260

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MArconm 30,

Also, petition of H. L. Berger and 22 others, of Muncy, Pa.,
for removal of duty on hides—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of Local Union No. 929, United Mine Workers
of America, of Oglesby, Ill., against decision of Judge Wright in
relation to Samuel Gompers, Mitchell, and Morrison—to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Schwarzenbach Brewing Company, of Gale-
ton, Pa., for removal of duty from Canadian barley—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: Petition of Mercer County
local Socialist party, of Trenton, N. J., for abrogation of treaty
with Russia—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petition of Trenton (N. J.) Lodge, No. 105, Benevolent
and Protective Order of Elks, for a reserve in Wyoming for the
American elk—to the Committee on the Public Lands.

Algo, petition of citizens of Clinton, N. J., against parcels-
post and postal savings bank legislation—to the Committee on
the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Tuespay, March 30, 1909.

The House met at 10 o’clock a. m., and was called to order by
Mr. Browning, its Chief Clerk, who read the following letter:

I hereby designate Hon. JAMES B. PERKINS, of New York, as
Speaker pro tempore.

J. G. CaxxoxN, Speaker.

SrEAKER'S RoOM. d

Mr. PERKINS assumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore and
called the Hounse to order.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

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-
sideration of the bill H. R. 1438, the tariff bill, Mr. OrMsTED in
the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BArTLETT] expected to be heard this morn-
ing, but is unable to be present. The Chair will, for the con-
venience of Members, state he will recognize first the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Cox] for thirty minutes, then the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. HucHES] for thirty minutes, then Mr. BATES,
followed by Mr. VReeLAxD, of New York. The gen#leman from
Ohio [Mr, Cox] is recognized for thirty minutes.

Mr. COX of Ohio, Mr. Chairman, in going into a discussion
of this subject I speak as the representative of a district which
not only produces but exports more manufactured goods than
any distriet in America. The third Ohio distriet within its his-
tory, in the persons of Gen. Robert Schenck and Lewis D.
Campbell, has twice supplied the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee, a distinction enjoyed by no other distriet; so
that beyond commercial considerations it has always taken a
keen interest in the affairs of the tariff. I believe it is entirely
worthy of remark that this industrial center has not been a
part of the attempted misrepresentations in the tariff hearings
before the Committee on Ways and Means. I am sure that I
speak entirely within the truth when I assert that not one man-
ufacturer from this very important industrial scene has asked
for a schedule or a set of schedules in his own behalf at the
expense of the great American consumer. Our vast industrial
concerns not only feel secure against foreign invasion, but,
centlemen, they stand ready to beat any foreign competitor
upon his own soil if this Government will give them half a
chance. The reason for this primarily is that we have reached
an uncommon development in the manufacturing art, and inas-
much as it is fair to assume that newer industrial centers will
in time attain this same status, then it is entirely proper that
certain of our conditions as affected by the tariff should be
cited as a warning to every industrial community in this coun-
try. 1 desire, therefore, to ask the Clerk to read the following
letter.

The Clerk read as follows:

Tae DAVIs SEWING MACHINE COMPANT,
Dayton, Ohio, U. B. A., March 25, 1909.
Hoa'I}I:::.:rgsa?lkggfésmmﬂcem Washington, D. 10.
: ly to your telegram, we eave to advise you
nnD::cil?nT ntInG;f-?ngny aorkLﬁ fmdlg} thehelgostlfavored—natio{ d:?;:;
with othef foreign countries, at country is in a better position to
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manufacture and ship se machines and bicycles into Russl
France, and the other continental countries at about one-half the tari
that is imposed upon the American products in this line.

If your honorable body could see its way clear to reduce the tariff
on sewing machines and bicycles to about 20 per cent, instead of 45
per cent, we would then be in a position where our foreign trade could
go to their countries and ask for a reduction on American-made prod-
ucts in this line. Otherwise, we armoing to be comi)elled to give u
our forelgn business entirely or establish factories in Germany ug
Russia, and possibly France. If we do this, it will decrease our workin
force in this country over onme-third, and eventually probably one-hal
as we are making strenuous efforts to build up a large forelgn trade,
and if our Government is not gol to stand back of us and help us
to take care of it, b{ puttcieﬂ; us as %ood a position as Germany
is in, we are going to be for to do one of the above-mentioned things,
We have been urgently solicited for the past five years by our customers
in France and Germany to establish a factory in those countries, and
we have had under consideration the building of a factory in Germany,
but have lived in hopes that our Government wonld do something to
relieve the situation; consequently, we have been waiting to see what
would be done by the present administration. By bullding a factory in
German{ we can reach the other countries on the same basis that our
competitors are reaching them, and that would relieve the situation
just that much.

The Singer Sewing Machine Company have established factories in
Canada, England, Germany, and Russia, much to the detriment of the
workingmen of this country, which would all have been obviated had
we been doing business with the other countries as one of the most
favored nations.

Thanking éou for taking up this question with us, and hoping that
ou will be able to induce your co-Members to relieve this situation, we
eg to remain,

Yours, very respectfully,

TaE Divis Sgwixg Macmixe Co.,
F. T. HUFFMAN, President.

Mr. COX of Ohio. Gentlemen, that concern employs 3,000
skilled workmen. It turns out 600 sewing machines and 200
bicycles every day, and it is the largest independent sewing-
machine factory in the world, and likewise the largest inde-
pendent bicycle concern in the world. This factory has asked
the Committee on Ways and Means to reduce the tariff on its
finished products—sewing machines and bicycles—but the re-
quest has not been heeded. And now I ask, not in defiance, but
in most respectful inquiry of the framers and the advocates of
this bill, that they point out a single provision within it which
will reach this very situation described in that letter, namely,
that under the present intolerable conditions of the prohibitory
tariff they will be compelled to establish factories abroad, and
thus divide and disintegrate this large industrial concern in
Ohio. You have in the construction of this bill abrogated the
right to make trade agreements. The State Department has the
inherent right under the Constitution to make treaties; but if a
reciproecity treaty disturbs a single tariff schedule, then it must
come to Congress. You have insisted that your minimum and
your maximum arrangement would so regulate the industrial
affairs as between this country and foreign countries as would
well conserve our industrial institutions. I nmow ask you to
show me wherein your maximum and minimum arrangement
will provide for the very situation which is so eloguently pointed
out by this large industrial concern from the Miami Valley, in
Ohio.

If it fails in this, then is it not entirely fair to assume that
it is absolutely impractical? Gentlemen, you from the dis-
tricts of vested interests, which know nothing of the wide
commerce of the world, will understand within a very few years
that your maximum and minimum arrangement is not worth
the paper that it is written on. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] If it fails in this, it will fail generally, because in the
large affairs of commerce this is bound to be a very common
oceurrence. You are going to find that in matters of world-
wide industry there must be brought to the situation the human
agency of negotiation and compromise. An “automatic,”
mechanical legislative device will not reach. And in this con-
nection I want to read from another large concern in our part
of the country—the Computing Scale Company, of Dayton—the
following :

Our product is not greatly affected by an Import tariff. T refer now
to the finlshed product. It is, however, somewhat affected by Import
duty on raw material of several kinds, and with two exceptions this
import duty cuts little figure, either one way or the other, in our
product.

- & » L] - » Y -

The writer, who has personally conducted the extension of our trade
Into all foreign countries, has been forced to the conclusion that the
high-tarif wall surrounding our own cmu'll:r,al has been considered a
very important factor to be overcome by the officials whose duty it was
to consider the acceptance of our goods In those countries. I think the
same condition exists, in a great measure, with respect to many food

roducts that are Import into forelgn countries. This prejudice,
owever, we have not found to extend to the tradesmen generally; it
might lm:l:asl()lmlly, but not to a sufficient amount to consider at all
seriously.

That is to say, the fact that our country has the reputation in all
countries abroad of being one of high protection, and in many in-
stances a prohibitive tariff, creates, according to my observation, a

rejudice against us, and where it is possible to do so prevents the
ntroduction of American goods into those countries. It matters not
so much the particular kind of goods, or the tariff having a bearing
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officials in their effort to prevent the importation of American goods,
as far as It is within their power to prevent it, into their country.

This concern, gentlemen, works close to 1,000 men, and by rea-
gon of their ingenuity and the concern having developed a
high-class system of salesmanship, it has been introducing its
wares in all parts of the world. These two plants are in the
busiest industrial center on earth, covering acres of ground,
and they represent vast sums in investment besides the welfare
of thousands of human units in our industrial life,

And now I ask the gentlemen on that side of the Chamber
what becomes of your protection to American capital and to
American workmen? In working out the problem which has
been disclosed by these two letters, we will find that the tariff
question after all resolves itself into the simple plan described
and advocated by Thomas Jefferson himself, that we should
receive into onr country upon the most advantageous terms
possible the products which we need from abroad, and those
foreign countries should give a like concession with respect to
American products which have a market in those parts.

Now, approaching the tariff bill proper—and I can assure
this House, which I presume is much wearied already by tariff
debate, that I do not intend an academic discussion of this
subject—let us briefly view the situation. In reading the
tariff platforms of the Republican party from 18384 until 1904,
twenty years, you do not find the word “ revenue” forming a
part of a party pledge, promise, or creed. The ringing note is
protection. Now we find our Republican friends coming into
this House and reporting a tariff scheme in which the dominant
idea is revenue. We have only to read the speech of the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Pay~e] himself to clearly see that
the feature of revenue is dominant in his mind. In fact, gen-
tlemen, after sitting here and listening to the speeches from the
other side of the Chamber for many days, I have not yet heard
one nursery yarn or rhyme about infant industries. [Applause
on the Democratic side.] Here is what Chairman Pay~e has
to =say on revenue, and I believe it clearly indicates that we
need the money badly :

The time has come to hunt for more revenue in a tariff bill.

Further along he says:

The question of revenue In this bill is & very gerions matter,

Then, in discussing the glove schedule, the gentleman from
New York said:
We need the revenue now.

Mr. JAMES. That is the reason they raised the tariff on
gloves, I imagine?

Mr. COX of Ohio. Yes, sir. Is it any wonder, gentlemen, in
the face of this declaration by the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee, that that wise old gentleman from the
Northwest, “Jim " Hill, should say in the dispatches this
morning in reply to a reportorial inquiry as to when we would
have a recovery of industrial conditions—

One of the great things that hangs over the country Is the enormous
federal expenditure.

I ingunire now, gentlemen, whether in this change of front
from protection to revenue some unseemly happening has not
intervened, some great emergency has not appeared? Explana-
tion seems to be afforded by the circumstance of a deficiency of
$150,000,000 in the present fiscal affairs of the Government; a
continuity of wild finance which has gone on now for several
years, and which has compelled the word * revenue” to become
the ruling phrase in the language of the Republican party. For
the four years ending 1908 our Government has spent $33,000,-
000 more than it cost to carry on the four years of civil war:
and for the four years ending 1905, $235,000,000 more than in
the previous four years, during which the Spanish war was
fought. Is it any wonder, gentlemen, that in the face of this
situation our friends have been driven beyond the method of
collecting money by customs duties and internal revenue to
another and a new form of federal revenue known as the *“in-
heritance tax?"

This device in 33 States will bring aboutsa double system of
taxation. Let us inguire whether the gentlemen on the other
side of the Chamber have come to it as an ethical measure or
one of necessity. I believe that the words of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PaAy~NE] himself are sufficient:.

We believe this the best method of collecting this amount of money—
£20,000,000.

So when our Republican friends take the stump and insist
that they have come to the inheritance-tax idea because it is
ethical and right, the words of Chairman Pay~NeE himself will
show that they adopt it under the stress of sheer necessity.
Then we observe the chairman of the Ways and Means Com-
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mittee making the monstrous statement that in making up an
exhibit of the present financial affairs of the Government there
is no necessity for counting the $60,000,000 charged off for the
sinking fund as part of our current expenses. I submit to the
Members of this House and to the American people whether this
radical departure from common business form and prudence
does not clearly index the state of the fiscal affairs of this Gov-
ernment. There is not a private enterprise on the face of the
earth which could issue and sell its bonds without a sinking °
fund. I do not believe the Standard Oil Company could sell its
bonds to American investors if a sinking fund were not provided.

Then the gentleman, in discussing the Panama Canal, stated :

It has been built for the ages, and the generations to come should
pay for it.

If that be true, gentlemen—and I have no disposition to ques-
tion that theory—then I ask how the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Payxe] justifies our present delinquency in meeting the
bonds of past generations? About the same time I read in a
New York paper a statement from another member of the Ways
and Means Committee [Mr. BouTeLL], in which he says:

There is no necessity in computing our present expenses to take
into account this £60,000,000, It is necessary to have a large interest-
bearing debt to take care of the banking interests of the country.

I have no doubt that the bankers of our country will be both
interested and surprised to know that they can only keep go-
ing forward by the Government going backward, and that their
growth and development are contingent entirely upon the Gov-
ernment spending more than its income. Gentlemen, if the
Government were a private enterprise and conducted its affairs
with such radiecal disregard for the rules of common business
sense, it would bave been in the hands of a receiver long ago.
[Laughter and applause.]

Before leaving the question of party platforms, I want to
have just a word to say about the enunciation of 1884, because
that is a circumstance of history that deserves to be written
in letters of gold on the front of this Capitol; in that instance
the Republican leaders in Congress kept a campaign pledge. It
stated its purpose In these words:

We will revise the inequalities in the tariff and reduce the surplus.

Now, gentlemen, that solemn covenant was kept as between
them and the American people; and they more than kept their
promise; because no sooner were they in office than they not
only reduced the surplus, but they wiped it out of existence.
[Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.] Then there
is another anecdote of history to which the gentleman from
New York himself adverted. In the brief time allotted to the
distinguished gentleman from New York, naturally a good many
things were omitted. [Laughter.] He told you that * When
we framed the McKinley bill we had a surplug, and it was un-
necessary to put a tax upon sugar.” I know that it is an
inadvertence entirely which accounts for the failure of the
gentleman to say to this House that this surplus was given to
the Republicans by the Democratic administration of Grover
Cleveland. [Applause.] By the way, it was the largest sur-
plus in history.

Now, there are other propositions besides the tariff for
revenue, upon which the parties have agreed by the Republicans
changing front. A good many years ago that magnificent old
statesman, the old Roman, Allen G. Thurman, of Ohio, made
the statement that “ the tariff is a tax,” and his political op-
ponents insisted that he was crazy. It was their contention that
“the foreigner pays the tax.” I ask whether it is not signifi-
cant that this old worn-out, threadbare phrase has not been
stalking about these floors for the last ten or twelve days?
[Laughter and applause.] But we are all gratified that both
parties have agreed that “ the tariff is a tax,” because the people
can clearly understand that under the stupendous expenses of
the Government it is they, by direct, indirect, and insidious
taxes, who are paying the bills, and the matter of responsibility
ecan be very clearly and distinctly placed. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Leaving the feature of revenue and coming to that of revision,
we find that the Republican declaration in behalf of this latter
principle is also due to a remarkable change in affairs. For
years our Republican friends adhered, without qualifieation or
reserve, to the idea of protection, and as years went on they did
not even advance logic in support of that attitude, the American
people simply being advised that they meant to stand pat.
Now, if we go into the meaning of this very polite expression
and endeavor to ascertain from those who know something
about the game we are told that the man who stands pat has
the means within his hands to do as he pleases,

A MemBER, Not always.
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Mr. COX of Ohio. If we further follow the thread of infor-
mation, we are told that the man who continuously stands pat
has something to do with the deal. [Laughter.] As the gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. Crark] said the other day, the Repub-
lican leaders and the Republican convention were so thoroughly
alarmed by the state of public temper that they promised a re-
vision, and that they clearly understand the exact feeling of the
American people is evidenced by this excerpt from the report
 of the majority members of the Committee on Ways and Means:

In the formation of the bill the committee has had no easy task.
There has been a popular demand, more or less widespread, for a gen-
eral cutting of rates.

So, then, gentlemen, our Republican friends, on pretense, are
for revision, and we will accept this bill as their conception of
what tariff revision is; such a revision as conditions warrant
and public opinion demands. If the bill fafls in this require-
ment, then the Republicans may very properly be charged
either with bad faith or incompetency, and the slogan can no
longer be “The tariff must be revised by its frlends.” but it
must be revised by the only party which, on promise and pre-
tense, has always been for a revision downward. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

The Democracy under the present circumstances is the great
political party of opposition; but in the present instance I
sincerely hope that it will not be a party of obstruction, and
there does not seem to be any indication of that spirit. I trust
ihht by respectful and vigorous contention and debate, but not
by filibuster, it will seek to procure the adoption of the follow-
ing amendments:

First. Free coffee, without any countervailing duty.

Second. Free tea.

Third. Free boots and shoes, as well as free hides,

Fourth. Free lumber.

Fifth, The repeal of the preferential duty on refined sugar.

Sixth. The repeal of the countervailing duty on oil.

Seventh. A constitutional income tax.

Eighth. Free zinc,

Ninth. Such a reduction on woolen goods, blankets, and so
forth, as will wipe out a prohibition of exports, thus supplying
revenue and bringing the cost of clothing down to equitable

rices.
® If to these amendments could be joined schedules for the pri-
mary purpose of revenue, it counld be so distributed as to accom-
plish three things:

First. Provide a sufficient differential in the labor cost at
home and abroad.

Second. Wipe out prohibitory features.

Third. Apportion in an equitable way the burdens of taxa-
tion.

By so doing, gentlemen, we will have shown due, proper, and
humane consideration for the great masses of the working
people at home, who have neither the means nor the opportunity
to come here and maintain a lobby, to give lavish banquets, or
to maintain the expense of a systematic propaganda in their
interest. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman have fifteen minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair will state that that is not
necessary. Under the rule, a gentleman obtaining the floor is
strictly entitled to an hour, but the Chair has been able to recog-
nize gentlemen who stated that they desired a shorter time.
The gentleman is recognized for fifteen minutes more.

Mr. COX of Ohio. If we fail, gentlemen, in our endeavors
to accomplish these things, then I say that this scheme of
finance and economics should be submitted to the American
people at the earliest possible opportunity, and that it themn
be given a practical demonstration. The administration of
President Taft will then have been regularly begun. There is a
good measure of belief that his policies will be contrary to those
of the Republican leaders. Public opinion in the future, based
upon the results and operation of this bill, will either be con-
firmatory of that idea or it will be apparent that the adminis-
tration, with Theodore Roosevelt far away in the fastnesses
of Africa, has drifted back again to the old beaten paths of the
Republican party. And the moment that becomes apparent the
campaign preliminary to the Sixty-second Congress will have
begun, and without formality. The gentlemen on the other side
of the Chamber must not be surprised if it opens about the
breakfast tables in millions of American homes, which will be
the scene not only of discussion, but firm resolves as to the
future.

In fact, you are apt to observe the strongest tempest that
ever came from a teapot or a coffee pot. [Laughter.] I be-
lieve that the prevalent opinion in our part of the country is

that our Nation will not take rank commensurate with its op-
portunities until we adopt a more practical way of making
tariff measures; and yet we must all admit that every member
of the present Committee on Ways and Means has won the
everlasting gratitude of the American people. It has adduced
information that is an invaluable contribution to the economic
literature of the time, and yet who will deny that it is full of
misinformation?

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Crarg] has pointed out
some very humorous items of misrepresentation. In going
through the hearings I have found a couple of very entertain-
ing contributions to the history of the times myself. We find
one iron man who admitted that he was worth $4,000,000. Mr.
Crark asked him how he made the money, and he said in the
quiet pursuits of a farmer. [Laughter.] It would have been
just as credible if he had stated that he had availed himself of
the wonderful opportunities afforded by the free list of the
Dingley bill, and that he had imported acorns, grown forests,
and got rich in the lumber business. [Laughter and applause
on the Democratic side.]

I want to call attention to another witness whose testimony
has not been given on this floor. He appeared as the representa-
tive of the roller bearing companies. Notwithstanding the duty
is now 50 per cent, this gentleman asked for 10 per cent more.
On this subject he said:

The followin ives the prices at which the bearlngs are being
sold in Englan and ermany and at which they are being sold in the
United States, the article In each case being identically the same shape,

size, welghl:. design, material used, and construction, and alike In every
particular :

England.| Germany. Ef;::g_
Pr!ee of bearings L] §1.44 $1.50 .25
...... 1.38 1.4 2,13
Dﬂ 1.62 1.68 2,49
Do 2,04 1.96 202
Do. S 3.84 8.84 5.76

He then made two remarkable statements: That if tariff con-
ditions caused the slightest reduction in prices, his concern
would go out of business; and, second, that if the import duty
was not satisfactory he would cut the wages of his men—the
same old bluff. If to the table this witness submits you add the
present duty of 50 per cent on the foreign articles, you have
thgscsle figures of selling prices on English, German, and American
goods:

England.| Germany. gﬁf:ﬁg
Price of bearings $2.18 $2.25 $£.25
R e 2 2.01 2.16 2.13
Do 2.48 2.5 2.49
Do.. 3.08 2.94 2.92
b o R PR 5.78 5.76 5.78

Note how ingeniously it works out and how closely the Amer-
jean and foreign prices have been brought together. Now, for
the truth. I have in my hand the prices at which a large auto-
mobile concern buys American and foreign ball beﬂrlnga. Here
are the figures on different sizes:

Amerjean.| Foreign.

Price of bearings. ... $1.17 $1.00
D S 1.33 2.10
e B e T - 2.20 3.60
o SRR s e = SRR SR e A A 1.78 2.76
Do 3.70 5.80
Do 8.87 6.50

In the table which the witness presents there is worked out
an average difference in selling price on each bearing of 1%
cents. As a matter of fact, he is deriving from the authentic
table made from the prices of the American manufacturer which
I bave quoted a differential in sale of almost $1 per bearing, or,
to be exact, the difference between $3.11, the foreign average,
and $2.26, the American average.

In this morning’s Washington Post a gentleman ealls atten-
tion to the fact that manufacturers of hosiery before the hear-
ing, even though they live in the same city, could not agree
Eﬁ:hjn 50 per cent as to what they pay for labor in this in-

ustry.

Now, gentlemen, I ask you how you can account for these
radical departures from the truth except upon the theory that
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the prohibitory tariff inspires such a lust for gain and gold that
these men come here and swear their souls down to the very
gates of hell in order to gain a government license to rob the
American people. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

But, after all, this testimony has served its purpose, because
it shows the travesty of the present method of making a tariff
bill. The point is this: Should men like Mr. CrLARK and the
gentleman from New York [Mr, Pay~sE], with their talents for
and training in statesmanship, be compelled to make of them-
selves a sort of combination public prosecutor and detective and
put these capitalists through the sweating process in order to
get the truth? The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] has
stated that the Members worked like galley slaves and doubtless
shortened their lives in so doing, and this calls attention to a
statement made by a United States Senator that at least three
Senators shortened their lives because of the arduous duties
imposed upon the Senate Committee on Finance when the Wil-
son-Gorman bill was in hearing,

Here is a more humane plan for tariff building and more
practical. TLet the Bureau of Statistics be enlarged in size,
scope, and operation. Let it arbitrarily be made nonpartisan.
Iet it collect data, bearing on costs, wages, and all economic
information to be derived in every part of the commercial
world. Bulletins can be published much the same as the De-
partment of Agriculture now operates; but it must be definitely
understood that these bulletins will relate to facts and not con-
clusions. Then, and not until then, will we have the truth
with reference to those conditions upon which a tariff bill must
be based. The objections in Congress to a tariff commission
seem to be that, like some commissions, it would be agitative, be-
cause it might be prone to deal in conclusions, which are always
more or less a part of human prejudice. The burean plan
would perform all the functions and purposes of a tariff com-
mission and not raise the objections. That President Roose-
velt had in mind just such a plan as this is clearly shown by
his message to Congress of March 25, 1908, when he suggested
that experts and statisticians be put to work at once in col-
lecting and putting together such information as could be pro-
cured all over the world, and which would be of interest in the
making of a tariff law. These agencies were in operation less
than a year. The Committee on Ways and Means is unani-
mous In its opinion that its work was invaluable, That being
true, how infinitely more useful it could be operating as a per-
manent thing. Let us take as a concrete case the Davis Sew-
ing Machine Company situation, whose letter has been read by
the Clerk, and show how this plan would work out. The Ohio
manufacturer would lodge his complaint, if that figure of
speech be permitted, with the Committee on Ways and Means.
That committee could then call upon the Bureau of Statistics
for all information bearing on the case and, in fact, ascertain
by negotiation what would be necessary to gain the desired end.

The whole matter could then be referred back to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means for action. As a matter of fact, by
the humane instrumentalities of negotiation more work could
be done in two months than will accrue from a whole year's
application of the maximum and minimum arrangement carried
by this bill. The higher development of commerce must depend
upon our working out the subtleties of trade, the science of
commerce, the creating of trade relations between this and
other countries.

The theory that a tariff law once enacted must not be touched
for ten or twelve years is a form of fetich that does not do
credit to the intelligence of the Nation. Nor does it seem right
that a committee as important in relation to the vital interests
of the people should, approximately speaking, have nothing to
do but once in a decade. Its doors should always be open.
If our business organism can not stand slight changes in tariff
policy occasionally, such as the evolutions of time suggest, then
we must be on very weak ground.

That the tariff conditions of the past and the present have
not been conducive to world-wide trade is clearly shown by
another statement of Chairman PAYNE, when, in the eloquent
close of his address, he said in these words: 3

1 believe this tariff bill will open up the ports of other countries.

Manifestly the ports of the world have not been open under
present tariff conditions, and I believe there is grave doubt
abont the Payne bill being expansive in its trade tendencies,
That America is not to-day exporting more than 3 per cent of
what she manufactures is not due to a lack of individual enter-
prise, but to the restrictive elements of a prohibitory tarifr,

In closing, I insist that from the view point of the great in-
dustrial centers of the Middle West, where our concerns sell
their products all over the world, it is plain that every element
combines for our supremacy. By geographical construction we

extend from as far north as Moscow to the latitude south of
Damascus and Sahara, with all the diversified climates common
to that wide range of territory, attracting the strongest blood
of the best nations of all the world, and working out that com-
posite being, the ideal American. Joined to that we have the
richest of necessary minerals and ample food products to feed
the world; and lying midway between the Occident on the east
and the Orient on the west, this commercial giant, this American
Nation, needs only the fetters broken that it may conquer the
markets of the world, and with that supremacy carry our great
works of civilization. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. STERLING].

Mr. STERLING. Mr. Chairman, I have long thought that
the duty on hides under the Dingley tariff was of great benefit
to the American farmer. I entertained that opinion when this
discussion began. I have listened with a great deal of diligence
to all that has been said in support of that provision of the
bill which puts hides on the free list to ascertain, if possible,
whether or not there was any reason for this action of the
committee. I listened to the gentleman from New York [Mr.
PAYNE] on that question and to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr., CrUMPACKER] and to the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. GarpNER]. I have heard the suggestions of the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. Weisse], who, as I understand it, is a
tanner and who presumably knows a great deal about the
hide business, and I submit that unto the present time I have
not heard one single suggestion that justifies the action of the
committee in taking hides off the dutiable list and admitting
them into our markets free.

Mr. WEISSH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. STERLING. I will.

Mr. WEISSE. I will try to enlighten the gentleman on this
matter if he will give me about five minutes’ time, and take it
out of our time.

Mr. STERLING. No; the gentleman can not take it out of
my time.

Mr. WEISSE. - I just wish to ask the gentleman a question.
Does the gentleman believe in protecting American labor?

Mr. STERLING. I do believe in protecting American labor,
and I will say to the gentleman this: That there is as great a
per cent in the value of every cattle hide produced in the corn
belt of this country as in almost any other manufactured arti-
cle produced in the United States. [Applause.]

IMr. WEISSE. If the gentleman will allow me another ques-
tion?

Mr. STERLING. Yes.

Mr. WEISSE. By taxing hides 15 per cent you keep the for-
eign hides out of the American market, out of the hands of the
tanner and the shoe manufacturer, and you force those hides
over to England, where they are tanned. This 15 per cent dis-
criminates against the American tanner and the leather manu-
facturer. One dollar’s worth of hide will produce $5 worth
of leather, $1.50 of which goes to labor, $3 for other raw mate-
rial. All of this is lost by this prohibitory tax of 15 per cent.

Mr. STERLING. That may be true, but the trouble with
this bill is that it does not remedy that situation. The gentle-
man's proposition is that instead of the tanner losing the $3, he
proposes to have the farmer lose it.

Mr. WEISSE. Ob, I beg the gentleman’'s pardon.

Mr. STERLING. That is what every Member that repre-
sents an agricultural district ought to stand against.

Mr. WEISSE., Mr. Chairman, I did not say that the tanner
lost $5. The gentleman misconstrues my statement, I said
the 15 per cent keeps out £5 worth of manufactured products
;vhich might be made in this country. Why not let the hides
n free?

Mr. STERLING. Mr. Chairman, that is the purpose of the
tariff on hides. It ought to keep out the foreign product to some
extent. 'That is the purpose of every protective tariff. The
gentleman's proposition is to open the flood gates and let in the
cheaper hides from South America and other countries, and the
American farmer is the man who must suffer. I realize that in
taking this position I take the risk of being styled by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. PAy~E] a “ demagogue,” according
to his utterance when he made his address the other day; but I
submit there was not a farmer, there was not a representative
of the farmers before the Ways and Means Committee during
all the time they had this bill under consideration. There was
not anyone there to speak for the farmer; and if the Members
on the floor of this House who represent agricultural districts
do not speak for him and look after his interests—and there
seem to be plenty here to look out for the interests of the tan-
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ners and the packers and the shoemakers—then who will speak
for the farmer?

Now, there has been some suggestion made here to the effect
that the Dingley tariff bill has not worked successfully or sat-
isfactorily in all instances. The gentleman from New York
suggested that hides coming from South America did not come
here in the raw form—they went to England, were tanned
there, and came over here as manufactured leather, which went
on the American market to the detriment of the American tan-
npers. This bill does not cure that defect in the law. What
have they done? They have not only taken the duty off hides,
but they have practically taken the duty off leather, so that
this bill will not remedy that sitnation. The hides will still go
to Europe, although they may come into our ports free, and
they will be tanned there just as they have been, and then
they will come to the American market and come in free in the
form of free leather, so that the situation will not be changed
a. particle. The way to remedy that situation, if it is a defect,
is to raise the duty on leather so that the hides will come here
in the first instance and will not be tanned in Europe, but will
come here in the form of rawhides, and give to the American
tanner an opportunity to do the work and the American labor-
ers the benefit of tanning the hides which we use in our
markets,

Hides, however, from South America do not go to BEurope to
be tanned on account of the Dingley tariff so much as for an-
other reason. Hides from the Argentine intended for the
American market go first to Europe because the ships go that
way, and they simply stop in transit, are tanned in Europe be-
cause of the cheaper labor there, and then continue to the
American markets, the importers of these hides preferring to
pay the American duty on tanned leather rather than on the
raw hides. If we had American ships between the ports of South
America and the ports of the United States, the hides and other
exports from that country intended for the American market
would come direct here. We are offered these two remedies for
relief under the Dingley law—either raise the duty on leather
or establish a line of American ships between our ports and
South America.

Another gentleman suggests, and I think it was the gentle-
man from Wisconsin, that under the present method foreign
hides come in free and are tanned and then sent out again and
draw from the Treasury of the United States the tariff that
they had already paid. Well, by that method we get some
benefit. We get the benefit of having American labor tan the
hides, and if we are not satisfied with that, this bill will not
remedy it. Let us refuse to return the duty which these hides
paid on entering our market, and keep it in the Treasury of the
United States, and then increase, if necessary, the duty on
leather; that will give the American tanner an equal chance
with the tanners of other countries.

Another fault has been found with the Dingley bill that this
bill does not remedy. It is sald that the hides of cattle which
go abroad, that are exported to foreign countries, must pay a
duty when they return to the United States. I think that this
is a mooted question. I think it has not been decided as to
whether they should pay a duty or not; but if so, it is easy
enough to remedy the Dingley bill by providing in this bill that
when cattle go abroad and the hides are returned to our market
that they may come in free. That would be a benefit to the ex-
porters of American cattle. These gentlemen have tried to give
solace to the American farmer by saying that when the tariff
has been taken off hides he can buy his shoes and his harness
cheaper than he could before; that this is his compensation for
giving up the protection which he now has on the hides which
he produces. It is a fundamental principle of protection that
the man who produces the raw material is benefited by a duty
on the article manufactured from that raw material.

A duty on boots and shoes is of benefit to the man who pro-
duces hides; a duty on leather is of benefit to the man who
produces hides, and you say here, to compensate the farmer,
that you have reduced the duty on shoes 40 per cent; that you
have reduced it from 25 to 15 per cent. I say when you have
done that you bhave hit the American farmer. You have reduced
ihe duty on leather from 20 to 5 per cent, and when you do that
you hit the American farmer. Then, again, you take the tariff
off of hides entirely, so that he can not protect himself against
the foreign importer of raw hides nor against the men who tan
the hides in this country nor against the manufacturer of boots
and shoes. You take the duty off boots and shoes to reduce the
value of the products of the manufacturer. He presses down
the price which he pays to the tanner. You take the duty off

leather, and the tanner presses down the price which he pays to
the producer of raw hides, and all along the line of this ques-

tion of hides and leather and the manufacture of hides and
leather the American farmer is receiving the worst of it. I
submit that it is not a fair and equitable bill for him. Why, the
gentleman from New York said the other day that the American
farmer had prospered.

It is true that he has and he is prospering by reason of the
protection to a large extent that he receives under the Dingley
bill, but is he not entitled to a share of the prosperity which the
country enjoys? Everybody has been prosperous. Almost every
industry in the United States has done well in the last twelve
years, and the farmer is not complaining, because he realizes
the fact that he has enjoyed his due share of the prosperity.
He is entitled to it; and I submit it is not right now that we,
in undertaking to frame legislation that will help the industries
of the country, single out the agricultural industry, the greatest
of them all in all the land, and let it suffer and let the others
prosper at its expense.

» M};. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield for a ques-
on

Mr. STERLING. Yes.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I quite agree with the gentleman as
to the injustice apparently done to the farmer along this line,
but let me put this inquiry: Under section 29, what is known
as the “drawback section” of the statute, which enables the
manufacturers of this country under the drawback provision
to get free materials with which to manufacture goods, provided
he exports those goods, does not the gentleman believe that that
is a discrimination in the interest of the foreign farmer against
the interest of the home farmer, when the same manufacturer
is compelled to buy the material out of which he manufac-
tures the farmer's produets, in a high protected market in this

country?

Mr. STERLING. Well, now, I do not know that I under-
stand the gentleman’s gquestion. I do say this: It has been sug-
gested here by some of these gentlemen who seem to be very
much concerned about maintaining free hides in this bill that
hides have gone up since this bill was reported into the House.
One gentleman suggested—intimated, at least—that it was this
proposition to assault the raw hides industry of the country
that causes this inerease in the value of hides. It may be
true that hides have gone up, but the reason of that is simply
this, that the importer of hides is waiting until the flood gates
are opened by this bill. The importer of hides is stacking
them up now just outside the line. When this bill is passed
these American hides will not be higher on the market than
they are now. They will go down and down and down when
that flood of foreign hides comes in, and the American farmer
must inevitably suffer from it.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield for one more

question ?

Mr. STERLING. If the gentleman will be brief about it.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Is it a fact that ealfskins went up
when they were placed on the free list, instead of down?

Mr. STERLING. There may be two reasons for that. Now,
I am agreeing that the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. WErssE]
was correct when he said that calfskins went up faster than
cattle skins, and calfskins are on the free list. Why? In the
first place, the value of the full-grown steer, the value of the
full-grown dairy cow, determines the value of the ecalf, and
calves are higher, of course, when the grown animal is worth
more on the market. And then there is another reason why
calfskins went up along with eattle skins, and that is this: That
when cattle skins are high, when leather made from cattle skins
is high, calfskins can be used economically in many places, and
that produces a greater demand for calfskins, The tariff on
cattle hides helps the farmer all along the line. It helps to
make a market for all animal hides which the farmer produces,

1t is not sufficlent to justify this attack on the hide industry
nf this country to say that the cattle grower gets no benefit
from the tariff on hides. Why is not the influence of a duty on
hides the same as it is on any other American product? Hides
are the finished product of the cattle grower; and if the duty on
them hinders the foreign product from entering our markets, he
is benefited to that degree. The benefits which he derives from
this protection can be measured in the same‘way as the benefits
of protection to any other article. It will not be denied that
under the Dingley tariff bill the prices of hides have generally
been better, steadier, and firmer than they were under free
trade.

Here is a transaction which occurred some weeks ago at the
Union Stock Yards at Chicago, which I think is conclusive of
the fact that when cattle are sold on the hoof the hides are
figured by the purchaser as a very important factor in the
transaction. Among a carload of fat steers which reached the
market was one that had been injured on the head and as a
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live animal could not pass inspection. The steer was slaugh-
tered and a post-mortem examination made, and the state
veterinarian pronounced the meat good, and the animal was sold
in the butchered state on the market, in the same market, too,
in which the rest of the carload was sold. The following is the
statement of the account:
CaI1cAGO Lave STOCK EXCHANGE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Union Btock Yards, Chicago, ITl.

Statement of the disposition of one carcass of beef and its offal, pro-
nounced fit for food by the state veterinarian of the State of Illinois at
g;ogt-mfgtogm examination thereof held in the eity of Chicago on Octo-

audy

Owner, Lee L. 8, Com. Co. Tag No. 8.
Sold to M. C. Dea.
CREDIT.
By four quarters of beef, T65 pounds, at $6.50 $49.72
By I:mtte;':t stock, 38 p ds, at $8.55 3.25
H{de. 79 pounds, at §11.38 B.99
By head, tongue, etc. . 60
62. 56
DEBIT.
To slaughtering, dressing, chilling, and dellvering carcass. $0. 97
To feed and petty mdd‘gntal expenses. 1.18 a2 an
Net proceeds 60, 41

RADCLIFFE BROTHERS, Deater, Kans.

This shows that the hide brought $8.99, nearly one-fifth as

much as the four guarters brought and more than one-seventh
of the entire value of the steer. How can it be said that the
hide of this animal would not have figured as a very important
element in his value if he had been sold on hoof? The farmer
would have realized just as much for the hide of this animal
if he had been sold alive as when butchered. He realized just
as much from the hides of the other animals which he sold as
he realized from this one.
_ The purpose of our forefathers in establishing protection to
American industries was to create a market for the products
of the American farm and garden by building up manufacturing
industries, It was not thought necessary then to impose a tariff
duty on agricultural products, and they were on the free list until
1861. A duty was imposed on them then as a war measure and,
among other things produced on the farm, a duty was placed on
hides. These duties on agricultural products at that time were
considered purely for revenue purposes, and when the war was
;)g% this duty was taken off. The duty was taken off hides in
The protective policy accomplished its purpose. It built up
great manufacturing industries throughout the United States,
and the farmer received much benefit from this because of the
fact that it furnished him a home market, although his prod-
ucts were on the free list, By and by the agriculturists of
other countries discovered this splendid market and sought to
steal it from the American farmer. The American farmer com-
plained, and in 1890 the Republican party, in the McKinley
tariff law, placed the duty on agricultural products.

The framers of the Dingley law acted on the same theory and
attempted to protect the American farmer in his first right to
the American market, by imposing a duty on nearly all agri-
cultural products. The Dingley law placed a tariff duty on
grains of all kind, and hay and fruit and the productis of the
dairy, and on poultry and on hides, and I wish to say that that
is the reason the American farmer has prospered during the
reign of the Dingley tariff, and you offer no excuse now for
irying to strike down this prosperity by putting hides on the
free list. There was never a time when the farmer needed
protection more than he does now on this produet. South
America, with its cheap and fertile land, can produce cattle and
hides cheaper than the American farmer can, and can produce
them in immense quantities. The American farmer, with his
high-priced land and high-priced labor, is bound to suffer from
this unequal competition.

The gentleman from New York spoke very eloquently the other
day in justification of the committes in reducing the duty on
lumber from two to one dollar per thousand. He spoke so
eloquently that I was convinced that the committee would be
justified in placing lumber on the free list. He said it was in
the interest of the millions who consumed lumber and against
the few who owned it that the tariff be reduced on lumber. For
the same reason he ought to favor the retention of the present
duty on hides. I am for free lnmber, because the millions use
it and the very few own it. I am for protecting hides, because
the millions produce them and the few tan them.

Mr. HUGHES of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, as a new Member
from Georgia I feel it is my duty to express some views upon
this great guestion of tariff. I am from the rank and file of

the producers of this country; producers ¢f actual wealth from
the soil, who in the year 1908 created $8,000,000,000 of wealth,
being $8 per capita for a population of 100,000,000 people of
this great Union. This wealth was created by the plow and
the hoe. I sincerely hope that in the end, in this House of Rep-
resentatives, we shall realize this fact and have only one ambi-
tion, and let that ambition be to labor not for the trust, the
combinations, and the mighty magnates of wealth, but for the
good of our common country, so that the burden of taxation will
fall equally upon all. [Applause on the Democratic side.] As
I lift my voice in behalf of the yeomanry of the State of my
birth, I declare that it is the magnificent cotton crop of the
South which keeps intact our gold reserve, and upon this crop
largely depends the financial prosperity of this great country,
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Georgia, the empire State of the South, which in recent years
has multiplied her manufactures of various products to an
extent unprecedented perhaps in the history of any other Com-
monwealth, is largely agricultural. She is the second cotton
State and the first in the output of peaches.

Tariff revision and tariff reform, Mr. Chairman, are terms
which, in the minds of some people seem to be synonymous;
yet the results accomplished by the one and those. achieved by
the other may lie as far asunder as the poles. It is greatly to
be desired that the work now undertaken by Congress may
prove to be a reform as well as a revision, but I trust I shall be
pardoned for entertaining very serious doubts on that point.
Certainly a study of the provisions of the bill now before this
House does not lead me to look upon it as a reformatory meas-
ure, Revisionary it is, without a doubt, but is it so In the right
direction and in the proper measure? That is the question, I
shall not enter upon an exhaustive analysis of its schedules.

There is, however, one feature of the pending bill to which I
feel I can address myself without running the risk of becoming
involved in abstruse argument, and that is the relation which
tariff legislation bears to the interests of the farmer. The
tariff has borne more oppressively on the farmer than upon any
other class of the population of the United States. All of them
have been framed with the greatest care for the interests of the
manufacturer, who is gunarded on every side by protection.
The farmer has not had much consideration; on the contrary,
the protection given to the manufacturer has had the effect of
making and keeping prices on every article of domestic consump-
tion so high that a most grievous burden has been placed thereby -
on the farmer's back.

AGRICULTUEE'S CONTRIBUTION TO XATIONAL WEALTH.

The people of the United States are justly proud of this coun-
try’s eminence as one of the great manufacturing nations of the
world, and on every possible occasion we extol our greatness
in this respect by pointing to the magnificent total of exports of
our manufactured products. But in this glorification of the
American manufacturers the still greater glory of the American
farmer is almost lost sight of. And yet, Mr. Chairman, it is the
farmer that has given this country the balance of trade for the
last ten years. Let us keep this fact well in mind, for I fear
greatly, sir, that with our rapidly growing population and the
consequently expanding home consumption our exports of bread-

will necessarily diminish within the near future, if, in-
deed, this decrease has not already begun, for I note in the
Monthly Summary of Commerce and Finance for December,
1908, that our exports of these commodities were in 1907 §214,-
639,465, and in 1908, $196,262,583, a difference of $18,37G,832 on
the wrong side of the ledger. This by way of parentheses.
For the present the farmer is still the royal ereator of national
trade balances. The Agricultural Yearbook for 1907 gives the
value of exports of farm products for that year as $1,054,405,-
416 out of a total of exports of $1,853,718,034.

The farm gave 56.9 per cent of all the exports; the factory
but 41.1 per cent. In thinking of our exports, it is well to keep
in mind what Secretary of Agriculture Wilson says in this
Yearbook :

The farm sustains the t
that are fully ngriculturafr?ra ?del?dt gmmfﬁé alrfa tcnmgisegl?la;f c;.g
in combination with materials of other origin, and then are added the
forest products and the commodities composed of them, the remnant of

ili:l,eme:ports is but 283 per cent of the total value of the record for

The same authority tells us that the total value of farm
products in the United States for 1907 was $7,412,000,000, and
that in the nine years from 1809 to 1907 the estimated wealth
produced by the farmers of the United States reached the
fabulous sum of $53,000,000,000,

It is worth our while to regale ourselves with the contem-
plation of the wealth annually contributed to the Nation by
the farmer.
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The principal erops in 1907 footed up thus:

Corn $1, 336, 901, 000
Wheat 554, 437, 000
Oats 834, 568, 000
Rye 23, 000
Barley_. 102, 290, 000
Buckwheat 9, 975, 000
Cotton 675, 000, 000
Hay 742, 507, 000
Tobacco 76, 234, 000
Potatoes 183, 880, 000
Flaxseed 24, 713, 000
Wool T8, 263, 165

Total 4,142, 436, 165

The farm dairy products in 1907 reached nearly $800,000,000;
poultry and eggs more than $600,000,000; animals sold from
farms and slaughtered on them about $1,270,000,000. The Year-
hook epitomizes the exhibit in the sentence:

Enough is apparent to make it plain that the farmer of the United
States Is In a business that counts for national welfare by providing
the wherewithal on a scale of magnificence that defies the imagina-
tion to comprehend.

NOT FAIR TO THE FARMERS.

One would think, Mr. Chairman, that so vast a factor in our
national prosperity would receive at the hands of our law-
making power at least the same consideration and protecting
care that is bestowed upon the manufacturer. But it is not so.
This Government has given to the railroad companies of the
country hundreds of millions of dellars in public lands and in
other gratuities to aid in the construction of the railways. The
farmer does not complain of this; on the contrary, he has always
given his cheerful consent and approval to this policy. But it
seems rather incongruous, to say the least, to see the constant
disinelination of Congress to appropriate a sum sufficient to
build good country roads that would save the farmers of the
country many millions every year by lessening the wear and
tear upon their teams and rolling stock. A Dbond issue of
£50,000,000—only one-seventh of what it is estimated the Pan-
ama Canal will cost—would suffice, added to the appropriation
from States, counties, and other local authorities, to build a
system of highways as fine as that which France now enjoys.
If the farmer were not as modest as he ig, he would demand it
as his right, not plead for it as a favor. He has the votes to
command it, and counld, if he would, consign to dismal defeat
any party that refused him what is justly his due. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

In the matter of tariffs, past, present, and proposed, the
farmer fares no better. He must sell his surplus for export at
prices fixed in free-trade markets, and he must pay for the
things he buys for everyday use at prices fixed by the protected
manufacturer or by the importer, I know it has been pro-
claimed with much ostentation that the present tariff bill gives
him protection of 25 cents per bushel on wheat and corn, but
that is a joke when it is seen that our imports of wheat last
year amounted to $41,718, and those of corn to §153,734. There
is proposed in the bill under consideration a reduction of 50 per
cent in the duty on barley. Our imports of barley last year
amounted to $64,702; our exports to $4,705,074. It does not
require a violent excitation of gray matter to understand that
this reduction will tend to increase materially the importation
of barley and to depress the price of that product in the home
market, to the great injury of the farmer. Who profits, Mr,
Chairman? Why, the brewer, of course, who is the chief con-
sumer of this cereal.

FREE HIDES NOT A BOON.

Hides have been put on the free list in the pending measure.
Who pays the bill? Why, in a large measure, our friend the
farmer, who under the present dispensation can get a little
better price for his cattle and for the hides of the cattle slaugh-
tered on the farm. Hides on the free list means for him less
money for his cattle. But on all leather, manufactured or un-
manufactured, a duty is imposed, and the farmer, while getting
less money for his hides from which the leather is made, still
has to pay a price increased by the duty for his shoes, his har-
ness, his saddles, and all of the other leather articles he may
require either for his work on the farm or for the use of him-
self and his wife and his children. Cotton is on the free list;
but if all we hear about the cotton-cloth paragraphs is true, or
only a portion of it, then, indeed, the farmer’s wife will pay
more for her calico apron and gingham gown than she is pay-
ing now. There has been manufactured of late a stuff called
“ mercerized silk.” It is a cotton fabric with a silken sheen, and
to the farmer’'s wife and daughters who can rarely afford a silk
dress, it has been quite a boon in the way of “ dress goods.”
Our tariff tinkers, however, are evidently afraid that even mer-
cerized silk may awaken too strong a hankering after other
finery in the minds of these good women, and so these wise

men, with “ Draconian sternness,” have slapped a duty of 1 per
cent per square yard on this article. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] And when the farmer's wife and daughters go to
town to do a little shopping and look upon mercerized silk,
they will exclaim: * Vanity of vanities! ILet us go back to
plain calico and gingham.” Thus, also, the new tariff makes no
reduction in the duty on blankets or clothing, and the farmer
will econtinue to pay the high prices he has been paying for every-
thing he wears. In fact, if report be true, he may have to pay
even a little more.
THAT LOVELY FREE LIST.

But now, Mr. Chairman, let us take a look at that free list.
There is a thing of beauty and it must make the farmer’s heart
dance. There, first of all, we are struck with the fact that
apatite can come in free. It is not spelled just the way we
spell it in everyday life, but that may be a mistake of the
printer. Is it not a good thing for the farmer to know when his
natural appetite is gone he can import some free of duty?
[Applause on the Democratic side.] Lo, and behold. There
is balm of Gilead. Be still, thou aching heart. If balm of
Gilead flow from no heavenly source, you can import it by the
barrel and it will not cost you a cent of duty. [Laughter.]
Oh, let us be joyful. Balm of Gilead, like salvation, is free.
By the same token the farmer can have, duty free, cadmium
and serium and cocculus-indicus. He may not know what they
are or what he would do with them, but there must be some
comfort for him in knowing that he can get them, and free of
duty at that. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Best of all,
he can import free of duty diamonds and other precious stones.
True, they must be rough or uncut, but what does that matter.
Even though plenty of rough diamonds are found among the
farmers themselves, he may want to add to the stock with a
new variety. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The generosity of the free list, sir, is unbounded, indeed.
Ice is there. [Laughter.] The wisdom of our tariff tinkers has
made provision for mild winters. If the ponds on the farm do
not freeze up, all the farmer will have to do will be to give an
order to a firm in Spitzbergen, Lapland, or Kamschatka and
fill his ice house full to overflowing without having to pay a
cent of duty. [Laughter.] That is glorious. No more shall
his milk be served uncooled, and his wife can bring her ices on
the table for dessert without stint. Kindling wood is on the
free list. Just think of that. If he can not pick up enough on
the farm, he can send to Canada, or Germany, or China, or
any other old place and order his kindling wood by the shipload
and not a cent of duty will he have to pay. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

When the Israelites wandered through the desert and the
commissary department was completely out of a job, manna fell
from the heavens. Lo! a miracle. Under the happy dispensa-
tion of the free list the farmer of the United States will not
have to wait for a miracle, for manna is free and he can have
all he wants without duty. [Laughter and applause.]

TRAGEDIES OF THE TARIFF.

The history of the tariff legislation is one continuous per-
formance of tragedy, as far as the interests of agriculture are
concerned. These have been given the cold shoulder right
along. In the matter of agricultural implements the farmers
are the sufferers. The duty on these, under the present tariff,
is 20 per cent ad valorem. In the pending bill a reduction is
made of 5 per cent, but I venture to predict that this will make
but little difference in the prices the farmers will have to pay
for their plows and their reapers, their harrows and their
spades. They will continue to pay tribute to the manufacturer,
who, by virtue of this excess of extortion over fair dealing, is
enabled to sell his wares abroad at a price less than that which
the American husbandman is compelled to pay. This is noth-
ing short of an oufrage, and the wonder is that American farm-
ers have not risen in their wrath to drive from power a party
which has not only ignored their interests, but seems to take
special delight in adding to their already heavy burdens. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] The enormous profits reaped
by the manufacturer enable him to create a surplus capital for
a period of dullness in trade, or for unforeseen disturbances.
Not so with the farmer. Ile has to reckon constantly with the
elements of nature. Beneficent as these may be for a while,
there comes season after season when first one product of the
field and then another is blighted; when disease falls upon his
stock ; when drought or flood, excessive heat or cold, play havoe
with his harvest. Manfully he battles against all these adverse
circumstances and complains but little.

