 24th day of July, 1897, the act entitled “An act
to provide revenue for the Government and to encourage the
industries of the United States " was approved.

Did that title honestly set forth the real character of the act?
I insist it did.

A8 TO REVENUE.

First. Official records show that it yielded ample revenue for
all the legitimate and ordinary expenses of the Government, and
provided for the extraordinary expenses of the war with Spain
and for many new public buildings and a greatly inereased navy.
The total receipts and expenditures have been as follows, July
1, 1897, to March 16, 1909 :

Total receipts
Total expenditures.

Surplus

$8, 097, 920, 296
-- 8,072, 508, 367

25, 411, 929
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Included in the expenditures is the sum of $09,143,470, being
the excess of cost of the rapidly expanded postal service over
its earnings, but not including $50,000,000 paid or advanced on
account of the Panama Canal, which will be reimbursed by the
sale of bonds authorized for the expenses of constructing the
canal, which was an extraordinary expense, intended to be de-
frayed by the issue and sale of bonds.

But it is asserted that the revenues have fallen off and the
Treasury is facing a certain deficit, and, therefore, a new tariff
law is required that will provide more revenue. I doubt the
assertion. A very marked and world-wide depression in busi-
ness, beginning abroad in 1906, culminated in this country in
the fall of 1907. 1 am of opinion that if our importers had not
permitted the dumping upon this country in 1906-7 of about
$200,000,000 worth of foreign goods in excess of the usual im-
ports for the same period we should have suffered very slightly
from this world-wide panic; but the foreign manufacturers,
pressed by demands for money to meet debts contracted in an
undue expansion of manufactures, and finding no home market
for their products, sold at temptingly low prices to American
importers this large excess, which not only caused a drain of
gold to Europe and England in payment of the same, but glutted
our markets, caused suspension of work in the home factories,
threw our work people out of employment, and disturbed all
forms of business and destroyed confidence.

Revenues fell off rapidly, both customs and internal, but the
scale of government expenses projected when the country was
in the full tide of prosperity could not be immediately curtailed,
and there is consequently a temporary deficit in revenunes as
agninst expenditures. That this is only temporary is shown
by the already increasing volume of business in all domestic
enterprises as well as in imports. I have no fear that the ex-
isting tariff law would fail to provide ample revenue for the
current ordinary expenses of the Government in the future,
when normal conditions have been restored.

ENCOURAGING INDUSTRIES.

Second. Did the Dingley Act “ encourage the industries of the
United States?' No other period of a little less than twelve
years can show so marvelous a growth in all the industries and
business of the United States. More mines were opened and
more coal, ores, and minerals produced; more factories, fur-
naces, mills, and industrial plants were built and eguipped, and
a vastly larger output, both in gquantity, quality, and value,
than ever before, placed upon the markets. The forests and
the farms teemed with industrial life. Wages were higher than
ever, employment more steady and constant; more railways
were built, greater additions to the deposits in our savings
banks made, and the general prosperity was the admiration and
marvel of the whole civilized world, and capital and population
were attracted here in larger degree than ever before.

And so every pledge in party platforms and the declarations
of the caption of the act were most abundantly fulfilled and
redeemed.

THE PROTECTIVE POLICY.

It would seem too late in the history of this country to have
to defend the right to levy duties which should be for the pur-
pose of not only providing revenue for the Government, but
also to encourage the industries and provide for the general
welfare of the United States, but the assertion has been re-
peatedly made and in many forms by Democratic Members of
this House during the present session that no constitutional
authority existed in Congress to levy taxes of any kind * except
for revenue only,” and that party has repeatedly enunciated
that proposition in its state and national conventions, and
at thig time that is the cardinal difference between Democrats
and Republicans, We believe a distinct grant of power was
conferred upon Congress to so arrange national taxes and
duties as to not only raise revenue, but also in the so doing to
provide for the general welfare. The people of the United
States ordained and established the Constitution “in order to
form a more perfect union, establish justice, insure domestic
tranquility, provide for the common defense, and secure the
blessings of liberty to themselves and their posterity,” and
algo “to promote the general welfare,” and in pursuance of
that declaration, the grant contained in the eighth section of
Article I, defining the objects for which the taxing power might
be exercised, includes the right “to lay and collect taxes,
duties, imposts, and excises, to pay the debts and provide for
the common defense,” and also “for the general welfare of
the United States.”

If, then, a tax or duty may be go laid and collected as to pro-
vide revenue for all the purposes enumerated, and in its expendi-
ture provide for the general welfare, it certainly can not mili-
tate against the right to levy and collect such tax if the mere
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levying and collecting it, apart from any purpose for which the
money collected might afterwards be used, will redound fo and
enhance the general welfare. And if this double advantage
may be secured by arranging schedules and the free list, and by
regulating the rate of duties, then not only is the right clearly
conferred, but it becomes the plain duty of every Member of
Congress, and in accordance with the soundest dictates of patri-
otism and statesmanship to g0 arrange schedules and rates that
this double advantage may accrue.

It is alleged that taxation in any form is a necessary evil,
and if this be conceded, then it becomes more plainly apparent
that we should not only mitigate the evils, but as far as pos-
sible convert them into blessings.

A PROTECTIVE POLICY DEVELOFES NATURAL RESOURCES AND JAKES A
NATION BTRONG AND INDEPENDENT.

I conceive that it is of the utmost importance that a nation
and people organized into a body politic that desires to main-
tain its independent existence must be self-sustaining, capable
of defending its soil and people from the aggressions of every
other nation, whether in the form of actual physical war or in
commercial warfare and rivalry. In order to acquire this
actual independence and to maintain it, the material things
that supply food, clothing, shelter, weapons of warfare offensive
and defensive, must be produced and provided within the ter-
ritory and jurisdiction of the nation. Until all this has been
done the nation exists only by the tolerance of other and more
powerful and better equipped governments.

It therefore is the part of political wisdom, of patriotism,
and the highest statesmanship to encourage the development
of all the reasources and natural advantages that the nation
possesses, Agriculture, mining, manufactures, shipbuilding,
commerce, banking, and diversified occupations and employ-
ments should all be encouraged and stimulated, until the nation,
like a well-trained athlete, should be systematically and sym-
metrically developed and fit to meet all comers, to suppress
insurrection and rebellion, and repel invasion.

If a nation were composed of tillers of the soil only, or of
artisans and manufacturers alone, or of merchants and traders,
or of miners, or woodsmen and shipbuilders and sailors alone,
it would be at the mercy and exist only at the sufferance of
those nations that had a diversification of industries, occupa-
tions, and resources all well developed.

THE SOUTH AND THE CIVIL WAR.

No more impressive and gigantic illustration of the wisdom
and importance of such a symmetrical development of the re-
sources and diversification of the industries and the training
and occupations of a people can be found in the pages of either
ancient or modern history than in the late eivil war in our
own country. I challenge the attention of Members on both
sides of this House who participated in that struggle, as well
as every thoughtful student of the events and conditions that
preceded and were a part of the history of that unhappy war,
to consider the admitted facts.

Nearly 9,000,000 people, banded together with enthusiasm in
a common purpose to establish an independent government,
fighting on interior and shorter lines, with half their frontier
protected by the ocean and the Gulf; with a docile slave popu-
lation to cultivate the soil and care for the families of the
absent soldiers; with as gallant and brave soldiers as ever wore
uniform; with a dash and élan unsurpassed by the veterans of
Napoleon ; with brilliant generals skilled in the science and art
of war; with a Johnston, a Jackson, and a Lee, equal in genius,
daring, and devotion to our Sheridan, Sherman, and Grant;
with wives, mothers, and daughters of the Southland most de-
voted and self-sacrificing; these people, who were born and bred
of our bone and blood, fought a losing fight, and were doomed
from the beginning to defeat and disappointment. Yet, never
before in the history of the world had such a combination of
numbers, qualities, and devotion failed in such a struggle.

The explanation is a simple one. Hinton Rowan Helper, a
native of North Carolina and a slave owner, whose tragic death
took place in this city since this session began, pointed out as
early as 1857 that slavery would make the States in which it
existed almost exclusively agricultural, because slave Ilabor
must necessarily be crude, ignorant, and unskilled, and only
profitable in the cultivation of the soil; and that skilled artisans
and mechanics would not go to or remain in a State where slave
labor degraded free labor and reduced its wages,

Alexander H. Stephens, one of the ablest and purest public
men this country ever produced, declared upon the floor of the
Georgia convention as it was about to pass the ordinance of
secession that that step meant war; that the South was not
prepared for war; that it was an agricultural section; that it
had no diversification of industries; that it could not manufac-
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ture cannon, powder, shot, guns, or side arms, nor clothing,
boots, or shoes for its armies; that it could not build ships or
Iocomotives nor make rallway rails; that it could only procure
these essentials for successful warfare by exchanging its cotton
with England or continental Europe, and for this exchange it
must depend upon foreign ships, for the South had few of its

OWIL.

When the blockade was successfully established, cotton de-
throned as king, and munitions of warfare could neither be
mannufactured at home nor be brought in.from abroad, the end
was inevitable and near at hand. How great the contrast with
the Northern States, whose mining, manufacturing, commerce,
and all the varied industries of that section flourished as never
before. The high war tariff stimulated and created new indus-
iries and brought population and eapital to that section.

Nearly every regiment from the North had its skilled me-
chanies, who could build or repair a locomotive or other engine,
construct boats and railways, or repair and man a telegraph
line; but in the South, whene rails were worn out, locomotives
or engines disabled, boats damaged or destroyed, and telegraph
lines cut, few skilled mechanies or engineers could be found to
repair or replace these worn-out or damaged instruments so
‘necessary for successful warfare. Superhuman courage, genius,
and devotion could not win a fight in which material resources
and supplies were wanting against an army well supplied with
and capable of renewing these necessary resources and supplies
as fast as they were used up, worn out, or destroyed.

Who can tell how long the war would have been prolonged,
or its final outcome, if the Southern States, instead of being
almost exclusively devoted to agriculture and stock raising, had
been blessed with a diversification of industries, with all their
magnificent and varied natural resources developed, and their
people skilled in all the mechanic arts and occupations? The
genius and capabilities of the citizens of the South had been too
largely devoted to politics and the defense and propagation of
glavery. That they had the capacity for large business enter-
prises, the genins for the learned occupations as distinguished
from the learned professions, has been shown in a thousand
ways since the incubus of servile labor has been removed.
Rumsey, of Virginia, was the real inventor of the steamboat,
and his model, crude and imperfect because the requisite skilled
labor to build engine and boat could not be had in the South,
was launched upon the waters of the Shenandoah River, in my
district, before Fulton, on the Hudson, had made a successful
trip. Yet, surrounded by skilled artisans and favoring circum-
stances, the latter has been acclaimed the first invenfor of a
water eraft propelled by steam, and is likely to go down in his-
tory with that credit to his genius.

MeCormick, another Virginian, having perfected his reapers
and mowers in model and form, was compelled to establish his
shops and works in a great northern ecity, where self-respecting
mechanics, machinists, and skilled laborers of all kinds, work-
ing at good wages, could be had to earry out his plans to build
and ship these ereatures of his ingenious brain to every harvest
field of the world.

RESOURCES OF THE SOUTHERN STATES.

With coal, timber, and ore, and water power egual to the
best in New England, and raw cotton superior to any in the
world, the South and not New England should have been the
busiest and most prosperous cotton-goods manufacturing sec-
tion in the world. The whole South, with natural resources
equal to any part of the North, with a more genial climate, pre-
gents a case of arrested development, because her people were
doomed to the simplest occupations by reason of the unskilled
Iabor of the slaves, against which no intelligent, self-respecting
white artisan would compete. Slavery was a curse to master
and land hardly less great than its injustice to the slave.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. STURGISS. I beg the gentleman not to interrupt me.
I have no idea I shall be able to enlighten him at all by replying
to his questions. If he will follow the line of my argument, he
will see the trend of it; and he is welcome to all of it. I repre-
sent in part a so-called “ Southern State,” in which I have seen
that arrested development so stimulated until to-day the State
of West Virginia, once an integral part of Virginia, whose crea-
tion and existence depended upon a party whose pledge was to
develop and promote and protect all the great interests of the
country, is unsurpassed in progress and prosperity by any other
Southern State.

Mr. GARRETT. The gentleman answered a question which
was not asked.

Mr. STURGISS. I shall have to remind the gentleman of
the fact that for many weeks the gentlemen upon that side,
intoxicated with the exuberance of their own verbosity, have

multiplied words without wisdom and have defended every- ||

thing except the true American policy and the interests of the
American workman, and have exercised, as they have exer-
cised for years, the arguments of destructive criticism. They
have so long persisted in this—for nearly fifty years—that
they have lost the power of constructive statesmanship. They
have not brought in here, as the result of these many weeks and
months of deliberation, a tariff measure of their own. They
have not dared to cha]lenge the attention of the country to o
tariff policy of their own creation, but, standing in the position
of opposition, have devoted themselves now, as ever in the past,
to that policy of destructive criticism——

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee?

Mr. STURGISS, I can not. I have only a limited time, and
wire are drawing near the conclusion of this debate and discus-
sion.

Mr. GARRETT. The gentleman ought not to take up so much
time, then, to answer questions I did not ask,

Mr. STURGISS. If the gentleman did not want the question
which he had in his mind answered, he ought not to have inti-
mated it. The gentleman forgets, possibly, that mental telepa-
thy may have communicated it to me.

Mr. GARRETT. The gentleman thought I was going to ask
a partisan question, which I was not.

Mr. STURGISS. Happily that period in our economical his-
tory has passed, and the South may now compete on equal
terms with the most favored sections of our common country in
the generous rivalry for material development and prosperity.

The greatest drawback and handicap under which that see-
tion now labors is the result of her prejudices and adherence to
old political ideas and associations. However well free trade
might have snited the South when she had little but cotton to
trade and wanted to buy in the cheapest markets of the world,
that policy should no Ionger control her statesmen and her
people, owners of a rich heritage in natural, but slightly devel-
oped, resources and riches.

The South should have the same just measure of protection
to her peculiar industries and occupations as New England or
any other section of our country. Rice, sugar, lumber, citrus
fruits, peanuts, and cotton manufactures, as well as coal, iron,
and zine ores, lead, and manufactures thereof, should‘receive
that share of protection that will secure the work people of the
South from the cheap labor of the Tropics, of China, and Japan,
as well as the illy paid labor of Europe.

Will any thoughtful student of political economy and indus-
trial conditions show any plausible reason why New England,
witheut coal, iron, or a rich soil and genial climate should have
so far outstripped the South Atlantic and Gulf States, the
middle Southern and southwest Southern States, which possess
by nature all that New England has of natural advantages and,
in addition, a fertile soil, genial climate, coal, iron, zine, lead,
sulphur, limestone, cement rock, and other natural and mate-
rial resources? If the Representatives from those States will
permit me, I commend that question to them, to be answered
to thetr own consciences and their constituents.

WAGES.

The policy of a protective tariff does undeniably develop the
resources and increases the wealth and prosperity of a nation,
making it independent commercially, financially, and poelitically.
It does give better wages and happier conditions to its work
people. No one familiar with the wages paid abroad in the
mines, furnaces, mills, factories, and on the farms, whether in
Europe, the Tropics, China, or Japan, will eontend for a moment
that the American workman could live, or should be reqnired
to live, upon these starvation wages.

Every American voter ig a sovereign and carries nnder h!s
hat a part of the sovereignty of the Nation. He is the =ource
of all political power, and each one of us is profoundly inter-
ested that he should be intelligent as well as virtuous; that he
should have leisure for reading, studying, and understanding
the policies of the Government which he controls. He is, and
of right ought to be, the best fed, the best clothed, best housed,
and best paid workman in the world. That his condition, even
in the periods of panic and utmost depression in the United
States, is vastly better than that of the workman in any free-
tfrade nation is shown beyond all question in the fact that the
workers of the Old World and of foreign lands are coming to
our shores in greater numbers every year, which they would
not do if it were not certain that they would thereby better
their condition. The small number of work people in the
United States who are now the subjects of charity is infini-
tesimal almost by contrast with the more than 750,000 wage-
earners of free-trade Great Britain, who have been out of em-

ployment for the last twelve months. The old-age pension sys-
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tem of England is but a thinly disguised charity to keep these
unfortunates from the poorhouse. Germany was less affected
by the late panic and depression than any other European na-
tion. and largely because of the fact that that people, under the
leadership of Bismarck, has abandoned the free-trade policy
and established a well-arranged system of protection.

THE PAYNE BILL.

Before offering any criticisms upon the bill reported by Mr.
PAYNE, the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, I
want to bear testimony to the laborious investigations and con-
scientious efforts by the chairman and that committee in their
endeavor to perfect a bill that would command the support of
the House, meet with the approval of the people, provide ade-
quate revenue, and equalize duties, and encourage the industries
of the United States.

No measure of taxation of such a complicated character and
touching such a variety of interests can ever be drafted so as
to meet with the unanimous approval of Members of Congress
and of the people; such a bill must necessarily be in the nature
of a compromise, and, in my judgment, it seems to be framed
along protection lines and to provide for adequate revenues.

It is calculated to create new industries and to make them
profitable here, to give employment to a larger number of our
people in these occupations, and to give a better market for our
own raw materials. Doubtless clamor will be raised against some
of the schedules that have been slightly raised, having for their
purpose the encouragement of new industries. A like clamor
was raised when the Dingley bill sought by a high rate on tin
plate to establish that industry in the United States.

It was asserted by free traders that we never could success-
fully manufacture tin plate, because we had no tin mines and
could produce no metallic tin, losing sight of the fact that more
than 90 per cent of the cost of finished tin plate is in the labor,
in mining the coal, making coke, raising the iron ore, quarry-
ing the limestone for fluxing purposes, transporting these mate-
rials to the furnace, and the various processes that at last re-
sult in producing the steel or iron sheet, with finally the very
thin coating of metallic tin, the latter of which constitutes less
than 5 per cent of the actual cost of labor and material for the
finished plate. Under the fostering influences of the Dingley
Act tin-plate mills have been established in many parts of the
United States, and thousands of skilled workmen find employ-
ment at high wages, produce as good a tin sheet and at lower
cost to the consumer than was the cost before the passage of
the Dingley Aet. This industry may be taken as typical of
many others that have been established in like manner and by
the stimulating influence and the fostering care of the protec-
tive system.

The advantages to this country of such an industry are
manifold. These employees receive high wages; they own their
own homes; they pay the best prices in the market for meats,
fruits, and vegetables, thereby directly benefiting the farmer
and the stock raiser; they are well housed and well clothed;
they pay a large share of the taxes for local and state govern-
ment; they bear arms in time of war in our army and navy.

If such industries were not established and maintained here
we should be sending our money abroad to build up industries
that would give employment to men who would support a for-
eign government by their taxes, by manning foreign ships, and
fichting in the armies of our trade rivals, if ever at any time
war should exist between those nations and our own country.
It seems to me that every consideration of patriotism, of self-
interest, of the broadest altruism, should prompt us to support
the principle of protection so plainly embodied in the Payne
bill, whether that protection relates to the local industries situ-
ate in our respective congressional districts or is a part of the
general system, the first benefits of which will accrue fo some
other section or loecality.

SCHEDULES.

In the further consideration of the bill I shall direct my at-
tention briefly to some of the schedules in which my home State
is most largely interested as a producer of competing articles
affected by the tariff rates, and as to others so far as they relate
to the wisdom and propriety of subjecting them to any tariff rate.

SUGAR, TEA, AND COFFEE. v

These articles of prime necessity, used alike by rich and poor,
when subject to a very moderate duty would be great revenue
producers, because of such general use and the large quantities
consumed.

The rate of 8 cents and 9 cents per pound on tea, proposed by
the Payne bill, is, in the opinion of many, excessive, and in this
I concur. Under the Dingley law it is on the free list. The
proposed rate might well be termed a high protective rate,
and would gratify every extreme protectionist, if it could pos-

gibly tend to the growing of tea in our own territory or island
possessions ; but soil, or climate, and labor conditions hold out
little hope that the experiments in the cultivation of the tea
plant now being tried can ever result in the production of tea
successfully in commercial quantities. The rate of duty ecan
only be defended upon the plea of the necessity {o raise revenue,
and will always be unpopular and can never be justified except
upon the ground of the greatest emergency. I do not believe
that such necessity now exists, and therefore believe it would
be unwise to levy a duty upon tea.

Coffee stands upon a slightly different footing, for its cul-
tivation may be encouraged and greatly increased in Porto Rico,
Hawaii, and elsewhere within the jurisdiction of the United
States by a moderate tariff upon imports, and at the same time
yield a very considerable revenue; but it is admitted by the
framers of the pending bill that the tariff proposed is not
intended for revenue, for, while nominally putting coffee upon
the free list, the bill provides—

That if any country, dependency, province, or colony shall impose
an exlmrt dutdw or other export tax or charge of any kind whatsoever,
directly or in frectly. upon coffee exgorted to the United States, a duty
equal to such export duty, tax, or charge sghall be levied, collected, and
pald thereon,

Some, or all, the States or Provinces of Brazil which produce
coffee impose such an export tax, deriving a large revenue
therefrom, and have pledged or mortgaged this revenue to repay
the principal and interest of loans or bonds the proceeds of
which have been used by these Provinces for various projects
or enterprises undertaken by them. These pledges cover periods
extending from seven to ten years, and consequently this ex-
port tax can not now be repealed. The expectation of the Ways
and Means Committee in drafting the proviso was, apparently,
that Brazil or her Provinces would be induced to repeal this
export tax, if the duty imposed by the bill should not apply,
upon condition that the export duty was repealed and the ex-
ports of coffee to the United States be free from both export
and import tax and that traflic be untrammeled. But, in view
of the facts just stated, this condition can not be expected, and
the tariff proposed by the bill will be just that much added to
the cost of coffee to the consumer. The primary purpose of the
proviso was to cheapen the price of coffee—and it probably
would have produced that effect, by inducing the repeal of the
export tax by Brazil or her Provinces, but for the obligation to
her ecreditors to continue and apply the revenue therefrom to
the payments of the debts secured thereby—and not to increase
the cost by import duties.

Brazilian Provinces produce about two-thirds of the world's
crop, and the United States is the largest consumer. Porto
Rico and the Philippines and Hawaii are the only places under
the jurisdiction of the United States that successfully cultivate
the coffee berry. In 1906 importations from Brazil amounted
to over 778,000,000 pounds (out of a total of 952,000,000, of the
value of over $78,000,000), while the exports from Porto Rico
and Hawaii amounted to only 39,000,000 pounds, of the value of
about $4,700,000.

Under the conditions relating to tea and coffee, I believe both
should remain on the free list and not be subjected to any
tariff whatever.

The rate on sugar is a reduction on refined sugar of 5 cents
per hundred pounds, while that on raw or unrefined sugar re-
mains unchanged.

The consumption of sugar in the United States amounts to
3,000,000 tons per year, or an average of about 66 pounds per
capita. In 1907-8 the United States, including Porto Rico,
Hawaiian Islands, and the Philippines, produced a little over
one-half of that amount. Cuba produced about the same
amount. The importation of beet sugar, not above No. 16
Dutch standard, amounted to 177,564 tons, valued at $8,203,000,
The revenues from importations of sugar, molasses, and manu-
factures thereof amounted to over $60,000,000, on a valuation at
ports of entry of about $93,000,000.

The estimated revenue under the Payne bill upon the basis
of an equal value or amount of imports will be reduced a little
over £500,000,

I believe the rate on refined sugar might have been reduced
to 1.75 cents per pound, or a little over 10 per cent reduction
on the present rate, instead of 21 per cent reduction, still leav-
ing a difference of eighty one-hundredths of a cent per pound
for cost and profit to the refiners instead of 1 cent per pound.

Under the Dingley Act the refiners have had a margin of 1
cent a pound between the tariff on imported raw and refined
sugars, and that the profits have been unjustly large is shown
by the following statement of the American Sugar Refining
Company, commonly known as the “sugar trusf,” chartered
under the laws of New Jersey with a capital of $50,000,000. It
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has increased it to $£50,000,000. Its preferred stock has paid
7 per cent per annum and its common 10 per cent per annum,
and in 1803 12 per cent, and an extra dividend that year
of 10 per cent, making 22 per cent. Its assets for 1907 are
as follows:

Baw sugar, Including sugar to arrive, refined sugar, and

girup, and stock in process of manufacture $17, 5632, 226
Cash 5, 016, 986
Loans J.T, GBﬁ, 550
Accounts and bills receivable G, 934, 482
Investments in beet sugar and other corporations ... 907 0b2

Manifestly the margin of profit is unreasonably Iarge, and
the duties on raw sugar might have been raised and on refined
sugar reduced without loss of revenue to the United States and
with a gratifying reduction of the price to the consumer.

Since the committee put hides upon the free list, boots and
shoes should have been put at a lower rate than the reduction
from 25 per cent ad valorem, present rate, to 15 per cent.

West Virginia stands out as the one political and geographical
landmark created or growing out of the civil war. Repressed
and ignored by the political leaders of Virginia, except for pur-
poses of taxation, her separation from the mother State was
the beginning of-a new industrial life as well as of political in-
dependence. With a little over 400,000 population when ad-
mitted to the Union, June 20, 1863, the State has now over a
million and a quarter of people.

With magnificent virgin forests of the best timber, then not
unfrequently selling for payment of delinguent taxes, now
worth for stumpage alone from $20 to $50 per acre; with
16,000 square miles of bituminous coal in workable seams of
commercial value, selling within the last twelve or fifteen years
at from $2.50 to $10 per acre, now bringing $200 to $500 per
acre; with oil and natural gas in very large quantities, glass
sands, limestone and cement rocks, blue-grass lands of the
best, herding the choicest of beef cattle and the finest wooled
sheep; with superior fruit farms upon the river bottoms and
the uplands; with peach and apple orchards of more than a
thousand acres each in many instances; with great tanneries,
many paper and pulp mills; with furnaces, iron and steel
mills, tin-plate plants, pottery and glassware factories, and
many of the raw materials entering into these and other manu-
factured goods, the State may well be said to have been richly
dowered by the god of nature. West Virginia was aroused
from a semidormant state by the stimulating influences of the
Dingley Act, and from the date of its enactment the State
became a great workshop of prosperous industry.

The State may truly be described as a tariff-made State—
that is to say, by the protective feature of the Dingley Act
capital and population were attracted to the State, completely
revolutionizing its political complexion, emancipating it from
the thraldom of a free-trade Democracy, adding to the value of
its forests, its mines and varied resources, and giving employ-
ment at good wages to many added thousands in its manufac-
turing plants, in the forests, mills, and in the mines and
quarries.

Some of the provisions in the pending bill hit West Virginia
industries a staggering blow, if they shall be enacted into law.
COAL.

Fifty thousand miners and coke workers are employed in
our coal and coke operations. A very considerable market is
found for our coals in New England. If, as is proposed, coal
be placed upon the free list, a concession will be made to New
England that it does mot need, and I do not believe will de-
mand or insist npon. Nearly all of her manufactured products
are and have been liberally protected for many years. Free
trade would give a market in New England for Nova Scotia
or Cape Breton coal to the amount of about 1,000,000 tons a
year, and to that extent drive out the bituminous coals of Mary-
land and West Virginia, and the latter State would be com-
pelled to seek a market in the Ohio and Mississippl valleys
for that much more of her products than now find their way
southward, and to that extent displace the coals of Tennessee
and other Southern States supplying the Mississippi Valley.
In addition, New England, more profoundly interested in ship-
building and in the construction and maintenance of a great
merchant marine than any other section of the country, would
be encouraging the imporfation of Canadian coal in foreign
built and owned vessels, which would engage in that traffic, and
to that extent deprive American-built vessels engaged in and
having exclusive privilege of our coastwise trade of that much
freight.

So that the advantages of free coal to New England would
be more than offset by the discouragement offered the American
shipbuilders and vessels and the encouragement given the for-
eign vessels to engage in this trade, thus injuriously affecting
the shipbuilding industry of New England.

The coal operators in West Virginia would be willing fo
accept a fixed rate of 45 cents per ton, and would prefer this
to either the present rate, which is 67 cents a ton for run-of-
mine coal and 15 cents for slack, or to the proposed rate, made
dependent upon the rate to be fixed by Canada. Personally,
I do not believe it a wise policy to make the rate that we im-
pose on imports depend in any degree upon the pleasure or will
of the nation to which we export our products. I understand
that the Canadian rate may be guickly changed by order of
council or some other executive body, while with us it must
depend upon congressional action, which is slow and uncertain,
By the enactment of the proposed bill we should be giving
an undvoe advantage to our rivals.

LUAMEBER.

The State, and my district, is a large producer of both hard
and soft wood lumbers and of wood pulp and paper, and the
proposed reduction in the tariff on all of these products will
work a great hardship to our people. Many of them have
bought timber lands at high prices, with the Dingley tariff
rates in existence, and now give employment to thousands of
sturdy wood choppers and sawmill men and other thousands
in the pulp mills.

The reduetion or abolition of rates on products ‘of wood from
our forests will throw many thousands of people out of employ-
ment and make valueless, or greatly reduce in value, property
investments. In this connection I desire to read an extract
from a letter from one of our pulp makers:

It is now admitted by the palg;rtmde journals that the Mann com-
mittee will recommend the abolition of the duty on wood pulp amount-
ing to $1.75 a ton. Thjsmmsnloutousof.smuday we meet
Canadian prices

There I8 eno gﬂwoodlntbiasutetosu yanthelpulpmuh
and paper mﬂ.ls wit its borders for the next ﬂg‘g 'he statis-
tics show that the pulp-mill consumption represents 2 per cent of the

visible supplga
We have men here dependent on the 2 small mills I e.nt.
The day this tariff change goes into effect we will have to shut

I earnestly protest against placing lumber and wood proﬂncts
on the free list.

OIL,

The independent oil producers in West Virginia have indi-
cated their entire satisfaction with the provisions of the bill
relating to the countervailing duties, provided that the opera-
tion of the section in relation to drawbacks does not give an un-
due or unreasonable advantage to the Standard Oil Company or
other great producing and refining companies.

WOOL.

We are not satisfied with the reduction in the rate on the
lower grades of wool. While we produce a small guantity of
these lower grades, yet it is believed that if imported in large
quantities they will supplant in greater or less degree the fine
wools, which constitute the bulk of the wool grown in West Vir-
ginia. We think no change should be made in the wool schedule,

TIX PLATE,

Our tin-plate workers are practically unanimous in objection
to the drawback provisions in relation to imported tin, manu-
factured into cans and cases in this country and in which are
exported abroad meats and canned goods and the oils of the
Standard Oil Company ; and while I do not believe that the re-
peal of this provision would materially benefit the tin-plate
worker, yet I am opposed on principle to the drawback system
as opening, in many instances, a wide door for fraud.

I think it unwise to reduce the tariff on tin plate in any de-
gree so long as we are importing a very considerable quantity
of tin plate from Great Britain.

XNO APOLOGY.

I make no apologies for speaking specially in behalf of the
interests of my district and of its products that are affected by
the tariff., I do this because I am more familiar with them,
and because if I did not represent them specially, I should be
derelict in my duty to my constituents.

I am willing to extend to the products of every other State
to the fullest extent the benefit of a protective policy, and ask
only similar treatment for the industries of my State.

DEMOCRATS BREAKING AWAY.

I welcome with much gratification the breaking away from
party allegiance of many enlightened and patriotic members of
the minority party, and especially amosg those who come from
the SBouthern States. I believe the time is coming rapidly when,
emancipated from the thraldom of party allegiance, the South
will deelare for a protective policy, and so continue long after
New England may have declared for free trade.

It will be better for the country when industrial and eco-
nomic and not secticnal questions divide the great parties of
the country, and I hope to live to see the day when greater
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prosperity, greater wealth, and greater material development
and advantage shall come to the South in common with all other
sections of the country, and when, burying all differences grow-
ing out of the ancient policies of the past, we shall go forward
to greater heights of prosperity and happiness under one eco-
nomic¢ policy, one destiny, and one flag. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, several gentlemen from the Re-
publican side have complained that the Democrats have not
presented a substitute bill for the one now pending. Every such
suggestion has come from a politician who is not satisfied with
the Payne bill, and feels that his constituency are less content
than he. The Republicans are responsible for this bill, and need
not expect to be able to hide their own misdoings by attempting
to throw responsibility upon Democrats or by raising any quarrel
with them. The promise has been made that the tariff would be
revised. In every part of the country this statement was reiter-
ated. The pending bill is supposed to be in response to the
demands of the people and framed in accordance with the pre-
election pledges of Representatives. It was insisted prior to the
election that a genuine tariff revision could only be made by
friends of the tariff, and the assertion was repeatedly made
that the Republicans were its friends and the Democrats were
its enemies. Complaint is now heard that the Democrats are
not doing their duty, because they have permitted the Ways
and Means Committee without hindrance to present their views
in a concrete bill. The Payne bill is not satisfactory to any
Member of this body, so far as I have heard. Gentlemen in
explaining its imperfections now say no tariff bill can be made
which ig perfect. Why were not the American people informed
last November that it was impossible for any Republican to
frame a satisfactory tariff bill? It was then asserted that only
the Republican party could make such a bill. At this time it
is frankly admitted that the Republican party is unable to
frame a satisfactory law; that any bill to secure passage must
be a compromise. This could as easily have been asserted six
months ago as now.

How ridiculous must this confession appear to those who have
relied upon the Republican party for relief, when that party
now admits its incapacity and demands that the Democratic
party shall present a substitute bill. Evidently such reguest
is made with the vain hope that the Democrats may present
an objectionable measure. The Republican party is charged
with the responsibility, and it ean not shirk it. The people
have thrown the burden upon that party to prepare a tariff
measure, and it can not avoid the burden of such action. The
Democrats were excluded from the consideration and prepara-
tion of the bill. From January 1 to March 15, behind closed
doors, the Republican members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee deliberated on the tariff schedules, and then presented
the pending bill to the Democrats. No one outside that commit-
tee, so far as the Democrats have knowledge, had the slightest
intimation of anything it would contain. When the bill thus
prepared in secret was presented to the committee, motion was
made to favorably report it without reading, and this motion
prevailed. The bill was reported to the House at once, and the
discussion began and has continued until this time, beginning
at 10 o'clock each morning and concluding at 10.30 at night.
When, I wish to know, could the Democrats have presented a
bill as a substitute? At what stage in the proceedings was it
permissible? Under the existing autoeratic rules, when could
such a substitute have been presented? At no time; and every
gentleman here knows it. Such a suggestion can only be made
to mislead an unsuspecting public. But gentlemen may rest
assured that the people are informed of what is doing here, and
will hold each individual responsible for his action.

It is not my purpose to eritically discuss the bill in detail,
but I can safely assert that it is no improvement on the Ding-
ley law. When all its mysterious provisions are understood,
and its “jokers” have all been exposed, it will be seen that
the bill has been drawn by the manufacturers, for the manu-
facturers, and that protection to special interests and not tariff
has been the controlling motive in the preparation of the bill.
The professed friends of the tariff for the time being forgot
their interests in that subject, and apparently have allowed
themselves to be overcome in what may seem to them the larger
question of protection to manufacturers. It is not the infant
industries that have controlled action, but it is the overmastering
power of the mature enterprises which have controlled in the
framing of the schedules.

The Government, with its deficiency of $60,000,000 last year,
with £90,000,000 thus far this year, and the prospect of a deficit
next year, makes urgent need for revenue. Will the proposed
law furnish it, is the guestion. The chairman of the committee,
in his statement and report, shows a probable shortage of $10,-

000,000 per year in the revenues under the bill. In explaining
the different items of expenditure which must be made, he said,
among other things, that the appropriations made from time to
time were not wholly expended each year, and intimated that
at least 5 per cent of the total amount would not be required.
Then, figuring the demands for the fiscal year 1910 at $900,-
000,000, he concluded that $45,000,000 of the appropriations
recently made for the coming fiscal year will not be needed,
and then deducted that amount from the appropriations. He
failed to take into his accounting the fact that appropriations
made for a given year may be paid in subsequent years; that in
each year there are payments made from the Treasury for
items not included in the appropriations for that year. When
this has been taken into account, the appropriation is about
exhausted.

The records show that on an average much less than 1 per
cent is shown to remain of the appropriated balance, so that
the reduction of $45,000,000 from the needed revenues on this
account can not be made. This bill can, from no reasonable
standpoint, be considered a revenue measure, and other means
must be resorted to in taxation to meet the expenditures of the
Government. The gentleman from New York shows that be-
tween the passage of the Dingley bill, July 25, 1897, and March
16, 1909, there has been $25,000,000 collected in revenue above
disbursements, but he fails to show how much of that sum was
produced by the war taxes imposed to meet the expenses of the
Spanish war. One thing is evident, the expenses must be
greatly curbed. During the calendar year 1908 the increased
expenditures over 1907 were $77,000.,000, and this in the midst of
the panie. The expenditures in business enterprises decreased,
and naturally it would be supposed that the expenditures of the
Government would likewise have decreased. TUnless an urgent
system of economy is inaugurated the pending bill, if enacted
into law, must inevitably fail by tens of millions of dellars
annually to meet the demands of the Treasury.