The American farmer is the stardiest of his kind. He shuns
no toil nor trouble; he bears good fortune with composure and
does not break down when ill luck falls to his share. He car-
ries on the battle of life single handed, with native courage,
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and rarely pleads for assistance. There is no class of our peo-
ple that troubles Congress less with its affairs, and it would
seem that all these facts, so well known that they call for no
further declaration from me, would constitute a silent but none
the less powerful plea for justice to his interests, which are so
closely bound up with the welfare of all the people of the

[Applause on the Democratic side.]
KO BELIEF FOR THE FARMER,

The minority report on this bill states correctly that the
farmer gets practically no relief; on the contrary, heavier bur-
dens are placed upon him. Oppressive taxes are laid upon tea
and coffee, for though nominally the latter article is on the free
list, yet the provisions coupled with its importation are such
that there is a strong probability that we shall have to pay
more for it hereafter than we are even paying now. Articles
which every housewife uses in the kitchen the committee de-
clares to be luxuries, and has taxed them as such in this bill.
And think of it, my countrymen, while sugar, which the poorest
man in the Iand uses every day, is taxed 61.39 per cent, auto-
mobiles, the toy of the wealthy, have to pay only 45 per cent.
The cotton schedule, as I have already intimated, is a delusion
and a snare; but one thing in it is perfectly understood, and
that is that cotton socks and stockings and underwear are more
heavily taxed than they are now. I care not, sir, whether the
cotton mill is located north or south of Mason and Dixon's line,
the protection given its product makes the consumer pay a
price higher than otherwise would be the case. With the cot-
ton mill close to the cotton field and with the reasonably cheap
labor to be had in the South, the southern manufacturer of
cotton goods could compete with all of the world on even terms
2it a very much lower tariff. [Applause on the Demoeratic

de.]

The excessive protection is a burden on the farmer, North
and South, who pays out of his pocket the extra profit to the
manufacturer. If an import duty were put on cotton, it would
not make a particle of difference to the southern cotton planter,
for in this field he is supreme. A bulletin just issued by the
Census Bureau on “ Supply and distribution of cotton for the
year ending August 31, 1908,” tells us that the supply of cotton
in the United States for that period was 13,350,707 running
bales, while the imports were only 143,490, of which all but
about 21,000 came from Egypt. The southern cotton planter
needs no protection so far as the raw product is concerned, but
he does need relief from the exactions caused by the high tariff
duty on the manufactured articles, which enables the domestic
manufacturer to keep up prices.

REAL TARIFF REFORM.

The cost of living in this country, Mr, Chairman, has increased
beyond all reason in the last fifteen years, and upon no class of
the population has this pressed with greater hardship than
upon the farmer. It is directly traceable to the Dingley tariff,
which we are now engaged in “revising;"” and while giving
due heed to all that has been proclaimed on the other side of the
House to the effect that this is to be a revision downward and
not upward, I am extremely skeptical on the subject, and I am
still inclined to the belief that when this bill is finally put on
the statute book the burden of the consumer will not have been
lessened much, if at all. The expert of the Committee on Ways
and Means, whose acuteness in the statistical field has been
highly praised, has prepared a table which shows that the aver-
age ad valorem rate of the present bill is 1.56 per cent in excess
of the average rate of the Dingley tariff. The protected inter-
ests—North and South, East and West—have made common
cause and powerfully intrenched themselves against the effort
of those who have to bear the brunt of this high cost of living:
. a cost out of all proportion to that higher standard of living
which the natural resources of our magnificent country would
make possible.

The tariff to-day, sir, is no longer representative of principle
and policy for the benefit of the whole people, but is an un-
scientific conglomeration of rates that are the outcome of log-
rolling and of the combination of interests that are brought to-
gether in a common effort to squeeze everything possible out
of the consumer. Tariff reform under such econditions, sir, is
an utter impossibility. You may as well expect his Satanic
Majesty to become the teacher of a Sunday school as to look
for a genuine tariff reform from such influences. [Applause on
the Democratic side.] The so-called “revision” now being
undertaken by Congress is nothing more than a concession to
the indignant cry of the people for relief. They may not get
it now, but it does not require much of a prophet to foresee that
genuine tariff reform must come, and that it will come when the
people, irrespective of party affiliations anywhere, make common
cause and drive the money changers from the temple of Ameri-
can prosperity. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

=

country.

When that time comes the American farmer will be in the
forefront of the battle, and, whether he be in Georgia or in
Massachusetts, in New Jersey or in Minnesota, whether he be a
Democrat or a Republican, or by whatever name the party
with which he has been accustomed to affiliate may be known,
he will rally under the standard of fair dealing to all classes
of the people, and he will have his share in the victory. And
then there will be a real tariff reform. [Applause on the Demo-
cratie side.]

We should lift ourselves above all personal, sectional, or
other ignoble consideration and look only to the good of our
whole country.

In the words of Benjamin Harvey Hill, Georgia’s great
statesman—

Who saves his couniry saves himself, saves all things, and all thin
do bless him. Who lets his country die, lets all things dle, dles himself
ignobly, and all things dying curse him.

[Loud applause.] -

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Ohfo [Mr.
Cox], on the other side of the Chamber, in his remarks to-day
stated that there would never be an honest revision of the tariff
until that duty was intrusted to the Democratic party. I hope
he will not ask us to wait so long. This issue was pretty clearly
defined before the people of this country at the election last fall,
and the question on what lines the tariff shall be revised was
settled then also. The Democratic party went before the
country with, in many respects, an attractive platform. They
promised many things. They said they were in favor of econ-
omy in administration. They charged as usual the misuse of
patronage. They promised to wipe out all the trusts and bad
corporations. They favored railroad regulation. They favored
national guaranty of bank deposits. They were for an income
tax, They were strong in their declaration on the subject of
labor. They would even build up a merchant marine. They
favored a large navy.

They favored the popular election of Senators. They favored
a great scheme of waterways and improvement of our har-
bors, involving a bond issue of many millions of dollars. They
favored the building of post-roads and the construection of good
roads at the expense of the Federal Government. They favored
the conservation of national resources. They, in fact, agreed
with us on many important subjects, and on many others they
inserted fairly good planks in their national platform.

THE REAL DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE TWO PARTIES.

But on the subject of the tariff they differed radically from
us. They declared that a reduction should be made in the
schedules as might be necessary to restore the tariff to a revenue
basis, and on that issne went before the country. The Repub-
lican party on that subject declared that—
in all tariff legislation the true prinelple of protection Is best maintalned
bz' the im tion of such dntles as will equal the difference between
the cost of production at home and abroad.

On that issue the Republican party was indorsed at the polls
by over a million and a half majority, the greatest popular ma-
jority save one ever given a national candidate in a contested
presidential election.

THE PEOPLE DECIDED FOR PROTECTION.

The people, then, have passed on the question and have in-
dorsed the principles of the proposed tariff bill, and we are here
to register their decree. This view of the tariff question was
also strongly and emphatieally indorsed by President IRoosevelt
in that campaign, and also by our present President, Mr. Taft,
who stood upen that plank of our platform and again and again
insisted that the Republican doctrine of protection must be
maintained. The object of this bill is to raise revenue, to en-
courage industries, and to equalize duties. It is intended to
lighten burdens so far as possible of the people of our land—
laboring man, farmer, and toilers of every class.

When Abraham Lincoln came to Washington to take the oath
of office in March, 1861, he said, in Pittsburg:

The tariff is a question of national housekeeping ; it is to the Govern-
ment what replenﬁhlng the meal tub is to the family.

That saying is as true to-day as when it fell from his lips.
This tariff bill, Mr. Chairman, is not perfect. No tariff bill
ever was nor ever will be. It is not entirely congruous:; it is
composite. It reminds me, or we in meeting here can be likened
to those representatives of the States who met to frame the
Federal Constitution. Every State had its own ideas. Every
State had its own theories of national government; and for a
time it looked as if they could never agree; but by yielding
this and that they finally, under the wise advice of Benjamin
Franklin, came to one mind and framed a document, by compro-
mise and by yielding, which has been declared to be one of the
greatest documents ever struck off by the hand of map., This
tariff bill, when passed, will be the result of compromise and
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will be the consensus of opinion of 46 States and 4 Territories.
It affects them all. It relates to every interest, it touches
every citizen. It is easy to criticise it; it is easy to carp and
find fault; easy from a narrow view point to say that it does
not meet the requirements of this or that person, locality, or
interest.

But, Mr. Chairman, every day students of architecture visit
the Cathedral of St. Paul and point out its seeming defects.
They criticise its architecture; they point out how this or that
in nave or transept or in its magnificent elevation might have
been made differently ; but in spite of their criticisms St. Paul's
Cathedral at London stands to-day the noblest specimen of ar-
chitecture in the world and a tribute to the genius of Sir Chris-
topher Wren. And when it is borne in mind that the interests
of all the States and Territories must be conserved in one docu-
ment, I believe that there will be, on this side of the Chamber,
a ready acquiescence, a ready yielding, to the greatest good for
the greatest number in the framing and in the passage of this
bill. 4 :

It is a revision downward, in response to popular will, and in
accordance with the pledges in the Republican platform., Some
of our friends on the other side declare that it is a revision
upward. I think they overlook the statement made in the re-
capitulation, that the ad valorem percentages are based on
dutiable values only. Why, if the free lists were included,
which some do not take into consideration, the recapitulation
would show a downward revision.

DUTIES ARE LARGELY LOWERED BY THIS BILL.

What does this bill do? It transfers many articles from the
dutiable list to the free list. It puts coal on the free list; it
puts iron ore, cotton-seed oil, and hides on the free list, It
puts wood pulp on the free list. It leaves coffee on the free list
and reduces the revenues on a large portion of the articles in
the schedules. Of the 460 paragraphs of the Dingley law on
which duties are assessed, only 30 have been raised, and more
than 130 have been lowered. -

Mr. SULZER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman be kind
enough to explain to the House how coffee under the provisions
of this bill is on the free list?

Mr. BATES. Well, I will say to the gentleman from New
York it is on the free list in this bill as reported from the
Ways and Means Committee by simply providing that it shall
be. Of course there is a provision that any country imposing
an export tax shall pay a similar tax to enter our ports. That
provision is put in not to increase the revenue on coffee, but to
reduce the price of coffee to the consumer in the belief that what-
ever the export tax, whether it is fifty-seven one-hundredths of
a cent or seventy-three one-hundredths of a cent, or whether when
added together the ad valorem of 20 per cent and other per-
centages given to the States or to the Republic of Brazil shall
amount to even the 2.9 cents per pound, that they will allow
it to be stricken off rather than lose the valuable markets of the
United States.

Mr. SULZER. Mr. Chairman, coffee importers have testified
that if the Payne bill should become a law in its present form
it will put a tax of about 4 cents a pound on coffee coming from
Brazil; and about 85 per cent of all the coffee imported into
the United States comes from Brazil.

Mr. BATES. What is the gentleman's authority ?

Mr. SULZER. Impartial coffee importers in New York City.

Mr. BATES. I think they have used their pencils too liber-
ally. The distinguished gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Bart-
rerT] made a computation yesterday after examining the official
figures, and informed me that the highest that could be charged
would be 2.9 cents per pound. I think that is the highest figure
that I have heard could be charged, even if three duties were
all added together, the ad valorem and the two specific duties.

Mr. SULZER. So that after all if this bill should become a
law in its present form there will be a tax on coffee.

Mr. BATES. There would until the Republic of Brazil ar-
ranged its export duty so as to be sure of a market here in this
country, and it is believed by those who know most about the
business that they wonld take it off rather than sacrifice their
market to their neighbors in South America.

Mr. SULZER. But how can the Republic of Brazil take the
export tax off coffee when that tax is pledged to pay the interest
on the bonded indebtedness of Brazil?

Mr. BATES. They could find another source of revenue, the
game as any country has to do occasionally.

Mr. SULZER. But the bondholders would not agree to that,
and a bond is a contract.

Mr. BATES. That is their matter, not ours. Our country

gives them their best market, and if other coffee-producing
countries offer us coffee free of duty, the Republic of Brazil

will find a way to retain our most valuable irade. We are
showing our good faith in putting it on the free list and en-
deavoring to compel Brazil to strike off their export tax which
they now collect, but which we really pay. If we can not com-
pel them to do this, I favor leaving- out that provision in the
bill, as I do not favor a duty on coffee.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Do I understand the gentleman to say
that all coal has been transferred to the free list?

Mr. BATES. There never was any duty on anthracite coal,
and bituminous coal is placed on the free list, provided that
the countries with whom we deal put no duty on our coal.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I call the gentleman's attention to
gection 424 of the bill, which puts a duty of G7 cents a ton
upon bituminous coal as against countries that maintain an
export duty upon it. That is true, is it not?

Mr. BATES. Quite right.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Can the gentleman inform us what
countries shipplng coal into the United States maintain an ex-
port duty on their coal?

Mr, BATES. I have no geographical list at hand. I think
our main dealings will be with Canada and the British posses-
sions north of us.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I will ask the gentleman whether or
not the larger part of the coal shipped into this counfry does
not come from the Dominion of Canada?

Mr. BATES, It certainly does. There is not very much
shipped into this country. There is some shipped into New Eng-
land from tire Dominion of Canada. y

Mr. COX of Indiana. If Canada maintains an export duty
on coal, then under section 424 there would still be a duty of 67
cents a ton as against that coal, would there not?

Mr. BATES. Yes; that is true; but if they desire our coal,
they can easily remit that duty on their exports.

WHAT GOVEENMENT COSTS,

Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to say a word upon the revenues
of the country. It costs something to administer government.
It costs something to administer the government of a home, of
a village, of a township, of a county, of a State, and of a nation.
It costs at our present rate between seven hundred and eight
hundred million dollars a year to administer the Government
of the United States, We are justly proud of our army, our
navy, of our postal service, of our rural free delivery. These
all cost money. We take pride in our diplomatic and consular
service; in the pensions that we pay to the survivors and their
widows of the civil, Mexican, and Spanish wars; in the ifm-
provement of our waterways and harbors; in the building of
publi¢ buildings; and in all the budgets of expense for which
we vote upon this floor practically unanimously when the ap-
propriation bills are brought in. Now we are asked to provide
the means of paying the bills. Once in a decade the American
Congress is required to provide the means of meeting the an-
nual budgets for which we vote with such alacrity, and which
we are all so anxious to swell frcm time to time during their
passage in the House.

This money must come from somewhere. It does not grow on
trees; it does not fall as heavenly manna. We exploded the
greenback fallacy years ago, and it must be good money. We
collect from miscellaneous sources—the sales of land, a trifle, a
few millions; internal revenue, $139,000,000, not on necessities,
but on luxuries such as liquor and tobacco—but the great bulk
is collected at the custom-houses of this country.

For the past forty-five years we have maintained, and at
almost every recurring presidential election the American people
have indorsed, the theory of a protective tariff for the purpose
of raising revenues and protecting the labor and industries of
the United States.

Tarift upon productions from abroad checks foreign importa-
tions and insures good wages to the American markets, not only
for manufactures and agricultural products, but for all that is
ranised in this land. The Democratic party has been concerned
for years for what it terms the * consumer.”

EVERY MAN A PRODUCER BEFORE HE CAN BE A CONSUMER.

The radical difference on this subject between the two parties
is, and has been almost from the foundation of the Republie,
that the Democratic party is concerned for the welfare of the
“econsumer” and the Republican party is concerned for the
welfare of the producer, bearing in mind that every man is
first a producer before he can be a consumer, and bear-
ing in mind, also, that every man is a producer. Every worthy
citizen is a producer and sells his labor or the product of labor
before he can be a consumer, On these two theories the parties
for a hundred years have contested almost every electien as to
which should gain the ascendency on the two sides of that
proposition. The Republican party believes in looking to the
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welfare of the purchasing power of our people, to their ability
to produce and purchase.

I will read four or five lines from an editorial in the Washing-
ton Post the other morning as to this question :

Dut how about the American workingman who may suffer a cut in
wages in order to enable Europeans to enter this market? The pro-
tective principle should stand unimpaired, and it should not be based
upon the nonsense that only “ infant industries™ ghould be protected.
American industry, whether an infant or a giant, should receive the
first consideration of Congress. Let the foreign Industries and work-
men wait until our own people are for. No foreign government
gacrifices its own interests to those of the United States, but, on the
contrary, many of them discriminate against this country. They have
a right to do so, and it Is the right of the United States to take a posi-
tion where it can retaliate if necessary.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. Will the gentleman yield
for a question?

Mr. BATES. Certainly.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. Does the gentleman in-
dorse the proposition that the talk of protecting infant indus-
tries is nonsense?

Mr. BATES. Oh, no.

Mr, JOHNSON of South Carolina. The gentleman read some-
thing of that kind. I just wanted to ask who was responsible
for that doetrine, and who first put it forward.

Mr. BATES. I do not think the gentleman from South Caro-
lina understood me. T read:

The protection prineciple should stand unimpaired, and it should not
be based upon the nonsense that onlf infant industries should be pro-
tected. American industry, whether infant or giant, should receive the
consideration of Congress.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. I just asked the gentle-
man if he indorsed the doctrine that it was * nonsense” to talk
about protecting infant industry.

Mr BATES. I will tell the gentleman what I believe, I be-
lieve it is the part of wisdom to protect the interests of the
American laboring man in every industry, whether that industry
is large or small. I believe the farmer and wage-earner are en-
titled to our first consideration.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. The original doctrine of
the advocates of protection was to protect infant industry.

Mr. BATES. And is to-day.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. And the promise was
that when they got strong protection should be withdrawn and
the people would get the benefit of the reduction.

Mr. BATES. Yes; and so they do. But you can not hurt
one industry of a certain eclass without hurting all. The
strength of a chain is its weakest link. The small industries
would fail first and leave the large ones stronger than before,
because home competition would be lessened.

Mr, JOHNSON of South Carolina. But they have changed
their plea.

TARIFF MADE TIN PLATE AN AMERICAN INDUSTRY.

Mr. BATES. Not at all. If the gentleman will permit, I
will give an illustration: In the old days, up to 1897, we bought
all of our tin plate, practically, from abroad and paid a tariff
duty of 1 cent per pound. This duty was not enough to induce
capital or labor to go into the business in this country; not at
the rates we pay labor here. Major McKinley said, * We will
build an industry in this country.” They said, “ You can not
do it.” He said, “No; I can not do it with a tariff of 1 cent
a pound, but if you will give me adequate protection it can be
done,” What resulted? They gave him in the MeKinley bill
a protection of 2.2 cents per pound, and the tin mills started.

A campaign of abuse, of misrepresentation, and vituperation
ensued, and Major MecKinley was defeated at the polls for Con-
gress in Ohio because those who opposed him hired peddlers to
go through his distriet charging more for dippers and pails and
to say that they charged the extra price because of the pro-
tective tariff of the McKinley bill. Now, did they pay more
on account of that? Why, at first, when the deception was on,
they did, but afterwards the price of tin came down lower than
before. It became an industry in this country that employs
17,000 people and pays out in wages $10,000,000 in cash an-
nually, and has saved to the American people in the last ten
years in the decreased price of the article $35,000,000. The
tariff was reduced by the Dingley bill from 2.2 cents to 1.5
cents, and it is proposed in this bill to reduce it still more
to 1.2 cents. There is a concrete example of building an indus-
try in this country until it should become strong and have a
market here, and now the tariff has been reduced and the cost
of the article has been reduced and we are buying tinware
cheaper than we have ever bought it in this country before
we transferred the industry from that side of the Atlantic to
this. It is all, however, a question of wages for labor. If the
tariff had been taken off, we would either reduce the wage scale
or close the mills,

‘Mr, KITCHIN. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr, BATES. Yes. ;

Mr. KITCHIN. Is not the price of tin plate reduced in other
countries?

Mr. BATES. I think not. They still buy of England.

Mr. KITCHIN. Well, is it higher here than in other coun-
tries? Are we cheaper here than in other countries? i

Mr. BATES. In 1890 we paid $5.15 a box for 108 pounds of
tin plate. In 1897 it had gone down to $3.26 a box.

Mr. KITCHIN. The question is, Is it cheaper here than in
other countries?

Mr., BATES. It .most certainly is cheaper.

Mr. KITCHIN. Then why do you need any protection on it,
if it is cheaper here than in any other country?

Mr. BATES. It is cheaper than we could have purchased it
before we started the industry in this country. If we closed the
tin mills in this country, we would be at the mercy of the foreign
manufacturers and be compelled to pay the high price again.

Mr. KITCHIN. I know; but it is cheaper in other countries
than it was then, too, is it not?

Mr. BATES. No, I think not; but what does it avail us to
have something cheap over there if we can not get it cheap here?

Mr. KITCHIN. I just wanted to know if it was cheaper
here than anywhere in the world. I do not see why you want
protective tariff on it if that is =0, and I do not see why the
revenue-tariff men would want a tariff on it either,

EMPLOYS FPEOFPLE AND MAKES HOME MARKET.

Mr. BATES. We want a tariff just for the reason that I
have given, because the McKinley law actually and literally
created an industry in this country, and gave employment to
nearly 17,000 people, an annual pay roll of $10,000,000, and a sav-
ing to the American people by reason of the reduction in price
of the article of from thirty-five to forty million dollars in the
last ten years.

Mr. KITCHIN. And the gentleman's idea is that a tariff by
creating an industry and competition among different industries
makes the prices cheaper and at the same time makes the labor
wage high. Is that it?

Mr. BATES. Now, you have it right. That is the way it
has operated in this country, and will operate for the benefit
of all our people.

% M:. COX of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield for a ques-

on? i

Mr. BATES. Yes. e

Mr, COX of Indiana. Whether or not the decrease in the
price of tin plate in this country has been due to a decrease of
the duty on tin plate? d

Mr. BATES. No; I think not. The price reduced when the
tariff was the highest.

Mr. COX of Indiana. What has it been due to, in the gentle-
man’s opinion?

Mr. BATES. Competition among American manufacturers.

Mr. COX of Indiana. That has driven the price of it down?

Mr. BATES. It certainly has, and the improved methods of
producing, which always come into play in America wkten the
genius of Americans is employed in any particular industry.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Then the high duty has had nothing
to do with maintaining the price of it?

Mr. BATES. Yes; it has. It had everything to do with
building the industry, because the ruinous competition from
abroad, with their cheap labor, prevented that industry from
starting in this country.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Then, under a low duty on tin plate,
as I understand the gentleman, it was impossible to build up
an industry in this country to a certain peint.

Mr. BATES. That is it exactly, unless we paid the low wages
paid in England and Wales. We can, of course, compete with
the whole world on equal terms if we cut down our wages to
the starvation rate.

AMr, COX of Indiana. And when it reached a certain point,
home competition has driven the prices down, and therefore the
duty on tin plate to-day has nothing to do with keeping up the
price of it in this country.

AMr. BATES. The price has not been kept up. I stated to
the gentleman that the price fell.

Mr. COX of Indiana. And has nothing to do with driving
the price of it down, so far as the consumers are concerned,

Mr. BATES. It has something to do with it still. The rate
of duty proposed in this bill is not down to the old rate, although
it is a very generous cut in the duty. Supposing we rednce the
tariff to the old rate, or down to half a cent n pound, so that the
cost of production here would not egual the difference in the
cost of production abroad, what would result? They would
commence shipping in tin plate from England and Wales again,
and one of two things would ensue; we would either reduce
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the price of wages of the workmen in our American mills or
cloge the mills, one or the other. As soon as we had done
that, then they having control of the wmarket, up would go
prices again to about $5.15 a box, which was the price for 108
pounds prior to the establishment of the industry in this
country.

Mr. COX of Indiana. So, as I gather the force of the gentle-
man’s argument, the necessity for the duty still upon tin plate
serves a double purpose; first, to keep the industry up to a given
or proper standard, and, second, tending to lower the price of
tin plate to the consumers of that article in this country.

Mr. BATES. That is the way it operates.

Mr. COX of Indiana. That is the theory of the gentleman as
I understand it.

Mr. BATES. It is not only the theory, but the way it works
out in praetice. That is the theory and the result in many
industries in this country which by reason of a good high-pro-
tective tariff has transferred the industry from that side to
this side of the Atlantic Ocean. The same is true of the silk
industry and many others.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Has that rule prevailed in regard to
the steel industry of this country?

Mr. BATES. It has.

Mr., COX of Indiana. Absolutely?

Mr, BATES. Steel rails sell to-day less than the original
tariff duty. The duty certainly played an important part.

Mr. COX of Indiana. How does the gentleman account for
the fact that steel-rail manufacturers can and do manufacture
rails in this country and sell them to the foreigner cheaper than
to Americans?

Mr. BATES. There is nothing strange about that, for the
very reason a newspaper in the town, possibly, of the gentleman
from Ohio will sell for $3 in the city and for $1 a year out
on the rural routes; for the same reason that Weodward &
Lothrop, here in Washington, will sell the year around at a
profit and one week in the year have a bargain day, when they
will sell for less than cost.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Does the gentleman mean to say that
we should have bargain days and give the foreigner the benefit
of those bargain days; does the gentleman mean that?

Mr. BATES. For the same reason that every country on the
globe practices the same thing. England has an export price
less than its home price.

Mr. COX of Indiana.
not make a right.

ALL NATIONS SELL CHEAPER ABROAD.

Mr. BATES. It is the common practice in all nations. Eng-
land, under a revenue tariff, does the same thing, so it elearly
can not be charged to a protective tariff; and so does every
other country; so does every industry. A commission examined
into this matter most carefully only a few years ago. Take, for
instance, the example of a mower and reaper company in Ohio.
At the end of the season they may have 10,000 machines on
haund of that year’s pattern. One of two things must happen.
They must either save those over for the next spring opening
and close the mills, or else they must dispose of those machines
somewhere on the market and the mill go on and manufaeture
the new pattern for the next spring. The cost of distribution
in this country is very much higher than abroad—salaries of
general agencies, salaries of selling agents; then there is a cer-
tain loss on notes and collections; also salaries of middlemen.
Suppose they sell the whole lot abread in one eonsignment and
save the cost of distribution? Why, it would be acting the part
of wisdom to sell them at cost, or 90 per cent of cost, and clean
them out to get the money back and turn it into next spring’s
manufacture of the new pattern. [Applause on the Republican
side.]

Mr. COX of Indiana. Does the gentleman think that that is
still the only reason as to how the manufaeturer can export and
sell his manufactured ecommodities to foreign econsumers
cheaper than he can sell them here?

Mr. BATES. Oh, no; there is also the exploiting of new
markets. That is always eonsidered desirable.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Is it not also the gentleman’s opinion,
at least one element that enters into and makes them able to
do that, is because for the export material the manufacturers
of this eountry are substantially able to get free raw material
under what is known as the *drawback provision,” and that
the manufacturers for home consumers are not able to get the
free raw material?

Mr. BATES. That should enter in the computation, but sell-
ing abroad cheaper that at home is a practice common to all
countries, so that it can not be brought in to inveigh against the
prineiple of protection.

That may be true, but two wrongs do

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina.
ways from the tin-plate proposition.

Mr. BATES. We did, in answer to our friend from Ohio,
get a little away from the tin plate. I will be glad to answer,
if possible, the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. I understood the gentle-
man to say that before we had tin-plate mills in this country
we paid $5.85 a bundle.

Mr. BATES. A box of 108 pounds of plate.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina., The gentleman is appre-
hensive that if the tin-plaie mills of this country should be
unfortunately closed down we would go back to the old price
of §5.85, as I understand it.

Mr. BATES. I would not want to risk it,

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carclina. Then, I want to ask the
gentleman this question: Are there any countries in the world
that have no tin-plate mills?

Mr. BATES. A good many of them have not.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. Do they pay $5.85, or do
they pay the English price plus the cost of transportation?

Mr. BATES. They are largely at the mercy of the English-
Welsh manufacturers, just as we were before we started the
industry here, although we are in the market now with the
American product.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. I am asking you what they
pay. Do they pay these enormous prices, or do they get the
English price?

Mr. BATES. The whole world is our debtor, because we have
established a competition with the English mills, which has
brought down the price all around.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. We can sell it abroad?

Mr. BATES. We most certainly do. Why not sell it abroad?
Our export trade, including tin, increases each year.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. Do we export any tin?

Mr. BATES. We both export and import tin, in spite of
our duty of 1% cents per pound. We bought, I think, over
$3,000,000 worth last year from abroad.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. How much do we export?

Mr. BATES., Just a moment, please, We derive a revenue
from tin plate. The duty is not even a prohibitive tariff. Un-
der the present law we derive a revenue of $1,800,000 on tin
imported into this country. In the proposed bill, we would
derive a revenue of about $1,500,000, although there is a cut
from 1% to 115 cents a pound. .

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. The gentleman did not
answer my question. I want to know if we export any tin
plate? Are we selling tin plate to the countries that have no
tin-plate mills? .

Mr. BATES. We do. We exported in 1907 nearly a million
dollars’ worth, and last year nearly a million and a half. There
is no prohibitive wall, either for export or import of tin.

Mr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. I would suggest to the
gentleman that that tin plate that is imported is by the Standard
0il Company, and they get the duty back when they send it out.

Mr., BATES. Only on the drawback clause of the law., There
is still much imported for general use. :

AMERICAN LABOR BEST PAID.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to say a word on the subject of |
wages. The distinguished gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Crarx] on the other side of this Chamber said to me a week
or two ago, “ Why are you people always harping about wages
being higher in America than in foreign countries?” Why, Mr.
Chairman, because it is true. We have known nothing of hard
times in this country in the last eighteen months compared
with the experiences of Europe, and especially England and
Ireland. There is practiced tariff for revenue only, which is
still invoked by the Democratic party. In Belfast, which is the
center of the textile-fabric industry, they employ about 120,000
hands. The wages of men in those factories range from six to
seven dollars per week; the wages of women from $3 to $4 per
week. The wages of men and women performing the same Iabor
in this country are from two te four times as much. In this
industry in Belfast an average week's work is fifty-five hours.
It is only by the closest economy, far lower than ever practiced
in this country, that they even exist. T have looked up some-
what the wages of railway employees at home and abroad. The
average wage paid railroad employees in France ig $256 a year;
in Great Britain, $302 a year; in Germany, $338; in the United
States, $642. The average wage paid firemen in Great Britain
is $300; in the United States the average is $765.

It is an error to assert that the cost of living is so much
greater here than over there, if they live as well as we do. More
than half the supplies of the United Kingdom are bought
abroad, and mostly from the United States. In the city of Glas-

The gentleman is a long
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gow are 80,000 families living, each family in a single room.
It is no wonder that advanced English thought of a Balfour or
a Chamberlain says:

It is not well with our English trade. The most advanced of our
commercial rivals are not only protectionists, but are going to remain so.

Joseph Chamberlain, in a signed statement in the London
Telegraph, said:

After a long period of success, the policy of unrestricted imports has
now shown sign of failure. Our supremacy has been wrested from us.
One by one, markets once profitable and expanding are closed to us by
hostile tariffs. We have lost the power of bargaining for the removal
of these barriers to our trade.

A gentleman on the other side was concerned the other day
about the wool question and keeping the poor people warm and
trying to keep off the dread tuberculosis. I received a circular
pointing out the necessity of a reduction of the duty on manu-
factures of woolens and especially on carpets. Great heavens!
Mr. Chairman, in what other country on the face of the globe
does the laboring man have any carpets, or any parlor floor on
which to put them, if he had carpets? Or in what other land on
the face of the globe does the workingman have a Sunday coat,
as pleaded for by the distinguished gentleman from Missouri,
as well as a day coat, or any of the luxuries of life that are en-
_’éoy‘:d gy the great warp and woof of the people of the United

tates

Mr, COX of Indiana. Right in that connection, will the gen-
tleman yield for just one question?

Mr. BATES. Certainly.

Mr. COX of Indiana. As I gather the force of the gentle-
man's argument, he attributes one cause of the high wages in
this country to the high protective tariff. Is that correct?

Mr. BATES. Yes; because it is absolutely true.

Mr. COX of Indiana. I listened very attentively while the
gentleman read his comparative figures as to the cost of labor
between the countries of France and England, and I heard him
quote the difference to the effect that wages were higher in
England than in France, Does the gentleman know the fact
that France is a protection country?

Mr. BATES. Well, to a certain extent.

Mr. COX of Indiana. And England is also characterized as
a free-trade country?

Mr. BATES. Yes,
revenue only.

Mr. COX of Indiana. How does the gentleman account for
the fact that wages are higher in a free-trade country than they
are in a tariff-protected country, like France or Germany?

Mr. BATES. It is because in France they have not suffered
from sharp competition abroad as they have in England. In
this country it is due to the enterprise and thrift of the people,
and the inventive power of the people, which I apprehend can
never be met by any other people of any other nation or clime,
no matter what conditions of trade are fixed by law.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Is not the gentleman ineclined to the
* opinion that the high price of wages in this country is largely
due to the ambition and initiative of the employee here hav-
ing the ability to turn out a larger given quantity of product for
his employer than his competitor working in European coun-
tries?

Mr. BATES. There seems to be no limit to the initiative
and skill of the American people.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Will not the gentleman agree that the
high price of wages in this country is largely due to that, inde-
pendent of the protective tariff'?

Mr. BATES. Not at all. We have always had initiative
and industry, but when in the past we have lowered our tariffs
the price of labor has gone down and many people were thrown
out of employment.

Mr. COX of Indiana. Is not that what was contended by
such stalwart men as James G. Blaine, John Sherman, and
Horace Greeley?

Mr. BATES. I think not, for they were all protectionists
from prineiple, and taught that doctrine as long as they lived.
The inventive power and genius of the American people are un-
equaled and splendid, but they would be impaired and destroyed
by an English revenue-tariff system and encouraged and incited
by the protection of American industries and American labor.
[Applause on the Republican side.]

THE FALLACY OF “ CHEAP GOODS."

And now I desire to say a word on the fallacy of cheap goods:
The idea that we might sell everything for a good price and
buy everything cheap is most fascinating. What does it mean
to buy in the cheapest market? It simply means that the
American people are to buy their glass, earthen, and china ware,
cottons, woolens, silks, linens, tools, machinery, hardware, cut-
lery, iron, steel, and, in fact, every manufactured article in

It practices the theory of a tariff for

Europe; that they shall cease entirely buying of home pro-
ducers unless our manufacturers will sell these articles cheaper
than they can be purchased from any other people of the earth.

It means that we will buy our food and farm products in
Canada, the Argentine Republic, or wherever they can be
bought at the lowest prices. It means that the purchasers of
other countrjes shall buy where they can get goods the cheapest;
hence the purchasers of the world would not come to the United
States to buy their manufactured goods or farm products un-
less they can buy them cheaper here than in any other coun-
try. Instead, then, of selling there, we would be reduced to the
necessity of selling cheap or not at all, excepting of course as
we might produce a superior article or something that can not
be obtained elsewhere. We could only become sellers by selling
for a lower price than anyone else.

It means that the cost of production below the rest of the
world must necessarily follow. It means the invoking of the
law of the * survival of the fittest.” It means that those indus-
tries that could not stand the struggle should perish. It means
that capital, if there is any left from the ruin that would be
wrounght, must seek other investment or go into hiding and be
unprofitable. It means that laborers thrown out of work must
find employment in some other industries, but it means also
that the other industries must always be those in which the
commodities can be produced cheaper than elsewhere. It means
that to enable us to sell in the best markets we must undersell
all competitors. There would thus ensue an entire revolution
in the methods and conduet of business here, and leveling down
through every channel to the very lowest line of our competi-
tors. Our habits of life would have to change; our wages cut
down 50 per cent or more; our homes exchanged for hovels.
This is what would necessarily flow in the wake of free or
freer trade. All goods would be cheap, but how costly when
measured by the degradation that would ensue.

It is a prineciple as old as the hills and everlasting as the un-
changing law that when goods are cheapest men are poorest;
and the most distressing experiences in this country or in all
human history have been when everything was lowest and
cheapest when measured in money, but highest and dearest
when measured by labor. The best unit of value is what a
day’s labor will produce. It seems to me we have had full ex-
perience of cheap times in this country. Goods were cheap in
this country from 1855 to 1860; yet the farmer could hardly
raise enough money to pay his taxes. The wail of President
Buchanan, in his message to Congress in 1857, states the case.
He said:

With unsurpassed plenty in all the production and all the elements
of natural wealth, our manufacturers have suspended, our public works
are retarded, our ?rlvate enterprises of different kinds abandoned, and
thousands of useful laborers are thrown out of employment and reduced
to want. We have p d all the el ts of materlal wealth in
rich abundance, and yet, notwithstanding all these advantages, our
country, in its monetary interests, is in a deplorable condition.

Such a condition of affairs continued until the Morrill protec-
tion law of 1861 was enacted. When again the Democracy was
intrusted with power, in 1892, 1893, 1894, and 1895, and struck
down protective tariff laws, we had cheap goods again in this
country. We had 3,000,000 laboring people out of employment,
and had hunger and desolation everywhere all over this land.
How like the words of his Democratic predecessor were the
words of President Cleveland in his annual message to Congress
in 1893, after a free-trade administration had been voted in.
He gaid:

With plenteous crops, with abundant promise of remunerative pro-
duction and manufacture, with unusual invitation to safe investment,
and with satisfactory assurance of business enterprise, suddenly finan-
clal fear and distrust have sprung upon every side, numerous moneyed
institutions have suspended, surviving corporations and individuals are
content to keep in hand all money they are usually anxious to loan.
Loss and failure have involved every branch of business.

This was a little over a year after the people had elected
an entire administration pledged to what the world knows as
* free trade.”

OUR HIGHER ORDER OF CIVILIZATION.

We have in this country a higher order of civilization than
elsewhere. If, then, the consumers of the United States pay
more for the necessaries and comforts of life than they would
under a low-wage scale, they are simply contributing to the
maintenance of that civilization, intelligence, comfort, happi-
ness which makes the people of this country conspicuous among
the nations of the world. Whether we pay more for the ne-
cessities of life than those in other countries or work for a
lower wage is wholly immaterial. That is not the gquestion.

The real question is, Does it pay them to do it?

Tariff laws encourage men with money to open mines, build
factories, establish industries, which could not exist were it
not for the tariff laws which shield them from foreign com-
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petition. This creates a demand for labor. A protective tariff,
then, becomes a protection to opportunity. If the people are
given opportunity for employment, they will fix their own
wage rate, If these opportunities are destroyed, it is impos-
sible to satisfy them. The wants of men are satisfied through
the efforts of labor. The main arguments on the other side
of this House seem to be based upon the narrow demands of
man as an individual, with no reference whatever to his rela-
tion to society. It is the doctrine of individualism—the cold,
cruel docirine of the survival of the fittest. It is the doctrine
of Richard Cobden, of John Stuart Mill, of David Ricardo, and
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CLABK].

John Bright conceded a vital point in the controversy in
1886 when he admitted that the one way by which free competi-
tion can be met and home factories preserved is by a reduction
of wages. This, then, is the only alternative. Reduce the tarifi
on competing products, admit freer importations, and then only
by reducing wages and degrading labor are our industries to
be defended and carried on. The American market is worth
more than twice as much to us as all the foreign markets com-
bined, even if we could possess those foreign markets exclu-
sively. What would it profit us to tear down our home market
and gain the whole world of markets?

The tariff bill that would enable foreign goods to compete
freely with our own products ought to be labeled “A bill to
promote the welfare of the people of Leeds, Bristol, and other
cities of England and the Continent at the expense of the labor-
ing people of the United States.”

AVhen did we ever lower the duties in this country that hard
times and a depleted Treasury and gold flowing out of the
country did not ensue? When were the higher duties ever re-
stored that general prosperity did not follow? When did the
Democratic party ever assume power that they did not at once
make an assault upon the protective features of the tariff
laws?

I quote as high Democratic authority as the late Senator
Gorman when I state that “the last and only complete Demo-
cratic vietory gained in recent years was won because the can-
didate stated, ‘ We will not destroy any industry.”” And on
that declaration the campaign of 1802 was waged in the East
and Middle West rather than upon the dangerously worded
Chicago platform in which protective tariff was assailed as un-
constitutional, and which platform was soon evoked, and, as
far as possible, formulated into organic law. Were industries
destroyed? Ninety-two articles were transferred from the duti-
able to the free list by the Wilson bill as it came from the
Democratic Ways and Means Committee, or as it passed the
House, among them wool, sugar, eoal, iron, and lomber. The
farmers were stripped of the protection afforded in the Me-
Kinley law; railroads went into the hands of receivers; banks
closed their doors; the smoke of indusiry ceased to cloud the
sky; 3,000,000 laboring people were thrown out of employment;
gold left our shores with every ship; the looms and reels and
spindles of Bradford and other cities of IEngland and the
Continent worked double forces night and day to supply our
people with textile fabrics, while the workingmen of America
languished, were being fed at soup houses, and begging for bread.

AMERICAN MARKET THE BEST MARKET.

We hear a great deal about the necessity for foreign trade,
the desirability of conquering foreign markets, and I would not
belittle that necessity nor deny that desirability; but let us
never forget that the greatest market in the world, the most de-
sirable, that most essential to our well-being and advance and to
our independence, is the great, unequaled American home mar-
ket. [Applause on the Republican side.] And let us not forget
either that the policy which has furnished to us and preserved
that market is the policy that plants the factory beside the farm;
the policy that protects every home industry. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Our steadily increasing foreign trade for the past twelve
years has been remarkable. It is desirable that it be extended
further to dispose of our increase in surplus products. It can
be extended by sensible trade arrangements with other coun-
tries by keeping our manufacturers accurately informed of
tfrade conditions of the world, the state of foreign markets, by
fostering and upbuilding an American merchant marine, by
finishing the Isthmian Canal; but we must not endeavor to
build up our foreign trade by sacrificing our home markets, be-
cause in seeking markets we want the best markets. The best
markets are where the people can sell the most products at
good prices and have the money paid for them after they have
sold them, and that place is here in America, affer practically
forty years of protective-tariff ascendency. [Loud applause on
the Republican side.]

Mr. VREELAND. Mr. Chairman, I do not take the floor this
morning for the purpose of making general remarks upon the
tariff. I propose to occupy the time which I shall take in dis-
cussing but one schedule only in the tariff bill. It is the sched-
ule which relates to the countervailing duty upon crude and
refined petroleum.

Mr, Chairman, I believe that there are many Members of the
House who desire information and facts concerning sub-
ject. There are perhaps Members of this body who from
partisan considerations do not desire facts. They wish to
appeal to public prejudice which exists throughout the country
against perhaps the greatest of our corporations, the Standard
0il Company. For partisan reasons they may wish the country
to understand that any provision in the tariff schedule which
relates to petroleum must necessarily be made for the benefit
of that great corporation.

But there are many other Members in this body, Mr. Chair-
man, that I believe desire to act intelligently and conscientiously
in the making up of these tariff schedules. It is {o those gen-
tlemen that I wish to address my remarks. To many people in
this country oil and the Standard Oil Company seem to be syn-
onymous terms. There are many people who do not seem to
understand that there are 500,000 American citizens bringing to
the surface of the ground every day that the sun shines nearly
one half a million dollars’ worth of crude petroleum who have
no more connection with the Standard Oil Company than the
farmer has who raises wheat and sells a portion of it to the
millers of the United States.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish first to have it clearly under-
stood, except by those who do not want to understand, as to the
interests that are asking to have this countervailing duty or
some similar measure of protection retained in this bill. The
first that I heard of retaining this clause in the bill was some-
thing like six or seven weeks ago, when I received a letter from
the editor of a weekly paper in my congressional district, in
the center of the oil region there, asking if there was any
change likely to be made in the tariff schedules in the counter-
vailing-duty clause.

I made inquiries, and found, in talking with some of the
members of the Ways and Means Committee, that it was likely
to be taken out. I informed the editor to that effect, and he
published the answer in his paper.

Immediately there commenced to come in petitions from the
oil people in my district; and I may say that I represent the
only oil-producing district in the State of New York, although
there are thousands of men throughout that State who are en-
gaged in the oil business in the various productive fields. Four
thousand oil wells are located in my district. I have received
petitions from 11 towns, signed by nearly 500 men en di-
rectly in the production of oil, asking to have this countervail-
ing duty preserved in the bill. I have received a resolution
from the Board of Trade of Wellsville, the largest town in that
oll-producing vieinity, and where there is an independent oi]
refinery located, also asking that this clause be retained in this
bill. But those are loeal interests.

I say that is the first I heard the subject mentioned among
oil men. The articles published in that little weekly paper in
New York State—the Balwar Breeze—were taken up by other
sections interested in the oil business. The Oil City papers, the
Titusville papers, and finally the Pittsburg papers took it up,
and one of the great Pittsburg dailies—the Dispatch—sent out
its staff correspondents, interviewing the oil men and collecting
information on the subjeet. The result of it all was that all of
the oil producers of the United States are to-day coming before
the Congress of the United States and are asking that their
interests have some measure of protection put in this tariff bill,
for reasons which I hope to make plain before I conclude my
remarks,

Their action has been open and aboveboard. Out in the Ok
lahoma field, to-day the greatest single oil-producing field in the
country, where 40,000 men in Kansas and Oklahoma alone are
engaged as producers and refiners of oil, independent and out-
side of the Standard Oil Company, in that one field they have a
great association of producers called the * Mid-Continent Pro-
ducers’ Association.” The president of that association, Mr.
N. V. V. Franchot, is a man who has been in the produecing
business all his life. His home is in my congressional district.
He has large interests in the Oklahoma field. He came here
and spent a week in this city, giving information to the mem-
bers of the Ways and Means Committee, talking with any
Member of Congress who would stop and talk with him upon
the subject. He filed with the Ways and Means Committee
the resolutions adopted by the Mid-Continent Producers’ Asso-
ciation, which I shall insert in the Recorp as a part of my
remarks. :
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Mr. Franchot, the president of that association, is a man of
the highest business integrity and ability. There are some-
thing like 85 Members of this House who represent oil-produc-
ing distriets. I think all the men from those districts will
testify that they have received from the producers and the in-
dependent refiners, if they have any in their districts, similar
requests to those that are put in by this great Mid-Continent
Association,

Mr. Chairman, I desire to read another letter which I have
received, representing the independent refiners of this country,
the men who through all these years have been fighting with
the Standard Oil Company for a foothold in the American mar-
kets, the men who have inereased their output and their produc-
tion during the last ten years more than 100 per cent.

John D. Archbeld testified that in 1888 the Standard refined
95 per cent of the refined oil made in the United States. To-
day there are more than T0 independent refineries, producing
from 15 to 20 per cent of the refined petroleum in the United
States. The letter which I received is from a man whose name
is familiar to many of you. It is familiar to every man who
has been connected with or interested in the oil business for
the past forty years. It is from the Hon. Lewis Emery, jr., an
independent refiner, whose home is in Bradford, Pa.

Mr. Emery was formerly a member of the Pennsylvania state
senate. In the last gubernatorial eampaign he was a candidate
of the Democratic party and the independent Republicans in
the State of Pennsylvania for governor of that great Common-
wealth.

Senator Emery has been the most persistent and consistent
enemy, the most bitter foe, of the Standard Oil Company that
has existed in this United States for the last thirty years. Mr.
Emery is the greatest individual refiner of oil outside of the
Standard OQil Company in the United States. Senator Emery
was one of the organizers of the Pure Oil Company, the greatest
refining association outside of the Standard Oil Company of
the United States, the only independent company that covers
the great producing flelds of the North—West Virginia, Ohio,
and New York—with independent pipe lines, the only company
that has an independent pipe line running to the seaboard, and,
I may say, that company is extending its crude-oil lines into
the fields of Illinois.

Mr. DIES. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes,

Mr. DIES. I understood the gentleman to make some state-
ment in reference to the production of the Standard Oil Com-
pany of refined oil

Mr. VREELAND. I did.

Mr. DIES. What is the percentage of refined oil produced
in this country by the Standard Oil Company?

Mr. VREELAND. I stated that in 1888, according to the
testimony of Mr. Archbold, the Standard Oil Company refined
95 per cent. I stated that in the last ten years the production
of the independent companies had been more than doubled, and
to-day they refine 15 to 20 per cent

Mr. DIES. I ask the gentleman if it is not a faet that the
Standard Company now produces more than 85 per cent of all
the refined oil? kd

Mr. VREELAND. I do not know the exact figures, but the
production of the independent oil companies has increased
rapidly. Four or five years ago the Standard was refining
about 85 per cent, so that I think it is entirely correct to say
to-day, or approximately ecorrect to say, that the independent
oil companies are refining 20 per cent of the crude oil produced
in the United States.

Mr. DIES. I think the gentleman’s figures are in error. I
think the Standard Oil Company refines more than 85 per eent.

Mr. VREELAND. What the gentleman thinks and what I
think is not of much importance, but where does the gentleman
get his information?

Mr. DIES. From the reports of the industry.

Mr. VREELAND. Reports from where?

Mr. DIES. Reports made from one of the departments.

Mr. VREELAND. That report is the one I have just referred
to. I have the book before me. It was printed in 1903, and
the investigations were made in 1904 and 1905. I just stated
that the reports at that time showed that the Standard refined
about 85 per cent. During the five years intervening since that
time the number of independent refineries has largely increased,
and so I still contend that my figures are correct, and that
to-day the independents are refining 20 per cent of the crude
oil of the United States.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to have read by the Clerk a
letter which I received from Senator Emery, as a representative
of the independent refining companies.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Will the gentleman yield
right there for a question? :

Mr, VREELAND. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. In this connection, can the
gentleman inform us, approximately, what proportion of the
erude petroleum is produced by the independent concerns?

Mr. VREELAND. I will reach that subject later, if the
gentleman will permit me. I will say, howerver, that the Stand-
ard Company to-day produces about 11 per cent and the other
producers of the United States about 89 per cent.

Mr. GAINES. Is not the gentleman incorrect in that state-
ment? Does not the Standard Company produce 18 or 20 per
cent and the independent companies about 80 per cent?

Mr. VREELAND. No; and I can explain why. As a man
coming from an oil State, the gentleman from West Virginia
knows that the production in a new territory is very large at
first, but rapidly falls off; for instance, there are 14,000 wells
in the State of West Virginia. Most of them are old, and the
average production per well in the gentleman’s State to-day is
about 1} barrels to the well. Then, as a man somewhat
familiar with the oil business, the gentleman knows that unless
a producer keeps up with the new fields and new production,
his percentage of output rapidly drops off. There was a time,
I will say to my friend, when the Standard Oil Company was
producing nearly 30 per cent of the production of the United
States.

But the Standard Oil Company has not gone into the great
fields of Oklahoma and Kansas as a producer, nor has it gone as
a producer into the Texas or Illinois fields to any extent, hence
the Standard percentage of total output has rapidly dropped
down until to-day the best figures obtainable are that they are
not producing more than about one-tenth of the crude petrolenm.
I will now ask the Clerk to read the letter from Senator Emery.

The Clerk read as follows:

WasHiNeroN, D. C., March 29, 1909,
Hon. EpwArp B. VEEELA

House of Eeprnentaf?'m, Washington, D. C.

MY DEAR CONGRESSMAN: I desire to call your attention to the neces-
sity for a careful consideration by Congress of the proposed removal of
the countervailing duty on petroleum and its produets.

You, being a neighbor of mine and conversant with the oil business
for the past thirty gears, are aware of my tion on the oil question
in both a public and a business way. You know that I am a producer
of oll In all of the fields of the United States and Mexico. Yon are
also aware that I have for many years past owned and operated a
large indeg:-ndent refinery at Bradford, Pa., near your home, and at
other points, and that I planned and constructed for the independents
the United States pipe line from West Virginia to the Atlantic coast, a
distanece of over miles, and which is a suoeccessful competitor of the
Standard Oil Cmfnany lines.

As a practieal, independent oll man you are undoubtedly aware that
the removal of the oountmalllgﬁ duty will not in any way affect the
Standard Ofl Company, but it 1 most seriously affect both the large
and small producers of oll and the independent refiners of our country.

I have previously informed you of the refineries now in existence in
Mexieo and to whom they be ; also the gemeral sitnation of the
Mexican and Canadian ofl fields. I will be iais;:l to furnish you further
substantial facts and reasons why a straight ad wvalorem duty on eil
and its produets should be placed in the new tariff schedule,

ery truly, yours,
Lewis EmErY, Jr.

My, SIMS. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman proceeds, I
would suggest that the gentleman whose letter has just been
read comes out and asks for a straight ad valorem duty rather
than a countervailing duty.

Mr. VREELAND. Yes.

Mr. SIMS. I would like the gentleman to discuss that in
conneection with the present countervailing duty. I understand
this bill is to be a protective bill, and is made up from a Re-
publican protection standpeint, but as between the countervail-
ing duty, on which the Government gets nothing, and a straight
revenne duty or a protective duty, be it specific or ad valorem,
it strikes me that the letter read suggests a proper solution of
the trouble.

Mr. VREELAND. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Tennes-
see [Mr. Smms] is entirely correct. I shall endeavor to show
before I conclude my remarks the specific danger which the pro-
ducers of oil fear in connection with the fuature business of that
industry.