The appropriations for next year are §1,044,014,208.23. Think
of it, more than $12 per capita if distributed to the individual.
Now, to meet this it is estimated that $223.340,712 will be re-
ceived from postal revenue. It is claimed that $60.000,000 is

for sinking fund on public debt, and need not be paid; that

$£35,000,000 is appropriated for the Panama Canal, which can
be paid by the sale of bonds under the provisions of this bill.
By making these reductions there would be left as a necessary
amount to be raised by taxation $725,673.586.23. To meet this
enormous sum the following estimates are made:

From customs duties under the present bill____________
From internal revenue 251, 000, 000
From taxes on legacles

From miscellaneous sources. %2‘ 00(1' %
making in all $638,224,732.30, which anyone can see will leave
a deficiency of over $87,000,000 per year.

It is claimed for this bill that it will produce $33,166, 74825
more revenue than existing law. It may be surprising to know
that after all that has been said about the revenue features of
this bill it proposes only $11,666,748.25 more than the Dingley
law on customs duties. In fact, it produces less by nearly
$3,000,000 than the present law on all schedules excepting agri-
culture, Agricultural products and provisions are increased
$14,010,392.33. It might be expected naturally that any extra
burdens would bear more heavily on agriculture than anything
else. But, in this case, this enormous increase in agricultural
schedules was ostensibly for the protection and benefit of the
farmer. Notice how this is worked out. Tea, which has been
on the free list, is taxed 8 cents per pound. This product is
all imported so that there is no protection to the American
producer or laborer in levying the tax. There was imported
for consumption last year 99,420.859 pounds. If there should
be the same importation next year, it wonld yield a revenue
under the proposed law of $7,053,668.70. Pepper. mustard, nut-
meg, cloves, cinnamon, and nearly all kinds of spices are taken
from the free list and taxed 30 per cent of their value, and this
would add one and one-half millions more to the revenue.
Not content with these heavy taxes on the Ameriean table,
cocoa has been added to the dutiable list with a tax of 4 cents
per pound, which amounts on the present importations to
$3,200,000 more.

Apparently not satisfied with this burden placed on the
farmer under the guise of protection to his industries, but in
fact adding directly to his expenses for the necessaries of life
which go into every-day home consumption, there has been
taken from the dutiable list with a tax of 15 cents per pound
hides, which are produced by the cattle raisers of the country,
that the Boston shoe merchant may secure his leather cheaper.
This loss to the western farmer has not been fully compensated.
If there was a material reduction on the importation prices
of boots and shoes, then there could be little complaint, but in

$305, 224, 752
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this particular there is apparently splendid foundation for the
charge that this bill is drawn in the interests of the eastern
manufacturers. The people generally are favorable to free
hides, but they wish free boots and shoes as well.

It is surprising what misleading arguments are sometimes
made. For example, the gentleman from Ohio undertook to
show that the 1867 tariff of 12} cents per pound on wool
was the cause of the marvelous increase in the wool elip
from 160,000,000 pounds in 1867 to 308,000,000 pounds in 1885.
Then, I ask, why was there less wool produced in 1872, for
the law had been in existence five years, than when it was first
enacted? There has been practically the same rate of taxation
since the existence of the Dingley law. On the same principle,
why were there 62,000,000 sheep in 1902 and only 45,000,000 in
10057 Why were there 64,000,000 sheep in 1903 and never
within 10,000,000 of that number since that time? Why was
the price of wool to the farmer in 1908 so much reduced from
earlier years? Why were sheep worth $178,000,000 in 1901 and
only $127,000,000 in 1805, a falling off in value of nearly 30
per cent in four years?

I do not controvert the fact that tax on wool increases the
price to the woolgrower, because our people are importers of
wool and not exporters. The annual production is about 300,
000,000 pounds, and there are imported over 200,000,000 pounds:
but our market, after all, is largely controlled by the question
of supply and demand. The scarcity of wool in the world in-
creases the price here, and a surplus in the world's supply will
lessen it. The gentleman from Ohio left the impression that the
American horse was valuable only because of the tariff, and
that the value increases as the tariff increases. In illustration
he shows that horses were worth less in 1897 under the Wilson
bill than in 1893 under the McKinley law, and were worth more
in 1908 under the Dingley tariff than in 1893. But he fails to
explain that horses were worth $74 per head in 1889, when Mr,
Cleveland first went out of office, and that they declined each
year and were only worth $61 per head when he was inaugu-
rated the second time. Why not be fair in these discussions,
and admit the truth—that none of the tariffs, high or low, are
responsible for the price of horses? When they are in demand,
they are high, and when there is an oversupply, horses are
cheap.

The gentleman from Washington likewise digressed from the
discussion of the merits of the pending bill to make comparison
of the prices of farm products. He said:

It is the common knowledge of all men that shortly after 1894, about
1897, that the prices In thls connection began to r and rose very
rapidly all the time up to 1904 and past that date.

1 ask that the record be examined to ascertain the truth of
this statement. Take wheat, the great staple crop of the coun-
try. In 1597, the year Mr. Cleveland went out of office, wheat
was 80 cents a bushel, and it never reached that price again in
any year, with the exception of 1904, until the year 1907. I
quote from the Statistical Abstract the price of wheat for the
following years: >

Cents.
1897 - - 80.8
1893 en 58. 2
1800 __ 584
L e N R S o B 61.9
%ggi == S : =g 35:3
e e e
T S e A S S S e R R e z ‘riig
1006 S EC e L e L 86.7
JO07 SN 3 87. 4

Some gentleman may say your statement begins with the
clogse of the Cleveland administration, and does not show the
prices during that time, To be entirely fair, I will give the

prices of wheat, commenecing in 1890 and ending with 1896,
which completes the table:

It will be observed that from 1890 to 1894, under the MeKin-
ley tariff, wheat fell from 83.8 cents to 49.1 cents, and that
under the Wilson tariff it rose from 40.1 to 80.8 cents, and
that for five years thereafter it was not within 15 cents per
bushel of the 1807 prices. Equally surprising facts are found
with reference to the price of corn. For example, in 1809, it
was worth 30 cents per bushel; in 1901, 60 cents; in 1895, dur-
ing the Cleveland régime, 45 cents per bushel; and in 1905,
under Roosevelt, 41 cents per bushel.

Any comparison which undertakes to charge the low prices
of farm products to a low tariff and the high prices of such
products to a high tariff are without foundation in fact. The
surplus of the staple products of the farm are sold abroad in
the open market in competition with the produets of the lowest-
paid labor in the world.

It is urged that there is a tax on farm products which proteects
the agriculturalist. How does that help the farmer so long as
he is an exporter? Whenever he becomes an importer, or like
products are imported, as in the case of the sugar planter, then
the tax imposed is a benefit, because the foreign sugar producer
or the importer, as the case may be, can not sell here without
first paying the duty on sugar. The wheat grower exports
annually more than 200.000,000 bushels of wheat and wheat
flour. He is dependent wholly upon the export price for his
product, which is governed mainly by the supply of wheat in the
world. Why was it that wheat was worth less than 50 cents per
bushel in 18947 A careful inquiry will develop the fact that it
was because there was more wheat produced that year than in
any previous year in the world’'s history. Why did it increase
in price to 80 cents per bushel in 1897? Was it because of
Grover Cleveland and the Wilson bill? No; but because in that
year there was a shortage of 270,000,000 bushels from 1896, and
the world production was less by 425,000,000 bushels than in
1894, The world’'s production in 1891, under the McKinley
tariff, was 130,000,000 bushels less than it was in 1893, when it
was worth 30 cents per bushel less. If gentlemen were to study
the economical conditions and the causes which affect, there
would be none of the cheap political eant which charges all of
the finanecial failures to the actions of any political organization.
This bill should stand or fall on its merits, and not on any at-
tempt to befog and belittle a great political organization by falla-
cious declarations, deceptive jugglery of figures, or bitter de-
nuneiations. None of these should avail in determining the de-
sirability of the proposed legislation.

There can be no question of the fact that the American people
were promised revision of the tariff by both political parties.
Notwithstanding this positive pledge to the people, gentlemen
wedded to the doetrine of protection have repeatedly asserted
that the tariff should be so high as to prevent the importation
of any foreign goods in competition with American manufacture.
At least three members of the Ways and Means Committee have
declared themselves in favor of this position, which is in open
violation of platform declarations and in utter disregard of
the needs of the people. It is the extreme selfish view In states-
manship, which would have a small part of the people prosper
without regard to the well-being of the great mass of mankind
whose will should be supreme and whose wishes should be
enacted into law. According to the table prepared by the tariff
experts who are employed by the Ways and Means Committee
to make comparison of the Dingley law and the Payne bill, the
present average per cent of customs duties under the several
schedules is 44.16 per cent, while under the proposed law the
per cent will be 45.72, an increase of 1.56 per cent over the
Dingley duties.

COUNTERVAILING DUTIES.

One of the object!~nable features of this bill is what is termed
“ countervailing duties.” These are conditional taxes and de-
pendent upon the terms expressed in the provisions of the bill.
Petroleum, for illustration, is placed on the free list, but in do-
ing so there is added this proviso:

That if there be.imported into the United States crude petroleum, or
the products of crude petroleum, produced in any country which im-
oses a duty on petrolenm or its products exported from the United
gtates, there shan in such cases be levied, {m d, and ccllected a duty
upon said crude petrolenm or its products so imported equal to the duty
imposed by such country.

No one can tell whether there will be any tax on crude petro-
leum or whether this provision will serve to prohibit importa-
tion. It is not known how much the tax may be, because it
will depend upon the tax imposed in the country which levies
an impost on American products seeking admission there. The
interpretation of the law will depend wholly upon the statute
of a foreign country. The Standard Oil Company now controls
the price of oil in the United States; in fact, it almost controls
the world's price. The crude oil is subject to its dietation,
whether it owns the oil or buys the product from independent
producers. No independent producer can compete with that
company, but is completely subject to its monopolistic grasp.
If independent competition is attempted, the Standard has the
power to crush its competitor. In addition to its enormous
holdings in the United States, it owns oll fields wherever oil
in paying guantities is found. In every oil-producing country
of the world, with the possible exception of Russia, it has pos-
sessions. If it is sought in the United States to assert the
rights of a competitor, the overmastering power of the Stand-
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ard is met at every advanced step. If it is attempted to pro-
tect against the foreign competitor, again the Standard is
found in the way to progress. How to release its hold, how to
meet its control, how to remove its monopolistic power, are the
questions which so greatly concern the whole American people.
I feel sure that the sentiment in this House is so strongly in
favor of the people in this contest that the countervailing duty
on petroleum will be removed and it will be placed uncondi-
tionally on the free list. The provision now in the law can
only benefit the Standard Company, so that no harm can result
from removing this barrier to competition from without.

A countervailing provision is attached to the coffee schedule,
which makes the law indefinite as to amount of tax and de-
pendent upon the action of the country exporting coffee. It
is expressed in this proviso:

That if any country, dependency, province, or colony shall impose an
export duty or other export tax or charge of any kind. whatsoever,
directly or Ind!rectl!{, upon coffee exported to the United States a duty
equal to such export duty, tax, or charge shall be levied, collected, and
paid thereon.

Brazil last year sent to the United States three-fourths of
the coffee consumed, over 778,000,000 pounds. It furnished over
two-thirds of the world’s crop. That country has an export tax
on coffee of nearly 3 cents per pound. The effect of the passage
of this bill would be to levy a tax of 3 cents per pound on all
Brazilian coffee. It is claimed that that country would remove
this export duty in order to avoid the tax imposed here. It has
been plainly shown, however, that Brazil needs the revenue,
and, in addition, that its bonded indebtedness is based on the
agreement to continue such tax. That country is, therefore,
so situated that it can not withdraw the tax. The United
States would then impose the 3-cent rate on every pound coming
from Brazil. Coffee, therefore, instead of being on the free list,
will yield a revenue of many millions of dollars. I feel sure it
is safe to predict that this unreasonable and uncertain tax will
be removed by placing coffee on the free list without inter-
posing conditions.

Another provisional section will have the effect of preventing
the importation of small watches, because it will be impossible
to make the engraving required on the case and movements.
The prohibitory provision to which I refer is thus expressed:

That all watch movements and cases of foreign manufacture shall
have the name of the manufacturer, and of the state, town, or village,
and cmmh-f of manufacture cuf, engraved, or die sunk conspicuously
and indelibly on the face of the movement and the Inside of the case,
respectively, and the movements shall also have marked thereon by one
of the methods indicated the number of jewels and adjustments, said
number to be expressed both in words and in Arabic numerals; and
none of the articles shall be delivered to the importer unless marked
in exact conformity to this direction.

Why should such a provision be made? Why should the
importer, if he pays the customs duties required by law, be
excluded? American watches are sold in every market of the
world. If the European watch is sent to this country, and the
importer is willing to pay the duty here, should the law by its
terms have the effect of excluding it? Watches, too, are a
commodity which it is admitted are sold away from home much
cheaper than in the United States.

The best hidden * joker” found in any schedule in the bill,
perhaps, is the countervailing tax on lumber. The conditional
clause is splendidly expressed in these words:

That If any country, dependency, province, or other subdivision of
government shall impose an export duty or other export charge of any
kind whatsoever upon, or any discrimination against, any forest product
exported to the United States, or of any country, dependency, province,
or other subdivision of government forbids or restricts the exportation
of any forest produet to the United States In any way, there shall be
imposed upon all of the forest products of such country when imported
into the I?nited States the dutles prescribed In section 3 of this act
during the econtinuance of such export duties, charges, embargo, dis-
crimination, or restriction.

This provision is so broad and far-reaching that if any small
dependency or division of government in any part of British
Columbia should impose an export duty, however slight, upon
any product of the forest of any kind, then the Dingley rates
are to apply to the products of lumber that may be exported.
The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. JoroNeY], author of this
provision, frankly admitted that it would have the effect of
retaining the Dingley rate, and was intended to do so. In my
judgment, this unfortunate provision will not be in the bill
when it goes to the Senate. There will be a reduction of 50
per cent as indicated in the present bill, or a less rate, on lumber,
with all conditions removed. The people have a right to know
the rate of taxation on anything imported into this country.
No law should be so framed as to depend for its construction
upon the statutes of another country. Our tariff bills should
be so framed that every item in them can be understood at the
time of the reading. There are several provisions in the pend-
ing bill which no man can undecsstand without reading various

other sections in the Dbill, and in some instances the expres-

sions are so difficult in their meaning that no man can tell in
advance what would be the probable construction of a court on
the provisions of the bill. Before passing from this phase of
the subject I wish to call attention to another proviso. In the
schedule fixing the duty on dolls, doll heads, and toys there is
named an ad valorem tax of 35 per cent, which is the existing
law ; then there are added these words:

The toys made in imitation or miniature of, or bearing the same
name as, articles that are provided for in the dutiable list of this sec-
tion b}\; individual or class designation shall pay the same rate of duty
as such articles.

Nearly all toys are made in imitation of something real or
bearing the name of some article of manufacture. This bill
would make the tax on the toy the same as on the object imi-
tated. If a toy is made in imitation of a horse, the duty would
be the same as on a horse that might be imported, $30. On a
toy cow the duty would be $3.75, which is the proposed duty on
a cow. Small toy watches, in Europe worth, say, $1.36 per
gross, would, under existing law, pay 49 cents duty, but under
the Payne bill there would be required 70 cents for each watch,
plus 40 per cent ad valorem on the case, which would amount
to $101.34 per gross, or about 75 cents each. A toy sheep,
which would cost less than 10 cents in Europe, would require
a duty of $1.50, because the duty on a sheep is that amount.
A toy pistol, which may be imported at 5 cents, would be re-
quired to pay a duty of 75 cents and 25 per cent of the value
of the pistol, because that is the duty on pistols. These items
show the absurdity of this provision. I can not understand
on what theory such a suggestion was made, unless it was for
the purpose of preventing their importation. The manufac-
turers of toys, according to the hearings, agreed that 85 per cent
ad valorem was a sufficient protection to them. The hearings
disclose also a violent protest to the proposed provision, and an
urgent demand that it should not be incorporated into law.

DRAWBACKS.

Another scheme provided in this bill is pernicious in its
effects. I have reference to what is known as the “drawback ”
feature; that is, a provision which, in certain specified cases,
allows 99 per cent of the duties that have been paid to be re-
funded to the persons who made payment. For example, where
ships are constructed in American shipyards for foreigners, to
be used in foreign trade, the duties of all the materials of im-
portation used in building the ship shall be paid back to the
shipbuilder. This is a strange provision, in light of present
conditions. With the merchant marine of this country fast
passing away, with the decline from 65 per cent of the whole
carrying trade in 1860 to about 10 per cent of it now, this
makes this action the more astounding. Why should ships be
built for foreign ownership free from the effects of the tariff,
while all duties are imposed in the construction of American
ships for American use and ownership?

Section 20 of the bill is so constructed as to make the mean-
ing indefinite. I have conferred with no one who has a fixed
idea of what is intended. One of its provisions is—

On the exportatipn of articles manufactured or produced in the
United States cither in whole or in part of imported materials, or from
domestic materials of equal quantity and protective manufactur!
quality and value, such guestion to be determined by the Becretary o
the Treasury, there shall be allowed a drawback equal in amount to the
dutles paid on the imported materials used, or where domestic materials
are used, to the dutles paid on the equivalent of imported materials
less the legal deduction of 1 per cent.

This, whatever else it may accomplish, is intended to have
the effect of furnishing free of duty the materials for use in
manufacturing articles which may afterwards be exported. It
is another forceful illustration of the apparent desire to pave the
pathway of the manufacturer with every substantial benefit that
a law can give without regard to the rights of the American
consumer, who pays the bills,

Another paragraph of the same section relates to the with-
drawal of the internal revenue from articles aboard ship and
is in these words:

Articles of domestic manufacture and production subject to internal
revenue tax may be withdrawn from bonded warehouses free of tax, to
be consumed on vessels clearing for foreign countries, and after their
departure from the United States, under such rules and regulations
as the Secretary of the Treasury shall prescribe.

There is now a heavy internal revenue tax imposed on all
malt and spirituous liguors, tobacco, cigars, and cigarettes,
amounting to $250,000,000 annually. TUnder the provisions of
the pending bill, all articles which pay such taxes can be sold
for consumption and use on any vessel clearing for foreign
ports entirely exempt from taxation. All revenues are to be
remitted. Why should this Government encourage the use and
sale of intoxicating beverages and tobacco in every form on the
high seas, while it prohibits the American citizen on land from
using the same articles unless the revenue duties are fully
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paid, and until the individual has first obtained a license fo
sell and dispose of such commodities?

In the fisecal year ending June 30, 1907, the records showed
that over one-half million people took passage from the United
States. This gives an idea of the enormous traflic which is en-
couraged by this unusual concession. The drawbacks under the
Dingley law are not nearly so large as those ex).ected under the
Payne bill. For the last ten years the drawb:cks have aver-
aged more than $5,000,000 per year. Many think they will be
several times that under the Payne bill. In any event, what-
ever the drawback may be, it is taken from the current revenue
and lessens it by the amount thus withdrawn. I ask on princi-
ple, Why should the manufacturer be given a royalty to the
amount of the customs duties on goods sold for export when the
American citizen is required to pay them on goods sold at home?
On what economic or ethical basis can such a course be upheld?

MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM RATES.

One of the most radical and serious changes made in existing
law is with reference to maximum and minimum rates. Under
the Dingley law the maximum rate was charged unless by
friendly trade agreement a lower rate was determined upon not
below the minimum rate. This had the effect of encouraging
trade and was an inducement to fair treatment on peaceful
terms. Under the Payne bill the minimum rate is first charged,
but all existing treaties as to tariffs are to be annulled in sixty
days after the passage of the bill, then the maximum rate is to
be charged against every country unless the foreign government
shall give the United States as favorable tariff arrangements as
are given to any other country.

The minimum rates are the specified rates under the Payne
bill. The maximum rates are on an average about 20 per
cent higher than the Dingley rates and add 68 paragraphs of
the free list to the dutiable list at 20 per cent ad valorem. The
purpose of this plan is to coerce trade agreements, to force
other nations to make with us the most favorable trade rela-
tions, Tkis, in face of the fact that our Government has en-
tered into a treaty with Cuba to favor it in the diserimination
of duties beyond all other nations. How can it be expected to
drive other nations to terms while this Government is itself
favoring Cuba? Leading nations to-day have agreements with
one another whereby preferential duties are given in certain
instances, and our Government has done likewise. Why should
it now seek to annul these treaty stipulations, cause other
nations to break up their preferential plans, and drive them if
they trade with this Government to readjust their tariff agree-
ments, when our Government would not change its trade rela-
tion with Cuba to satisfy any other country?

The strongest plea in favor of the pending bill was made by
the gentleman from California [Mr. McKiNray], who insisted
that the United States should have a tariff law so high that
no goods would ever come into competition with American
manufactures, and then the productions of this country should
be limited to the needs of our own people. This is the legiti-
mate result of the protective policy, and is the fairest expres-
sion of it I ever heard from a Republican. What -must become
of the American farmer, who has produced more than $50,000,-
000 worth of animals each year than is needed for home
use and consumption? What will be done with the $700,000,-
000 annual surplus of farm products? Where will the market
be found for the half billion dollars’ worth of manufactured
goods that are sold in foreign markets? This country is reach-
ing o point in its development where the vital question is one
of the sale of commodities.

The great burning economical proposition is, Where can the
products of the American farm, mine, and manufactory find a
ready and profitable market? This country is great industrially.
Its business thrift and enterprise can not be surpassed. Its
natural advantages are the greatest enjoyed by any people.
And yet, in direct opposition to the plea of the gentleman from
California, is the demand of the American producer for a place
where he can dispose of the fruits of his toil at a profit. I ecan
not understand how the American who examines the pending
bill in the light of business expansion and economic conditions
ecan indorse the restrictive effect of such a law upon the trade
of our country at home and abroad. In the face of a pledge to
revise the tariff in the interests of the people, this unequal, un-
fair, unjust, and grievously burdensome measure can not meet
the expectant demands of a generous people. Since the pending
bill increases the cost of nearly everything of everyday con-
sumption, from that which makes up the daily bills of fare for
the table to the clothes and underwear worn by the inmates of
the home, and brings expense and burden rather than relief
from the ills already borne, a long-suffering people will certainly

condemn it as a measure of oppression, and will see in it a |

further yielding to the firm grasp of monopoly rather than the
loosening of the bands which now draw the profits of the masses
into the coffers of the few. Against this tendency I protest.
Legislation should be in the interest of the whole people. They
should write the statutes, and as far as I can ascertain their
judgment it shall control my action. Believing as I do that the
pending bill is not in their interests and will in no way benefit
them, I shall cast my vote against it.

Mr. BARTLETT of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I thank you
for your kindness and courtesy in extending me recognition at
this time, but owing to my physical condition I am not able to
proceed. I will avail myself of the privilege of extending my
remarks in the Recorp now or later, in the event I shall be
able to address the committee on Monday.

Mr. KORBLY. Mr. Chairman, there is an irreconcilable con-
flict between two propositions presented by this bill, as indicated
in its title. It purports to be a bill to provide revenue and en-
courage the industries of the United States. This means that
the bill is devised primarily for purposes of * protection.”

In so far as it tends to * protect ™ it fails to provide revenue,
and in so far as it tends to provide revenue it fails to “ protect.”
It can “ protect” only by shutting out imports, and it can pro-
vide revenue only by securing imports.

Its proponents are so doubtful of its revenue-producing quali-
ties that they have provided for issuing $250,000,000 worth of
interest-bearing bonds, called “ certificates of indebfedness,” out
of deference to certain eritics of a certain Democratic admin-
istration. If this inference as to the bond provision is not cor-
rect, and if the bill is really expected to produce the needed
revenue, then the proponents of the bill certainly must be pre-
paring, not to reduce expenses, but to increase them enormously.
There is likewise an irrepressible conflict between the advoeates
of “protection” and the defenders of man’s natural rights.
Those who deny to * protection™ anything but evil can hardly
be expected to discuss the question of how much “ protection ”
is necessary or desirable,

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that we can achieve “national
prosperity ” by legislation. Both in and out of Congress many
profess to believe this can be done. The proposition that we
can tax ourselves rich has been proclaimed so often that the
people seem to have a settled conviction that the chief business
of Government is to provide prosperity for the Nation. This
idea is almost a superstition. If it be true that prosperity
flows from legislation, then such prosperity as we have had for
the past eighteen months must be the kind to expect from the
legislation proposed.

The troth is that legislation can, and often does, inferfere
with prosperity, but never creates it. We can not make the
Nation rich by taxing ourselves, yet that is what the advocates
of “ protection,” as provided in this bill, propose.

“ Protection ” has been well intrenched since the civil war, and
the tariff has, conseiously or unconsciously, been surrounded
with so much “ mystery " that not a few people profess to be-
lieve it is not understandable. The debates on the question are
not always striking examples of perspicacity, and often are
couched in terms which undoubtedly prove that many of the
debaters are far from possessing a clear understanding of the
question.

The tariff is indeed a vexed question, but it can be under-
stood. To understand it involves merely an accurate descrip-
tion of what takes place in the production and distribution of
wealth. The settlement of this gquestion is desirable, and the
demand for its settlement is insistent and must be met.

Not a few seem to think it can be seftled by taking it out of
politics, and many of this class boldly abandon their time-
honored claims to greatness on account of tariff legislation in
the past and frankly admit that “ Congress does not know
enough to write a tariff law.” *“ How have the mighty fallen!”
Eleven years bring many. changes. In this opinion I heartily
concur., Congress will never know enough to devise a bill which
will sucecessfully provide for both revenue and * protection.”
Much clamor is now heard for a permanent tariff commission
as a means of taking the question out of politics. Somehow the
suspicion will not down that these men are trying to let go. It
is idle, however, to talk about taking the tariff out of polities.
In the very nature of things it must continue a political issue
until it is settled, and setiled right. Ultimately it will be settled
right, as was the slavery question; but, like the slavery ques-
tion, it will be a long time in the settlement. So tariff reformers
ought not to despair.

It is equally idle to falk about settling this question by re-
ferring it to a permanent tariff commission. The proposition
involved is that a committee of experts will determine the
amount of * protection ” needed. The defenders of the doctrine

that man has natural rights will never subscribe to this propo-
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sition. The underlying principle of American institutions is
the innate capacity of the people to settle for themselves all
questions of government. This principle recognizes the certi-
tude of reason and the natural dignity of man. Consequently
this question will have to be settled by the people in the court
of reason; and, in my opinion, they will never submit to a
“committee of experts” questions which, in the very nature of
things, and as a matter of right and duty, they must settle for
themselves.

This proposition may draw upon me the scorn of protection-
ists, who seem to deny the certitude of reason, and cause them
to say sneeringly that I learned this out of books. Book learn-
ing, it appears, is good in all branches of activity except “ na-
tional prosperity.” The kind of learning that is good in that
behalf is evolved from the * inner consciousness"™ of “ states-
men,” who do not learn from books.

In this connection it may not be amiss to say that the people
are coming to understand clearly that if a Congressman has to
depend upon what he learns from the * tariff hearings” to
equip him for * statesmanship,” he is unfit for that important
office.

Tariff reform has gained a tremendous impetus in the past
two years. Time was when the people probably believed the
story that panics came because the Democrats “ tinkered ™ with
the tariff. But we have just had a panic, and it came at a time
when protectionists were in power, and had been uninterruptedly
in power for more than ten years. It also came in a time of
peace, and in the very midst of harvesting one of the most
bountiful crops ever recorded in the history of the Nation, and
the truth is its shadow is still upon the land.

Many thoughtful men were convinced that this paniec would
arouse the people on the question of banking and currency re-
form, which is woefully needed, and it did; but it aroused them
more on the tariff gquestion. The people evidently have taken
this panic as conclusive proof of the error of the oft-repeated
assertion that panics come only after the Democrats “ monkey ”
with the tariff.

The people have a suspicion that the “ protective” tariff has
caused the “inecreased cost of living,” and accordingly have
voted for a revision of the tariff “by its friends.” The word
“revizion " is susceptible of several interpretations, however,
and time alone will disclose, Mr. Chairman, whether or not the
revision now in process by the friends of a * protective” tariff
wI]ll ;10 upward or downward, and whether or not it will give
relief.

The agitation for relief will not down. If we are to get re-
lief, reform must be along natural lines and in full recognition
of the truth that natural laws govern the preduction and dis-
tribution of wealth, and that more human misery flows from
ignorance of natural laws than from all the crimes of history.

Protectionists seem to lose sight of the fact that legislative
interference with natural laws is inevitably -followed by human
misery. Nature always provides punishment for violation of
her laws, and from nature's decrees there is no appeal. The
punishment for our attempis to provide * national prosperity ”
by act of Congress is the * increased cost of living.”

Reforms are accomplished slowly, and tariff reform will be
no exception. It will come when the people give a mandate for
it, but not before. Perhaps the people will have to endure much
increase in the * cost of living " before they will seriously ex-
amine “protection” on its merits, but their burdens under
“ protection " will inerease progressively and finally become un-
bearable. When that time comes, and it is sure to come, * pro-
tection ” will hear its death knell,

The power to tax is the power to take away from the people
the fruits of their toil, their property, their food and clothing
and homes. The power to tax is the power to destroy.

Taxes, therefore, ought to be sparingly and justly laid and
collected, and the measure of justice is the equality of the bur-
den and the needs of government economiecally administered.

As the tariff is a tax, it is excusable as a revenue producer,
but not otherwise, A tariff for purposes other than revenue is
unequal and unjust. A tariff for “ protection” is a special
privilege of the worst kind, and violates the rights of property.
The right of the citizen in his property is a natural right of
man, a right which government does not give and ean not take
away, a right which is guaranteed by the Constitution, but de-
nied by act of Congress. Congress has not the right to lay a
tax to be collected by private interests, yet that is the effect of
“ protection.”

The tariff is essentially a question of political economy, con-
cerning as it does the production and distribution of wealth.

Economieally speaking, the Nation is not a unit. Political
lines and national boundaries are not made for economic rea-
sons, If Mr. Jefferson had not bought Louisiana, the * disas-

ters ™ which would have followed the years of unrestrained com-
merce between the people of that section and the people of the
old Northwest Territory would be dreadful to contemplate.
Had Nova Scofia joined in the Revolution it would not now be
necessary to “protect” the people of Boston against Nova
Scotia coal. Had we conquered Canada in 1812 we would not
now have to “protect” ourselves against her lumber. Had
Texas maintained her separate sovereignty, we could not now
allow our citizeus liberty to buy Texas beef.

Inasmueh as Mexico is a separate sovereignty we may not
use her petroleum, even though it be so plentiful as to run
into the sea, as it does, according to the gentleman from New
York [Mr, VREELAND].

In the face of the overwhelming disaster which befell San
Francisco recently we forgot to protest against the contribu-
tions of food and clothing made by the “ pauperized” peoples
of Europe. We forget to rejoice over disasters which befall
other peoples, and when famine is their lot we divide with
them our food and clothing. We forget that we used our navy
as an instrument of mercy recently to carry food and clothing
to the hungry and the naked in southern Italy.

Yet Congress is full of “ statesmen ” who regard the exchange
of food and clothing, building material, and household furni-
ture as “ commercial warfare,” and who inveigh against im-
portations as “invasion,” and who predict that freedom and
liberty in the matter of exchange will result in the “ capture”
of our markets and the *“annihilation” of our industries.
These are the men who are now engaged in rehabilitating our
“national prosperity.”

Protectionists seem to regard money as wealth, but money
is not wealth, Wealth consists of goods, broadly classified as-
food, clothing, and homes. Wealth is produced, not by act of
Congress, but by labor. Wealth is produced, not in Congress,
but on the farms and in the mines and factories. Wealth is
the product of labor coupled with nature. Nature does much;
labor does little. The sun and the rain and the wind are not
negligible quantities in the secheme. The production of wealth
is, however, scarcely more important to mankind than its dis-
tribution.

The distribution of wealth involves the machinery of ex-
change, the machinery for transferring the ownership of prop-
erty from one person to another, and transportation. But trans-
portation is another question. The machinery for transferring
ownership consists of money and banking.

Protectionists do not seem to understand the nature of money
and banking. Money is a measure of value. It is also a tool
or instrnment for transferring the ownership of property.
About 5 per cent of the business of the country is done with
money. The other 95 per cent is done without the use of
money, save as 4 measure of value, by means of banks.

In this age it is no longer possible for a man to supply all
his needs with his own hands. Specialists in all branches of
activity produce wealth which is placed in the common fund of
commerce. Originally men exchanged or traded their products
directly; for instance, a bushel of wheat for a yard of cloth.
This was direct barter. Specialization developed variety of
products, and then direct barter consumed so much time that
it became burdensome, so double barter was invented. Double
barter consisis of trading general products for one particular
product, which particular product by common consent is made
the measure of value and the medium of exchange.

For ages this particular produet has been the precious metals
and has been called “ money.” Money is to-day the measure of
value throughout the civilized world, but it is a very limited
medium of exchange. Specialization and the development of
labor-saving machinery so increased the quantity and variety
of the product of man’s labor, and so complicated the process
of exchange, that money was no longer adequate to the work
of transferring the ownership of produets, and banking was
devised for the purpose. Hence, among other things, a bank is
a machine for the transfer of the ownership of property, and
banks and clearing houses to-day are actually engaged in trans-
ferring the ownership of property from one person to another
and without the use of money, save as a measure of value. In
short, one piece of property is traded for another piece of prop-
erty at an agreed valuation through banks by means of checks
and clearing houses.

Overwhelming necessity brought this about, for no eivilized
country possesses or can possess money enough to effect the
transfers of ownership in modern domestic commerce; and the
civilized world does not possess enough money to effect even
the transfers of the ownership of property between the citizens
of the several nations.

International commerce is merely the exchange of products
between citizens of the geveral nations. The citizen trades—no#
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the nation. What takes place every day in the clearing house | Gold coin and bullion imported and ewported and annual excess of im-
of an American city is exactly what takes place in international ports or evports from 186} to 1507—Continued.
commerce. One commodity is traded for another commodity.
Millions of dollars’ worth of commodities and property are Excess of—
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of $62,620,402. Last year, it will be remembered, bankers, on | 1902 48,568,050 | 562,021,254
account of the scarcity of currency due to the panic, imported | 195 il B G
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sea, which will probably account for $200,000,000—by banking Rotxa.
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41,081,957 | 22,881,817 522,470,022 642,136,210 | 1,164,616,132
8,477,802 | 26,601,606 b8G, 283,040 567,406,342 | 1,1583,080,382
42,052,191 | 20,748,840 518,442,711 | 583,005,438 | 1,046,448,117
9,701,187 | 42,910,601 540,384,671 | 460,741,190 | 1,001,125,861
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Merchandise imported and exported, and the annual excess of imports

or exports: Specie values, 1865 to 1907—Continued.

” !adl Fer e e Excess of Ei'xcmrtt;l
GAT enc al expo exports mpo
Juneso— | Exports. Imports. | onq imports. over over

imports. | exports.
Dollars. Dollars Dollars. Dollars. Dollars.
835,088,658 667,954,746 | 1,508,503,404 | 167,683,012 |._... aa
002,877,346 642,664,628 | 1,545,041,974 | 250,712,718
750,542,257 | 724,639,574 | 1,475,181,881 002
823 839 402 723,180,914 | 1,547,020,316
740,513,600 667,697,603 | 1,408,211,302
742,189,755 577,527,320 | 1,319,717,084
679,524,830 635,456,136 | 1,314,980,066
716,188,211 | 692,819,768 | 1,408,502,070
695, 954, 507 23,957,114 | 1,419,911,621
742,401,575 745,131,652 | 1,487,533,087
857,898,684 780,310,400 | 1,647,130,008
-| B84,480,810 844,910,106 | 1,729,807,006
1,030,278,148 827,407,462 | 1,857 €80,610
.| BdT,665,194 860,400,922 | 1,714,0066,116
802,140,572 654,904 622 | 1,547,135,10e
807,538,165 781,969,065 | 1,539,508, 130
882 606,088 | 779,724,674 | 1,662,331,612
- 1,050,998, 556 764,730,412 | 1,815,723,068
1,241, 452,330 616,049,654 | 1,847,531,984
1,227,023,302 607,148,489 | 1,924,171,791
1,504, 483,082 849,041,184 | 2,244,424 ,2066
| 1,487,764,991 | 823,172,165 | 2,310,987,158
.| 1,881,710,401 903,320,048 | 2,285 040,840
.| 1,420,141,679 | 1,025,719,287 | 2,445,860,916
’ | 1,460,827 271 901,087,871 | 2,451,014, 642
1,518,561,666 | 1,117,518,071 | 2,686,074,737
1,743,864,500 | 1,226,562,446 | 2,070,426,946
1,880,851,078 | 1,434,421, 425 | 3,315,272,508

Without exception, since 1864 our exports of silver yearly
have exceeded our imports; and our exports of gold have largely
exceeded our imports for the period named.

For each of the past thirty-three years, with but four excep-
tions, our imports of merchandise have largely exceeded in
value our exports of merchandise.

So we find from government statistics that for the last forty-
three years our exports of merchandise and our exports of
money have largely exceeded our imports of merchandise and
our imports of money.

The following totals of imports and exports, from 1790 to 1908,
inclusive, a period of one hundred and eighteen years, as they
appear in the historical table of imports and exports, Annual
Review of the Foreign Commerce of the United States, page 30,
are illuminating:

Merchandise exports
Merchandise imports.

Jixcess exportis_

$46, 328, 213, 301
40, 243, 189, 615

6, 085, 023, 686

4, 521, 866, 830
3, 000, 520, 768

" 1,431, 346, 062

Merchandise and gold and silver exports___._________ 50, 850, 080, 131
43, 333, 710, 383

Merchandise and gold and silver imports
T, 516, 369, 748

Excess combined exports___________________

In the light of these facts, what becomes of the idea that
“money is wealth?” What becomes of the idea that only one
party to a transaction can make a profit, and that the one who
gets the money? What becomes of our boasted “ favorable bal-
ance of trade?"” What becomes of the claim that the difference
between what we “buy” and “sell” comes to us in money?
‘What becomes of the “ home market?” What becomes of the
“maximum and minimum rates for securing foreign markets?”
‘What becomes of the prediction that a tariff for revenue only
will cause our country to be “ flooded ™ with “cheap™ products
of foreign “ pauper ” labor? Does not such talk show an igno-
rance of commerce that is appalling?

Secarcely 10 per cent of any nation’s total annual produet is
exported or can be exported. More than 90 per cent of the
products of each nation is consumed at home. War or famine
may increase a nation's imports, but if the increase is due to
war, the imports as a rule are to be paid for in the future; if
the increase is due to famine or other like disaster, the imports
are often a gift prompted by humanitarian motives.

The protectionists boldly assert that their policy gives
“labor” to the people, from which it might be inferred that
they look upon labor as a blessing. But labor is a curse. We
read in Genesis that God drove Adam and Eve out of the
Garden of Eden on account of their sins. Theretofore they had
dominion over the earth and enjoyed whatever they wanted
without working for it. But when God drove them from the
garden He put a curse upon them, and said to them:

All the days of thy life shalt thou eat thy bread in the sweat of thy
TOWa

Gold and silver exports
Gold and silver imports

Excess exports...

No one works because it is pleasant, but because it is neces-
sary. We do not live to work, but we work to live. We work
to overcome obstacles to our well-being, our prosperity. We
need food, clothing, and homes: so we toil to secure these things.
As soon as we have supplied one want we are confronted with
another. We want more than just enough for our subsistence.
We are always confronted with desires. We do not need an act
of Congress to give us work.

In proof of this, I call as witnesses the countless numbers of
men and women in our large cities who tramp from house to
house and from factory to factory seeking—what? Not labor,
for they are weary now from the labor of their quest. They
know full well that no other labor is guite so hard as that of
going from place to place seeking a chance to expend time and
energy in the production of things which may be exchanged
for food and clothing and shelter. They want bread, not work.

Work is a curse, not a blessing; yet “ protection” makes us
work harder to get what we need and want than we would have
to work if we did not have “ protection.” We want more food,
more clothing, more homes, more leisure, but we want less
work.

By our unnatural laws we have built up unnatural industries,
overcrowded our cities, hampered exchange, and lessened the
productive power of our people, and as a consequence we suffer
and our highly artificial system periodically breaks down and
our sufferings are then accentuated. Then thousands of men
and women suddenly are unable to get food for themselves,
What must they think of legislation that gives them work, but
prevents them from getting food?

When Christ told us how to pray, He bade us ask, not for our
daily work, but for our *daily bread.” When the multitude
followed the gentle Nazarene on the occasion of the Sermon on
the Mount, He did not tell them to catch fish and bake bread
for themselves, but He took compassion upon them and multi-
plied the loaves and fishes that they might eat.

Oh, that was “cheap labor!” By eating that bread those
poor people “robbed” themselves of the “advantage” of pro-
ducing it themselves and “ threw themselves out of work.”

What of a man who refuses to live in a house already built,
because, forsooth, by so doing he “robs’ himself of the work
of building a house, and who builds a new house out of new
material to * protect” himself against “ cheap labor?”

No doubt had some protectionist been present when God
rained manna down from heaven for His chosen people, whilst
Moses was leading them from the land of bondage into the
land of promise, he would have warned them against the eco-
nomie error of eating such food, for was it not * from a foreign
country?” Was it not the product of * cheap labor?” Did it
not literally “flood” the country with a *“cheap” product?
Was it not “dumped” on their shores? Was not the country
“jnundated ” with it? Did it not *“rob” the people of work?
Did it not “annihilate’ an industry? Did it not “ paralyze”
commerce?

By their words, protectionists seem to fear abundance and
plenty, and by their acts they cause scarcity and want.

The rights of property are loudly proclaimed by the protected
interests in their contests with organized labor, but these same
interests seem to possess very obscure ideas about the rights of
property when it comes to tariff schedules. The tariff is now
and for many years has been and will no doubt continue to be
laid primarily for the purpose of * protecting ” industries. When
a tariff is so lald it is an unwarranted interference with the
production of wealth as well as a controlling factor in its un-
equal distribution.

“ Protection ” diverts capital and labor from natural channels
to unnatural channels, from enterprises which are naturally
profitable to enterprises which are naturally unprofitable, from
industries which add to the stock of the world's wealth to in-
dustries which subtract from the stock of the world's wealth.
In other words, ** protection ” constraing men to produce certain
things, while without * protection” they could and would pro-
duce other things. It causes them to consume more time, more
food, and more clothing whilst producing them than they will
naturally exchange for after they are produced.

Hence it is these enterprises need * protection.,” * Pro-
tection " simply compels other people to give to the owners of
these enterprises food and clothing which the owners of these
enterprises could not under freedom get for themselves by ex-
change. In other words, the owners of these enterprises can not
exchange their products for enough food and clothing to sustain
life, so they have a law passed, called “ protection,” which
forces the people to supply them with the difference, called “a
reasonable profit.”

Therefore the effect of * protection ” is actually to lessen the
production of wealth, This is so, whether the industry can or
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can not continue without * protection.” It is important to bear
in mind, however, that there are not many cases where they
can not eontinue without help. In most cases enterprises are
not dependent upon “ protection™ at all. The owners of most
protected industries simply fatten on what the law enables them
to take away from other people.

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, if anyone says that I am in favor
of destroying industries, I answer that any industry which can not
sustain itself is a stumbling block to the Nation, and the sooner
the men engaged in it get into some other enterprise which will
make them self-supporting the better it will be for all concerned.

Under “protection,” therefore, there is not as much wealth
for distribution as there is under freedom. Under “ protection ”
there is scareity of wealth. This scarcity is felt by the people,
but they do not perceive that food and clothing and building
material are scarce; they just perceive that these things are
“high priced.” BSo scarcity manifests itself by increasing the
cost of living. They do not get as much as they used to get
and have to work bharder to get it.

Under “ protection” an inventory of the products of labor
discloses less wealth, less food, clothing, building material, and
household furniture in the land than under natural conditions,
under freedom and liberty.

* Protection,” we have seen, gives to some people the right,
under the acts of Congress, to levy tribute upon other people:
that is to say, our tariff laws enable some to take away from
others the products of their labor—their food, clothing, house-
hold furniture, and building material—without giving them
anything in return.

“Perhaps I shall be denounced as a free trader, and this nat-
urally presents for inquiry the meaning of the word * free,” as
used in this connection As I understand it, it means that the
citizen shall be at liberty to trade with whomsoever he pleases.
It means that if a man produces something, he may exchange it
for something produced by anybody else on earth. This is the
natural condition of trade. If there were no statutes concern-
ing trade and exchange, all men would be at liberty to trade
with whomsoever they pleased. If a man is not free, what is
his condition? If a man is not free, it is because his liberty
has been taken away from him. A man in this condition is
forced to do something he does not want to do and would not
do if he were free. Why is he deprived of liberty and freedom ?
Is it that some one may compel him to accept a lot of good things
which he desires and needs, or is it that some one may compel
him to give up a lot of good things which he has produced by
hard work? Man has always been deprived of liberty because
some one wanted to rob him. Oppression has always had spolia-
tion for its purpose.

Liberty is the natural right of man. The Declaration of In-
dependence defines liberty as an inalienable right of man given
to him by his Creator, and declares that government is insti-
tuted for the purpose of securing to him this right. I am
old fashioned enough to believe that the Constitution guarantees
to me this right. I am bold enough to say that I resent any
attempt to deprive me of this right upon any ground whatsoever.

The pretext and refuge of “ protectionists” is the * greatest
good to the greatest number.” This is a damnable doctrine.
The natural right of the humblest citizen is far superior to the
greatest good of the greatest number.

It is far better that a hundred gullty men go free than that one man
should suffer unjustly.

No one will deny that what a man produces with his own
labor belongs to him. He may do with it what he pleases—
consume it himself, exchange it for his neighbor’s product, or
give it away. He may take it across the sea and give it away
over there and not even a protectionist will complain. He may
exchange it over there for some other fellow's product and
no one will complain, So long as he does not bring the other
fellow’s product back to this country there will be no com-
plaint. As soon as that is done, however, complaint is heard.
Strange to say, the complaint is not that the foreigner has
cheated and given too little, but that he has given too much.
The more he gives, the louder the complaint.

If, for instance, an American citizen produces a thousand
cigars and takes them to Berlin and exchanges them for 1,000
pencils, no one will complain until the pencils are brought to
Amerieas Then the American will be told that he has brought
back too many pencils for his own good, as well as too many
for the good of the country.

The customs-house officer will tell him that in view of these
“facts” and the laws of the land based upon them, it will be
necessary to take half the pencils away from him. Inquiry
will develop the fact that the Government wants half the pencils
for revenue to help support the Government (more or less
economically administered), but it will disclose the

fact that the Government wishes to discourage the American
from bringing home * too many ” pencils in the future. 3

In fact, according to protectionists, the more pencils the
American brings back, * the worse ™ for the country; the fewer,
* the better.” Because, by bringing back “too many” pencils
Americans are “deprived of the opportunity of producing pen-
cils by their own labor.”

The cigar maker, as a result of his trade, has only 500 pencils
left for himself, and he concludes that the effect of the transue-
tion is exactly the same as if the Government had taken one-
half his cigars in the first place. In fact, he would be better
off if it had, for that would have saved him the expense of hig
trip to Europe. He consoles himself, however, with the thonght
that he is helping to support the Government. His experience
with the Government, however, results in a determination to
trade in the future on this side of the ocean, in compliance with
its wishes. He accordingly goes to the home pencil maker the
next time and asks how many pencils he will give for 1,000 cigarsy

The pencil maker looks at his price list and answers:

I will give you 500 pencils for
But 1 can get a thousand pen

Says the cigar maker,

That's troe—

Says the pencil maker—
but you ean't nse them in this country. I have great influence with
Congress and have had a law passed which will take half the Berlin
pencils away from you if you bring them home. Now, I am not fool
enough to give you more pencils than I have to, and as 500 is the
best you can do by going to Berlin, it is, under the eircumstances, the
best 1 will do for you.

The cigar maker, as a result of his second trade, again has
but 500 pencils left for himself.

In the first instance the Government, in effect, took half his
cigars away from him and gave him nothing in return but
“good government.” In the second instance the pencil maker,
in effect, took half his cigars away from him and gave him
nothing in return at all.

This fairly illustrates not only how “ protection” interferes
with the distribution of wealth and enables some people to ap-
propriate other people’s property, but it gives us an inkling of
the manner in which some people grow rich and others grow
poor, and it throws a flood of light on the increase in the cost
of living due to searcity.

Note that the American produces 1,000 cigars and exchanges
them for 1,000 Berlin pencils. The country needs the pencils,
but does not need the cigars, so the country gains by the trade.
The other country needs the ecigars, but not the pencils, so it is
also gainer by the trade. But, on account of “ protection,” the
American loses one-half his produet because the Government
takes it away from him. Between him and the Government,
however, the country gets 1,000 pencils, all that is coming to it.
But “protection encourages industries.” The American pen-
cil maker produces 500 penecils, which he trades to the cigar
maker for 1,000 cigars. The Government gets nothing: the
cigar maker gets but half what he could get under freedom;
therefore there are in the country on aeccount of “ protection ™
500 less pencils than there otherwise would be. Therefore the
net result of “stimulating” American industries by “ protec-
tion ” is a net shortage of 500 pencils,

The country needs 1,000 pencils, and has but 500; it does not
need cigars, and has 1,000 of them. Under freedom the two
Americans could have produced by foreign exchange 2,000
pencils; but we have “ protection,” so must manage to get
along without 1,000 cigars and 500 pencils.

By trading with a foreigner under “ protection” the citizen
alone meets with a loss, but by trading with home producers
under “ protection ” the citizen and the Nation both meet with
a loss, The tariff as a revenue producer impoverishes the
citizen; the tariff as an “industry stimulator” impoverishes
both the ecitizen and the Nation.

Not only does a tariff for * protection” lessen production
and thereby create scarcity, which is only another word for
“ famine,” but it also enables some people to take things away
from other people without giving them anything in return.

Therefore, a protective tariff decreases the wealth of the
country and causes the decreased wealth to be distributed in
such a way that much of it goes to a few and but little of it
goes to the many.

By the tarilf tax the Government yearly takes away from
the people vast quantities of their products for its support.
These products are used in government work and by people
employed in government work, and includes government sup-
plies of all kinds, and food and clothing for officeholders and
public servants. The value of these products in money exceeds

our thousand clgars.
in Berlin for a thousand cigars—s
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three hundred millions of dollars yearly. But for every dollar’s
worth of products taken by this tax for government use, there
are many dollars’ worth taken by the owners of “ protected™
indnstries for their use. This is what protectionists describe
as “stimulating ™ industries and “ developing” resources. If
the owners of these “ protected” industries were not permitted
to appropriate other people's property they would have to produce
property themselves, and if they produced it there would not be
a scarcity, and “ high prices” would not distress the people.

It is a “great” system. In an almost virgin country, after
fifty years of “ protection,” we have the spectacle of numerous
trusts and monopolies in continuous struggle with organized
Iabor over the question of wages.

In Europe there are several hundred people to the square
mile, while in the United States there are but 27 people to the
gquare mile. In England and Wales there is enough land to
give about 6 acres to the family, whilst in the United States
each family may have more than 200 acres. England and Wales
have not enough land to support their people—we have more
than enough.

Yet we find American cities overcrowded. European cities are
overcrowded because land is not available for the people. Such
is not the case in this country. Conditions in this respect are so
obviously wrong that the President—Mr. Roosevelt—was con-
strained to appoint a commission to inguire into the conditions
of farm life in the United States. The appointment of this com-
mission certainly is in harmony with * prosperity by legislation.”

We refuse to take European manufactures, hence they can not
take our farm products, for, remember, a dollar's worth of ex-
ports means a dollar’s worth of imports. If we will not buy,
we can not sell. We shut out foreign products by a protective
tariff, which also shuts in home products; then we devise a
maximum and minimum tariff for the extension of our foreign
commerece. Great statesmanship, indeed!

European peoples produce more than twice as much wheat as
all the people of North America, who produce but little above
their own needs. European peoples work longer and harder to
produce this wheat than Americans would have to work to pro-
duce it, and can not produce enough to supply the demand.

Americans, who can produce wheat with much less time and
effort, are not permitted to do so. It isso much more picturesque
to appoint a farm-life commission! Americans, on the contrary,
are constrained to produce things at which they must work as
long and as hard as Europeans, although, in the very nature of
things, Europeans would exchange these very things for our
farm produects, and the result would be that we would get these
things, and more of them, by exchange, for less time and effort
than we get them now by producing them ourselves, and Euro-
peans would get more food for the same amount of effort now
exerted,

Trade in gold is free the world over, because “ statesmen”
think gold is wealth. Gold is produced cheaper in some places
than others; yet, strange to say, no one has ever asked for
“ protection  for the American gold miner. He has had to go
on competing with “ foreign pauper labor,” whilst the zinc and
lead miner has had to be * protected.” Now, a bushel of wheat
will exchange for as much gold in America as it will in Europe.
An ounce of gold, however, will exchange for twice as much
cloth in England as in America. This is but one of many ex-
amples of the unnatural, or law-made, ratios of exchange.

The old familiar sophism that * low prices are all right if we
only could get the dollar” is not forgotten or overlooked. This
sort of reply may safisfy some people that tariff reform is
dangerous, but thinking people who know that men do produce
and exchange the great bulk of commodities without money will
not be alarmed, and they will rest content with the assurance
that men, if let alone, will produce the things they need, and wiil
exchange them with each other. They know full well that the
dollar is only a tool to make the exchange easy, and that if
there is plenty of products in the land it makes no difference
whether the valuation of them in dollars is high or low. It is
impertant that there be plenty of food, clothing, and houses to
go round; it is not important how these things are measured in
dollars. The people want food and clothing and homes, not dol-
lars, and the “ statesmen ™ who argue that an abundance of dol-
lars is the consequence of a protective tariff must believe that
“money is wealth,” and that a man is well off even if he go
hungry, provided his “ daily bread " is “ high priced ” in dollars.

A man who exchanges his daily product for $2, but who can
not exchange his $2 for enough good things to sustain his fam-
ily, is not as well off as a man who exchanges his daily product
for $1, but who can exchange his $1 for enough to sustain his
family., Prices are deceptive. The cost of living is measurable

by the amount of work required to produce enough for suste-
nance and comfort; therefore, abundance and not price is the de-
girable thing for the Nation. Instead of looking upon abun-
dance as an evil it should be looked upon as a blessing. Instead
of shutting out Mexican oil and zine because it is abundant, in
order that we may work longer and harder to get these things
in our own country, we should welcome the opportunity to get
them elsewhere with less work. We should neither fear abun-
dance nor cause scarcity.

We hear much about the “high wages” in this country and
“ pauper wages” in Europe. We have “protection” and high
wages in this country—therefore *‘protection” makes wages
high. They have “ protection” and “ pauper wages” in Euro-
pean countries—therefore * protection ” makes “ pauper wages.”
Wonderful logic, Mr. Chairman. Rut despite our “high wages,”
Mr. Chairman, the inereased cost of living is here to plague us.

Yes; wages are high in this country, and so is the cost of
living. “Increased cost of living!” That does not mean any-
thing if it does not mean a secarcity of food and clothing and
building material and household furniture. It means that too
few people are preducing these things, and too many are con-
suming them. It means that a few get too much, and many get
too little. There is, in other words, a shortage of good things.
The Indianapolis Tariff Commission Convention has said that
“ protection produces scarcity.” In this connection it may not
be amiss to emphasize again the fact that a failure of crops
also “increases the cost of living.”

In this, a virgin country, in a so-called “land of liberty,” we
have a system which makes multimillionaires and labor unions,
idle rich who roam in foreign countries, and little children 4
and 5 years old, by the hundreds of thousands, working in
the mines and factories to keep their poor souls and bodies
from dissolution.

A protective tariff has a twofold action. It constrains the
people to produce less, and then takes their products away
from them, a part for the support of the Government and a
part for “ stimulating” industries.

And this is done partly in the name of labor.
erimes are committed in thy name!”

On the one hand, Congress says to the laborer: You may not
do with the products of your own labor what you want; you
may not exchange them with whomsoever you will; you must
content yourself with exchanging them with this man, not with
that man. You may not exchange your products for a hat
made in England or Germany, but you must exchange them for
a “ Danbury-made hat,” or for some other American-made hat.

On the other hand, the courts say to the laborer: You may
not agree among yourselves that you will trade with one Ameri-
can hat maker and not another; you may not agree among your-
selves not to trade with the * Danbury hat maker.”

Such an agreement is defined as a ‘“ secondary boycott,” and
as a “cruel” violation of property rights, and if you and your
associates undertake anything of the kind you will be restrained,
and if you disobey, the court will send you to jail.

What is sauce for the goose, it seems, is not always sauce for
the gander. !

The people groan under the load of taxation and spoliation.
When they resist and cry out in protest, * it disturbs business.”
Business men now not only have to reckon with all the natural
conditions under which wealth is produced and distributed, but
they must also reckon with the unnatural conditions. They
must wait with bated breath the outcome of elections, and then
wait until the Committee on Ways and Means takes “ evidence,”
and then wait until a bill is secretly written, and then wait un-
til it is published, and then wait until it is debated, and then
wait until it is made into law, and then commence all over
again and wait some more. 8o it will always be until we are
enlightened enough to abandon the notion that prosperity flows
from legislation and repeal all lJaws intended to produce “na-
tional prosperity ” and allow the law of nature, which comes
from a superior intelligence and which can neither be modified
nor repealed, to have its beneficent sway, and then men will be
free in fact as well as in name, and business will be undisturbed
by elections and sessions of Congress and peace and justice and
equality will prevail. Then wealth will reach its highest pro-
duction and its distribution or exchange will be unrestrained
and equal. Then spoliation in the “name of the law ” and un-

“ 0O labor, what

der the guise of benevolence will get a setback, and the country
will enter upon a long and peaceful period of natural prosperity,
checked only by the act of God.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. Chairman, to our Republican friends,
who have boasted so long, so loud, so persistently, and so re-
cently of the wisdom, perfection, and all-sufficiency of the Ding-
ley tariff bill, this extra session is the saddest they ever at-
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tended. [Applause.] I wish to assure them, that while I can
not mingle my tears with theirs, they have my sympathy.
am so constituted that I ean not see a man or set of men in
an embarrassing condition without having a compassion for
them.

We are at last invited to the funeral obsequies of the Dingley
bill. [Applause.] Those whom I have so often heard on this
floor praise, yea, even glorify, that bill, come now not to praise
but to bury it. [Loud applause.] Its erstwhile friends plain-
tively say that changed conditions make its repeal necessary.
What conditions have changed? Nothing, except that the law
has been demonstrated to be a failure. [Applause.] It failed
to produce prosperity. The country struggled along well under
it for a while, but eventually, notwithstanding our great re-
sources, its burden became too grievous to be borne, and we
went down into the most disastrous financial, business, com-
mercial, and industrial collapse this country has ever experi-
enced. [Loud applause.]

It has failed to produce the revenue necessary to conduct the
Government, and under its predicted great revenue-producing
effects we are now confronted with a deficit of $150,000,000 at
the end of the present fiscal year. So disastrous is its failure
that its burial can not be conducted with proper decorum, not
even decently and in order. [Applause.] Everybody, from the
President down, in wild excitement and almost in delirium is
erying, * Bury it, and bury it quick. [Applause.] If not, the
stench of its decomposing body will fill the land and nauseate
still more the American public.” [Applause.]

One more idol of Republicanism is to be dashed to the ground.
One more failure of Republican statesmanship is to be written
in history by the side of its other follies. [Applause.] One
more tombstone is to be erected in the Republican cemetery.
[Applause.] The sadness of the Republican heart at this
funeral is aggravated, because it feels and knows that the
party is burying its idol of protection through prohibitive tariff
rates. [Applause.]

The Payne bill is framed in partial recognition of this. Here
and there it makes a complete surrender, and adopts the wise
and righteous Democratic idea of raising revenue. Through
this bill the Republican Ruth is saying unto the Democratic
Naomi:

Entreat me not to leave thee or to return from followl.nﬁ after thee;
for whither thou goest I will go, and where thou lodgest I will lodge.

[Applause.]

The next tariff bill, whether written by Republicans or Demo-
crats, will be framed with a view to providing the necessary
revenue to run the Government. [Applause.] The Republicans
may not so frame it from choice, or patriotism toward the great
body of American consumers, but will be compelled to go frame
it from necessity. If that party continues to administer this
Government, the expenses of running it will so increase that any
other character of tariff bill will be insufficient to raise the reve-
nues to meet these expenses. [Applause.]

If the Democrats come into power, after this wild carnival of
Republican extravagance, it will have no other choice and will
both from necessity and from a sense of patriotism toward the
American people, frame a bill on that principle. [Applause.]

No bill will be framed along free-trade lines. There is no
sane man but knows that free trade is absolutely impossible in
this country under our constitutional taxing powers. [Ap-
plause.] The taxes to raise the bulk of the necessary revenue
‘will always have to be tariff taxes. The governmental ex-
penses have been increasing in almost arithmetical progression,
and we have no reason to believe they will ever be reduced be-
low a point where to meet them anything but a comparatively
high tariff can be levied.

It is a libel upon the Democratic party to call it a free-trade
party. It could not be if it wished. Democrats are sensible
and patriotic, and they realize that many industries have come
to rely upon legislation for successful continuance, and that any
change of law must at every step be regardful of the labor and
eapital involved, and that reductions should be made so gradual
as not to affect injuriously either capital or labor. [Applause.]

As gaid before, no party could be free trade if it wished.
Any tariff bill will have to be so framed as to produce the neces-
sary revenue, and the amount to be raised is now and will con-
tinue to be so great that the rates levied will of necessity have
to be so high that in themselves and in spite of everything they
will afford sufficient protection to cover the difference in cost of
production here and abroad. [Applause.] This will be suffi-
cient to put the home producer on an equal footing with his
foreign competitor, and it is a sad reflection upon the energy
and business capacity of our people to say that they can not
then successfully compete. [Applause.]

At first the justification of the protective system was based on
the idea that it encouraged the investment of capital in manu-
facturing enterprises and protected it after it was sc Invested.
Now, the labor vote having become an important factor, our
Republican friends claim that protection is necessary to main-
tain the American wage scale.

In this connection I wish to call attention to the fact that
every legislative measure for the alleviation of the laboring man
has been of Democratic initiative, and if passed by a Republican
Congress, has been so passed because of constant twitting and
goading by Democrats. [Applause.] The Democrats have been
the friends of labor in all their just demands; but notwithstand-
ing this, in every election a majority of the labcr vote of the
East and West has loyally supported the Republican party.
They have sorely tried the patience of their Democratic friends,
and let me warn them that they may wear out that patience.
When they do this, woe is their condition! When the Demo-
cratic party ceases to uphold their cause, they will have no
advocates in the Halls of Congress. [Applause.]

The only excuse I can find for this seeming ingratitude is
that they are misled by the Republican dogma that a perpetua-
tion of Republican ideas is necessary to the perpetuation of
their wage scale. I am persuaded that this contention has been
overworked. It is strange to me that any man is silly enough
to believe that employers pay their employees better wages be-
cause their products are protected by prohibitive tariffs.

Do we not know that they get their labor, just as they get
everything else, just as cheap as they can? The employees
have always been compelled to deal across the counter with
the employers, and every advance in wages and every reduction
in hours of work has been contended for and accomplished by
their own efforts and very often after great sacrifices by
them; and they undervalue the importance of their own efforts
when they credit to a tariff any increase in wages or reduction
in hours of work. The employers pay existing wages because
they are compelled to. [Applause.] The fact that our work-
ingmen receive better wages than those of other countries is
due to many causes, such as organization, by which they can
enforce their demands, and a superior capacity of production:
the most important cause being that there are so many varied
occupations which our people may pursue that they are more
independent and the demand sustains a fairer proportion to the
supply. When our country becomes as thickly settled as the
older countries and all the avenues of employment are filled up,
you will then see the same scale of wages, regardless of any
tariff scale we may have.

The contention of the Republicans that the wage scale is
affected by the tariff is an afterthought as well as fallacious.
Admitting for the sake of argument, which we do not, that any
wages are affected by the tariff, it should not be forgotten that
the great bulk of American laborers are engaged in work which
can not either directly, or indirectly, be so affected. That emi-
nent statistician, the late Edward Atkinson, of Boston, in an
article styled * Occupations and their relation to the tariff,”
published in the Quarterly Journal of Economics, February,
1903, in a masterly analysis of the different occupations affected
by the tariff, demonstrated that according to the census of
1900, there were:

Persons occupied in—

Agricultural pursuits 10, 381, 765
Professional pursuits 1, 258, 739
Domestic and personal serviee o ______ b, BRO, 65T
Trade and transportation - 4,760, 084
Mechanical and manufacturing pursuits . ___________ T, 085, 902

Total --= 20,074, 117

Mr. Atkinson shows that out of the 20,000,000 persons now at
work for gain, not 1,000,000 of them could be seriously or ad-
versely affected if all duties on foreign products of a like kind
were at once removed, which no one contemplates doing. If
this be true, and it has not, so far as my investigation has
extended, been denied or answered, should not the interest of
the other 28,000,000 laborers have some consideration, and
ghould they be unreasonably burdened to aid the 1,000,0007

Another class of our fellow-citizens who are very dear to
those who wish to build prohibitive tariff walls are the farmers
of the Middle West, Western, and Pacific coast States. To
quiet a slight restlessness on the part of these worthy fellow-
citizens of ours the Dingley tariff levied a small import duty
on corn and wheat. The levy of this duty was an insult to the
intelligence of every farmer in the United States. Pray tell
us how many barrels of corn and bushels of wheat would have
been imported into the United States if there had been no
tariff?

These misguided farmers do not stop to consider what they
pay in the increased prices of the clothing they wear, upon all
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the woolen and cotton goods they use, upon the shoes, boots,
harness, agricultural implements, tools, sugar, nails, and upon
all other articles used by them in their avocations.

Mr. Chairman, in the presidential eampaigns of 1900, 1904,
and 1908, go where you would in Kansas, you would see miles of
farmers in procession dressed in cheap, shoddy clothes, brandish-
ing aloft cornstalk sticks, marching under banners and trans-
parencies containing such miserable legends as “ Let us stand
pat, my boys,” * Protection and prosperity,” “ We must protect
our labor,” *“ We will preserve our home market.” The same
humiliating spectacle could be seen in Iowa, where thousands of
farmers listened to Senator Dorriver and Colonel Hepburn sing
the glories of the prohibitive tariff. The same asinine exhibi-
tion could be seen all over the States of Montana and Wyoming,
in both the Dakotas, in Idaho, and in Utah, and all up and down
the Pacific coast. *“‘Against stupidity the very gods battle in
vain.,” [Applause.]

I want to utter a warning to Congress and the American
people. The Payne bill, to a certain extent, is an abandonment
of former Republican contentions, and has partly for its object
the production of revenue. I warn you that it may not in any
contingency, and certainly will not raise sufficient revenue if
we do not begin to economize in our expenses. I do not mean
that we should get down to a stingy and niggardly basis. Run
the Government as a great Government, such as we have, should
be run, but in doing it have some regard to businesslike admin-
istrative methods. Every department of our Government
swarms with unnecessary and incompetent tax eaters; unneces-
sary offices and positions have been created until now em-
ployees of the Government, in different departments, are in the
way of each other, and the duties of different bureaus interlap
g0 a8 to produce conflict and confusion.

For forty-two years the Republican party has been in full
control of one, two, or three of the departments of our Govern-
ment. It began its career in the mad riot and extravagance of a
dreadful civil war. Forty-four years ago the civil war ended.
With the exception of eight years of Democratie control in the
Executive Department our Government has been conducted on a
war footing. In the fiscal year ending June 30, 1908, we paid
on pensions, one of the legacies of the civil war, $153,003,086.27.

This amount of money is greater than Great Britain pays for

a standing army of 254,000 men; it is a sum greater in amount
than Germany pays for a standing army of 617,000; it is greater
in amount than any nation of continental Europe pays for the
support and maintenance of a standing army. Pensions are
granted fo soldiers on the theory that patriotic services were
rendered in the erisis of the Government's fate; that they
bravely rallied to its defense and bore themselves like heroes
in the arduous conflict which preserved the Union. While I
am in favor of pensions, I believe they should be paid to the
deserving and the needy. Those who are already self-sustain-
ing and independent should be dropped from the rolls, and the
money paid to them should be paid to those who need it, thereby
increasing the Government's contribution to their unfortunate
condition.
. Fof twelve years we have groaned under the so-called “ Ding-
ley tariff bill.” Even its friends must now admit it was a
tariff for the benefit of foreign nations. Under its malign op-
eration our own manufactured producis are sold to foreign na-
tions at prices ranging from 30 per cent to 60 per cent less than
they are sold to our own citizens,

In Laredo, Tex., a Remington typewriter, or typewriter of
any make, is sold at a cost of 50 per cent higher than in Laredo,
Mexico, about 200 yards distant on the other side of the Rio
Grande. The same typewriter which brings $100 in Laredo,

Tex., can be bought in Laredo, Mexico, for $50. The same dis- |

crimination is made against our own people in the sale of sew-
ing machines, agricultural implements, barbed wire, all kinds
of iron, and hardware. It is plain that every article which
is sold in a foreign country for a less price than is sold to our
own citizens needs no discriminating duty in its favor, and it
should be put upon the free list. Steel rails are sold cheaper
in Canada and Mexico than in the United States. This fact
alone demonstrates that steel needs no protection whatever, Mr,
Carnegie,” who is perbaps more interested in the manufacture
of steel than any man living, says that it needs no protection.
Mr. Schwab, in the last few days, has announced that the steel
industry of the United States can defy all foreign competition.
It seems to me that Congress should take Mr. Carnegie and
Mr. Schwab at their word and place steel upon the free list,
As we can not hope to secure sufficient revenue to support
the Government, as at present administered, through custom
tariff, we are compelled to resort to internal taxation, and right
here we encounter another serious difficulty. Nearly every
known method of internal taxation is in use in many—in per-

haps a majority—of the States. If the fact that the States
levy an inheritance tax forbids the General Government from
resorting to this method of raising revenue, then the Govern-
ment of the United States is helpless along that line. I can
see no objectlon to an inheritance tax levied by the General
Government, I favor it for the reason that when it is directly
levied and collected those affected by it will most likely stir
themselves and demand that an end be put to the mad riot of
extravagance in the administration of the Government. More-
over, it is certainly within the power of Congress to levy a tax
on the gross receipts of all corporations engaged in interstate
and foreign commerce. Speaking for myself, I would favor
levying a tax on the gross receipts of corporations engaged in
Shetymanufacture of products favored by a discriminating tariff
uty.

These spoiled darlings of protection should be made to pay
for the favors shown them by the Government. I have seen it
stated that President Taft favors an income tax. While it is
true that the Supreme Court has decided that the income tax
levied by the Wilson-Gorman bill was unconstitutional in cer-
tain parts, still the guestion is an open one. That decision,
when rendered, met with the approval only of those who were
adversely affected by the law. It has not generally been ap-
proved by either the people or the profession. In rendering it
a bare majority of the Supreme Court overruled five previous
decisions of the Supreme Court sustaining the power of the
General Government to levy an income tax. Should the ques-
tion again come before the Supreme Court, there are strong
reasons to believe that the court will again reconsider its
former decision and reverse itself.

The power of the Government to issue treasury notes and
make them legal tender in the payment of prior debts, in the
case of Hepburn o. Griswold, was denied. In a subseguent
case this decision was overruled, mainly upon the ground that
when the Constitution of the United States was adopted all
sovereigns had the power to issue this kind of note and make
it legal tender in the payment of all debts, and that the United
States, as a sovereign, had the same power. When the Consti-
tution was adopted the governments of every foreign nation had
and exercised the right to levy and collect an income tax, DBy
parity of reasoning it seems to me that the United States Gov-
ernment, as a sovereign, has the power to levy an income tax.

At the close of the last Congress the able chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations [Mr. TAwNEY] gave out to the
country a startling exhibit of the frightful waste and extrava-
gance of the public service, but it fell stillborn upon the ears
of the public and did not produce even a ripple of reform.
During the last seven years the executive branch of our Gov-
ernment has been conducted with a total disregard of expenses,
So much time and thought was devoted to spectacular per-
formaneces intended to glorify the occupant of the White House
and to keep him in the limelight that no time or thought was
left to the consideration of a businesslike administration of
the affairs of the Government.

If a private corporation, as rich, even, as the Standard 0il
Company, had conducted its business in the same way, it wonld
long since have been bankrupt. If one of our great business
administrators, a J. J. Hill or a Harriman, for instance, had
been in charge of our civil establishments, he would have placed
them upon business bases and millions of useless expenditure
would have been avoided. The Republican party alone is re-
sponsible for this seven years of utter disregard of business
principles in the administration of the Government, and I hope
it will learn, sooner or later, that the people have paid too
dearly for Rooseveltism.

I congratulate you, my Republican friends, upon the change
you have made, for I see that our present Chief Executive is
now taking steps to consolidate bureaus whose duties and work
overlap, and generally reforming the departments all down the
line, so as to get the greatest results for the least expense, and
it is said that thereby an immense amount of money will be
annually saved, without any detriment to the public service.
[Applause.] It is a great scandal that this has not been done
Sooner.