I shall endeavor to show that the present countervailing duty
very likely within the next year or two would be entirely value-
less as a protection to the oil producers of the United States,
and I shall take that up at the proper time, in connection with
the production of oil in Mexico. Now, let me ingunire for a mo-
ment what this countervailing duty is. A few days ago I lis-
tened to a speech on the floor of this House, and I heard one or
two gentlemen get up and state that in previous campaigns they
had made the statement in their speeches that there was no
duty levied on petrolenm by the United States, and they were
fearing they had not been stating the truth to their audiences
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on that subject. The present countervailing duty that is in
force under the Dingley law provides that crude oil and its prod-
uets, one of which is refined oil, shall come into 4¢he United
States absolutely free, unless some other country shall put a
tariff against American oil exported into that country, and then
the same amount of duty which that country levied shall be
automatically set in force as against the productions of oil from
the country levying the duty against the American product.

Then I say the gentlemen were right in stating that there has
been no duty on oil by the action of the law of the United
States. Every oil-producing country on the globe to-day under
the law as it stands can have absolute free entry of duty of their
products into the United States of America, provided they give
us free entry of our products into their markets. We are ex-
tending that principle largely in this tariff bill. We are pro-
viding the maximum and minimum tariff, so that we shall com-
pel other countries to give to our products as favorable consid-
eration as we give to the products of other countries. Why,
to-day Russia can absolutely take down the barriers that exist
against bringing her oil into our country if she sees fit to do so.
All she has to do is for her administrative council to give ten
days’ notice that the duty against American oil going into Rus-
sia has been taken off, and immediately our markets become ab-
solutely free to the producers of oil in Russia.

Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask
the gentleman if any foreign country has ever taken off its duty
on oil on account of this countervailing duty?

Mr. VREELAND. Mr. Chairman, I can say to the gentleman
that a number of foreign countries have modified their duties
against petrolenm as the result of this countervailing duty that
was put into the Dingley bill,

Some of the gentlemen in their speeches have called this clause
a “joker.,” It seems to me that that is an unjust term to use
in connection with it. That is a term well understood in legis-
lative matters. It is understood to be some secret clause—that
is, a clause having some secret meaning—which is put into leg-
islation to produce effects not generally understood, and just
opposite, perhaps, from that which appears on the face of it.
Certainly, Mr. Chairman, in all the laws of the last twenty
years this clause has been plain and open to any man who could
read English. Its effect has been apparent on its face, and the
policy of that countervailing duty we are to-day following up in
the tariff bill we are to pass.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman states that this
countervailing duty is a duty which is placed on imports com-
mensurate with the duty placed by that country on similar
goods imported from this country. Is that correct?

Mr. VREELAND. Let us take a specific case. We will take
the case of Russia. Our law at present provides that Russian
oil may come into the United States absolutely free unless Rus-
sia herself puts a tariff against American oil, and then in that
event the same tariff which Russia puts against American oil
shall be applied and collected at American ports as against
Russian oil.

Mr. CARTER. Then this duty becomes a specific duty as to
each separate country, and our duty on oil is commensurate
with the duty which the other country exacts from our oil?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes. Let me take another concrete case.
Canada admits crude petroleum free of duty; therefore crude
peirolenm from Canada would come in here free of duty.

Canada imposes a duty of 2 cents a gallon on refined oil;
therefore we levy 2 cents a gallon on Canadian refined oil.

Mr. CARTER. Can the gentleman give us figures indicating
the tariff on imported oil with the various countries under the
present countervailing proposition in the Dingley law?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes; and I will insert them in the Recorp,
I will give a brief history of the countervailing duty. Under
the McKinley act, passed in 1890, there was no specific reference
to crude or refined petroleum, but there was a duty of 20 per
cent nd valorem levied under that bill under the clause which
covered all other manufactured and unmanufactured articles
not otherwise specified in the bill. Then we come to the Wilson
bill, passed in 1894, by a Democratic Congress. The chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee was that great Democrat,
William I, Wilson. The other best-known name upon the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of that Congress was William J.
Bryan, of Nebraska. The Committee on Ways and Means
which framed the Wilson bill brought in the following provision
in relation to oil:

Provided, That if any petroleum is Imported the t;;um(ltu:t of any coun-
try which impoaes a duty on petrolenm exported to the United States
there shall be levied and collected upon such imported petroleum the
rate of duty existing prior to the passage of this act.

That was it as it came from the Ways and Means Committee
which framed {he Wilson bill. In the House the amendment

was stricken out without debate. It went to the Senate. In
the Senate, when this clause was reached, Senator Jones, of
Arkansas, twice, I believe, chairman of the Democratic national
committee when Mr. Bryan was candidate for President of the
United States, rose and offered the countervailing clause which
became a law in the Wilson bill, which provided that where
countries levy duties against the United States on crude or
refined petroleum there should be a retaliatory duty levied in the
United States of a flat 40 per cent against such country.

When the Dingley bill was enacted in 1897 that clause was re-
enacted, except that the flat rate of 40 per cent was changed to
read as the present law reads, namely, that oil from other coun-
tries shall be free to enter the United States unless they levy a
duty on our oil; then it shall be the rate of duty levied against
us by that country. Now, I do not refer to this as criticising:

Mr. CAMPBELL. Right there, will the gentleman permit?

Mr. VREELAND. Certainly.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I have made an estimate of the rate paid
under the Dingley law as compared with the 40 per cent imposed
by the Wilson law, and I find that on the importation of oil into
the United States, both crude and refined, they paid an average
rate of 31.94 per cent as against 40 per cent under the Wilson
law.

Mr. VREELAND. I thank the gentleman for the information.
Now, I say I am not referring to the framers of the Wilson
tariff bill in terms of criticism. On the contrary, I think it was
a very wise and statesmanlike action. It has been of great
value to American exporting interests. As a result of that
clause put in the Wilson bill and in the Dingley bill we have
secured modifications of the tariff against American products in
a good many of the nations abroad.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I wish for a moment to refer to the oil
business of the United States and the produects of the oil busi-
ness, and the men who dig down into the bowels of the earth and
bring up the crude riches to the surface. There are nearly
600,000 barrels of crude petroleum produced in these United
States every day in the year. We are the greatest petroleum-
producing country in the weorld. Fifteen States of this Union
produce crude petroleum.

The value of the crude oil brought to the surface is more than
$150,000,000 per annum. The value of the refined is much more.
Our exports of oil exceed $100,000,000 per annum. Two billions
of dollars in gold have been brought to the United States from oil
exports. Five hundred thousand men are engaged in the pro-
duction of oil. This includes the men who drill and pump the
wells and eare for the oil, and who receive high wages. Tens of
thousands of farmers have received bonuses for oil leases and
are to-day receiving royalties dependent upon the sale and price
of the oil. Great amounts are paid for timber and lumber.
Many millions of dollars are paid for boilers and engines, pipes,
casing, and tools. Millions of dollars are paid to railroads for
freight. We produce much more oil than all the rest of the
world, and of better quality. i

Mr., DAVIS. For information, will the gentleman inform the
House what is the present duty imposed by Russia against our
American oils?

Mr. VREELAND. Russia at present imposes a duty against
refined American oil at something like 16 or 18 cents. I will
tell the gentleman exactly in a moment. Russia imposes a tax
of 2.81 cents per gallon on crude and 16.89 cents against refined
petroleum.

Mr. DAVIS. And under the present law that is the duty we
impose against Russia?

Mr. VREELAND. That, under the present law, is what we
impose against Russia.

Mr. DAVIS. Is not Russia our greatest competitor?

Mr. VREELAND. Raussia is the greatest oil-producing coun-
try except the United States; but I shall take up the question
of competition, and I expect to show that Russia is not and could
not be a competitor in the markets of the United States.

The very fact that Russia has put on an absolutely pro-
hibitory duty against the importation of refined petroleum from
America shows that the Russian people know not only that they
could not exploit our market, but that a prohibitory duty is
necessary to prevent other nations from entering their market.

Mr, NORRIS. Will the gentleman yield right at that point?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes.

Mr. NORRIS. I wish the gentleman, either now or some
time in his remarks, would give us a list of the countries pro-
ducing petroleum, and the amount of it, if he can, that they
produce, together with the tariff that each of the countries
levies against our oil.

Mr. VREELAND. I might as well give the gentleman now
the list of the duties which those countries that levy duties
levy against us now,
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Austria-Hungary, of which the State of Galicia is the oil-
producing territory, levies a duty against outside oils of 4.96
cents per gallon on crude and 14.36 cents per gallon on refined
petroleum. Roumania, another large oil-producing territory,
levies a duty of 114 cents per gallon against crude and 2.84
cents per gallon against refined. The Dutch East Indies, Java,
Sumatra, and Borneo levy a duty of 5.19 per cent ad valorem,
a very small rate of duty on crude, and thirty-seven one-hun-
dredihs of 1 per cent against refined, a very light rate of duty
from that country; therefore, a very light rate of duty prevails
against that country, and for that reason, if the gentleman will
study the table of importations of oil, he will find that the
greater portion of the small amount inported into the United
States has come from that country.

Mexico levies a duty of 4.86 per cent on crude and 13.27 on
refined. Japan levies a duty of 20 per cent ad valorem on
erude and 4.78 cents per gallon against refined.

I was speaking of the oil industry of the United States and
the production of crude petroleum by the half million of our
people who are engaged in that industry. I stated that there
were 15 States interested in the production of erude oil. I
will read the names of some of the States and the amount of
their production.

To-day California has 14,000 wells. This oil sells on an aver-
age at about 75 cents; that is, crude oil, per barrel. Its pro-
duction is about 120,000 barrels daily. The value of the oil
produced in California amounts to $90,000 a day. The value of
the oil produced in California per annum, and you must remem-
ber this is crude oil, oil just as it reaches the surface of the
ground and before it has been refined, amounts to nearly $33,-
000,000 a year. Texas has 8000 oil wells and is producing
about 40,000 barrels of oil daily. A good deal of it is a low
grade of oil that is sold for fuel. The average price is hard to
determine, but it is at least 30 cents a barrel. That means that
$12,000 a day comes into the State of Texas from crude petro-
leum. And I may say that it is the belief of oil men that there
are still immense deposits of crude petroleum in Texas which
will be developed when market conditions permit of their
development.,

Oklahoma and Kansas form the greatest productive field
upon this continent to-day. They have 13,000 wells. The aver-
age price of the oil there is 0.42 cent. They produce 180,000
barrels of oil per day. The daily value is $75,600. Twenty-
seven million five hundred thousand dollars every year is paid
info the States of Oklahoma and Kansas for the crude pe-
troleunm produced in those States. Pennsylvania has 45,000
wells, but they only produce 25,000 barrels of oil, but it is
of such high quality, and on account of the competition of in-
dependent refineries, that it sells at $1.78 per barrel for
cerude oil. The daily value of their oil is $§45,000, amounting to
more than $16,000,000 per annum. Ohio has 45,000 oil.wells.
They average 1 barrel a day. It has a daily production of
45,000 barrels. The daily value is $56,000. That is, more than
$20,000,000 are paid out to the producers of crude oil in Ohio
during the year. Indiana has 10,000 wells, with $8,000 daily in-
come—nearly $3,000,000 per annum. West Virginia has 14,000
wells, $44,600 daily income from erude petroleum, and more than
$16,000,000 paid into that State during the year for this single
product. Illinois has come to be one of the greatest fields to-
day in the Union. If the market conditions to-day would per-
mit, the amount of crude petroleum developed in the fields of
Illinois could be increased 50 per cent within twelve months, so
men conversant with crude oil conditions there inform me. Illi-
nois already has 18,000 wells. Their product sells at an aver-
age of 68 cents a barrel at the wells. It is producing 110,000
barrels a day, and the daily value of which is $75,000, or more
than $27,000,000 in the pockets of the people of Illinois from
that single production.

Mr, CANNON. Will the gentleman allow me to interrupt him,
touching Illinois? This oil field is new, and has been four or
five years in developing. My information is that all we know
of is developed about one-third, about cne-half of which is in
the lower part of the district I have the honor to represent, and
part of it in the district that my colleague [Mr. FosTER] repre-
sents. My information from crude-petroleum men in the two
fields is that there are, in round numbers, 3,200 farmers, owners
of small tracts, and small shopkeepers, and others who are re-
ceiving royalties from these oil wells. I just wanted to add that
to what the gentleman from New York has said.

Mr. VREELAND. I thank the gentleman for the information,
and I will touch later upon who are interested in this great
production of oil. Kentucky, Wyoming, Louisiana, Colorado,
and Utah are also producers of oil. The total value of crude,

oil in the United States amounts to more than $150,000,000, and
that is the value when it comes to the surface of the ground.

It is well known, Mr. Chairman, among men who are in
touch with the oil business that if we had the market where-
with to dispose of petroleum that could be produced in the
United States the whole oufput of petroleum in two years
could be put up 50 per cent. Why, gentlemen who know tell
me that in the great State of California alone if they had a
market for their oil by the end of a year they could produce
250,000 barrels daily.

Now, gentlemen, I have already stated the interest which
the Standard Oil Company has in the producing business in
the United States. On the whole, it has the same interest that
the millers have in the man who raises wheat, that the brew-
ers have in the man who raises barley. They simply buy a
portion of the product that this man produces. The Standard
0il Company is interested in buying oil as cheap as it can.
I want to say here that the independent refineries in the United
States, which have developed remarkably in the last ten
years wherever they have entered the oil fields have increased
the price the oil man received for his crude petroleum by from
6 to 20 cents a barrel

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a
question?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes.

Mr. HARDY. I just wanted to ask the gentleman if he knows
of any law whereby Russia, Mexico, Canada, or any other coun-
try can prevent the Standard Oil- from acquiring an interest
and use their capital in an exploitation of refining oil in these
foreign countries?

Mr. VREELAND. I know of no law, and that is precisely the
course the Standard Oil is following. They are already to-day
in possession of most of the oil production of Roumania. They
had possession of most of the oil production of Japan, until last
year they were virtually compelled by the Japanese Government
to sell their interest to the Government that is now held by
Japan as a monopoly.

Mr. HARDY. Do I understand you to take the position that
the Standard Oil will in the end control the products of Mexico
and other foreign countries?

Mr. VREELAND. Most certainly; that is my position.

Mr. EUSTERMANN. On the matter of crude oil, let me read
a few lines from the report of the Commissioner of Corporations.

Mr. VREELAND. I will state to the gentleman that I have
the report of the commissioner.

Mr. KUSTERMANN. It shows just exactly what the com-
missioner thinks of the situation, if you will allow me to read it.

Mr., VREELAND. I can not submit to interruption now for
the purpose of reading an article, I will state to the gentleman,
because I am taking too much time. If he will make a state-
ment as to what it is, I will yield to him; but I am perfectly
familiar with the publication. It is five years old, and I am
talking about the present.

Mr. KUSTERMANN. It is only two years old—1907 was the
period of the great investigation.

Mr. VREELAND. That is when it was published; the report
I have is 1906.

Mr. KUSTERMANN. There were four volumes, and this one
covers all the ground, if the gentleman will permit me to read it.

Mr. VREELAND. I hope the gentleman will read all the
volumes diligently, and he will gather considerable information
on the matter of crude petroleum.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman allow me to
ask him a question?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I understood the gentleman to
speak a moment ago about the increase in the independent
refiners?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes, =sir.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Is the Prairie Island Gas Com-
pany an independent company?

Mr. VREELAND. No, sir.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. It claims to be a competitor
of the Standard Oil Company?

Mr. VREELAND. Oh, no.

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. It was always so understood.
Why did it have that name?

Mr. VREELAND. It might have been the understanding
of the gentleman from Wisconsin, but nobody in touch with
the subject thought it was independent of the Standard Oil
Company. It has been the policy of the Standard Oil Com-
pany frequently to appear under different names, and this is
one of the cases, [
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All oll men have always understood that it belonged to the
Standard Oil Company. I now yield to the gentleman from
Oklahoma.

Mr. CARTER. I simply desire to ask if it is not a fact
that several years ago a controversy arose over the desire of
the Prairie Oil and Gas Company to lay a certain pipe line;
that it developed in that controversy, and was not denied by
the Prairie Oil and Gas Company, that this company was a
subsidiary organization of the Standard Oil Company, and
that was when Mr. Hitcheock was Secretary of the Interior,
now four years ago? Is that not true?

Mr. VREELAND. Most assuredly. What I am saying to
the gentleman from Wisconsin is that people who are con-
nected with the business and who have been familiar with it
have always known from the time that the Prairie Oil and Gas
Company started to build its lines that it was a Standard in-
terest. I never heard any other opinion expressed. But there
is no question about the number of independent refineries.
The gentleman will find in the same government report alluded
to by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr., EUsTERMANN] a
statement of the names of the independent refineries existing
at the time that this report was published, and since that time
something like eight or ten additional independent refineries
have been built.

Mr. ANTHONY. Did I understand the gentleman to say
that the Standard Oil Company had increased the prices it
paid for erude oil as the fields have developed?

Mr. VREELAND. The statement I made was that wherever
the independents have gone in and covered a territory and
bought oil they have invariably compelled the Standard Oil
Company to increase its price from 6 to 20 cents per barrel.

Mr. ANTHONY. I want to say for the information of the
gentleman from New York that the price of crude oil in Kansas
has steadily declined since the inception of that field from
$1.25 per barrel to 48 cents, and the policy of the Standard Oil
Company has been to depress the price of crude oil until it is
unprofitable for many wells to be operated.

Mr. VREELAXD. That is only too true.
aware——

Mr. ANTHONY. I do not understand the logic of the gentle-
man in trying to protect an industry which attempts to create a
monopoly.

Mr. VREELAND. Oh, I am not desiring to protect it. I am
taking the ground on this floor that the Standard Oil Company
needs no protection from any law. Its interests are so vast, its
hold upon the business is so great, that it does not need to come
here and ask for protection. I am standing here to ask protec-
tion against the Standard Oil Company and against the very
practices which the gentleman says they have pursued in Kansas
and in Oklahoma. To-day the Standard Oil Company prac-
tically has no competition in that field. What is the result?
The crude oil of that field is selling at 41 or 42 cents a barrel.
Refiners who know the quality of the oil tell me that upon its
merits it ought to sell and is fully entitled to =ell for 60 or 70
cents a barrel. Why is it that the oil of Pennsylvania to-day is
selling for $1.78 per barrel? It is not only on account of the
quality of the oil, but it is because the independent refiners are
covering that territory with their pipe lines and purchasing that
oil in competition with the Standard. For that reason the price
of their erude oil goes up to a reasonable figure.

Mr. JAMES. I should like to know from the gentleman
which he thinks the independent producers of the country are
in greater need of, protection from foreign competition or from
the lawless methods of the Standard Oil Company ?

Mr. VREELAND. Until the Mexican field develops, the
American producer needs no protection from any spot on earth.
There is no fleld across the ocean that can do the slightest
damage to the American producers of oil.

Mr. JAMES, Is it not true that the Standard Oil Company
sells oil across the sea, after paying the freight on it at 3 cents
a gallon, cheaper than it sells it to American consumers?

Mr. VREELAND. If the gentleman will permit me, I will
take up that question by itself, because it is a very important
question, and I shall want to dwell upon it.

Mr. JAMES. I shall be glad to hear from the gentleman on
that.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If it will not interrupt the gentle-
man, I should like to ask him one question.

Mr. VREELAND. Yes.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri.

I am personally

If this countervailing duty stays in

this bill, then the high tariff of any other country not only goes
onto our statute books as to the erude oil and refined oil, but
also as to all products of petroleum, paraffin, and so forth, does
it not?

Mr. VREELAND. I suppose it does, under the law.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is what I wanted to know.

Mr, VREELAND. Petroleum itself is a product of crude oil.
I have already alluded to the interests of the independent re-
fineries. I want to say that Mr. Emery, the greatest independent
refiner in the United States, is now in the city and would be
glad to give such information as he possesses to any gentleman
of this House who desires to seek him out.

I want to say another thing; Mr. Emery is entitled to addi-
tional credit for the position he takes in this matter, because
he is a part owner of the greatest property in the State of
Mexico. Mr. Emery owns a one-third interest in the fields
where the monster oil well which came in last fall was produced,
the well which took fire; a well which had an output estimated
to be 150,000 barrels a day, unquestionably the greatest oil well
discovered on the globe, not excepting the great oil wells of
Russia.

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VREELAND. Certainly.

Mr. HUBBARD of West Virginia. Will the gentleman state
what has been the relations of Mr. Emery to the Standard Oil
Company throughout its history?

Mr. VREELAND. That is well known. I have already
stated that Mr. Emery has been a bitter enemy of the Standard
0Oil Company and fought that company all his life. I think as
much as any man outside he has been instrumental in ereating
public sentiment and bringing about a law to prevent prefer-
ential rates on railroads by which the Standard Oil Company
has had an advantage, Mr. Emery was in this city appealing to
Congress on the subject of equality of rates to American ship-
pers long before the Reagan bill was introduced in this body.

I want to say the interests of the independent refiners in this
country have more than doubled within the last ten years; their
pipe-line capacity has been more than doubled, and the men
who refine the oil have produced more than double the amount
of refined oil since the provision of the law passed by this
body which requires that every shipper of goods of any de-
scription shipped over a railroad shall have the same terms as
any other shipper under like circumstances. Since that law
has been passed and has been enforced during the last admin-
istration, it is the opinion of the independent refiners that they
will be able in the near future to still more expand the amount
of oil which they will be able to refine.

Now, the oil business of the United States to-day, so far as it
relates to the producers, is not in a favorable condition. We
lack a market for the oil we produce; we need to seek markets
wherever they can be found on the globe. At this moment
nearly 100,000,000 barrels of erude oil are upon the surface of
the earth, stored in tanks and pipe lines, waiting a demand for
it from the markets of the United States and the world.

As I have stated, the daily production of the oil could be in-
creased 50 per cent if the producers had markets in which to
sell it. To-day in Oklahoma the Mid-Continent Assoctation is
seriously considering the question of a six-months shut down be-
cause they are flooding the market with more oil than can be
disposed of. Forty-seven million gallons of Oklahoma oil is
held in storage. It was expected some relief would be obtained
in that territory by the so-called * independent pipe lines,” two
of which have been built from that field to the Gulf of Mexico.

But I may say that we find in practice these two independent
pipe lines have outstandardized the Standard Company; that
they have bought up enough production to fill their own lines
and supply their own refineries, and have not given a particle
of relief to oil producers.

Mr. PERKINS. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. VREELAND. Certainly.

Mr. PERKINS. Has not the excess of production of which
the gentleman speaks been confined entirely to the low-grade oil?
Is there any excess in the production of the high-grade oil?

Mr. VREELAND. Not in the highest grade of oil; that is,
the Pennsylvania oil. Of course the Oklahoma oil is good oil,
and while it does not produce as good a kind of refined petroleum
as the Pennsylvania oil, still it produces an excellent quality of
petroleum, but not so large a percentage to the barrel.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Will the gentleman yield to me for a
question?

Mr. VREELAND. I will yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin.

Mr. DAVIDSON. I would like to have the gentleman express
his opinion as to why the price of petrolenm produets has in-
creased so much during the last few years, if there is this
great overproduction of oil—for instance, gasoline and products
of that kind?
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Mr. VREELAND. The price of crude oil at wholesale has
not increased greatly during the last few years. During the
boom time, before the financial depression of 1907, refined pe-
troleum, like everything else, advanced to some extent, but
nothing to the extent that other products advanced. To-day,
as I shall endeavor to show later, the refined oil is sold in the
markets of the United States as cheap, quality for quality, as
it is sold in any country on the globe.

I may add that on account of railroad discrimination the in-
dependent refiners were unable to ship their oils into Wisconsin
until during the last year.

Mr, DAVIDSON. That applies to the refined oil, but how
about the products like gasoline, for instance?

Mr., VREELAND. Gasoline has gone down.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Which has gone up to 27 or 28 cents?

Mr. VREELAND. Gasoline is cheaper; and if the gentle-
man has ocecasion to buy any for his automobile this summer, he
will find that he can buy it for a low price.

Mr. DAVIDSON. But I will state that I am not in the habit
of buying gasoline for automobiles, but I buy it for other pur-
poses.

Mr. COOPER of Pennsylvania. I would like to ask the gen-
tleman whether there is the same reason for having a duty on
refined oil as there is on crude oil.

Mr. VREELAND. I will touch on that later. I want to say
that if this tariff bill came up a year ago no oil producer in
the United States would have cared a rap whether there was
anything affecting oil in it or not. I want to say that for the
past ten years no producer of erude oil has known or cared
whether there was any tariff upon erude or refined petroleum.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes,

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Is the gentleman prepared to
state from what countries we received the crude oil and how
much, and from what countries we received the refined and fin-
ished product, and how much for a few years back?

Mr. VREELAND. I want to say that practically no oil has
come in of any description to our markets. I do not think one-
hundredth of 1 per cent of the oil has come in. It is a negligible
quantity. A little oil has come in from the Dutch East Indies,
where only thirty-seven one-hundredths of 1 per cent is levied as
against us. :

I may say in that connection that a considerable portion of
the oil that has come in has been brought over in the empty
tank steamers of the Standard Oil Company for some experi-
mental purpose and mixed with our oil. They brought in some-
thing like eight or nine millions of barrels in the last two years
from the Dutch East Indies, and for what purpose I do not
know.

Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma. Was that erude or refined?

Mr. VREELAND. That was refined oil. Mr. Chairman, I
have stated that during the past ten years, and until this
present Mexican development, the producers of crude oil have
not cared whether it was touched on in the tariff or not. My
friend from Wisconsin [Mr. KUsTERMANN] made a speech—
the only one I have heard here this session which pretended to
take up this subject seriously—in which he attempted to do
more than to slur the subject, as was done in the report of the
minority upon this bill

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Ki'stTErMANN] undertook
to present some information. From what source he obtains it
I do not know. He claims that it has been a great benefit to the
American refiners of oil, and especially to the Standard Oil
Company as being the largest refiner of oil, that this counter-
vailing duty has prevailed against other countries during the
last ten years. The gentleman from Wisconsin bases his whole
case upon the importation of oil from Russia. He says that if
it were not for this high tariff which the countervailing duty
puts against Russian oil that Russian oil would be a large com-
petitor in our fields. The gentleman makes it specific. He
says if it were not for that countervailing duty against Russia
the American consumer would have been able to buy refined oil
for 3 or 4 cents per gallon cheaper than he has been able to
do it.

Mr, KUSTERMANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes. :

Mr. KUSTERMANN, I just wish to say that that informa-
tion I got from the Commissioner of Corporations, who has gone
very thoroughly for one whole year into the subject, and has
arrived at the conclusion that on account of the countervailing
duty the Standard Oil Company exacts 3 to 4 cents a gallon
more out of our people than they ask for the same oll in Euro-
pean countries,

XLIV—-37

Mr. VREELAND. Where does the gentleman find that infor-
mation? Is it printed?

Mr. K{UJSTERMANN. Yes; it is printed.

Mr. VREELAND. I wish the gentleman would refer me to
the page in the report where that statement is made.

Mr. KUSTERMANN. I will be able to do that if the gentle-
man will give me some time,

Mr. VREELAND. Yes; I have a copy of the book here, and
perhaps he could find it now.

Mr. GARRETT. I would suggest that the gentleman turn to
page 427,

Mr. VREELAND. At any rate, I want to say that whether
the statement is made by the gentleman from Wisconsin or by
the Commissioner of Corporations, or by whoever it is made, it
is a ridicnlous statement, which I think I shall have no trouble
in refuting. I want to here make the broad statement that the
countervailing duty npon either crude or refined petroleum has
not cost the American people one solitary mill during the last
ten years. I want to make here the broad statement that if the
countervailing duty as against Russia should be repealed to-day
by Russia—not by us, because we levy no duty against Russia—
that not a barrel of Russian refined oil could come into this
country unless it was brought in in the tank steamers of the
Standard Oil Company to mix with our ofls.

Why, gentlemen, the very fact that Russia puts a prohibitive
duty against our oil is in itself proof that they are afraid that
our oil will enter their markets and sell in their markets. For
what purpose is a tariff levied? A tariff is levied either for
revenue purposes, in which case it must be a low tariff on oll,
or else it is levied to keep other competitors out of the market
of the country levying it. Why, we are all familiar with that.
Then what is the meaning of the tariff that is levied against us
by Russia? They put on an absolutely prohibitive tariff, a
tariff amounting to 200 to 250 per cent. What does that show?
It does not show the ability of Russian producers and refiners
of oil to come into our markets here, but shows distinctly on the
face of it that it is intended to keep us out of their markets.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. The gentleman states the duty
Russia placed upon this article is prohibitive. Then is not this
countervailing duty a prohibitive duty when it applies to this
market when it prohibits Russian oil coming in?

Mr. VREELAND. Most certainly.

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Then does the gentleman think
that is the proper thing, because Russia sees proper to prohibit
the importation of oil, that the consumer in this country should
have levied against his interest a prohibitive duty on oil against
Russia or anyone else?

Mr. VREELAND, I am endeavoring to explain to the gentle-
man reasons which have actuated Russia in putting on a pro-
hibitive duty. Can the gentleman imagine any other reason
than that they are afraid other competitors of oil will come
in and take their market? Is there any other?

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. They might have a reason that
Americans suspect in this country, that it is an effort to turn
oven the people and local trade to the special interest so favored.

Mr. VREELAND. Oh, well, the gentleman is not throwing
any light on the subject. He is merely fortifying himself for
some future political campaign. Now, I want to say, Mr.
Chairman, beyond the duty which Russia levies against us and
which in itself shows that the Russian can not come into
our market and compete with us—I want to say to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin that if to-morrow a shipload of Russian
refined oil were landed at the port of New York and offered
to the American people it could not be sold in our markets for
two reasons: In the first place, the quality of it would not
come up to the standards which our States call for: in the
second place, our people would not accept and buy ‘and use the
quality of erude and refined oil which Russia produces.

Mr. KiISTERMANN. But does not the gentleman believe
that if Russia could have a market here she would improve
upon the quality of her oil and adopt different methods of
refining. At present they do not need it in their own country;
they do not need it, but if they can get a market for it here
they will refine their oil just the same as we are doing, if we
will just give them a chance.

Mr. VREELAND. The Russian can not by any process
change the quality of the oil which is pumped out of the
ground in Russia. . 3

Mr. NEEDHAM. I would suggest to the gentleman from
New York that if Russia takes off her tariff she can have our
market.

Mr. VREELAND. I am endeavoring to explain that so the
gentleman will understand it.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York has expired.

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, could I move
that the gentleman have an extension of time? I move that
the gentleman have sufficient time to conclude his remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania moves
that the gentleman from New York may have sufficient time to
conclude his remarks. Is there objection?
~ Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to extend-
ing the time of the gentleman, but I desire to have this inter-
esting argument somewhat elucidated on the other side, and I
would like to have it understood that when the reply comes,
we will be given the same kind of consideration. With that
suggestion, I have no objection to the extension of the gentle-
man's time.

The CHAIRMAN,
promises,

Mr. HARDY. I just wish to make that statement now, be-
cause I hope to be able to reply somewhat to the argument of
the gentleman.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair hears no objection.

Mr. VREELAND. I do not expect to convince the gentleman
from Wisconsin or to turn him away from his idols in this
respect, nor am I able to convince myself that the gentleman
from Wisconsin is seeking information on this subject.

I think it is proper for me to make this statement for this
reason: Before the gentleman from Wisconsin delivered® his
speech upon this floor on this subject, he was informed that
Mr. Emery, the greatest independent refiner in the United
States, the man who knows from personal observation and ex-
perience of forty years about all these countries and about
all of these subjects, a man who has been through the Russian
oil fields personally, a man who to-day owns producing interests
in Roumania, a man who owns a third of the great production
in the great territory in Mexico, wanted to see the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. KUsteErmMANN] and talk with him upon
this subject and endeavor to give him some Information before
Le made his speech, and the gentleman from Wisconsin, as I
am informed, declined to see him.

Mr. KUUSTERMANN., The gentleman has been wrongly in-
formed. I would have been glad to see the gentleman, but at
that time, when I was approached, I did not have the time to
spend with him.

Mr. VREELAND. I was saying, Mr. Chairman, that Rus-
sian refined oil could find no place in American markets. The
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. KUSTERMANN) says that if
they had our market, then they would produce a better quality
of oil, but the gentleman does not seem to know that the qual-
ity of oil is determined, not by law, not by the producer, but by
nature, whiech has been refining that oil down in the bowels
of the earth through centuries of time.

They have in Russia one oil field, as the gentleman has truly
stated, located on the Caspian Sea. It is a small territory at
present, about 6 miles square. The crude oil produced is a
littla better in quality than that produced in Texas, but not
very much better. It has almost an asphalt base. Now, they
are not situated the way we are, with different grades, so that
they can be blended and refined together and an average high
quality produced. The only gquality of oil produced in Russia
is this low grade, a nearly asphalt base quality of oil.

And the gentleman would know, if he knew anything about
the oil businegs, that no refiner, wherever he is located, could
possibly take that oil and produce a high-grade oil from it. In
the State of Pennsylvania we get 85 per cent of the highest
grade of refined oil out of a barrel of crude. In Russia it takes
five barrels of that heavy oil of theirs to make a poor guality of
refined oil. ’

I.et me examine again for a moment the question of the in-
troducing of refined oil from Russia into the United States.
This oil field of Russia, Baku, is on the Casplan Sea, The Cas-
pian Sea is a closed sea, as we all know. Hence the refined oil
of Itussia has to be shipped thousands of miles before it finds a
seaport, subject to all the waste, subject to the charges of a
railroad company, over all those thousands of miles. Then it
would have to be put into tank steamers and transported across
the Atlantiec. That would be mueh cheaper than rail transporta-
tion, but when they landed their oil upon our shores, as I have
stated before, they could not sell a barrel of it to the American
producer.

Mr. GARRETT. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr. VREELAND. Yes.

AMr. GARRETT. If that is the case, what good is this coun-
tervailing duty either for protection or revenue?

Of course the Chair can not make any

Mr. VREELAND. It is no good against Russia, as I am
trying to tell the gentleman. We care nothing about the coun-
tervailing duty against Russia, and never have cared about it.
I am dwelling upon this point of bringing in oil from Russia
because the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KifsTerMANN], who
has made the only speech upon the subject, bases his whole
case upon the statement that had it not been for this counter-
vailing duty the American consumer would have been able to
buy his oil 3 or 4 cents a gallon cheaper by reason of importa-
tion of Russian oil.

Mr. GARRETT. What countries, then, compete with us?

Mr. VREELAND. No countries compete with us. If the
gentleman will be patient, I will endeavor to show him the
competition we are afraid of in the future. There has been no
outside competition in the past with the American producer of
oil in our markets.

Now, I want to repeat the statement I made a few moments
ago. When you consider the quality of the oil produced oil is
sold in America at wholesale rates as cheap as it is sold in any
country on the globe. Why, the gentleman from Wisconsin
makes a table of oil sold in the United States at wholesale
rates and oil sold for export to foreign countries, and he finds
in that table, which is true, that the oil sold for .export is
sold at a cheaper rate than the oil sold at wholesale in the
United States. But what the gentleman does not seem to have
comprehended yet is that “export oil” is a technical term used
in the business, a term well understood among refiners, * Ex-
port oil” means a lower quality of oil. It means an oil that is
made to meet the market conditions and the laws of other coun-
tries. It means that it is much inferior in guality to the oil
sold in the United States.

Why, Mr. Emery, to whom I have so often referred, is a large
exporter of oil, and has been for years, to the continent of
Europe. He sends 60 or 70 per cent of his refined oils to Ger-
many and to other foreign countries. He maintains his own
tank steamers; he has his own distributing point in Germany. |
Mr. Emery can tell you that the water-white oil which the
American consumer demands, and they will have nothing else, is
sold at wholesale cheaper in the United States than it is sold in
Germany. He sells it himself to anybody who wants it from a
quarter to a half a cent a gallon cheaper in this country than
he sells it abroad. Why, gentlemen, do you know that refined
oil is sold in this country cheaper than water? Here in the
lobby of this House there is spring water furnished to us by
the 5-gallon can for 50 cents, or 10 cents a gallon. It does not
have to be drilled for. ‘

Nature sends it up to the surface. No money is lost in en-
deavoring to find it. All you have to do is to gather it up in a
tank, ship it to Washington or to every American city, put it
into bottles, and sell it. We pay 10 cents a gallon for that
water, delivered here in the Capitol and delivered at every
other place in the city of Washington, Philadelphia, New York,
Chicago, or wherever it is sold. To-day, in the same city of
Washington, the best quality of water-white oil can be bought
in smaller guantities, less than 5 gallons, at 10 cents a gallon,
and they will furnish it delivered to the housekeeper and allow
him to keep the can until the oil is used.

I want to say to those gentlemen who speak of bringing Rus-
sian oil info this country that a better quality of oil by many
degrees than that produced in Russia is sold in the markets of
the United States at 4 cents a gallon.

Within the last three months carloads of oil shipped by the
Oklahoma-Kansas Independent Refinery to the city of Detroit,
Mich., were sold there at 4 cents per gallon, carload lots; a bet-
ter quality of oil than any refiner can produce from the crude
oil turned out in the Russian Empire. Yet gentlemen say that
we are paying 3 or 4 cents a gallon on account of the counter-
vailing duty.

Mr. PERKINS. Can the gentleman state what the refined oil,
such as he speaks of, is sold for in Russia by the Russian com-
pany?

Mr. VREELAND. The same quality, I can not say. But I
will state to the gentleman that out of a tank of oil the Amer-
ican refiners get 72 different grades of oil.

I want to say to the gentleman that any American refiner
will say to him that if he produced a quality of refined oil such
as is produced in Russia he would be glad to make it and sell it
in the market at 33 cents a gallon.

Mr. PERKINS. What does he sell it for in Russia?

Mr. VREELAND. I am not aware what it sells for in Russia.
There may be gentlemen in the House who have traveled
through Russia and Persia who may know; and if so, they will
testify as to the kind of oil that is used there. It is smoky, It
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smokes up the chimneys, has a red blaze, and the ceilings are
smoked up by the oil. American consumers would not allow it
to be used in their houses. It is only sold in Germany at a
preferential duty as against the United States. It is only sold
in their markets to mix with better oils coming from this coun-
try. I maintain, therefore, that the American oils used in Ger-
many are sold in that couniry at no greater price than sold in
the United States. Water-white oil, which can be bought in this
country at 6 and 6}, is sold in Germany at 61.

Itefined oil can be sent by the independent producers of the
United States, and by the Standard Oil as well, into Germany
at much cheaper rates of cost of transportation than it can be
sent into the interior of the United States. The Pure Oil Com-
pany has a pipe line, the only pipe line in the United States
for shipping refined oil. It runs from Oil City and Bradford,
Pa., to their refinery in Philadelphia. Tbey can ship refined oil
from these refineries at less than half a cent a gallon to the
port of Philadelphia.

From there in tank steamers they send it across the Atlantic
for less than a cent. Thus it can be landed in any seaport of
Germany for 1% cents a gallon.

Now, let us take shipments, for instance, into the State of
Yowa from the same oil region. The railroad rates would be 40
cents per 100 pounds, or 16 gallons, which means a cost of 23
cents a gallon, or 1 cent more than to Germany, in carload lots
for oil sent into the State of Iowa. 8till, as I say, quality for
q;u;jl{iety oil is sold cheaper here than it is anywhere else on the
globe.

Mr. HARDY. I should like to get one proposition clear.

Mr. VREELAND. Yes.

Mr. HARDY. I wish to know whether the gentleman denies
the fact that the same character of American oil is ever sold
cheaper abroad than at home?

Mr. VREELAND. Oh, ever! The gentleman evidently wants
to frame up his question to catch any isolated case, perhaps one
in a million.

Mr. HARDY. I mean in large quantities.

Mr. VREELAND. I have already made the statement in
terms go plain that the gentleman must have understood it that
quality for quality oil is sold as cheaply in the United States at
wholesale rates as anywhere in the world.

Mr. HARDY. Quality for quality, is not American oil sold
cheaper abroad than it is here?

Mr. VREELAND. I can not do any better for the gentleman’s
information than to repeat what I have just said, that guality
for quality oil is sold as cheaply at wholesale rates in the United
States as it is anywhere in the world.

Now, the gentleman understands that the qualities of oil
required abroad are very different from those in the United
States, The consumers of oil in this country demand the very
best refined oil. They want a fire test of at least 150 degrees.
A man in this country does not want to take any chances in
burning oil in lamps in his house. Now, the gentleman under-
stands that abroad much lower tests are required. For instance,
in Germany they have what is called the Abel fire test of
refined oil, under which the oil sold in Germany has to stand a
fire test of 110 degrees, as against 150 degrees that the American
consumer requires for his oil. In France, where they do
not produce oil, but where they have built up a large refin-
ing business by putting a tariff against refined oil and letting
the crude oil come in free, the law requires a fire test of
ahout 130 degrees; in Norway and Sweden, 120 degrees; and
80 on.

In all the countries of Europe the test required upon their
oils is very much less than it is in the United States, and the
consumers of oil there are satisfied with very much poorer
qualities of oil than our market will take.

Now, I have come to the point of stating to this House why
the producers of oil in this country desire to have some pro-
tection in this bill, a protection which they have not desired
during the last ten years. I want to say, in brief, that it is be-
cause they not only believe, but they know, that within the
next few years, if a market can be provided for it, a great ofl
field will be exploited in the adjoining country of Mexico. Now,
this is not information and belief; these are direct facts. Men
who keep in touch with the business, who know what is going
on, who are obliged to know as a part of their business what
takes place in other fiekds, all of them know that the Standard
0il Company can go into Mexico to-morrow with their great
resources, their unrivaled organization, their unlimited ecapital,
that they can put in a hundred strings of tools, and, in the
opinion of oil men who know, at the end of a year they can
have a production in Mexico of 150,000 to 200,000 barrels a day.

All of you, I suppose, as a matter of general information,
read of the tremendous oil well that came in in Mexico last fall,
the oil well that took fire. I want to have the Clerk read a little
item taken from the Technical World, which describes it.

The Clerk read as follows:

BLAZE 1,800 FEET HIGH—AND ABOVE IT A COLUMN OF SMOKE ROSE TO
,000 FEET.

The greatest oil fire in history is supposed to have been the fire which
by a conservative estimate destroyed more than 5,000,000 barrels of oll
last year in the San Geronimo field, near Tampico, Mexico.

The oll stratum was struck at a depth of 1,340 feet in a 6-inch cased
well. The torrent of oil burst forth and was quickly followed by a
blowout of gas, which opened a big orifice in the earth's surface, swal-
lowing up the derrick and whole drilling outfit, including the engine
and boiler. The gas and oil were ignited from the fire under the boiler
and the great fire was in this manner started.

It burned for sixty-two days. The vortex or crater through which
the oil Xoureﬁ was gradually enlarged until it was more than 500 feet
wide. rim of rocks and earth was formed around I[ts outer edge
resembling a volcano’s crater. According to the Technieal World, the
blaze extended to a height of from 1,400 to 1,800 feet, and the column
of black smoke rose above it to a height of about 9,000 feet, On top
of the smoke rested a great white cloud of vapor, which was estimated
to extend skyward to an additional height of 7,000 feet. The blaze
could be seen 200 miles,

The great oil fire was 'extinguished by means of 6 centrifugal
pumps, which were kept constantly ‘h'us{l for two weeks throwing mud
and water into the crater. Heavy discharges of dynamite around the
rim of the orifice also aided in the extinguishing work.

Shortly after the flames were put out, the oil burst forth again in
g;eaiel‘ volume than ever, and Its ountput was estimated at 150,000

rrels a day. It has been a difficult problem to care for the oil. The
Mexican Government sent several hundred soldiers to the scene to
assist the owners of the well in building earthern reservoirs for tem-
porary storage of the product. The oil overflowed these reservoirs,
;nd 1:;11:” quantities escaped into the San Geronimo River and Lake

"amiahaa.

Mr. VREELAND. These wells are not found singly. That
is unquestionably the greatest oil well that has ever been dis-
covered since the oil business was known, greater than the
great oil wells of the Empire of Russia. ;

As I stated, Mr. Emery owns a third interest in this great
field. To that extent his interests are not in favor of con-
tinuing any sort ‘of duties on oil. But his interests in this
country are greater; he is a great producer of oil and a great
refiner of oil, and beyond that he is an American, and prefers
to give his own country any benefit to which it is entitled.

I want to say that only the day before yesterday a report
from this same field came to Mr. Emery from the men in charge
there, with whom I am personally acquainted, stating that
they had brought in another oil well, more than a mile and a
half from his great monster, whose daily production is upward
of 10,000 barrels a day.

I might say that he gave me the information that they have
other wells drilled there, but shut in because they have no
market for it, that they figure will produce upward of 20,000
barrels a day.

Now, then, oil is produced directly upon the seacoast of the
Gulf of Mexico; it does not have to be piped; it is right there
on the salt water, where it can be loaded, as crude or refined,
into tank steamers or tank barges,

Why, the Standard Oil Company has to-day built and has in
operation three refineries in the oil fields of Mexico. They
have one at Veracruz, one at Mexico City, and one at Tampico.
An English company has also finished a refinery there, with a
capacity of more than 10,000-barrels a day. The refinery cost
more than $1,000,000. Therefore there are known districts in
Mexico to-day where oil is produced in large quantities,

There is another field 400 miles distant from the one to
which I refer where this great oil well was struck, where they
produced oil the last two years, wells 2 years old, producing
to-day eight to ten hundred barrels a day. Any man who
knows anything about the oil business knows what that means;
oil wells in our country 2 years old, starting in with 100 bar-
rels a day, to-day produce from 2 to 5 barrels a day.

Now, this is not a question of belief or information; it is a
question of known facts, and anybody connected with the sub-
ject of oil knows that we are facing a great development of oil
in the adjoining State of Mexico, right up close to the salt
water. I have already stated that it has been the policy of
the Standard Oil Company to enter and exploit every field, not
only in this country, but all other counfries. I state to-day
that they are refining and producing oil in Roumania and in
Mexico. .

They occupied fields in Japan as producers and refiners until,
something more than a year ago, the Japanese Government
compelled them to sell out their interests, and the Japanese
are to-day holding them as a government monopoly. They
have gone into every field, and I say I have no hesitation in
stating on this floor what the producers fear. The producers
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and independent refineries to-day fear that the Standard Oil
Company will go into Mexico, where it has three refineries,
with their great organization of capital and equipment, and
will build up a great oil producing and refining business;
and that means that the producer in Oklahoma and Illinois,
thousands of miles from the seacoast, will sell a barrel
of oil less for every barrel produced and sold in the State
of Mexico.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania.
a question? .

Mr. VREELAND. I will yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania., When the Democratic party
last had control of the tariff legislation, and after they made a
report to the House of Representatives in which they used
this language—

The American people, after the fullest and most thorough debate ever
given to any people as to their fiscal pollcy—

reported to this House and enacted into law a provision tax-
ing the imported petroleum at the.rate of 40 per cent ad
valorem; and is it not a fact that on that committee making
that report were such men as William L. Wilson, of West
Virginia ; Benton MeMillin, of Tennessee; Henry G. Turner, of
Georgin ; Alexander Montgomery, of Kentucky ; William Bourke
Cockran, of New York; Moses T. Stevens, of Massachusetts;
William J. Bryan, of Nebraska; and William D. Bynum, of
Indiana?

Mr. VREELAND. That is true.

Mr. GARRETT. I would like to ask the gentleman if it is
not a fact that that provision was put on in the Senate and
not in the House at all?

Mr. VREELAND. It was brought into the House by the
Ways and Means Committee, of which Mr. Wilson was the
chairman, but I do not care to go into that question.
I am not claiming that they are entitled to criticism, but
to be congratulated for affording protection to Ameriecan
interests.

Mr. HARDY. I would like to ask if I did not understand the
gentleman a moment ago to say that there would have been
none of this Russian oil and could have been none of these other
oils, until you got the Mexican field into this, even without
that tax?

Mr. VREELAND. Absolutely true; and I further stated
that that clause had been of benefit to the American producers
and refiners by securing us cheaper rates or no rates of duty in
gome markets abroad, althoungh it had no effect with Russia.

Mr. HARDY. I understood the gentleman to say there would
have been none imported here now?

Mr. VREELAND. No more than there has been.

Mr. HARDY. Then that law was useless and ineffective.

Mr. VREELAND. Not at all. Although they could not im-
port here, I stated to the gentleman that it secured to American
exporters of oil cheaper rates, lower rates, and in some coun-
tries no rates of duty by reason of the fact that it was in
effeet.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, if it will not inter-
rupt the gentleman, I would like to ask him a question or two.
There is no oil imported here, the gentleman says, except from
Mexico.

Mr. VREELAND. There is no oil imported here from any-
where to amount to anything at present.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. Does not the gentleman think it
would be a straighter and squarer and fairer proposition, if you
want protection on oil, to simply put an ad valorem duty on,
go that everybody could understand it——

Mr. VREELAND. Unquestionably.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri (continuing). Than to do it by this
indirect twist of the wrist, if the gentleman will excuse that ex-
pression?

Mr. VREELAND. Unquestionably., I want to say to the
gentleman from Missouri that he is entirely right about it,
and in concluding my remarks I intended to touch on that
subject.

Then, I say, Mr. Chairman, that for the first time the Ameri-
can producer of oil fears an outside competjtor, and that is the
oil produced in Mexico just across our border. I need not spend
any more time in telling of the advantages they would have if
they opened up a great field of cheap oil in Mexico. This
question arises: Suppose the Standard Oil Company and other
great organizations do open up a great field in Mexico. Is it

Will the gentleman yield for

not undoubtedly true that their influence with the Mexican
Government would be enough to secure a repeal of their coun-
tervailing duties as against American oil, so that we would be
left, in that event, without any protection at the point, and the
only point, where we fear competition? That is undoubtedly
true; and I want to say to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Crark] that we would infinitely prefer that in this bill shounld
be put an ad valorem or a specific duty, an ad valorem duty,
say, of 331 per cent, which is almost 10 per cent less than that
provided in the Wilson bilL

In my judgment, a countervailing duty within the next two
years would be of no value whatever to the American pro-
ducer of oil, because, in my judgment, the countervailing duty
in Mexico will be taken off at the instigation of the Standard
and these other great corporations that will exploit that field.
I want to say that we would welcome such a change of this
countervailing duty into a specific doty which would be of
sufficient amount to afford reasonable protection as against
those interests.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have already occupied more time than
I ought. The first and worst effects of the cheap oil that is
bound to come in from the fields of Mexico would be felt by
the producers of fuel oil in California, Louisiana, and Texas.
Unquestionably, their market with railroads and with other
great producing plants that use oil for fuel would be seriounsly
curtailed. All that the oil producers and the independent re-
finers of the United States want of this Congress is to be con-
sidered fairly and upon their merits.

We do not want the Standard Oil Company and the American
oil producers of the country to be treated as synonymous terms.
We are just as distinct from the Standard Oil Company as the
man who raises the wheat is from the miller who sells the
flour, as is the man who raises the barley from the brewer who
buys it for brewing. If any of you gentlemen want to swat the
Standard Oil Company, do it. We will not stay your hand, but
we want you to use some intelligence as well as some zeal in
doing it. We want you to be sure that you do not swat the
wrong party, and that is all we ask. You might as well say
that you are going to hit a blow at the sugar frust by giving
it the privilege of bringing in free raw sugar from Cuba, you
might as well say that you are going fo hit the maltsters and the
brewers by allowing them to bring in free barley from Canada,
as to say that you are going to hit the Standard Oil Company
by allowing them to bring in crude oil from countries where it
is cheaper than it is here.

Will the consumer get it any cheaper if it is produced down
there in that Mexican field, where it is now coming out in such
great volume? Not unless the Standard lowers it on account
of competition with itself. Mr. Chairman, the 500,000 men who
are engaged in produeing oil in this country are enterprising
and energetic American citizens. They have done their full share
toward building up and enriching the American people. They
have gone out and spent hundreds of millions of dollars in sink-
ing shafts thousands of feet into the earth, sometimes in a
fruitless search for oil. They have gone into the barren
stretches of the Appalachian Range, where a crow could hardly
live in flying over it, and they have brought out of the ground a
golden stream of riches to add to the wealth of the American
people. They have homes to maintain and children to educate,.
All they want in this bill is a fair consideration upon its merits.
They want to be judged upon the facts of the ease and not by
the prejudice which may exist in people’s minds. With this
treatment, Mr. Chairman, the men who are engaged in this great
industry will be content, and I want to say they will be content
with nothing else. [Loud applause.]