In the brief time allotted to me, T have not been able to con-
sider the schedules of the bill under consideration. Suffice it to
say in condemnation of the whole bill, that it is generally con-
ceded, except by those interested, that it is sectional and lays
tribute upon certain sections of the country in the interest
of others.

While I indorse the Democratic position on the tariff, and
if we were framing a Democratie tariff bill I wonld be willing
for my section to share its advantages and suffer its disad-
vantages with other sections, I will not, however, sit idly by

' and see the interests of my section crucified by a bill which is
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framed along sectional lines. If we are forced to have a bill
which is protective, then I believe that such protection should
be extended equitably to all industries in all sections.

My section is largely interested in the production of lumber
and rice and hides. The producers of this lnmber and rice and
hides are, under this bill, taxed upon everything they consume
and upon the implements and machinery with which they labor,
and I insist that their products should be placed upon an equal
footing with others and should receive the same advantages that
are granted to other products. If I am told that the last Demo-
cratic platform declared for free lumber, I answer that it also
declared for a tariff bill framed along Democratic lines. We
are not getting such a bill, and, as we are not, it is the duty of
every Member of Congress to do the best he can for his district
and section, and it becomes his duty to see that his district and
section do not suffer all the disadvantages without getting any of
the benefits. In legislation, as in everything else, we ought to
apply practical common sense. If a law is being enacted which
we can not prevent, it becomes our duty to minimize as much as
possible the evil effects of such law upon our own people. If a
bill is to be adopted which applies the principles of protection,
we should insist that these principles be fairly and impartially
applied. To say that those principles should be fairly and im-
partially applied is not by any means eguivalent to saying that
those principles are correct.

Mr. Chairman, I have but little hope that any reasonable or
just tariff law will be enacted by this Congress. The Senate
of the United States is the fortress of the protected interests.
While under the Constitution all bills raising revenue must
originate in the House of Representatives, the Senate may pro-
pose or concur with amendments, as on other bills. As a matter
of fact, the Senate not only proposes amendments and concurs
with amendments, but it also substitutes whole clauses, sections,
and paragraphs—the whole bill in short. The House proposes;
the Senate disposes, Whatever bill we pass here will be re-
turned to us torn, dismembered, and disfigured beyond recogni-
tion, and made more sectional in its effect and operation. Mr.
Chairman, I have faith in the honesty and intelligence of the
American people. There are signs of an awakening all over our
country. A better time is coming. The fight will go on until a
just and a reasonable tariff law is enacted, and a fiscal system
devised which will grant special favors to none and give equal
opportunity to all classes of our fellow-citizens without regard
to section, locality, or class. [Applause.]

[Mr. SAUNDERS addressed the committee. See Appendix.]

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr, Chairman, in the brief time allotted to
me I ean not, of course, make a speech on the tariff. The things
I shall say may more properly be denominated, as they fre-
guently are in the Recorp, * remarks.”

Throughout the country for several years there has been a
demand from the people for a revision of the tariff schedules.
This demand did not come from the beneficiaries of the tariff
system, but rather from the great body of consumers throughout
the land.

This bill when it is finally perfected will be the answer of
Congress to that demand, and the bill as it leaves this body the
response of the House to the consumers of the United States.
In the ordinary course of proceedings many gentlemen appeared
before the Ways and Means Committee to enlighten that com-
mittee upon the conditions affecting the various schedules to
be considered, but unfortunately they who came before the
committee were not representatives of those who made the de-
mand for tariff revision. The consumers are not represented
in this controversy at all, except in so far as the Members in
this House see fit to represent them. Glove makers, hose
makers, watchmakers, boot and shoe makers, and all other
makers of goods protected by the tariff schedules appear by
themselves and by their attorneys, but the consumers, the per-
sons who made the complaint, and the persons who ask relief,
are not represented. !

It is not too much to say that the great majority of the per-
sons who demanded revision looked for downward revision ; and
when the answer of this body and of the whole Congress is
returned they will first of all inquire if their demand has been
considered and if an answer such as they are entitled to have
returned to them has been given.

First of all they will be told, and they will know it if they
examine the recapitulation on the last page of the estimated
revenues, that under the present tariff law the average ad va-
lorem tariff rate is 44.16 per cent, but that under the proposed
bill, th= answer to their demand for reduction, it is 45.72 per
cent, an increase of nearly 2 per cent to the duties of which
they complain and which they condemn as too high.

True, here and there will be found reductions. There has
been a reduction upon cattle hides. There has been a small
reduction on refined sugar. There has been a reduction on
barley. Have these reductions been made upon the request of
the great consuming body of this country? I come from a dis-
trict producing hides, but I know that we can not expect to have
all tariffs adjusted for our benefit; and under certain condi-
tions I would be willing that the hide tariff should be reduced
or removed entirely. But one of the conditions I should insist
upon would be that if we have duties cut down upon products
we send out, then we must have the duties cut down on the
things we have to buy.

Under the act of 1897 hides of cattle, raw or uncured, whether
dried, salted, or pickled, bear an import duty of 15 per cent ad
valorem, but skins and hides weighing 25 pounds or less if
green, and 12 pounds or less if dried, are held to be raw skins
and admitted free of duty, and during the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1907, nearly 49,000,000 pounds of calfskins, value’ at
$11,168,702.51, were imported into the United States free of
duty. Now it is proposed to admit free of duty cattle hides
formerly bearing a tax of 15 per cent. In the better gradeé of
shoes, I am informed, leather made-from these cattle hides is
used for the soles and heels only, but the heavy shoes, the
cheaper shoes, used to a large extent by the very men who raise
and sell cattle, and for whose benefit this 15 per cent tariff tax
on hides has been imposed, are made of leather obtained from
cattle hides. Under the proposed bill shoes are protected by a
duty of 15 per cent ad valorem. If the man who produces hides
and puts them upon the market for sale is to have no protection,
why should the shoemaker who makes boots and shoes out of
these hides and puts them upon the market for sale be protected
by a 15 per cent duty? Of course, labor is expended in the
manufacture of shoes, and it is claimed that the wages paid
labor are greater in this country than in other countries, and,
therefore, the products of the better-paid labor ought to bring
better prices in the market; but is the labor expended in the
manufacture of shoes better labor, more valuable to the country
at large, than the labor of the cattle raiser? If our tariff laws
be designed for the raising of revenue, let all our people bear
alike the burden of the taxes. If the tariff laws be designed for
protection, let all equally share in the protection afforded. If
there is to be no tariff duty imposed upon the cattle hides of the
farmer, which he sells, then let there be no duty on the shoes
made from those hides, which he buys. TUntil boots and shoes
are put upon the free list, I am opposed to the hides of cattle
being placed upon the free list. The demand for free hides has
come from the manufacturers of boots and shoes, and some of
them are willing that the duty be taken off their products, pro-
viding it is taken off the raw materials they manufacture; and
this is fair. :

I present again the letter from the Wolfe Brothers Shoe Com-
pany, of Columbus, Ohio. This company declares that, with
free hides and with cheap raw material, the American-shoe man-
ufacturer needs no protection.

Tasg WoLFeE BrROTHERS SHOE COMPANY,
Columbus, Ohio, March 80, 1909.
Hon, W. S. B‘Jmuoxn.

Vashington, D. C.
DeAr Sir: As one of the largest manufacturers of shoes in the coune
try. we urge you to lend your Influence to place shoes on the free list.
The American shoe manufacturer needs no protection. With free
hides and cheap raw material the American shoemaker can shoe the
world.

Very respectfully, TaE WorLre Bros, Snor Co.

R. F. WoLrE, President.

The placing of hides upon the free list and leaving a duty
upon boots and shoes will benefit only the manufacturers of
boots and shoes. It will decrease the revenue of the country
and furnish another instance of a tariff for the benefit of the
few at the expense of the many.

Then the duty on barley, which has been 30 cents a bushel
since the act of 1890, by this bill is to be reduced to 15 cents a
bushel. It is interesting to learn from the published hearings
before the Ways and Means Committee from whom the demand
for a reduction of this duty comes. The great barley-producing
States of the Union are Wisconsin, Iowa, Minnesota, North
Dakota, South Dakota, and California, and while some barley is
used for feed, nearly all of it is converted into barley malt for
the brewers. In western New York there are a number of
maltsters, and, because their plants are at a distance from the
barley-producing areas, they are obliged to pay heavy trans-
portation charges on the barley they manufacture. It seems
that the land near their establishments will not produce so
good a grade of barley as is raised in the West, but s~ross
the line, in Canada, the farmers can raise a most exctllent
product.
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Now, the persons who-desire the barley rate reduced and upon
whose statements the Ways and Means Committee has acted in
making the reduction, are these New York maltsters. There is
no claim that the reduction of the duty will give to the country
a greater revenue, o this reduction has not been made for reve-
nue purposes. We have been told time and time again that the
purpose of tariff legislation is to furnish, first, protection to
our own industries, and incidently to provide a sufficient revenue
for the needs of government. This reduction is not a revenue
measure. Then it must be defended upon the ground that it
protects our American industries. How does it protect them?
These New York maltsters say that if the tariff is reduced on
barley, then the Canadian farmers near the New York line will
raise barley and ship it into this country where it will be made
into barley malt, This, then, might appropriately be called a
tariff adjustment for the purpose of encouraging Canadian in-
dustries, instead of a tarifi for the purpose of encouraging
American industries. I can not vote to reduce the duty upon
barley to aid the farmers of Canada and half a dozen malisters
in western New York at the expense of the barley growers of
the United States. In this connection I desire to read a letter
from a Canadian malting company addressed to the Electric
Malting Company, of Minneapolis, Minn, :

Tae BAToN BrROTHERS MALTING COMPANY,

Owen Sound, March 22, 1909.
Messrs, ELECTRIC MALTING COMPANY
Minncupofu, Minn.,

GENTLEMEN: We are In receipt of your letter of the 19th Instant,
asking us for information regarding barley. In reply we beg to say
that we are at present payingi] the farmers G0 cents per bushel for
fzood malting barley. We are having to g{:‘:y dealers at points of de-
lt\r?i , througheut the Province, G5 to cents per bushel in car-
oads.

It is almost impossible to estimate with any degree of accuracy the

uantity of barley still in the hands of the farmers. The farmers in

this neighborh are, as a rule, exceedingly well off. Most of them

use all of their barley for feed, excepting on occasions when prices rule

l"1:3:' hlfité'd Then they bring the barley onto the market instead of using
or a:

In answer to your questions regarding your tarif on barley, we
think it should not exceed 10 cents per bushel. If yon want Canadian
barley you must do something to stimulate its cultivation among the
farmers. There Is not the least doubt but you could import Canadian
barley with greater advantage to yourselves. If your tariff were low
enough to justify your starting into buying on this market, it would
arouse interest among the farmers, and, no doubt, before many years
theﬁ would be ralsing as much barley as they did in the eighties, when
such enormous guantities were exported from Ontario into the United
Bmt?h That was before the McKinley bill and the Dingley bill were
enacted.

The requirements for malting barley in this country are small; not
enough to make any difference to the cultivation of that cereal. Ac-
cording to the government statistics, the quantity of malt manufac-
tured in Canada does not exceed 3,000,000 bushels per year, You will
see by this that there is no encouragement to the home industry of
malting to stimulate the cultivation of barley.

We shall be pleased at any time to correspond with you on this
matter and to impart to you any information we may possess.

We beg to remain, gentlemen,

Yours, truly,
THE BatoN Bros. MALTING COMPANY,
CHRISTE EATON.

There is a slight reduction in the duty on sugar. Sugar
which has gone through a process of refining is now taxed 1.95
cents per pound. The proposed bill reduces it to 1.00 cents a
pound. The sugar schedule is both a revenue and a protective
tariff. The Government receives from $£50,000,000 to $60,000,000
a year in sugar duties. Loulsiana produces a little less than
350,000 tons of cane sugar, and this year it is estimated we will
produce nearly 400,000 tons of beet sugar. The sugar duty
affords protection to the producers of about 750,000 tons of
sugar, but this amount is less than one-quarter of the sugar we
use each year. The average wholesale price of sugar in 1908
in the London wholesale market was 2.70 cents a pound; in
the New York wholesale market it was 4.96 cents a pound.
We are paying, therefore, nearly twice as much for sugar here
as it is sold for in London. A prominent member of the Ways
and Means Committee is reported to have said, in reference to
the sugar tariff, that—

Investigation into the subject proved very irksome and troublesome ;
At was impossible to get at the exact facts, as the experts were not
inclined to reveal the secrets of thelr business to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means.

The following computation may not be exaect, but it is at
least interesting: The American importation of 3,726,339,201
pounds at the average New York wholesale market price of
496 cents makes a totnl wholesale cost of $184,826,424. The
same number of pounds at the English wholesale price of 2.70
cents gives a total cost of $100,611,158. The difference between
the two is $84.215.266.

Now, what becomes of this $84.215,266 paid by the consumers
of sugar in the United States? The sum of $52,232,041 found
its way into the United States Treasury through the duties col-

XLIV—66

lected, the balance, over $30,000,000, went somewhere else.
Rince the sugar trust practically controls the sugar industry of
this country, and is the institution principally interested in
maintaining the high protective tariff upon sugar, it is not diffi-
cult to guess where over $30,000,000 paid out by the consumers
of sugar in this country found lodgment, nor is it very diffi-
cult to understand why the members of the Ways and Means
Committee found that an investigation into the subject of
sugar “ proved very irksome and troublesome,” and why it was
“ difficult to get at the exact facts,” and why the sugar experts
were “not inclined to reveal the secret of their business.” The
American consumer of sugar is paying too much for the pro-
tection of the comparatively small amount of sugar produced in
this counfry. I think the producers of cane sugar and the pro-
ducers of beet sugar should receive protection as well as the
producers of barley or the producers of wheat, but a tax of
80 per cent upon sugar, and that is practically the duty it bears,
is too great, and the reduction instead of being five one-hun-
dredths of 1 cent a pound should be ninety-five one-hundredths
of 1 cent a poumt, leaving for the present, in view of the great
need of the country for revenue, a duty of 1 cent a pound on
refined sugar.

The American consumer will be grievously disappointed with
some of the items of this bill. It proposed to tax tea at 8 cents
and 9 cents a pound—this for purely revenue purposes. Even
yet we sometimes hear Democrats called “free traders,” and
sometimes learned and wise men in attempting to show the
differences between Republicans and Democrats upon the tariff
question declare that the Republicans are in favor of duties
upon articles competing with products of the United States,
which is protection, while the Democrats favor duties on arti-
cles that do not compete with the things produced in the United
States—a revenue tariff.

Here we find a Republican committee, the majority of whom

are “standpatters” and exireme protectionists, proposing a
duty upon a noncompeting article for the purpose of revenue
and revenue alone. As a matter of fact, a tariff bill enacted by
either party will furnish protection and a great deal of it to
American industries. I do not object to the protection afTorded
by a tariff bill, but to inequalities in protection. In making a
tariff bill to-day we seek to put in it as much protection as
possible and to get out of it as much revenue as possible. The
needs of the Government are imperative, we must have a suf-
ficient income to meet our necessary expendifures, and the time
may come when it will be necessary to tax tea and coffee and
other noncompeting products, but it is not necessary to do it
now, and the necessities of life are the things that should escape
the burden of taxation the longest. When all other means have
been exhausted and the income of the Government is insufficient,
the necessities of life must be taxed; until then they should not
be taxed unless it be for the purpose of equalizing protective
duties, The added duty proposed would increase the cost of
teas practically 10 cents a pound, an increase of from 30 per
cent to 40 per cent upon the present prices. Tea is not a luxury,
but a necessity, and it should remain where it is—on the free
list.
The Dingley tariff affords the American manufacturers of
hosiery an advantage of about 65 per cent over foreign manu-
facturers. Under this substantial advantage over competitors
the production of hosiery in this country has increased. The
value of men’s half hose manufactured in this country in 1800
was a little over $11,000,000. In five years it increased to
$17,438,914—about 58 per cent. Ladies’, children’s, and infants’
hosiery manufactured in 1900 were of the value of §16,205,372;
and in the same space of time the amount was increased to
$26,152,043—about 61 per cent. This does not indicate that the
hosiery manufacturers of this country are suffering on account
of disastrous competition, and the consumers of this country
are not complaining because of the low price of stockings.

Yet, in this bill revising the tariff, we find instead of a redue-
tion of duties, large increases. On hosiery valued at $2.68 a
dozen, now taxed 59,78 per cent, the duty is raised to 70.98 per
cenf, an increase of 11.20 per cent; hosiery valued at $1.93 a
dozen, now taxed at 51.23 per cent, is raifed to 66.75 per cent,
an increase of 15.52 per cent; hosiery valued at $1.39 a dozen,
now taxed at 58.17 per cent, is raised to 76.16 per cent, an in-
crease of 17.99 per cent; hosiery valued at 93.6 cents a dozen,
now taxed at 68.39 per cent, is raised to 89.75 per cent, an in-
crease of 21.86 per cent: and let it be noticed that the cheapest
grade of hosiery, of which there is imported more than one-half
of all the hosiery imported, is taxed the highest at the present
time, and under this bill suffers the greatest percentage of in-
crease of tax. This does not appeal to one as an attempt to
put the burden upon the luxuries of life instead of the necessi-
ties. This revision has not been made for the benefit of the
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consumer at large, but for a limited number of Pennsylvania
manufacturers.

The glove manufacturers of Fulton County, N. Y., appeared
before the committee and received substantial recognition to the
cost, if this bill becomes a law, of the American consumer. The
makers of this bill, who would reduce a 15 per cent duty on
hides for the benefit of the New England boot and shoe manu-
facturers, are very kind indeed to the New York glove manufac-
turers. Gloves valued at $3.01 a dozen, now protected by a
duty of 58.13 per cent, increased to 132.86 per cent; those worth
$3.80 a dozen, now protected by a duty of 55.28 per cent, are to
have 113.12 per cent; those worth $4.42 a dozen have a pro-
tective duty raised from 56.60 per cent to 90.56 per cent; those
worth $10.50 a dozen, now protected by a duty of 42.85 per
cent, raised to 51.42 per cent; those worth $16.36, bearing a
duty. of 31.48 per cent, raised to 35.44 per cent. And, again, ob-
serve the method of putting the tax upon luxuries and not on
necessities—gloves worth $3.01 a dozen, taxed at 58.13 per cent,
are now to be taxed 132.86 per cent, while the gloves valued
at $16.36 a dozen will have the tax increased from 81.48 per cent
to 35.44 per cent.

Mr. Chairman, the people of the country, it seems to me, would
be better satisfied if the glove revision were downward instead
of upward. Possibly the revenues of the Fulton County glove
manufacturers might not increase so rapidly, but they would
still be sufficient to enable them to keep their automobiles.

Behold the glove maker who has the benefit of a tax of 132
per cent on a cheap glove riding in an automobile bearing a
tax of 45 per cent. Are we taxing luxuries or necessities?

Calamine (zinec ore), now admitted free of duty, is given tariff
protection to the extent of $22.40 per ton—100 per cent. In the
last campaign Speaker CanrsonN visited the Joplin (Mo.) zine
district and, in substance, informed the people of that district
that if they wanted a tariff on zinc ore they should elect a Re-
publican Congressman in place of the Democrat then represent-
ing that district. He put his hand on the shoulder of the man
he desired the district to send to Congress. That gentleman
was elected, voted for Mr. CanxoN for Speaker, supported the
go-called “ Cannon rules” and, no doubt, supports the present
tariff bill. The Joplin district is rewarded by this 100 per cent
tariff, while the people of the whole country will pay a little
more for the zine they purchase and for the manufacture of
zine. For years the zine industry has flourished without any
tariff, but there are zinc mines in Mexico producing a 32 per cent
ore, while the Joplin mines produce a 60 per cent ore; this, and
the fact of the proximity of the smelters to the Joplin mines
would indicate that the industry might struggle along without
100 per cent protection.

But, turning from the direct increases granted by this meas-
ure, let me call your attention to a few of the indirect methods
by which certain indusiries secure favorable tariff legislation.
Paragraph 637 provides that petroleum, crude or refined, shall
be admitted free of duty. Then follows this provision:

Provided, That if there be imported Into the United States erude
petroleum or the products of erude petroleum produced in any country
which imposes a duty on petrolenm or its products exported from the
United States, there shall in such cases be levied, paid, and collected
a dutf on d crode petroleum or its products so imported equal to the
duty imposed by such country.

Russia and, possibly, Mexico—the only countries from which
petroleum or its products might be imported into the United
States—levy duties upon imported petroleum, and through this
provision petroleum and its by-products enjoy now a tariff duty
of about 100 per cent.

In paragraph 424 coal is taxed 67 cents a ton, unless exported
from a country, dependency, province, or colony which imposes
no tax or duty on it when imported from the United States.
YWhether or not we shall have free coal in this country—and we
ought to have it—depends upon the action of other countries
instead of the action of our own Congress.

I believe if we are permitted to vote upon the question lumber
will go on the free list. The bill provides for the reduction of
the tariff $1 a thousand feet, but paragraph 197 provides that
if any country, dependency, province, or other subdivision of
government shall impose an export duty or other export charge
of any kind whatscever upon, or any discrimination against,
any forest product exported to the United States, and so forth,
then the duties prescribed in section 3 of this act shall apply,
and section 3 directs that each article mentioned in paragraph
197 shall bear “the same rate of duty as prescribed by the law
in force prior to the passage of this act.” Such duties are now
levied in Canada, from which country lumber, if any at all is
imported, will come, and if the proposed law is enacted all
lumber imported from Canada will bear, under the terms of the
provision to which I have called attention, exactly the same

duty that it bears to-day. So there is absolutely no reduction
whatsoever in the lumber duty.

The tariff on cofton goods remains apparently the same in
this bill as in the Dingley law, but the duty is fixed largely by
the number of threads per square inch. The greater the num-
ber of threads to the square inch the higher the tariff duty.
Section 318 of this law provides that “ each ply of two-or-more-
ply thread shall be counted as a thread. Much of the imported
cotton goods contains threads which are of two or more ply,
and the effect of this provision is to count more threads to the
square inch and thus remove cotton cloths from the low-duty
schedules and place them in the high-duty schedules. By reason
of this provision some cotton goods now bearing a tariff duty
of 2} cents a square yard will carry a duty of 4} cents a square
yard, and in this way the duties on cotton goods are increased.
Then, much of the cotton cloth imported is mercerized, at ieast
it is given a luster, and by paragraph 321 of the act “ all cotton
cloth mercerized or subjected to any similar process” shall pay
a tax of 1 cent per square yard in addition to the other duties
imposed. So, by these two very innocent provisions, the duties
upon cotton cloth are very largely increased; and right here I
would read a letter from K. B. Shipley, chairman of a committee
representing a large number of wholesale dry goods houses:
New Yorg, March £7, 1909,
Hon. W. 8. Hamuoxp,

= 8 g;lmhmman, D. C.

EAR SIR: e undersigned, itt ti T0 whol
dry-goods houses, mpeecttg?ly a:k c}?:‘utrn a&gg;e?ﬁn&?md&o;ﬂg
clippings, showing that the effect of the * joker " pa phs, 318 and
821 of the cotton schedule of the Payne mig bill, would greatly
raise duties, and uently double them and more.

As the provisions are technical, it is certain that the gentlemen who
drafted the bill did not realize that these provisions were prohibitive.
thgu:a;%edal gommittee of experts is at your disposal to demonstrate

Cotton-goods statistics show that American mills do net need an
protection on_ the goods they are equipped to produce. In neutr
markets they have so well been able fo compete that their exports have
rapidly grown, and in 1906 equaled £52,944,033.

he average dividends of the principal Fall River mills affected were,
in 1907, a panic year, 25.5 per cent; in New Bedford, 25.2 per cent.
A hﬂ;;:mlnent illustration is the Dartmouth Manufacturing ompany,
W paid 66 per cent last year. and on February 24
dividend of 100 per cent. s mill makes precisel
which these paragraphs are designed to bit. All of these dividends
are in addition to enormous salaries pald to officers.

American mills do not sell their products on an ordinary profit basis,
but adroitly fix thelr prices just below those at which similar goods

can be imported.
The net result of these paragraphs, if permitted to become law, will

be to tly reduce revenues rohibi importation ;

few New England mills to maii;l:ulate rl%es gto rwill?nanéotgelg&a%

thelr action of 1907, when they arbitrarily raised prices more than 50
r cent, although there was no corresponding increase in cost of pro-
uetion ; it will drive many importing houses out of business and work

a hardship on 28,000 American retail merchants and add an additional

burden to the whole American people by increasing the cost of a pri-

mary necessity of life.

No question of politics is involved. The whole le are united in
the conviction that the tariff should be reduced mtg:gpthnn raised.

President Tait said, on December 16 last: “ I believe that the way to
stamp ol?t trusts and monopolies is to avoid excessive rates, which tempt
monopolies.

Anpuvemgv tariff of 20 per cent on cotton fabrics is ample to protect
American manufacturers from any possible difference in cost of produc-
tion, and its only effect would be to compel them to run their mills on
a fair capitalization and charge reasonable profits,

Bespec&ul!y submitted.

F. B. BHIPLEY,
9 Leonard street,
Chairman Committiee on Publicity.

Coffee, of course, in paragraph 533 remains on the free list,
Then follows the provision that if any country, dependency,
province, or colony shall impose an export “ duty or other ex-
port tax or charge of any kind whatsoever, directly or indi-
rectly, upon coffee exported to the United States, a duty egual to
such export duty, tax, or charge shall be levied, collected, and
paid thereon.” In the year ending June 80, 1907, there were
imported into the United States 952,254,832 pounds of coffee,
and of this amount 778,600,501 pounds came from Brazil.
Brazil does, and has for some time past, imposed charges and
taxes upon coffee, at least certain provinces of Brazil have im-
posed such charges and taxes. Therefore under this provision
the coffee coming from Brazil to this country would be sub-
jected to a duty equal to the taxeés, imposts, and charges upon
it in Brazil, It is claimed that the duty imposed by this coun-
try upon such coffee would be less than 1 cent a pound; but
from such information as I have been able to obtain, I believe
that upon the cheaper grades of coffee a tariff tax equal to all
charges, duties, and imposts of the Brazilian Government
thereon would be in the neighborhood of 4 cents a pound. The
consumer, therefore, would have that much more to pay for each
pound of coffee purchased by him. Those who say that in case
this duty were imposed the merchants and middlemen would
pay it, and not the consumers, will deceive no one, Even if the
profits of the merchants and middlemen were so great that they



1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

1043

could afford to pay the duty on the coffee sold by them, they
wonld not pay it. The consumers know from bitter experience
that no one is looking for a chance to pay taxes, and they are
pretty well satisfied that no one other than themselves will pay
taxes upon the things they buy. The profits of the merchants
are not so great upon the cheaper grades of coffee that they
could afford to pay out of them this tariff tax even if so in-
clined. I desire to read a letter received from Sprague, War-
ner & Co,, wholesale grocers, of Chicago, Ill.:

SPRAGUE, WARNER & Co., (INCORPORATED),
WHOLESALE GROCERS,
Chicago, March 31, 1909.
Hon. WiNrFIELD 8. Hamyonp, M, C.
Washington, D. C.

81r: Belleving that Members of Congress desire to be informed upon
the question of the distribution of coffee in this country, in view of
the present discussion of this article in reference to the new tariff bill,
we take the liberty of submitting for your consideration the following
facts .

The lowest grade of Rio or Santos coffee that is merchantable is now
gelling in lots of 1,000 bags or more for 8% cents, New York. The cost
of handling and transporting the same to this market costs, approxi-
mately, three-eighths of a cent per pound. The shrinkage in roasting
is alout 16 per cent, or 13 cents per pound. The cost of roasting and
fnsurance, including expense of handling, but without any charge for
sgtorage, amounts to about one-half cent per pound, making the lowest
possible cost to us, s distributers of coffee, 103 cents per pound. We
gell this grade of coffee at a very close margin of dproﬂt. the average of
which would be less than one-half cent per pound. Retailers of coffee
sell this grade to consumers at from 123 cents to 15 cents per pourd.
The suggestion that is reported to have been made, that this grade of
coffee is sold at from 33 cents to 40 cents per pound, is entirely with-
out foundation in fact. We do not believe that this grade of coffee is
retailed in any part of our country at a price exceeding 20 cents per

ound. We also believe that we should be warranted In affirming that
n no Instance has there been a pound of this grade of coffee retailed
at 35 or 40 cents per pound. If, however, there has been any sale
made by any unscrupnlous merchant at eithef of the prices mentioned,
we are very sure that for every single pound that has been retailed at
such prices thers have been 10,000 pounds retailed at 12§ cents per
pound or less. The mar&zm of profit to all handlers of this grade of
coffee is exceedingly small, and this fact should be borne in mind in
glving conslderation to thia question.

We are roasters and distributers of high-grade coffees that sell for 40
cents and even 50 cents per pound at retail, but these are coffees that
are imported from other countries, and thelr cost to us s in proportion
to the increased price to the consumers.

We are, we believe, among the leading distributers of high-grade
coffees, but from our experience we feel warranted in saying that fully
75 per cent of all the coffee consumed in this country is purchased by
the consumer at from 12} cents to 25 cents per pound. Very little cof-
fee is sold * green,” but when sold it is upon a margin of profit even
narrower than that shown for roasted coffee.

So far as we have knowledge, the preparation and the sale of coffee
to consumers ig upon as reasonable a basis of merchandising as any
article now sold by the merchants of this country. It should be borne
in mind, however, that entering into the cost of this article are the
items of transportation, insuranee, labor, packages, and the usual ex-
pense items entering into the cost of other manufactured articles.

While the taxing of coffee would undoubtedly create no financial loss
to us, still we regard it as a most unwise measure, and believe that
nothing Congress could do wounld tend to destroy public confidence and
create dissatisfaction among the greater portion of our citizens more
than to place a tax upon tea and coffee, which are now regarded as
necessaries in the family food sufply.

The onlf object of this letter 1s to invite you to a careful considera-
aﬂnfof:tth s question, and before passing judgment upon it to ascertain

e facts, .

Very respectfully, yours,
SPRAGUE, WARNER & Co.,
By M. A. DEAX, Treasurer.

I must not oceupy more time, but let me say that the duties
to which I have called attention are the so-called “ minimum
duties.” TUnder sections 3 and 4, should any country fail to ad-
mit any article imported from the United States on terms as
favorable as if it were imported from another country, provinee,
dependency, or colony, the maximum duties would apply to im-
ports from such country into the United States, and those duties
are the minimum duoties plus an additional duty, generally 20
per cent of the minimum duty. Thus wherever there are trade
agreaments or trade arrangements between foreign countries
where a preferential duty is established more favorable to the
contracting parties than to the United States, the maximum
duties would be at once established, and the tariff duties npon
imports from the countries entering into such trade arrange-
ments be largely increased.

This act is intended to provide revenue, equalize duties, and
encourage the industries of the United States. The revenue
we must have, and fo obtain it there must be importations from
other countries. HRevenue can not be secured through duties
that prohibit importations. We ought to have competition in
our markets, and only such protective duties as will enable the
American manufacturer or preducer to meet competition from
abroad under equal conditions. The duties should be equalized.
One class of labor is as much entitled to protection as another;
one manufacturer should be given as much advantage as an-
other; one producer should receive from tariff legislation as
much benefit as another. Our industries should be encouraged,
not only to control the American market but to find a place

in other markets. We can well afford to permit importations
of manufactured articles from countries where we may ship our
products, Our cotton, our grain, our cattle, and our manu-
factured articles are in demand in many foreign markets, and
their export should be encouraged. The domestic market is of
great value, but it is not the only market. American industry
and American progress seek the markets of the world and are
not content to exploit the home market alone.

I favor liberal drawback provisions so that the American
producer and American manufacturer may not be handicapped
in their effort to find new markets for American products, and
to carry around the globe the evidences of American skill and
Ameriean effort. We are big enough and strong enough to meet
competitors here and abroad without burdening the American
consumer with heavy taxes and excessive charges. [Applause.]

Mr. LEVER. Mr. Chairman, it was not my intention to
take part in the general debate upon the pending bill, and I
shall do so now only briefly and to uncover a patent wrong
against my section, preferring, as I did, to discuss its various
schedules under the five-minute rule and when action was being
had. The press reports give us to understand, however, that a
rule will be brought in by the majority on Monday, or some
time during next week, which will cut off the discussion of the
bill by item and prevent any amendments to it except such as
have been agreed to by the majority of the members of the
Ways and Means Committee. You have thrown away two
weeks in a useless, ridiculous, farcical, so-called “ discussion”
of the bill in what you call “ general debate.” It has not been a
debate at all except in a few instances. You IRepublicans,
divided as you are between those who want no revision of the
tariff except a revision upward, and those who would in good
faith keep the pledges of their platform and have a bill which
gives real revision and relief, are permitting this debate not
for the benefit that may come of it, but for the sole purpose of
getting time in which to bring together your warring factions.
It is not general debate that the country wishes; it is not long-
drawn out academic discussion; the country demands and ex-
pects a discussion of this bill item by item, with the right ac-
corded Democrats and Republicans alike to offer amendments
to it item by item.

Your rule will prevent this. Your rule means, in fact, that
the 12 Republican members of the Ways and Means Commit-
tee, and not the chosen Representatives of all the people, will
make the bill that passes this House and is sent to the Senate,
which, when it reaches that body, will be chucked into the
waste basket of the Senate Finance Committee, there to sleep
the sleep that knows no waking. The Senate Finance Com-
mittee will proceed to give the country its next tariff law, and,
while it may bear the name of the * Payne law,” it will prob-
ably have precious little of the handiwork of the distinguished
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee of the House in it.
This is the procedure that the country is to witness in the near
future, and all this debate and discussion and furore we are
now having will go for naught. This is not as it should be.
The House of Representatives, under the Constitution, is
charged with the responsibility of providing the revenues for
the Government; but, under your rules, the rules of the ma-
jority, the House of Representatives has become so impotent
as a legislative body, =o absolutely unresponsive to the wishes
of the people, that they have had to turn to the Senate for
whatever of real discussion and legisiation they seek. Why are
we not permitted a discussion of this bill by items? Why
are we not allowed to offer amendments to it freely by items?
What if it deoes take a little more time? The country is willing
to stand for a reasonable delay if, in return, you will give it
a real downward revision of the tariff. Why this haste in put-
ting through this most important piece of legislation that will
affect the country in the next ten years? Why are Members—
the immediate, direct personal represeniatives of the people—
denied the right of speaking for the people through such amend-
ments as seem wise and just to them?

When the Payne bill was given to the press, it was hailed as
a magnificent piece of legislation, in full accord with the Re-
publican platform, and meeting in every respect the demand
of the country for revision, Every interest and section of the
country were represented as being satisfied with it, rapturously
satisfied with it. It is different to-day. Every interest seems
to be dissatisfied. The consumers are being heard from. The
people at home are using the mails, and you Republican gentle-
men who were falling over yourselves at first to support the
Payne bill are now falling over yourselves to get out of the
way of it. [Applause.]

" The more it has been studied the more vicious and obnoxious
it appears. It is filled from one end to the other with “ jokers,”
frauds, and deceptions. Its very title, viz, “ To provide revenue,
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equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes,” is a fraud and deception, for
it does not equalize duties; nor is it built upon nonsectional
lines, It is an effort to deceive the people by apparently re-
ducing rates in their interests, when, as a matter of fact, the
rates have been raised covertly and by hidden paragraphs,
This is true of lumber, petroleum, coffee, and commercial
fertilizers—these many jokers have already been discovered.
No man on earth can tell how many more are in the important
sections 3 and 4 of the bill. I dare say there is not a man
in this House, not even the chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee, who is alleged to be the best posted man in the
House on tariff matters, who ean give a thorough and compre-
hensive statement in detail of the duties that are imposed by
these two sections. They are a Chinese puzzle, covering up
no man knows what and bearing on their face a strong sus-
picion of deception. ”

Mr. Chairman, this is -strikingly illustrated—yes, demon-
gtrated—in the matter of a duty on commercial fertilizers, Para-
graph 576 of the bill puts guano, manures, and all substances
used only for manure on the free list, permitting that schedule of
the Dingley bill to stand. Paragraph 652 puts potash, sulphate
of potash, muriate of potash, and all potash salts upon the free
list. This is the way it looks on the face of the bill, but a more
careful study of the bill, a closer investigation of it, discloses
that a possible duty on potash salts of 20 per cent ad valorem
is carried in sections 3 and 4, the sections that earry the so-
called “maximum and minimuom rates” This is seen by a
reference to page 152 of the bill, where section 652, apparently
on the free list, is made amenable to the maximum and
minimum rates carried in these sections. I think no one can
deny that these sections were intended, in the end, to keep in
effect the Dingley rate and in some cases to increase it. This
is certainly true of sulphate and muriate of potash.