Import duties levied on petroleum by countries producing petroleum.
[Reduced to Amerfcan currency and American gallons.]

untry Crude, Reflned,
Co b per gallon. | per gallon.
Centas, Cents.
Galleia CRotrin)- - = - o o 4,907 14.36
iy [ R S e e e R e 1.14 2.84
Burma (India) 1.68 1.66
g in| BE
% o T S S — . t
S | P o R iy 1 P Pt e A e i NS ST IS Free, 2.083
Java (Dutch Indies). 14 ® 5,10 a7
Japan 20 4.785

& Per cent ad valorem.
b Per eent ad valorem plus 20 per cent for sundries.
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Production by States.

O1L.
Number| Aver- | Price | Aver- b
Btate. of age per | per | age per

wells, well, | barrel. day. Dally. Yearly.

Qalifornia_ 14,00 | !'lt $0.75 fmm‘f'mm $32,850, 000
— - ¥ o 0 > r .

Texas. —| 8,000 b .30 | 40,000 | 12,000 | 4,380,000
Okiashoma and Kan-

e R s T 14 .42 | 180,000 | 75,800 | 27,504,000
Pennsylvania._________| 45,000 § 1.8 | 25,000 | 44,500 | 16,242,500
Obdes . e | 45,000 1 1.5 | 45,000 | 56,250 | 20,531,250
Indiana 10,000 g 1.02| 8,000| 8,160| 2,978,400
West Virginia.________| 14,000 1.78 | 25,000 | 44,500 | 16,242,500
New York..___________| 4,000 1.78 | 1,500| 2,678 977,470
Minots_...___________| 18,000 6 .68 | 110,000 | 74,800 | 27,802,000
Kentueky.— .| 2,000 1.78 | 1,500 | 2,670 074,530
Wyoming. _________ o 80 40 800 860 131,400
Louis] 800 .80 | 12,000 | 8,600 | 1,314,000
QOolorado__..... F oty 300 1.00 1,500 1,500 B4T, 500
T el ] 4 50 1.00 600 600 219,000

Total 571,000 | 447,218 | 152,284,020
- Production by countries.

Barrels.
Production of Russia, per annum 54, 000, 000
Production of United States, per annum___ e 0090, 0
Galicia (Austria-Hungary), per annum._ EICEENLES RS Wy Y
Roumania, per annum 4 421, 000
Dutch East Indies (Sumatra, Borneo), per annum_______ T, TGS, 000
British India 4,137,
Japan and all other countries ——— 2,620,000

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. For the information of the
Members of the House, I wish to insert in the Recorp what I
regard as a most valuable and illuminating document, entitled:

THE DANGER To OIL PropUCERS IN EVERY PETROLEUM FIELD IN THE
UNITED BTATES.

MEXICAN OIL FLOOD THREATENS—IF TARIFF REVISIONISTS TAKE OFF
COUNTERVAILING DUTY PRODUCERS WILL SUFFER—J. A. GARTLAN'S
WARNING—WILL NOT HIT STANDARD OIL, BUT WILL, HE BAYS, STRIKE
TRI-STATE TERRITORY.

[From the Pittsburg (Pa) Dispatch, Fel 14, 1909. A. R.

g(.‘mm. sta correspondenzl b B
CHARLESTON, W. VA, February 13.

“If the tariff revisionists take off the countervalling duty on petro-

lenm and its products the oll &roducers of Pennsylvania are going

to suffer. Those of West Virginia, Ohio, New York, Indiana, Illf:ols,
bK:l%s'tlls. Oklahoma, Texas, Louisiana, and California are

at.

The above declaration was made by J. A. Gartlan, of Pittsburg,
familiarly known as “Andy" to every old-timer in the oill country.
Mr. Gartlan is ome of the most widely known oil producers in the
countiry and a brother of Senator Gartlan, of the West Virginia assem-

¥- hen Mr. Gartlan continued :

“There is a flood of oll In Mexico, enough to fill the Rio Grande,
ready to be poured into this countlgo when t dut{eej: repealed.
It s dirty oil, but it Is dangerous. me people have afrald of
Russia, but it is a lonngu off and the freight is high. Mexico and
Canada are different. mi&eﬁ, Canada pays a bonus on every barrel
‘of oil produced in the Dominlon.

# STANDARD NOT ALARMED.

“1f the men who are ENDM‘“& the reg:al of this countervailing
duty imagine they are striking at the Standard Oil Company they are
fooling themselves. The producer is the one who will suffer. Stand-
ard Oil can take care of itself, even to getting into Mexico, if neces-
sary, and to giving the American producer less for his ernde. That is
where it will hurt the producer. e is the goat and will have to carry

burden.

“ Pennsylvania and West Virginia producers will suffer less than
those of Oklahoma, Texas, Louislana, and California, but they will
guffer enough. They have been pretty comfortable, if not on ‘ Easy
street,” since the Standard Ofl killed the speculative market and tried to
get all the good-gquality stuff, but if this repeal ﬁou through their
troubles are going to again. The price of oil will be less and
:gedn e};gnsyivam producer, with his small wells, can't stand much

. i

“QOut in Oklahoma, where thie producer has been living in hope of
better conditions and better it;lces. he may as well quit. Mexico can
drown him as effectively as drowned his brother in Kansas. The
Greasers have got the goods. They have a tariff of uearly $2 a bar-
rel to protect them. We have the same e&)mm:tiun against them as
long as the counteryalling sdnty is retained. But if that is repealed,

in the same

they can flood us and at the same time defy us to retaliate.”
GARTLAN CONSERVATIVE.

After careful investigation I find that Mr, Gartlan is conservative
in his statements. The Alexican are of great extent and pro-
ductiveness, The quality of oil Is similar to that of the Gulf reglon in
Texas, with the ever-present possibility of getting something better.

The area of known productive character is far greater than that of
the Ap)imlnclllau oil fields, including Pennsylvania and West Virginia.
The wells are large ; some of them are sensational, the famouns burning
well, for example, known in Mexico as the * Bovas.” They have
others as large as 5,000 to 10,000 barrels a day.

The Mexican tariff en erude oil Is 4.36 cents per gallon and on re-
fined oil it is 13.27 cents Ber gallon. This is equal to $1.83 on the
barrel of crude oil of 42 gallons and of $6.63 a barrel on refined. The
tariff on has been so high that for x[cﬂ.rs the Waters-Plerce
0il Company has refined all the oil for the Mexican market in that
country. As that company is the representative of the Standard Oil

Company in that neldi it is not hard to see how that interest would
escape penalties of free trade in ofl with Mexico. It might be ex-
ted soon to be in the business of exporting oil from Mexico to the
nited States.
NO DIRECT DUTY ON OIL.
direct d:r?' on oil imported into this mun% The
only protection the American Froducer has is the following use in
the D ey law, copled out of its predecessor, the Wilson tariff law,
except the change from 40 per cent ad valorem to parity:
= E‘etraleum and its products, free: Provided, however, That if there
be Imported into the United States erude petroleum or the products
of crude petroleum produced In any country which imposes a duty on
roleum or its products e:ﬁorted from the United States, there shall
such cases be levied, paid, and collected a dnty upon said crude
petrolenm or its products so m‘ﬁlorted equal to the duty Imposed by
gaid country.” (Title 33, . 626, Dingley Act.)

i, TR, Tt Thnt bpoesd by the Torlsn. Soumtrs nsiust o
vailin 4 equa u o
the sg ific 40 per cent of the Wilson Act. Iﬁgder this clause the
American tariff on Mexican oil is $1.83 a barrel, though the option of
free trade in oil is vested In the Mexican Government, not In our own.
The same is trne of the other petrolenm-producing countries. Those
and their duties are as follows:

There is no

Qoun Refined
k. oil. ofl.
Cents. | Cents.
Anstria (Gallieia) 4,067 14.36
Roumania. 1.14 2.84
India (Burma) 1.66 1.66
Russia a 2.81 16.895°
Mexien 4,36 lg%
Canada....... Free. ¢
Java (Duteh Indies) 5.19 231
Japan._. R ™) 4.785

s Twenty per cent ad valorem plus 20 per cent for sundrles.
These figures are in gallons and the equivalent American currency.

THE THREAT OF MEXICO.

For the matter of the threat of Mexican competition, I have been
able to get some authoritative information. Developments have (grered
the existenee of petroleum over an area extending from the Rio Grande
to the Isthmus of Tehuantepee. The logical range of favorable for.
mation lles along the Gulf coast mai?zﬂahut passes to the Pacific coast
through the States of Tobasco and pas. It is from the State of
Tobasco that the petgper comes that gives the tang to the famous sauce,
and it is within e bounds of probability that this province may
become a hot Fmposidon as an ofl field.

At present the prlnc.{%al developments are in the provines of Tamau-
lipas and Veracruz. e principal fields are at Ebano, where eight
wells, some of them 2 years old, produce an average of more than 1,
barrels daily; near Tuxpan, where the burning monster has atfracted
attention ; e Furbero field south of Tampico, with a pipe line to
Tuxpan, 00 miles away; and the San Cristobal, the first love of the
English company, Pearson & Son (Limited), which is seeking a supply
of liqguid fuel for the British navy, and has found it. In some way
there is a connection between the Pearson concern and the Nigeria
igplhnlt Company, a subsidized British concessionary, operating in

rica,

GREAT ENGLISH CONCERN.

The Pearson company has obtained control of the Furbero flield and
the territory about Tuxpan, where the Ia wells have been found,
and is now negleeting its San Cristobal holdings, which acgregate about
1,000,000 acres. This concern has already invested $5,000, or more
and has pipe lines and refineries. The production it has will yield about
15 per cent of distillate—that is, lamp oil—from the process of pre-
par& the residue for fuel and asphalt. As the first purpose of the
company is to make foel for the British navy, the refined oil will be a
mere by-product and all the more threatening to the American market,
The concern seems to have unlimited capital. which is in accord with
the snpgosition that it is backed by the British Government.

The burbero field was developed by the 01l Fields of Mexico Com-
pany, Percy Furber, president. There is good reason to believe this
territory has been taken over by Pearson & Son (Limited), or at least
that this concern has secured the right to take all production. The
Pearson concern has built the pipe line from that field to Tux

pan.
FACTS ON MEXICAN FIELD.

The field in Tamaulipas is controlled by the Mexican Petroleum Com-
pany. This appears to be an American organization, possibly connected
with the Standard Oil. It has been operating there for more than three
years and has demonstrated the fact that Mexican wells have good
staying qualities. It has wells that at two years after completion are
making nearly 2,000 barrels a day. This company has a large acreage
and is developing it in a leisurely manner. e ofl it gets ranges from
16 to 19° Baumé, a gravity very similar to that of the Texas gushers.

In Mexico the geological formation is much the same as in Texas.
g.‘lllae oil is tu}mt} 1:]1l two h%-lmns. T%ne inuthe bl;.ocen_lge the other in ttllm

ocene, geologically speaking. e wells about Tuxpan are main
in the older formation and the oil is of hizgher gravity than that Iron{

¢ Eocene. This accords with observed econditions In other parts of the
world. It is the approximate rule that the lighter ofls are found in
the older rocks, though, of course, the gravity varies in the same horizon
in different locallties, Mexico being no exeeption to this rule. The
resent fact is that the Republic to the south of us promises to exceed
ussia in the importance of its oil production. And it is so near us
that freight will afford no protection whatever.
“In Coahuila, a province bordering on the Hio Grande, there are some
very shallow wells producing oil on a paraffin base, according to the
overnment logist of Mexico. The wells are too small, however, to
ge considered in themselves. They are lmggrtzmt only in indicating a
possibility that somewhere near there ma deeper and larger wells to
E_t:duce the same quality of oil. The big wells about Tampico and
xpan produnce oil on an asphalt base, as do the wells of California
and Texts. Those of the Ban Cristobal district have in addition about
4 per cent of sulphur that gives the rs much tr e.
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CANADA ALARMING OIL RIVAL—PRODUCERS FEARFUL OF DOMINION'S POSSI-
BILITIES IF DUTY IS REMOVED—HAS TWO ADVANTAGES—OIL AND GAS
MEN, AND EVEN CONSUMERS, EQUALLY INTERESTED IN TARIFF ISSUE.

[From the Plttsburg (Pa.) Dispatch, February 15, 1909. By A. R.
Crum, staff correspondent.]
PAREERSBURG, W. VA., February 1}.

Bome oll egmducem here who have been investigating Canada are
more alarmed by its possibilities than by the Mexican developments.
They inform me that the oil found in Alberta is of far higher grade
than that of Mexico, and that the geological formation and signs are
favorable through Assiniboia and Saskatchewan as far north as the
province of Athabasca, if not farther.

Only a few wells have been drilled at Oil City, Alberta, but the ex-
tension of raliroad facilities into the north country will encourage
operations. It is within easy probability that a large production mayge
developed in that quarter within the next ten years, or in a much shorter
period of time than the Dingley tariff has been in force. There is in
that region a very large area of possible producing territory. In other
words, the fr uentlg gredlcted oil famine is not yet in E{ght. Many
with whom I have had controversy on this point have passed to the
“ other side,” and yet the oil fields are not all discovered.

CANADA'S ADVANTAGES.

Canada is particularly dangerous as a competitor because, first, it
admits crude oil free; second, because the dominion government pays
the producer 54 cents a barrel bonus on all oil produ in its territory.
Its tariff of a little more than 2 cents a gallon on refined oil is the onﬂr

rotection America has under the countervailing duty. It is less than
%wi&e tlllw amount of bonus paid by the Canadian government on
crude oil.

Producers here have only taken a mild interest in the Mexican devel-
opments. They are a good way off and the Information from them
fragmentary at best, The deseription in yesterday's Dispatch was about
the first authentic information the majority had of the new fields. It
is one of the ways of oil producers, many of them, to deny all that
does not suit them until they have been injured by it. In the days

one by it was the common thing for producers in one field to disparage
he next development until the s rinkiﬁe in value of their own property
woke them up. So there are some to-day who do not believe in hlgilco
or Canada.
DUTCH INDIES RIVAL.

Russia no longer has many terrors for the Eastern
war with Japan settled that. Besides there is a strong Impression that
Btandard Oil has some kind of agreement with the Russians about divid-
ing the market. The Princi al competition from abroad, up to the
present time, has been from the Dutch Indies, where a very low tariff
on refined oil—thirty-seven hundredths of a cent a gallon—gives their
products practically free entry into our ports. The public will readily
recall the sensation over the importation of three cargoes of gasoline
from the East Indies in the early part of 1905. That was followed by
a reduction of price in this country that has prevailed ever since, "That
reduction was made possible by the flood of cheap oil that was then
rising in the midcontinent field.

There can be little doubt that importation of gasoline in 1905 has
been one of the causes of the continued low price of oil in Oklahoma.
The oil of that region is rich in the naphthas, including gasoline. 'The
same is true of the Texas ?mduct. The Mexican oil is not far behind
elther in this yield, so it will be a direct competitor, and a more danger-
ous one than the Iast Indies, Sumatra, and Java. At least this is the
opinion of usually well-posted producers who are discussing the matter.

DOMINION'S COMPETITION.

From Canada the prospectlve competition is of somewhat different
character. The oil of the Dominion will come into more direct compe-
tition with that of the eastern America fields, because it is of higher

ade than that from the Gulf littoral. It is from older rocks, geo-
ogically speaking, where nature’s refiner has been working for ages.
The Mexlean product, on the contrary, seems not far removed from
voleanie influence, if we may judge from the most recent report from
Dos Boeas, sent out by the Associated Press a few days ago. This well
has certainly shown wonderful eruptive forces. But, on the other hand,
Canadn. is not expected to ever have wells that will vomit oil, water,
and sand to the amount of 150,000 barrels a day, as this Mexican mon-
ster Is supposed to have done before the fire was got under control.

This matter of oil tariffs and new fields is the more important because
there are now fully 85,000,000 barrels of oll stored above ground in
this country, and the daléy output of all fields reaches the enormous
total of 50({500 barrels a day. he older producers, who remember the
depression that existed when Bradford, Allegheny, and Cherrygrove had
pﬂ%d up a surplus of 40,000,000 barrels and made a temporary produe-
tion of 80,000 barrels a day, will not cease to marvel that present con-
ditions are as favorable as they are. But the oil industry has grown
marvelously since Colonel Drake drilled his well on Oil Creek, nearly
fifty years ago. There are now not less than 2,500,000 persons in this
country alone who are entirely dependent upon the petroleum industry
in its various branches for their livelihood.

TP TO FPRODUCERS.

0il is now produced in commercial quantities In_16 States of the
Union—Pennsylvania, New York, West Virginia, Ohlo, Indiana, Kentucky,
Illinois, Kansas, Oklahoma, Loulsiana, Texas, Californla, Utah, Colorado,
and Wyoming, There are other fields yet to be developed in the United
States before the end of the chapter. Moreover, there Is such an inti-
mate connection between the oill and natural-gas business that what
injures one affects the other. The gas men are hardly less interested
in this tariff questlon than the oil producers themselves. And the in-
terest, in milder degree, extends to the gas consumers, thou%h they may
never have thought of it. There Is even an aspect in which the coal
men have an interest. Oil fuel is much used in the Gulf region and on
the Pacific coast,

But it Is the oil producers who are awakening to the danger they
think threatensg them, They argue that they should have a direct pro-
tection, but since this has been denied them, they assert it would be
most unfair to remove the countervailing duty that merely demands
from others what they demand of us. Such is the view of the leading
men in the oil-producing business. They are not at all coneerned about
the Standard Oil Company, which is a comparattve}y small producer of
oil, and which is amply able to take care of itself, they say, even to
moving its base outside the United States, if that should seem to be de-
sirable, Their coneern is about themselves, Standard Oil has never been
in the habit of doing business at a loss, and if the consumers’ market
can stand no extension, then the producers must stand for a reduction
in the price of their commodity.

roducer. The

PETROLEUM AND THE TARIFF.
[Editorlal from the Pittsburg (Pa.) Dispatch, February 15, 1009.]

Our correspondence of yesterday and to-day touching petroleum and
the tariff is enlightening in several aspects. It embraces the first in-
telligent estimate to be published of the Mexican oil fields; it contains
information about oil in Canada not previously generally known. The
correspondent is well qualified to judge the sources of his information
and the import of the news.

The arguments made by the oil producers for retentlon of the coun-
tervalling duties are logieal. There Is not much chance of ressing
Standard Oll monopoly b{ free trade, for it can always resort to the
expedient of depressing the price of crude oil to maintain its market
without the loss of revenue, The producer, however, can not stand the
reduction. In the Appalachian fields most of the wells are small; in
those of the West the price is already very low.

It would seem that two of the chief competitors of Standard Oil—
the Gulf l’l}}e Line and Refining Company and the Texas Company—
are practically in the zone of danger from Mexican importations. They,
too, will meet the brunt of competition with the Mexican concerneﬁl
exports to Europe, since the bases on the Gulf coast are approximately
the same, Moreover, these companies produce a large proportion of
tt)hedr.-il they handle, and so have no “goat” on which to saddle the

urden.

In any event the matter is of sufficient interest to attract the atten-
tion of the public and of Congress,

OIL TARIFF SUITS MEN HEREABOUT—PRODUCERS PROTEST AGAINST TINE-
ERING WITH COUNTERVAILING PROVISO OF LAW—ITS REMOVAL UN-
FAIR—MEXICO AND CANADA WOULD INSTANTLY SEIZE CHANCE TO ENTER
AMERICAN MARKET. o

[From the Pittsburg (Pa.) Dispatch, February 16, 1009.]

Fearing a veritable deluge of Mexican and Canadian oil in event of
the removal of the countervalling duties now in vogue, several of Pitts-
burg's big producers yesterday came out strongly in opposition to any
tinkering with the present tariff on petrolenm. One producer, how-
ever, took an opposite stand, declaring that we had nothing to fear so
long as this country continues to produce the best oil in the world.

“A club over the independent producers™ and a ‘‘bad move" were
some of the expressions used to characterize any letting down of the
barriers for free oll.

FAYOR THE TARIFF.

Wesley 8. Guffey, of Guffey & Green, is a strong advocate of protec-
tion for oil. He sald:

“1 am in favor of a tariff on Mexican oll and on all other foreign
olls, so lonﬁ as It is reasonable. To allow Mexican and Canadian oil
to run in here free would be a club over the independent producer.
The white-sand pool o0il prodoced here is the best in the world; the
people are satisfied with it and with prices.”

“The removal of the countervailing duties would be a bad move,”
declared W, L. Mellon, president of Gulf Refining Compnn{.

* Canada is just now producing an excellent grade of oil, some of It
ust as good as that of Pennsylvania. There is also some good petro- .
eum in Mexico. In Texas thousands upon thousands of barrels of oil
are used annually for fuel purposes. Should the duties be removed, the
Mexican petroleum would be immediately entered in competition.

“WOULD BE SERIOUS MISTAKE.

“In view of this I predict that within a very few years Mexico will
abolish the existingr tariff for the sole purpose of gr‘:tting into the
American market. here is no question about it; tinkering with the
present duties would be a serious mistake.”

J. G. Jennings, of the Jennings Oil Company, refuses to consider the
matter as of any serious conseguence.

* Neither the Mexican nor Canadian oil is any good. Just so long as
we continue to produce the finest izoods in the world what have we to
fear from the importation of any inferior stuff? Furthermore, I don't
believe there is much danger of the existing tari®f being removed.”

Canada now admits crude oil free and places a tarif of slightly more
than 2 cents on the refined goods. Producers are paid 58 cents a barrel
bonus on all oil produced within Canadian territory.

THE TARIFF ON OIL.

[ Editorial from the Pittsburg (Pa.) Dispatch, February 16, 1909.]

Beveral Pittsburg ofil producers, who were Iinterviewed yesterday,
declared themselves against repeal of the countervaliling du.l::ly on petro-
leum, unless, inferentially, there shall be imposed a direct duty in lien
thereof. Mr. W. L. Mellon, whose large oll interests in the Gulf and
mid-continent regions especlally qualifies him to sgeak by the card,
says that Mexican oll is a present menace to the American producer.
He adds that he expects the Mexican Government will soon repeal its
duty in order to obtain entrance to our markets for its own producers.

ﬂr. Mellon has also given attention to the Canadian developments
and regards them gquite as important as indicated by the Dispatch
correspondent. Some of the Canadian oll, he says, is hardly inferior
to that of Pennsylvania. Apparently he would feel more at ease if
there were a direct or specific duty on oil. The countervailing duty,
at best, leaves the option of free trade in the hands of the foreigner,
and there are signs that he will not be slow to use it to his own ad-
vaniage. ]

Wh%le Mr. Wesley 8. Guffey does not go as far as Mr. Mellon, he
cordially indorses the view that a tariff is essential to the I’ennsylvania

roducer and his brothers in other States. Ile, too, is In a position to
En.ve private knowledge of what is going on In other countries than our
own. Naturally oil producers keep to themselves such information as
long as they may, but now that “ecat is out of the bag,” there is
no use denying that there is oll, and plenty of it, both to the north
and to the south of us.

TARIFF ON OIL—OKLAHOMA PRODUCERS AROUSED TO NECESSITY OF DE-
FENDING COUNTERVAILING DUTY.

[From the Pittsburg (Pa.) Dlsggtch. February 24, 1900. By A. F.
Robertson.]
TvLsA, OKLA., February 23, 19509.
Oklahoma oll men have waked uB to the danger attending the passage
of the bill repealing the countervailing duty on petrolenm and are send-
ing letters to the Oklahoma delegation in Congress protesting against
the passage of the bill, and urging the Members to vote against it




1909.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. o83

Therehadbeennometul‘kaboutthebﬂl,butmtlmentmamuud
and er ;s’tnlllzed some days when Bir Wheatman Pearson, of the
firm of 8. Pearson & Son ted), of London, dropped into Tulsa
nnd talked about the Mex.ican ofl fi and the promise of a great In-

roduction down there. He said that the present mduct‘lon
ot oil ln Mexico was far in excess of the demand, in fa
scarcely any demand at all for refined oil, and that he expected to n.h!g
the produets of the reﬂnerf whieh bls m'm is hu!!dlnf. England an
other foreign countries. 'Ihen he that if the duty on oll should
be repealed America would be a ﬂne market and give them a chance
to compete in this country with the Standard Oil Company or anybody

The few remarks dropped by Sir Wheatman Pearson set the Okla-
homa producers to thinking, and they have discovered that if the du
is re Ied they will have to suffer great loss. Pearson sald that o
eoul roduced in Mexico cheaPer than in this country by reason of
the fnct hat the rate of wa n Mexico is much less than in this
country. Then he said that Mexican oil could be shi to Galveston
or New Orleans all the way by water, and thus the freight rate would
e less than the cost of piping oil from Oklahoma to the Atlantic sea-
board, which Is now being done.

Oklahoma is the greatest oil-producing State in the Union.
total production for 1898 was in excess of 47,000,000 barrels. Thls i.n
spite of inadequate pipe-line facilities and harassing regulations of the
Interior Department, which still exercises jurisdiction over more than

0,000,000 acres of Indian lands and to grant Pennits for pipe-
1ine bulkllnF unless the plpe lines will agree to conditions which are
cording to the t obtainable estimates the
oil-bearing territory of Oklahoma has been barely touched. There are
many s with thousands or acres of proven land where not a drill
has gone d.own durlng the ¥ because of the hck of lfnpe-llne facili-
tles. It belleved conﬁdentiy that with the pipe €5 DeCcess
to imndle the oil this State would produce In excess of 55,000,
barrels of oll annually from lands already under lease and on which
&llm lessees are paylng annual rentals and advance royalties to the In-

ans.

Thus the danger to the Oklahoma oil producer from the Introduction
of a flood of cheap Mexican oil can be readily appreciated. Producers
assert that it will not only result in the stoptpage of all work in the
field, but will cause them loss in a reduection the price of their prod—
uct, as oil ean be produced more cheaply in Mexico than in this co

, and the rre[g'ht rate will nnt ize the difference in cost. In
other words, Pearson can produce in Mexico and ship it to this
country and deliver it for less than the American producer can possibly
do the same thing.

It is saild by some of those who at first were inclined to look with
favor on the passage of the bill that the present production of Mexieo,
outside of that taken by the rallroads as fuel, would be insuflicient to
cause a disturbance of conditions in this counfry or to become much of
a factor in the American markets. On this line Sir Wheatman Pear-
son said that the present production was but a drop in the bucket to
what Mexico conld produce if there was a market for the oil. He said
that the firm of which he is a member had under lease several
thousand acres of land south and east of Mexico City with several
wells on it, but that drilling operations had been snsgended. because
some of the land—maost or it—Is away from the railroa But he said
that the railroad could be very easily extended if there should be a
matket for it.

As It is, the production of oil in Mexico is increasing at an enormous
rate every year. This, to the Oklahoma producer, is a real and posi-
tive menace.

And it is not only from Mexico that the Oklahoma oil producer looks
for trouble in case the duty is repealed. The production of oll In
Borneo increased more than 17,000,

labor can he had for almost nothimlz and the ecost of roduetlon is muech
less than in this country. From all of these conntries the oil could be
brought to this country water and sold in competition with American
oil, which is handled b)r pipe lines in erude and rall shipments on re-
fined oil. It is asserted that this forelgn eil can be shipped to this
country and delivered in competition with American oil.

The annual meeting of the Alid-Continent Oil and Gas Producers'
Association will be held shortly and deﬂnlte action will be taken. The
association maintains a la committee in Washington to look after

legislation, and this committee will be instructed to fight the repeal of
the duty with all of the weapons at its command, and not to let up till
the proposition is defeated. This committee is composed of many of
the largest producers of oil in this country.

AS TO THE OLD TARIFF.
[From Pittsburg (Pa.) Money, February 27, 1009.]

Some petitions are in circulation in the oil country north of Pitts-

bur‘ﬁu to be sent to Con, that the tariff on petroleum be

ed, and It is nota.he that the petitions are entirely outside the
Standard Oil Company.

Standard Oll is used so much now for the making of political ea 11::.1
and prestige that it is time the whole matter was considered
quiet and sane manner, and especially th!s question of the tariff pm
tection. To remove the duties, it is ed, would Injure the mo-
nopoly of the blg company, and there m no doubt of that} but what is
to of the I Eroducers when this has been done?

The real sutfemr by an abolition of the oil duties wiil be the Inde-
pendent producers, and ey produce by far the greatest amount of
crude oil, in s ite of the popu.lar lm rmlon to the contrary.

This belng he case, the oil Industry u a whole must be considered
in the matter, not any single com r any group of interests. The
oil industry must stand or fall as a u.nlt. but if changes should be
made that would bring about the question of a survival of the fittest,
there is little doubt as to what concerns would still continue in busi-

The Pennsylm.ull. West Virginia, and eastern Ohlo fields produce a
superfor grade of oil, but its quantity is now limited, while great floods
of oil are produced in Mexico which would speedily wipe out existin
conditions in this section were such a grave mistake made as remo-ra}
of the oil duties. By tank steamers the seaboard eities wounld be su
ﬂ.leﬂ at a price that would make the drilling of wells here look llg
wudm of wildeat investments.
oil trade has been one of the few great industries thlIt has gom

wholetoachuveat.mdedmmguonnpertr

F

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Chairman, we listened yesterday with
much interest to the excellent speech of the distinguished gentle-
man from Kentucky [Mr. James]. I do not wish to appear as
offering any criticism against that speech. I believe, however,
that he unintentionally did a great injustice to the Republican
members of the Ways and Means Committee. I, for one, as a
Democrat, desire here to protest against any seeming unfairness
on the part of any Democrat toward the Republican membership
of that committee. After the gentleman from Kentucky had de-
clared that the Republicans left upon the tariff list wire fencing,
farming implements, and practically every article which the
farmer must use in his farming operations, he then boldly asked
“What have they done for the farmers?” In that guestion
there is an imputation that the majority of this distinguished
committee, after five months of arduous work, have brought
no relief by this bill to the agricultural population of this
country. To such imputation I object. In their behalf, I wish
to acknowledge the debt of gratitude which the farmers of tkis
land owe to the Republican membership of the committee.
When the farmer scans the schedules, he will find that he has
been abundantly taken care of. He will find that there have
been placed upon the free list for his benefit rough diamonds,
acorns, tapioca, kindling wood, English sparrows, and raw
fiddlestrings. [Laughter.]

Such generosity of the committee must appeal to the grateful
sense of every farmer. When he looks further he will be struck
with sad disappointment to find that they have kept on the
dutiable list red lemonade. [Laughter.] This, I am assured,
was purely an oversight on the part of the distinguished chair-
man, [Laughter.] After giving him rough diamonds with
which to decorate his family, and acorns with which to feed his
pigs, and tapioca with which to have Sunday dessert, and English
sparrows with which his children can play when they are
young and which can be trained into song birds when they are
grown, and raw fiddlestrings with which he can celebrate his
day’s work with cheaper fiddles, why in the world did they
overlook the fact that the farmer and his children needed relief
from the vendors of red lemonade at the town circus and the
country fairs? [Laughter and applause.] Every man in this
debate must be confronted with embarrassment. I confess that
Iam. We do not know whether we are playing our part accord-
ing to the programme mapped out by the distinguished chairman
of the committee, and his excellent lieutenant, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, or not. We do not know whether to take
this discussion seriously or not.

I do not know whether they are going to let me play my part,
and then when I get through laugh in their sleeves at my beat-
ing the wind and bagging the chaff. [Laughter.] But they
permitted the distinguished minority leader to speak for three
or four hours and many others on both sides to make extensive
speeches, and as they handled this tariff discussion in a serious
vein, I ought to do so. But before I vote on the bill I want
the chairman of this committee and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Darzerr] to inform this House exactly what
they are going to allow to remain in it when the final
vote comes; exactly what they put in there to logroll with
the Senate on. [Laughter.] For instance, did they put free
hides in it so that my friends, Mr. Pergins of New York and
Mr. Roserts of Massachusetts and others, can go back and tell
their constituents that they have carried out their pledge; that
they have done in the House all that they could; that they put
hides on the free list, but that the Senate put it back to protect
some Texas or western steer. [Applause.] What else has
been put in the bill, and there must be many items, to please
some Members or to give them an excuse to go back to their
constituency? Are you really going to allow the tariff reduc-
tion on lumber to stay in or not? The country wants to know,
and we have the right to know whether you are serious about
this bill. What are you going to stand up for and what are
you going to back down on when the Senate confronts you?
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

And I want to say right here to some of my southern friends
who are in favor of a tariff on lumber because it is a southern
industry, do not be alarmed at all over this bill, as I shall
show before I get through that the bill does not and can not
reduce the tariff on lumber one penny. I believe that the
chairman of the Ways and Means Commiftee thought that it
did; but I will bet the last dollar that there is one man on
that committee who knew that one provision which was ingen-
fously inserted would prevent even a penny’s reduction of the
tariff on lumber, and that is the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. ForprEY]. [Laughter and applause.]

I shall confine my remarks, Mr. Chairman, to a discussion of
the lumber question. I must confess that I approach it with
some feeling of intimidation. I recall that the distinguished
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Member from Michigan [Mr. Forpxey], himself a lumberman
and member of the committee, made this bold challenge at the
hearings before the committee: “I can meet any man on earth
on this question and flay him in a minute.” While the gentle-
man covered a considerable territory, he evened up in the lim-
ited time with which he was going to thrash his opponent.
[Laughter.] I wish to disclaim at once even the appear-
ance of having the audacity to accept his challenge.

The Democratic platform declares in language that can mys-
tify no man—

We demand the Immediate repeal of the tarif on wood Tulp print
paper, lumber, timber, and logs, and that these articles be p aced upon
the free list.

Some of my Democratic colleagues seem to think, and have
so declared, that that meant that the Democratic party was
in favor of free trade in lumber only in the event that it was
given the power to enact a bill embodying the whole scheme
of o Democratic ** tariff for revenue only;" in fact, sir, this
has been boldy proclaimed to my people since the election.
Whence comes this never-before-heard-of doctrine? Certainly
the Democratic party never dreamed of such a position. It
appears to me that this argument is made by the men who,
unwilling to give reasons for supporting their party's platform,
are hunting for pretexts to violate it. [Loud applause on the
Democratic side.]

The inevitable logic of such a position is that if Republicans
retain control of Congress so that a Democratic bill in toto can
not be enacted, then the Democratic party is for a tariff on
Iumber, It further forces its proponents to the position that
unless there is a Democratic reduction on all articles, there
should be no reduction on any—not even on articles controlled
by the trusts. Will my Democratic colleagues make this new
doctrine apply to wood pulp and print paper? If it applies to
Iumber, it must also apply to wood pulp and print paper. What
Democrat is bold enough in this House to declare that he will
refuse to vote, if opportunity is presented, for free trade in
wood pulp and print paper as a separate proposition? Was not
every Democrat in this House during the last Congress eager
and ready to vote for free trade in wood pulp? Reread your
platform. In the same breath in which it demanded that wood
pulp and print paper be placed upon the free list it demanded
that lumber be placed there. How can the most evasive inge-
nuity, in the light of loyalty to his party's platform, explain
his advocacy of the one and his opposition to the other? What
argument on principle can a Democratic advocate of a tariff
on lumber possibly make for free wood pulp that can not be
made for free lumber, and what argument against free lumber
will not apply with equal force against free wood pulp? An
investigation will convince him that the tariff on wood pulp is
more of a “tariff for revenue only ” than the tariff on lumber.
The Democratic party in the Denver platform declared no new
policy. It simply stated a policy on this question that had been
cousistently and persistently pursued by it for thirty years in
this House and in the Senate.

The Mills bill, which passed a Democratic House in 1888,
had in it free trade in lumber. The Wilson-Gorman Act, which
was passed by a Democratic Congress in 1894, had in it free
trade in Inmber. It has been asked why the Democratic party
selected this article as one to be placed on the free list? There
has not been presented in this House, nor ever enacted into law,
a tariff bill, by either party in the last sixty years, that did
not have upon the free list dozens of articles. While it is a
general rule to tax all property for the support of government,
both the state and federal governments have always consid-
ered that there are certain kinds of property or certain articles
of prime necessity that ought never to be taxed for its support.
In the States we except from the general rule church and school
property and property of charitable institutions. In the Fed-
eral Government Congress has always made exception to the
general rule by placing upon the free list certain articles, The
Democratic party has felt in the past, and feels now, that
lumber, which enters into the conduect of every citizen's life
and touches him at every point, a product, a crop, that was
neither planted nor nurtured by the hand of man, but given to
the people by the goodness of God, should never be taxed by
tariff for revenue of the Government or for profit of the citizen.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] The party knew that the
man on the mountain side who built his hut, the frontiersman
wlo built his cabin, the artisan who built his cottage had to
use lumber. It kuew that the farmer needed it for his house,
his barns, his stables, his fences; it knew that the people far
removed from the cities needed it to build schoolbouses in
which to educate their children; they needed it to build church
houses in which to worship the Almighty. The Democratic
party resolved that it would never place the plundering hand

of a tariff between any American citizen and the building of a
home for his family or the erecting of a temple for his God.
[Loud applause on the Democratic side.]

I remind the Republicans that James G. Blaine forty years
ago on this floor declared that no tax should ever be placed on
Iumber—this prime necessity in man's life. My party has fol-
lowed consistently and persistently the policy that, so far as
tariff law is concerned, every encouragement should be given
and no obstacle shall be placed in the way of any homeless man
building a shelter for his wife and children. [Applause.]

As for me, unless my people otherwise instruct before my
election, or unless modified by my nominating authority, the
path plainly marked out by the national platform of my party
is a sufficient guide for my legislative footsteps as a Representa-
tive of my people in this body. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

I have no quarrel to make with my collengues who desire to
tread another path, Some pledged their people during the
campaign that they would stand for tariff on lumber. A few,
perhaps, were so instructed by their nominating conventions.
These, as Democrats, should stand by their pledge and follow
their instructions. Many, I believe, on account of the pathetic
prophecies of ruin and disaster by those of our fellow-citizens
who are supposed to be benefited by this tariff, have been
alarmed into the belief that the removal would strike a deadly
blow at a southern industry. Some, I fear, have been uncon-
ciously intimidated by the large lumber interests into an ad-
vocacy of this undemocratic measure. It is better for your-
selves and your party and your country, my friends, to yield to
that patriotic sense which, lifting the legislator's vision above
his state or distriet lines, encompasses the whole people of this
Nation. [Applause.] If surrender we must, on any question, I
trust we may be found surrendering to the sense of the common
good rather than fo the demands of the special few. [Ap-
plause.]

I want to say here, before I proceed further, that, in my
opinion, after the most careful and thorough investigation of
this matter as it relates to our southern lumbermen, the re-
tention or removal of this tariff will not affect a penny’s worth
a single lumber interest or a single foot of lumber in the South.

Candor forbids me to stop with that statement. While I am
convineed that it will not injure the business of the southern
lumbermen, let no man understand that I favor removal of the
fariff on lumber on that account. According to the protection
theory, the Dingley tariff enables the manufacturer to add to
every thousand feet of lumber he sells from $2 on rough lumber
to as high as $4 on lumber planed or dressed on four sides. In
addition to the £2 on rough lumber, an extra 50 cents is given
to each side that is dressed or planed. The tariff on each
thousand feet cut in the United States, if the lumber protection-
ists are correct, averages $3 per thousand. We cut yearly 40,000,
000,000 feet. If I am called upon as a Representative of the
people to vote for a bill which by law forces the 90,000,000 of
American freemen to pay to a few thousand lumbermen the
tribute of $120,000,000 yearly, as an honest man and a patriot
I could not vote for such a measure if every dollar of it went
into my distriet. [Loud applause.]

I have a home industry to protect, whose friends seem to be
few on this floor—an industry whose operations extend to every
man's district, the great consumers’ industry. [Applause.]

I am asked by my frightened lumber friends to vote for a
law which, if their contention is correct, will enable them to tax
by the tariff for their profit every man—banker, merchant, me-
chanic, farmer—in my district and elsewhere from $2 to $4 on
every 1,000 feet of lumber he uses. I will never consent to
place this burden upon the backs of my people or your people,
[Applause.] Nor shall I ask for tariff reduction on an industry
in your distriet and then appeal to you to give me protection on
an industry in my distriet. [Applause.] Never can we prove
our sincerity for real tariff reform, unless we can look beyond
our own districts and touch elbows with the democracy of the
Nation, here and elsewhere, in its fight against tariff robbery.
[Loud applause on the Democratic side.]

If you begin protection on one, you will end protection on all
industries. If it is right on one, it is right on all. If you are
for protection for your home industry, you must be for protec-
tion on the other fellow's industry. If you are for protection
from prineiple, then honesty demands that you be for protection
on all industries. If you are for protection from selfishness,
then, as a matter of policy, you must be for protection on every
industry. You can not get the other fellow to help you by law
force the people to pay tribute to your industry, unless you are
willing to help him force the people to pay tribute to his in-
dustry. The scheme of robbing by law millions for the benefit
of a few is one of harmonious cooperation. [Applause on the
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Democratic side.] I beg to remind the Democrats of this
House that a protective tariff is no better now than it was when
the Tilden platform of 1876 denounced it “as a masterpiece of
injustice, inequality, and false pretense.” It is no better now
than when the Cleveland platform of 1802 denounced it “as a
frand—a robbery of the great majority of the American people
for the benefit of a few.” It is no better now than when the
Parker platform of 1904 denounced it “as a robbery of the
many to enrich a few.” [Applause.] And, my Democratic
collengues of North Carolina, it is no better now than when
Ransom and Vance, Carolina’s twin immortals, thundered at
the other end of this Capitol against its iniquities. [Applause.]
Both voted consistently for free trade in lumber,

When did the prineiple of protection become sound to the
Democratic mind? Did it become right when the location of
some of its beneficiaries was transferred across the Potomac?
If protection is wrong, it is wrong south of the Mason and
Dixon line, as well as north of it. [Loud applause on the
Democratic side.] Let me say to our friends that I do not think
this country is big enough for two protective-tariff parties.
[Laughter and applause.] We need but one party in this
country to use the taxing power of this great Government, to
make the millions pay forced tribute to the few. [Applause.]
We have a party that has made a triumphant success of legal-
ized plunder for fifty years, and I am opposed to the Democratic
party entering this field of competition with it. [Laughter and
applause on the Democratic side.]

When you begin to vote for protection upon anything for your
State or district, you should tell your people that the Demo-
cratic party has been wrong and the Republican party right all
the time on the question of protection. You are putting into the
blood of your own Democratic people Republican protection
prineiples.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas.
a question?

Mr. KITCHIN.
will yield to you.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I understand that you are not
ashamed to tell your people the truth; are you?

Mr. KITCHIN. Not a bit. What kind of truth do you want
me to tell them?

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. You say that you do not want to
say that your party had been wrong all the time and the Re-
publican party right all the time? [Laughter.]

Mr, KITCHIN. I shall, as I am doing here, continue to teach
my people that your party is eternally wrong, though some-
times—by mistake, perhaps—some of you do right. [Laughter.]

I am confronted with the embarrassing fact that, after we
have fought for free lumber for years, in season and out, and
the righteousness of our cause has so appealed to the sense of
right and justice of the country that many Republicans, here
and elsewhere, including Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Taft, are will-
ing to admit that the Democratic party has been right all these
years and the Republican party wrong, bere come some of our
scared Democratic colleagues and say to the Republicans,
“ Do not do it, boys; do not do it, because a number of us over
here are dead bent on confessing that we have been all wrong
and you have been all right.” [Laughter.] I am not one of
those Democrats who are willing to go out on the stump before
the election and defend their party’s position as right, and then
after the election come here in this House and confess that it
was wrong. [Applause.] Coming as I do from a large lumber-
ing district, whatever may be the outcome of my vote, I shall
solace myself with the reflection that I at least kept the faith
with my party and my people, and shall not be forced to explain
here or elsewhere why I broke that faith. [Loud applause on
the Democratic side.]

If there is a Democrat in my State or elsewhere that is
fooling himself into the belief that by our party embracing the
doctrine of protection or by his vote for protection, though it
be on his *“ home industry,” he is going to keep within the folds
of the Democratic party in North Carolina or the South or bring
into its ranks the men who favor protection, then he should at
once undeceive himself. A sensible protectionist will go to the
party that has taught protection for fifty years and not to the
party that has always opposed if. [Applause.]

Every man who desires special legislation for his special in-
terest knows that his place is in the Republican party. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] He will join the party that
has made a success of robbing all tHe people for the benefit of
the few. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

He will not come to us or stay with us, because he knows that
this scheme of plundering the millions for the benefit of the few
would be an experiment with the Democratic party. [Applause
on the Democratic side,]

Will the gentleman yield to me for
Why, you are so bright and cheerful that I

But some of my Democratic colleagues say that the Dingley
tariff on lumber is not a protective tariff, but “a tariff for reve-
nue only,” and my Republican colleagues say that it is a tariff
for protection to American industries and not a “tariff for
revenue only.” My friends, this reminds usof the man who had
his fish trap with its mouth open at both ends, to catch them
going and coming. To rally to its support the Republicans who
hate a Democratic “ tariff for revenue only,” it is protection.
To rally to its support the Democrats who hate Republican pro-
tection, it is a tariff for revenue only. [Laughter.] The men
who are demanding it are demanding it not to get revenue with
which to replenish a failing Treasury, but to get revenue to
expand their already swollen pockets. [Applause on the Demo-
cratie side.]

Let us see about this revenue plea. No Democrat in this
House can vote for the Dingley bill rate upon the ground that
it is a Democratic “tariff for revenue only.” What is the
fact? For the $1,500,000 that go into the Treasury, according
to the theory of those who are demanding it, $120,000,000 go
into the pockets of the lumbermen. This is the amount, ac-
cording to their contention, which the tariff alone exacts each
year from the people for their benefit. What Democrat will
be bold enough to contend that any tariff which, for every dol-
lar that goes into the Treasury, puts ten into the pockets of
its beneficiaries is a “tariff for revenue only?” You ean not
fool either the beneficiary or the vietim of this tariff. The
lumberman who asks for such legislation does not eare whether
vou put it upon the ground of * protection for American in-
dustries” or on the ground of a *“tariff for revenue only.”
And the consumer, the vietim, cares not whether you rob him
under the name of protection for protection’s sake or under the
name of a Democratic * tariff for revenue only.” [Applause on
the Democratic side.] Neither is interested in why, but only
in how you vote. They say that this tariff is only 10 or 12
per cent ad valorem. 3
* Buch statements are misleading and made either from igno-
rance or with the purpose to mislead. The duty or tariff on
Iumber is specific and not ad valorem. It is $2 a thousand feet
on rough sawed lumber, boards, deals, planks, and so forth.
When planed or dressed an extra 50 cents is added for each side
dressed, and 50 cents for tongue and grooving. The higher
price the lumber the lower would be the duty, fizured on an ad
valorem basis. For lumber selling at $50 in the rough in
the markets of the country from which exported the ad valorem
duty would be 4 per cent. On rough lumber selling at $10 in
the markets of the country of export the ad valorem duty is
20 per cent on the rough, and if planed on two sides, 30 per
cent, on four sides, 40 per cent, and so on. Practically all the
lnmber imported into the United States is rough or undressed
lumber. The ad valorem rate collected last year, on the basis
of the specific duty, was 10.41 per cent. This simply shows that
it was high-priced lumber. The average value of such lumber
in the markets of the country from which exported was $19.20
per thousand.

It was the consensus of opinion of all the tariff advocates ap-
pearing before the Ways and Means Committee that no protec-
tion was needed on our high-grade lumber. There was not a
dissent to this opinion. The chief apostle of lumber protec-
tion, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY], admitted in
his speech a few days ago that we needed no protection on the
high grades; that we could compete in the markets of the world
with any lumber from any country. It is insisted that only our
low grades need protection. At the hearings it was testified
by the tariff advocates that the lumber considered low grades
and which would come into competition with Canadian lumber
sold at the mills £, o. b. from $6 to $8. According to the pro-
tectionists, the value or price of our lumber here is enhanced
to the extent of the tariff. On a thousand feet of rough lum-
ber, now worth at the mills $8, $2 is tariff and $6 is Inmber,
The ad valorem duty would be 33} per cent. .

On the $6 Iumber at the mills, $2 is tariff and $4 is lumber,
the ad valorem duty being 50 per cent. If $10 and $12 at mills—
and our North Carolina mills will average this on low grades—$2
is tariff and $S and $10, respectively, is lumber, the ad valorem
being, respectively, 25 per cent and 20 per cent. On this class
of lumber, on which protection is demanded and which they now
have, if the protectionists are correct, the present tariff is abso-
lutely prohibitive, as none is shipped here. It is also prohibitive

on dressed lumber, as comparatively none is imported, though 70
per cent of the lumber used in this country is dressed. How
can any Democrat vote for the present prohibitive tariff on
such lumber on the ground of a tariff *“ for revenue only?”
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpxey] in his speech
the other day said that it is all low grade that comes into this
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country under the present tariff, and all that we export is high
grade. If the gentleman will examine the statistics, he will find
that the very kind of lumber that we exported was exactly the
same kind of lumber as most of the lumber imported from Can-
ada. You will find, according to the valuation of the Treasury

t, that the price of the lumber that entered western
New York, Detroit, Cleveland, and some other points was prac-
tically the same as that of the lumber we export.

It is argued that it is unfair to put only a 10 or 12 per cent
ad valorem tarifi—which is not true, as I have shown—on their
product and so high a tariff on the products which compete with
it, such as cement and structural iron or steel, which they say
have 25 to 50 per cent. My friends, if you are going in only for
the lumbermen’s interest, you can not object to the high duty on
cement and steel, but should rather favor it, as it is to the
lumbermen’s interest to have just as high a tariff as possible
on them, because the greater the difference in price between
Jumber and its competing material the more lumber you will
sell. If cement and structural steel are as low as lumber, we
will construct cement and steel buildings; but if they are high,
we will use lnmber, thereby creating a greater demand for it.

Every time you begin to talk removal or reduction of tariff
on lumber our southern lumhermen at once see ghosts from
Canada, Mexico, and Australia stalking through the land. And
my friend, Mr. ForoNEY, remembering the geographical situa-
tion, turns to our southern Members, and says: “ You remove
or redunce this tariff and Mexico will flood the South with
lumber.” My good friend from Michigan has a sawmill several
hundred miles from Mexico, in Mississippi, and he is just scared
to death that if we do what is right—that, if we Democrats
vote aceording to our platform and policy—the bars will be let
down and Mexico will just flood Mississippi and all our southern
country with lumber. The child in the nursery is not more sure
that the goblins will get him than the gentleman from Michigan
and my Democratic colleagues are that Mexico, Australia,
and Canada will get our southern lumbermen. [Laughter.]
Let me calm your fears as to Mexico by assuring you that in
the last fifteen years she has shipped into our country less
than 1,000,000 feet. Why, Mr. Chairman, I have sawmills
in my county, each of which cuts more than that in a month;
and yet my friend ForoNeY and some of my colleagues are con-
vulsed with fright at the imaginary spectacle of Mexico flood-
ing us with lumber. [Laughter.] Less than 1,000,000 feet in
the last fifteen years! Oh, but one man, a Southerner, too,
testified before the Ways and Means Committee that under Mr.
Cleveland's free-trade act Mexico flooded our southern country
with lumber. Well, Mexico, during the three years of Mr. Cleve-
land’s free trade in lumber, shipped into this country the stu-
pendous amount of 6,000 feet, valued at $58. [Applause and
langhter.] Let us analyze the Australian ghost. A seared
editor of a southern lumber journal testified before the com-
mittee that not only Mexico, but Australia, was going to con-
tribute to the lumber flood if the tariff is removed or reduced,
and Brother ForpNEY agrees with him. Let me pacify your
fears as to Australia.

In the last fifteen years she has not shipped a million feet
into this country, and of the lumber for which protection is
asked, vnder Cleveland’s free trade in lumber, so far as I can
ascertain from the statistics furnished me by the department,
she shipped to the United States a little less than 1 foot.
[Laughter.] The fact is, that instead of Mexico and Australia
shipping lumber to us we have been, and are now, exporting to
each of these countries much more than 100,000,000 feet yearly.

I.et us see about Canada. Practically all lumber imported
into the United States for the last fifty years came from that
country. They are all afraid of Canada, but she was just a
little too far off from the southern mills on the Gulf to flaunt
her in their faces,

Mr. DIES. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman thinks there will
be no lumber imported into this country, how does he think
there will be any relief to the consumer by placing Iumber on
the free list?

Mr. EITCHIN. I will gladly answer all questions, if my
time may be extended; and I will show this House by the evi-
dence of the tariff advocates themselves that, while it will not
affect the South or any southern lumber, it will relax the grasp
of the stumpage syndicates and lumber monopolists in the
West from the throats of millions of our western people. The
Democratic party in its platform promised this relief and I shall
not contribute to a violation of its plain pledge. [Applause.]
While I fear it will not directly help my people, I would be un-
worthy of my seat here if I were unwilling to help people who
live out of my State. [Applause.] The gentleman lives in
Texas.