Germany, from which we ‘import the bulk of our muriate of
potash, has a tariff on potash salts. But even if this were not
the case, section 4 provides that Germany or any province, de-
pendency, or colony must give to the United States the same
rate of duty as it gives to every nation of earth, and this is
the important language of the section, “ upon each and every
article imported into said country.”

In other words, if Germany, or any other country for that
matter, should, to secure some important treaty right, give the
least concession upon the least article of frade and to that ex-
tent discriminate against the United States, then the maximum
duty automatically applies to imports from her; and in the case
of commercial fertilizers, muriate of potash would be dutiable
at the rate of 20 per cent ad valorem.

Now, what will a 20 per cent duty on muriate of potash mean
to the farmers of the South Atlantic States? The Department
of Agriculture estimates that the farmers of the couniry use
annually $110,000,000 of commercial fertilizers, and of this
amount $90,000,000 is consumed by the South Atlantic States—
about 87 per cent of the total for the entire country. South
Carolina alone, small in area as she is, expends annually $15.-
000,000 for commercial fertilizers. Of the total amount of fer-
tilizers consumed in the South Atlantic and Southern States,
$10,000,000, according to the best available information, is ex-
pended for muriate of potash, which is one of the necessary
constituents of a complete fertilizer, the kind most usually used
by the southern farmer. It is the potash of your ordinary
8:2:2 fertilizer and is supposed to give fruit to the crop, al-
though this has not been scientifically demonstrated.

A 20 per cent duty ad valorem on $10,000,000 worth of
muriate of potash consumed in the Southern States annually
means a $2,000,000 annual tax upon the southern farmers. It
means to South Carolina alone, to her farmers, an additional
burden, for it must be understood that all potash salts are on the
free list in the Dingley law, of $320,000 a year. It is to pro-
test against this flagrant disregard of the rights of the southern
people, this outrageous imposition upon them, this surreptitious
attempt to saddle an additional load upon them, that causes
me to raise my voice on this occasion. This is a covert method
of diseriminating against them, of making them contribute out
of their pockets to the Federal Government this added tax.
The southern farmer does not wish, nor has he ever wished, to
escape any of the burdens of the Government. He is willing to
earry his share of the necessary evils of government, but he
does protest against an unjust discrimination against him; he
does protest against being made the burden bearer all the
while, and getting so little in return for it; he does ask that
game treatment for himself that is accorded every section of
the country; he does demand that taxation throughout the
country shall be levied without regard to sectional lines; and
he does protest against the building up of one section of the
country at his expense,

The demand for muriate of potash is growing day by day, and
hence this new duty upon it means an increasing burden upon
the farmer, and the next ten years will in all probability see
the use of it doubled, with a consequent doubling of the tax,

The policy in tariff legislation heretofore has been to put
guanos and manures upon the free list, and I venture to assert
that there can be given no good reason at this time why this
important element of all commercial fertilizers should be placed
upon the dutiable list. It can not be claimed that it is imposed
for the purpose of nurturing and building up some infant Ameri-
can industry—an argument behind which is planted the high-
protective system with all of its inberent wrongs and injustice—
for every pound of muriate of potash consumed in this country
is imported, the largest supply coming from Germany. There
can be but one reason for the imposition of this tax upon the
southern farmers, and that is that it.is a source of revenue.
But, in the name of justice, does not the South, which is largely
agricultural, already contribute more than her just proportion
of federal taxation?

The truth is, Mr. Chairman, that the farmers, North, East,
South, and West, who are the greatest producers and, at the
same time, the greatest consumers of the Nation, will, as a class,
find no relief in the Payne bill, but on the contrary will, as too
usual, find themselves bearing the brunt of providing for the
revenues of the Government, and, at the same time, under your
theory of high protection, contributing out of their earnings to
the upbuilding of certain favored industries. Strange it is that
he does not make his voice heard. He is more directly affected
by the tariff than any other class, and yet he does not main-
tain a lobby at Washington; he does not give any elaborate
banquets for the entertainment of Members of Congress. He
expects his Representatives to give heed to his interests, and
how badly he is disappointed in them can never be shown more
clearly than in this so-called “ revision ” of the tariff. You have
taxed him upon everything that he eats, wears, and drinks, and
uses in his business. You have taxed his farm implements, his
bagging and ties, his binding twine, his spices, his oil, his shoes,
his harness, his furniture, his tableware, his nails, his wire,
his sugar, coffee, and tea, and his wearing apparel.

You have taxed him upon everything of which the imagina-
tion can conceive; yot have left him nothing free that can be
of any use to him; and, not satisfied with the present burdens
upon him, you have added this new burden of a tax upon his
commercial fertilizer, which he uses in maintaining soil fertility
and in stimulating crop growth. You have taxed the very in-
strumentalities with which he has made your Nation great.
Standing as he does between this Nation and international bank-
ruptey ; giving you as he does from year to year, with his brain
and brawn, your balance of trade; bringing back to you through
the sale of his products in foreign markets a ceaseless stream
of foreign gold, you might be expected to give him some con-
sideration in accordance with his deserts. You have not done it.
You have taxed him from alpha fo omega. You think that you
have hoodwinked him, but woe be to you if you have deceived
yourselves. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

I desire to read as part of my remarks bearing en the propo-
sition to impose a duty on commercial fertilizers a very care-
fully written letter of a very valued friend of mine. It illumi-
nates the subject very much, and I am sure will be of value and
interest to the House, I read:

0. DANTZLER

HARDWARE AND FURNITURE,

Orangeburg, 8. C., April 2, 1909,
Hon. A. F. Luves, g o ]

Washington, D. (.

Desr Sir: I take the liberty of drawin
arent discriminations in the new tariff own in the House of
epresentatives as “ H. R. 1438."

wish to draw your attention to section 2, articles 592 and 652,

Artiele 592 provides for the free entry of basic slag, certain grades
of which are imported only for manurial purposes and can not be used
for any other purposes than manurial.

Article 652 provides for the free importation of sul]phate of pota:
erude or refined, and muriate of potash, which articles are import
more largely for manurial purposes than for any other purposes.

All three of these articles enumerated in the above two paragraphs
are imported almost entirely from Germany. Commercially speald‘;:;,
there is no muriate or sul&hate of potash obtained outside of Germn{&
and the same thing can Justice be said of the basic slag, which
used for manurial pura:oeea.

If the law goes into effect with its provisions intact as they are
to-day, the actual result will be that a duty from $2 to $3 per ton
will ie levied ufon basic slag and $7, $8, or $9 per ton on potash,
Hitherto basic slag has come in free under a recent decision of the
Board of Appraisers, classing it where it rightly belongs, as a substance
used i;;nly or manure, and potash has also come in free by special

rovision,
p I understand that the treatment now accorded to some of our exports
by Germany will immediately result in the retention of a 20 r cent
ad valorem tax upon all articles which are imported from Germany,
with the result to these articles as aforesaid.

Crops uire phosphorie acid and potash.
mature without them. Dasic sl

to your attention some ap-
ill, En

They will not grow and
is one of the most important and
valuable sources of phosphoric acid available to our farmers; and sui-
phate and muriate of potash, obtained only in Germany, are the only
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sources of potash; consequently, the operation of this bill will be tb
immediately impose upon agriculture in this country a most severe

In every ton of fertilizer which the farmer bu{ls in this section of the
country there is not less than S8 per cent of ? osphoric acid nor less
than § per cent of potash, which would be equivalent apfroxjmately to
1,000 pounds of basie slag and 200 pounds of murlate of po The
additional tax per ton on fertilizer used by the farmer would, there-
fore, be from £1.50 to $2 per tonm, or nearly 10 per cent.

1 invite you to compare with the two paragraphs above enumerated
pa.ragragh 0. 576, providing for the free entry o ano, manures, and
all substances used only for manure; paragraph 673, providing for the
free entry of nitrate of soda; and paragra 80, providing for the free
entry of sulphate of ammonia. I notice that these articles are omitted
from the enumeration of the materials upon which the 20 per cent ad
valorem duty will be levied in the event contemplated by the provisions
of sections 8 and 4 of the act.

beg respectfully to ask why there should be this discrimination?
Basle slag and the potash salts are just as muoch manures and just as
essential to the production of crops in this cou.ntt?' as sulphdate of
ammonia, nitrate of soda, guano, or any other articles used only for
manure, and it seems to be strange that there apparently should be a
des}re to impose a heavy tax upon these articles while the others come
Tee.

1 to recommend either that the words “ basie slag, ground or un-
ground,” be entirely struck out of section 592 and not mentioned .
where in the tariff, so that, when imported in a form and of a grade
which can be used only for :cuam.u'ei it will come in free in any event, or
ghT%t the words * basle slag fit only for manure” be added to section
I also recommend that the words “ sulphate of potash, crude or re-
fined and muriate of potash when used only for manure,” be added on
to section 5T6.

Respectfully, yours, M. O. DANTZLER.

Mr. MAGUIRE of Nebraska., Mr. Chairman, much has
already been said here on this tariff bill. Naturally it has be-
come a theme of comment and discussion throughout the country.
Revenue legislation is always of unusual interest and far-reach-
ing in its consequences. We have been called here in extraor-
dinary session to perform the work of tariff revision, and the
country waits in suspense and anxiety for the results. The
demand of the people is for a genuine revision. Will they get
it? We are the properly constituted authority to shape a reve-
nue measure. This question, upon the magnitude of which we
all agree, is now for us to answer. What kind of a tariff bill
does the country want and what sort of a measure have the
people a right to expect? What promises had the country from
those who to-day are in position and power to grant this needed
legislation? Let us turn for a moment to a little political his-
tory. Both platforms of the two great political parties in the
last campaign declared for tariff revision. All platform orators
and leaders of both political parties who were in authority to
speak for their respective parties declared, at least in my State,
for revision dewnward. The people of the first district of the
great State of Nebraska, which I have the honor to represent,
understood these promises to be for a sincere and honest revi-
sion, and they will be satisfied with nothing less.

I come from a State which asks for no legislative favors that
are not given to all alike in this great Republic; from a State
having the smallest per cent of illiteracy of any in the Union.
I represent a district in the heart of a vast empire of wealth;
a district with more young men and women in its colleges and
universities and more children in its schools than any similar
gsection in our common country; a district with its great fields
of waving grain and yellow corn, with herds grazing on its hill-
sides and valleys, with homes and groves, schools and churches,
cities and villages. These people have ecarved their fortune
from the wilderness and made the State one of the brightest
.in the galaxy, surpassed by none in its form of state and local
self-government, in the character of its laws, and in the desire
of its people to obey them. If is not surprising, then, that they
should desire and demand through their elected Representative
the support of measures which will reflect their will and be in
accord with progressive policies everywhere,

I am in accord with their sentiment in demanding a genuine
fariff revision. If an honest bill had been presented here, offer-
ing real substantial revision, and at the same time a measure
calculated to produce revenue sufficient to meet the legitimate
expenses of government, I promised the people of my district
I would support it, no matter from what source it might ema-
nate or what party might receive its eredit. I promised them
I would favor legislation for the general good, that patriotism,
not partisanship, would be the controlling motive in determin-
ing whether I would give or withhold my support on tfariff
legislation.

A tariff bill is now before this House under the name of the
¢ Payne tariff bill,” purporting in language * to provide revenue,
equalize dutles, and encourage the industries of the United
States, and for other purposes.” Will this bill in its present
form produce sufficient revenue? Does it equalize the duties
and burdens of indirect taxation, and is it fair to the producer
and the consumer? Will it encourage the legitimate industries
upon which the masses of the people depend? These are the
questions which every Representative must consider in this in-

vestigation and answer to his constituents and to the country
for his vote and final action on them.

Let us now take up and examine some of the schedules bear-
ing directly on the ordinary articles of consumption.

LUMBER.

Among the various subjects upon which the consumers of this
country have been expecting a reduction of the tariff is lumber.
As to this product the sentiment has been overwhelming, not
merely for a reduction of the tariff, but that lumber should be
placed on the free list. Outside of the great lumber inferests,
including the holders of large tracts of timber lands, there
has been heard no great opposition to free lumber. But those
few who have profited in recent years by the exorbitant prices
of lumber and who expect to continue to be treated by the Gov-
ernment as the beneficiaries of an unjust and diseriminating
inril! have been very active in their efforts to keep the tariff on

L

Under the present Dingley Act the tariff on lumber is as
follows:

Boards, rough, $2 per thousand ; boards,

?3.50 per thousaad; telegraph poles, tles, ete.,, 20 per cent ad valorem;
‘ence posts, 10 per cent ad valorem ; laths, 25 cents per thousand pieces;
shingles, 30 cents per thousand pieces.

Of this schedule the one which affects the consumer the most
is that of sawed boards which are planed. It is estimated that
at least 90 per cent of the lumber shipped from the mill by rail
goes through the planing mill before it is put on the cars, or in
other words, 90 per cent of the lumber sold at the yards by the
retailer to the consumers is of the finished or partly finished
class, on which there is a duty of from $2.50 to $3.50 per thou-
sand.

In carrying out the pledge for genuine tariff revision and in
the face of a general demand for free lumber, the proposed
Payne bill has cut the duty on rough lumber from $2 per thou-
sand to $1 per thousand. On the face of it this appears to be
a reduction in the duty on lumber of 50 per cent, but the gain is
more apparent than substantial. This is very evident when
we consider that practically none of this rough Iumber is used
by the consumer, and even if it could be used the reduction
would not benefit the consumer materially, because the duty of
even $1 per thousand is prohibitive in the case of rough lum-
ber for the reason that the high rate of transportation would
make it impossible to import this class of lumber. The weight
of rough lumber is about one-third more than the weight of the
finished lumber and the cost of the transportation alone from
the Pacific coast to the retail markets of the United States is
estimated to be about $10 per thousand.

If the Committee on Ways and Means had the desire of bene-
fiting the consumers in the least they should have made a re-
duction on the finished lumber, because this is the lumber of
the market, and this is the lmber for which the consumers have
been compelled to pay outrageous prices in the past few years.

It is clear, then, that the Payne bill offers no substantial
relief on the lumber schedule. What justification is there for
maintaining this lumber tariff in view of all the circumstances,
even from the standpoint of a protectionist?

In the first place, the owning of timber lands is not an in-
dustry and should not be protected on any theory., As for the
manufactured products of lumber, the industry has long since
ceased to be in its infancy. The United States to-day is the
leading lumber-exporting nation in the world. We are not only
exporting lumber abroad, but we are successfully competing
in the markets of the world. Such an industry needs no pro-
tection at home against foreign competition. Again, the an-
nual drainage on the forests of the United States in about three
times the annual growth. It is estimated that in 1907 the con-
sumption, not counting loss by fire, was between 100,000,000,000
and 150,000,000,000 feet. Of this amount, 40,256,154,000 feet
were used for lumber alone, based upon the estimate of Mr.
R. 8. Kellogg, assistant forester in the Department of Agricul-
ture, that there are between 500,000,000 and 700,000,000 acres of
timber land producing an average of 60 board feet per acre.

The scarcity of white pine is already giving alarm. This
industry reached its maximum eighteen years ago, and now the
output is only 50 per cent of what it was then. 'The supply of
hard woods has declined from 8,000,000,000 feet in 1900 to
5,000,000,000 now. MAlinneapolis was once the lumber center of
the world, and within five years more all her sawmills will be
gone. Between Minneapolis and St. Louis on the Mississippi
River there were once a hundred sawmills, according to ex-
Governor Van Sant, of Minnesota, and now there are only
two, and these will cease to operate within a year.

In 1880 the lumber product of the United States was 18.000,-
000,000 feet, and in 1907 it was 40,000,000,000 feet. This enor-
mous drain on the forests of our country has been increasing
to such an extent that the end of this natural resource is already
in sight. Southern yellow pine and Douglas fir are to-day the

planed and grooved, $2.50 to
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leading kinds of lumber on the market, and of these the yellow
pine annual cut equals about one-third the total eut of conifer-
ous timber in the United States and goes on at the destructive
rate of 30,000 square miles annually. The Douglas fir, it is
estimated, will be exhausted in twenty-five or thirty years.
Must we, in the face of all this, have a tariff on lamber and
thus put a premium on the further destruction of our rapidly
diminishing forest products?

Yet the tariff makers urge that we must have revenue. Apart
from the acknowledged fact that our timber as a natural re-
source is rapidly being exhausted, there might be some weight
to the argument for a reasonable tariff on lumber for the pur-
pose of revenue if, in fact, such a tariff would produce any con-
siderable amount of revenue. But the fact is under the present
schedule of the Dingley law the imports for 1907 from Canada
of finished or partly finished lumber amounted to less than
$300,000, which produced only about $60,000 in revenue. From
the tariffl on finished lumber, then, practically no revenue has
come to the Government under the Dingley law, and under the
Payne bill it is probable that the revenue from the imports of
finished lumber will be even less than under the Dingley law,
because the rate on finished lumber still remains prohibitive,
The revenue from the imports of rough lumber in 1907 was
$1,718.679.33, and under the Payne bill would be only about
half this amount. The revenue from the importation of rough
lumber would not materially increase by the reduction of the
tariff from $2 to §1 per thousand, because, in the first place,
the consumer does not furnish the market for this unfinished
Iumber, and, in the second place, lumber imported from Canada
in the rough can not pay the high freight rates plus the duty
and compete with American lumber. Therefore a tariff, whether
on finished or unfinished lumber, can not be justified on the
ground of producing revenue.

But the lumber interests and the stumpage owners of the
United States jnsist that they must have the tariff on lumber
for protection. If there ever was a time when this argument
was good, that time has long since passed. Much stress has
been laid upon the argument of protection to American industry
and American Iabor in order to justify a tariff on lumber. For
this reason an examination of the facts is not only fair, but
necessary to a proper understanding of the situation. Now,
what are the facts? In the first place, Canada is practically
our only competitor in lumber production. It is contended by
those who favor a tariff on lumber that Canadian lumber pro-
duced by cheap labor would destroy the American lumber indus-
try, if admitted free of duty. The fact is, as the following table
shows, that wages in Canada, both in the mills and in the log-
ging camps, are higher than wages for the same labor in the
United States. The table was furnished to the Ways and
Means Committee by Theodore M. Knappen, secretary of the
National Forest Conservation League:

Canada. |United States,

$143.33 $127.50

6.19 5.20

7.% 6.83

4.25 8.70

2.99 2.44

2.54 2.78

3.99 8.56

3.38 8.12

8.62 3.20

2.54 2.48

2.50 » 2.05

Washington

Osmpbell | Fraser | gneiton. | Olympla.

Barker o £2.75 | $3.00-8.25 $2.50 $2.50

Blacksmith =2 3.00 75.00 3.00 3.00

Blacksmith helper- - - 2.50 5 USSR e T

2 ooa s S G et S L LS 3.00 3.25 2.75 2.7

Cook i —— 75.00 75.00 i S

Dogupman ... . ... 2.50 3.00 2,50 2,60

gineer 8.25 65,00 3.00 2,50-3.00

Faller, head 3.50-4.00 4.00 3.00 3.00

Faller, second 3.00 8.5 2.76 2.7
Fireman 2.50 2.50 2.00
Flunkey. 85.00 85.00 80.00
Hook tender — e a2 4.00 5.00 3.7
M T

£ sUngee. oo oo 7 : .

Signalman 2.50 3.00 2.25
Skidder, head R S 8.25
Skidroadman. .. . ... 2.25 2.25 2.00
g 2.75 8.25 2.50
2.50-2.75 2.2
8,50 \c.cliss i 8.00
3.00 2.00

In estimating the cost of production in Canada as compared
with the United States we must consider not only that labor is
paid as high or even higher than in this country, but also that
the Canadians pay a 25 per cent duty on their mill machinery.
The tariff on lumber, therefore, deoes not give the American
labor any advantage. The manufacturer will get his labor,
as he does in the South, for $1.25 per day, and he will pay for
gkilled labor just what he has to and no more. In respect to
the cost of production, then, we can and should compete with
the Canadian lumber. As for the competition in the markets
of the world, no argument is necessary, because we are actually
doing it now. In 1905 the United States exported lumber to
the amount of $40,613,504 and furniture to the amount of
$5,377,768. In 1907 the United States exported timber and logs
to the amount of $4,585,286; also sawed timber and lumber as
follows :

Sawed timber s 418,101, 178
Boards L = 389, 861, 352
Joists, ete ___ 752, 152

Total 0 il 53, 714, 682

Our entire forest products exported that year amounted to
$126,000,000, and a large part of this went to Canada. TLast
year our manufactured lumber product exported to Canada
amounted to $10,000,000. The mills of Washington and Oregon
compete successfully with those of British Columbia in the
markets of the world where they get no tariff advantage.
Then why should we fear competition from Canadian Iumber
right here at home in our own markets without the aid of a
high tariff? The testimony before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee of the lumbermen themselves showed that we ean and do
compete in the markets of the world in all the higher grades of
lumber, and yet on this very class of lumber the tariff is the
highest.

A tariff on lumber, therefore, can not be justified as a means
of producing revenue, because it produces very little; nor can
it be justified on the ground of protection for two reasons: First,
the lumber industry has grown so large that it has demon-
strated that it does not need protection any longer; and second,
American labor has not been getting any benefit from the tariff
on lumber,

It seems clear, then, that the only other purpose of the lum-
ber duty is to continue this legislative privilege in favor of the
Iumber manufacturers and stumpage owners for the sole pur-
pose of enhancing the value of their holdings of timber lands
and allow them to continue to dictate prices of a product so
essential to the building of American homes. While the con-
sumers of lumber have been paying the tariff on lumber dur-
ing all these years, they were not aware of the fact that they
were victims of the greatest fraud ever perpetrated on any
people,

During the last seven years the price of lumber has inereased
46 per cent on the average, while other commodities have ad-
vanced only from 9 per cent to 26 per cent. The man who built
a frame house in 1907 paid twice as much for it as for one
built in 1893. The following table shows an average advance
of over 100 per cent in fifteen years:

White pine, 102, | 907, |Percent
Fencing:
IR L T e B e S e e e §15.00 §32.00 133.83
4-inch, No. 1... - 12.00 30.00 150
4-ineh, No. 2. 9.00 26.00 188.88
4inch, No. — 7.00 19.00 171.42
6-inch, No. 2. 12.00 29.00 141.66
L2 b B ) P e e e S e S L 9.00 21.50 138.88
Common boards:
BN N D Y e 12.50 20.00 140
&inch, No. 2. 11.00 928.00 154.54
8inch, No. 8... 10,00 25.00 150
10-inch, No. 1.. 12.50 31.50 160
10-inch, No. 2.. 11,00 28.00 154.54
10Nl NOs S ot = 10.00 25.00 150
A e e T 14.00 87.00 164.28
et NO - Rt o 12.50 81.00 148
IR ND R o e = e e S R R R S 9.50 26.00 173.68
16.50 33,00 100
25.00 47.00 ]
11.50 23.00 100
10,00 27.50 1756
11.00 27.50 150
10.50 £20.00 176.19
11.50 80.50 165.21
11.50 81.50 173.91
2.00 5.00 40




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

1047

The following statement shows the increased value of stump-

age in the past eight years:
| 3 1 usand.

?Jn’fé&"éﬁfé,’}?éi‘n*&%pﬁirtmﬁa“éﬁﬁs“érﬂfmi

Douglas fir, from 77 eents per thousand to $1.44 per

oda, Trom $1.52 per thautand to $4.69 per opaend

Spruce, from $2.26 pe1la thousand to $£5.49 per thousand.

This shows an advance of from 100 per cent to 300 per cent
in eight years, and values are still going higher. Holders of
stumpage lands expect to get even $10 per thousand for long-
leaf pine whieh they bought at 50 cents per thousand. These
values are largely due to the prospect of a continued protective
tariff.

The great development of the West and the increase of the
rural population will cause an increasing demand for lumber,
and at the same time there will be a constantly decreasing suap-
ply. These iwo ecireumstances together would normally give the
Jumbermen a valuable and a fortunate opportunity. But they
want more than this. They are asking for a subsidy in the
form of a tariff. Such a tariff on lumber is not for protection
nor for revenue, but instead, if this tariff prevails, it will inevi-
tably operate to encourage the rapid destruction of our forests
and it will give to the lumbermen a monopoly of one of our
most valuable natural resources.

And a monopoly of our forest resources for the purpose of
exploitation and destruetion would indeed De a great calamity to
our country. Our timber, unlike many other of our natural re-
sources, is a one-crop product and can not be replaced in a gen-
eration. Destroy our forests and you strike a blow at the
American home. All over the great argicultural stretches of
our country millions of cottages are scattered, in which happy
families find shelter and comforf. Barns and sheds protect
their stock and securely house their crops. Annihilate the forests
and you drive our poor people into caves and cliffs. Lumber Is
of necessity so much a part of the poor man’s home that we
should have free Iumber in order that we may have more free
homes.

GLOVES.

Under Schedule N, in the compilation entitled * Estimated reve-
nues, comparison of Payne tariff bill with present tariff law,” we
find the whole class of gloves, made wholly or in part of leather,
rafsed from 51.89 per cent under the Dingley law to 72.65 per
cent under the Payne bill. On men's sheep, “glace” finish,
unlined, the duty is raised from $3 per dozen to $4 per dozen
pairs, or from a dutiable rate of 64.29 per cent to 85.71 per cent.
The total imports of this class are practically nothing, amount-
ing in 1907 to only $1,816, and while the yearly imperts from
1895 to 1907 have averaged slightly higher, still there has been
a gradual decline.

TUnder the same class, on ladies’ or children’'s gloves of sheep
origin net over 14 inches in length, the duty is increased from
$1.75 per dozen to $4 per dozen pairs, or a rate of increase on
the appraised value from 058.13 per cent to 132.86 per cent.
While this class has been a fair revenue producer, still with
this increase the rate would become restrictive and disastrous
to revenue. Imports have gradually decreased from $1,166,973
in 1900 to $438,940 in 1907. This decline does not indicate that
American manufacturers are in any growing danger from for-
eign competition.

The glove classed as “lamb " or “ sheep ” not over 14 inches in
length, has the duty raised from $2.50 per dozen to $4 per dozen
pairs, or an increase from 56.60 per cent to 90.56 per cent. The
goat, kid, or other leather than sheep origin, * glace ” finish, un-
lined, is increased from $3 per dozen pairs to $4 per dozen
pairs, or from 49.52 per cent to 66.03 per eent. The injustice
in the schedule is still further apparent in the higher rate of
duty paid, and the still greater inerease on the cheaper gloves
and those classed as necessaries which {s seen in the flat instead
of the graduated rate on all grades above a certain fixed value.

It is impossible, though, for me to dwell much longer on the in-
justice of this glove schedule, because my time is limited ; but the
foregoing observations have been taken as types and examples of
the unfair diseriminations to the ordinary consumer on a single
article of elothing so generally worn by the average man and
woman. Examination of the imports and productions shows
that the rate on a large number of items in the glove schedule
is already restrictive, and it would be greatly to the interest of
the Government and the eonsumer to have a radieal reduction.
The only advantage in the present law under several classes of
gloves is in keeping out healthy competition and giving the
manufacturers a monopoly of the business.

The excuse given as a justification for this increase in the rate
in the Payne bill by the supporters of this measure is that in-
ereased rates will give added protection to manufacturing, will
stimulate home industry, and ultimately, through course of time,

will cheapen gloves. But the method is indirect and conjectural,

and gives no hope to the present-day consumer. The truth is

that the industry in this country has already grown fir beyond

the infant stage and has taken on monopolistic proportions.
HOSIERY.

Let us now turn our attention to the hosiery schedule. We
find stockings, hose, and half hose imported for the year ending
June 30, 1906, to the amount of $6,123,195.69, with an average
rate of 60.03 per cent duty, while this bill proposes an increase
to 77.16 per cent. But the above figures do not give a correct
impression of the radical diserimination in the rate of duty
on this elass of clothing. Under the cheaper grade, valued
at §1 per dozen pairs, the rate is 68.39 per cent, while in
the Payne bill the duty is increased to 89.75 per cent. The
class valued more than $1 and not more than $1.50 per dozen
pairs has a rate of 5817 per cent, but under the Payne bill the
proposed rate of duty is increased to 76.16 per cent. The grade
valoed at more than $1.50 and not more than $2 per dozen pairs
is raised from 51.23 per cent to 66.75 per cent. But the unfair
discrimination again is most apparent when we examine the
higher priced goods valued at more than $5 per dozen pairs
and find that they have been left at the Dingley rate of 55
per cent. For example, a pair of hose valued at 9 eents will
have a duty imposed of 89.79 per cent, while expensive kind
worn by the rich bears only a 55 per eent rate. On this same
pair of hose valued at 9 cents the duty will be 8 cents, while
on a pair valued at $1 the duty is but 55 eents.

In the present age and under our present standards of living
hosiery is not a luxury, but an ordinary necessary of life—a
common and universal article of consumption. This is a propo-
sitfon whieh I think will not be necessary to argue to this
body, notwithstanding the statement of the eminent chairman
of the committee in reporting this bill, that he was offering a
bill with reductions in the necessaries of life, When forced to
explain, the answer comes that it is for protection to American
manufactures. An examination of statistics of the hosiery
industry for many years past and of the testimony before the
Ways and Means Committee does not reveal a necessity for
government aid. The only conclusion to be reached is that the
exorbitant inerease is wholly unjustifiable and is in the nature
of a gift to the hosiery manufacturers. From the examination
of the schedules, the amount of imports in the past, the rapid
and permanent development of the industry, and from the fact
that this article of elothing is of common use and a necessity
of life, there is no valid reason why the present rate in the
hosiery schedule should not be radically reduced. Iet us have
this schedule amended and reduced in justiee to 90,000,000 eon-
Sumers,

COTTON MANUFACTURES.

A farther examination of the cotton-manufactures schedule
shows a total advanee from 46.20 per cent to 50.27 per cent.
Cotton cloth, coarser weave, is 38.17 per cent and the finer weave
44.35 per eent, with handkerchiefs and mmufllers 58.65 per cent,
leaving these articles at the Dingley rate. The old rate is also
retained in cotten clothing and wearing apparel. The total im-
ports for consumption for the year ending June 30, 1906, in
cotton manufactures were $26,543,211.53, and on this the °
American consumer paid $12,256,499.08 import tax. But many of
these grades of goods produced practically no revenue, and the
rate of duty on them served only for protection purposes to
the manufacturers. It was said that we could hope for a re-
duction in the tariff on the necessaries of life. Is there any
hope in this schedule, with the total rate raised from 46.20 per
cent to 50.27 per cent? In the cotton schedule are found the
articles of universal use, common necessaries of life.

The schedule reveals an unsecientific and unnatural classifica-
tion, and could be made a greater revenue producer if the
authors had framed the schedules from the point of view of
the Government and the eonsumer instead of from that of the
manufacturer. The effect of this bill will be to work serious
hardships to dry-goods merchants and in removing from their
stock, goods that usually seld at popular prices. The provisions
seem to be adroitly arranged to prevent the importation of the
bulk of cotton goods. The duty now is abeut twice the cost
of the labor in manufacturing. The testimony before the Ways
and Means Committee shows that the desire of the eotton manu-
faecturers was to refain the rate of duty as it was, and now
we find presented here a bill providing for an increase from
46.20 per cent to 50.2T7 per cent. We certainly are compelled
to go to some other schedule before we find any encouragement
in this bill for the consumer.

WOOLEN MANTFACTURES.
There is practically no change in the rate of duty in the
1 schedule of woolen manufactured goods. Woolen or
worsted clothes bear a rate of 96.56 per cent. Women’s and
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children’s goods remain very nearly the same, the Dingley rate
being 103.33 per cent and in the proposed bill 103.23 per cent.
Wearing apparel—clothing, ready-made, such as cloaks and
outer garments—now have a rate of 85.35 per cent, with no
change in the Payne bill. On the two items of blankets and
flannels the rate of duty remains unchanged, with 80.78 per
cent on blankets and 107.52 per cent on flannels. But many
of the items throughout this schedule bear a rate of duty
which 1s not only exorbitant and unfair, but practically pro-
hibitive, If the classification and rates of duty were made
reasonable, this schedule could be made a much greater revenue
producer. On this schedule you will not receive any plaudits
from the American consumer. The rates are so prohibitive that
in a large number of grades of goods but a few hundred dollars
of revenue are reported in a year. The Government seems to
have gone into partnership with the manufacturers to sustain a
price and force the consumer to pay tribute to the manufacturer
in the increased price. If the rates were made reasonable, the
results would come not only to the Government in revenue and
the consumer in a reasonable price, but to the manufacturers in
good profits. As the rate now is the consumer pays enormous
profits to the manufacturer and the Government suffers seri-
ously from the lack of revenue.
SHOES. -

Shoes and leather products going into shoes, while reduced
from 25 per cent to 15 per cent, in fairness to the consumer
should have been reduced considerably more. This is an article
of universal use among rich and poor, a necessary of life in
this climate and in our stage of society. Every individual uses
from one to several pairs of shoes, making a considerable por-
tion of the total clothing expense, and perhaps no other article
of wear amounts to so much in the course of the year to the
average man, woman, and child. Had this schedule been re-
vised from the standpoint of the consumer and the Government
as a revenue producer, the duty on shoes would have been
greatly reduced.

The manufacturers of boots and shoes in the United States
need no tariff protection, as appears very clearly from the tes-
timony and the facts before the Ways and Means Committee.
The exports of boots and shoes from the United States have
increased from $0,665,017 in 1903 to $10.666,949 in 1907, while
our imports in 1907 were only $164,509.30. This vast export
trade shows that American shoes are now sold in the markets
of the world in competition with other shoes. Then why compel
the American consumer to pay a tariff tax to the manufacturer
to protect him against foreign competition when, as a matter of
fact, there is no competition? This industry has grown so large
and prosperous that the American shoe manufacturers have not
only successfully driven the foreign competition out of our own
markets, but have actually gone over and are now driving the
foreigner out of his own market to the extent of nearly
$11,000,000 in 1907.

Would it not be in keeping with our duty as Representa-
tives, in behalf of nearly 90,000,000 consumers of shoes, to re-
duce this duty, instead of swelling the coffers of the shoe manu-
facturers, who long ago passed from the nursery stage?

WATCHES,

It would seem from this bill that the framers had not for-
gotten their old friend the watch trust, and that they are de-
termined to bring the support of Congress to aid it in retaining
a monopoly of the watch industry. Movements having not more
than seven jewels have the rate of duty raised from 62.56 per
cent to 75.12 per cent, while on higher-priced movements of more
than seventeen jewels, the class of watches not commonly used,
the proposed rate is only 36.12 per cent. The cheaper move-
ments pay by far the higher rate of duty. Can anyone discern
a revision here in the interest of the poor man?

PINEAPPLES, BALT, LEMONS.

The rate on pineapples in bulk is raised from 24.07 per cent
to 27.52 per cent, while the rate on those in packages is raised
from 16.06 per cent to 27.54 per cent. BSalt in bulk bears the
game rate as under the Dingley law, 79.19 per cent, which
furnishes the salt trust with ample protection to insure for
it 2 monopoly of prices with nothing to fear from foreign compe-
tition. The duty on lemons is also increased from 47.27 per
cent to 59.08 per cent, and while the members of the committee
have attempted to restrict importation, they may have the home
industry sufficiently developed to have lemons handed back to
them & hundredfold if this bill goes into operation,

TEA, COFFEE, COCOA.

Cocoa orude, is taken from the free list and made dutiable

at the rate of 36.86 per cent. There can be no justification, nor

is any given, for placing this much used article on the dutiable

list, and this illustrates the point to which the supporters of
this measure must go in order to raise revenue. '

Tea is taken from the free list and made dutiable 2% the
rate of 8 cents and 9 cents per pound. This further exempiifies
the extremity to which the advocates of discrimination are
forced to obtain revenue to run the Government. Tea has
always remained on the free list except in 1898, when a tax
was levied to carry on a war.

Coffee is on the free list nominally; but actually, and in the
most effective sense, it is on the dutiable list. The proviso, in
effect, places an almost unbearable tax on this article of food by
providing that if any country or province shall impose an ex-
port duty on coffee exported to the United States, then a duty
equal to that duty shall be levied and collected thereon. The
fact is that Brazil, in a single Province of that country, pro-
duces the bulk of the coffee of the world. This Province pro-
duces more than 70 per cent of the consumption of the United
States, and a general export tax is charged in Brazil and in
this Province which is variously estimated from 24 cents to 8
cents per pound. Under your countervailing proviso a like
amount in import tax would be added by our Government, which
would make us pay not only the export tax of Brazil, but, in
addition, the import tax of our own country. Brazil produces
two-thirds of the world’s crop of coffee, while the United States
is the greatest consumer. On an average, nine or ten hundred
millions of pounds are imported each year, and more than 70
per cent of this comes from one Province in Brazil where the
export tax prevails, :

This “ joker ” evidently was not intended to be discovered till
the bill became a law and interest in it had passed from the
public mind. Those who drafted this bill knew full well the
facts, and no denial comes from them that this was a secret
method to tax an article of food which, almost from time im-
memorial, has been on the free list.