Mr. DIES. Yes; and while the gentleman is on that subject
I would like to know on what he is going to raise this $2,000.000
of revenue that are received from imports on lumber if the
lumber is entered free. What would he lay that duty upon?

Mr. KITCHIN. We do not get $2,000,000 as revenue, That,
however, is for the Republican party to say. But, let me say
to my friend, if you good Democrats will study this question
and come out and help convince, which you can do, the great
lumber interests in the South and the East that this is as much
of a bogus tariff on their product as the 15 cents a bushel on
corn, 25 cents a bushel on wheat, and 20 cents a bushel on meal,
and persuade them to throw their tremendous influence—an in-
fluence powerful enough to persuade Democratic Representatives
to go squarely against their party’s platform—with us in our
fight for real tariff reform, you would help save your fellow-
citizens of the South hundreds of millions of dollars which
yearly is being filched from them by a protective tariff. [Loud
applause on the Democratic side.] If we could show them by
argument—or, failing in that, free trade in lumber would con-
vince them by experience—that the tariff as to them is bogus, you
would find them with all of their influence, their funds, their
bankers, and Congressmen here helping the Democratic party to
revise and reduce the tariff on sawmills, engines, boilers, leath-
ers, belts, steel rails, and everything they use in their milling
operations, and upon everything his labor must have for its daily
necessities, and upon everything the farmer must buy in his
farming operations. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. DIES. If I understand the gentleman, he is for free
trade on everything down South, but let the other people have
all of the protection that follows incidentally from a tariff on
imports.

Mr. KITCHIN. I am not responsible for the gentleman’s
fajlure to understand my position. I have tried to make my-
self plain, that I do not advocate a thing as proper and right
because it is “down South” and oppose the same thing as im-
proper and wrong because it is not “ down South.” [Applause.]
In the matter of legislation which affects a whole people, I
want to look beyond my district, beyond my State. I want to
look at 90,000,000 American people; and, sir, if the people
of my district wish their Representative to vote for a measure
which will take, not by labor, not for value received, but by
the dry, naked law, millions of dollars from all the people and
put it into the pockets of a very few of my people “ down
South,” I would say to them that they ought to send here not
nie. not} a Democrat, but a Republican from my district. [Ap-
plause.

I wish to ask you, can you, as a Democrat, justify your posi-
tion in advocating protection on lumber because it is your home
industry? Does not the gentleman from Pennsylvania, in ask-
ing for a tarif upon the steel-trust articles, put it upon the
ground that it is his home industry? Do not the Representa-
tives from the woolen-trust districts come here and ask pro-
tection on woolen goods because it is their home industry? Does
not every Member from the districts of the trusts put their
demands upon the ground that it is their home industry?
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. DIES. I am glad to answer the gentleman. I belong fo
a party that proposes to lay a tariff for revenues sufficient to
support this Government, and since we must so collect our reve-
nues to support the Government I am not that altruistic phi-
losopher and statesman the gentleman is that I would leave the
sawmill people and all the industries of the South without
that incidental protection just because, perchance, I can not run
riot and regulate the affairs up there. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. I want to say that that applause came from
the Republican side and not one word of comfort or cheer
from the Democratic side. [Applause on the Democratie side.]
The gentleman states that he is in favor of the lumber tariff on
the theory that it is a Democratic tariff for revenue only. Let
me ask him who is going to be the judge of what is a Demo-
cratic tariff for revenue only—himself or the combined wisdom
of the Democratic party in convention assembled and its record
here and at the other end of the Capitol for the last thirty
years? [Applause on the Democratic side.] Let me say to the
gentleman and to the House that, while I do not know what it
may do in the future, but, sir, since I have been an humble fol-
lower the Democratic party of this Nation in its convention has
never yet written a platform too bad or put forth a eandidate
too dangerous to claim my allegiance and support. [Loud ap-
plaose on the Democratic side.]

Mr. DIES. I will say I do not think I inflicted a very serious
blow. I understand the gentleman to be a free trader, and I
think I have the right to say I am a better Democrat than he is,
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Mr, KITCHIN, Is the Democratic party a free-trade party?

Mr. DIES. T do not think so.

Mr. KITCHIN. I stand upon the Democratic platform now
and in favor of free lumber. Has not the Demoecratic party
been in faver of free trade in lumber for thirty years? Did it
make the Democratic party a free-trade party when its great
convention at Denver last summer wrote into its platform,
“We demand the immediate repeal of the tariff on lumber?”
[Applause on the Democratic side.] My friend, I want to say
to you in all good humor, because I know your lumber friends
have fooled or frightened you with their Mexican and Canadian
ghost storles, and I am going to show——

Mr. DIES. If the gentleman pleases, I want to make this
remark : There has never been a lumberman or a person inter-
ested in the lumber business who ever spoke a word or has
written a letter to me. I simply think the gentleman's propo-
sition is palpably and manifestly unfair.

Mr. KITCHIN. We Democrats have been through the coun-
try teaching the doctrine that this prime necessity of life, out
of which are built the cabin, the cottage, the schoolhouse, the
church house, ought not to be taxed by the Congress and should
be, so far as our legislation here is concerned, as free from
tariff burden as the air we breathe or the water we drink.
[Applause,]

I can not believe that my good friend from Texas, or any-
one, can now have any fear of Mexican or Australian Iumber
running the American producer from the field of competition.
Now, if the patience of the House will permit, I will undertake
to show that no lumber interests in the South need have any
fear of injury from Canadian lumber.

Mr. DIES. I will say to the gentleman that I am informed
by the sawmill people down in my country that to put lumber
on the free list will not hurt their business. I am not a free
trader, as the gentleman is. I believe in distributing this tax
all over the country, and not taking it off one and putting it
on another.

Mr. KITCHIN. I am glad it is admitted that the removal
of the tariff will not affect the lumber interest of Texas., Will
not the gentleman admit that I have shown him that the
Democratic party and myself stand together on this question?
If I am a free trader, the Democratic party is.

Mr. DIES, I understand that you claim that the Republican
party is with you, too.

Mr. KITCHIN. I only claim the better part of that party.
[Laughter.] I wish we could convince all of it that we are
right, but we have only convinced about 40 of the patriots
over there and their President and ex-President. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

Permit me now to return to the Canadian ghost, in the hope
of allaying the fears of our southern lumber friends and col-
leagues. I will show later that the real, conscious beneficiaries
of the tariff on lumber are the big syndicates of stumpage
holders and the lumber producers of the Western States along
the border and the Pacific coast States, and how they are and
will continue, by means of the tariff, to hold in their relentless
grasp millions of our fellow-citizens of the West, and will
eventually embrace the South in their hold. The great timber
fields of Canada, now being developed, lie in western Canada,
in the Provinces of British Columbia, with some timber in
Alberta and Saskatchewan, as the large timber fields with us
lie in western United States, in the Pacific coast States. Brit-
ish Columbia can not compete in the markets of southern lum-
ber. Instead of levying a tariff of from $2 to $4 upon im-
portations, if we were to pay the lumberman of British Colum-
bia a bonus of $5 or more a thousand, he could not ship lum-
ber, on account of the prohibitive freight rates, to the markets
of the North and East, in which the South, and especially the
States of the Atlantic seaboard, market most of their lumber.

Eastern Canada, embracing the Provinces of Quebec, New
Brunswick, and eastern Ontario, especially Quebec and eastern
Ontaric, is the only section of Canada that is within freight-
rate distance of these markets, but on account of the scarcity
of her timber supply and the high price of her lumber, it does
not and can not compete with southern lumber. To appreciate
the relative importance of Canadian lumber production as com-
pared with that of the United States, I remind you that Canada,
with all her Provinces combined, produces no more sawed lum-
ber a year than does the State of Washington alone. If her total
yearly production, retaining none for home consumption and
none for her foreign trade, were to be put on our markets, it
would increase our supply less than 10 per cent. This fact alone
ought to quiet our fears. The cities of Chicago, Buffalo, and
Detroit handle as much lumber each year as the total produc-
tion of all Canada. The city of Chicago alone annually handles

more than the total production of eastern Canada. The citiez
of Chicago and Detroit consume for their own use more lumber
than all our importations from Canada. The State of Pennsyl-
vania consumes yearly more lumber than the total annual out-
put of all the mills of eastern Canada. Lumber is as scarce
and as high in eastern Canada as it is in Maine and North
Carolina.
duce more lumber than the Provinces of eastern Canada. Lum-
ber to-day in Ottawa or Montreal is as high as it is in Boston
and Philadelphia.

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hrrr], a distinguished
member of the Ways and Means Committee, himself interested
in the manufacture of lumber and a tariff advocate, stated dur-
ing the hearings that—

We can get [in New England] the southern pine cheaper from the
South than we can get lumber from Canada.

And that—

North Carolina pine is cheaper than Ottawa and Georglan Bay lumber
in Canada.

It may surprise my colleagues to learn that the South is an-
nually shipping pine lumber info eastern Canada. Mr. M. J.
Scanlon testified that his mill in Louisiana was shipping each
year large quantities of pine to Montreal and Ottawa, Canada.
The American Lumberman, the organ of the lumbermen in the
United States, and a strong protective-tariff journal, in an edi-
torial of September 12, 1908, says:

Lumbermen in the United States ship large quantities of Iumber into
Canada, the importations consisting largely of yellow pine and hard
woods. Yellow-pine shipments are made from the Southern States as
far east as Quebec, and as far west as Winnipeg. Hard woods of the
United States are shipped to all points in Canada.

I will hereafter quote largely from this journal, because it
is the organ of the lumbermen of the United States, whose
editor for the last two months has been the busiest lumber-tariff
advocate in the country. It is their own witness. No lumber-
man will dispute its authority or impeach its character.

After contending that the removal of the tariff on lumber
would caunse serious competition between British Columbia and
the Pacific coast States in the markets of the latter, in an edi-
torial of October 31, 1908, it says:

In eastern Canada the provision for public bidding for licenses (to
cut from crown or government lands, practically all the timber being
owned by the government) will tend to so raise the price of timber to
new operations as to lessen the competition in the I'.re:lted Btates from
that territory. * * * But in the West the removal of the duty
would seriously lessen the profit of the lumber business.

Further speaking of the effect of the removal of the tariff,
on November 7, 1908, it says:

Canada has been ahcilpging to this country freely under the tariff, and
robably all she would have shipped if there had beed no tarlff, unless
umber had been on the free list a long series of years.

And again:

It seems doubtful if the removal of the duty would make andy gar-
ticular change in the rate of development of the Canadian industry
* * * QBince Canadian lumber constitutes less than 3 per cent of
our consumption, it is questioned if it would have any material effect
on _the prices,

The greatest damage to American interests will be found on the
Pacific coast.

And again, in an editorial of August 3, 1907:

Inasmuch as Canada is selling to the United States a billion feet
annually, and selling all that it can spare under active production from
its domestic needs and foreign trade, the proposition does not look
plausible that a removal of the duty would very materially, under pres-
ent conditions here or there, increase the supply.

In this connection I wish to cite the opinion of Hon. Gifford
Pinchot, Chief of the Forestry Service, whose recent advocacy
of the tariff on lumber has been jubilantly and persistently
paraded before us and the country by the Inmber associations.

In his letter to the distinguished chairman of the committee
[Mr. Pay~ne] favoring tariff on lumber, he says:

Most of the Iumber we now import comes from Canada, as most of
it would if the duty were taken off. We are importing from Canada
only about 2 per cent as much lumber as we are cutting from our own
forests, It is not likely that under free lnmber more Fhan 5 per cent
as much would come from Canada as we would eut at home.

And he, strange as it may seem for a tariff advocate, concludes
that removal of the tariff would not affect the lumber interests
in the United States. In the light of these facts and opinions of
tariff advocates, how can any of our southern friends be seared
into the belief that the removal of the tariff will strike disaster
to a southern industry?

I wish to call attention to the testimony of the star witness
from the South, Mr. H. H. Tift, of Tifton, Ga., whose com-
panies, by the way, own 250,000 acres of timbered lands in
Georgia and Florida. He was most fluent in his predictions of
ruin of the lumber industry of the South and the country from
low prices which would follow the removal of the tariff, until
finally the chairman, in the midst of his statement, stopped him

Louisiana, Mississippi, or North Carolina each pv -
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and requested that he be sworn. After he was sworn, the
chairman, squaring him in the face, asked:

Do you not honestly believe that whether the tariff’ is kept on or not

the price of lumber will go up further than it has gone up now, and If
Etlat%kmoﬁm}essthantwoyearslnmherwﬂl than it is
o-day

He replied:

I think possibly it would ; yes, sir. .

Being pressed for a direct answer, he replied:

Why, yes.

In this connection I quote again from the Hon. Gifford Pin-
chot, the new convert to the lumber tariff. In a statement be-
fore the committee February 24, 1908, he says:

I believe that with the rapid destruction of our forests the price of
lumber will rapldly rise if tariff is removed.

And yet, knowing that on account of the yearly increasing
scarcity of the timber supply prices of lumber will continue to
rise, even if tariff is removed, the timber kings are demanding
at the hands of the people’s Representatives legislation which,
they boldly assert, will enable them to force the people to pay
even higher prices.

Will my frightened friends who are asking for protection be
surprised to know that the United States are the largest ex-
porters of lumber of any country in the world, and of the very
kind of lumber on which protection is asked? We export to
the markets of the world, in competition with Canada, more
than three times as much as Canada exports to this country.
" Last year we exported more than a billion and a half feet of the
very kind of lumber which we imported from Canada. The
gentleman from Michigan has declared that our exports were
high-grade Iumber, while Canada’s importations were cheap,
low grades. I suggest to him that an investigation will show
that most of the lumber imported from Canada was as high
priced as most of the lumber we exported. The gentleman from
Michigan, as well as Mr. Edward Hines, of Chicago, the largest
* lumber dealer in the world, the star witness and star lobbyist
of the lumber-tariff advocates, declared that the great lumber-
consuming districts, into which Canadian lumber is shipped, are
the great States of the Middle West and western New York.
This is true. Let me remind my southern colleagues that into
these States and into the markets into which 80 per cent of
Canadian Importations go less than 5 per cent of the lumber of
the southern Atlantic seaboard States—Virginia, North Caro-
lina, South Carolina, and Georgia—is shipped. This fact alone
should be sufficient to allay the fear that the removal of the
tariff would bring disaster to the lumber interests of these
States. Our lumbermen always take unnecessary fright at any
suggestion of tariff removal or reduction, and the Canadian
scarecrow is continually paraded before their eyes.

Not only the big syndicates of stumpage Lolders in the
Northwest and on the Pacific coast, who are the beneficiaries
of the Inmber tariff, but the tariff barons of every protected
industry, who hope to get the southern lumbermen and their
immense influence committed to the whole scheme of tariff
robbery, are continually painting for them pictures of ruin
and destruction at the hands of the Canadian lumbermen,
When the McKinley bill of 1890, which reduced the tariff on
Jumber 50 per cent, as is the apparent intention of the present
bill, was being considered, the lumbermen rushed before the
Ways and Means Committee, declaring that if any reduction
was made Canada would flood our countiry, monopolize our
markets, and drive into bankruptey our lumber producers.

The McKinley bill, which cut the tariff on lumber one-half,
was passed. The direful predictions of the lumbermen did not
materialize, and instead of Canada flooding our country and
monopolizing our markets, she shipped into the United States
several million feet more lumber the three years following the
McKinley bill than she did the three years preceding it. Again,
in 1894, when the Wilson bill, removing the tariff from lumber,
was under consideration, the protests of the lumbermen were
stronger and their predictions more direful than ever. Tariff
was removed, but Canadian Iumbermen again failed to take
possession of the American markets, either with the low grades
or the high grades. The importations from Canada the year
following the removal of the tariff was several million feet
less than the year preceding it, and for the three years while
the Wilson-Gorman Act was in force the importations from
Canada and other countries were practically the same as dur-
ing the three years of the life of the McKinley Act and the
three years preceding that act.

I will add here that for the three years 1906 to 1908, in-
clusive, under the Dingley bill Canada exported to the United
States 400,000,000 feet more than she did for the three years
under the Wilson-Gorman Act. I further remind this House

that forty years ago Canada was shipping more Inmber into
this country under the high tariff than she did under free trade
in lumber, and practically as much as she is now shipping.
The following table of statistics relative to the Canadian im-
portations will be of interest and instruction:

Feet.
Three years, 1871-1873 (inclusive), high tarlff________ 2, 259, 027, 000
Three years, 1888-1890 (inclusive), high tariff________ 1, 817, 244, 000
Three years, 1891-1803 (inclusive), reduced tariff,
MeKinley Act 2, 162, 704, 000
Three years, 1895-1807 (inclusive), free trade lumber,
Cleveland Act 2, 209, 507, 000

Three years, 1906-1908 (inclusive), high tariff, Dingley
Act 2, 663, 552, 000
We have tried high tariff, low tariff, free trade, and high

tariff again in lumber, and at no time did Canada monopolize
or flood our markets or destroy a single lumber industry in the
United States. Neither did low tariff or free trade induce, nor
did high tariff prevent, the influx into our markets of Canadian
lumber. They continually tell us of the immense importations
of Canadian lumber under Cleveland's free trade in lumber,
and how the Canadian Iumbermen took possession of our mar-
kets. The fact is that under Cleveland’s free trade less than 3
per cent of the lumber consumed in the United States came from
Canada ; that is, out of every 100 feet of lumber which was sold
in our couniry the Canadian lumbermen sold less than 3 feet
and the American lumbermen more than 97 feet. And yet in-
telligent men went before the Ways and Means Committee in
1807 and again before the present committee and deliberately
testified that under Cleveland’s free trade in lumber Canada
absolutely flooded our country and monopolized our markets
and drove the American Inmbermen from the field. As stated
before, there was less lumber shipped into the United States
under this bill than under the Dingley bill.

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. The gentleman did not ex-
plain that they had not the money to buy it.

Mr. KITCHIN. Our mills eut over 30,000,000,000 feet each
year during the life of the Wilson Act, and every foot of it
was sold to somebody. Under your blessed Dingley Aet millions
of people had neither work nor money, not even the bankers,
nor the trust companies, nor the railroads. [Loud applause on
the Democratic side.] .

Mr. JAMES. Right now I will state that there are bread
lines of hungry men right within the shadow of this Capitol.

Mr. KITCHIN. Is the gentleman from Pittsburg?

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Yes, sir.

Mr. KITCHIN. I want to say to the gentleman, since he
has given me an opportunity to do so, that in the city of Pitts-
burg there is not an industry that is not protected by the highest
tariff upon the statute books; it has been protected above every
other city in the United States. The city of Pitisburg is the
very citadel of protection, and yet last year, under your Dingley
bill, there were thousands of men that could not get work,
though daily begging for it—thousands that were forced into
the bread lines. I understand that your eity appropriated about
a quarter of a million of dollars to feed the hungry men of that
city. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. The gentleman is also aware
tl;at atkt.he same time there were 750,000 in England alone out
of work.

Mr. KITCHIN. I do not know anything about England. I am
talking about Pitisburg. [Applause.]

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. A great deal of business de-
pression was caused by the specter of free trade held over the
country. [Great laughter on the Democratic side.] It shut
down one-half of our industries by the fear of free trade.
[Renewed laughter on the Democratic side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. My friend, I find that in Reading, Pa., 12,000
men at this moment are idle and begging for work.

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Where did you get such
figures?

Mr. KITCHIN. A clipping from a paper just handed me, and,
I think, a Pennsylvania paper—perhaps a Pittsburg paper.
[Laughter on the Democratic side.]

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. I will venture to say that
statement was quoted from some other paper; certainly not a
Pittsburg publication. [Laughter on the Democratic side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. My friend speaks of 750,000 idle men in Eng-
land last year. I know not the condition of the workingman

there, but I do know that there were more than a million idle
unemployed workmen in the sections of the protected industries
of this country daily pleading for work to feed themselves and
their hungry families. [Loud applause on the Democratic side.]
I know, too, that in the South, which has little or no protection
on her industries, of her 20,000,000 people not one was begging
work or bread. [Loud applause on the Democratic side.]
- .
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* In my county we have hoslery mills, cotton mills, damask
mills, wood-pulp mills, and many other manufacturing enter-
prises and no man was walking the streets with a hungry
mouth because he could not get work, as they did in Pittsburg
and hundreds of other places throughout your section. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. They will be if you get your
free-trade items inserted in this bill as you would like to have
them. [Great laughter on the Democratic side.] There will
be plenty of them walking the streets, just like they were under
Grover Cleveland’s policy.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield to
me for a moment? '

Mr, KITCHIN. Certainly.

AMr. BURKE of Pennylvania. I do not suppose for a moment
the gentleman wishes to leave the House under g false impres-
sion.

Mr. KITCHIN. Oh, no.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. The statement he made to the
effect that the city of Plttsburg was compelled to appropriate
£250,000 during the last year for the purpose of feeding idle
and hungry men is absolutely misinformation.

Mr. KITCHIN. I will ask the gentleman if he did not see in
the Pittsburg and other papers of the country at the time that
such an appropriation was made by his city?

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania, I live in the very heart of
the city, and I will say to you that the only time the city of
Pittshurg, in one hundred and fiffy years, ever was compelled
to go into its treasury for the purpose of feeding those who were
hungry was in the three years under the Wilson bill. [Loud
applause on the Republican side.]

Mr, KITCHIN. We will see about that in a mioment. The
gentleman says that he lives in the city of Pittsburg, and that
he did not see anybody begging bread or work. My friend,
do you deny that the papers all over this country stated that
your eity did appropriate many thousands of dollars—I do not
just now recall the amount—to feed the idle people in your
city, or to give them work to enable them to feed themselves? I
know you will not deny that. I know you are right when you
say that you never saw in the city of Pitisburg men begging
for bread and work. My friend, a man who comes to the United
States Congress advocating special legislation for trusts and
protected industries never sees that class of people. [Loud ap-
plausge on the Democratic side.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I ask unanimous consent that the
geutieman have leave to conclude his remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani-
mons consent that the gentleman from North Carolina may
have time to conclude his remarks. Is there objection? [After
a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Air. BURKE of Pennsylvania. Now, Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield? The “ gentleman from Pennsylvania ” did not
state that he never saw people begging for bread. The “ gentle-
man from Pennsylvania ” stated that the city of Pittsburg had
not done what the gentleman from North Carolina alleged it
was necessary for it to do. The gentleman is also misinformed
when he states that the paper from which he reads is a Penn-
sylvania paper.

Mr. KITCHIN. Nor did I say it was; I said, perhaps, a
Pennsylvania or Pittsburg paper.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman stated it was
a Pannsylvania paper. The paper from which the gentleman
quoted is not published in Pennsylvania and does not state a
fact.

Mr. JAMES. If the gentleman from North Carolina will
permit me, I should like to ask the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania a question.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. “The gentleman from Penn-
sylvania " wishes to state in reply to the gentleman from North
Carolina that he does not come from the city of Pittsburg for
the purpose of voting for special interests.

Mr. KITCHIN. Did not your city of Pittsburg in 1908 issue
bonds for public improvements for the purpose of giving work
to the thousands of unemployed?

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. No; and the gentleman is no
nearer the fact in that regard than he has been in many other
statements he has made on the floor of this House during the
Iast thirty minutes.

Mr. JAMES. I demand that the gentleman’s remarks be
taken down. -

Mr, KITCHIN. Oh, no; let him go ahead.

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. The gentleman’s remarks are
taken down, sir. 3

Mr. KITCHIN. I might suggest, if your seat is too hot for
you, that you get a page to pour some ice water on it, but do
not get excited. [Laughter and applause on the Democratic
side.]

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from North Carolina
¥ield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. KITCHIN, I certainly do, with pleasure. While he is
hot, I want him to run his heat. [Laughter.]

Mr. BURKEHE of Pennsylvania. Oh, no; “the gentleman from
Pennsylvania ” asks the extension of no generous courtesy so far
as the reporting of his remarks is concerned. He is simply
replying to a statement that he believes the gentleman from
North Carolina did not fully comprehend the meaning of, when
he stated that “ the gentleman from Pennsylvania ” had come to
this body for the purpose of voting for special interests. And I
say to you, Mr. Chairman, that the time never was ‘when the
aspersions that have been cast upon the people of Pennsylvania
in the same irresponsible manner that has characterized the
statement of the gentleman who has just spoken—the time never
was when such aspersions were justified by the facts. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.] I say, on behalf of the people
of Pennsylvania and on behalf of every gentleman who sits
upon our side of the House representing the people of that State
and the Republican party that sent them here, that they are
animated by the same high and lofty motives that I presume
and hope animate the gentleman from North Carolina, who now
occupies the floor. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. Oh, well, there is no doubt but that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania is perfectly honest in it, I have a
faint idea that he thinks the only people to be represented in
this Congress are the people like the steel trust and the pro-
tected interests in Pittsburg and elsewhere. He is honest in
this. His party bas so taught him. He claims to be a patriot,
and we all know he is a statesman. [Laughter.]

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman point to
the time and place when I ever used, in this House or out of it,
the words “ steel trust,” or mentioned it in any proceedings of this
body, or took up the time of this House discussing any proposi-
tion, directly or indirectly, connected with the steel trust?

Mr. KITCHIN. Obh, no; they had rather some fellows would
vote than talk, for the vote of some does more good than talking.
| Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.] The theory
of Republican protection is that we shall protect the big, the
strong, the wealthy, and they in turn will, by the slow process of
commercial percolation, let a few of the benefits drip down upon
the people. [Applause on the Democratic side.] The gentle-
man from Pennsylvania is simply a product of the system. He
thinks he is a patriot, and from his standpoint he is; and, as I
=aid before, we all concede he is a statesman. Now, is not that
concession sufficient to cool off any Pittsburg Republican?
[Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.]

I will tell the gentleman what the trouble is with patriots
like himself. The protected industries which he represents send
up so much smoke that he always looks through darkened
glasses. [Laughter.]

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania., I want to say to the gentle-
man that the chimneys in the city of Pittsburg never sent up
as much smoke or caused as much darkness as has been caused
by the remarks of the gentleman from North Carolina on the
floor this afternoon. [Laughter on the Republican side.]

Mr. EITCHIN. I am willing to admit myself that that was
a real bright, smart reply; but the trouble with the gentleman
is that he gets off so few such bright sayings here. [Laughter.]

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. I congratulate the gentleman

on being able to recognize one when he sees it. [Laughter.]
I believe my two friends from Pennsylvania
are the only persons in this country that did not see in all the
papers, and especially in the Pittsburg papers, daily accounts
of the growing ranks of the unemployed in the city of Pittsburg
and their hungered, distressed condition. I do not impeach the
veracity of any man, but I do say that a denial of such condi-
tions is a lamentable discredit to their memory. So alarming
was the situation that, time and again, the city counecil met to
devise ways to relieve the distress of the army of unemployed.
The mayor of the city, in February, 1908, insisted that the city
should issue over $2,000,000 of bonds in order to give work to
its idle men. I quote from the Pittsburg Dispatch, a good Ile-
publican, Dingley tariff paper, of date February 1, 1908:

The proposed bond issues to give work to the unemployed, proposed
by Mayor George W. Guthrie, to the total of $2,184,000, were approved

by the appropriation committee last night and will be presented to the
finance committee early next week.

In an editorial of the same date it says:

If the city makes contracts that call for the employment of, say,
20,000 men, * * * it will yleld employment to that number of idfe
men.
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On February 4, 1908, it says:

Because of the universal prevalemce of sickness and poverty this
winter it Is necessary daily to refuse the ¥leadings of fathers and
n:oﬁhe;?l &vho come to the association rooms to ask for milk for their
sick ¢ ren.

February 7, 1908, it quotes Comptroller Morrow as saying:
The men and their families are In dire need.
On February 8, 1908, we find in the Dispatch the following:

The ordinance to authorize a special bond issue of $220,000 in order
to give work to the unemployed was passed by both branches (common
council) * * = Several other measures to ald the unemployed are
in contemplation.

The bonds were issued and some of the idle men were
thereby given employment.

From the Pittsburg Post of July 6, 1908, I read:

It 1s n?lparent that the $220,000 bond issue for improvements will not
supply the demand for work, and councilmen are trying to devise
means for further relief.

And further:

L]

The poor farm at Marshalsea, as Director Shaw, of the charitles
department, stated, was rapidly i)ecomlng overcrowded, owing to pres-
ent conditions.

When a family applies for help at the charitles department, an in-
spector is sent to ascertain whether the case is worthy. If it is, the
family is given a basket of provisions, consisting of flour, ham, and
other staple articles of food. Many needy families are also being pro-
vided for by the north side branch, which was reestablished several
days ago after having been merged with the department on this side of
the river.

And again:

Benevolent institutions of all kinds are being sought out by Pitts-
burg's poor. The Salvation Army, the Assoclation for the Improve-
ment of the Poor, and the Volunteers of America are doing all they
can to relieve the distress, but they are unable to help all who apply.

In an editorial of same date the Post says:

More than 6,000 ldle workmen asked yesterday for blank applica-
tlons, so that they might secure city jobs avallable under the emergency
bond issue.

L L - - - L

L

When the Post three weeks ago determined to tell the truth abont
the industrial conditions in this community and abandon the attempt to
preserve silence and constantly to see a rosy hue, there was much remon-
strance. It next began advising the adoption of quick measures to
afford relief.

Mr. Chairman, I could fill the Recorp with such quotations
from these and other papers from Pittsburg at the time. I do
not blame the gentlemen of Pittsburg for not remembering
such alarming conditions. They are fortunate in being able
to eliminate from their memory all such distressing, torturing
recollections. What was true of Pittsburg was true of many
other cities throughout the country—and all under the glorious
Dingley bill. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. If the gentleman will per-
mit me, I took exceptions to his remarks when he =said that the
statement that 12,000 men were now out of employment in
Reading was from a Pittsburg paper, because I try to read all
the papers and I never saw anything of that kind.

Mr. KITCHIN. Does the gentleman mean to say that the
Pittsburg papers tried to conceal that fact from the American
people?

Mr, GRAHAM. No; they tried to tell the truth., [Laughter.]

Mr. KITCHIN. Look here; what do you gentlemen mean by
coming here and affecting no recollection about this panic?
[Laughter.]

Alr. JOHNSON of South Carolina. It is a hallucination; we
have had prosperity all the time. [Laughter.]

Mr. KITCHIN. Do you not know that there has been such
a panie and such a period of hard times for two years that the dis-
tressed condition of the people and the depleted condition of the
Treasury forced the Republican party to promise in its platform
revision of the tariff and repeal of the Dingley Act? [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. GRATIAM of Pennsylvania. It was not from the effects
of the Dingley bill, but it was the newspapers desiring free
pulp and advertising the fact that they wanted a revision of the
tariff. [Laughter on the Demoecratic side.] They did not say
they wanted to favor themselves, but they wanted a tariff
revision, and they made such a fuss about it throughout the
country that it has created such a strong sentiment for such
revision that both parties, in their platform, committed them-
selves to tariff revision, and the uncertainty has paralyzed the
industries of this country to-day. [Laughter on the Democratic
side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. You have got free wood pulp in the bill,
and are you now going to ruin the country? [Laughter.]

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Not if the main features of
this bill are retained.

Mr. KITCHIN. Do you mean to say that President Roose-
velt and President Taft were seeking to ruin the country when
tliJ;y] demanded free lumber? [Applause on the Democratic
side,

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. I do not think Mr. Taft
favored such a revision as gentlemen on that side say he did.

Mr. KITCHIN. Your party is pledged to revision. Mr, Taff,
by his speeches throughout the country, is pledged to it. He
was for revision downward, instead of upward. The gentleman
from Pennsylvania understood it was upward, did he?

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. No, sir,

Mr. KITCHIN. You are in favor of revising it downward,
are you not?

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Yes; but not some of it
I am not in favor of wiping out the protection for American
industries. [Laughter on the Democratic side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman is in favor of revising it
downward if it does not touch one of Pittsburg industries,
but when it strikes one of them he is for revising upward.
[Laughter.]

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. For the simple reason that
Pittsburg has all kinds of industries; they are not confined to
steel alone,

Mr. KITCHIN. And every one of them protected by this
bill and by the Dingley bill,

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Take the distriet that I
represent, or represent in part, it has varied industries, and
you can not touch any industry in America that you do not
touch Pittsburg.

Mr. KITCHIN. I am glad the gentleman ‘and my friend
from Pennsylvania [Mr., Burke] interrupted me, Mr. Chairman,
because, although according to latest estimates there are ahout
£0,000,000 people in this country, it is delightful to find that
out of that number there are at least two who do not know
that we have had a panic and hard times in this country for
the last two years. [Applause and laughter.]

Mr. BURKE of Pennsylvania. Oh, the gentleman knows that
I did not state that.

Mr. KITCHIN. I simply state that I am glad that my two
friends from Pennsylvania did not know of the panic and the
distressing times we have had, and I take this opportunity of
congratulating them on being the two most fortunately blessed
of all the millions of our people in not finding out that for the
last two years, under your Dingley Act, we have had panics and
hard times. [Laughter.]

Mr. LANGLEY. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman pro-
ceeds further, I would like to ask if the removal of the tariff
on lumber will not result in reducing the price of lumber, how
will that removal aid the home builders, to whom the gentle-
man refers, to build cheaper homes?

Mr. KITCHIN. It is guite evident that the gentleman did
not hear the first part of my talk. I said in the beginning,
that while it would be a great blessing to millions of people in
the West and Middle West, as I shall show later, it would not
affect a single one of the southern mills, for the reason

Mr. LANGLEY. Would it make lumber any cheaper?

Mr. KITCHIN. It will not make lumber in the South, espe-
cially on the Atlantic seaboard, any cheaper—I wish it would—
or affect us in the South, because in the section of Canada that
will compete with us; that is, where the freight rates would
allow competition with the southern mills—even if Canada had
the timber—Ilumber is just as searce as it is in the South and
just as high as it is in the markets to which we ship.

Mr. LANGLEY. Then the present duty on Iumber is not
protective, but a revenue duty, and therefore not un-Democratie,
according to the gentleman’s present party platform.

Mr. KITCHIN. It is neither a Democratic revenue duty,
nor is it in accordance with the Democratic platform.

In the great West, in the great consuming States of Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Nebraska, and all out
in that western section, removal of the tariff will make lumber
chieaper to the consumer and will take the hand of the timber
monopolists from the necks of millions of our western people,
and I shall show it before concluding. While you are on your
feet let me ask you: Do you think it will make it any cheaper
to the home builder in your section?

Mr. LANGLEY. I think if it results in increased importa-
tions it will necessarily.

Mr. KITCHIN. Answer my question. :

Mr. LANGLEY, I think it will, and I think the tendency of
it will be to injure the lumber industry in my section, and I do
not hesitate to say that I am for my district and section before
any other section. I am trying to look out for the best interests
of my own district, assuming that the other fellows will do the
same for theirs.
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Mr. KITCHIN. You are like my friend here; you see nobody
in your district except a few special interests that demand
special privileges. [Applause on the Democratic side.] You
do not see in your district—indeed, you shut your eyes to the
fact—that you have thousands of farmers, mechanics, merchants,
and business men who need lumber in the daily conduct of their
business life; thousands of men who desire to own homes to
shelter their wives and children—

Mr. LANGLEY. May I ask the gentleman a question?

Mr. KITCHIN. You do not see that there are thousands of
farmers in your district who want to clear away their old log
barns and put up better barns; you do not see the farmers in
your district that have huts, who want to pull down those huts
and build more comfortable homes; you do not see—

Mr. LANGLEY. I think I can see just about as far as the
gentleman can.

AMr. KITCHIN. The trouble with you is you can not see over
the shoulders of a protected interest or a trust to save your
life, and you do not see the people in your district and State on
the other side. [Applause.]

Mr. LANGLEY. Oh, yes; I do. I understand my district
just as well as the gentleman does his. I believe in protection,
and that is the reason I am contending for this duty. I think
protection helps all of them.

Mr. KITCHIN. I am glad you candidly confess that you are
in favor of the duty for protection’s sake. What becomes of
the plea of my Democratic colleagues that it is a Democratic
tariff for revenue only? [Laughter.]

This is our difference: As between millions of homeless
American citizens in this-country who desire to build homes to
shelter their families and a few thousand lumbermen who de-
mand special legislation to increase their revenues, I take my
stand with the millions of home builders, while you take yours
with the protected few. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MILLER of Kansas, Will the gentleman allow a question ?

Mr. KITCHIN. Certainly.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I would like to have the gentleman
explain to me how with free lumber the people in my section
of the country in the Middle West can be affected?

Mr. KITCHIN. There is, of course, some timber in the west-
ern Provineces of Saskatchewan and Alberta, along the north-
westernr border, but the great timber fields of Canada lie in the
Province of British Columbia, which borders the States of
Washington and Idaho. The lumbermen of British Columbia
ean compete, if the tariff is removed, with the lumbermen of
Washington, Idaho, Oregon, and California, the great lumber
regions of the United States, and from which, if the tariff is
maintained, all your western country must soon get its lumber.
A study of the situation and reading of the hearings will con-
vinee you that the main fight for protection on lumber was by
the lumbermen of the Pacific coast, in order to prevent com-
petition with them on the part of the lumbermen of British
Columbia and to enable the large syndicates of timber owners
and lumbermen in these States to secure and maintain a monop-
oly of timber holdings and lumber production and its sale
throughout the whole West. They fear, and so contend, that a
removal of the tariff would permit British Columbia to com-
pete with them in the markets on the Pacific coast and in your
western territory. They are demanding that the tariff be re-
tained in order to keep your people of Kansas and the people
of the West from having the benefit of competition in lumber.
To swhatever sections or markets the lumbermen of Washington
and Oregon can ship, the lumber of British Columbia ean go.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Let me call the attention of the
gentleman to the language he himself used in reference to the
effect of the removal of the duty from lumber, so far as his own
section of the country is concerned. He said that it would not
be cheaper in the South, because of the freight rates. There
are much lower freight rates by water from Canada to the ex-
sll'eme South than there are by railroads to the Central or Mid-

e West.

Mr. KITCHIN. You are mistaken about the comparative
fre'ght rates between western Canada and the extreme South,
and the freight rate to the Central or Middle West. Nor did I
say that Canada could not compete with the South on account
of freight rates. I said that eastern Canada, even if the freight
rates permitted, could not compete with the lumber of the
South, and especially the southern seaboard States, in the north-
ern and eastern markets, because timber in eastern Canada was
a8 scarce as it was in Maine or North Carolina, and lumber
was as high there as in New York or New England; that she
needed what she had for her own home consumption and her
other necessary foreign trade. I said further that British Co-
lumbia, the great new field of Canadian timber, eould not ship
8,000 miles across the continent to the North or East in compe-

tition with us, because the distance made freight rates pro-
hibitive. I will say to the gentleman from Kansas that his
State has not received a thousand feet of lumber from Canada
or British Columbia in ten years on account of the prohibitive
tariff rate.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. We do not get much of it from
Canada. In some respects I agree with the gentleman from
North Carolina, and will vote with him to put lumber on the
free list. [Applause.] I do it because I believe that it is going
to very materially cheapen the price of lumber in the West. I
want to call attention to the fact that the Republican party put
the duty on Ilumber to protect the laborers of this country
against the underpaid labor of Canada, and kept it on lumber
as long as they believed it would do that.

But now, from investigation of the question, I am one of the
members of the Republican party who believe that there is
no longer any necessity for any duty for the purpose of protect-
ing the labor of this country against the underpaid labor of
Canada, because the price is very little different in Canada
and the United States. For that reason I am going to vote
to put lumber on the free list and give to our people whatever
benefits may be derived from this action,

Mr. KITCHIN. I am glad you are one of the few Republican
patriots. If we agree on this, there is no use in our getting
red in the face with each other over the matter. [Laughter.] I
congratulate the gentleman from Kansas that he is really
Democratic in one spot—on free lumber. [Laughter.] But I
will say he stands with his President on that question and
against his party.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr, Chairman, the gentleman has
no right to say that the “gentleman from Kansas™ stands
against his party on that question. How does your party
stand? As a whole, I believe that this is one of the best
tariff bills that was ever brought in.

Mr. KITCHIN. We do not know what kind of a bill we are
voting on, and Mr. PAYNE and Mr. Darzecr have not taken us
into their confidence. How do you know what kind of a bill
you are going to vote on? You are just as innocent and igno-
rant as I am on the subject. Why, this bill is not the bill that
you are going to vote for finally. Has the chairman [Mr.
Payxe] or his lieutenant [Mr. Daczern] whispered to you ex-
actly what they are going to allow you to vote for? Do you
not know that the tariff bill that you have got to vote for will
be a tariff bill, not made by the Representatives of the American
people, but by four men, two of whom are here, and you and I
know who they are, and two in the Senate, and we all know
who they are. Their bill and not the Payne bill you are to
swallow. They have put some things in this bill to please some
of you western and Kansas Republicans, and they are going
to take it out over in the Senate to satisfy the frusts. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic gide.] So that you ean go back to your
people and say: “ Well, now, we have done the best we conld.
We passed it in the House, but that ‘doggoned® old Senate
knocked it out.” [Laughter.]

And then when your people ask you why you backed down you
will reply : “ Well, you know the business of the country was so
unsettled it would not do to tamper with this tariff any longer,
and so we had to back down and consent to it.” [Laughter.]
You know that is going to be the programme, and you know that
Brother Darzerr and Brother PAYNE have not been able to look
each other in the face without laughing since they brought this
bill in here. [Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.]
Now, I want to ask you, Will you vote for a rule to cut off
amendments? I ask you to answer as a candid man. [Ap-
plause on the Democratie side.] :

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I will say to the gentleman——

Mr. KITCHIN. You and I are going to accomplish something
for the American people if you will vote with me on the rule.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I wHl say to the gentleman that in
advanee—

Mr. KITCHIN. Answer right now; will you vote for a rule
that will shut off amendments?

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. In advance of a rule I will not ex-
press an opinion as to what I will do upon it; but in answer to
the gentleman——

Mr. KITCHIN. You see he has got a “dead cinch.” He
does not have to do any thinking at all. Somebody else will do
that for him. [Laughter on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. If you do not want me to answer
your question, all right.

Mr. KITCHIN. Answer it “yes” or ‘“mno.”
for a rule here to shut off amendments?

Mr. MILLER of EKansas. I will not. Does the gentleman
understand that?

Will you vote
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I want to ask the gentleman from North Carolina if he will
vote with me for an amendment to this bill as reported here
which will inerease the tax on beer and take the duty off of
tea? [Applause.]

Mr. KITCHIN. Yes; I will do it if your Republican machine
here will give me the opportunity. [Applause.]

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Well, I will vote with you gladly.

Mr. KITCHIN, Oh, I am mighty afraid your party is going
to make you vote for this tax on tea. [Laughter.]

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. No, Mr. Chairman; no party will
compel me to vote against my convictions upon a question of
this kind. [Applause.]

Mr. KITCHIN. Oh, no; but you are going to say that they
just kept talking about this tariff bill when the business of the
country demanded its settlement, and that you would rather
take what Senator ArpricH handed out to you than stand up
for your own people. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. On that proposition, I want to say
to the gentleman from North Carolina that I am ineclined, in
legislative matters, to yield to the consensus of opinion of the
party to which I belong, instead of adhering blindly to my own
judgment upon a question of this character, [Applause on the
TItepublican side.]

Mr, KITCHIN. My friend from Michigan [Mr. ForoNEY] be-
came very excited the other day when they commenced talking
about a lumber trust. He said there was no lumber trust now,
and there never had been one; and, as good-tempered as he
usually is, he apparently got angry when one even intimated it.

Well, if he is a lawyer and has followed for the last ten or
fifteen years the courts in our country, he will find not only
rumors of lumber trusts, but the actual trusts themselves.
Why, in Toledo in 1907 a dozen or more lumbermen were in-
dicted for being in a trust. They came right square up and
pleaded guilty, and Judge Morris gave them six months’ im-
prisonment.

Mr. FORDNEY. Did I, in a single sentence, defend the re-
tail lumbermen? I said that I knew nothing about the retail
business. I never was engaged in it, and know nothing about it.
I am a manufacturer, and, so far as manufacturers were con-
cerned, that was the only statement I made when I said there
wias no combination.

Mr. KITCHIN. You sell to the retailer?

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, yes.

Mr. KITCHIN. Why, all you lnumbermen admit there are re-
tail lumber trusts most everywhere in the United States, and
they could not exist a minute but for the cooperation of their
masters, the lumbermen of the United States. [Applause on the
Democratie side.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Will you point to a single sentence of mine
in which I defended the retail lumber dealers of the country?

Mr. KITCHIN. No; but you deny that lumbermen ever had
anything to do with a lumber trust. How long could the retail
trust exist but for the sympathy and cooperation of the big
lumber mills and associations?

- Mr. FORDNEY. My dear friend, I beg pardon; but the
wholesale dealers are in no way responsible for the action of
the retailers.

Mr. KITCHIN. Let us see. If you search the records in
the Toledo case, in which the retail lumbermen pleaded guilty,
you will find that in mitigation of punishment they put up the
plen that they were forced into a trust because you lumber
manufacturers of the West were in a trust, and they had to
do it in self-defense, [Laughter and applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

Mr. FORDNEY. There is absolutely nothing in that.

Mr., MILLER of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield to me
for another question? The gentleman has been very kind and
considerate. 5

Mr., KITCHIN. If it is a short question and an easy one.
[Laughter.]

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. It is both short and easy. I was
frank enough to state my position on the subject of free lumber
and increase of the duty on beer. Will the gentleman from
North Carolina answer this: If your party in caucus should
agree that lumber should not go upon the free list, would you
still vote with me as against your party?

Mr. KITCHIN. There is no possibility of the Democratic
eaucus flying in the face of the Democratic platform.

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Will the gentleman answer my
guestion?

Mr., KITCHIN. If the Democratic caucus sought to bind me
or compel me to vote against the platform of my party relating
to free lumber or to anything else, I would not be bound by it;
but, under the rules of the Democratic caucus, it permits every

man to vote according to the platform or instructions of his
nominating authority and the pledges made to his people before
his election. Will your caucus protect you in doing this?

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. The gentleman has not answered
my question.

Mr. KITCHIN. I have. I said absolutely I would vote for
free lumber because it is in our platform and right, and a cau-
cus could not bind me to vote otherwise. What will the gen-
tleman do if his ecaucus seeks to bind him?

Mr. MILLER of Kansas. I will not vote for the bill as it is
now.

Mr. KITCHIN. Well, then, the gentleman from Kansas and
myself are certainly two good patriots of the House. - [Langh-
ter.] You will not go with your colleagues if they are wrong
and I will not go with mine if they are wrong. [Laughter.]

Now to the gentleman from Michigan. If he will read
the American Lumberman of July 13, 1907, the organ of the
lumbermen, he will find that it records the fact that the North
Carolina Pine Association, composed of mills of North Carolina,
Virginia, and South Carolina, at its meeting in Columbia, 8. C.,
on November 15, 1905, adopted a price list on pine lumber, and
that at a meeting held later, in Norfolk, Va., it adopted another
price list. Did the gentleman from Michigan read that?

Mr. FORDNEY. No.

Mr. KITCHIN. Did the gentleman ever hear of it?

Mr. FORDNEY. No.

Mr. KITCHIN. And yet the gentleman is a southern lumber-
man.
Mr. FORDNEY. I say there is no such thing in the South-

west or anywhere else in the United States, and I defy the
gentleman to furnish the proof to the contrary.

Mr. KITCHIN. I have furnished the proof—the records in
your own lumber journal.

Mr. FORDNEY. No, my friend; pardon me.

Mr. KITCHIN. How much more proof would you want than
the journal, the organ of you lumbermen, which states that the
association which met at Columbia, January 25, 1905, adopted a
price list, and so forth? Is not that some evidence of a trust or
price agreement?

Mr. FORDNEY. No; not the slightest in the world. The
gentleman’s statement may be correct as to what some journal
may have said, and I would not digpute him. I do not see how
that furnishes any proof, however. Let me ask the gentleman,
There is the Textile World, a paper published in Boston, Mass.,
which quotes prices on wool. What has the woolgrower in the
State of Nevada to do with what is published in the Textile
World in Boston? Nothing more than what you have referred
to in the lumber journal. I do not deny that what the gentle-
man says he saw may be true, but I know nothing about it.

Mr. KITCHIN. But did the Textile World state that the
woolen mills met and adopted a price list for their product? If
80, to my mind, it would be evidence of a trust or price agree-
ment among those woolen mills.

Although the gentleman is a Republican and a protectionist, T
presume he still has a conscience left, and I appeal to that.
[Laughter.] Now, then, if the gentleman saw it in the organ
of the lumbermen that an association of mills met at Columbia,
8. C, and at Norfolk, Va., and adopted a price list, would he
not think that they had combined on certain prices which the
consumer must pay? Would not the gentleman think that it
was some evidence that they had entered into a price agree-
ment?

Mr. FORDNEY. Let me answer that in my own way. The
gentleman says that I, as a manufacturer in the South, was a
party to that, does he?

Mr. KITCHIN. I did not say that he is a party to that;
but the gentleman asked for evidence of a trust—that is, a price
agreement among mill men—and I produced it.

Mr. FORDNEY. Did the gentleman not say that my firm
was in the association?

Mr. KITCHIN. I do not know whether the gentleman’'s
firm is in it or not.

Mr. FORDNEY. I know nothing about it, only that I am not
a party to it and I deny that I have ever been.

Mr. KITCHIN. Oh, they did not let the gentleman in; they
did not let him know what they did. He might be candid
enough to give them away some time. [Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. I deny that myself or my firm has anything
to do with it. I know nothing about it. We have no connec-
tion with it whatever, and therefore I deny the correctness of
the statement that my firm has anything to do with such an
arrangement.

Mr. KITCHIN. I never charged that you or your firm were
connected with it. I am going to take up a subject now that
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the gentleman does know all about. ILet us leave the
question of the lumber trust. I believe I am going to con-
vince the gentleman that there is a practical monopoly of
the timber holdings in this country; that is, I will show to the
gentleman and to the House that the great bulk of the standing
timber supply of the United States is in the hands of a few
people and syndicates; that less than one two-hundredths of 1
per cent of our population owns more than 70 per cent of the
standing timber in our counfry. While I could call witness
after witness and read page after page of evidence from tariff-
removal sources, my proof shall come from tariff advocates
only, and I am going to call the gentleman from Michigan as a
witness before I am through.

- Mr. FORDNEY. Well, I will testify honestly.

Mr. KITCHIN. I believe the gentleman will. One of the
strongest tariff advocates, Mr. Chairman, in this country is Mr.
R. L. McCormick. He is one of the big star witnesses that
testified before your committee. He is secretary and treasurer
of the timber company that has the biggest timber holdings of
any company in the world.

Before this tariff agitation began, Mr. McCormick, on July 26,
1907, at Tacoma, Wash., before an association of western lum-
bermen, made a most thoughtful and elaborate address on the
present and future timber supply. The statements in that speech
as to the timber conditions are enough to alarm every patriotic
eitizen when he contemplates the situation which will in the
future, even in this generation, confront our people. Of the
1,300,000,000,000 feet of standing timber in this country,
according to his estimates, and 1,400,000,000,000 feet estimated
by the department, he says that California has 200,000,000,000 ;
Oregon, 400,000,000,000; and Washington, 200,000,000,000 ; Mon-
tana and Idaho, 100,000,000,000 feet. These five of the extreme
West and Pacific coast States have practically three-fourths of
the standing timber of the country. It is estimated that all the
Southern States have only 200,000,000,000 feet of pine; many
estimates are lower than that.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Will the gentleman yield
for a question? I just want to ask him about the figures that
he read there for Washington.

Mr. KITCHIN. He estimates 200,000,000,000 feet of standing
timber for Washington.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Why, I have pretty near
twice that much in my own district alone.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman is mistaken.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I repeat that there is
that much standing timber in my district.

Mr. KITCHIN. Oh, you can not have anything like 400,-
000,000,000 feet in your district. If so, it would make the
proportion of the standing timber in this country for the acific
States much larger than has been estimated, and increase the
seriousness of the timber situation.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I state that for the pur-
poses of taxation there are over 400,000,000,000 feet of standing
timber in my distriet.

Mr. KITCHIN. The company of the gentleman from whom
I am quoting is the largest timber holder in the State of Wash-
ington, and he is in a position to know.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I do not know how much
timber his company holds. I know how much is standing there,

Mr. KITCHIN. I will ask the gentleman tq possess his soul
in patience. I understand he says that he has 400,000,000,0600
feet in his district.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Four hundred billion feet
standing in my district now.