Why use deception and place coffee on the free list with this
innocent-appearing proviso, to be taken advantage of when the
export duty of Brazil, as you well know, will place coffee on
the dutiable schedule? If revenue is wanted, and you wish to
deal fairly with the people, why not reduce trust-made articles
from a protective to a revenue basis? In times of profound
peace to attempt to levy tribute on the poor man's breakfast
table—his tea, coffee, and cocoa—is an example in tariff making
that seriously discredits this measure as a possible revenue pro-
ducer, and is another evidence of the ridiculous position into
which you are forced in order to obtain ample revenue. You
promised a revision downward on the necessaries of life, and
you reported a bill purporting to do so, and here you tax the
poor man on the articles of food from which he draws his sus-
tenance to give him strength to go forth on his daily toil.

OlL.

I have been not a little surprised at the attempts of some of
the men in this House to advocate and attempt to force through
99 per cent protection for the products of the Standard Oil Com-
pany in the countervailing provision in paragraph 637 of the
free list. This is another of the so-called * jokers.,” It might
be interesting for us to know some of the facts and motives
behind the framing of this paragraph, and I am sure the Mem-
bers would willingly give way at any time for this information.
Certainly the Standard Oil Company can not need protection to
assist it and its group of interests and high financiers in further
exploiting the American people and piling up its ill-gotten
wealth. It is pitiable to see free men condoning, but a deplor-
able spectacle to witness representatives of the people serving
such a master. I have confidence enough in the honesty and
fairness of the membership of this House, and in their feeling
of responsibility and duty to the people they represent, to be-
lieve that if those in authority let us get at that provision upon
the final passage it will be defeated with an overwhelming
vote. You can not vote for a duty on oil and then go back to
your district and look an honest man in the face.

BONDS.

We were asked at the outset to believe that this was a bill
for a genuine reduction on the necessaries of life, but a search
through the free and the dutiable lists offers no proof that it
is in any proper sense a reduction. If redeeming features are
contained in the bill, they certainly are not found in the sched-
nles. Looking, then, at the other provisions we find one that is
more conspicuous than all the others, and that is the pro-
vision for the issuance of bonds and certificates of indebted-
ness, This latter term is used with something of a soothing
effect instead of the word * bonds,” which has the traditional
sound of war, but the result of each is the same—the creation
of a public debt, At a time when we are at peace with all the
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world, section 40 of the Payne bill enlarges the war provision
of June 13, 1898, from one hundred millions to two hundred and
fifty millions of dollars. This is corroborative evidence of its
weakness and forecasts the failure of this measure. This, too,
while the earth is yielding abundantly, and in the natural order
of things when the wheels of industry should be moving at an
unabated {peed. The provision for the issnance of bonds has no
place in an import-revenue system. The test of a revenue sys-
tem is erop failures, combined with industrial and commercial
depression. If this bill provides now in a testamentary way for
its own failure, what could we expect for it in times of de-
pression? Instead of issuing more bonds we ought to be pro-
viding for the payment of bonds and indebtedness and for reduc-
ing the deficits of the Government by a system of more rigid
economy. ) .
BOUTH AMERICAN TRADE.

The subject of foreign trade is inseparably connected with
our import revenue system. One vital defect of the present
bill is not only that it will fail to encourage trade, but that it
will have a tendency to destroy trade. The Dingley law failed
in this one essential, because its rates of duty are too restrictive.
The nations of Europe are cultivating trade relations with the
South American republics, and as a result are securing the
bulk of the commerce, while we have not availed ourselves of
our privileges there. Their political systems are modeled after
ours and they naturally would desire to trade with us. Then,
too, some of our island possessions and the Isthmian Canal are
convenlently reached in that direction, all of which would easily
give us control of the commerce of South and Central America.
The Payne bill offers no hope along the line of amicable trade
encouragement, because the average rate is too high and the
reciprocal arrangements are based upon the “ big-stick” idea,
with trade duty of 45.72 per cent and a penalty from 45.72 per
cent upward. On the other hand, there should be such reci-
procity between the two Americas in commercial and trade re-
Iations that we could turn our attention southward to find new
and larger markets for our machinery and our products.

MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM CLAUSE.

The maximum and minimum clause of this bill is disappoint-
ing in that it is so constructed as to be an invitation to an
endless trade war. It lacks in the essential elements of culti-
vating reciprocal trade relations with the nations of the earth.
The bill interchanges the maximum and minimum features and
makes the Dingley maximum the proposed minimum rate. The
universal rule in every revenue and taxation system, whether
through statutes or constitutions, is that the principle should be
maximum instead of minimum in the limitations on administra-
tive power to levy taxes. Permanent international commerce
and trade relations must always be on an amicable basis and
not enforced by threat. The safe principle of reciprocal trade
is to provide a general maximum duty treating all nations on
the same terms, and if reciprocal advantages can be gained by
trade treaties or agreements between us and other countries,
then the favored-nation clause could be invoked to meet favored-
trade conditions between the two. With the proposed provision
in effect, instead of 44.16 per cent we may have a 65.72 per
cent rate in operation, or a rate more than 21 per cent higher
than the present law. The Dingley law allows trading on a rate
of 44.16 per cent downward, while the Payne bill proposes a rate
of 45.72 per cent upward. This is going after trade with a club
by retaliation and vengeance; and the clause, if made operative,
will result in a trade destroyer and a deficit producer, with
possible international complications.

PRODUCER AND CONSUMER.

Little hope is given either the producer or the consumer in
this bill. The margin between the two is widened and the con-
sumer comes in for even less favors than the producer. The
test to the producer is not alone the price he gets in the market,
but the purchasing power of his product in what he must con-
sume. This is likewise true of the wages or salary of the la-
borer, the artisan, the clerk, and the professional or business
man. The framers of this bill either neglected or failed to grasp
the mighty industrial, social, moral, and political forces asso-
ciated with the well-being of this country. They encouraged
the interests of the rich, but failed to study the problems of
the poor. In the shaping of a tariff measure the schedules
ought to be arranged with a view of letting the burdens of
indirect taxation fall as lightly as possible on the necessaries
of life, the articles of consumption by the poor, and the bur-
dens should be borne by the luxuries enjoyed by the wealthy.

RULES.

Much has been heard both in and outside of this House about
the rule to be enforced in the passage of this measure. Are we
to be given the right to amend, or is this bill to be forced

through and the Members compelled to vote upon it in the
manner of dumb animals driven through a chute? We have a
measure with 4,000 items, covering every conceivable article of
commerce, and are you going to deny 391 Members and 391 dis-
tricts the right to determine what is to remain in this bill and
become a law, or is one man, with his 11 party associates on the
committee, to frame the bill, present it to the House, and force it
through by gag rule? Shall we be given a chance to amend, or
will this bill be forced through en masse? Are we here simply
in numbers to make your actions legal? The general debate
could have ceased long ago and the Members permitted to take
up the bill paragraph by paragraph, with the privilege to debate
under the five-minute rule and amend any or all of the 43 sec-
tions, including the dutiable and the free lists, and also the
administrative features.

The country needs and wants the very best tariff law it can
get. We should have free tea, free coffee, free lumber, and free
oil; we should have greatly reduced duties from those proposed,
on iron and steel, cotton and woolen manufactures, gloves, shoes,
and hosiery. In the passage of a tariff bill there ought to be no
delay, but I hope the Members will take the time to assert their
full rights, demand a scientific classification of schedules, and
give us a law under which we can all live and prosper. Grant
this much for the millions of wage-earning women and children,
for the man at the anvil, at the business counter, and on the
farm—for those who developed this vast empire of wealth and
established the ideals and institutions of American industry and
civilization. I appeal not for the thousands who dwell in
the shadow of this Capitol to influence legislation, but for the
millions everywhere who have no paid lobby here. [Continued
applause.]

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, it is with some hesitancy
that I ask permission to take up any of your valuable time, but
I deem it advisable to say a few words at least and to enter my
protest against any duty on the necessities of life, such as coffee,
tea, spices, boots, shoes, gloves, hosiery, clothing, and so forth.
Fully appreciating the short time that has been allowed to me
this evening and thanking the House for the courtesy, I will
dwell chiefly on matters with which I am familiar. I have
been for several years connected with manufacturing interests
and have employed several hundred people, especially in the
manufacture of underwear.

1 did not expect to have this privilege accorded me, and only
requested time when the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr.
Gaives] failed to answer my guestion regarding how many peo-
ple the high tariff on laces and embroideries protected. He ar-
gued that laces are a luxury, and I agree with him to a certain
extent, and especially do I agree with him on certain grades of
laces; but when we have no lace factories, or rather very few
lace factories—and, if I am correctly informed, there are less
than a thousand operators in lace factories at the present
time—would you put a prohibitive tariff on lace, so that it ac-
tually prevents the poor laboring man’s wife and children from
enjoying trimming on their gowns, skirts, dresses, and infants’
wear ?

The poor man does not just care to exist and have three
meals a day, although at the present time, under Republican
administration, many would hail with joy one good meal a day,
instead of standing in the bread line and partaking of the lux-
ury of soup houses. [Applause on the Democratic side.] It
would be a great country in which to live if we could say we
had no bread lines or soup houses, and our laboring men not
only received good wages. but owned their own homes and had
some hours for pleasure seeking.

The laboring man’'s wife has just as much pride in making a
good appearance before her husband and her friends as the rich
man's wife, and I again want to enter a protest against a duty
on certain grades of laces and embroideries. If certain grades
of lace were admitted free of duty, it would allow a poor man’s
wife to trim her garments, as well as to beautify baby's dress;
and what pleases a man more on returning home, weary and
worn, from a hard day’s work than to find a good meal ready
for him, with the smiles of wife and baby to cheer him along?
God pity the man who is not blessed in this manner. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

I might algo say if certain grades of laces were admitted free
of duty it would not only remove a great burden from
80,000,000 people, but it would stimulate and cause a demand
for the manufacture of such articles as muslin underwear, shirt
waists, children’s and infants' wear, and give employment to
many more thousands of people.

Statistics show that but few men are employed in this coun-
try in the manufacture of laces, less than a thousand, I think,
despite the fact that this industry has enjoyed an ad valorem
duty of 60 per cent. In other words, thé cost of laces pur-
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chased by 80,000,000 people for trimming purposes has been in-
creased G0 per cent, and the net result has been that less than
1,000 men are now employed in manufacturing laces in this
country. If this is a fair sample of the protective system, any
man can figure out for himself its iniguity.

As I said in the beginning, the lace business is something of
which I have personal knowledge. However, my observation
has bzen that in this great counfry of ours the burden of taxa-
tion bears too heavily upon the shoulders of those who can least
afford to bear it. I mean the poor man and the man of moder-
ate circumstances. Obviously this state of affairs should not
continue longer.

Let us for a moment analyze the effect of a protective tariff
on one item. Take, for instance, that of farming implements.
It is a fact beyond a doubt that farming implements are manu-
factured in this country, transported to European and South
American countries, and sold there at a lower figure than they
are sold to the farmer right at the door of the factory that turns
them out.

This, I think, all will agree is a diserimination that works
a hardship to one of the largest classes of wage-earners in
the United States. It has been the most valuable asset of the
Republican party to pose as the friend of labor, and while I
am, and have always been, an advocate of giving to every man
who works in the factory or the shop the just return of his
labor, I am also in favor of giving to the man who digs and
delves in the field from cock crow to sumset the same just re-
turn. In the last analysis the whole labor and business world
is dependent upon the farmer for sustenance.

Without his industry the forge and the shop, the mine and
the factory would soon have to suspend operations. Why, then,
may I ask, is an unjust and unfair discrimination praeticed
against him in favor of the alien farmer, whose products come
in competition with those raised in our own country? Why
should the Arab, or Egyptian, who raises wheat to compete in
the markets of the world with American-raised wheat, have
the machinery that cuts and prepares that wheat for market
sold to him at a vastly lower figure than the farmer in Ohio,
Illinois, or Towa? How comes it that an American company can
sell its wares cheaper to the foreign purchaser than to the
home consumer? That question is easily answered. By reason
of the fostering care of a Republican tariff, American combina-
tions and monopolies are protected from outside competition
under the guise of giving them an opportunity to pay higher
wages to the factory hand, the traveling salesman, and the
general run of employees whose bread and meat come from the
coffers of these trust magnates; yet we find that after a con-
solidation of the many factories that produce this class of
goods, the wage of the artisan is reduced, the occupation of the
salesman, like that of Othello, is gone, and the farmer of
America is more systematically and persistently robbed than
before.

The charity of these gentlemen fis extended solely to the
foreign agriculturist, and that, too, at the expense of one
of the largest classes of American laborers. The tariff that
gives the agricultural-implement trust a monopoly gives it at
the same time power to exact from the farmer a profit that
amounts to tribute, just as surely as that exacted by the Black
Hand from the man who by his thrift and economy has pros-
pered to an extent that excites cupidity and lawless lust for
the fruits of another’s labor.

Reduce your tariff and let competition come in, and the
American farmer will be able to harvest his crop with im-
proved machinery bought as cheaply as that used by the half-
breed on the steppes of Brazil or the banks of the Nile. But,
you say, that will allow foreign cheap labor to compete with
high-class and highly paid American labor. We want to keep
up the wage scale.

Now, was there ever a greater fallacy or a more demagogical
argument put forth to sustain a bad cause? Does not every
intelligent American know that the price of labor is controlled
by the law of supply and demand, as are all other eommodities
of present-day civilization? Do we for a moment suppose that
the head of one of the trust factories wonld refuse to replace a
$5 a day mechanic with a $1 a day mechanic who could do the
same work and as much of it in a day simply because the one
was an American and the other a foreigner? Do we not see
every day in the year the cheap labor of Asla coming in and
displacing the better-paid American labor in nearly every vo-
cation and in* every section of this country? Then, why longer
deceive ourselves and seek to deceive the people whose servants
we are with false arguments and absurd hypotheses?

A protective tariff inures to the benefit of him who has and
takes from him who has not even the little he would like to have.
The farmer’'s boy who rises with the lark and goes forth to

his daily task under the light of the still shining stars and
works until the last faint streak of red has faded in the western
sky pays tribute to the trusts that have monopolized the im-
plement business.

Every rosy-cheeked maid who sings as she sews the folds of
her modest gown in which to appear with becoming decency at
the village church, every weary mother who from day to day
sews and sews, that the raiment of her offspring may be pre-
sentable, or to provide food for the hungry mouths of those
she is left by a sad fate to protect, pays her widow’s mite to
swell the bank account of the multimillionaire who never
works, but reaps from the sowings of others, that a pampered
darling may dissipate a fortune on the frivolities of fashion
and a degenerate son may live in easy indolence. Call you this
Jjust or right? That we must have a tariff that will produee a
revenue to meet the demands of the Government none will gain-
say, but when you place the chief burdens of taxation upon the
shounlders of the artisan, the farmer, the sewing woman, and all
those who have to provide the daily needs by daily exertions, you
have placed upon them an unjust burden, and you have put the
ax to the tree of liberty.

In the name of the American workers, in the name of our
American civilization, and in the name of common humanity
and justice, I bid you panse while there is yet time and before
an outraged people arise in their might and strength and by
that brute force that is born of hunger and lost hope and shat-
tered ideals make you pause.

I am one of those who believe in the cardinal principle of
Democracy—* the greatest good to the greatest number "—and,
applying that principle to this Payne tariff bill, I find that
either the bill or the principle needs to be changed.

In so far as the tariff bill as originally presented is con-

cerned, my honest and candid opinion is that it is a sham and
a mockery, and is a Republican endeavor to blind the millions
of consumers. The Democratic party has been preaching
re;rlisgon for years, and Mr. Taft was forced fo promise
relief,
" Now, how will that relief be given? Shall we further rob the
wage-earner and the man of moderate circumstances? Shall
we add to the already heavy burdens he has to carry? Why
should we put a tax on the toiler's breakfast table? If a tax
is put upon tea and coffee, I believe it would be one of the
most outrageous acts ever perpetrated by Congress.

The Payne bill is supposed to be framed in accordance with
preelection pledges of Representatives and is supposed to be
in response to the demands of the masses. It wns stated on
the stump last fall that only the Republican party- could
frame a satisfactory bill, and I honestly believe when the
bill is finally passed you will hear men of all parties criticise
it and claim that little relief, if any, has been given.

There is no question in my mind whatsoever but that the
trusts and monopolies which have had the utmost protection in
every manner will receive all for which they have asked, and
that they will continue to make and distribute their wealth
among themselves and spread more harm and discontent among
the masses,

Now, Mr. Chairman, if my memory serves me right, Andrew
Carnegie made the statement sometime ago that no tariff was
needed on steel rails, and yet the Payne bill shows a tariff
of $3.92 per ton on steel rails, which, to my mind, is practically
as prohibitive as the Dingley rate of $7.84, and my candid
opinion is Mr. Carnegie was pretty well informed as to what
the tariff would be and will continue to be able to make gen-
erous gifts in the future as he has done in the past; but in
this couniry of ours charity covers no sins, and the Payne bill
is void of charity and full of sin. It seems to me we should
return to Democcratic principles in the framing of the tariff
bill, to the end that the expenses of the Government be more
equitably distributed and that each pay in proportion to his
ability to do so.

Mr. Chairman, I for one am in favor of a separate record
vote on the articles I have mentioned and all other articles
in which the people of this great country are interested, so
they may know who are representing them and who are repre-
senting the trusts and monopolies, such as the Standard Oil,
the steel, and the sugar trusts. =

Mr. Chairman, I desire to call your attention and the atten-
tion of this House to the ever-increasing belief that this bill is a
particularly heavy burden on the American breakfast table, an
institution that neither irdividuals nor parties can afford to at-
tack with impunity, and I am willing to base my reputation as
a prophet on the proposition that if this bill carries the tax on tea,
coffee, pepper, sugar, cloves, and so forth, as it now carries them,
the party in power will féel the heavy hand of the voter who
does not relish the additional cost added to his morning meal.
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But it is said that it will be impossible to raise the revenue
to pay the expenses of government unless these things are
taxed.

I deny this proposition, and I believe that more revenue can be
raised by a strictly revenue bill than by a protective bill, es-
pecially if the protective bill is so drawn, as it is in many cases,
as to make the imports practically impossible by the enormous
duty charged. Then there is the income tax, which was consti-
tutional for nearly one hundred years and only pronounced un-
constitutional by a divided court in time to defeat the Wilson
bill as a revenue producer. There can be no possible question
but that the one eclass other than the laborer who receives the
least benefit and is done the greatest injury by the operations of
a tariff bill like this is the American farmer. His surplus
products are sold in a free market and everything that he uses
is taxed to the limit, so that he buys in the highest and least
competitive market and sells in a market that competes with
the world,

Still the standpatter from: the stump tells him that ancient
Jjoke, that the tariff on wheat, oats, and corn is his share of
protection, Then he tells him of the spirit of brotherly love
that should envelop his soul, so that he will help his brother,
the manufacturer, to pillage, under the form of protection, his
other brother, the workingman.

But to return to the farmer. When Grover Cleveland retired
from office at the end of his second term the price of the prin-
cipal produect of the farmer, wheat, was 80 cents per bushel;
and it never reached that price again until the year 1907, de-
gpite the fact that during the ten years that ensued there was a
duty of 25 cents a bushel on wheat. From 1890 to 1894, under
the high protective McKinley bill, wheat fell from 83 to
go };:e;xts per bushel, with the same duty of 25 cents per

ushel.

And so it is with other products of the farm, the surplus of
whiech the farmer is compelled to sell in the free market of the
world. Corn in 1899 was worth 30 cents per bushel. In the
Is}h(:;lt ]space of two years, namely, in 1901, it sold at 60 cents per

ushel.

Will some one please explain why there is such a wvast
change in price under the operation of the selfsame bill? If
there be any virtue in the claim of the protectionist, why, then,
does not this tariff keep it at the high price instead of in such
dangerous fluctuations? Every reasonable person knows that
there is but one law that makes the price of wheat, corn, and
so forth, and that law can neither be repealed, amended, or
trifled with by legislators, and that is the law of supply and de-
mand. I reassert the well-known truth that nothing else affects
the price of grains except, perhaps, a war or some other dread-
ful calamity, and these things can be placed under the head of
accidents.

However, before I leave this subject I will add just one
more agency that affects ‘the price of grains, and that is the
manipulations of heartless gamblers who operate on grain ex-
changes in the great grain centers of this and other countries.
They frequently extort great fortunes from the people by de-
vious methods and artificially affect the price of grain. There
ghould be some law framed to prevent these gamblers from so
manipulating the price of grain for their selfish ends. My at-
tention has also been called to the fact that in 1895, under the
Cleveland administration, corn sold at 45 cents per bushel, and
during 1905, under the Roosevelt administration, corn sold-at
41 cents per bushel. These examples only serve to show the
folly of trying to prove by the prices themselves that the tariff
has anything to do with the price of grains; and dull, indeed,
is the person who can be convinced that low prices of
grain bear any relation to a low tariff or high prices to a high
tariff.

The surplus products of the American farmer are sold in the
markets of the world in competition with similar products
raised by the lowest-priced labor in the world.

But they tell us that the farmer is helped by this duty on
farm products. They forget that this can not help the farmer
so long as he is an exporter. Particularly does he get no ben-
efit from this sort of legislation because when he becomes an
importer—that is, when he purchases necessary articles—he
finds that he is buying articles protected by a nearly pro-
hibitive, and in many cases by an absolutely prohibitive
tariff. -

Let the farmer take in a load of grain to market, and then if
he has in mind the erection of a new building on the farm, let
him invest the proceeds of the sale of the grain in lumber, nails,
glass, and so forth, and he will be compelled to owe a little
until he brings in the next load or two. At this time he should
begin to speculate on the real meaning and value to a farmer

of this much-vaunted high protective tariff on agricultural
products.

It begins to look as though the revision of the tariff by the
friends of the tariff is going to be a joke, a delusion, and a
snare so far as the great mass of consumers is concerned. The
revision will be upward instead of downward, and woe be unto
the party that foists this bill on the people, for they will rise
in their wrath on election day. Two years thereafter they will
replace President Taft with that other great son of Ohio,
Governor Judson Harmon. [Applause.]

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, it would seem superfluous to
further specifically discuss any of the important or even any of
the immaterial tariff schedules contained in the bill now under
consideration. This has been done so ably and exhaustively that
I could not reflect any additional light upon them. I will there-
fore direct my remarks upon somewhat different lines; and in
doing so I wish to say that I have no ambition now or at any
time to be heard in this Chamber merely for the transitory
honor of making a speech. Neither do I desire to speak and
publish for “ home consumption,” as all of the new Members
and some of the old ones are frequently supposed to do. But I
do desire to be heard for a short time, lest my silence should be
construed as indifference to the important issues involved in
the pending debate, which perhaps will prove to be the most
celebrated, exhaustive, and instructive discussion ever known to
the hackneyed but vital and notable history of the intricate and
perplexing problem of tariff legislation, and which debate will
perhaps disseminate more educational tariff literature than was
ever before given to the American people. Practically all that
has been said and published heretofore on this subject has been
brought to light in this debate and supplemented with a his-
tory of the effects of the operation of existing tariff laws since
the enactment of the Dingley bill, and which shows the neces-
sity of revising and amending such laws, from time to time, in
order to adjust them to the ever-changing conditions of trade
and commerce and the every varying demands of an evolving
and advancing civilization.

For more than a century, nay, from the very foundation of
this Government, a reasonably satisfactory solution of the tariff
problem for any considerable period of time has defied the wis-
dom and statesmanship of some of the ablest and best men that
this country has ever produced or, perhaps, ever will produce.
It is no wonder, then, that we should approach this economis
enigma “ with fear and trembling.” And all that we can pre-
sume to do is to emphasize the magnitude and sensitiveness of
the question involved in this, perhaps, too impassionate and
vehement controversy and to supplicate the majority having
the issue in their hands to exercise all of their wisdom, justice,
and moderation in framing the bill for enactment. Unbecoming,
indeed, it may appear in me, a comparative stranger on this
floor, to offer a word of advice to any Member of this House,
perhaps, the ablest, most practical, and, by their various occupa-
tions, vocations, and professions, most fully equipped for their
duties of any legislative council in the world. Sensible of this,
I offer any advice, something that is oftener given than taken,
with hesitancy and diffidence, During my very pleasant asso-
ciation with the membership of this House I have not sought to
talk and to teach, but to listen and to learn, And I would now
gratefully acknowledge my obligations to gentlemen on both
sides of this Chamber for the useful information and valued
instruction that I have derived from listening to their learned
discourses here, and more especially for that derived during this
prolonged and remarkable debate, which, I think, has taught
us all that the fundamental diffienlty in formulating and adopt-
ing a tariff bill resides in the perpetual and irrepressible rivairy
of commercial interests. It is so easy for men to think that is
right which is to their advantage, but it is not so easy for them
to think that is right which is to the advantage of somebody
else,

Has not such been the observation of every gentleman in this
House in his dealings with men, and has such infirmity not had
emphatic expression in the earnestness with which manufac-
turers generally beg for protection for their manufactured prod-
ucts, but pray that the raw material from which they are made
shall be put upon the free list? The iron manufacturers want
protection for iron and steel, but want ore upon the free list.
Manufacturers of shoes and leather want a tariff on shoes and
leather, but want hides on the free list. While cattle raisers
want a healthy duty on hides, they would not object to free
shoes and other leather products.

The oil trust wants a tariff on the products of petroleum, but
the crude oil on Lhe free list. Woolgrowers want a high tariff
on imported wool, but would be glad to see woolen goods on the
free list; while the manufacturers of woolen goods want a high
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duty on imported woolen products, they want wool, the raw
material, on the free list. Sugar growers and manufacturers
of sugar want protection for sugar and its products, but would
like to see barrels and hogsheads and the machinery necessary
for their finished products on the free list. The manufacturers
of cotton goods want a high-protective duty on the products of
cotton, as they have heretofore had, and which they have been
given again in the pending bill; yet they want free cotton,
which they have heretofore had and will continue to have, be-
cause our country has a practical monopoly in the production
of cotton, and it thercfore has little or no competition with for-
eign-grown cotton; while the people, not only in the cotton-
producing areas, but in every other section of the country, would
rejoice to have a material reduction of the duty on cotton goods,
as they ought to have.

In those States wherein timber, suitable for lumber, is prac-
tically exhausted and wherein lumber has heretofore been pro-
tected, and in those prairie States and Territories wherein there
is little or no timber or lumber, the people want free lumber ; but
in those States wherein there is yet a supply of timber and
lumber, the timber owners, lumber dealers, and manufacturers
want the present or a higher duty than is now imposed upon
Inmber. And so we could continue these antithetic illustrations
indefinitely, but we have cited enough to show that the funda-
mental difficulty in framing and adopting a tariff law that will
be reasonably satisfactory to all classes and communities of
our people, resides in the great diversity of local, sectional, or
specific interests and in the rivalries of commercial enterprise,
and hence the diversity of views and contentions heard upon
this floor in the pending discussion. Members naturally sym-
pathize with the wishes and wants of their constituents. This
is right, with this qualification, that each will not demand more
for his constituents than he is willing to concede to the constitu-
ents of others under like or similar conditions. My constitu-
ents are willing to pay their just proportion of a tariff tax—
for it is nothing more nor less than a tax indirectly paid—to
support the Government honesily and economically adminis-
tered, but not a dollar for protection per se—that is, for the sake
of protection. Our once “infant industries” have become full
grown and independent giants, that need no protection, though
a tariff for revenue only does incidentally protect them.

I agree with the distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Uxperwoob], who said in his able speech before this committee
a few days since that the best Democratic tariff law we have
ever had was what is known as the * Walker bill,” of 1846, which
levied import duties on competitive products, such as wool,
cotton, iron, and steel, but placed sugar and coffee, noncompeti-
tive articles, on the free list. And we would so graduate the
duties on competitive products as to levy the highest rate, not
prohibitory, on the luxuries and elegancies of life, such as
wines, liquors, jewels, ornaments, silks, works of art, and so
forth, and so forth, and the next highest upon the comforts and
the lowest on the necessities of life. I believe that all classes of
the people should bear their just proportion of the tax necessary
to the support of the Government that protects them, the rich
paying the highest rate, the well to do the next highest, and
the poor the very lowest—that is, in proportion to their ability
to pay.

11\'11{113 my constituents want a reduction of the tariff on shoes,
cotton and woolen goods, oil, coal, farming implements and ma-
chinery, wheat, flour, meat, bacon, and some other necessities,
they are not complaining unreasonably, nor are they demanding
such radical reduction in the existing tariff schedules as will
destroy or seriously damage any useful industry, but they do
insist upon an equitable tariff tax and the lowest consistent
with revenue purposes.

The timber owners and lumber dealers and manufacturers of
the distriet that I have the honor to represent are asking that
the present duty be retained on Iumber; the consumers naturally
want free lumber. Now, as I do not think that the reduced
rate proposed in the bill would be burdensome to consumers
or unfair to any interests, and as we are compelled to raise
revenue for the support of the Government, and as the duty
now on imported lumber brings into the Treasury nearly $2,000,-
000, and as the decrease of that duty to about one-half, as pro-
vided in the pending bill, may increase that amount by increased
quantities of foreign lumber coming into the country, I will, for
the purpose of revenue, vote for the reduced rate of tariff on
imported lumber as provided im the bill, believing that each in-
dustry ought to bear its just proportion of a tax to support the
Government. As shown in this debate, this industry gives em-
ployment to §00,000 laboring men. I have said that one chief

difficulty in coming to an agreement in framing a tariff law re-
sides in the diversity of the interests involved aund in the ever
active conflicts of commercial enterprises. I repeat that declara-

tion to show the necessity of mutual concession and compromise,
It is hard to reason with the run-mad commercialism of the day.
It sometimes looks as if that spirit would soon become a national
monomania, if it has not already done so. Fifty years ago a
millionaire was a novelty and a wonder. To-day he is common
as colonels in Kentucky or majors in Tennessee. The pauper of
to-day is the millionaire of to-morrow, and we do not know how
he became so except by devious methods that robbed somebody
else. We admire and applaud commercial enterprise and success
when directed and achieved on legitimate lines and by honest
methods,

There is, or ought to be, a limit to individual, corporate, mo-
nopolistic, and even national aggrandizement. A nation, as
well as individuals and combinations of individuals, can become
too powerful to be just. The exactions of wealth and the extor-
tions of monopoly, with the power that accompanies great
riches, have been prolific sources of social disturbance and po-
litical revolution in all past ages, and may become so in this if
not restrained and controlled by law.

That a high protective and discriminating tariff has aided
in the creation of trusts and monopolies will hardly be ques-
tioned, and the fime has come to enforce the Democratic doc-
trine of “equal rights to all and special privileges to nome.”
That New England has grown rich and powerful at the expense
of other sections of the country will hardly be denied. She was
the first to get tariff protection and she wants fo be the last.
The high protection that she has so long enjoyed on cotton and
woolen fabrics, shoes, and other products of prime necessity
should be greatly reduced and to a revenue basis. And here
may I historically remind you that it was this long favored
section—New England—that made the first threat to dissolve
the Union, because she said her commerce was being injured
by the then existing war with Great Britain. May I also
remind you that what were deemed unjust tariff laws caused
another State in a different part of the country to threaten
nullification and seeession in 1832, but the objectionable law
was modified and further trouble for the time was:averted.
Also that the tariff question was later a material factor in -
the inauguration and prosecution ‘of one e¢f the most san-
guinary and destructive internecine wars of which human his-
tory has given an account. May I further remind you that
tariff taxation was the leading cause of our Revolutionary war.
And although it is a hundred and thirty years since one of
these wars and nearly fifty since the other in which the tariff
question was a material factor, it is not yet settled, but is still
a source of discord and dissension as shown in this protracted
and vehement debate. It is still a bombshell filled with ex-
plosives, and needs to be carefully handled. It is not—at least,
it ought mot to be—any party’s question, but the country’s
question. The eyes of restless, anxious, watching millions are
upon this Congress, called fogether for the special purpose of
revising and changing an unsatisfactory tariff law and making
it more equitable and satisfactory to the people by doing equal
and impartial justice to all classes and all sections of the coun-
try. Justice is the essence of all good and stable government,
and without that all forms of human rule, whether democratie,
monarchie, oligarchie, autocratic, or what you will, are alike
tyrannies and will eventually be overthrown. If, then, we
would have continued peace and tranquillity, let us give the
people justicee. No Member can fairly claim a concession for
his particular constituency that he is not willing to accord to
those of all other Members. And in the final framing of this
bill, imposing a tariff tax for revenue to support the Govern-
ment, frugally and honestly administered, let us endeavor to
put the lightest burdens upon the labor producers and toiling
consumers and the highest on those who can most easily bear
them.

: AN INCOME TAX.

We are compelled to raise enough revenue to maintain the
Government and to prevent a continuation of the deficit now in
the Treasury and estimated to be from $100,000,000 to $140,-
000,000. This is the great purpose for which we have been
convened in extraordinary session, and this must be done by
levying duties on foreign products coming into this country
until some better and more satisfactory system of raising reve-
nue to support the Government can be devised.

In this connection I desire to say that I emphatically favor
an income tax for raising a portion of the revenue to support
the Government, and would heartily support a bill for that
purpose, such as was proposed by my colleague, Mr. HuLrr, in
his able speech on yesterday. The bill he proposes provides
that all incomes above $4,000 per annum be taxed 2 per cent for
the purpose of raising revenue for the support of the Govern-
ment. The passage of such a bill would bring large sums into
the Treasury, without being oppressive to anyone. The man
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who is fortunate enough to have such an income ought not to
object to paying a tax of 2 per cent on all the income he has
above that amount, because it enables him to pay the tax with-
out a hardship. Is it not a sound principle that all citizens
should contribute to the support of their Government in pro-
portion to their ability to do s0? Such an income tax as this
would not only be moderate and fair, but would be such an
ample source of revenue to the Government as to enable it to
reduce the tax now imposed upon the comforts and necessaries
of life, and that is what I favor. I am for revising the tariff
downward on all articles that are indispensable to the great
body of the people and of raising it, if necessary for revenue,
on those articles that aré not indispensable.

Concluding, I once more appeal to the majority, having the
power to pass the bill under consideration, to be fair and just—
giving to all classes of the people and all sections of the country
an equal hearing and a *“ square deal.”

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, in speaking for a short time on
the tariff question I shall not attempt to make a partisan
speech. I wish to talk from the standpoint of a farmer and
not that of a politician, nor do I have the same advantage as
the gentleman from New York, who is a merchant in New York
and a farmer when in Pennsylvania. I know nothing about
any other business than farming, and came direct from the farm
to the floor of this House; theories may sustain arguments for
campaign purposes, but the business of this country deals only
with faets, and the American farmer is the great business man
of our Nation.

I wish to speak of two phases only of this great tariff ques-
tion—its relation to the cattle industry and the maximum and
minimum features of this bill. The value of our meat industry
is not seemingly understood by some of the Members of this
House. I was much interested in the remarks of the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. GArRDNER] when speaking in the in-
terest of the shoemakers of his State. We are aware of the im-
portance of the busy workshops and the value of their output,
but, sir, Mr. Chairman, if all the property of the New Eng-
land States was sold at its estimated value the proceeds would
not be sufficient to equal the amount of capital now invested in
the production of the meat supply of the United States. And I
call the attention of the Members of this House to Table 8, page
4, Bulletin 155, United States Department of Agriculture, pub-
dished in 1907. I insert that table in full in my remarks, and
now call attention only to’ the comparisons I have given, namely,
the total capital engaged in the meat industry and that in-
vested in the New England States; the capital directly related
to meat productions for export is $10,625,059,283; and the esti-
mated true value of the New England States is $8,823,325,592.

And now, Mr. Chairman, the value of our cattle is three-
fourths that of all our domestic meat animals; and so we may
say the capital directly related to the cattle industry in the
TUnited States is equal to the true value of all the property of
the New England States. The people who own this vast amount
of property are interested in every phase of the cattle question.
We are interested more in the price of the meat than we are in
the price of the hide, simply because there are more pounds of
beef in the steer than there are pounds in the hide; but, sir,
when I was a boy and attended the old-time rifle matches,
where a beef was the prize, the hide and tallow always made
ane choice out of five, and the hide is more valuable to-day than
it was thirty years ago. And I state here that no industry in
the United States with an equal investment pays so small a
margin of profit as the cattle industry as it stands to-day, and,
if the committee will follcw me a few moments, I will give
some of the reasons why this it true, and I wish it understood
that I am speaking from the standpoint of a corn-belt cattle
grower and feeder.