Mr. KITCHIN., 1 will enlighten the gentleman on this sub-
jeet. The department estimates the standing timber in Wash-
ington at 193,000,000,000 feet. Mr. R. L. MeCormick, whose
company, as I stated, is the largest timber holder in your State,
estimates 200,000,000,000 feet.

Mr. W. I. Stewart, a lJarge lumberman of the West, in an ad-
dress, in 1905, before the Washington Lumber Manufacturers’
Association, estimated it, in 1905, at 193,000,000,000 feet. My
friend Mr. Bearn of Texas informs me that the Pacific Lum-
ber Trade Journal puts it at 196,000,000,000 feet. It is, there-
fore, in the light of these authorities, all tariff advoeates, barely
possible that the gentleman is slightly mistaken in his state-
ment that his district alone has 400,000,000,000 feet of standing
timber.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
for a minute, I will tell him.

Mr. KITCHIN., I will, with pleasure, in 2 moment. TLet me
now read from the interesting and instructive speech of Mr.
McCormick :

The trouble (increasing r’:rlces] lies not in the cost of manufacturing,
but In the dwindling supplies of the timber.

XLIV—38

If the gentleman will yield

And again:

To-day the flelds of standing timber are known to be narrowing to
the Pacific coast. Within half a dozen to ten years the Pacific coast
will be the only source of great supply. - * * * The westward march
of civilization has consumed the forests until to-day the Pacific coast
has three-fourths of the timber of the United States,

Mr. Chairman, in the face of these alarming facts, it is not
difficult to understand the great interest which Mr. MeCormick
and his big timber company, as well as the other big syndicates
of the West, have in maintaining a tariff that, in prohibiting
competition of western Canada, will give them in a few years
absolute control of the timber supply of the country. But it is
most difficult to conceive how some of my colleagues shall so
far forget the interest of the whole country as to be willing to
make themselves and the southern lumbermen the cat's paw for
these large syndicates and timber monopolists, and to favor
legislation the only result of which will aid them in fastening
tighter their chains around the people. [Applause on the Dem-
ocratie side.]

I will again quote:

The standing timber in the State of Washington alone is estimated
at 200,000,000, feet. * * * Let manufacturing go on through-
out the country at the rate it is now progressing, and the timber will
increase so much in value at the end of twenty years that the remain-
{ngd timber (in Washington) may be worth more than its present value
o-day.

* - - - -

- L]

Within ten years (at the present rate of cutting) all standing timber
east of the Rocky Mountains will be needed for local use.

In corroboration of this statement I call to witness every
man on this floor who lives in the States east of the Rocky
Mountains. Do we not see, day by day, in our States the
“dwindling supply” of standing timber? Who owns these
immense fields of standing timber in the West, which constitute
three-fourths of our total supply? No tariff advocate will dis-
pute the testimony of Mr. D. E. Skinner, certainly the gentleman
from Washington will not. He was one of your tariff witnesses
before the committee. He is a big lumberman of the West, mem-
ber of the syndicate, and appeared in this city as chairman of a
committee from the Pacific Coast Lumber Manufacturing Asso-
ciation. In a speech a few weeks ago at the New Willard ban-
quet, so eloquently described by my friend Mr. JaMEs yesterday,
he declared that *“ 90 per cent of the standing timber of the Pa-
cific const States was held by sawmill operators, corporate and
individual "—a very few individual. According to the report of
the department the five States of Washington, Montana, Idaho,
Oregon, and California have only 1,973 mills. Practically all of
these mills are owned by the big timber companies, several com-
panies owning many mills each,

My friends, one man—Mr, Weyerhaeuser—according to the tes-
timony of tariff advocates before the committee, in one timber
deal in 1900 purchased, at 15 cents a thousand feet, 40,000,000,000
feet of standing timber on the Pacific coast—more than the total
amount of pine timber in the iwo States of North Carolina and
Virginia. It is now said to be worth $3 and over per thousand.
It is estimated that the Weyerhaeuser timber companies own
more than 200,000,000,000 feet of standing timber on the Pacific
gct;ggt-—as much as the total stand of pine in all of the Southern

es,

Let me now eall attention to the condition of the pine timber
in the South. Mr., McCormick, in his address, estimated it at
200,000,000,000 feet. Mr. IR, A, Long, in a paper read before
the annual meeting of the Southern Lumber Manufacturing
Association, himself a large lumberman, estimated it to be 137,-
000,000,000 feet. The Government's estimates put it at about
200,000,000,000 feet. Mr. Z. W. Whitehead, editor of a south-
ern lomber journal, in his statement before the committee,
estimated “not to exceed 2350,000,000,000" feet. I will read
again from Mr. MeCormick :

The southern plnes are being destroyed with a rapidity that finds ita
parallel only in the case of the northern white pine.

And further:

It is evident that within ten or fifteen years there will be a most
serious shortage of southern pine,

At the present rate of cutting, in less than fifteen years all
the pine timber of my State—and, according to the government
estimates, in twenty years the pine-timber supply of the entire
South—will be completely exhausted.

As in the West, so in the South, the timber holdings have
gone into strong hands—into the hands of big companies and
syndicates. It is estimated that over 70 per cent of the stand-
ing timber in the South is owned by nonresidents or corpora-
tions controlled by nonresident stockholders. The Weyerhaeu-
sers, the Goodyears, and other western syndicates are fast
invading the southern timber fields. In reading the evidence
before the committee one will be struck with the number of
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nonresident witnesses, each of whose companies, in addition
to their western holdings, owns several hundred thousand acres
of timbered lands in the South. I wish to quote again from
the organ of the lumbermen, the American Lumberman, of date
July 5, 1807 :

About five years ago a change came in the yellow-pine business.
Stumpage went up in price, since it had passed into strong hands.

[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mill operators with large capital and extensive equipment
control a large share of the product, and naturally asked
prices for it.

Again, on October 3, 1908, it says:

In the southern hard-wood and yellow-pine flelds the small mills are
practically eliminated.

What does this mean? Stumpage went up in price, after it
got out of the hands of the people, the farmers, in the South,
because it had gone into the hands of the big capitalists, Lum-
ber went up in price because * strong hands,” * operators with
large capital,” controlled its output. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] As far back as 1888, the American consul at
Ottawa, Mr. Hotchkiss, in his report, and the Agricultural De-
partment in its report, warned the people that the standing
timber in large bodies was going into the hands of large capi-
talists who would control the markets and the prices.

The Southern Lumberman, a lumber journal, published at
Nashville, referring to the conservation bill, on November 28,
1908, declared that of the timber lands in this country to be con-
gerved, the lumbermen owned 75 per cent to 80 per cent.

I remind my good friend from Michigan that this evidence
to the effect that 75 per cent to 80 per cent of the timber in this
country is in the hands of a few lumbermen is from a tariff
advocate, an organ of the southern lumberman, of your Mis-
sissippi company.

Mr. FORDNEY, Do not put me in. [Laughter.]

Mr. EITCHIN. Is the gentleman any better than his fellow-
lumbermen ?

Mr. FORDNEY. Not any; but I insist that I do not belong
to a lumber trust.

Mr. KITCHIN. I am not now referring to a lumber trust.
I am showing the House and the country that the standing tim-
ber in this country is in the hands of an infinitely few of the
people; or, in the language of the gentleman from Michigan, as
I shall show later, “in strong hands,” and not in the hands of
the people, the farmers, as some of my colleagues seem to think.
The farmers own less than 6 per cent of the standing timber
in the United States. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. I will say to the gentle-
man that the Government owns more timber in my State than
all the rest put together.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman, I think, will find that he is
mistaken. But this—the government ownership—is included
in the estimate of timber in his State. Excluding the govern-
ment lands, you wiil find that the big holders own more than
80 per cent of the remaining. Mr. Skinner, as before stated,
put it at 90 per cent; that is, for the Pacific coast States, in-
cluding Washington.

Mr, FORDNEY. I beg your pardon.

Mr., KITCHIN. Oh, yes. Some of the lumbermen of the
West were mighty clever on this point in their testimony. They
attempted to prove that they owned a very small per cent of
the forest lands. They failed to explain that in the govern-
ment estimates of forest lands are included cut-over lands
and lands of small, stubby growth that never produced timber.
In some sections, from 10,000 acres a thousand feet of mer-
chantable timber could not be cut.

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman pardon me? A moment
ago he spoke of the little mills being eliminated. Does he
know that of the entire cut of lumber, 40,000,000,000 feet last
year, 26,000,000,000 were cut by small sawmills, located in
nearly every State of the Union?

Mr. KITCHIN. I do not know, nor does the gentleman
know it, because it is not the fact. I am glad my attention
is ealled to this. I am going to show him how mistaken he is.
I have here the government report of November 18, 1908, It
shows that there are 26,034 sawmills in this country, and that
less than 8 per cent of them cut over 50 per cent of the
40,000,000,000 feet. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. FORDNEY. I beg the gentleman’s pardon. There is a
lumber journal which gives a very complete statement of the
lumber cut in this country. That lumber journal—

s Mr. KITCHIN. I would really rather take the department's
gures.

Mr. FORDNEY. That lamber journal shows that out of the
28,000 to 30,000 sawmills of the country, 26,000,000,000 feet

began to
profitable

mlellia cut last year, out of the 40,000,000,000, at the small saw-
mills,

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman must be mistaken about that
lumber journal. I have here the American Lumberman, the
biggest lumber journal in the country, and in its issue of Feb-
ruary 27, 1909, its editor shows that 1,667 mills produce prac-
tically one-half of the total output of all the 26,934 mills in
glﬁlc;ounﬁ'y. Let me ask, What does the gentleman call a small

Mr. FORDNEY. A small mill is any mill that will cut
10,000,000 feet per year or less.

Mr. KITCHIN. That is a pretty good sized mill in my
country. Neither does the government report nor any lumber
journal in this country class such mills as small mills,

Mr, FORDNEY. It would cut 12,000,000 a year, at the rate
of 40,000 feet a day for three hundred working days in the year,
A sgingle-band sawmill is a small sawmill anywhere.

Mr. KITCHIN. Over half of the mills in this country cut
each much less than a half million feet a year.

Mr. FORDNEY. That is what I am talking about.

Mr, KITCHIN. To show that the most of the total output
is cut by the big mills, I call the gentleman’s attention to the
fact that, according to the government report and his lumber
journal, over 15,000 of the 26,934 mills cut each, on an average,
less than 1,000 feet a day, They do not cut for shipment, and
their annual total cut is less than 10 per cent of the total output
of the country. A farmer here and there has been wise enough
to reserve a few acres of timbered land for plantation uses.
These thousands of little mills are scattered about throughout
the country on the farms and used to cut Iumber for farm pur-
poses and occasionally for the neighborhood supply.

Mr. FORDNEY. When a sawmill in your neighborhood goes
to cutting lumber, there is no opportunity or oceasion for
shipping lumber in from any other mill. Let me ask you how
many mills, on an average, cut 500,000 feet a year?

Mr. KITCHIN. There are over 15000—to be accurate,
15,168—that cut less than 500,000 feet a year each, in feet less
on an average than 1,000 feet per day, and the remaining of the
26,934 mills cut over that amount each. According to the report
4,820 cut each on an average of 750,000 feet; the remaining few
cut the balance of the total output.

Mr. FORDNEY. Some over 15,000 out of the total in the
country.

Mr. KITCHIN. These little mills, 15168 in number, while
greatly swelling the total number of sawmills in the country,
all combined cut no more lumber annually than the 714 mills
in the State of Washington.

Mr. FORDNEY. How about the 26,000,000,000 feet cut by
these mills?

Mr. KITCHIN. That is only in the gentleman’s imagination.
They cut less than 4,000,000,000 feet. Now, let us return to the
big stumpage owners. I have more proof to offer. From the
Census Bulletin, No. 77, I read:

The increase (In stumpage value) Is due, not o much to a present
BT B st ShS aoulAmi b o los schmsee i ramidy e
bought up and withdrawn from the market. % o e s

This had the sanction of the lumber organ, the American
Lumberman, in its issue of July 6, 1907.

Mr. Tift, of Georgia, a tariff-advocate witness, testified that
the timber of the country had gone into “strong hands,” and
gave this as one of the causes of the advance in the prices of
stumpage and lumber. I ask the gentleman from Michigan if
he does not believe this?

Mr. FORDNEY. I reply to the gentleman, I want to ask
him——

Mr. KITCHIN. Do you not believe it to be true that the
timber of this country has gone into “ strong hands,” and this
accounts for the high prices in lumber? Just answer.

Mr. FORDNEY. I will not answer the question of the gen-
tleman except in my own way.

Mr. KITCHIN. Well, go ahead.

Mr. FORDNEY. I will ask the gentleman what caused the
price of cotton to go up from 5 to 12 cents per pound in the
last fifteen years in the South?

Mr. KITCHIN. Cotton was more than 5 cents fifteen years
ago, and it lacks 3 cents being as high as 12 cents now. But I
am not going to be diverted.

I have produced authority after authority and witness after
witness from the tariff advocates themselves in proof of the
contention that the timber of our country is in the hands of a
few big holding companies and syndicates. I am now going to
offer a witness so good and an authority so high that no tariff
advocate will dispute, not even the gentleman from Michigan. .
This witness, this authority, is no more and no less than the
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distinguished gentleman himself. [Applause and laughter.]
Before the Ways and Means Committee he made this statement:
On account of the dogmiatlon of the forests of this country, which
is rapld—and all men know that who know anything about the busi-
ness—the timber holdings in the country in the past tem years have
one into strong hands instead o{ small holdings, and therefore a specu-
Yatlve value has been put upon it.

[Loud applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Wait a minute. Have I made a state-
ment

Mr. KITCHIN. Do you doubt the weight and force of that
eminent authority? [Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. My friend, let me ask you—

Mr. KITCHIN. All right; certainly.

Mr. FORDNEY. Where have I made a statement to the con-
trary?

.\ﬁ. KITCHIN. I understood you the other day to stand here
and say that our lumber was manufactured by thousands and
thousands of mills, and that there was no such thing as a
monopoly or a trust, and the people owned the timber.

Mr. FORDNEY. I so insist yet. [Laughter.]
~ Mr. KITCHIN. Well, my friend, if you insist on that, you
impeach your own testimony, and I am not going to let you do
that, for you are my witness. [Laughter and applause.] You
can not impeach your own testimony, and I will not do it, be-
cause I believe you are telling the truth. [Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. What I stated heretofore is that I did not
appear before the Committee on Ways and Means as a witness,

Mr. KITCHIN. You are a member of the Committee on Ways
and Means, and during the hearings, in your voluntary state-
ments and in your leading questions of the witnesses for your
side you made the best witness of them all.

Mr. FORDNEY. You do not impeach my testimony when
you say that I was the best.

Mr, KITCHIN. Mr, Chairman, the evidence is sufficient to
sweep any intelligent mind in spite of itself to the conviction
that the timber of this country is in the control of a few big
companies and syndicates. While we can not with assurance
predict the events of the future, in the light of the present
situation of our timber supply it seems that Mr. MeCormick
stated a fearful and an alarming truth when he declared that
within a few years the whole country would have to look to
the Pacific coast as the only source of supply. With the rapid
exhaustion of our timber of the South, which at the present
rate will hardly wait for another generation to become com-
plete, unless inventive genius furnishes us a substitute, we must
turn for our lumber across the continent to the timber syndi-
cates and monopolists, whose already strong arm we are asked
to strengthen by a continuance of the tariff. These men of the
syndicates, so few in number and owning so vast an amount
of the standing timber of the West, are the great beneficiaries
of the tariff on lumber, and every man who votes for tariff on
lumber is voting for the timber kings and syndicates of the
West, and not for a southern industry. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] Its maintenance will give them the power
to fix the price of stumpage and control the production of
lumber. The fight for tariff is in the interest of the big timber
kings of the Pacific coast. The other lumbermen are duped into
the fight by them and their immense influence. For years the
tariff has been writien for their benefit. Tom Reed, in a speech
in this House advocating tariff, declared that the great benefi-
ciaries of the tariff on lumber were the lumbermen of the
Pacific coast. The report of the Republicans of the Ways and
Means Committee in 1894 showed the same thing. The Ameri-
can Lumberman showed in its editorial of October 31, 1908, that
the real beneficiaries of the tariff were the timber and Iumber-
men of the Pacific coast.

Logs and round timber are now and have been for more than
thirty years on the free list. Before the passage of the Dingley
Act hundreds of millions of feet of logs were annually shipped
from the Provinces of Canada into this country to the sawmills
in the West near the border. In a few months after the Dingley
Act was passed the Provinces of Ontario and British Columbia,
the competitors of the western lumbermen, enacted in retalia-
tion laws prohibiting the exportation of logs. As long as the
Wyerhaeusers, the Walkers, the Smiths, and other timber-
holding groups can induce us to maintain the tariff, just so
Jong will these Canadian Provinces maintain their retaliatory
laws prohibiting log exportation and the big western syndicates
maintain a monopoly of the timber supply of the West.

Mr. FORDNEY. May I ask you a guestion?

Mr. KITCHIN. Yes; certainly.

Mr. FORDNEY. According to your statement I infer that
you are in favor of the proviso in paragraph 197, that will
compel Canada to let us have logs—free raw material.

Mr. KITCHIN. I am coming to that proviso in a moment,
and I am going to show you that it is the most miserable make-
shift for a reduction of tariff that was ever inserted in a tariff
bill, and you have been tickled to death every day since it was
put there. You wrote it yourself. [Laughter.]

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. May I ask the gentleman a
question?

Mr. KITCHIN. TLet me finish the subject of the exportations
of logs and the effect of the tariff on it,and then I will gladly yield.
Before the Dingley Act and the consequent prohibitive acts of
the Canadian Provinces, the sawmill man of Oregon and Wash-
ington, if the big timber owners demanded exorbitant prices,
could get his logs from British Columbia and ship to his mill in
this country. And so with the sawmill man of Wisconsin,
Minnesota, and Michigan; he could protect himself against un-
reasonable stumpage charges by buying logs in Ontario and
shipping down through the Lakes to his mill.

But he must now pay the Weyerhaeunsers, the Walkers, and
other timber holders their own prices or get out of the business
and permit them to monopolize the lumber produetion. The
laws of Ontario and British Columbia forbidding exportation
of logs are the direct result of the Dingley Act. Is not that
true?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
for a question?

Mr. KITCHIN. Just one minute. ;

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The gentleman's state-
ment is not a fact. That has not been true all the time.

Mr. KITCHIN. Ohb, it has been true since the Dingley bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No; it has not; not all the
time.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman is clearly in error. I have
an authority on that, and it is my good friend Mr. ForDNEY,
to show that you are just as much mistaken about that as you
were about your 400,000,000,000 feet in your own district.
[Laughter.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
it, either.

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman permit me to set him
right? He is in a sense right in his statement.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. It is only occasionally
ahat this is correct; sometimes we buy logs and sometimes we

o0 not.

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman permit me to state it
correctly? When the Dingley bill became a law there was a
proviso in that law that stated that if Canada put an export
duty on logs, whatever that export duty amounted to should
be added to the duty on rough lumber. Instead of putting an
export duty on, Canada puts on an embargo, and does not per-
mit logs to come into the United States at all except, tempo-
rarily, when they let some come in from Puget Sound when
they have a surplus of logs. It is optional with certain govern-
ment officers to put the embargo on at will or take it off.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. They do it occasionally
on Puget Sound.

Mr. KITCHIN. I will enlighten youn, gentlemen. I can not
enlighten the gentleman from Michigan, I fear, because he was
right the other day and is wrong now. You have not had a
million feet of logs shipped from DBritish Columbia in years.
The fact is that on all the erown or government lands, which
constitute practically all the timber lands, they forbid any ex-
portation of logs on account of the Dingley Act, but an indi-
vidual who owns a little over there—and individual or private
ownership constitutes less than 5 per cent of the timber lands—
can ship the logs to this country. Such exportation amounts to
little or nothing. My friend from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY]
stated before the Committee on Ways and Means:

When the duty was placed on lumber by the Dingley bill, then was
when the embargo was put on logs in British Columbia.

Is not that true?

Mr. FORDNEY. I stated that a minute ago, and I repeat it
now. Let me ask the gentleman, Is he in favor of bringing logs
from Canada into our markets?

Mr. KITCHIN. Is not the gentleman in favor of it?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr, KITCHIN. So am I.

Mr. FORDNEY. Then put the proviso into the bill.

Mr. KITCHIN. Now, Mr, Chairman, I am going to get to
the little * joker,” the gentleman's proviso in the tariff bill.

Mr. FORDNEY. Donoteallita “ joker.,” Ihavenot made any
“hones’ about it. It is a straight out and out proviso,

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. Will the gentleman answer my
question now?

Mr. KITCHIN. Yes; but I prefer going on with a discussion

Will the gentleman yield

I am not mistaken about
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of the proviso of the gentleman from Michigan. But go ahead
with your question.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. I just wanted to ask the gen-
tleman what good virgin forest was worth in his State?

Mr. KITCHIN. What does the gentleman mean—by the thou-
sand?

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. By the acre.

Mr. KITCHIN. We have not much virgin forest left, and it
is not usual to sell by acre. Pine timber is worth from $2.50
to $3 per thousand on the stump now. Of course, if it is right
near a railroad it would be worth more, but that is about the
average.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. The gentleman ean give me
approximately the price per acre.

Mr. KITCHIN. We do not sell it by the acre. A man goes
over it and estimates it by the thousand feet, and pays so much
for it by the thousand or in the lump tract.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. I will say that I have a propo-
sition from North Carolina people to sell some acreage, and I
wanted to know if they were asking too much.

Mr. KITCHIN. I will tell you that if you fool one of those
North Carolina fellows that has got any pine timber standing
there now, you are welcome to all the profit in it. [Laughter.]
You fellows went down there ten or twenty years ago and
fooled our farmers out of all the standing timber they had for
a mere song; but they have a little patch here and there, and
you are not going to fool them any more. [Laughter.] You
better get a mighty good lawyer and a timber estimator when
you go there. Another thing, you better get a good team, be-
cause you have got to ride a long ways in North Carolina before
you find any farmers who bhave any standing timber to sell.
[Laughter.]

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. I thank the gentleman for
that information.

Mr. KITCHIN. It is all owned by the large stumpage-syndi-
cate holders. [Laughter.]

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. I would like to know if the
gentleman will furnish me the information as to what good pine
framing lumber, 12 to 16 feet long, is worth in his country
f. 0. b. cars shipping point?

Mr. KITCHIN. Two by eight, for instance?

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. Yes.

Mr. KITCHIN. That brings from $15 to $20; it depends
upon the grade.

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky.
point? s

Mr. KITCHIN. Yes. The lowest grade of it, the cheapest
grade, about $12.50 at the mill and anything from there to
$20. If it is No. 1 heart stuff, it will bring $25.

Mr., EDWARDS of Kentucky. I am talking about ordinary
pine framing.

Mr. EITCHIN. Oh, we do not have any ordinary stuff down
there. [Laughter.]

Mr. EDWARDS of Kentucky. It is all extra fine, is it? I
will just say to my friend that he has my friend from Kansas
[Mr, Mmrer] scared to death about the exhausting of these for-
ests, and I was frying to find an investment for him down in
his country in stumpage. I am sorry he could not give me the
information.

Mr. KITCHIN. I will tell the gentleman where he could go
and get some good investments if he had the money. I would
suggest that he go to the State of my friend Forpxey—DMichi-
gan. Mr. W. I. Stewart, a tariff advocate, in an address before
a western lumber association in 1905 stated, and my friend from
Michigan corroborated him in a statement before the committee
that, “ For every three years during the last thirty years white
pine has made an average increase in value of 100 per cent.”

Twenty years ago your white pine could be bought in that
State for from $3 to $5. Mr. Stewart says it is now worth $15
to $20, and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY] sald
it is now worth $25 on the stump. I tell you, you get into the
syndicate; perhaps the gentleman is already in it [laughter];
but I advise any man who wants to make a good investment to
get in, if he can, on the ground floor with Brother ForpxEY and
his erowd. [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Ob, the gentleman pays me a great compli-
ment.

Mr. KITCHIN. That is because I like you and you deserve
it. [Laughter.] Now, I want to look square in your face, with-
out pointing my finger [laughter], and, honor bright, did you
not really trick the Ways and Means Committee—I do not mean
it in an offensive way—when you inserted that little proviso in
the bill? [Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. No; not in the slightest. The proviso was
explained fully to every member of the committee, and, in fact,

Free on board cars at shipping

some of the committee members helped me frame the proviso.
I am mot a lawyer. I know but little about that.

Mr., KITCHIN. I believe that if I were on that committee
you could not have fooled me in putting it in. [Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. But the gentleman is a free trader.

Mr. KITCHIN. If I was for a high protective tariff, I would
have whispered to you with a wink, “ ForpNEY, you are the
smartest man I ever saw for getting that thing through the
Ways and Means Committee, when they wanted to revise the
tariff downward.” [Laughter.] I ask you now, honor bright
[laughter], if you believe, if this bill passes with that proviso
in it, that the tariff rates will be reduced a penny on any lum-
ber imported?

: Mr. FORDNEY. It will not, unless Canada gives up her
0gs.

Mr. KITCHIN. I am not talking about Canada giving up
her logs. Do you not know it is impossible for every one of the
Canadian Provinces to repeal and revise their customs and poli-
cies relative to taxation and rebates on timber, pulp wood, and
so forth, in order to meet that provision? Every one, as I shall
show later, of the Provinces, and each subdivision of them, must
comply; otherwise the reduction in the Payne bill has no
application, even to those that do comply.

Mr. FORDNEY, No; it is not, because Canada always did
give us her raw material until the Dingley bill became a law.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman is mistaken, if he means to
say that there was no export tax on logs, pulp wood, and no
rebate on wood manufactured there, in some of the Provinces,
even before the Dingley Aect.

Mr. FORDNEY. I beg the gentleman’s pardon. In one
single year 400,000,000 feet of logs were towed from Canada
into the State of Michigan,

Mr. KITCHIN. But at that time, before the Dingley bill,
there was an export tax by some of the Provinces on logs, and
some did not impose the tax; and there always has been an
export tax or a rebate on pulp wood sold by the government—
as it owned practically all the timbered lands—if manufactured
in the Provinces.

Mr. FORDNEY. There never was—never has been—an ex-
port tax on logs in our history. [Applause on the Republican

side.]
Mr, KITCHIN. Let me say to the gentleman he is mistaken
about that. The hearings in 1890, 1897, and the recent hearings

will show that he is in error.

Mr. FORDNEY, I think you are mistaken. There never
has been an export tax on logs In my memory, at all events.

Mr. KITCHIN. You are mistaken about that. Quebec has
always allowed a rebate; Ontario has an embargo now; but
Quebec and Ontario allowed a rebate on pulp wood to the manu-
facturers there, and Ontario at one time and another prior to
the Dingley Act imposed a small export tax on logs.

Mr. FORDNEY. I am talking about logs.

Mr. KITCHIN. But now to the gentleman’s proviso,
this House to know—— i

Mr. FORDNEY. I stated to the House the other day just
what you are going to state now.

Mr. KITCHIN. No; you have not.

Mr. FORDNEY. I stated that that was——

Mr, KITCHIN. Do you think if this bill passes and becomes
a law that it will reduce the tariff one penny? If so, you are
the worst mistaken man in the world.

Mr. FORDNEY. I did not want it to and did not so intend it.
[Launghter and applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. I told you you made the best witness against
your own cause I ever saw. [Laughter.] The gentleman ad-
mits that he put it in there for the purpose and with the in-
tention of not having a single foot of lumber under this bill
ever reduced one penny, and it will not reduce it. [Loud ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

Mr, FORDNEY. Unless Canada gives up to us her raw ma-
terial.

Mr. KITCHIN. Canada—that is, each one of her many
Provinces—has never given to us or any Nation raw material,
in the way contemplated by that proviso.

Mr. FORDNEY. She never prevented it until the Dingley
bill became a law.

Mr., KITCHIN. You really must not have understood your
proviso. But I can not believe this. You knew what you were
doing when you wrote it. Ontario and British Columbia never
prohibited exportation of logs until the Dingley bill; but On-
tario, at times before, and also Quebec, imposed a small export
tax, which, under your proviso, would debar them and all other
Provinces, and, consequently, our own people, from the benefit
of the reduction under the Payne bill

I want
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Mr. FORDNEY. If there is anything I do not understand,
please tell me, and I will be happy to know it.

Mr. KITCHIN. Let me again enlighten you. You said it
was never intended to reduce—

Mr. FORDNEY. Not unless she gives up her raw material

Mr. KI'TCHIN. I want the House to know that this schedule,
with the proviso, is simply a makeshift to deceive the American
people, who want removal or reduction of the tariff on lumber,
and at the same time to satisfy the lumber interests. [Applause
on the Democratie side.] -

Mr. FORDNEY., Have I attempted to deceive anybody?

Mr. KITCHIN. I do not say you have, but I do say you have
been the smartest fellow that ever tackled the Ways and Means
Committee. [Laughter.] You have got a provision in it that
makes a pretense that you are giving to the American people
some reduction in lumber when, at the same time, you acknowl-
edge it is not actually going to do it.

Mr. FORDNEY. I have intended simply that the TUnited
States Government shall not give up one penny of our revenues
on imports of lumber unless Canada gives up her free raw ma-
terial. That is all there is to it.

Mr. KITCHIN. There is more to it, as I shall prove. There
never has been a *“ joker” or proviso like this upon the statute
books and there never has been a bill presented to this House
containing one like it.

Mr. HARDY. Read the proviso.

Mr. KITCHIN. You talk about your not being a lawyer.
There is not a Philadelphia lawyer who could bave imposed
upon any commiftee such an ingenious proviso as you did upon
Chairman Payxe, Mr. Davzerr, and the other members of the
Ways and Means Committee whom you hypnotized into the
belief that it was all right and the tariff on lumber would be
reduced. Let me read it:

Provided, That if any country,
vision of government shall imp
of any kind whatsoever u n or any
product exported to the United States—

It does not say on logs, but on any forest product—wood pulp,
cord wood, kindling wood——

A Memper. Toothpicks.

Mr. KITCHIN. Toothpicks or anything.

Or If any country, dependcnﬁy. proﬂncg, or other subdivision of gov-

Q

ernment forbids or restricts n of any forest product to
the United States in any way, all the forest

rovince, or other subdi-
rt du y or other export charge
crimination against any forest

s!m]l be upon
_Eraducts of such com, hen 1mpurted into the United States, the

uties preseribed in on 3 of this act

That is, the present Dingley Act rate.

Mr. FORDNEY. S8he could not ship any of her products and
get the benefit of the rates fixed in the new bill unless she gives
us her raw material.

Mr, KITCHIN. I have not yet called attention to the beauty
of your trick. [Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Do not eall it a trick. [Laughter.]

Mr. KITCHIN. I commend you. I congratulate you. I think
that is the smartest thing I ever saw in a bill in my life.
[Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY, Simply wise.

Mr. KITCHIN. I call especial attention to the words of the
proviso: *There shall be imposed upon all the forest products
of such country,” and so forth, the Dingley Act rate. You will
notice that if any dependency, Province, or other subdivision
of government—a county, city, or township—imposes any ex-
port tax, rebate, restriction in any way, then the Dingley rate
and not the Payne reduction applies to all forest products ex-
ported from all sections of “such country,” and not simply
from the province, dependency, or subdivision imposing such
tax, rebate, etc.

Not only does the Dingley rate apply to the * Province, de-
pendency, or other subdivision of government” which imposes
the tax or rebate, but to all other sections or Provinces of such
country, although all the “ Provinces,” and so forth, but one
fully comply with this provision.

The act of one little Province of Canada or one little sub-
division of a Provinee, although every other section and Prov-
ince or subdivision meets in toto the terms of the proviso, is
sufficient to prevent reduction of the tariff on the forest prod-
ucts of Canada and all her Provinces.

Mr. FORDNEY. Al of them.

Mr. KITCHIN. For years, perhaps fifty years or more,
Quebee, one of the Provinces of Canada, a subdivision of the
QCanadian government, has either put an export tax on logs or
pulp woods or allowed her own manufacturers a rebate on pulp
wood manufactured in the I'rovince. It is a part of the policy
of her government. It does not hurt us. Ii does not hurt the
outside world. But it is a policy that she has pursued for

years and years, and she has got to repeal that before a single
foot of lumber or timber can come in here under the ayne
reduction, not only from Quebec, but from any of the Provinces
or sections of Canada, though every other Province or section
complies fully with the proviso. Ontario at times levied, before
the Dingley bill, an export tax upon cord wood and logs.

In other words, Quebec, Ontario, British Columbia, Manitoba,
Alberta, New .Brunswick, and all her other Provinces—each
Province has her separate government, like the different States
of our Union—each must revoke her policy and repeal her for-
est-product laws before the Payne reduction applies. All may
do so and meet every requirement of the proviso but one little
Province, yet that one is svfficient to make the Dingley Act, the
present tariff, apply to all Canada and her Provinces.

A little Province like Alberta or New Brunswick could grant
a rebate or impose, to raise revenue, an export tax of 10 cents
a cord of wood or a thousand feet of logs or a thousand
shingles; this would keep out, under the Payne rate, all forest
products of all Canada. I will ask the gentleman from Michi-
gan if that is not true?

Mr. FORDNEY, Surely. That was so intended.

Mr. KITCHIN, A few moments ago, during a colloquy with
the gentleman as to Canada levying an export tax on logs before
the Dingley Act, I asked the librarian to send me Senator
Allison’s speech on the tariff in 1888, I now have it. In his
speech made in the Senate October 8, 1888, on page 9289, you
will find that he stated that prior to 1888 Canada had put an
export tax on Jogs. She then had a tax of $1 per thousand
feet—that is, some of her Provinces.

And in 1888, and before then, and in 1897 there was in some
of the Provinces an export tax on logs, also on pulp wood, but
when the Dingley bill put from $2 to $4 tariff on their lumber
Ontario and British Columbia retaliated by passing the acts
forbidding exportation of logs, as I previously stated.

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman permit me?

Mr. KITCHIN. Yes, sir.

Mr. FORDNEY. Perhaps the gentleman is correct that at
times there was an export tax. The gentleman made a state-
ment a minute ago that there was an export tax, too. Now, I
think the gentleman is mistaken.

Mr. KITCHIN. No; I am not mistaken; but I am not going
to let the gentleman turn me away from this provision.

Mr. FORDNEY. T think Senator Allison was mistaken. I
never remember of a time when there was an export tax on
logs coming in from Canada, because as long as I can remem-
ber, up to the time of the adoption of the Dingley bill, logs did
ft:‘?me from Canada into the United States without an export

X

Mr, KITCHIN, Are you willing to admit now, and give your
judgment as a Representative of this House, that if this bill
becomes a law with this provision in it, not a single Ameri-
can hand will feel the sensation of cheaper Iumber from the
Payne bill and not a single foot of lumber will come into this
country from Canada except under the rates of the Dingley
bill? Is not that your judgment?

Mr, FORDNEY. Let me answer.

Mr. KITCHIN. What is your judgment?

Mr. FORDNEY. My judgment is that if this bill becomes
law with that proviso as it now is—which I hope it will, but
fear it will not—Canada must give up her raw material.

Mr. KITCHIN. No; but this relates to any little Province in
the Dominion——

Mr. FORDNEY (continuing). She must give up her raw ma-
terial, or the present rate of duty on her forest products, as pro-
vided for in the Dingley bill, will apply. I have repeatedly
stated that, and state it again. I can not make it any eclearer.

Mr. KITCHIN. I understand that someone appeared before
the Ways and Means Committee and persuaded them that this
proviso was complying with the Republican platform, and the
gentleman from Michigan, in his speech on Saturday here, made
the statement that it was in accordance with -the Republican
platform, and read the Republican platform to prove his asser-
tion,

Mr. FORDNEY. Providing for raw materials.

Mr. KITCHIN. If that is his construction of it, I am going
to show him I know more about his own platform than he
does.

Mr. FORDNEY. I think you would change your politics if
you knew as much about our platform as I do. [Laughter.]

Mr. KITCHIN. One of the many reasons why I am not a
Republican is because I know too much about them and their
platforms. [Laughter.] However, I have never had any hard
feelings toward my Republican friends.

AMr. FORDNEY., Not at all.
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My, KITCHIN. I have known a great many good Republi-
cans in my own State, and I am most grateful to many of
them. When I first commenced the practice of law they were
very kind to me, and if it had not been for the number of them
on the eriminal side of the docket my family and I would have
had a hard time. [Great laughter.] I have reason to believe
that many of them think very kindly of me, for I do not reckon
there is a man in the country my age who has kept more Re-
publicans out of the penitentiary than I have. [Great laughter
and applause.]

Mr. FORDNEY. If anybody in your district doubts that you
are a splendid fellow, have them call on me. [Great laughter.]

Mr. KITCHIN, My friend Mr. ForpNEY, in his speech a
few days ago, justified that provision on the ground that it was
in accordance with the maximum and minimum clause of the
platform of his party. His platform does not sanction it. Now,
Jet me read you the Republican platform:

The maximum is to be available to meet discriminations by foreign
countries against American goods entering into those countries.

Will you be willing to change the proviso in harmony with
your platform, making it effective only in event any discrimi-
nation is made against American goods entering their country?
Such a provision will be all right, because there is not a Prov-
ince of Canada that will discriminate against American goods
entering there, None discriminates against us now. Our goods
enter on the same terms of equality as the goods of Germany,
France, and all other countries. If any of them should dis-
criminate against our goods entering there, then your platform
demands the operation of the maximum rate as to the Province
so discriminating.

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr. KITCHIN. Do you not believe you have been a good
witness this evening? Now, did your platform justify that
provision?

Mr. FORDNEY. I believe it does. If it does not, I would
like to have it amended so that it should.

Let me ask you a question.

Mr. KITCHIN. Certainly.

Mr. FORDNEY. If Canada put an embargo upon her wheat
and would not permit wheat to come into our country, would
you be in favor of Canadian flour coming into our markets?

Mr. KITCHIN., I would if our flour was controlled by a
flour trust and our people needed bread. [Applause.] The lan-
guage of your proviso is broader, more extensive, and, I may
say, more ingenious than the case you put.

Mr. FORDNEY. Can you give to me any language that
could make it any stronger? As a good lawyer, which I give
you credit of being, ean you give me any stronger language by
whiech it counld be put into that proviso?

Mr. KITCHIN. No living man, in order to keep out that
Canadian lumber under the Payne bill and bring it in under the
Dingley bill, could express it any better. [Laughier and ap-
plause.] The Chief Justice of the Supreme Court could not
express it better than you have expressed it to accomplish your
purpose. To the gentlemen from Kansas and the gentlemen
from Wisconsin, Minnesota, and other Republican Members
who favor this bill with the idea of getting a reduction of the
tariff on lumber, I want to say to them that never a penny re-
duction will they get as long as such a provision remains in the
bill.

Mr. FORDNEY. Now, my friend, that decision, coming from
you, convinces me that it is guite correct.

Mr. KITCHIN. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to show you
how our lumber friends took this Payne reduction at first and
how afterwards they *“ caught on” to the proviso. Just as soon
a8 the bill was reported the papers throughout the country—I
will not say it is your plan, but you were conscious of it all the
time and sat back tickled to death with it [laughter]—stated
that you had reduced lumber one-half. The Associated I'ress
sent out over the 10,000 wires that stretch the country the glad
news to the millions of consumers that the I'ayne bill had re-
duced the tariff 50 per cent, had cut it one-half on lumber, and
that they were going to get cheaper lumber, and you laughed.
[Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. You said you would not point your finger
at me any more. [Laughter.] ;

Mr. KITCHIN. Well, then came telegrams from the lumber-
men in my district, “ Fight the reduction; it will ruin us.”
Then came telegrams to the other Congressmen from lumber
districts saying, *“ The Payne bill is going to destroy the lumber
business of the South.”

ily friend and colleague Mr. Pou, in his speech the other
day, which was printed in the Recorp this morning, said a lum-
berman in his district had written him that it would ruin him

to cut the duty one-half. Then came the American Lumberman
of March 20, with protest after protest from the lumbermen
all over the United States in it. My friend from Michigan
takes it, T think. It is full of protests. But its editor, after
he had time to study it and think about it, virtually says to the
lumbermen, “ Boys, be still; you are not hurt.” I will quote
from the editorial:

But, after all, a careful examination of the bill shows that the Ways
and Means Committee—

I call Brother MiLLER's attention to the fact that you have got
to examine this bill * carefully * [langhter]—

But, after all, a careful examination of the bill shows that the Ways
and Means Committee did take a broader view of the matter and has a
clearer conception of the situation.

[Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.]

You Minnesota Republicans, whose state platform demanded
free lumber, and you Wisconsin Republicans, whose legislature
instructed you to vote for free lumber, and you South Dakota
Republicans, whose state convention declared for free lumber,
and you Ohio Republicans, whose legislature memorialized you
to vote for free lumber, do not be fooled by Brother FornNey's
provisgo; his * joker.,” [Laughter and applause.]

Mr, MILLER of Kansas. I do not know why the gentleman
from North Carolina should insist that I give more careful con-
sideration to this bill than I have already done. My cursory
examination of it led me to believe that the gentleman from
North Carolina was right about it. A more careful consider-
ation might lead me to believe that he is wrong about it, and it
probably would. [Laughter.]

Mr. KITCHIN. That is what I am afraid about. You have
some provisions in it that are all vight, but I am afraid after
these protected beneficiaries and after the Senate gets through
with you, all of you will give more “ careful consideration™ to
it and will vote in the interest of the trusts and against the
American people. [Applause on the Democratic side.)

Let me read further from the American Lumberman :

This is an important provision, and makes some amends for the re-
duction against which the lumbermen protested. There is hope In this
provision.

[Laughter.]

They are satisfied with it, gentlemen. This journal insisted,
however, that the Ways and Means Committee ought to have
had the courage to come out and put on the $2 duty in the
open, without hiding the protection in this proviso, as the
lumbermen had come to the Ways and Means Committee and
made a straightforward, open fight—that the Ways and Means
Committee ought to have measured up to the responsibility of
courage and put back the Dingley rate, and not obscure it in
a provision like that.

Mr. FORDNEY. The Dingley bill does not give us the raw
material.

Mr. KITCHIN. Brother ForpNEY, you have already ad-
mitted yourself and your case out of court. [Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Is not that right? Under the Dingley bill
we do not get the raw material from Canada,

Mr. KITCHIN. You do not get it because of the Dingley
bill, as I just told you a little while ago. British Columbia
and Ontario, from which you formerly could secure logs, nc-
cording to your own statement before the Ways and Means
Committee, retaliated because of the Dingley bill and absolutely
prohibited the exportation of logs to this country,

And that gives the stumpage holders in the great West an
absolute monopoly, and they are determined that the tariff shall
remain as it is, so as to make Ontario and British Columbia
keep in force their retaliatory measures against exportation
of logs. Remove the tariff and they will at once repeal these
retaliatory acts, and the sawmill men and the men who wish
to engage in the business will not be held up by the timber
syndicates of the West.

Mr. FORDNEY. If we could get the raw material as we did
under the Wilson bill, you would destroy the monopoly ?

Mr. KITCHIN. Does the gentleman know Mr. Goodyear?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. KITCHIN. He is a big lumberman, whose companies
own hundreds of thousands of acres of timber lands in the West
and in the South, and is a tariff advocate. He is president, I be-
lieve, of the largest lumber company in the South. In 1897
he appeared before the Ways and Means Committee in favor
of the rate under the Dingley tariff bill. He declared in his
testimony that any duty that would keep logs from being ex-
ported from Canada to this country would destroy many saw-
mills along the border in this country and throw thousands of
men out of employment.

After the Dingley bill was passed exportation of logs was
prohibited, and it did throw thousands of laboring men out of
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employment and destroyed many of your mills; and your Ameri-
can laborers, in order to get better prices, went to anada and
were employed by the lumber mills there. By the way, that
fact itself knocks up all the lumbermen’s plea about oriental
cheap labor in Canada. Why, the Southern Lumberman stated
in December, 1908, that American laborers that had been work-
ing at the sawmills of Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin had
gone to Ontario. They went there because they could get bet-
ter wages than your people in the Northwest that owned an
absolute monopoly of the stumpage would pay them.

Mr. FORDNEY. That is a sad mistake.

Mr. KITCHIN. I am not taking this from any free-trade
Tumber advocate now. .

Mr. FORDNEY. Where does the gentleman get his informa-
tion that Canadian wages are higher in the sawmills than in
the United States?

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman takes the Southern Lumber-
man, published in Nashville, Tenn., an organ of the lumbermen,
but he does not read it.

Mr. FORDNEY. It is a Democratic paper.

Mr. EITCHIN. I do not know its politics. I do know it is
one of the strongest and hottest tariff adveeates in this country.
I will read from the issue of December 5, 1008.

Mr. FORDNEY. Who is this by?

Mr. KITCHIN. The editor of the lumber journal.

Mr. FORDNEY. Who is the gentleman making the statement?

Mr. KITCHIN. Let me read:

In Ontario and one or two other central Provinces the difference in
wages—

Between them and the United States—
seems to be slight. Most of the labor employed there is American labor,
which has gone over to Canada during the past six or eight E]ears. as
g't?ﬂ? operations have deereased on our side of the line im the Lake

[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. FORDNEY. Is that an editorial?

Mr. EITCHIN. Yes.

Mr. FORDNEY. I put my opinion against it, and I do not
think there is 1 per cent——

Mr. KITCHIN. Will the gentleman put his opinion against
that of Mr. Pinchot, a tariff advoeate?

Mr. FORDNEY. On what subject?

Mr. KITCHIN. Comparative cost of labor here and in
Canada.

Mr. FORDNEY. As to Ameriean labor employed in Canadian
mills?

Mr, KITCHIN. American labor here and Canadian labor
there. I am going te show you tariff advocates that laber in
Canada is as high as here. It is said that Mr. Pinchot was a
strong advocate for the removal of the tariff on Inmber until
the big banquet at the New Willard, which he did not attend, but
which all the Jumbez friends did. Then he wrote a letter to
Mr. PAYNE on March 12, just before we returned here in extra
session. In that letter he says: SR L

£ lo; and the manufacture of Iu r
|1bl"‘';?l:Iﬂaaa;:|:'«g::1:'g‘a inmCanat odn gsg:ﬂ:gls in the United States. e

[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Did the gentleman from Michigan read that letter?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes.

Mr. EITCHIN. Well, he =aid that, did he not?

Mr. FORDNEY. I want to ask the gentleman where he has
anything to show that Mr. Pinchot ever favored free trade in
lumber.

Mr. KITCHIN. The point is not whether he ever favored
free trade in lumber or not, but what did he say about the dif-
ference between American and Canadian ° labor wages.
[Laughter.]

Mr, FORDNEY. The gentleman does not understand me.
Has he anything where Mr, Pinchot ever went on record asking
for free trade on lumber?

Mr. KITCHIN. I understood, and every man en the Ways
and Means Committee nnderstood——

Mr. FORDNEY. Obh, no. I am one of that committee, and I
never understood.

Mr. KITCHIN (continming). Except the gentleman from
Michigan, and now, honor bright, again [laughter], in his first
testimony did he not leave the impression on everybody except
the gentleman from Miehigan that he was in favor of free trade
on lumber?

Mr. FORDNEY. Never in his life. He never uttered a word
to that effect in my presence.

Mr. KITCHIN. Well, then, I will say that every other man
in the United States who had been keeping up with him sup-
posed he was at one time in favor of free trade in Iumber; but
when ]::: wrote the letter from which I quoted he was a tariff
advocate.

Mr. FORDNEY. Had been supposed to be, yes; but ask any
member of that committee who is present here if he ever stated
that to them.

Mr, KITCHIN. If the gentleman is right, that makes his
statement so much the stronger. Here is a distinguished man,
as the gentleman claims, and a lifelong advocate of a tariff
on lumber, who admits that labor is as high in Canada as over
here.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri
moment?

Mr. KITCHIN, Certainly.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If the gentleman from North Caro-
lina will yield, Mr. Gifford Pinchot, I will state, did more to
build up the sentiment in favor of free lmmber than any other
man on the American Continent, and he educated President
Roosevelt into sending in those messages here in favor of free
lumber to conserve the American forests. [Applanse.] And
he helped convert me.

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman permit? Where did
you get that information?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I got it up here in my head.
[Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. How did it get there?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Because he was everlastingly bel-
lowing around here for free lumber to preserve the forests.
[Lapghter and applause.] In that very same speech of Mr.
MecCormick’s, that I read that very same night it was deliv-
ered, Mr. McCormick was wedged between Mr. Pinchet, on the
one hand, and Mr. Roosevelt, on the other, and all three of
them made speeches in favor of free trade in Iumber to conserve
the American forests.

Mr. FORDNEY. I beg to differ with the gentleman. I think
he is mistaken.

Mr: KITCHIN. The peint I make is this: These Iumber-
tariff advocates have scared eur lumbermen and some of our
friends here from the South to death about this * cheap, pauper-
ized oriental” labor in Canada. I have received hundreds
of letters and resolutions from chambers of eommerce and
lumbermen and lumber assoeiations all through the South pro-
testing against any change in this tariff schedule, because, they
claim, it would force them to compete with * pauperized,
oriental™ labor in Canada. I want teo say that this decep-
tion has been practiced by tariff advocates for years on the
American people in respect to this lumber question. In 1890,
during the hearings under the MeKinley bill, which reduced the
tariff’ on Iumber 50 per cent, as the Payne bill proposes—and
that did not have this provigo in it—lumbermen from the West,
from the gentleman’s State, Michigan, eame here and protested
against any change in the Inmber schedule.

They got up just like they do now and spoke about this cheap
oriental pauperized labor, declaring that Canada was only pay-
ing 50 per cent of what we were paying here, until finally a good,
straight fellow from the gentleman’s own town, Mr. Loveland,
got up, after one or two witnesses before the committee had
pointed to him as one who knew all about the condition of labor
in Canada. He said that gentlemen were mistaken about the
dltfierence in the cost of labor over there and here, and further
said:

It costs a littla more to lumber in Canada than it does here.

He showed, too, that our labor was much more efficient,

Mr. FORDNEY. Now, will the gentleman pardon me?

Mr. KITCHIN. Yes.

Mr. FORDNEY. There is no doubt abeut that. Right now
it costs twice as much to put a thousand feet of logs onto the
market in Canada and convert it into lumber as it does in the
State of Mississippi, but that is not due to the difference in the
cost of labor altogether.

Mr. KEITCHIN. That is a most valuable admission, coming
from the high priest of lumber protective tariff.

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, pardon me; but I want to do the gen-
tleman justice and do justice to my friend Loveland. In Can-
ada the couniry is very rough, and the timber on the front is
all cut off, and they must go back to the head of the streams,
in the rough countries, where it is expensive to get supplies and
build roads and such like; and those are the things that enter
into the cost of getting out the timber.

Mr. KITCHIN. But let us turn to the hearing on the Dingley
bill in 1807. They came again before the Ways and Means
Committee and asked for the Dingley tariff rate, which was
finally given, to proteet them from the *“cheap pauperized
labor” of Canada; and again we find some straight, square
Inumber-tariff advocates knocking out the cry of cheap Canadian

Will the gentleman yield for a
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Let me read from a memorial filed by some lumber manu-
facturers in the State of Maine, all tariff advocates, before the
committee:

h aine side of the river
Wil S roree Shovi 2 Deboem: grestor than on the Canisdian wids The
difference in expense is largely in the cost of gelting supplies to the
lumber camps on the Maine side.

At the recent hearings before the Ways and Means Commit-
tee it was testified by men who employed labor, both here and
in Canada, that labor, if anything, was a little higher in British
Columbia; and this is the Canadian Province in which my
friends, Mr. HumpHREY and Mr. CusEMmaAN, of Washington,
have held up this oriental, Japanese, Chinese, and Hindoo
pauperized-labor bugaboo.

Mr. FORDNEY. Pardon me, that statement comes from Mr.
TLynch and Mr, Rogers, who are manufacturing in British Co-
lumbia, advocating free trade, because they want to get their
Iumber into the West and North Dakota.

Mr, KITCHIN, I am going to read from one of the strongest
tariff advocates from the State of Washington, who said the
same thing. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Will the gentleman permit
me a question?

Mr. KITCHIN, Just a question.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Just a question. I am
going to ask the gentleman this: The gentleman does not con-
tend that on the Pacific coast and in British Columbia that no
oriental labor is used?

Mr. KITCHIN. No; I do not. I have seen the pretty pic-
tures produced in the hearings and printed here that show
some 200 Orientals. I say this: You work on the Pagific coast
in the United States 2,000 or more Orientals in your sawmills,
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No; I emphatically deny
that is true. There are 41 Orientals working in all the shingle
mills in the State of Washington.

Myr. KITCHIN. I am not talking about shingle mills.
talking about Iumber mills.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. There are less than 1,500
out of 110,000. Now, I want the gentleman to be fair——

Mr. KITCHIN. You will find on page 3170 a memorial from
your Pacific coast lumbermen admitting that they employ about
2.000 Orientals in their mills; that is, they say they do not ex-
ceed that number.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. To exceed that.

Mr, KITCHIN. They say that Japanese are employed in the
gawmills to some extent in Washington. In order to hoodwink,
in order to stir up prejudices of the American people against
the Canadian lumberman, they had photographs made of Ori-
entals working in the mills of British Columbia and put them
on exhibition here, They had an energetic kodaker to go through
the country in British Columbia, and he found about 150 or 200
Orientals working at the different mills there, and they have
had these pictures printed in the Hearings and have scattered
them broadcast throughout the country, as if all the laborers there
were Orientals. Yet that same kodaker could go to the 2,000
Orientals working at the mills in the States of Washington,
Oregon, and California and get enough pictures to fill this book.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]
_ Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
how these photographs happened to be taken,
at my request

Mr. KITCHIN. You were very careful not to take pictures
of the Hindoos and Japanese at work in the Washington saw-
mills. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. For the very good reason
that there is not one Hindoo in the State of Washington working
in a sawmill

Mr. KITCHIN. How about Japanese and Chinese? This
memorial of your Washington Lumber Association admitted
that you did work about 2,000 Orientals in your mills,

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Not Hindoos.

Mr. KITCHIN. But Orientals?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. The gentleman does not
know what he is talking about when he makes that statement,

Mr. KITCHIN. Does not the gentleman know that Japanese
and Chinese get less for their labor than Hindoos? Does not the
gentleman know that?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. No; I do not.
they all get their work in British Columbia.
for us.

Mr. KITCHIN. I have here the testimony of a tariff advocate
that appeared before the Ways and Means Committee on this
labor question, who lives in the State of Washington. He said
in his testimony that he had come 3,000 miles here to testify

I am

I explained the other day
They were taken

I know
They do not work

before the committee to urge that the tariff on lumber be re-
tained.

Does the gentleman from Washington know a gentleman by
the name of F, H. Lamb, of Hoquiam, Wash.? Here is what
he says. Remember, the other tariff advocates that preceded
him, in order to prejudice the committee and stir up some of
the southern Members on that committee against oriental
cheap labor, testified as to the great difference in the cost of
labor over there. This gentleman, differing from the others,
says:

The tiuestlon of wages as an item of lo
very fully, but I simply wish to state,
in cost o
small.

And then he proceeds to show that there is no difference. He
is a practical lumberman, owning large tracts of timber and
engaged in the timber or logging business.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. That is in the logging
camps. They are not permitted to use Orientals in logging camps.

Mr. KITCHIN. Now, gentlemen, I make the bold assertion
that there are more Orientals working on the Pacific coast in
sawmills than there are in British Columbia., .[Applause on the
Democratic side.] The prejudice against Japanese is so strong
in British Columbia that years ago they passed a law pro-
hibiting a Japanese or Oriental from even working in the logging
woods.

Mr., HUMPHREY of Washington. I challenge the gentle-
man's statement and I challenge him to furnish any evidence
to substantiate the statement he has made, because he is mis-
taken about it. He has reference to the employment of Ori-
entals in the mills in the State of Washington.

Mr. KITCHIN. In British Columbia, in the logging woods.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. They do not employ them
in the logging woods in British Columbia, because they are
prohibited from doing so by law.,

Mr. KITCHIN. That is the point I am making.
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
mills, i

Mr. KITCHIN. I am trying to show to this House that there
are more Orientals working in mills in Washington and on the
Pacific coast than there are in British Columbia. The evidence
before the committee proves it. And as further evidence, I
show you that there is more prejudice against the Japanesa
and Orientals in British Columbia than there is in Washington.
They forbid them working in the logging woods, but you let
them do it in Washington.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington.
ploy them.

Mr. KITCHIN. You let them work there for nothing, then.
We talk about admitting or excluding Japanese from our shores,
Yet British Columbia is ahead of us. Two years ago a treaty
between British Columbia or Canada and Japan was ratified,
by which only 400 Japanese can leave Japan for British Colum-
bia a year. Have we got anything like that? That shows the
prejudice against them. Another thing, they tax every China-
Ean ‘.550!{}!l a head for even putting his foot upen British Colum-

a soil.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. And over a thousand of
them came in last year and paid their $500 apiece, too.

Mr. KITCHIN. To do what?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. To work in the Iumber
mills and shingle mills.

Mr. KITCHIN. Wages must be mighty high gere if a poor,
miserable Chinaman is willing to pay $500 for the privilege of
ggrkling in their mills. [Loud applause on the Democratic

e.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Now, will the gentleman
just permit me one more question upon that proposition? I
know the gentleman, and I know he does not wish to misrepre-
sent my State. In the city of Seattle, where we employ over
4,000 men in the lumber mills and shingle mills, there is not a
single Oriental among the 4,000.

Mr. KITCHIN. There is testimony that there are dozens
and dozens of mills in British Columbia that never had an
Oriental working in them, and your photographer went around
through the mountains and valleys of British Columbia seeking,
with a little kodak, the sight of a Jap or Chinaman or Hindoo,
or wherever they could catch one at a mill, he snapped him and
put him in this report here. [Laughter.]

Well, I admired the art and ingenuity of his pictures, but I
did not intend to permit this House or the country to be de-
ceived in the matter, and I am prepared to show by your own
Washington lombermen that you have more Orientals in your
mills in Washington and on the Pacific coast than they have in
British Columbia. [Applause.]

ng cost has been gone into
n my opinion, the difference
wages between British Columbia and Washington is very

[Applause

But not true as to the

Yes; but we do not em-
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Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. If the gentleman will
allow me, I will state that the photographer did not visit all the
mills that employed Orientals.

Mr. KITCHIN. How many did he find?

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. He visited 13 mills.

Mr. KITCHIN. Now, did not the fellow really visit all the
sawmills where you thought, or he thought, he could find any
Japanese, Hindoos, or Chinese? This wounld have been the

roper thing and more prejudice could have been stirred up.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington. Not at all.

Mr. KITCHIN. Oh, if he could have found any more, I rather
think he would have done so and brought more of the pretty
pictures here, and the hearings would have been full of them.

I do not believe that these gentlemen will further insist that
labor is higher here than in Canada.

Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington., Yes; if it is addressed to
me, I will say that, so far as the white labor is concerned, there
is practically no difference. I fry to be fair in this matter.
So far as oriental labor is concerned, it is less efficient, but at
the same time it costs less to produce a thousand shingles by
oriental than it does by white labor.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman has in his head shingle mills.
We are discussing sawmills. I could stand here all night and
show the errors of the tariff advocates on this question. There
have been more misinformation and more fallacies scattered
among the lnumbermen of the South and in this country on this
question than on any other question that was ever presented to
the people of this country. But I wish to refer briefly to a
statement made by Mr. Hines and also by my friend Mr.
ForpNEY. Mr. Hines, I believe, from the way the committee
conducted itself toward him, was considered the best tariff wit-
ness that appeared before it. Both he, in his testimony, and
Mr. ForpxEY, in his speech the other day, in order to show the
great advantage that these Canadians had over our lumber-
men, said that Buffalo, Detroit, Huron, Saginaw, Chicago,
Cleveland, and Toledo are the cities that distribute lumber to
the great consuming lumber States.

They say that now, nnder the present tariff law, the Cana-
dians can get their lumber into these cities with a freight of
from $1.25 to $2 per thousand feet; that it would average a
dollar and seventy-five, whereas our southern mills have to pay
$11 per thousand freight, and the mills even in Wisconsin paid
$7 to get lumber into these districts or cities. Let us analyze
the proposition. They either overprove their case or we in the
South have nothing to fear from that quarter in case the tariff
is removed. According to them, Canada gets her lumber into
these distributing districts at a freight rate of $1.75, and our
people from my section, the South, have to pay $11 freight.
Add to the $1.756 freight which Canada pays the $2 tariff,
making $3.75, which it costs, tariff and freight, the Canadian
to put his Iumber into these markets. The southern mill pays
$11 freight alone.

This leaves in the southern freight rate alone a margin of
$7.25 per thousand feet for the Canadian, after paying tariff
and freight, over the southern lumberman, provided these chief
apostles of protection are correct. He also has a margin of
$3.25 over his lake-states competitors. Now, I want to put
it to your intelligence: With this margin to the Canadian of
$7.25 a thousand over the southern lumberman and $3.25 over
the Wisconsin or lake-states lumberman, why does he not flood
the country and drive the southern and Wisconsin Inmberman
from these markets even under the present tariff? Why has
he not done so already? The failure of the Canadian to do so
proves one of two things—either that my friend ForpxeY and my
friend Hines widely overstepped the mark or that Canada has not
the timber to compete with us. They made out too good a case.

Some of my colleagues of the South argue that this bill gives
a high tariff to the woolen, the steel, the glass, the earthenware,
the clothing, and agricultural-implement industries, and that it is
unjust and unfair not to give to the lumber industry a protective
tariff, and hence they justify their vote for protection on lumber;
but they are willing to vote for a removal of the lumber tariff if
ihe tariff is rednced or removed on the other industries. Thisar-
gument will not stand the test of a moment's reflection. In the
first place, the lumbermén themselves, according to their own
testimony before the committee, are in favor of a high tariff
on all these industries. They recognize the inevitable logic that
to be a protectionist on one you must be a protectionist on
all. If it be true that a removal or reduction of the lum-
ber tariff will destroy or injure the lumber industry of the
South, of which my colleagues are so fearful, how would a re-
moval or reduction of the tariff on the other industries men-
tioned lessen the ruin and disaster to the lumber industry of
the South? Would not the reason still be just as strong for the
tariff on lumber to save the industry, whether the tariff should

L
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be removed or reduced on the other industries? Would not the
tariff on lumber, if true ndw, be still a “ Democratic tariff for
revenue only,” whether the tariff is reduced or removed on the
other industries? . 'Would not my colleagues have the same argu-
ment then as néw? But they state the proposition from the view
point of Republican protection to the few manufacturers. Let
us state the proposition as it is from the view point of Demo-
cratic protection to the millions of consumers—the merchant, the
mechanie, the farmer.

He is robbed by the steel manufacturer, by the glass manufac-
turer, by the woolen manufacturer, by the shoe manufacturer,
by the hat manufacturer, by the agricultural-implement manu-
facturer, by this protective tariff, and now his Representatives
in Congress say that it is only fair and just to him that he be
further robbed by the lumber manufacturer. This argument
announces a new doetrine in the Democratic creed—* Equal
robbery by all, no relief from any.”

Mr. Chairman, I have attempted to show that the narrowing
supply of the timber in this country is under the control of a
few big syndicates or, as my tariff friends say, “in strong
hands; " that they are the real beneficiaries of the tariff on
lumber; that a removal of the tariff would loosen their grip
from the throats of millions of our fellow-citizens of the West;
that the plea of ““cheap”™ *“oriental” * pauperized’ labor of
Canada is a delusion—that labor is as high there as here;
that a removal or reduction of the tariff would not affect the
lumber interests of the South.

If, however, I am mistaken in its effect on the lumber inter-
ests of the South and its removal or reduction would give to
the people of my State and the South cheaper lumber, I will
recall with consolation the language of North Carolina’s great
commoner, the late Senator Vance, in his famous tariff speech
in the Senate:

Free lumber, like free salt, will be a blessing to the poor,

Apologizing for consuming so much of its time, I thank the
Housge for its patience. [Prolonged applause on the Democratic
side.]

Mr. PARKER. Mr. Chairman, we may well be glad that we
have had this general debate, by which Members of the House
have learned each other's needs, and that all have their share in
the American system, whereby every American gives a prefer-
ence to what comes from the American farm, forest, mine, and
mill. North and South, East and West should have learned
that it is no question of sectional advantage, but of the general
benefit that flows from dealing with each other. It is no mere
question of prices, nor is it one only of wages. It is not merely
a money question, of profits or home markets, nor only a social
question of the building up of communities, nor only a political
question of creating a state of national independence for peace
and war, nor is it only a national question of uniting every
employment and every locality by mutual interests and mutual
dealing. It is also a far greater question; that is, of the en-
conragement and organization of the productive forces of the
Nation—the education of hand and mind in that progress in the
mechanic arts, that industrial development, that mastery of
man over matter, that dominance of the powers of nature, which
is the distinctive mark of modern eivilization and which seems
in every decade to revolutionize the lives and work of those
nations who are wise enough to take part in that march.

We are learning by this debate that industry is national, that
the farm, the forest, the mine, and the mill can not be sep-
arated, but must be considered together; that we must not think
only of ourselves, but of each other. We must encourage agri-
culture and the products of the soil. America would net be
centent to be dependent on other countries for her food, as
England is now. We must encourage and regulate the forest
and the mine, so as at once to use and also to preserve and
develop their resources. This is no easy task, and the question
of lumbering and the destruction of forests is great and diffi-
cult. We must go forward in the mechanic arts. China teaches
us that to stand still is to go backward.

Protection is no mere question of prices, though the greatly
reduced duties of the Payne bill assure us that protected indus-
tries have usually greatly lowered prices. A country town
that gives land for a mill expects other benefits than low prices.
The fathers of the Constitution were farmers, and they expected
no cheaper prices, but dearer, when they passed the first pro-
tective tariff for the encouragement of manufactures.

If the tariff in some cases makes higher prices, the tariff isa
tax, but every class can well afford to pay that tax. The farmer
can well afford to pay to bring the mill into his own native Jand
and near to himself so that he may sell his crop without loss of
price in the profits of jobbers and exporters and in foreign
freights. He can then market bulky crops like hay, and perish-
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able crops like fruits, vegetables;and milk, and thus bring into
use different soils, preserve fertility, and diversify agriculture.
His own nation will buy of him all that they need every year,
while other countries only buy when their own erops are short.
In foreign trade we already have great rivals in wheat, and
Egypt teaches us not to be too confident of our monopoly of
cotton. The American farmer should find his hope and strength
in the ever-expanding home market created by protected industry.
But the farmer gets still greater good from the building up
of communities, Manufacture and business demand and create
facilities in which he shares—roads, railroads, stores, towns,
schools, libraries, churches, telegraphs, trolleys, newpapers—
and in all these the farmer's growing family find education and
employment according to their several bent and ability. Thereby
the nation becomes strong in that produetive power which is
its real wealth. Each occupation helps the other. It is the
American machine shop that puts the sewing machine in every
farmer's house and the reaper in his fields.

Free traders say that the country would lay by more money
if it would only do what is most profitable for the time, but
the fall of the Spanish Empire proved that mere accumulated
wealth may be weakness instead of strength. It is not weight
that makes the man, but balanced and vigorous muscles. It is
not bonds and stocks and the profits of trade that make the na-

_ tion, but the power to produce in greatest quantity everything
that is needed for peace or war. It matters little whether a par-
ticular industry at any time be profitable or not, for it is only
by pursuing that employment that we learn to make it profit-
able. Every industry is an infant compared to that of the next
decade. In the last forty years at least five new methods for

making steel have followed each other. Protected farming has
introdueced to our farms the fruits of the Tropies and the Orient.

Electric power is new to this generation, and American devices

and machinery are now chaining the waterfall to the trolleys

and mill wheels of the distant town. The fathers of our coun-
iry would have looked aghast at the steamship and the railroad
of fifty years ago, and the citizen of that time would look with

equal awe at the telephone, the phonograph, the auto, and the

flery hissing of the electrie rail. We should protect our indus-
tries whether they pay or not, in order to keep our people in
every productive employment wherein they may learn to do bet-
ter, Consider the fact that mechanical progress is what makes
modern civilization. The ancients had law, literature, religion,
empire, but modern civilization began when the compass opened
the New World, when gunpowder broke down tlie robber castle
and opened the highways to the nation, when the printing press
made learning common to all, and when the gearing of the
Saxon water mill began to make the forces of nature do the
work of man. .

What matter, then, if work pay, for power to produce is
our “common wealth.” Physicians tell us that one-seventh of
the human body is wasted and replaced in every year. Figures
seem to show that in the live and active nation the same
is true of the properfy of a pation. It is the power to produce,
the power to replace and to grow, which is our *common
wealth,” the res publica; and it is this productive power which
the Republican party, as the party of the Commonwealth, has
known how to foster and maintain.

There is a moral to all this. The productive energy of the
farmer, the woodman, the stock raiser, the miner, and the mill,
as well as of the humblest workmen and hands in their employ,
is equally deserving of protection.
true, that we do not confuse production with waste of natural
resources. But away with the idea that a man should not be

- encouraged because what he makes is the raw material for some
other man, or that an industry should not be protected because
its products can be bought cheaper abroad. It is the work that
is valuable for itself, and not its product. It is the education
and progress of our people in: every branch of human productive
energy which we must look to. If the tariff be sometimes a tax,
it is a school tax for our training in every branch of handieraft
and of productive employment.

Let us look only to the question stated by our last platform,
whether the duty is sufficient to enable any work to be carried
on with such reasonable profit and fair wage as shall induce
Americans to go on with that work. The reward is in doing
the work. That work itself is the wage and the wealth of the
worker and of the Nation.

Let us come together and agree, so as to modify, but only in
order to perfect, the great American system of protection, to
which we owe prosperity and progress. Let us avoid all nar-
rowness and see that good goes to all who do good work.

To do good to the least of these our brethren is to do good to
ourselves. Hach member that is at work helps the whole body
politic. To exercise the arm sends life-giving streams into the

We must be careful, it is

whole body. Let us keep our people at useful work, so that
“the whole body fitly joined together and compacted by that
which every joint supplieth, according to the effectual working
in the measure of every part, maketh increase of the body unto
the edifying of itself in love.”

My city is one of mills, with thousands of different industries
and fifty or sixty thousand workmen. I am working for them
with all the energy that I possess, but I would not ask protec-
tion for a single one if I did not believe that the energies which
they display work for the good of the Nation.

Mr. Chairman, I believe in a protective tariff; not because it
gives any man wealth, but because it teaches the whole Nation
to recognize that national wealth lies in the organization and
protection of all our work, so that it is done better from day to
day ; so that our people are learning by the only effectual school-
ing, which is that of doing things; and =o as to create that in-
dependence in peace and in war that has made us the greatest
Nation of the world; where the arteries of commerce reach on
iron rails from sea to sea; where the nerve currents speed
over the wires of the telegraph with the rapidity of lightning;
where the pulsating hearts of our steam engines give giant
power that swe ecan control, manage, and distribute to each
worker ; and where American invention finds full play and scope.
It is a system whose end is not to lay by wealth, but to create
that which is of so much meore importance than wealth—
strength and productive power.

It is nearly a century ago that Frederick List, afterwards
the father of German protection, laid down in this country the
fundamental doctrine that a nation’s well-being lies in its pro-
ductive power. Without it all the wealth of England fills its
poorhouses and streets with the unemployed. With it each
man, by work, is better day by day, and it can only be had if
we, like the great fathers of the doctrine of protection, recognize
that every form of production throughout this broad land is
equally worthy of being considered, encouraged, and preferred
in all our dealings, binding us together as one Nation in heart,
as we are one in interest. [Applause.]

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, the real issue presented
by this tariff bill is, Shall the policy of protection for protee-
tion’s sake, for the benefit of special and favored home indus-
tries, be continued in our country? In its last and true analysis
the Republican party in this bill and every tariff law enacted
by that party has stood for and stands now for this doctrine. If
a duty for protection of a home industry incidentally or other-
wise produces revenue the Republican theory is that the imposi-
tion of such a duty was not for revenue, but it was to prohibit
foreign competition with a partiecular home industry. The
Democratic party contends that every tariff duty imposed
should primarily be for revenue, giving such incidental protec-
tion between the actual and honest cost of labor at home and
abroad. That is the issue on the floor of this House now be-
tween the Republican and Demoecratic parties.

The Republican party carried most reluctantly in its last
platform a plank that recommended such a revision of the tariff
as would cover the difference in the cost of labor at home and
abroad and at the same time give American industries a fair
profit. It will be readily remembered in all of the previous
platforms of the Republican party about the tariff the conten-
tion was that the measure of protection should always at least
equal the difference in the cost of production at home and
abroad. The cry heretofore had been, * The wages of our laborers
must be protected against the pauper labor of Europe.” The
fnlse pretense about the protection of our labor by a tariff,
covering the difference of the cost of production at home and
abroad, had become well known to the publie, and so at Chi-
cago the men who stand for protection for protection’s sake
adroitly added the comprehensive and significant words * to-
gether with a reasonable profit to our American industries.”

I merely mention this in order that the searchlight ean prop-
erly be turned on this bill. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr,
LoxeworTH], with most commendable frankness, said in his
remarks on the bill on the 27Tth:

I am aware that many of my Republican brethren say that there was
no promise given, either expressly or implied, in the publican plat-
form or during the campaign for a downward revision. I do not so
interpret it

Does anyone contend that the public clamor for the revision
of the tariff meant that duties must be increased? Do we not
find in that expression from a prominent Republican—a member
of the Ways and Means Committee—ample justification for a
well-founded suspicion that the Republican party, through its
stand-pat leaders, according to its habits and convictions, is
again, through the Payne bill, taking care of the special interests
against the interest of the consumers?
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It seems to me that there ought not to be any illusion about
this proposed tariff legislation. There never has been a Re-
publican tariff bill framed in the interest of the consumer, nor
one that did him partial justice, and such a bill will never be
framed and made a law until the Republiean party is chastened
by a deserved and wholesome defeat. The protected interests
will substantially get what they want, as is demonstrated by
this bill. We have but to revert to the very recent declara-
tions of the leading standpatters on the floor of the House, of
their unchanged and unchangeable faith in the sacredness of
every schedule of the Dingley tariff, to teach how futile it is
for us to expect or hope for any relief to the great body of con-
gumers in this bill. Why, then, should we be misled in the
plain and simple analysis as to what this bill means?

The Republican party, in the everypopportunity of its history,
has uniformly increased the duties of every tariff bill it has
framed over its predecessor since soon after the close of the
civil war. The country knows how reluctantly and unwillingly
ihe 'Republican party has been forced by public demand to
make this effort to revise the present tariff law, and revise it
downward in the interest of the consumers. Will it be done,
and has it been done in this bill? It is manifest by the full
scope of this bill that the Republican party on the matter of a
fair revision of existing duties “convinced against its will,
will be of the same opinion still.” This bill tells its tale. There
are many striking and suggestive features presented in the dis-
cussion of this bill. The distinguished chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee, the gentleman from New York [Mr.
PaynE], said, in the opening of his speech, that when the Ding-
ley law was enacted the Republican party was looking for
revenue. Has it been found? Has it met the demands of the
country for revenue? The chairman further said that the
Dingley law had proved to be a * boon.” In what way? Un-
der its shelter and protection and during its history the im-
perial power of wealth has been fostered and multiplied under
the baneful greed of the monopolies this law created. Within
the life of this law the wealth of the country has been more
rapldly concentrated in the hands of the few than any other
equal period of the history of our country. Quite two-thirds
of the mighty trusts of this country were born and nurtured by
this law. Does the able chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee accept such a condition as a “boon ” to the 90,000,000
of people of our country. During the continuance of this law
which the RRepublicans so lustily declare to be the alpha and
omega of our national prosperity, that brings the sunshine and
the rain, the country has been stricken with a commercial panie
equaled not by more than one in the history of our country,
and from which the whole country to-day is suffering.

We have been taught and believe that cheap food is the great-
est boon to mankind. It makes happy, contented. honest, in-
dustrions, and Christian citizens, and is the bulwark of
patriotism. Yet, during the life of this Dingley law, that the
distinguished chairman declares to have been “a boon” to
all, the cost of living, as our common experience teaches us, has
far exceeded any period of our national life, The last bulletin
of the Labor Bureau, under the caption of “Annual Per Capita
Cost of the Necessaries of Daily Consumption,” says the cost
rose from 74.31 in 1896 to 107.26 in 1906. Coal which cost $3.50
in 1896 cost $4.50 in 190G. Rents have gone up in same pro-
portion to food. The last government bulletin on wages covers
an investigation of 4,000 establishments, employing 834,000
persons engaged in manufacturing and mechanical industries.
This bulletin shows that in 1906 the weekly wages of the 334,000
were 19 per cent higher than in 1896, while the cost of all the
necessaries of life was 35 per cent higher. This comparison
was made in industries where the forces that raise wages act
more freely and successfully than in any other line; and yet
from 1900 to 1904 this country increased its wealth about twenty
billions of dollars. Is such a condition, I ask, a “boon?"” Can
any class of people be content when wages are by niggardly
economy only sufficient to meet expenses? The humblest man
wants more than that. He wants to lay by something for a
rainy day. The demand of the hour is that the policy set forth
in this bill of taxing the people to enable manufacturers to
suppress foreign competition shall no longer be tolerated.

Every thoughtful man realizes that it is a most difficult work
to frame the schedules of a tariff bill. We are advised by the
chairman of the Commitiee on Appropriations that at the end
of this fiscal year the expenses of the Government will exceed
the revenue collected by not less than $150,000,000.

It matters not how many excuses the Republicans may put
up, the fact stands out in bold relef that the Dingley bill,
enacted by the Republican party, has signally failed to collect
enough revenue to meet the expenses of the Government, ad-
ministered and run by the Republican party, This fact is ad-

mitted. No denial can be made. The bulk of our revenue to
meet the expenses of the Government must come from customs
duties imposed on foreign imports. If free trade were resorted
to, we could collect no revenue from imports, because all would
be free, but would have to look te domestic and internal taxes
for revenue. Against such a policy the people would certainly
revolt. Equally is it true that when the duty imposed is so
high that foreign imports will not come in the Government will
not realize any revenue on such a duty.

The total appropriation for the year 1910 will amount to
$1,044,014,208.23. The report of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee shows that after making all possible deductions the
amount for which revenue is fo be provided is $872,221,701.77,
and that the customs under the Payne bill, it is calculated, will
amount to $305,225,173, which, together with other sources of
revenue, will leave a deficit of $10,155,816.77. The committee,
manifesting but litile faith or confidence in its estimates, has
provided for an emergency fund by the issue of $250,000,000
of government certificates to meet the necessary expeuses of
running the Government. It is generally accepted in financial
circles when any municipal government, state, or nation issues
any kind of evidences of indebtedness to meet its running ex-
penges, and in time of peace, that its financial interests and
uffairs are being badly managed. This is the condition that
we confront now, and the relief sought is to be found, as we
are advised by Republicans, in the Payne bill,

Of course, no suggestion of the curtailment of government
extravagance is made in the report of the Ways and Me:ans
Committee. It is perfectly plain that the failure to collect
revenue sufficient under the Dingley law is because the rates
imposed on imports were prohibitive and yielded no revenue
for the Government. Then, to get revenue, these rates should
be reduced to such a point as would allow foreigners to ship
similar articles into our country and create competition, which
would yield a revenue to the Government and eause the article
to be sold cheaper to the purchaser or consumer, It seems to
me that a fair and eguitable adjustment of such duties would
be to divide the dutiable articles into three parts—Iluxuries,
comforts, and necessaries—and rate them by placing the high-
est (uties, not prohibitive, on luxuries, a lighter or smaller
duty on comforts, and put on the free list or impose a light
nominal tax on necessaries. Let every duty be imposed with
a view to -raise revenue. It would not, it seems to me, Mr.
Chairman, be a difficult task to differentiate between what is a
luxury, a comfort, and a necessiiy. The wealthy indulge in
the luxuries of the land; the great middle class of our people,
consisting of all the vocations of life, are the purchasers of
comforts; and those of our people, consisting of not less than
15,000,000, whose annual income is between three hundred and
five hundred dollars, use and purchase the commodities desig-
nated “ necessaries.” I am not averse, Mr. Chairman, on princi-
ple, to every article paying some revenue, but it should be dis-
tributed according to ability to pay. Under such a list how
does this bill show up? :

Our minority leader, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Crark], has with prophetic vision admonished the chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee that he will not recognize
“ his bantling ™ when it returns from the Senate. We see from
the report of the daily city press that the wise men of that
great body have already prepared a full substitute.

It is undoubtedly true that one of the most important fea-
tures of the Payne bill is the minimum and maximum rates.
This bill directly reverses the operation of these rates from the
Dingley law. These rates will doubtless be eliminated by the
wise men at the other end of the Capitol. The country has a
memory long enough to recall the fact that the Dingley bill
named the maximum rate as the protective rate, with the un-
derstanding that it was 20 per cent higher than necessary, in
order to secure protection. 'This 20 per cent was intended to
be a margin on which to trade with other countries that placed
a prohibitive tax on exports to our country or did not treat us
as fair as it did more favored foreign governments. We recall
the fact that President MeKinley invoked the maximum rate
in several treaties for trade purposes on an equitable basis of
reciprocity, which was submitted to the Senate, every one of
which was pigeonholed and never ratified by that body. The
fact is that the Republicans found out that they could work
the “ maximum rate ” at home better than they could on foreign-
ers, hence the wrong and injury that was wrought by the pro-
hibitive rates on the consumers and the creation of special in-
terests that has destroyed the original conception of protection
of home industries. In this bill the maximum rates are to be
used as a club to force other nations to make such rates in
our behalf as we may see proper to direct. This means that

we expect other nations to change their whole policy and plan
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of tariff adjustments at our direction.
pect this to be done?

1 shall undertake to refer to but a few of the schedules
of this bill. It is conceded that the average duties under the
Payne bill are higher than under the Dingley bill, yet nearly
every Republican who has spoken on the fioor of the House
during this discussion declared that this bill strictly and liter-
ally follows the plank of the Chicago platform on the subject
of the revision of the tariff and also the declarations of Presi-
dent Taft. If the Chicago platform utterances meant, as the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoNaworTH] declared that many of
his Republican brethren contended, that a revision upward was
authorized, then the Payne bill is a full compliance; if down-
ward, then the bill is a travesty and public sentiment scoffed
and derided. President Taft, in his every utterance, has de-
clared for an honest revision and a removal of the oppressive
tax burdens imposed upon the consumers. I donot believe that
President Taft will uphold such a bill as this.

As Democrats, we not only differ with the theory of taxation
followed by the Payne bill, but we differ most earnestly in the
details of the bill. It is in these details that the enormities
of the provisions of the bill are best disclosed. It must be
apparent to everyone that the same amount of tax may be
placed on two articles of the same schedule, and the one will
be prohibitive and the other a revenue bearer. Iron ore, coal,
lumber, and hides are among the leading items of the bill, yet
there are many others that are watched with interest by the
public the duties on which are cunningly increased by this bill.
The clamor raised from all directions of the country in opposi-
tion has given fright to the Republican leaders.

Surely the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee is
mistaken when he says that the Dingley bill was more severely
criticised during its passage than has been this bill. An over-
whelming number of the true, noble, and good women of our
Republic are denouncing the provisions of the Payne bill, be-
cause women are required “to pay more” on gloves and stock-
ings. The chairman of the Ways and Means Committee has
certainly lived long enough to have learned by this time that
any dictation about a woman's apparel is a dangerous tres-
pass, and an invasion of her exclusive rights. In uiter reck-
lessness and disastrous temerity the gentleman from New York
[Mr. PAYNE] said, in explanation of the remarkable and unjust
increase on women'’s hosiery and gloves: ’

Women could get along without the kid gloves, or fewer pairs of
them, use silk gloves and cotton gloves, and all that sort of thing.
They could keep their hands warm, although they could mnot cover
their pride.

The indignant women of this country are asking, What did
he mean when he said: “And all that sort of thing?”

I can mnot say that I like the Republican party for the
enemies that the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee
has made in this instance for his party, because the enemies
g0 made are entirely correct in their complainis and are en-
titled to the relief demanded. The Republican party has in this
made a different class of enemies from what it has ever en-
countered before. Perish ibe thought that barley, the chief
ingredient of beer, has its tariff tax reduced 50 per cent in the
Payne bill, thereby playing into the hands of the beer makers,
while the most usual and favorite woman's glove is increased
from the present rate in the Dingley bill, 58.13 per cent ad
valerem, to 132.86 per cent ad valorem. The tax on beer re-
mains unchanged. Will any woman patiently submit to such
an outrage when the rate on men's gloves remains practically
the same?

The enemy, which the patrictic women of the country have so
bravely met and fought as the destroyer of peace in our Ameri-
can homes—beer and alcohol—has been petted and fawned upon
by the Payne bill by not making a “raise,” while the women
are required to pay a heavy increase on every necessary article
of their apparel worn either for comfort or ornament, thereby
causing them to pay more than their fair share of taxation.
Instead of reducing the rate of the Dingley law on hosiery,
this bill makes an average increase of 17 per cent on stockings
and socks, and on those more commonly in use among the
masses of the people the increase is from 20 to 30 per cent, and
yet we are told that the Payne bill is a revision downward. We
find an increased tax on combs, garters, soaps, dress goods,
stockings, and socks. Certainly stockings, garters, and soap
should be classed among the “ necessaries”™ of life. I give the
extraordinary glove schedule, also schedule on hosiery.

The glove schedule is found in paragraphs 450, 451, and 452,
as follows:

Gloves made wholly or part of leather, whether wholly or partly
manufactured, shall pay a duty at the following rates, namely: On

gloves not exceeding 14 “l.nchez in length, §4 a dozen pairs, and 35 cents
a dosen pairs in addition for each inch or major portion thereof in ex-

Who can reasonably ex-

cess of 14 Inches; the len in each case being the extreme length of
the glove when stretched full length.

In addition to the foregoing rates there shall be ‘m!d the following
cumulative duties: On all gloves wholly or in part leather; on gloves
lined with cotton, silk, woolen, or other textile fabric, $1 a dozen
pairs; on gloves lined with fur and skin, §2.50 a dozen pairs; on pigue
or prix seam gloves, 40 cents a dozen pairs; on hand-sewn gloves, $1
a dozen pairs; on gloves having “ crow’s feet " stitched, sewn or silked
on the backs thereof, or having points stitched, sewn, embroidered or
silked on the backs thereof, each point being produced with more than
a single row or line of stitching, sewing, embroidery, or silking, whether
the same be continuous or otherwise, 40 cents a dozen pairs.

Glove tranks with or without the usnal accompanying pieces, shall
r cent of the duty provided for the gloves for the fabrication
they are suitable.

SHOWS ENORMOUS INCREASE.

This is a part only of the way the glove schedule reads, but
to be understood in comsparison with the rates in the present
Dingley law, the glove schedule can only be understood when set
forth in rates of duty a dozen pairs, as follows:

pay 75
of whic

Present| Payne
law. | bill.
Ladies’ or children’s gloves; schmaschen glace finish; not over
14 inches long:
Unlined $1.75 $4.00
Unlined, pique or prix seams. ¥ 2.15 4.40
Unlined, pique seams or prix, with more than 8 strands____| 2.56 4.80
Eilupd: 2ol 2.7 b5.75
Between 14 and 17 inches long, unlined 2.25 4.70
Over 17 inches long: .
Unlined 2.7 5.40
Lined 8.75 7.15
Lined, pigue or prix seam 4.15 7.55

This comparison might be carried out thirteen times this length
to show the difference in the present and proposed du
sheep gloves, glace finigh, goat kid, and other eclasses gloves men-
tioned In the three short glove par hs guoted above from the Payne
bill. The comparison is given only for the schmaschen gloves, for the
purpose of illustrating the prohlbitive rates that have beenm Imposed
upon women's gloves.

EQUAL TO DUTY OF 132 PER CENT.

At a duty of $£1.76 a dozen, which unlined schmaschen gloves not
over 14 inches in 1 now pay, the equivalent ad wvalorem rate of
duty is 58.13 per cent, but the pro(rosed duty of $4 a dozen on this
class is equivalent to an ad valorem duty of 132.86 per cent. ‘The aver-
age value of these schmaschen gloves, unlined, not over 14 inches long,
is $3.01 a dozen, and the proposed duty would be $4 Eler dozen. The

resent duty in an unlined sheep or lamb glove, glace finish, is $2.50 a
gmn pairs, their average value is §$4.42 a dozen pairs, and the duty

roposed for them by the Payne Dbill is $4 a dozen pairs, or an eguiva-
ent of 90.56 per cent ad valorem. This same glove, when pigque or
prix seamed or stitched or embroidered, is worth $4.93 a dozen, but the
duty on it is increased from the Ereaent rate of §2.90 to $§4.40 a dozen,
an equivalent of 89.21 per cent ad valorem. The same glow
or embroidered with more than three strands or cords, would be worth
$5.83 a dozen pairs on the average, but the duty, which Is now $3.80,
would then be $4.80, or practically 82 per cent ad valorem.

The increased duties on stockings and half hose is found in para-
graph 326, of Bchedule 1, which deals with cotton manufactures, and
may be shown in comparison with the present Dingley rates as follows:

¥ Btockings, hose, and half hose, made on knitting machines or frames,
or knit by hand, incluoding such as are commercially known as clocked
stockings, hose or half hose, finished or unfinished :

“ Valued at not more than §1 a dozen palrs—

Present law, 50 cents per dozen and 15 per cent.

Payne bill, T0 cents a dozen and 15 per cent.

Valued at more than $1 and not more than $1.50 a dozen pairs: Pres-
ent law, 60 cents a dozen and 15 per cent; Payne bill, 85 cents a dozen
and 15 per cent.

Valued at $1.50 but not more than $2 a dozen pairs: Present law, 70
cents n dozen and 15 per cent; Payne bill, $1 a dozen and 15 per cent.

Valued at more than $2 but not more than $3 a dozen pairs: Present
law, $1.20 and 15 per cent; Payne bill, $1.50 and 15 per cent.

HOW PRICES ARE INCREASED.

In other words, there is a proposed increase of 20 cents a dozen pairs
on those valued at not more than $1 a dozen pairs, a proposed increase
of 25 cents a dozen on those worth between §1 and $1.50 a dozen pairs,
an increase of 30 cents a dozen on hosiery worth between $1.50 and $2
a dozen pairs, and an increase of 30 cents a dozen on those worth be-
tween $2 and $3 a dozen pairs. Btated another way, the duty on all
cotton stockln%s and socks is increased from the Present equivalent ad
valorem of $0.03 per cent to an average equivalent ad valorem of T7.76
per cent. ¥

The duty on stockings and socks valued at not more than $1 a dozen

airs is equivalent to an ad valorem of 68.39 per cent under the Dingiey
aw. DBut on this grade alone the Payne bill 5pmpt:uae.-a an Increase that
would raise the equivalent ad valorem to 89.75 per cent. On the stock-
ings and socks worth between $1.50 and §1 a dozen pairs it proposes to
raise the m}{uivalmt ad valorem from 58.17 per cent to 76.16 per cent,
on the stockings and socks worth between $1.50 and $2 a dozen pairs
to raise the equivalent ad valorem from 51.23 per cent to 66.75 per cent,
and on those worth from $2.50 to $3 a dozen pairs to raise it from an
equivalent of 59.78 per cent to 70.98 per cent under the Etprn::;;maed bill.

In 1906, the lasi normal year, upon which the tariff tinkerers hase
their estimates of revenue under the Payne bill, there were 2,501,678
dozen i:-nlrs of stockings and socks worth mot more than $1 a dozen

airs, 1,052,835,835 dozen pairs worth from $1.50 to §1 a dozen pairs,
365.348 dozen pairs worth from $1.50 to $2 a dozen pairs, and 107,541
dozen pairs worth from $2 to $2.50 a dozen pairs imported. The total
revenue in 1906 from cotton knit stockings and socks was $3,675,820,
and on this basis the Payne tariff makers calcnlate that the daty to
be paid on the proposed raised rates in 1910 would be §4,761,240.
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This Payne bill has net only provoked the anger of the women
of the country, but in its mad, eager search for revenue that
wonld help maintain the exorbitant duties now existing in be-
half of the favored interests it has aimed a blow at the joy
and happiness of the children of the country. It would take
away, by a prohibitive tax, the toy that fills the hearts of the
children of the country with joy on Christinas morn. A toy can
hardly be declared a * luxury,” yet the Payne bill imposes an
agoravated prohibitive duty on certain toys In common use
Experts in several of the foreign buying departments of the
toy stores of our large cities have said that under paragraph
427 of the Payne bill that a * toy horse,” sold at retail price of
&1, will be taxed $£30, the same rate for a thoroughbred racer
or hackney. Bo it is that dolls’ clothes and ernaments will be
itnxed the same as clothes and ornaments for American women.
This is the section:

Dolls, doll heads, and toys, 35 per cent nd walorem, provided that
toys made in Imitation or in miniature of, or bearing the same name
as artleles that are provided for (o the datinble Ilst of this section by
Individunl or class designation, shall pay the same rate of duty as
guch articles, but In no case shall any toys pay less than the rate of
duty lmposed upon the miscellnnesus manufactures of the material of
which such toys are wholly or in chief value composed.

By referring to paragraph 224 it will be seen that horses
and mules valued at $150 or less per head must pay $30 tax,

The appraiser will certainly, in construing the above para-
graph, say that the toy horse is “made In imitation™ or *in
miniature " of the real live horse.

I desire now, Mr. Chalrman, to briefly call the attention of
the committee to the cotton-goods schedule of this bill, especially
to paragraphs 318 and 321. If T comstrue these paragraphs cor-
rectly, then I can better understand the earnest and emphatie
assertion made by a distinguished Republican Senator a few
days since in the Senate, that the interests of the consumers of
the country were crucified by the Payne bill to help and aid
New Lngland.

It begins, Mr. Chairman, to dawn on some of us that the
trend of the Payne bill is chiefly in the interest of New Eng-
land when certain * raw materinis” are put on the free list,
and the finishied products of the same raw materinl are pro-
tected with a high doty. I say, Mr. Chairman, that the wonder-
ful growth of the Sonth in its mineral, agricultural, and other
interests In the past few years, and the splendid future that
beckons us forward, hns eaused the thoughtful, enterprising,
broad-minded people of the South to sit up and fake notlce of
the provisions of this tariff bill mere than they ever did before.
We of the Bonth are not for the protection that the RRepuhlienn
party stands for, neither do we sinnd for free trade. I belleve
that I correctly represent the conmsensus of public sentiment of
the South when T say, casting aside all gophistries, the people
of the South stand for an honest and fair taril bill, free from
the selfish purpose of sectional discrimination. We earnestly
favor the general polley under which a tariff bill should be
made of keeping the necessaries of life subject to the lowest
possible dues in order that the masses of the people may live
as well ns possible for the lowest possible cost. We believe
that the whaole social fabrie of our Government is based on that
policy. We are rapidly “catebing on” to the idea that New
England wants nll the “raw material™ necessary in her husi-
ness of acenmulnting wealth to be placed on the free list, and
for the finislied produet which New England sells te be amply
protected. For neuarly one hundred years the South emptied Its
wealth into the Inp of New England. Conditions have changed
and the South by its factories, its mines aond furnaces, and im-
proved agricnltural methods, is seeking to reap in wealth the
benefit of its own marvelous resources. We know that New
England contends that ear conl, when sent to her for use in her
factories Is raw materinl, and should be placed on the free list,
but her finished produets resulting from the consumption of that
conl ghould be protected swith a high duty.

Between Wheeling, W. Vo, and Birmingham, Ala,, lies an
area of coal five times greater than Great Britain had before n
pick wae ever stuck into It. Great Britnin has an annual out-
put of something more than 500,000,000 tons, while the Southern
States produoced in 1907, according to statisties compiled by the
United States Geologieal Survey, a total of 101,870,420 tons.
This was over one-half of the coal production of the balanece of
the United States. This merely indicates to what an extent the
coal-mining indnstry in the Southern States has been developed
in the last few years. Is It not right for us to say that the
coal and the iron oeeare our raw material ns natore loeated it in
the bowels of the earth, and when it is dog up or mined by
human labor and put on the market for sale it becomes our
finished product? The tree standing in the forest is raw ma-
terial. When cut down and sawed up into lumber it beecomes a
finished product. I conld not make mention of the wealth re-
sources of the Bouth without referring o cotton, the great staple

__

of the South, in the growth of which eight States of the South,
consisting of twelve hundred and four counties, have a monop-
oly, not given by the prohibitive rates of a tariff bill or any
other human law, but given to us by the bountiful hand of
nature, Nearly all the countries of the world have more or
less iron ore and eoal, but none can raise cotton egual fo these
Southern States. TUntold millions have heen expended in for-
eign lands fo compete with the South in the production of
cotton, with the result that the South furnishes 80 per cent of
the cotton uszed to clothe the world, and the 20 per cent raised
in foreign countries is practically useless unless mixed with our
superior quality of cotton. Our farmers are demonstrating in
the last few years that they are alive and waking up to our
priceless advantages,

The day is not far distant in the South when the cotton crop
of the South will be the farmer's “surplus” crop, and he can
keep it under shelter until the middleman gives him the fair and
reasonable price that he asks. When that day comes to us,
the” South wiil be the richest section of the American Unlon,
The production of eotton incrensed 53 per cent from 1890 to
1008, and the value of the erop 133 per cent. The South, Mr.
Chairman, has her feet solidly planted on the safe foundntion
of her agriculture and her minerals. I am, sir, prond to know
this; proud not because my native seetion is ontstripping other
sections of the Union, for I am glad to say that no unmanly
sentiment of a sectional feeling dwells in my heart. To the
South, with its traditions and splendid history, I am a loyal
son. With her people I shared the ernel wrongs of the evil
days of reconstruction, when we earnestly implored Almighty
God to spare us from the vindictive * wrath of our fellow-man.”
Standing in the midst of the wreck and rnin of thelr own homes,
without suflicient shelter or food, it was these southern people
that resisted with unsurpassed courage the insidious advances
of amalganmation with an inferior rce, and preserved and
maintained the purity of the Caucasian blood, and the proud
heritage of her ancestors. Is it anything strange, then, that
I should rejolce when I see the South rising like the bright
morning sun over the horizon of national growth and commerce,
growing richer and stronger every day? In my humble way I
have often said to the people of my State and distriet that it
was not through the instrumentality of partisan polities, but by
the wealth of our undeveloped natural resources, which earries
with It power, that the SBouth would be elevated to the position
it deserves to hold in the councils of the Nation, and finally the
control of national affairs,

But let us examine briefly the cotton schedules. It appears,
Mr. Chairman, that if the provisions of sections 318 and 321 of the
Payne bill are enacted that the essential principles of the orig-
fnal cotton schedules in the Dingley tariff bill will be over-
turned, not by making the revision downward, but by inereas-
Ing the duties and thereby curtailing revenne. It is estimated
that if the provisions in these two paragraphs go into effect it
will result in an inerense of 50 per cent in the duty collected
on cotton cloths, followed necessarily by a corresponding rise in
the cost in domestic goods that are now relatively high in cost.
The trouble comes by altering in parngraph 318 the usnal means
of determining the duty, which I will endeavor to point out. I
send fo the desk and ask the Clerk to read the interview of
gregerick B. Shipley, of the committee on publicity, of New

ork:

While the cotton-goods schedoles In the rmmset‘l law apparently
rovide for the same duties as the Dingley law, these provislons ara
argely nullified and the dntf Increased by paragraph 318, which alters
the usual means of determining the doty.

In the present law the duty hns heen fixed largely by the number of
threads per square inch. Iaragraph 318 provides not only that each
thread shall be counted, but that " each ply of two or mote ply threads
shall be counted as a thread” As most cotton goods Imported contain
threads which are of two or more ply, the effect of this will be to re-
move most cloths from the low-duty schedules and place them in the
hiﬁh-dutr schedules, Thus goods now paying 23 cents per square yard
will g:y frequently 4) centa per square yard. ‘The operation of thls
will that many goods Imported, such as FEnglish reps and Jaequards
will p:;fr ebout 62 per cent of their value, Instead of :?1 per cent as at
presen

In addition to this, paragraph 521 provides that all cotton cloth
mercerized or *subfected to any slmllar process™ shall be subjoct to
an extra duty of 1 cent per square yard on the cloths before men-
tioned. This will operate to bring the total duty up to about GG per
cent of thelr value,

The phrase ** mercerized or subject to any slmilar process ™ will doubt-
less be constrned to mean any sort of luster, and as almost all cotton
goods lmported have some luster, this menns that practically all cotton
cloths will not only have to pay the ndvances before mentioned, but will
be gubject to nn additional tax of 1 cent per square yard.

‘In fully 756 per cent of the cotton goods imported. this tarlf will
therefore be prohibitive and will not operate to increase the revenume.

These provigions have been artfully designed, not by statesmen who are
frying to protect American Industry, but by cotton-goods experts who
are adroitly trying to provent any Importations of cotton goods.

If the bill 15 allowed to become a law, it will not onlly cloge up the
majority of the Importing hounses, but It will work untold hurdshfp on
all classes of dry goods merchants by removing from the popular-price
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clagses many cloths that are now retalled for 19, 25, and 35 cents. It
wlll work special hardship on cotton-goods converters, leaving them at
the mercy of a few cotton-goods mille, who will be able to repeat thelr
actlon of two years ago, when they arbitrarily raised the prices to an
unlimited and unwarranted exlent.

The extra daty on mercerization Is totally unjustifiable, since foreign
cloths are nlready taxed the ad valorem rate on the cost of merceriza-
tion. In view of the fact that every mercerizer ln America to-day Is
totally unable to take care of the business which he has in hand, there
i8 no reason to charge an extra duty on mercerization.

Another * joker" in the proposed law Is the provislon that deter-
mines the number of threads to the square Inch in that “ each filament
of eotton " shall be counted as a thread. A * filament"” I8 an elnsive
term, and may easily *be construed to mean a sectlon of a fiber, which
would make even the cheapest cloth count more than the finest cloths
made, and therefore impose the highest duty even on the lowest cloths.

The pretended justification of the bill on the ground of protecting
Ameriean labor 18 absurd, for the reason that the average duty Is twice
a8 great ns the totnl percentage of wages, much less any difference be-
tween forelgn and Amerlean cost of labor. On most American cloths for
which Amerlean manufacturers are equipped they are amply able to
compete with forelgn manufacturers in neatral markets,

1ne object of this law Is, therefore, to create the same conditions in
tlie cotton-goods Indunstry as exists in the steel and other indostries,
which enables American manufacturers to sell goods in America at a
higher price than the same goods may be obtalned for abroad.

I also send to the Clerk to have read the letter of H. I\
Lippitt and James R. MacCollop, prepared in the interest of
the Arkwright Club, of Boston, Mass,, that caused these changes
to be made, This letter was presented to the Ways and Means
Cominittee after the public hearings closed and appears in vol-
ume 52 of the tariff hearings, March 1, 1909 (appendix), page
1772,

The Arkwright Clab, Boston, Mass., recommends new classification
for cotton cloth and asks that there be no reduction of duty.

Provioexce, R. L, January 15, 1909,
Hon. SkrExo E. PAYNE,
Chairman Ways and Means Committee,
House of Ropresentatives, Washingion, D. O.

DEeAr 8in: The undersigned, representing the committee on the cot-
ton-cloth schedule in the proposed revision of the taril appointed by
the Arkwright Club, of Boston, which ¢lub m;ﬂ‘mtn in its membership
ahout three-fourths of the cotton spindles of New England, respectfully
requests that paragraphs 310 and 313 of the present tarlff shall be
revised to read as follows :

310, The term ‘cotton cloth,” or *cloth,’ wherever used In the
g:mgmphs of this schedule, unless otherwise speclfically ?mvidt‘d. ghall

held to inelude all woven fabries of cotton in the ;bece or cut in
lengths, whether figured, fancy, or plain, the threads of which can be
counted by unraveling or other practical means, and shall not include
any article, finlshed or unfinlshed, made from cotton cloth,

“The terms ° bleached,’ * dyed, ‘colored,’ *stained,” * painted,’ * print-
ed,” or ‘mercerized,” wherever used in the paragraphs of this schedule,
ghall be held to include all eotton cloth having bleached, dyed, colored,
gtained, painted, printed, or mercerized thread, threads, yarn, or yarns
in any part of the fabric: and all fabries which have, wholly or In part,
prior, during, or subsequent to fabrication, been bleached, dyed, colored,
stalned, pulnted, printed, or mercerized.

“The term thread or threads as used in the paragraphs of this
schedule with reference to cotton cloth, ghnll be held to include all
filaments of cotton, whether known as threads or yarns or by any other
name. whether In the warp or filling or otherwise. In determining
the count of threads to the square inch in cotton cloth, all threads,
whether ordinary or other than ordinary, and whether elipped or un-
clipped, shall be counted, and each ply of two or more ply thread shall
be counted as a thread. In the ascertainment In the nartleulars of
mensurement, welght, and walue, upon which dutles, cumulative or
other, imposed upon cotton cloth are hereby made to depend, the entire
fabric shall be Included.