I desire to call particular attention to the fact that export
cattle to-day under our present tariff are lower than they were
under the Wilson law in 1896. I shall insert in full in my re-
marks a table prepared for me by the statistician of the
Agricultural Department showing the number, value, and aver-
age value per head of all cattle exported from the United
States from 1800 to 1908, both inclusive. I call attention now
only to the years 1806 and 190S—the last year of the Cleve-
land administration and the Iast year of the Roosevelt admin-
istration. In 1896 we exported to all countries 372,461 head of
cattle; in 1908 we exported 349,210 head, or a decrease of
23,251 head. The cattle exported in 1896 brought the American
farmer $34,560,672, while those exports in 1908 realized but
$20,339134, or a decrease of $5,221,538 in total value. In 1806
the average price per head of export cattle was $92.79. In 1908
the average was only $84.02 per head, or a decrease of $8.77
per head. Under the Wilson bill, taking the years 1893-1897,
inclusive, a period of five years, the average price of export

cattle was $92.81 per head; and under the Dingley law, taking
the years 1898 to 1908, inclusive, a period of eleven years, the
average price of export cattle was $77.65, or a decrease of
$14.66. To make this comparison the more striking, let us com-
pare the average price of export cattle under the McKinley
Act, the Wilson law, and the Dingley bill. For the years 1800
to 1892, inclusive, the average export price of cattle was $82.46,
So we have the averages as follows:

The last years of the McKinley law the average price of ex-
port cattle was $82.46 per head; the Wilson law, $02.31 per
head; the Dingley law, $77.65 per head. These facts are not
mentioned as a defense of the Wilson bill or an indictment of
the Dingley law ; they are quoted to prove the assertion that the
cattle industry pays a very small margin of profit at the present
time, and whatever may have been the degree of prosperity of
the whole country, the cattle industry has not been favored by
the high prices which are said to constitute that prosperity.

Cattle from the corn belt, when fattened for the market and
sent to Chicago, are separated into grades, and each grade secks
its own market. There is no more competition between the
different grades of fat cattle from our farms than there is be-
tween the fine shoes and the brogans from the Massachusetts
factories. There are three principal grades of beef cattle. The
shipping grades are the very choicest and the highest priced.
These go to our eastern cities for high-grade hotel, restaurant,
and retail trade. This trade demands the best beef and pays
the highest price. The second grade is export cattle, or those
which are shipped abroad alive; then comes the packing grades,
or those purchased by the Chicago packers, which compose the
great bulk of our beef cattle. The only practical competition at
the Chicago yards is that between the shippers, packers, and
exporters, and this competition is only present when the packers
are bidding for the higher grades of cattle, and thus conflict
with the interests of the buyers for the shipping and export
trade. As the great bulk of cattle are of grades below shipping
and exports, they fall into the packers’ hands without competi-
tion. This gives rise to the charge of a cattle trust. I shall not

argue the question of the existence of a cattle trust; but if -

there is a cattle trust, it is a trust which can not be broken up
by the penal laws of our country, and will be dissolved only
when you broaden the foreign market for our cattle and make it
possible for competition to enter into the grades of cattle now
handled exclusively by the packers. Men will always buy as
cheaply as is possible under existing conditions. That is the
first law of trade, and it will manifest itself in the cattle trade
just as surely as in any other branch of business. One of the
chief advantages which broader foreign markets will bring to
the American farmer is the competition in buying for the grades
of cattle now bandled exclusively by the packers. I ean make
this clear if you will follow me in an examination of our export
cattle trade.

I can not better illustrate the. present condition of our pres-
ent foreign markets for cattle than to take a most striking
example from our fat-stock show at Chicago. In this great in-
ternational fat-stock show, in 1908, my own State, Indiana, cap-
tured the highest honors open to any cattle feeder in the world,
producing the grand champion fat steer, Fyvie King. No other
beef animal, sir, in the world was the equal of this fine animal,
which was bred and fed in the great cattle State of Indiana:
but when that animal was offered for sale to go upon the block
it was denied admission into the markets of every country of
continental Europe, except Belgium.

The traveler from continental Europe speaks about meeting
American citizens and American produoets, but he never sees
an American steer or tastes American beef.

There has been but 1,179 head of American eattle sold in
France, Germany, Italy, and Austria-Hungary since 1895, a
period of thirteen years.. There has not been a single steer
sold in either counfry since 1902, a period of six years. Their
market is not friendly to fresh beef slaughtered in America and
sent to their markets.

From the years 1886 to 1907, inclusive, not a pound of Ameri-
can fresh beef has found a market in Austria-Hungary, but
19,000 pounds in France, 1,419,760 pounds in Germany, and
but 156,350 pounds in Italy. I place in the Recorp Table 7,
Bulletin 55, showing our table exports of meat products, by
countries, from 1890 to 1906, inclusive, and I will only call your
aftention now to the totals.

Taking the years 1899-1908, inclusive, a period of ten years,
we exported to the four great countries of continental Europe,
viz, France, Germany, Austria-Hungary, and Italy, only 1,146
head of live cattle, valued at $101,220. During this same period
we exported to the United Kingdom 3,371,382 head, valued at
$315,023,115, or in round numbers 3,000 times in number and
value was sold to the United Kingdom as to the four great
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counfries on the Continent. Practically the same results are
true in our fresb-beef trade. During this same period our total
exports of fresh beef to the four great countries of Europe were
2,390,163, having a value of $209,683. As small as this amount
is, it was wholly sent out during the last five years under
reciprocal trade agreements which have been made between the
United States and these countries, and which the Payne bill in
its present form will abrogate and set aside. During this same
ten-year period we exported and sold to the United Kingdom
2,775,684,413 pounds fresh beef, valued at $266,401,965, or 1,250
times the volume and value to Great Britain as to the four
great countries of continental Europe. The combined popula-
tion of France and Germany exceeds 100,000,000 people; trans-
portation facilities are as ample to Havre and Bremen as to
Liverpool, nor are freight rates materially different. The people
of continental Europe are a meat-eating population, and their
markets are poorly supplied with this prime necessity of life.
I can not explain this situation better than to quote from a
signed article by Alvin H. Saunders, editor of the Breeders’
Gazette, and published in that great farm paper, April 22, 1908,
page 9441: 1

I spent a few hours the other day in the great Smithfield market,
London, where beef, lpork. and mutton in quantity fairly p;mliyxinﬁels
daily exposed for sale from Argentina, New Zealand, Australia, n-
mark, and the United SBtates; but across the English Channel, scarce
Bix hours’ distant, are other toiling millions gnawing at hard crusts,
horse meat and sausages of dublous origin. A glut at Chleago and Lon-
don and comparative famine, so far as good nourishing meats are con-
cerned, from Naples to Copenhagen. Why? Because the iron hand of
geth;w :ltlnnds between the American feed lot and the European kitchen,

a 8 .

The United Kingdom has always been a friendly market to
us, but it is also a friendly market to other countries. South
America and Australia are now underselling us in the British
markets on the cheaper grades of beef, and we are gradually
losing our export trade on cattle and their products. I will
place Table 6 in full in my remarks, and now simply call atten-
tion to the fact that for the year ending June 30, 1907, a period
free from financial disturbance, we did not export, in round
numbers, but 7,000 head more cattle than we did for the aver-
age of five years extending from 1808 to 1902, inclusive, and
113,857 head below the average for the five-year period from
1903 to 1906. If we take the year 1908 for comparison, we ex-
ported in that year fewer cattle and the American farmers re-
ceived a smaller total sum of money from this item than for any
year since 1893, Comparing 1908 with 1896, the total number
exported in 1906 was greater and the average price was $8.72
per head higher in price. Our canned beef has fallen from
50,000,000 to 15,000,000 pounds for the five years ending in
1907, and in this same period our exports of fresh beef fell from
800,000,000 to 291,000,000 pounds. In this connection I quote
from a statement made by Clay, Robinson & Co., of Chieago.,
one of the largest cattle commission firms in the Central West,
published in the Live Stock Report, March 5, 1909 :

Exports of beef from this country are on the wane, and a great deal
of damage has resulted to the price range thereby. The Iatest statistics
anent the imports into the United Kingdom during 1908, as compared
with the previous year, indicate a big decrease. Last year the United
Kingdom hought from our country live stock for food purposes to the
value of §31,782,168, a decrease of $7,570,800 from the previous twelve
months, while a total of $50,165,828 of fresh beef was imported by that
country, a decrease of $432,145. And this total decrease in fmport
trade in fresh beef indicates that a considerably increased volume of
cheaper beef was received against the year previous, and it came from
countries other than the United States.

United States exports of dressed beef in the United Kingdom during
1008 in walue were approximately $15,006,641, a decrease of $9,256,-
000 from the year before ; while in exports of live meat animals a total
volume of business of $21,704,500 was noted, indicating a decrease of
$7,610,223 from the year before. A great portion of the decrease in the
United States live-cattle and dreaseg-bee! exports was due to the in-
creased trade with the Argentine Republic enjoyed with England and
also the favor with which the Canadian beef found sale.

Our total exports of fresh beef are shown to have been 201.-
154,105 pounds for 1908, against 281,651,502 pounds in 1907.
The significance of these figures can best be shown by quoting
the following statement, taken from Meat Supply and Surplus,
published by the Department of Agriculture in 1907. I quote
the first sentence written in that bulletin :

With & meat export in 1900 amounting to one-eighth of the produc-

tion, the growing of meat animals and the manufacture of the products
derived from their slaughter are largely dependent upon the export
trade, and the foreign marketing is essential to the maintenance of the
}m-sent magnitude of the meat industry and of prices profitable to the
armer. If such an immense quantity of surplus meat food was to be
confined within this country by the refusal of foreign countries to buy
it, there would follow conseguences to farmers, range men, slaughterers,
and packers which would be financially disastrous.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I trust these figures will convince the
gentlemen of this House that the cattle industry deserves care-
ful eonsideration in the pending tariff measure.

1 shall speak of free hides in this connection ; but before leav-
ing the subject of foreign markets I want to ask the guestion,

What relief will the pending measure give from unfriendly for-
eign restrictions on our meat industry if it becomes a law as it
now stands? I am going to ask the same question regarding
this measure which Mr. Blaine asked in regard to the McKinley
bill: Does it make a foreign market for our beef and pork?

The farmers and live-stock men are in favor of a maximum
and minimum tariff, because they have understood that such an
arrangement means an extension of our reciprocal trade agree-
ments. I have called attention to the fact that the only fresh
beef we are now sending to the Continent is the result of these
trade treaties, and that these agreements will be abrogated by
the pending bill; but I undertake to say that as the present bill
is drawn, however well it may serve the American manufac-
turer, it will not open foreign markets to American meats and
meat animals, and therefore will disappoint the just expecta-
tions of our farmers and stockmen. This opinion is not based
upon a spirit of hostility to any constructive work by the ma-
jority, but is based upon a study of the cause which has driven
us from the world’s live-stock markets. The Payne bill assumes
that American products have been discriminated against by for-
eign tariffs, and the trade advantages it offers will go to coun-
tries which give to our products the most-favored-nation clause,
The present live-stock situation has not been created by hostile
tariffs,

The Secretary of Agriculture uses these words in describing
the tariff situation in Europe as applied to our meats:

As a rule, the tariff rates imposed do not discriminate against the
United States. At present no country of Europe, except I'rance, imposes
on the Unlted States products higher rates than those applicable to the
E‘mducts of its most highly favored competitor., Even in the case of

rance, the benefit of the lowest tariff rate is accorded to the United
States on several of its leading packing-house produects.

The Payne bill abrogates our present special frade agree-
ments which have partly opened European trade to certain
classes of our meats, and then, under the automatic maximum
and minimum features, prevent the American farmer from secur-
ing any concession at all. It takes away what little special
privileges we have, and absolutely offers mnothing in. return.
This being true, then in what manner will the Payne bill, if
enacted into law, open the markets which are now closed to us?
This important feature of our trade relations does not seem to
have been understood by the distinguished gentleman of the
Ways and Means Committee,

Our cattle and meat products are shut out of their markets
by unjust regulations under the right to protect the public
health, and not under the operation of a tariff charge. The
American farmer produces the best meat in the world at the
lowest price. On all grades of grain-fed cattle they can meet
the competition of the world. No one objects to the principle
that a nation should have the power to exclude or restrict the
importation of food produects to protect the public health, or
to avoid contagious diseases among stock. Our own country
exercises this power, and but recently it prohibited shipments
to avoid diseases; but as soon as the danger is past, the
arbitrary regulations are suspended. We can not reasonably
object to other countries exercising the same power to protect
their interests which we reserve to protect ours. It is not the
principle to which we object, but the unfair regulations to
enforce the prineciple. It is an instance in which the spirit
rather than the letter killeth, and that is exactly why this
automatic provision of the Payne bill must fail to meet the
situation.

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr, ForpNeY] in defending
the countervailing duties on forest products, used these words:

Canada bhas diseriminated against American citlzens; and, by the
heavens above me, I contend that we have the right to strike back
at Canada when she strikes at us.

This sentiment was applauded on the Republican side of this
Chamber; and yet, Mr. Chairman, in section 482 of the Payne
bill I find this provision; “Any animal imported specially for
breeding purposes shall be admitted free;” and under this sec-
tion France, in 1907, gent to the United States 1,552 horses and
mares, which brought the farmers of France more than $1,000,-
000, and during that period not an American steer was admitted
into their markets. The same thing is true of Germany; they
send their horses and mares into the Unifed States at a high
price and not a single American steer could gain entry into
their country. Our farmers want to know why it is that they
can send sound animals into our markets and we can not send
sound animals into theirs. If you are going to strike at the
Canadian lnmberman, why not strike at the French and Ger-
man farmers? We give them markets for their horses and they
deny us a market for our cattle. This section of this bill should
be amended, and I call attention that, if given the opportunity,
I will offer the following substitute for this section:

Sgc. 482, Any animal imported by a cltizen of the United States
specially for breeding purposes, whether intended to be so used by the
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importer himself or for sale for such purpose, T 100 : Provided, That
all such animals shall be admitted free of dutguf
country which admits American live lmlmals un

lations satisfactory to the F ent :

breed and duly registered in the that
breed : And provided further, That certificate of such record and of the
pedlg'ree of such animal shall be produced and submitted to the customs
officer, duly authenticated by the per custodian of such book of ree-
ord, together with the afidavit of the owner, agent, or importer that
such animal is the identical animal bed in said certificate of
record and igree: And provided rururcr That the tary of
Agriculture shall determine and certﬂy te the Secretary of the Treas-
ury what are recognized breeds and pure-bred animals under the provi-
elons of this [mragraph The Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe
such additi Iatlons as may be uired for the strict enforce-
ment of thi! pro Cattle, horses, , or other domestic ani-
mals straying acros.s the houndm-y line into any foreign country, or
drlven ucmss such boundary line by the owner for temporary pasturage
g;: together with thelr offspring, may be brought back to
e Unlted Btntes within six months free of dnty, under regu!ntlcms to
be preseribed by the Secretary of the Treasury: And p'ro ed further,
That the provlsloms of this n.ct shall apply to all such animals as have
imported and are in quarantine, or otherwise in the custody of
ens&:ﬂ;s o:' other officers of the United States, at the date of the passage
of ac

If this section were amended, taking away the right of free
entry from those countries which prohibit the enirance of ounr
live stock into their markets, we would have a most powerful
weapon with which to secure the American farmer a fair fight
for foreign trade.

And now, Mr. Chairman, the guestion of free hides is raised
by the Payne bill. My position is mighty plain on that propo-
sition. I am for free hides if you put leather and shoes on the
free list. I am opposed to free hides and taxed shoes. The
working people of this country are entitled to cheaper shoes;
the farmer should have cheaper harness; and I am willing to
spread this gospel of reduction in the cost of production to
include free hides. I place in my remarks a letter from a
manufacturer of shoes asking for free hides and offering free
shoes. I commend the spirit of fairness contained in that
letter, and I am willing to strike the bargain on his own terms,
This means a concession from both parties who produce the
shoe—the man who raises the hide and the man who makes the

shoe—in favor of the man who buys the shoe, for you can not-

make a shoe without the hide; and when we are to determine
the cost of that shoe, why take all the concession from one
man? Free raw materials with a taxed finished manufactured
product made from that raw material means, simply, that the
advantage which goes in some degree at least with any tariff
duty is to be given to the manufacturing States as against the
agricultural and mining States; for raw materials are pro-
duced largely by the farmer and the miner,

1 am willing to take off both duties at the same time; but,
gir, the wayfaring man, though a fool, knows that if the farmer
consents to free hides in advance the shoe manufacturer will
get cheaper hides, but the farmer will not receive cheaper har-
ness and cheaper shoes. The Treasury will lose the revenue
derived from a just revenue duty on hides, the farmer will lose
$1 per head on all beef cattle, and the people will pay the same
price for shoes. It will be the same old story of the sugar
trust, with the old duty on refined sugar maintained and raw
sugar admitted at a lower rate. The duty on raw sugar from
Cuba was lowered 20 per cent, without any reduction in the
duty on refined sugar. This was done to give the people
cheaper sugar. Last year we imported from Cuba 1,618,233
tons of raw sugar, and the price of the refined sugar was not
lowered one penny. The Treasury of the United States lost a
vast amount of revenue, the treasury of the sugar trust gained
an equal amount, and our people paid the old price, which is 2
cents per pound more for sugar than the people of the United
Kingdom have to pay.

Why should there be protection on shoes? All our shoes are
made in the United States and we are selling vast guantities
abroad. Last year we imporied only $104,509 worth of shoes,
paying a duty of only $41,000, while we exported $10,600,000 in
value, or nearly 6,000,000 pairs of shoes. The manufacturers
lose nothing Ly lowering the rate on shoes from 25 per cent to
15 per cent; one rate is just as prohibitive as the other. Harness
is reduced from 45 per cent to 85 per cent. In the year 1907
we imported but $160,632 worth of harness, and in the same
year we exported five times the value in harness that we im-
ported. The rates on shoes and harness are absolutely pro-
hibitive. They yield practically no revenue, so that the Treas-
ury is not benefited. If the purpose of a tariff is to raise reve-
nue, I call attention to the fact that a tariff on hides of 15 per
cent will yield more revenue in one year than a tariff of 25
per cent on boots and shoes would do in fifty years. Why, then,
repeal the one -and leave the other?

The present tariff on hides is 15 per cent ad valorem. This

is a just and fair revenue duty and places in the Treasury a
revenue of $2,789,300 per anuum. We are told that at present
our revenues are not sufficient to meet our expenses, and that
the Government must raise more money. Under these circum-
stances, I ask why this revenue is thrown away and hides are
placed on the free list? I am determined to adhere to my reso-
lution to discuss this guestion from a farmer's view point and
not as a political consideration. I may remind my Democratic
colleagues, however, that this is purely a tariff for revenue,
and therefore accords with our time-honored political prin-
ciples; and I may say to my Republican brethren that if you
recognize the difference between the cost of production here and
abroad, together with a reasonable profit to the American
farmer, that the present duty is too low, and, while I do not
claim the right to direct your policy, to make the interpretation
of your platform, I can see no reason why an American farmer
is not as fairly included within that promise as an American
manufacturer.

The question has been asked, “ Who gets the benefit of the
tariff on hides?” The answer ig very plain. The same man
gets the advantage of the tariff on hides who gets the benefit
from the tariff on every other article in the tariff schedule—
the man who makes them for sale; and that, in this instance, is
the American cattleman. I insert in my remarks a table of
the prices of domestic hides for the years from 1892 to 1908,
inclusive. This table was compiled for me by the Bureau of
Statistics under date of March 28, 1909. I now call attention to
the prices for 1897 and 1898: For 1897, the price for domestic
green salted hides was $0.96 per 100 pounds; in 1898, the
price was $11.50, an increase of nearly 15 per cent. The tariff
on hides went into effect in 189S, and this ought to answer
who got the extra price. I wish to £ay that no market is more
sensitive than the fat beef market. Even the appearance of a
steer adds to his value. Cattlemen feed special feeds to add
to the glossiness of the hair; they bed carefully to add to the
appearance, for the cattle are purchased by the eye, and every
factor adds to their value. Even the presence of horns detract
from their sale because of liability to damage or actual damage
to the hides and flesh by bruising; and anyone familiar with
market reports knows that if a high-priced bunch of cattle con-
tains any cattle with horns, that fact is always noted in the
market report, so that buyers and sellers in the country will
fully understand the sale.

The present bill carries a duty of 11 cents a pound on raw
wool—a tax equal to a rate of 46.88 per cent ad valorem. This
tax increases to 44 cents on scoured wool which produces 1
pound of woolen c¢loth; on yarns made wholly or in part of
wool a tax equivalent to a rate of 121.09 per cent ad valorem;
on woolen cloths, 186.75 per cent ad valorem; on knit fabrics,
133 per cent; blankets, 99.9 per cent; flannels, 107.52 per cent;
women's and children’s dress goods, 107.53 per cent—an average
rate on all wearing materials made wholly or in part of wool of
94.54 per cent. These taxes are not only oppressive but they
are prohibitive. Only 6.2 per cent of all our woelen manufac-
tured goods are Imported into the country; we get practically
no revenue from these importations.

I have given these figures to contrast the wool schedules
with the hide schedules in the same bill. Now, the valoe of all
the cattle in the United States, according to the census of 1000,
was $1,500,000,000; and the value of all sheep was §171,000,000;
or that our cattle are worth practically nine times the value of
our sheep. Now, why should wool bear so high a duty and cattle
hides no duty at all? The answer is very plain fo me. Farm-
ers shear their sheep and sell their own wool. If youn own but
one sheep you can see at a glance the difference which the tax
on wool makes in its market value, and the vote of the farmer
is feared at the ballot box. The beef animal is usually sold on
foot, and beef cattle vary widely in price—often from 3 to 6 or
7 cents a pound in the same market.

A butcher, when he slaughters a beef, divides it into three
parts, the hide, the quarters, and the offal. From the hide
and the guarters he must get the value of the animal. The
more meat it dresses, the higher value he can pay, so that a
very fat animal is worth more than a poor one, both on account
of the quantity and the quality of the beef. So the price varies
widely, because the percentage of dressed beef to live weight
varies widely. The hide does not vary so much in weight or
price, so that the hide is a larger factor in fixing the price of
plain cattle than it is in fixing the price of the very high-priced
cattle. But to show that the price of the hide does have an
effect on the selling price of cattle, I insert the following tele-
gram from Clay, Robinson & Co., cattle salesmen at Chicago
and every other great cattle market in the United States.
These men have no interest on either side of this controversy
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and simply state the effect the change will have on cattle
shipped for sale to any of the great markets:
UN10N STOCK YARDS,
Chicago, March 31, 1909.
Rarrix W. Moss,
Washington, D. C.2

" Ita rhai(ciles put on free list, affect selling value of cattle 5 to 10 cents
un E
CraY, RoBINSON & Co.

If every cattle grower in the United States slaughtered his
own cattle and sold the hides as he now sells his wool, so that
the effect of the tariff duty would appear to him as plain on
hides as it does on wool, there would be doubt as to the dispo-
sition of this schedule. Every protectionist would be eager
to vote for a high rate on hides, and every tariff-for-revenue
adveeate would favor a revenue duty with its incidental pro-
tection, and we would have the hide and the leather schedules
closely modeled after the wool and woolen schedules.

I rejoice, Mr. Chairman, that this result can not be brought
about. Leather and its products are a necessity among civilized
people. Everybody wears shoes, and the demand for leather
and its products exceed our ability to produce the hides to sup-
ply it. I believe the necessities of life should be lightly taxed,
but the necessity for good shoes is no greater than it is for
warm clothing. I insert in my remarks an editorial which Mr.
Crarx of Missouri took from the Kansas City Star, the lead-
ing Republican newspaper of the West, and made a part of his
speech on the Payne bill. Mr. Crark of Missourl said:

That there was any connection between the tariff and tuberculosis I

never dreamed, but here it is, and when you hear It, it is as clear as
day. This article is as follows:

TUBERCULOSIS AND THE TARIFF.

Probably few persons have ever given the matter a thought, but there
is an intimate relation between the high protective tarif and the high
mortality resulting from tuberculosis. The ravages of this disease
are greater in the United States than in any other similarly enlight-
ened country. And the cost of warm clothing is greater in this coun-
try than in others. There ls where the relation between an unneces-
sary tariff and a largely preventable malady comes in.

It has been shown that tuberculosis is very largely a disease of pov-
erty. Particularly is the spread of the disease, the miscellaneous in-
fection from it, mainly traceable to poverty. And, next to good food
and fresh air, the most important thing in the prevention or the eure
of tuberculosis is warm, woolen clothing. But the cost of this kind
of clothing, whether for wearing apparel or for bedding, is directly
increased about 100 per cent by the heavy img)urt duty on wool and
woolens. This excess cost is ra to about 150 per cent by the duty
on machinery and other articles affecting the manufacture of woolens,
These duties were imeosed to promote sheep raising and the manu-
facture of wooclens, ut the increased cost of raw material has made
the general tarlff disadvantageous to the manufacturer, and it has not
greatly benefited the woolgrower. At least, such benefits as have
accrued to the limited class enfaged in growing wool is as nothing com-
pared to the benefits that would come to the masses in general through
cheap clothing; or to the cruelties, hardships, slckness, and death re-
sulting from an insufficlency of warm clothing. It is better that the
Nation should be comfortably and cheaply clothed, warmed, and saved
from preventable disease than that the woolgrowers should increase
their Pmﬂts at the cost of these advantages to the whole dpeople. It
is claimed by scientists that cheap wool clothing would do more to
suppress tuberculosis than all the sanitariums and other agencies now
maintained for that purpose.

But in order to make an equitable adjustment of this guestion, the
tariff should be taken off both raw and manufactured wool, and from
all machinery or other articles affecting the cost of manufactured wool.

[Applause on the Democratie side.]

The men who vote to levy these exorbitant rates on the
woolen manufactures will have visited upon them the curse
that is pronounced in the Bible against those who “ grind the
faces of the poor.” [Applause.]

I not only indorse this sentiment, but I mean to vote for free
hides and free leather and free shoes; but I protest against the
discrimination between wool and hides. It would be vastly bet-
ter to lower the tariff on wool and woolen goods and retain a
low tariff revenue on hides and leather products. The woolen
schedules are the worst in the bill, It is not possible that they
could be written in any tariff bill if it were not for the supposed
effect on the farmer vote. Yet there are vastly greater farm
values on cattle than on sheep, and the effect of the tariff on
hides is just as positive as on wool. The tariff table which I
insert in this connection will show this to be true. No industry
ought to prosper at the expense of the whole country. The bur-
dens of government ought to be equally distributed by lower
duties levied on many articles instead of high duties on manu-
factured articles. We would then distribute the benefits as well
as the burdens of taxation. The needs of the people and not the
political advantages should be considered in levying taxes to
support our Government,

James J. Hill stated in a public address that there must be a
revolt against the worship of manufacture and trade as the

only forms of progressive activity. I venture to predict that if
the farmers of our country thoroughly understood the provisions
of this tariff bill the revolt would come in this Congress.

Farmers do not enjoy the leisure nor the income of the manu-
facturing and commercial classes. They live an isolated life
and have not had access to current literature as other classes
have. I rejoice that this condition is fast passing away. Rural
delivery and cheap daily papers are working wonders among
our rural population. If their influence is not felt in this body
to-day, it will be felt in the near future. I need not remind the
majority of this House that the agricultural interests look to
them to make this revision a fair one to their interests. We
hear much on the floor of this House about the conservation of
our resources. Gentlemen, the greatest natural resource this
country or any other country has is the fertility of its soil.
Lord Bacon more than three centuries ago said that “ there be
three things which make a nation great and prosperous—a fer-
tile soil, busy workshops, and easy mode of conveyance for men
and commodities from one place to another.” You can not main-
tain a fertile soil without general live-stock farming, and you
can not promote the live-stock industry of this country by plac-
ing hides on the free list and shutting our beef from the mar-
kets of the world. [Loud applause.]

APPENDIX.

[United States Department of Agriculture, Bureau of Statistics Dulletin
No. 55. Victor H. Olmsted, Chief of Bureau.]

Meat capital compared with other capital and classes of iocealth.

Item,

Capital direetly related to meat produetion for export..

Capital invested In manufacturing, 1004

Capitalization of net earnings of steam railroads, June 1, 1904

Value of real estate (1905, autumn) and of implements and
machinery (1900) of farms devoted chiefly to producing cot-
ton, hay, and grain

Value of real estate (1905, autumn) and of implements and
machinery (1900) of farms devoted chiefly to producing eot-
ton, fruit, rice, sugar, tobacco, vegetables, and to general
farming (including small specialties)

Estimated true value of street rallways, shipping, water-
works, telegraph and telephone systems, electrie light and
power stations, Pullman and private ears, and eanals (1904)-

Estimated true value of entire real cstate of South Atlantie
and South Central divisions, 1904 frs

Esth?lategm true value of all property situated in New Eng-
land, 1

Estimated true value of all property situated in the South
Central division, 1904

Estimated trus value of all property situated in the Western
divigion (Rocky Mountain and Paecific regions), 1904

9,074,168,745

5,792,314,027

4,810,516,909
9,505,005, 304
8,823,325,502
10,052, 467,528
0,002,581,271

Domestic erports of meat animals, 1890-1908.

Meat animals.

Sheep. Swine.

-‘Yenr ending
June 30—

Num-

bart | Value.

QI,HEI $900,042
05,654 1,146, G350
364,081

67,521| $243,077
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1804 £03. 14
1805 92. 26
1596 92.79
1897 92.70
1808 86. 12
%338 71
1801 81. 81
1802 76. 11
1903 T4, 22
lgl}-t i 7}%%
1905 .
1006 e TR
1907__ 81. 73
1908 84, 02
Exports beef from United States to all countries, years 1890—1908,
Beef,cured: Salted
wtry and Deef, canned. o7 plcklad: Beef, fresh.
year ending June
30—
Pounds. | Value. | Pounds.| Value. | Pounds. | Value,
Tt::ia‘l, all coun-
a5
1800. . ........| 82,638,50788,787,103 /07,508, 419:35,250,068 173, 237, 536|312, 862, 384
100,585,727 9,088,008, 90,286, 5,048,788 104,045, 633| 15,322,054
87,028,084/ 7,575.151|70,2m,7 3,087,829.220, 554,617 18,053,732
70,089, 403| 7,222,824 58,423,083| 8,185,321 206,204,724 17,754,041
55,974,910 5,120,851 62,682,687 3,572,054 108,801,824 16,700,163
64,102,233| 5,720,085/62,478,825) 8,558,230 191,338, 487| 16,882,880
1896 .. .......| 63,698,150| 5,636,853 70,700,200 8,075,113 224,783,225 18,974,107
1897 54,010,772| 4,656,308/67, 712,940 8,514,128 200,305,080( 22,653,742
108 .| 87,100,570 8.2?‘3.55?14*.314.479 2,308,467 274,763,074 22,063,556
1800 .| 28,385,472 3,500,2003/46,564,878 2,525,784 252,139,974 23,545,185
55,558,745 5,238,082 47,806,513] 2,697,340 329,078,600 20,643,830
53,445,521| 5,507,601/55,812,632| 3,145,210 351,748,333/ $1,851,361
66,645,538 6,648,130 48,632,727| 3,031,027 801,824,473| 23,045,056
76,307,114| 7,916,928 52,801,220/ 8, 814,671 254,705,003 25,013,923
57,468,338| 5,842,838 57,684,710| 8,200,475 200,579,671| 26,541,580
66,688, 568| 6,588,038 55,034,705 8,005,301 236,486, 568| 22,138,365
64,523,350| 8,430,448 81,088,005 4,607,742 268,054,227 24,210,038
15,800,820| 1,615,808 62,645,281| 3,740,212 281,651,502| 23,367,287
23,576,447 2.46?,8?3»'&8,\'158.387 s,m,mlm.lm,los 20,339,377

UNITED BTATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
BUREAU OF BTATISTICS,
Washington, D. O., March £9, 1909,

My Dear Mg. Moss: The table concerning hides, beef, ete., sent
to you Saturday were, it is hoped, useful for your speech of to-morrow.
There was some expectation that further information might be pro-
vided, and an overhauling of material in this office discovers the fol-
lowing mean wholesale price of domestic packers’ green-salted cattle
hides at Chicago, the annual mean being adopted. The hides are those
of heavy native steers, and the prices are computed from the Shoe and
Leather Reporter market reports.

Cents.
1892 green-salted, per pound__ 8. 79
1893 e — 0. 7.31
1804 2 S . 38
18905 S do. 10. 20
1506 il do.__ 8.14
1897 L do 0. 86
1808 do 11. 50

13. 38
11. 69
11. 66
14.30
15. 43
14. 55
13.19
You will observe that from 1807 to 1808 the Brlca increased almost
exactiy 15 per cent, the ad valorem rate of the Dingley tariff.

YVery truly, yours,
NaT. C. MURRAY,
Acting Chief of Bureau.

Hon. Rarra W. Moss,
Room 134, Office Building,
Houge of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Hides and skins—Number produced in 1900,
NATIONAL CONSUMPTION OF BEEF HIDES.

NRaturally following from Table 23, which presents the results of
this investigation with regard to the number of cattle, sheep, and
gwine slaughtered In 1900, a mere copying of numbers establizshes the
number of calfskins, cattle hides, and lamb and sheep skins produced
In 1000. The calfsking numbered for that year 5,831,000; the beef
hides (exported live cattle not being ineluded), 12,738,000; lambskins
12,765,000 ; and the sheepskins 11,783,000, The total skins produe
‘t’}i Cl‘}ti}{eJU including ecalves, Is 18,568,000; by sheep, including lambs,
Upon combining the production of beef hides with the net Imports
the approximate consumption of beef hides during one year at abont
1000 can be determined. 'This is presented in detail in table 61,
wherein it ng&&l‘ﬂ that to the cattle-hide produetion of this country
should be added imports of 3,130.000 hides, and from them should be
gubtracted domestie exports of 130,000 hides, le.'l.i'hlﬁ as a mnet result
of the cperation a consumption of 15,788,000 cattle hides.

For tie year represented by Table 61 the gross imports were about
20 per cent of the consumption, and the net lmports remaining after
deducting the domestic exports were about 19 per cent,

XLIV—6T

TABLE 60.—Number of hides and skins produced, 1900.

Number of
. Class of animals. hides and
B -
CATTLE. y
Calves under 1 year. 5,831,000
e 3
Steers:
1 and under 2 years_ 1,687,000
2 and under 3 years - 2,336,000
8 years and over 1,966,000
Total steers. 5,989,000
Bulls 1 year and over. 649,000
Heifers 1 and under 2 years 1,687,000
Cows 2 years and over 4,413,000
Total eattle, except calves 12,738,000
Total eattle 18,569,000
SHEEP,
Lambs under 1 year 12,765,000
Sheep, except lambs 11,783,000
Total sheep 24,518,000
TABLE 61.—Consumption of beef hides, 1900.
Number of
1tem, hides.
Cattle slaughtered (calves not included) . ..o e ccecmnaas 12,738,000
Imported hides, eomputed from dry weight, average of 1809-1901_._| 8,130,000
Total S Y 15,868,000
Deduoet:
Domestie exports, hides and skins, all kinds except furs, aver-
age of 1889-1000 ... ___._____.. STE 130,000
Forelgn exports (reexports) of * hides and skins " not de- :
dueted, partly because the above deduction necessarily in-
cludes sking, and also hides other than those of cattle, and
partly because the statisties of foreign exports do not sep-
AR BN e e 0
Clnnmrnpﬂnn _____ S L T 15,758,000

THE WoLFE Bros. SHOE COMPANY,
Columbus, Ohio, March 50, 1909
Hon. Rarra W. Moss,
Washington, D, C.

Dear Sir: As one of the largest manufacturers of shoes in the
country, we urge you to lend your influence to place shoes on the free

list.
The American shoe manufacturer needs no protection. With free

hldel?l and cheap raw material, the American shoemaker can shoe the
oo Yery respectfully, T Worre Bros. Suoe Co.,
R. ¥. WoLFE, President.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I am well aware of the old adage
that fools rush in where angels fear to tread, and of the unwrit-
ten rule that it is advisable for a new Member to refrain from
discussing public questions. It had been my intention to adliere
to a strict observance thereof, but within the past week or so
I have received numerous petitions from residents of my dis-
trict protesting against the tax on tea, and in order to give
expression to their views I am compelled to transgress that
well-considered rule.

Few complaints have reached me in regard to the other
schedules of the bill. From the foundation of the Government
no general tariff bill has received universal indorsement for all
its schedules. Human ingenuity could not successfully master
that problem. The history of the general tariff bills that have
been enacted into law is that with searcely an exception have
they received the full vote of the dominant party in both
branches of Congress.

The Payne bill is a fulfillment of the pledges of the Republi-
can party, and carries out the views of its candidate for the
Presidency. To my mind the plank in our platform was not
equivoeal, but was intended to mean and meant a real revision,
and not as has been claimed by some a revision npward. I
would have been loath to have enunciated any other view during
the campaign.

Complaints have come from the other side of the House that
the minority members of the committes were excluded from the
connsels of the committee until the bill was ready to be re-
ported. Such has been the course pursued in framing all
general tariff bills in the last quarter of a ecentury. It was
done by the Democratic members of the committee in framing
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the Mills bill in 1888 (see Stanwood’s American Tariff Contro-
versies in Nineteenth Century, vol. 2, p. 231), and also with the
Wilson bill, and no other method can, for the general welfare,
be safely pursued.

I shall not dwell upon the danger of importations of tea being
rushed in during the discussion of the bill, and the very object
of this particular tax, namely, raising of revenues, being de-
feated. The general theory of tariff legislation in this country
for half a century or more is that luxuries rather than neces-
sities should be taxed. Tea was subject to a tax prior to the
tariff of 1832. The Walker tariff of 1846 continued it on the
free list, gqualifying, however, provided that it was imported in
American vessels or in vessels of countries entitled to reciprocal
privileges direct from the country where it was produced.
The tariff of 1857 left it on the free list.. During the civil war,
owing to the dire necessity of raising revenue, both tea and
coffee were subjected to a tax by the tariff act of July, 1861.

In 1872 both tea and coffee were taken off the dutiable list,
so that from 1832 to the present time, a period of seventy-seven
years, with the exception of eleven years (1861 to 1872) during
the civil war and for a few years after, tea has not been taxed.
The people have come to look on it as not a proper subject of
taxation. The person most vitally affected by the proposed
tax is the wife or daughter who looks after the household and
endeavors to keep down the expenses, while the husband, father,
or brother is at work earning a livelihood for the family. This
proposed tax, being a specific tax of S or 9 cents per pound, bears
heaviest upon the people in moderate circumstances, who buy the
cheaper grades of tea. It is an additional burden of from 20

" to 25 per cent upon those who can least afford it. This tax is not
only unsound and unjust, but it is lacking in political expediency.
Should it be imposed, it will be the subject of daily discussion in
every household, and the party which imposes it will justly be
heldmresponslble. The hand that rocks the cradle rules the
world.

I listened to the eloguent remarks of the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. Rucker] as to the benefits of woman suffrage. To
my mind, woman has a higher and nobler sphere than in the
domain of polities, and that is the management of the house-
hold, and therefore I am unwilling to increase her burden in this
matter of domestic economy. There are other proposed duties
which affect her which, personally, I should prefer to see left
out of the bill.

The revenue to be derived from the tax on tea is $8,000,000.
As one of the objects of this bill is to raise revenues, the question
naturally arises how to supply its place. I would with all defer-
ence suggest a stamp tax or an additional tax on beer, one or
both, preferably the former. As to the former, it produces in
Great Britain an annual revenue of about £8,000,000, or almost
$40,000,000, and France of over 200,000,000 franes, or $§40,000,000 ;
but it is fair to say that it is more comprehensive and embracing
than would be acceptable in our country. The tax on affiches
or advertisements, posters, and so forth, in France brings an
annual revenue of $800,000.

The annual revenue derived by the British Government from
tax on beer is upward of £13,000,000, or about $65,000,000. Here
it is somewhat less. The tax on beer in the United States is §1
less per barrel than it was a few years ago.

The report of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue for the
year ending June 30, 1908, shows that tax was paid on 58,747,-
680 barrels of fermented liquor.

Mr. Chairman, I would be the last to tax any particular in-
dustry unduly, but from what I have seen of brewers in the
metropolitan district of our State, the large fortunes they have
amassed, I am not willing to concede that they are unable to
bear their fair share of the burdens that must be imposed to
raise the necessary revenue., While I would not wish to re-
establish the war rate, an additional tax of 30 or 40 cents per
barrel would in nowise be burdensome and would produce an
annual revenue of from eighteen to twenty million dollars. The
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, in his clear exposi-
tion of the features of the bill, alluded to the fact that the
license fee in some portions of our State was $1,000 or over
per annum. While this is true, it is only true of cities of the
first eclass, and the license has in nowise been changed for five
and fifty to twelve hundred dollars. The imposition of a stamp
tax and a moderate additional tax on fermented liquors will
allay any fear as to the lack of sufficient revenue arising from
the enactment of the Payne bill.

Whether or not the Treasury Department was consulted by
or six years; it varies in different localities from one hundred
the Committee on Ways and Means as to the advisability of im-
posing a stamp tax and raising the tax on fermented liquors
the Members of this House have no means of judging, but I
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venture the opinion that were the question of taxing tea and
coffee or the imposition of a stamp tax, or the additional tax
on fermented liguors, one or both, left to the vote of the House, -
the majority wonld be in favor of the latter.

The leaders on the other side of the House criticise the pro-
visions of the bill and declare themselves in favor of a large
reduction in the duties imposed, while individual Members
demand protective rates for the products of their particular
distriets.

It is not to be wondered at that under these circumstances
the distinguished and courteous leader of the minority should
refrain from introducing a tariff bill. How could he bring
these divergent opinions and interests together? Upon what
given proposition could they agree? They are vociferous in
their denunciations of the extravagance of the dominant party,
and yet when called upon to specify in what particulars the
expenditures of the Government could be reduced they are
domb. The largest annual expenditures are for the army, navy,
pensions, and the Panama Canal, besides the post-office expendi-
tures. They are unwilling to demand a reduction in these items.
Their national platform calls for an adequate navy, for a gener-
ous pension policy, and for the completion of the Panama Canal,

Their platform goes further and calls for liberal and compre-
hensive plans for the improvement of waterways and for
federal aid to state and local authorities in the construction
and maintenance of post-roads; but they fail to suggest how
this vast increase of expenditure is to be provided for. Such
is the constructive genius of the Democratic party.

Mr. Chairman, we have a great and growing country which
under the wise administration of a protective tariff has pros-
pered as no other land. We can not stand still; we have new
problems to face, and shall be prepared to meet them with the
enactment of the tariff bill

The fathers of our country favored a protective tariff, and
the greatest minds of both parties have advocated it, as did Mis-
souri's greatest son, Thomas H. Benton, who has been referred
to in this debate, and who stood in the Senate in favor of pro-
tection to the products of his State. Silas Wright and James
Buchanan did likewise, as well as many other leading Demo-
cratg, and yet we have heard men of the same faithr in this
House denounced for following in their footsteps.

In fifty years the Democratic party has had but one man,
Grover Cleveland, who will go down into history as one of the
great statesmen of the country. He has been far more crit-
icised and denounced by his own party than by his opponents.
He made an earnest and honorable attempt to carry out the
pledges of his party.

How beset he was with difficulties, and how the sugar trust
succeeded in gaining control of the Wilson tariff bill is shown
by the extracts below from Chairman Wilson’s speech and the
letter from President Cleveland to Chairman Wilson under date
of July 2, 1804.

Mr. Wilson, on July 19, 1894, referring to the difference in
conference committee on said bill, spoke as follows:

But the great difficulty in the pathway of an agreement has been a
roper adjustment of the sugar schedule. The Senate has reintroduced
nto the gergposed tariff bill a sugar schedule which, whether truly or

not, has n accepted by the committee and by the press of the coun-
trry as unduly favorable to the t sugar trust. It proposed a duty
of 40 per cent ad valorem on all grades of sugar, a differentlal of one-

eighth %er cent upon refined sugar, in addition to a differential of
one-tenth of a cent on sugar imported from countries that pay an

In the same speech he read a letter from President Cleveland
to himself, of which the following is an extract:

Under our party lplntform and In accord with our declared gmrtr
purposes sugar is a legitimate and logical article of revenue taxation.

Extracts from Iletter of President Cleveland adgressed to
Chairman Wilson, of Ways and Means Committee, dated July
2, 1894, when the Wilson bill was in the hands of the com-
mittee of conference and read in the House of Representatives on
July 19, 1894:

Every true Democrat and every sincere tarlff reformer knows that
this blﬁ7 in its present form and as it will be submitted to the confer-
ence falls far short of the consummation for which we have long
labored, for which we have suffered defeat without discouragement,
which in its anticipation gave us a rallying cry in our day of triumph
and which In its promise of accomplishment is =so Interwoven with
Democratic pledges and Democratic suceess that abandonment of the
case or the principles upon which it rests means party perfidy and
party dishonor,

With such an indictment of the outcome of the last Dem-
ocratic tariff legislation by its own President, is it not natural
that the people of the United States have been unwilling to
intrust further tariff legislation to that party?

In coneclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me say that the manner in

which the country had prospered and advanced under a pro-
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tective tariff is best summed up in the words of the last Repub-
lican national platform :

In this the great era of American advancement the Republican party
has reached its highest service under the Ieademh!g of Theodore Hoose-
yvelt. His administration is an epoch In American bistory. In no other
period since national sovereignty was won under Washington or pre-
served under Lincoln has there been such mighty progress in those
jdeals of government which make for justice, equality, and fair dealing
among men. -

The highest aspirations of the American people have found a volce.
Their most exalted servant represents the best aims and worthiest pur-
poses of all his countrymen. American manhood has been lif 0 a
nobler sense of duty and obligation. Consclence and courage in public
station and higher standards of right and wrong In private life have
become cardinal principles of political faith; capital and labor have
lLieen brought into closer relations of confidence and interdependence ;
and the abuse of wealth, the tyranny of power, and all the evils o
privilege and favoritism have been put to scorn by the simple, manly
virtues of justice and fair play.

The great accomplishments of President Roosevelt have been, first and
foremost, a brave and impartial enforcement of the law, the prosecution
of illegal trusts and monopolles, the exposure and punishment of evil-
doers in the public service, the more effective regulation of the rates and
service of the great transportation lines, the complete overthrow of
preferenices, rebates, and discriminations, the arbitration of labor dis-
putes, the amelioration of the condition of wage-workers everfywhere.
the conservation of the natural resources of the country, the forward
step In the improvement of the Inland waterways, and always the
earnest support and defense of ever{ wholesome safegunard which has
made more secure the guaranties of life, liberty, and property.

These are the achlevements that will make for Theodore Roosevelt his
place in history, but more than all else the great things he has done
will be an inspiration to those who have yet greater things to do. We
declare our unfaltering adherence to the goiicies thus inaugurated And
Eodge theitr continuanee under a Republican administration of the
sovernment.

Let us speedily enact the tariff bill, and thereby produce rev-
enue, equalize duties, and encourage the industries of the United
States, so that we may enter anew upon a field of unbounded
prosperity, and in these daye of universal good will, with the
last vestige of sectionalism happily vanished, afford the broad-
minded and splendidly equipped President of the United States
an opportunity to develop his progressive policies, which are to
redound to the welfare of the whole people,

Mr, THISTLEWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com-
mittee do now rise. 3

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. Orcorr, Speaker
pro tempore, having resumed the chair, Mr. OLmsTED, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,
reported that that committee had had under consideration the
bill, H. R. 1438, the tariff bill, and had come to no resolution
thereon.

ADJOURNMENT.

Then, on motion of Mr. OrLmsteD, at 10 o'clock and 30 min-
utes p. m., the House adjourned until Monday, April 5, 1909,
at 10 o’clock a. m.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, billg, resolutions, and memorials
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. FOSTER of Vermont: A bill (H. R. 6278) providing
special postage rate on third-class and fourth-class matter on
rural free-delivery routes—to the Committee on the Post-Office
and Post-Roads.

By Mr. YOUNG of Michigan: A bill (H. It. 6279) making an
appropriation for extending the breakwater at the harbor at
Marquette, Mich.—to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 6280) providing for the purchase of a site
and the erection of a public building thereon at Ishpeming,
in the State of Michigan—to the Committee on Public Buildings
and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6281) to authorize the establishment of
a life-saving station at Munising, Mich.—to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. WILEY: A bill (H. R. 6282) granting pensions to
army locomotive engineers, and providing pensions to widows
and minor children of army locomotive engineers—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6283) providing for the recognition of the
men who served as locomotive engineers during the late war of
the rebellion—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6284) to provide for clean paper money—
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6235) to provide for the further purifica-
tion of the water supply of the Distriet of Columbia—to the
Committee on the District ef Columbia.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6286) for universal transfers over the
street railway lines in the Distriet of Columbia—to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6287) providing for the purchase of a site
and the erection of a public building thereon at Hast Orange,
in the State of New Jersey—to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6288) providing for an examination and
survey of the Kill von Kull and Newark Bay, New Jersey, with
a view to securing increased depth and width—to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. AUSTIN: A bill (H. R. 6289) for the construction of
a lock and dam in the Clinch River at or near Kingston, Tenn.—
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 6290) amending act of
June 27, 189S, permitting payment of pensions to officers and
men of Indian wars and their widows, between 1849 and 1854—
to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6291) to amend section 3 of an act en-
titled “An act to provide for the allotment of land in severalty,”
ete., approved February 8, 1901—to the Committee on Indian
Affairs. -

Also, a bill (H. R. 6292) to amend section 2324 of the Re-
vised Statutes of the United States relating to mining claims—
to the Committee on Mines and Mining.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6293) to amend an act entitled “An act to
provide for the adjudication and payment of claims arising
from Indian depredations,” approved March 3, 1891—to the
Committee on Indian Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6294) providing for the exchange and
payment by the United States of certain railroad-aid bonds
issued by the counties of Grant and Sante Fe, Territory of
New Mexico, and for other purposes—to the Committee on
Claims.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6295) to establish a Soldiers’ Home at
Santa Fe, Santa Fe County, N. Mex.—to the Committee on
Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6206) to authorize the issue of bridge
bonds by the county of Valencia, in the Territory of New Mex-
jico—to the Committee on the Territories.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6297) donating the southwest quarter of
the northwest quarter of section 36, township 1 south, range 34
east, New Mexico principal base and meridian, in New Mexico,
to Bedford Forrest Camp, No. 1606, United Confederate Vet-
erans—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6298) to authorize grants of land in na-
tional forests for cemetery purposes—to the Committee on the
Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6299) to quiet title fo certain lands in
Dona Ana County, N. Mex.—to the Committee on Private Land
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6300) granting to the Women's Missionary
Union, of El Paso, Tex., certain unappropriated land for a
public sanatorium—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6301) to provide for the establishment ot
an annex to all National Homes for Disabled Volunteer Sol-
diers—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6302) authorizing the Secretary of the
Interior to allot agricultural lands in the Mesealero Apache
Indian Reservation to the Indians resident therein, and setting
aside the remainder of said reservation as a national park,
and for other purposes—to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6303) to amend an act entitled “An act
to prohibit the passage of loeal or special laws in the Terri-
tories, to limit territorial indebtedness, and for other pur-
poses "—to the Committee on the Territories.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6304) pensioning the surviving officers and
enlisted men of the New Mexico and Arizona volunteers em-
ployed in the defense of the frontier of the Territories of New
Mexico and Arizona against Mexican marauders and Indian
depredations from 1855 to 1800, inclusive, and for other pur-
poses—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6305) to establish a fish-culture station at
Trout Springs, Gallinas Canyon, San Miguel County, N. Mex.—
to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6306) for the purchase of a site and erec-
tion of a federal building at Las Vegas, N. Mex.—to the Com-
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. :

Also, a bill (H. R. 6307) to mmend an act entitled “An act
granting pensions to certain enlisted men, soldiers, and officers
who served in the civil war and the war with Mexico,” ap-
proved February 6, 1907—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6308) to authorize the Secretary of the"
Interior to sell and convey the unappropriated nonmineral
desert lands of the United States—to the Committee on Irriga-
tion of Arid Lands.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 6309) to amend section 2139 of the Re-
vised Statutes of the United States of 1878—to the Committee
on Indian Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6310) to validate a certain aect of the legis-
lative assembly of New Mexico with reference to issuance of
certain bonds—to the Committee on the Territories.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6311) granting to the Women’s Missionary
Union, of El Paso, Tex. certain unappropriated land of the
public domain for a public sanatorimm—to the Committee on
the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6312) providing for the allowance of com-
pensation to the members of the United States Land Commis-
sion to the Territory of New Mexico, created under the act of
Congress of June 21, 1898—tfo the Committee on the Public
Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6313) appropriating $10,000 for the con-
struction of a reservoir in the Manzano Mountains, Torrance
County, N. Mex.—to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6314) to amend an act entitled “An act to
provide for the adjudication and payment of claims arising
from Indian depredations,” approved March 3, 1801—to the
Committee on Indian Affairs.

Also, a bill (IL R. 6315) donating the southwest quarter of
the northwest quarter of section 36, township 1 south, range 34
east, New Mexico principal base and meridian, in New Mexico,
to Bedford Forrest Camp, No. 1606, United Confederate Veter-
ans—to the Commitiee on the Territories,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6316) appropriating $10,000 for the con-
struction of reservoir in Sandoval County, Territory of New
Mexico—to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6317) to authorize the exploration and
purchase of mines within the boundaries of private land
claims—to the Committee on Mines and Mining.

By Mr. SISSON: A bill (H. R. 6318) to provide for the
purchase of a site and the erection of a publie building thereon
at Water Valley, in the State of Mississippi—to the Committee
on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 6433) granting to the town
of Gallup, McKinley County, Territory of New Mexico, 160
acres of land—to the Committee on the Territories.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6434) creating the national battle ground
at Gloriettn, Sante Fe County, N. Mex.—to the Committee on
the Publiec Lands.

By Mr. WILEY: Resolution (H. Res. 50) concerning rates
charged for telephone service in the District of Columbia—to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. ANDREWS: Resolution (H. Res. 51) providing addi-
tional compensation for the two messengers in the disbursing
clerk’s office of the House—to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. WILEY : Concurrent resolution (H. C. Res. 14) for
survey of a ship canal in New Jersey—to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors,

By Mr. HOWELL of Utah: Memorial of the legislature of
Utah, in favor of a law prohibiting the shipment of aleoholic
beverages to prohibition States—to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

Also, memorial of the legislature of Utah, praying for the re-
tention of the present tariff on lead, wool, and hides—to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. CALDER : Memorial of the legislature of Wyoming,

" in opposition to any reduction in the present tariff on wool or

hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
gfuthe following titles were introduced and severally referred as
ollows :

By Mr. ALEXANDER of New York: A bill (H. R. 6319)
granting an increase of pension to Horatio N. Warren—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (HL R. 6320) for the relief of
Louis Kahn—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6321) for the relief of Capt. H. C. Smith—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6322) for the relief of W. J. Goodwin—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6323) for the relief of Alfred Miller—to
the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6324) for the relief of Juan Estevan Yigil—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6325) for the relief of Jose Antonio Barre-
ras—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6326) for the relief of W. A. Walker—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6327) for the relief of John 8. Bowie—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6328) for the relief of Pedro Salazar y
QGarcia—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6320) for the relief of Rayes Salas—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6330) for the relief of Jose Antonio Bar-
reras—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. . 6331) for the relief of Nathan Bibo, sr.—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6332) for the relief of E. H. Biernbaum—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6333) for the relief of F. Nerio Gomez—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6334) for the relief of Rebecea J. Miller—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6335) for the relief of Eduardo Mar-
tinez—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6336) for the relief of Ventura Maestas—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6337) for the relief of Theophilus L.
Keen—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6338) for the relief of Jose Salazar y
Ortiz—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6339) for the relief of Pablo Ciriaco
Baca—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6340) for the relief of Manuel Madril—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (EL R. 6341) for the relief of A. W. Cleland—to
the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6342) granting a pension to Presciliana F.
Valdez—to the Commitiee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6343) granting a pension to George A.
Rigdon—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 6344) granting a pension to Lou Butler—
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6345) granting a pension to Doroteo
Duran—to the Committee on I’ensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6346) granting a pension to George
Leihy—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6347) granting a pension to W. H.
Gooden—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6348) granting a pension to Bernaid
Higgins—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6349) granting a pension to Willlam
Sweeney—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6350) granting a pension to Joseph B.
Watrous—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6351) granting a pension to John W. Mec-
Sparron—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6352) granting a pension to William C.
Stanford—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6353) granting a pension to Julian Lu-
jan—+to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6354) granting a pension to Nicanor Quin-
tana—+t{o the Committee on Iensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6355) granting a pension to Antonio Ren-
don—+to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6356) granting a pension to I. Salazar y
Jimines—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6357) granting a pension to Miguel Ro-
mero—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6358) granting a pension to John H.

Young—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6359) granting a pension to Theodor
Reimer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6360) granting a pension to Guadalupe G.
Martinez—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. (6361) granting a pension to Ignacio Sala-
zar—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6362) granting a pension to John Lilly—to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6363) granting a pension to Edwin Krae-
mer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6264) granting a pension to Antonio
Salazar—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6365) granting a pension to Nemecio
Valencio—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6366) granting a pension to Juan Bautisto
Duran—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 63067) granting a pension to Charles W.
Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6368) granting a pension to Clara W.
Griego—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 6369) granting a pension to William C.
Stanford—to the Commiitee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (I. R. 6370) granting a pension to Alexander
May—to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6371) granting a pension to Juan Deci-
derio Valdez—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6372) granting a pension to Leonisco Mar-
tin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 6373) granting a pension to Peter Miner—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6374) granting a pension to Alvina Me-
Cabe—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6375) granting a pension to Juanita Leyva
de Sanchez—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6376) granting a pension to H. C. Smith—
to the Committee on Invanlid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6377) granting a pension to John J.
Rogers—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6378) granting a pension to George W.
Mossman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6379) granting a pension to Eli New-
soms—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 63%0) granting a pension to Sarah A,
Geck—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6381) granting a pension to C. B. Adams—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6382) granting a pension to Simon Arias—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6383) granting a pension to Carey C.
Seemunller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6384) granting a pension to John W.
Irvin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6385) granting a pension to Francisco
Peren—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL. R. 6336) granting a pension to Harris B.
Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6387) granting a pension to Samuel Bar-
bean—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 0338) granting a pension to George R.
Watt—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 6339) granting a pension to Frank A. Hill—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6390) granting a pension to Quincy Adams
Stiteler—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. $

Alsgo, a bill (H. RR. 6391) granting a pension to Juan Antonio
Griego—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6392) granting an increase of pension to
William H. H. Metzger—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6393) granting an increase of pension to
Hattie E. Crary—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

_Also, a bill (H. R. 6394) granting an increase of pension to
William 8. Smock—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6395) granting an increase of pension to
Annie J. Jones—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6396) granting an increase of pension to
Lewis Eckel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6397) granting an increase of pension to
Maria C. Lopez—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6308) granting an increase of pension to
Sylvia A. Sturges—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6399) granting an increase of pension to
8. D. Longstreet—to the Committee on_Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6400) granting an increase of pension to
Irene Schormoyer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6401) granting an increase of pension to
Emeline Dalton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. ¢402) granting an increase of pension to
BE. W. Eaton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6403) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph McQuillin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6404) granting an increase of pension to
James E. Chadwick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6405) granting an increase of pension to
Juan Baca y Sais, alias Juan Baca No. 2—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensicns.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6406) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Read—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 6407) granting an increase of pension to
James T. Stevens—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6408) granting an increase of pension to
Pascualita J. G. de Anaya—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 6409) granting an increase of pension to
Anna M. Shont—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6410) granting an increase of pension to
Amanda Paxton—to the Committee on Invalld Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6411) granting an increase of pension to
Reuben 8. Palmer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6412) granting an increase of pension to
Philip L. Humphrey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6413) granting an increase of pension to
Cornelius J. Demorest—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6414) granting an increase of pension to
Willlam H. Hastings—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6415) granting an increase of pension to
Elizabeth Shield—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6416) granting an increase of pension to
John C. Patterson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6417) granting an increase of pension to
William Mueller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6418) granting an increase of pension to
Maria Soledad Montoya de Trujillo—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6419) granting an increase of pension to
C. H. Kirkpatrick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6420) granting an increase of pension
Belle Forsha—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6421) granting an increase of pension to
John A, Brown—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6422) granting an increase of pension
H. A. Van Epps—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6423) granting an increase of pension
Mrs. A. J. Fountain—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6424) granting an increase of pension
J. N. Warner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6425) granting an increase of pension to
Gottlieb Honzaker—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
. Also, a bill (H. R. 6426) granting an increase of pension
Maria S. B. Sanchez—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6427) granting an increase of pension to
Mary J. Martin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6428) granting an increase of pension to
A. E. Chaflee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6429) granting an increase of pension to
Roque Candelaria—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H., R. 6430) granting an increase of pension to
Leverett Clark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6431) granting an increase of pension
D. M. Sutherland—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6432) granting an incresse of pension to
James B. Chadwick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6435) confirming title to the Canoncito de
Nuanez grant—to the Committee on Private Land Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6436) for the relief of certain persons resid-
ing at Monticello, Sierra County, Territory of New MAexico—to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6437) for the relief of the estate of Justi-
niano Castillo—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6438) for the relief of the estate of Martin
Vigil, deceased, and the administrator of said estate, Eslavio
Vigil, of Albuquerque, N. Mex.—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6439) for the relief of the estate of Fran-
cisco Montoya—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6440) for the relief of the estate of Matias
RBaca, deceased, and his son, Juan Rey Baca—to the Committee
on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6441) for the relief of the estate of William
Le Blane, deceased—to the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6442) giving the Court of Claims jurisdie-
tion to adjudicate two claims for Indian depredations of the
estate of Blas Lucero, late of Albuguerque, N. Mex.—to the
Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6443) to authorize the payment of $5.000
to the widow of the late Tranquilino Luna, in full for his con-
test expenses in the contested-election case of Manzanares
against Luna—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6444) giving the Court of Claims juris-
diction to adjudicate two claims for Indian depredations of the
estate of Blas Lucero, late of Albuquerque, N. Mex—to the
Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6445) to confer jurisdiction on the Court of
Claims in the case of Manuelita Swope—to the Committee on
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6446) for the relief of Serapio Romero, late
postmaster at Las Vegas, N. Mex.—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6447) referring to the Court of Claims the
claim of the heirs and legal representatives of John P. Maxwell
and Hugh H. Maxwell, deceased—to the Committee on Claims,

to
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Also, a bill (H. R. 6448) for the relief of the heir and legal
representative of R. W. Daniels, deceased—to the Committee
on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6449) for the relief of the heirs and legal
representatives of William Bishop, deceased—to the Committee
on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R.6450) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Ramon Tafoya—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H.R.6451) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Juan Sanchez—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R.6452) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Joseph D. Depue—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 6453) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Francisco Medina—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6454) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of the late Lieut. Robert C. Hoggins—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6455) to place Austin J. Chapman on the
retired list of the United States Army—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6456) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of Isidro Talamante—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6457) to remove the charge of desertion
from the military record of John D, Hopper—to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. AUSTIN : A bill (H. R. 6458) granting an increase of
pension to John H. Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6459) for the relief of Robert Allcorn—to
the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. BARCLAY : A bill (H. R. 6460) granting an increase
of pension to David F. Marsh—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. BURNETT: A bill (H. R. 6461) for the relief of
Mrs. Mary Trayler—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. BYRNS: A bill (H. R. 6462) for the relief of F. J.
McCarthy, administrator of the estate of Martin F. McCarthy—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6463) granting an increase of pension to
Romulus C. Ramer—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. COLLIER : A bill (H. R. 6464) for the relief of L. A.
Whitehead—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6465) for the relief of Mrs, Virginia
Grant, of Warren County, Miss,—to the Committee on War
Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6466) for the relief of Mrs. M, M. Cham-
pion—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6467) for the relief of Henry L. Blake and
others, complaining that their lands and other property have
been taken, damaged, and destroyed in the execution of the
works of the United States for the improvement of the Mis-
sissippi River—to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 6468) for the relief of heirs of Mrs. Julia
L. Watson, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6469) for the relief of the heirs, de-
visees, and legatees of the estate of Willis Lowe, deceased—to
the Committee on War Claims. &

Also, a bill (H. R. 6470) to carry into effect the findings of the
Court of Claims in the case of Bettie B. Willis, administratrix
of Joel H. Willis, deceased—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 6471) granting an in-
crease of pension to Hli Miller—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. y

By Mr. CHAPMAN : A bill (H. R. 6472) granting an increase
of pension to Joseph O. Holt—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6473) granting an increase of pension to
Walter Pruett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. COUDREY : A bill (H. R, 6474) granting an increase
of pension to Thomas J. Connor—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. DAWSON: A bill (H. R. 6475) granting an increase
of pension to John Quinn—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

By Mr. DE ARMOND: A bill (H. R. 6476) granting an in-
crease of pension to James P. Holsclaw—to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. ELVINS: A bill (H. R. 6477) granting an increase of
pension to Israel L. Hahn—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6478) granting an increase of pension to
Noah A. Sapp—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also,”a bill (H. R. 6479) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel McGhee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H., R, 6480) granting an increase of pension to
Jeremiah F. Berryman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6481) granting an increase of pension to
Elihu L. Miller—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6482) granting an increase of pension to
Jesse Harral—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6483) granting an increase of pension to
Benjamin M. Lanham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6484) granting an increase of pension to
Childers W. Lanham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6485) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Carter—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6486) granting an increase of pension to
Edmond R. Haywood—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. It. 6487) granting an increase of pension to
Willis Cole—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6488) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas H. G. Lester—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6489) granting an increase of pension to
James Mosier—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6490) granting an increase of pension to
David Fargquhar—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6491) granting an increase of pension to
Falkland H. Williams—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6492) granting a pension to John George
Schacht—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6493) granting a pension to Samuel 8.
Andrews—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6494) granting a pension to Alexander J.
Souden—+to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6495) for the relief of William Nevin—to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6496) to correct the military service ree-
ord of John Schwab—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MACON: A bill (H. R. 6497) for the relief of the
(e}s;taite of E. A. Mays, deceased—to the Committee on War

aims.

DBy Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 6498) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Edmond 8. Norris—to the Com-
mittee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6499) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Haylett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6500) granting an increase of pension to
Noah E, Curtis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6501) granting a pension to Mollie A. Pat-
terson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6502) granting an increase of pension to
Richard J. Gilbert—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6503) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel W. Lynch—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ROBINSON: A bill (H. R. 6504) for the relief of the
estate of J, H. Moseby, deceased—to the Committee on War
Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6505) granting an increase of pension to
Stephen Konicka—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. WILEY: A bill (H, R. 6506) granting permission to
Frank W. Clarke to aceept the decoration of Chevalier of
the Legion of Honor, conferred upon him by the French Gov-
ernment—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6507) to authorize John A. Ockerson to
accept decorations tendered him by the Government of the
French Republic, the King of Italy, the King of Sweden, the
King of Belgium, the Emperor of Germany, and the Emperor
of China—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. YOUNG of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 6508) granting a
pension to George L. Steward, alias George Smith—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6509) granting a pension to Emma C.
Peterson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 6510) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Helmka—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6511) for the relief of James E. Saunders—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6512) to correct the military record of
Edward Joseph Carey, aling Edward Joseph Fitzharris—to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6513) providing for salary and allowances
of the postmaster at Mackinac Island, State of Michigan—to
the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.
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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. BYRNS: Paper to accompany bill for relief of F. J.
MeCarthy, administrator of the estate of Martin F. McCarthy—
1o the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CALDER: Petition of citizens of the Eleventh Con-
gressional District of New York against a duty on tea and
coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of Porto Rico, favoring
glcents per pound on coffee—to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

Also, petition of International Brotherhood of Paper Makers,
against any redunction of duty on print paper—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Alse, petition of citizens of the Sixth Congressional District
of New York, favoring increase of duty on post cards, etc.—to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of John Kissell, of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring
reduction of duty on Canadian barley—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of many importers of paper, favoring decrease
of duty on varions paper products—to the Committee on Ways
and Meauns.

Algo, petition of citizens of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring a very
:1;;“' duty on Guinness's stout—to the Committee on Ways and

eans,

Also, petition of Pittsburg Marble Mosaic Company and D. .J.
Kennedy Company, against increase of duty on Keene's cement—
1o the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COX of Ohio: Petition of Charles E. Thorne, of
Wooster, Ohio, Tavoring the placing of all fertilizing material
.on the free list—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of grocers of Hamilton, Ohio, favoring re-
duction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Committee
on Way and Means.

Also, petition of the Thresher-Varnish Company, against a
duty on ‘China nut oil—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of General Assembly of Ohio, favoring repeal
of duty on all forms of Iumber—to the Committee on Ways and
Means. .

Also, petition of Stomps & Burkhbardt Company, against a
duty on rattan—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Hamilton Iron and Steel Company, Hamil-
ton, Ohio, against a duty of 50 cents on scrap iron—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of the Holbrock Brothers Company and the
Elder & Johnston Company, against increase of duty on
hosiery—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of the Third Congressional District
of Ohio, against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DODDS: Petition of ecitizens of Traverse City, Mich.,
against a duty on ten and coffee—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. FISH: Petitions of sundry citizens of West Ghent,
«of sundry citizens of Hudson, and of sundry citizens of Kinder-
hook, N. Y,, againsgt a duty on tea, coffee, cocoa, or spices—
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of the Twenty-first Congressional
District of New York, against a duty on tea and coffee—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of Prattsville, favoring a .duty on
lactarene—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FULLER : Petition of the Casein Manufacturing Com-
pany, of New York, favoring a duty on casein and lactarene—to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Wolf Brothers’ Shoe Company, of Columbus,
Ohio, favoring placing shoes on the free list—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of importers and jobbers of tea in the city of
Boston, Mass., against a duty on tea—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, pefition of Frank Gehring, general president of the
Lithographic International Protective and Beneficial Association
of the United States and Canada, favoring increase of duty on
post cards and lithographic products—to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. HANNA: Petition of citizens of Endres, N. Dak.,
against reduction of duty on barley—to the Commmittee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. LAFEAN: Petition of employees of Joseph Black &
Sons Company, of York, Pa., against any change in schedule on
hosiery—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. LANGHAM : Petition of Indiana and Reynoldsville
(Pa.) Lodges, Nos, 931 and 519, Benevolent and Protective Order
of Hlks, favoring a reserve for the American elk—to the Com-
mittee on the Public Lands,

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of A. F. Allemand, of Nebraska,
favoring repeal of duty on raw and refined sugars—io the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HENRY W. PALMER: Petition of citizens of the
Eleventh Congressional District of Pennsylvania, against a duty
on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROBINSON : Petition of Tim J. Pettit, Ernest Gibbs,
and others, against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BHEPPARD: Petition of H. Brown and others,
against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. TAYLOR of Ohio: Petition of Mr. W. M. Cole, Sam-
uel Garner, and many others, of Columbus, Ohio, against a duty
on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TOU VELLE: Petitions of Frank Plestinger, of
Greenville, and T. D. and G. E. Leist, of Kempton, ‘Ohio, favor-
ing reduction of duty on raw and refined sugars—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of Ohio, against a tax on tea and
coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of 15 ladies of Bluffton, Ohio, against increase
of duty on gloves, hosiery, cotton goods, woolen goods, ribbons,
tea, and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. WANGER : Petitions of Chalkley Styer, of Narcissa,
and 30 other residents of Monigomery County; of 50 residents
of Schwenksville; of John L. Kulp, of Bedminster, and 75 other
residents of Bucks County, all of the State of Pennsylvania, for
an amendment to the tariff bill removing casein and lactarene
from the free list and imposing a duty of 2} cents per pound on
unground casein or lactarene, and 2} cents per pound on ground
casein or lactarene—to the Commitiee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. YOUNG of Michigan: Petition of citizens of the
Twelfth Congressional District of Michigan, against a duty on
tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of citizens of Munising, Mich., and citizens of
Marinette, Wis., favoring retention of tariff on wood pulp, pulp,
and paper—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE.
Moxpax, April 5, 1909.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Edward E. Hale.

The Vice-President being absent, the President pro tempore
took the chair.

Mr. Samuen D. McEXERY, a Senator from the State of Louisi-
ana, appeared in his seat to-day.

The Journal of the proceedings of Thursday last was read
and approved. :

ADJOURNMENT TO THURSDAY,

Mr. HALE. I move that when the Senate adjourns to-day it
be to meet on Thursday next.

The motion was agreed to.

MESSAGE FTROM THE HOUSE,

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. W. J.
Browning, its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed
a joint resolution (H. J. Res. 88) repealing joint resolution
to provide for the distribution by Members of the Sixtieth Con-
gress of documents, reports, and other publications, approved
m 2, 1909, in which it requested the concurrence of the

ate.
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore presented a concurrent reso-
lution of the legislative assembly of the Territory of Hawaii,
which was referred to the Committee on Finance and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

Concurrent resolution.

Be it lved the h tatd the Territo
st :’ﬁ"mz? wncunia:‘:fe) :nf PP o S

Whereas the of the United States is about to conslder the
revision of the law relating to the tariff on imporis; and

Whereas the country is committed to the r&;mcj le of
tarift, ;;hlch shall also prndgeee A large proportion

enues Government : it

Resolved, That the following facts be lald before Congress for com-
]s‘i‘duratll:n i}y it in connection with sald proposed revislon of the tariff

w, vig:

1. At the time the present tariff law was enacted the United States
wowned no coffee-producing territory, necessitating no d“[TﬁY on coflen as
a protective measure, and the eurrent revenune was sufficient wirthout
imp&;hﬁ a tﬁ.r{n? on coffee for revenue only ; conscquently coffee is now
on the free lis

a protective
of the necessary rev-
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