“Tf the count of threads varies in different parts of the fabric, a
full repeat of the pattern or deslgn or varylng weaves shall be connted,
and the avernge count thereof shall be taken to be the count of the
threads to the square Inch.

“ 313, Cotton cloth In which other than the ordinary warp and filling
threads have been Introdoced in the process of weaving to form a figure,
whether koown ns lappets or otherwise, and whether unbleached,
bleached, dyed, colored, stnined, ]Ianlcd. &Jrinted, or mercerized, shall
{m:.‘. In addition to the duty herein provided for other cotton cloth of

he same description or condition, welight, count of threads to the square

inch, and value, 1 ecent per square yard If valued at not more than
T cents per square yard, and 2 cents per square yard if valued at more
than 7 cents per square yard.

“ Cotton cloth mercerized or subjected to any other similar process
ghall pay 1 eent per square yard ndditional cumulative duty to that
herein imposed upon such cotton cloth were the same not mercerized
or subjected to any similar process.”

. - - - - L]

-

It is manifest that the provisions are technieal, and it appears
that the gentleman who drafted the bill did not realize that the
dutles Imposed were prohibitive. Cotton goods statistics show
that American mills do not need any protection on the goods
they are equipped to produce. In neutral markets they have
been so well able to compete that their exports have rapldly
grown, and In 1900 equaled §52,044,033. The best illustration
that can be given that these “minor” changes, ag they are
denominated by the Arkwright Club, of Boston, are unnecessary,
is shown by the fact that the Dartmouth Manufacturing Com-
pany paid 66 per cent last year and on February 24 last an
extra dividend of 100 per cent. This mill makes precisely the
class of goods which these paragraphs in the Payne bill are
designed to prohibit.

American mills do not sell their products on an ordinary
profit basis, but fix their prices just below those at which simi-
lar goods can be imported. The net result of these paragraphs

will greatly reduce revenues by prohibiting importation; to per-
mit a few New England mills to manipulate prices at will and
to repeat their netion of 1907 when they arbitrarily raised prices
more than 50 per cent, althongh there was no corresponding
increase in cost of produection. It will drive many importing
houses out of business, aud work a hardship on 2,800 American
retall merchants, and add an additional burden to the whole
Afme;!cnn people by Increasing the cost of a primary necessity
of life.

It will not be forgotten that the letter of the Arkwright Club
was presented to the Ways and Meang Commifttee after the
publie hearing had closed, which letter was preceded by the fol-
lowing statement:

The Arkwright Club, Boston, Mass., recommends new elasslfication
for cotton cloth and asks that there be no reduction of duty.

The country In the past few years by reason of the prevailing
interest in the railroad rate legislation has been made familiar
with the facility and dexterity by which a frelght rate ean be
inereased by the magiec device of **classification.” Classifica-
tion opens a wide and broad field for technical construetion.
“ Classification " of raiflroad rates or tariff duties with a view
of holding the charges ns they then exist, snggested by an inter-
ested party, deserves the closest seritiny for the protectlon of
the public interest. It was understood up to the time of the
closing of the hearings of the Ways and Means Committee that
there would be no chianges in the cotton-goods schedule of the
Dingley law.

The Arkwright Club represents quite three-fourths of the cot-
ton &pindles of New England. The statistics show that in
1907, a panle year, the Fall River NIills' dividends amounted
to 251 per cent, and those in New DBedford to 22.2 per cent.
Should any law be enacted to increase such profits and thereby
increase the tax burdens of the people who necessarily use
cotton goods?

In order to show that the Ways and Means Committee fol-
Iowed the suggestions made by that Arkwright Club and the
effect of the new “elassification,” I quote in full the two para-
graphs of the Payne bLill, 318 and 321:

318. The term cotton cloth, or ecloth, wherever nsed in the para-

graphs of this schedule, unless otherwise specially provided for, shall
be lield to inclode all wovon fabries of cotton in the plece, or cut into
lengths, whether dgured, faney, or plain, the warp aod flling threads
of which ean be counted by unraveling or other practiesl means, The
term * thread or threads,” as used In the c‘mmgl‘glhs of this seheduale
with reference to cotton cloth, shall be held to Incinde all filaments of
cotton, whether knewn as threads or yarns, or by any other name, In
determining the count of threads to the square inch in eotton cloth,
all the threads, whoether ordinary or other than ordinary, and whether
clipped or unclipped, shall be counted, and each ply of two or more ply
thrend shall be connted as a thread. In the ascertainment of all the
articnlars, Including welght and valuoe, upon which the duties, cumn-
atlve or other, Imposed upon cotfon cloth are herein made to depend,
the entire fabric shall be Included. The terms dyed, colored, stained,
mercerized, lustered, painted, or printed, wherever used in the para-
graphu of this scheduie, shall be taken to mean sll cotton cloth which
a8 been subjected to any of these processes, or which has nny dyed,
colored, stained, mercerized, lustered, palnted, or printed thread or
threads in any part of the fabrie, and the term bleached, wherever used
in the paragraphs of this schedule, shall be taken to mean all cotton
cloth not included in the provisions for cotton eloth dyed. colored,
stnlned, mercerized, lustered, painted, or printed, which has been sub-
jected to a bleaching process, or has any bleached thread or threads
In any part of the fabrie.

821, In addition to the duty or duties imposed upon cotton cloth by
the various provisions of this sectlon, there shall be pald the follow-
ing cumulative duties, the intent of this paragraph being to add such
duty or dutles to those to which the cotton cloth would be lable If the
provisions of this paragraph did not exist, namely: On all cotton
cloth in which other than the ordinary warp and diling threads are
ased to form a figure or fancy effect, whether known as lappoets or other
wise, 1 cent per square yard If valued at not more than 7 cents per
square yard, and 2 cents per square yard If valued at more than T eents
per square yard; on all cotton cloth, mereerized or subjected to any
slmilar process, 1 cent per square yard.

I have sald in these remarks to the committee that the classi-
fieation suggested by the Arkwright Club, of Baston, will
greatly reduce the revenues of the Government by prolibiting
Importation, which means a large increase to the consumer of
the price of a large percentage of cotton cloths used by the

people,
In connection with this I give the telegram sent me by Mr.
Shipley, who las full knowledge of such matters:

NEw Yorg, March 31, 1909,
Hon, WILLIAM RICITANDSON,
Hatel Normandie, Washington, D. C.:

Lines 10 to 20, paragrnph 318, make one thread count as lwo or
more and threw majority, if not all, cotton cloths from classification
under paragraphs 312, 5138, 814, 315, and 310 to classificatlon under
glmxmph 317, Line 23, paragraph 321, Imposes additional ayerage

0 per ecent on mercerized cloths, and worda “ slmlilar process " con-
stitute * joker,” to Include majority Imported cloths. Absurd, beenuse
all Awerlean mercerizing mills booked montha ahead and refusing busl-
ness; southern mills absolutely unaffected. Thelr staple goods already
undersell world. Beneficiaries solely few already enormously prosper-
ous New England mills,

Freperick B. SareLer,
For Publicity Committee.
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This is a matter of such importance to the Government in
ihe matter of revenue, and to the consumers of the country,
that I print paragraph 317 and extracts from paragraphs 318
and 321 of the Payne bill, referred to by Mr. Shipley, in order
that the country can be informed whether the representatives
of the Arkwright Club, of Boston, were honest and sincere when
ihe representation was made that the classifcation proposed
would not alter existing duties, One of the chief stumbling
blocks In framing a tariff bill seems to be that the Ways and
Means Committee in their hearings rarely have other witnesses
than those interested individually in the particular subject-
matter under investigation. -

It will be seen from the following extract from paragraph
318 of the Payne bill that one thread counts as two or more
and throws a majority, if not all, cloths from classification
under paragraphs 312, 313, 314, 315, and 316 to classification
under paragraph 317. The extract is as follows:

In determining the count of threads to the square inch in cotton
cloth all the threads, whether ordinary or other than ordinary and
whether clipped or unclipped, shall be eounted, and each ply of two or
more ply thread shall be counted as a thread.

Paragraph 317 is as follows:

Cotton cloth not bleached, dyed, colored, stained, tgatnted, or printed,
exceeding 300 threads to the square inch, counting the warp and filling,
and not exceeding 2 square yards to the pound, 4 cents per square
yard ; exceeding £ and not exceeding 3 square yards to the pound, 43
cents per square yard ; exceeding 3 and not exceeding 4 square yards to
the pound, 5 cents per square yard; exceeding 4 square yards to the
pound, 5% cents per square yard; if bleached and not exceeding 2 square
yards to the pound, cents per square yard; exceeding 2 and not ex-
ceeding 8 square yards to the pound, 53 cents per square yard; exceed-
ing 3 and not exceeding 4 square yards to the &;ound, 6 cents per square

ard ; emeedrig 4 square yards to therround. 3 cents per square yard;
{ dyed, colored, stained, painted, or printed, and not exceeding 3 square

ards to the pound, 6} cents per square yard ; exceeding 3 square yards
{o the pound, 8 cents per square yard: Provided, That on all such cot-
ton eloths not bleached, dyed, colored, stained, painted, or printed,
valued at over 14 cents per square yard; bleach valued at over 16
cents per square yard; and dyed, colored, stained, painted, or printed,
valued at over 20 cents per square yard, there shall be levied, collected,
and paid a duty of 40 per cent ad valorem.

Line 23 of paragraph 321, which reads as follows—

On all cotton cloth mercerized or subjected to any similar process,
1 cent per square yard—
imposes an additional average 10 per cent on mercerized cloths,
and the words “similar process™ is a “joker” to include a
majority of imported cloths.

I desire now, Mr. Chairman, to present briefly my views on
the subject of free hides. I have read with pleasnre and informa-
tion the views of ex-Governor W. L. Douglas in his remarkable
campaign for governor of Massachusetis, when the question of
free hides and leather were ably presented. I know that Demo-
crats and Republicans are divided on this important guestion.
The responsibility of framing and passing this Payne bill is on
the Republicans, not the Democrats, and the country looks to the
Republicans for a tariff bill that places the very smallest possible
duty on the things like food and clothing that the poor people
of our country are bound to have. That was the message sent
by the people to the Republican party in the last election. I
fear, Mr. Chairman, that our leading Democrats did not realize
in the last presidential campaign what -a vital question the
tariff was and how wvulnerable the Republican party was in its
unfair and discriminating distribution of the tax burdens of the
Government. It ought to have been made the sole and para-
mount issue in our last Democratic platform.

Now, as to free hides: I have not heard an advocate during
this discussion of retaining the tariff on hides as it is now deny
that the production of cattle in our country has not kept pace
with the largely increased demand for and consumption of
leather. That means that on account of the insufficiency of
our domestic supply we have to use imported hides, and that
brings about higher priced hides and higher priced shoes.

Governor Douglas, a well-informed shoe manufacturer, states
that the present tariff on hides and soles of shoes causes the
people of this country to pay $30,000,000 a year more for shoes
than they ought to pay. Mr. Blaine said, in a letter to Mr. Mec-
Kinley when the tax on hides was proposed, that it would add
5 to 8 per cent to the price of every shoe that the farmer bought.
How many working girls are there in our country with a scanty
fixed weekly wage who make a careful study of every cent of
additional expenditure? Every cent counts with a large class
of our people. It is conservatively estimated that in the last
few years there has been an advance in the price of shoes of
not less than 20 per cent. What does that mean to many fam-
ilies? It means that guite one-fourth of the absolutely neces-

expenses of the family goes for shoes. It is generally

admitted that the beef trust is the beneficiary of the hide tax.
There 1s no question of protecting our labor against foreign
labor that enters into this 15 per cent tax on hides. In the
fleshing houses it has been demonstrated that our laborers, with
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their usual activity and intelligence, working with the same kind
of a machine, will clean and prepare double as many skins as
foreign laborers can with the same machine. The Government
realizes on this tariff on hides about $2,000,000 annually, but
the real question in such a tariff is its corresponding benefit.
It seems that this tariff on hides has deprived a great many
people of employment in the United States, because with a 15
per cent duty on sole leather and not on any other kind of
leather the American shoemaker prepares the uppers and sends
the shoes abroad to have the soles put on them, thus avoiding
the 15 per cent tax on sole leather.

It is estimated- that if we put hides and sole leather on the
free list that this sending of the uppers of shoes abroad to have
soles put on them will stop, and we will save our people quite
$22,000,000. I do not, with the lights before me, hesitate to
?ayththﬂt I am greatly disposed to vote for free hides and free
eather.

I have endeavored, in pointing out in detail the ‘duties im-
posed on certain articles in the Payne bill, to show that the
revigion of the tariff is not downward, as demanded by the
people. Much has been justly said in condemnation of the
“ countervailing ” duties on coffee and petroleum. It now ap-
pears that the Republicans will be driven to the abandonment
of the countervailing tax on coffee, which tax would certainly
result in the American consumer of coffee paying both the
tariff imposed by Brazil and that imposed by our Government.
Brazil practically, in the matter of coffee, occupies the same
relative position to the world that the southern cofton belt
does to the world’'s cotton supply. Brazil will not yield to our
dictation as to the duty she will impose for the chief product
that brings her wealth and the support of her Government.
The tax on tea places an intolerable burden upon one of the
most common necessaries of life. I predict we will find tea
on the free list when this bill comes back from the Senate.
The prevailing public sentiment throughout the country recog-
nizes that it is a very good thing to give our home industries
such fair and reasonable duties as will enable them to meet
foreign competition. To extend and enlarge our foreign mar-
kets is commendable; to raise sufficient revenue to meet the
expenses of the Government enlists the hearty cooperation of
every patriotic and public-spirited ecitizen, but more than all
these combined, the demand is that relief from unnecessary
and unjust tax burdens must be guaranteed by the next tariff
law to the consumers who have patiently borne for many years
more than their share of the expenses of our Government.

The country will at least understand from this Payne bill
why it was such a task to drive the Republican party into a
revision of the tariff. They knew what enormities and outrages
were being perpetrated by the power of taxation under the
Dingley law on the masses of the people in the interests of the
strong and the rich, and they shrank from exposing them. They
must answer in the congressional elections next year, and the
reply will be a Democratic House of Representatives, because
this Payne bill increases the average of the duties of which the
public complained so loudly, imposed by the existing tariff law.

The tariff, by the actions of the Republicans in the Senate
and House in connection with the Payne bill, is removed from
the pale of economic questions and made preeminently and
acutely a political question, in which the local interests will
have a powerful influence. The Republican party is in the
agonies of a painfol premature travail. They are not prepared
for a revision of the tariff and did not realize the trouble be-
fore them. A wild, mad rush comes from all the home indus-
tries, large and small, protesting against the slightest reduction
of the duties that have filled their pockets with money taken
from the people for many years past, everyone demanding that
the “ other fellow " suffer the reduction. Kansas comes up, with
a broad and benignant smile on her face, and earnestly demands
that lumber be placed on the free list, and, with her hand up
to her ear, whispers “ Must let the 15 per cent tariff stay on
hides.” Then there is the grand old State of Maine. Why,
she wants cotton-seed oil of the South to be on the free list and
demands a high tariff on wood pulp. Ohio wants an additional
protection on tin plate, regardless of the fact that the Standard
0il Company buys all its tin plate abroad and receives 90 per
cent drawback on every tin can of oil shipped abroad. Yet
Ohio is downright earnest in demanding free lumber.

Massachusetts wants free hides, but says it is “ simply horrid ”
to think about free leather and shoes. The New England States
all with one accord and voice demand that “raw material” be
put on the free list, especially coal and iron ore. And the
South comes up and makes a pungent Inguiry: How is that?
You stand for a high tax on the wool as it exists on the sheep’s
back and every phase of wool and woolen cloth to the ultimate
finished product. Nothing is said about free raw material in
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connection with wool. Many of the Republicans are trembling
in their boots as to what explanations they will give to their
constituents. They know their “ caucus rule” is powerful, but
the * pocket interests ™ of their constituents are much stronger
and more important than the caucus.
growth of protection sentiment in the South. Great impetus
has been given to this opinion by the generous and sincere man-
ner in which Mr, Taft was welcomed in the State of Georgia
and other Southern States. Those greetings were unselfish
and sincere and were accepted in the same spirit by Mr. Taft.
I admit with pride that the people of the South were patriot-
ically inspired with a hope and a faith never before justified
by any other Republican President when Mr. Taft, at the ban-
quet given to him by the people of the city of Atlanta, Ga.,
said:

I realize therefore that expressions of sympathy with the South and
an earnest desire to bring it closer into the Central Government in
thought and action and feeling, will have comparatively little weight
unless thls expression Is accompanied by such appointments in the
South as will prove this sympathy to be real and substantial. The
diﬂlcult{ in mall:i.ng such selections in a part of the country where the
sensibilities of the tpeop!e are different from those of one's own section,
where conditlons of soclety differ so radically, and where there are no
accredited representatives selected by the ?eu?le of the same party® as
the administratlon is very great, indeed. It is a gquestion of evidence,
and of evidence hard to get, and when secured, hard to weigh, because
it is only judgment and estimate and generally not a mere statement of
o concrete fact.

All I can say with reference to the future polic{ of the administra-
tion In the South on this subject is that I expect to spare no effort to
find out the facts in respect to the character of e proposed ap-
pointees, and, so far as in me lies, to select those whose character and
reputation and standing in the community comwmend them to their
!eﬁow-cltlzens as persons qualified and able to discharge their duties
well, and whose presence in important positions will remove, if any
such thing exists, the sense of alienism in the Government which they
represent,

Such sentiments expressed by Mr. Taft, who has, since
the Atlanta banquet, been inducted into the highest and most
powerful office in the world, stimunlated the South with the
firm conviction that President Taft's administration would be
uninfluenced by sectionalism, and that the South would be
treated justly and fairly like other sections of the Union, and
would no longer be considered ‘‘ the enemies’ country.” That is
all we ask, and that we believe we will get from President Taft.
In all things looking to the welfare and good of our common
country, the people of the South stand ready and willing, from
an unselfish standpoint, to support and uphold the administra-
tion. We know the difficult task that President Taft has un-
dertaken when he confronts and meets the “ sensibilities” of
the people of the South, so different from his own section. In
the South he will meet “ conditions of society” which differ
radieally with our northern brethren.

It is true, as was said by President Taft in some of his
speeches in the South after the presidential election, that the
South elings to its “traditions,” both family and local. In the
States of the South it is a common everyday matter to hear
the humblest of our native citizens claim with great pride that
their fathers and mothers came from one of the great southern
colonial States.

Loyalty to such “traditions,” like the love for one's home,
makes the truest and bravest patriots of the section that
cherishes them. !

The President realizes, as every thoughtful and unbiased stu-
dent of our history realizes, that from the days of our colonies
down to this good day, midst the triumphs and shadows of our
Republie, in war and peace, there has existed, and exists to-
day, and will continue to exist, distinet types of people with
different thoughts, tastes, and sentiments in the New England
and Southern States, both representing the best ideals of citi-
zenship. It is a grave mistake for anyone to think that the
visit of the President to the South, soon after the election, was
to proselyte Democrats into Republicans. It is equally a mis-
take for anyone to believe that the cordial, sincere, and gen-
erous hospitality extended by the people of the South to Mr.
Taft indicated on their part any less fealty to Democratic
principles. The native people of the South are almost as a
unit attached to, and believe in, the Democracy of their fathers,
They yearn to-day to see the party, to which they owe so much,
return to its time-honored principles. It is true that there was
restlessness, discontent, and dissatisfaction in many of the
strongest Democratic sections of the South in the late national
electlon, but this ean not be truthfully charged to any disposi-
tion to surrender their allegiance to their party. But it meant
simply an expression of disapproval of the action of their own
party and an earnest warning against its repetition.

I do not hesitate to say that our people realize the difficul-
ties that lie in the President’'s effort to handle the * southern

guestion.” With open hearts and willing hands, along the lines

We hear much about the-

the President has so frankly indicated, the people of the South
will aid and help him to their best ability.

I ask: Would not it be the basest ingratitude for the people
of the South not to honor and respect the President and his
administration if he renders us the inestimable favor, as we
are advised and believe he will do, of abolishing the disrepu-
table * referee system" in operation in some of our Southern
States? The Montgomery Advertiser, one of the leading and
most influential daily papers of Alabama, in a recent issue,
said this:

If Mr. Taft does abolish the referee system, he will break up one of
the most prolific sources of political scandal in the South. A few men
under the plan at present in vogue have the absolute power of filling
every federal office in a Democratic State which has no Rlepublican Itep-
resentatives in Congress. The proposition of allowing & man’s standing
with his nelghbors to count for something is a great lmprovement on
the plan of ﬁ:lnﬁ up jobs for men who can help to carry delegations to
naticnal conventions for particular candidates.

I believe that President Taft realizes that no proud, intelligent
people could cordially cooperate with any administration that
would maintain the tyrannical, irresponsible, corruptive referee
system that has made every cotton-growing State of the South
a veritable political satrapy. Our people are not asking to
control Republican patronage or fill offices under a Republican
administration, but we do ask that the political referee sys-
tem, with its intrigue and scandals, be removed from our
midst. [Loud applause on the Democratic side.]

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

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly Mr. GreeNE having taken the chair as Speaker
pro tempore, Mr. Carper, 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 directed him to report that it had come
to no resolution thereon.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I think under the rule all the
Chair has to do is to declare a recess until 8 o’clock.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GreeNE). Under the rule,
the Chair now declares the House in recess until 8 o’clock.

Accordingly (at 6 o'clock) the House took a recess until 8
o'clock p. m.

AFTER RECESS.

The recess having expired, the House was ealled to order at
8 o'clock p. m. by the Speaker pro tempore [Mr., GREENE].

THE TARITF,

Mr. OLMSTED. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now 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 tariff bill

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-
sideiaticn of the bill H. . 1438, the tariff bill, with Mr. OLuMsTED
in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
Byep] is entitled to be recognized if he desires. I'ces the

gentleman desire to be recognized at this time?

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Chairman, I yielded to Mr. Svirzer thirty
minutes of my time, and I would like to retain——

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can not yield time unless
it comes out of his hour.

Mr. BYRD. Then just excuse me for a moment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Bog-
rAND] Is recognized for twenty minutes.

Mr. BORLAND. Mr. Chairman, I understand I am recog-
nized?

The CHAIRMAN. For twenty minutes.

Mr. BORLAND. AMr. Chairman, I feel that I can approach
the pending legislation with as little bias from personal or local
interest as any Member on the floor. I come from a district
with scarcely a protected industry in it or within the sphere
of its influence. It is a district distinctly American, bound by
every tie to American progress, yet having no ax to grind, no
selfish interest to serve, no privileges to protect. With hardly
an exception, everyone in that distriet, of whatever political
faith, is in favor of tariff revision. There is scarcely a stand-
patter to be found. Our Republican friends vied with the Demo-
crats in explaining that tariff revision meant revision down-
ward, toward a revenue basis.

I have heard some speeches from the other side of the House
which gave the impression that there was no need, from their
standpoint, for any revision at all. When we hear some of
those speeches, we are astonished to think that we are here in
an extraordinary session, or are attempting to revise the tariff.
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But out in my district, there was no doubt about the matter.
We had been told that the time for a revision had long since
come and that revision meant revision downward.

Our city has grown great In a single generation as an export
market for what is termined * raw materials” and those primal
products of the soil, grain and live stock. It lies on the
boundary of the rich States of Missouri and Kansas, in the very
heart of the Missouri River Valley.

The Missouri Valley is the great producing region of the
United States. In a belt of 100 miles on either side of the
Missouri River and west of the Mississippi River, are found
the eenters of production of cattle, horses and mules, sheep and
hogs, wheat, corn, oats, and farm products of all kinds; gold,
silver, lead, and zine. Seventy-five per cent, we are told, of the
Nation's exports consist of raw materials, the products of the
western farms, forests, and mines.

It is this enormous export of raw material which brings the
golden stream of national wealth and turns the balance of trade
in our favor. With the money that is brought in, which enters
into every channel of frade, we build our railroads and our
factories, we feed and clothe our people, and we grow steadily
in national wealth.

1t takes manufactures to make a great country, but it takes,
also, the production of raw materials, and every argument
which has been advanced on the other side in favor of a pro-
tective tariff, in favor of building up manufactures, has been
based upon the idea that the raw material was here to be sent
abroad, either in its raw state or in the manufactured state.

The great production of raw materials in this country is the
broad base of the pyramid of natienal prosperity. As long as
we produce a surplus for export, the balance of international
irade must be in our favor., Our only interest in this tariff
legislation is that the American producer and the American con-
sumer may be fairly treated and that no heavier burdens be
laid upon them than is necessary to produce the national reve-
nues. This is the true interest of every district and every sec-
tion of the United States, except so far as it is biased by local
conditions or narrow views of local interest.

We know full well that there is no such thing as a home
market for products of which we raise a surplus. Every bushel
of wheat in the United States and every head of beef cattle,
wherever produced or sold, must be valued on the prices pre-
vailing on the Liverpool market, in competition with the prod-
ucts of Australia, of South America, of Russia, of India, of
South Africa, and of every great agricultural area of the world.
When a nation produces a surplus of any commodity, that sur-
plus has no value until it has reached the seacoast, where it
may enter into the commerce of the world, and its ultimate
value is based upon the price at the greatest central market un-
der the strongest competition.

We must live and do business and buy goods and maintain
the American market and the American wages out of the net
returns of what we can sell abroad, less the cost of putting it
there.

The overwhelming national issue in this country is transpor-
tation, quick transportation, cheap transportation, and abundant
facilities for all shippers, large and small. We have not yet
begun to solve this great problem. We in the West are ready
to vote for a revenue tariff adequate to the needs of the Gov-
ernment on the most liberal scale in order that a big, broad
policy of national development may be inaugurated. We look
to see the improvement of our great waterways, running for
a thousand miles into the interior of this great producing re-
gion. We look for a realization of this as the great national
problem of the immediate future,

The almost universal demand for a revision of the Dingley
tariff is easily explained. In my own distriet, especially, there
was a singular unanimity of view by men of all parties on this
subject.

We saw that some schedules were so high that they were
practically prohibitive, producing no revenue to the Government,

We saw that the duties created an artificial price for goods
that fostered the growth of trusts and monopolies.

We saw that they laid heavy burdens upon the wage-earners
and increased the average cost of living 40 per cent during the
life of the Dingley law.

We saw that the great army of consumers who live upon
fixed incomes—widows, orphans, preachers, teachers, mail car-
riers, clerks, bookkeepers, salesmen, and wage-earners gener-
ally—had the purchasing power of their dollar eut in two,
while skilled and unskilled labor advanced in a very much less
degree in value, and in many lines actually decreased.

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BORLAND. Certainly,
XLIV—39

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman be kind enough to tell
the committee in what cases the wages of the skilled mechanics
decreased—in what branches of industry?

Mr. BORLAND. I had shown to me within the last three
days, by Judge RUCKER——

Mr, MADDEN. Who is Judge RuckEr? )

Mr. BORLAND. A Member from Missouri. He showed me
a statement of the number of people employed in factories in
the United States from 1897 to 1907, in which, in some cases,
the per capita wage had gone down. That indicated very clearly
to my mind that the wages of some classes of factory operatives
had decreased in those ten years. In some of these schedules
there was an increase of certain operatives, and that is the
reason I spoke of it; but the larger number of operatives were
at a lower price, which brought down the average.

For illustration, you will find that in the manufacture of
rubber belting and hose, as shown on page 126 of the Statis-
tical Abstract of the United States of 1907, published by the
Department of Commerce and Labor, that in 1900 the number
of wage-earners employed was 1,771, and the total wages paid
was $918,191, or an annual average income by each employee of
$518.40. In 1905 the number of wage-earners employed was
3,608, and the total wages paid was $1,804,992, or an average
income of $488.09. This made a decrease in the average wages
in that line of $30.31 during those five years. That they were
prosperous years for the manufacturers is shown by the fact
that the total output increased from $6,160,044 in 1900 to
$14,954,186 in 1905, or more than double.

Mr. MADDEN. Does not the gentleman know, as a matter of
fact, that the rate of wages for all classes of mechanics has
increased over 40 per cent in the last ten years?

Mr. BORLAND. That is not my information. If the gentle-
man has any figures on that, I will be glad to have him put
them in.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from Mis-
souri will permit, I would suggest that if the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr, MappEN], who has just interrupted the gentleman
from Missouri, knows as little about these wages as he does
about the gentleman who has served with him in Congress for
twelve years [Mr. Rucker], he must know very little. [Laugh-
ter and applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. BORLAND. I think the gentleman possibly will know
little about me, also.

Mr. MADDEN. T did not know that the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. Rucker] was a judge, and that perhaps accounts for
the confusion in my mind. Will the gentleman yield for one
more question?

Mr. BORLAND. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will suggest that the gentle-
man from Missouri is speaking on very limited time.

Mr, MADDEN. I will not interrupt the gentleman any more.
Will the gentleman tell the House now how it can be possible
for the value of commodities to be low when the rate of wages
is high? Will the gentleman tell how you can have a cheap cost
of living when you have a high rate of wages?

Mr. BORLAND. I hope to satisfy the gentleman on that
point.

To resume, Mr. Chairman, we saw that the farmer was
selling his products in a competitive market and buying his
goods in a protected market.

We saw that the Federal Treasury was facing a deficit and
that the revenues were wholly inadequate to the present needs
of the Government, a condition which placed an effectual veto
upon great projects of national development, such as the im-
provement of the waterways and the reclamation of arid lands,

A most express promise was made that tariff revision meant
an honest effort to correct all or most of these abuses.

The most serious criticism of the pending bill is that it is a
manufacturers’ measure exclusively. This is the sum and net
result of all the complaints and eriticisms that have been made.
The rights of the producers of raw material have in nearly
every instance been sacrificed, and the rights of the consumers
have been ignored. The public demand for a revision of the
tariff gained headway mainly because of two conditions. One
was that the Dingley tariff, since 1897, had caused an advance
in the cost of living an average of 40 per cent with no corre-
sponding advance in wages. The other condition was that the
Feaeral Government was facing a deficit and that the receipts
from the Dingley tariff law were insufficient to meet the na-
tional expenditure.

The most partisan advocates of the pending bill have not yet
contended that it will in any substantial measure reduce the
cost of living. They have confessed also that it will not pro-
vide sufficient revenue to meet the present needs of the Govern-
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ment. This confession appears in the fact that they have made
up the shortcomings of the bill in this direction, first, by pro-
viding for an inheritance tax; second, by a new and strictly
revenue tax upon tea; and, third, by a provision for the further
issuance of bonds.

If the inheritance tax be stricken out and if the tax upon tea
be stricken out, how far then will the bill fall short of produc-
ing the revenue for the present needs of the Government, and
how far then must we go down into our pockets on the bond
issne?

I do not now refer to the provision for the issuance of bonds
to the amount of $40,000,000 to restore to the sums
advanced to acquire the Panama Canal. This may be justified
by a permanent investment, which should not be made out of
current revenues. I refer more particularly to the power given
in the bill to issue certificates of indebtedness of the Treasury
to the amount of $250,000,000. This is precisely the attitude of
a business man who has to borrow money at the bank, not to
pay for goods in stock, but fo meet the running expenses of the
establishment.

Many of those who have honestly favored a protective tariff
in the past have done so upon the grounds that it either aided
the American producer of raw materials by furnishing a home
market for his products, or that it raised the price of American
labor to the American standard of living. The gentleman from
Washington [Mr. CusaMAN] yesterday made a most eloguent
talk, in which he declared himself a protectionist from prin-
ciple, and he said, as nearly as I can recollect, that he believed
that protection furnished a home market for the American pro-
ducer and that it raised the wages of the American laboring
man. The laboring man has learned now, in spite of all the
time his name has been taken in vain, that the protective tariff
does not protect him. [Applause on the Democratic side.] If
it secured to the wage-earner a fair and liberal return for his
labor, it is elear that the wage-earners in the protected districts
who have had advantage of the exorbitant Dingley tariff for
twelve years should be the most prosperous, contented, and
home-owning set of laboring men in the civilized world.

The relentless logic of facts has swept away this idea. In
October, 1907, a panic swept over the manufacturing districts in
the midst of an era of abundance and prosperity. Within
thirty days after that panic a hoarse cry of rage went up from
the throats of G0,000 starving workingmen of Pittsburg and
60,000 more were mobbing the city hall in Philadelphia and
25,000 were threatening the destruction of the mills in Wheel-
ing. What had become of the high wages that were supposed
to have been paid these favored employees of protected indus-
iries if thirty days of closing of the mills would bring them to
the point of starvation and anarchy? The real truth is that
so large a proportion is taken from the workingman’s wages to
pay for the necessities of life under the Dingley tariff that his
wages are in fact 50 per cent of what they appear to be on the
pay rolls. Does the pending bill secure to the wage-earner in
any way a promise of a change in the present situation?

Now, let us come to the American producer, the backbone of
American prosperity. For the first time, I believe, the advo-
cates of the protective tariff have come out boldly for free
raw material. It even has been announced by the committee
which framed this bill as a general doctrine. In other words,
the producer of raw material must take his chances in unre-
stricted competition with the world, while he is by law com-
pelled to pay protective prices on the manufactured goods which
he buys, even when made out of his own material.

Iron ore, hides, and coal are put on the free list, while steel,
shoes, woolen and cotton goods are still protected practically to
the point of a prohibition of foreign importation. As if to add
further emphasis to the subservient position of the producer
of raw materials, a radical change has been made in the draw-
back section of the tariff bill, known as “section 29.” Under
the Dingley law this section provides that an American manu-
facturer might import foreign raw material, paying the duty
thereon, and that on the export by him of the finished product
made from such raw material he should be entitled to a draw-
back from the Treasury of 99 per cent of the duty which he had
paid on the raw material. This section was intended to place
the American manufacturer on an equality with foreign manu-
facturers so far as regarded the export trade. It readily will
be seen that it was a liberal provision in favor of the American
manufacturer, because its plain purpose was to enable him to
sell American manufactured goods abroad cheaper than they
were sold at home. Of course nobody could complain of this
splendid arrangement except that much-despised individual,
the Ameriean consumer.

But the proposed Payne law not only picks the pockets of
the American consumers, but it sandbags the American pro-

ducers. In the Payne bill the section is so changed that the
American manufacturer may import foreign raw materials, pay-
ing the duty thereon, and then, if at any time within three
years he exports a finished product of similar guality and value,
whether made from the foreign raw material or domestic raw
material, he is entitled to draw back from the Treasury 99 per
cent of the tariff paid on the imported material. In other
words, if there is any tariff protection left on American raw
materials, the American manufacturer is provided an easy way
to avoid it by buying his raw material abroad until he has
forced the American producer down to the lowest possible for-
eign price and then buy domestic raw material. Upon the ex-
port by the manufacturer of any of this finished product he
is entitled to his drawback of 99 per cent on an equivalent
amount of raw material. Unless, therefore, the American pro-
ducer could afford—which he ecan not—to hold his raw mate-
rial for three years, the manufacturer can dietate to him the
price based on the lowest foreign price. Thus, the American
producer of raw materials is denied any possible benefit from
the increase of the export business in manufactured goods. In
fact, the greater the volume of export business, the more help-
less is the position of the producer.

It is worthy of attention in this connection that the words
“raw material” are purely a relative term. What is the fin-
ished product of one man is the raw material of another. So
that this provision is not aimed solely at the farmer, the stock
raiser, and the miner, as was perhaps intended by the committee
which framed the bill, but it affects a large number of small
manufacturers whose finished products enter as a raw material
in other lines of goods.

I have stated the most favorable construction of section 29,
the construction which has been placed upon it by the com-
mittee which prepared the bill. Other meanings have been con-
strued from it which are even more disastrous. It is said by
some that the section will bear the construction that an Amer-
ican manufacurer who has imported no foreign material can,
nevertheless, upon exporting a given quantity of his finished
produet, claim a bounty from the Treasury equal to 99 per cent
of the tariff on an eguivalent value of raw material. Let me
quote this section by reading it from the bill, so that you may
judge for yourself:

8ec. 20, On the exportation of articles manufactured or produced in
the United States either in whole or in part of imported materials, or
from domestic materials of equal quantity and productive manufactur-
ing quality and walue, such ci;:estian to be determined by the Secretary
of the Treasury, there shall allowed a drawback equal in amount to
the duties paid on the imported materials used,

materials are used, to the duties paid on the equivalent of imported

materials, less the legal deduction of 1 per cent: Provided, That the

exportation shall be made within three years after the importation of
the foreign material used or checked against.

And now a word in the interest of the consumer.

Probably even the most sangnine friends of revision are dis-
appointed with this bill. It still contains many prohibitive
schedules that produce mo revenue. Necessities of life have
not been reduced in any substantial degree, and in some cases
actually have been advanced. Gloves, especially ladies’ gloves,
may be classed by some of our Republican friends as luxuries.
They certainly will be luxuries when this bill passes. But no
public man since the days of Jerry Simpson has maintained
that stockings are a luxury. [Laughter and applause.] And
no man with a heart in his breast will contend that warm
woolen clothing is a Iuxury. ;

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman has been
interrupted, I ask unanimous consent that his time may be
extended five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. If there is no objection, the gentleman
will be recognized for five minutes.

Mr. BORLAND. Mr. Chairman, among the mass of letters
of protest against the inequalities and injustices of the Payne
bill received from my district, I may be permitted to refer to
two, because they are typical and bear upon these two items.
One is from a wholesale dry-goods merchant and the other is
from a retail dry-goods merchant. Both are well-informed and
successful business men, and know whereof they speak. The
letter from the wholesale dry-goods merchant is as follows:

Kaxsas Crry, Mo., March 23, 1909,
Hon. WiLLiaM P. Borraxp, Washington, D. C.

DEAR.Sin: We desire to call yonr attention to a few items in the
proposed new tariff which we feel, if made effective, would be detri-
mental to the interests of both merchants and consumers.

These are the items of hosiery and ladies’ short kid gloves.

It occurs to us that on both of these items the duty should be left
just as it is. On the hosiery, the American manufacturers are able to
compete very nicely with the foreign manufacturers, and we feel that
no further advance is mecessary or desirable,

On the ladies’ short kid gloves, which are and will be an item of im-
port, will say that if the new tariff is made effective it forces the con-
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gumer to pay a price for the gloves for which she does not get value
received. At the present prices the values ly are poor enough,
and even on the better gmde of these short gloves the domestic manu-
facturer has not been able to compete, and we do not believe that the
new proposed duty will be of much benefit to the domestic manufac-
turer, but will be a great disadvantage to both the dealer and the
consumer,
h“’e respectfully request that you use your influence against the
change.
Yery truly, yours,
MaxweLrL-McCrLure-Firrs D. G. Co.,
RopT. M. MAXWELL,

The retail merchant is one whose opinion is especially val-
uable, because he is in immediate contact with the consumer
and makes it his business to know the needs of the average
buyer. He not only has to consider all the difficulties spoken
of by the jobber, but he must be able to hold his own in compe-
tition with the department stores and the larger retail estab-
lishments. He must understand correctly what class of goods
his customers can and will buy. This comes as near being the
true voice of the consumer as is possible to get before this
House. The letter of the retail dry goods merchant follows:

Home 'Phone 1612 East.

(I. M. Moars, dry goods, notions, millinery, gents' furnishings and
shoes, 2516 East Fifteenth Street.)

Kansas City, Mo., March 25, 1909.
Hon. W. P. BORLAND.

Dear Sin: I see In new tariff bill, in interest of domestic manu-
facturer, the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representa-
tives has incorporated In the tarlff bill largely increased rates apon
cotton hosiery and women's leather gloves,

To add 20 per cent more to the tax of 60 per cent already levied
would, in my judgment, be an injustice and an outrage. In the year
1908, as you know, there was imported in hosiery to this country
$6,645,670. For the same period of time our domestic manufacturer
put out an amount between $50,000,000 and $60,000,000. The rate
suggested on gloves Is an nerease over the present rate of 128 to 150
per cent for schmachen, 60 to 174 per cent for lamb, and 33 to 102
per cent for kid, which is in direct opposition to the wishes of the
people of the country,

I wish to protest against any such legislation. I trust you will
give this your most earnest consideration.

Yours truly, I. M. MoarTs,

Let me also call your attention to the following letter:

NeEw Yorg, March 29, 1909.
Hon. WILLIAM P. BORLAND,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: The undersigned, a committee representing 70 wholesale
dry ﬁoods houses, respectfully ask your attention to the inclosed press
r1'1|1:p ufgs showing that the effect of the “ joker' paragraphs, 318 and
821, of the cotton-goods schednle of the Payne tariff bill would greatly
raise dutles, and frequently double them, and more.

As the provisions are techniecal, it is certain that the gentlemen who
drafted the Dill did not realize that these provisions were prohibitive.
thgu;a [:peclal commlittee of experts is at your disposal to demonstrate

.-

Cotton-goods statistics show that American mills do not need ro-
tection on the goods they are equipped to produce. In neutral markets
they have so well been able to compete that their exports have rapidly
grown, and in 1906 equalled $52,944,033.

The average dividends of the principal Fall River miils affected were,
in 1907, a panie year, 253 per cent; in New Berford, 25.2 per cent. A
prominent illustration Is the Dartmouth Manufacturing Company, which
gald 66 per cent last year, and on February 24 last an extra dividend of

00 per cent. This mill makes precisely the class of 8 which these
paragraphs are designed to prohibit. All of these dividends are in addi-
tion to enormous salaries paid to officers.

American mills do not sell their products on an ordinary profit basls,
ﬂ‘ti"“""tui fix their prices just below those at which similar goods can

mported.

The net result of these paraimphs, it Permitted to become law, will
be to greatly reduce revenues by prohibiting importation; to permit a
few New England mills to manipulate prices at will and to repeat their
action of 1907, when they arbitrarily ralsed prices more than 50 per
cent, althongh there was no corresponding increase in cost of production.
It will drive many importing houses out of business and work a hard-
ship on 28,000 American retail merchants and add an additional burden
to the whole American people by increasing the cost of a primary ne-
cessity of life.

No question of politics Is involved. The whole people are united in
the conviction that the tarlff should be reduced rather than raised.

President Taft sald, on December 16 last: “ I believe that the way to
gtamp out trusts and monopolles is to avold excessive rates, which
tempt monopolies.”

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

Respectfully submitted.

F. B. BHIPLEY,
Chairman Committee on Publicity.

40 LEONARD STREET.

It would not be profitable for me to discuss with our friends
who are in the majority in this House the doctrine of the protec-
tive tariff. Whether it be illogical, whether it be unsound,
whether it fosters an unnatural and abnormal growth that reacts
upon the commercial body the American people will be the judge.
You gentlemen on the other side have borne abundant testi-
mony to its debauching effect npon American business men by
teaching them to rush here for protection, even prohibitive du-
ties, on their own businesses on the plea that some other person
from whom they must buy materials is enjoying governmental

favor, in which clamor of selfish interests the rights of the con-
sumer and the welfare of the Nation are entirely lost sight of.

I will only say that we Democrats believe that the true fune-
tion of a tariff is to raise revenue; that if it does not do that,
it is morally wrong and politically unsound. [Applause.] We
are opposed to a prohibitive tariff. We are opposged to a tariff
on goods sold abroad cheaper than they are sold at home. We
are opposed to all countervailing duties. We are opposed to
duties to afford one manufacturer protection against another
protected manufacturer. We believe that a revenue tariff is
simple, safe, and entirely adequate. We believe that it could
be adjusted on a limited number of articles so that it would
distribute itself fairly, could be calculated with certainty, and
could be raised or lowered as the needs of the revenues re-
quired without disaster to the entire delicate machinery of com-
merce. We regret and deplore the feverish anxiety which per-
vades every line of business whenever the tariff needs revising.
We believe that it all could be avoided and business men made
more secure by a sound and scientific system of revenue tariff.

No loyal American will vote to injure in the slightest degree
any legitimate American industry. No loyal American, no man
who has the most elementary knowledge of the tremendous
possibilities of the inland regions of our country, will vote to
tie the hands of the Government by refusing to provide ade-
quate and even liberal revenue; but when we are asked, as we
are asked in the pending bill, to vote for a prohibitive tariff,
to vote for a bill which has not yet justified itself as being able
to meet the present needs of the Government, to vote for a
measure framed in the interests of a class and by a system of
log rolling between special interests, we have a right to feel
that not only has the consumer been ignored and abused, but
that the producer and the Nation itself, with all of its growing re-
sponsibilities, have been led in bondage to a comparatively small
group of protected manufactures. This bill is not offered as
a liberal or even adequate revenue measure. The framers of
the bill themselves do not claim that as a revenue producer it
will come within $60,000,000 of even the present needs of the
Government. They hope to make up the admitted deficit by
the growth of business in subsequent years. I can not but
believe that the entire scope and spirit of the pending bill will
be a profound disappointment to the American people. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. LOWDEN. Mr. Chairman, I do not mean at this time to
enter upon a discussion of the schedules contained in the Payne
bill. I intend to confine myself in what I shall have to say to-
night to the provisions looking to reciprocal agreements with
foreign nations in the matter of trade; for it has been, I take it,
the settled policy of the Republican party since, at least, the
McKinley bill was framed, to incorporate into any revenue
measure some provision or provisions intended to enable us to
enlarge our markets abroad.

In the Dingley law there were two provisions; the first is
known as section 3, which provided in effect that certain arti-
cleg, limited in number and therein mentioned, should be re-
ceived as imports into this country at reduced rates, in con-
gideration of equivalent reciprocal concessions made by foreign
nations. 3

According to the terms of that section a minimum duty con-
siderably lower than the general duty was provided for upon
argols, brandies, spirits, champagne and other wines, vermuth,
paintings and statuary. The President was authorized to enter
into negotiations with foreign governments producing these
articles and to make reciprocal agreements with such govern-
ments whenever, in his judgment, such foreign governments
were willing to make concessions in favor of American products
which were equivalent to the concessions which such foreign
governments would receive by the reduction provided for of
the duties upon such articles.

There also was a section in that law (section 4) which pro-
vided for reciprocal treaties, and which required of course the
ratifieation of the Senate. It was proved in practice after that
law went into effect that this section, providing for reciprociy
treaties, was practically of no effect, because of the diffienlty if
not impossibility of securing the ratification of such treaties by
the Senate. This left as the only practical measure, section
3, before referred to. That section, limited though it was as to
the items which it covered, has enabled us to extend our markets
very considerably, and in more than one erisis of American trade,
has enabled us to avert disaster. I recall to the gentlemen of
this committee that only two years ago everyone was much
aroused because of the threat of Germany to put her maximum
duties into effect as against American products. This wonld

have horne especially hard upon the agricultural and live-
stock interests of the country. Section 3, with the few articles
named therein, such as brandies, wines, statuary and paintings,




612

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MAroH 30,

was a very slender basis for negotiations. And yet, the
President was able by this means alone to seeure the continu-
ance of the minimnm duties which Germany had in force. It
gave the executive department of the government an epportu-
nity to negotiate, and the mere opportunity to negotiate is in
itself worth mmueh, whether as between nations or individuals.
Arbitrary and unreasonable contentions are likely to yield
the moment the parties to a controversy enter into a discussion
of their differences.

And when the time eame to frame this bill, it was generally
recognized that there must be an extension of the principle of
negotiation. In our cenvention at Chieago it was specifieally
pledged that we would adopt a system of maximum and minil-
mum tariffs to accomplish this purpose. And the reason was
plain, becausge in international commerce you must take into
account the methods that obtain in other nations with reference
to this matter, and practically every nation of the Old World,
except Great Britain, had adopted a system, either of general
and conventional tariffs or general and minimum tariffs.

Mr. GARRETT. Mr. Chairman, is it agreeable to the gentle-
man to submit to an interruption there?

Mr. LOWDEN. Certainly.

Mr. GARRETT. The gentleman has just stated that all the
European nations of importance have adopted——

Mr. LOWDEN. Except Great Britain.

Mr. GARRETT. Except Great Britain, have adopted a maxi-
mum and minimum tariff.

Mr. LOWDEN. Yes; in one form or another.

Mr. GARRETT. What amounts to that.

Mr. LOWDEN. Yes

Mr. GARRETT. Now, of course, the gentleman I am sure,
does not make that statement without knowing. I have been
informed, however, that only France and Germany had the
maximum and minimmam tariffs.

Mr. LOWDEN. No; all the great continental powers have
either a general and eonventional or a general and minimum
system, which we refer to in a general and sometimes loose way
as maximum and minimum systems.

Mr. GARRETT. It amounts to the same thing in practice.

Mr. LOWDEN. I shall proceed later to point out some
differences.

Mr. GARRETT. Now, I want to ask the gentleman where
the ordinary man can find something about that, aside from
what we can learn from the genfleman’s speech. Is there any-
thing in this library about that?

Mr. LOWDEN. The best information that I have been able
to gain has been from Mr. N. I. Stone, the tariff expert in the
Department of Commerce and Labor, who was one of the three
commissioners appointed by President Roosevelt at the time of
this threatened application of Germany's general tariff—one of
the three commissioners who went to Germany to negotiate an
agreement which would relieve us from that peril.

Mr. GARRETT. I wish we could get into the Record some-
where a full statement of this maximum and minimum tariff
and general conventional tariff, so that we could all have access
to it.

Mr. LOWDEN. I believe I have a right under a general
order to extend my remarks in the Recorp, and I will be very
glad at some place or other to make reference to such things as
have at least assisted me.

Now, Mr. Chairman, it becomes necessary to ascertain, if
we are to adopt these new principles into our law, just what the
practice and methods are in these various countries which
confessedly have brought us to the adoption of that pelicy.

In France, for the purposes of illustration, they have two
tariffs—a general tariff and what they call a minimum tariff
on most articles. On some articles, however, they have but
a general tariff, and in negotiating agreements with other
nations they are at liberty, where they have but a general
fariff, to make any rates they may see fit with reference to
such articles; on all other articles any rates they may see fit
to impose down to the point of the minimum duty, but they are
not by these agreements permitted to go below that.

In Germany they have what is known as a general and con-
ventional tariff. In the first instance they enact a law with one
set of rates, and every departure from that set of rates is made
by a treaty or agreement with some other power, and therefore
when we speak of their minimum rates of duty we mean only
sueh rates as they have conceded to other nations in treaties and
agreements that they have made with them. But under
Europe's eonstruction of the favored-nation elause, whenever
one power makes by convention or treaty one set of rates with
some other power it must extend those rates to every other
nation with whieh they bave a treaty containing the most-
favored-nation clause. This, as the gentleman will understand,

is not the rule of international law which obtains in this eoun-
try in its diplomatic relations with the rest of the world.

Nearly all other European countries, with the exception of
France, have come to the German system of general and con-
ventional tariffs. It follows, therefore, that a nation that does
not negotiate with these nations has no one to look after its
peculiar interests.

Let me illustrate. Austria-Hungary has a conventional sys-
tem—that is, it has a general tariff and a conventional tariff,
A few years ago the United States exported to Austria-Hungary
in one year very nearly $2,000,000 worth of cotton-seed
oil, Austria-Hungary raised the duty on the import of
cotton-seed oil to a prohibitive rate. There was no other nation
but ours exporting cotton-seed oil to Austria-Hungary fo any
extenf, and it followed that there was no one interested in
having a lower duty by convention in the tariff schedules of
Austria-Hungary, with the result that our export of that article
was reduced the very next year after the new tariff went into
effect to less than $50,000—reduced from almost two million
to less than fifty thousand dollars.

Another illustration. The gentleman from Ohio, Mr. Cox, dis-
cussed the duties on sewing machines to-day and pointed out
that we are the principal manufacturers of that article, and
that we have great difficulty in finding an adequate foreign mar-
ket for our surplus output. He thought, if the newspapers re-
ported him correctly, for I did not have the pleasure of hearing
him, that this was due in some way to our high schedules. I
do not agree with him in this respect. The foreign commerce
of the other nations of the world, leaving Great Britain out of
account, is largely conirolled by conventional tariffs made by
them. In Germany, for instance, the general tariff places a
duty of 35 marks upon sewing machines and knitting machines.
This duty is contained in a single paragraph, and the two kinds
of machines are treated as of exactly the same class. It ap-
pears, however, that Belgium is a large manufacturer of knitting
machines, but not of sewing machines. That country negotiated
a trade agreement with Germany by which the duty upon knit-
ting machines was lowered from 35 marks to 12 marks,
Ameriea, being the country principally interested in the export
of sewing machines, and not in a position where it can negotiate
generally with reference to the tariff, is obliged, of course, to
pay the full duty upon every machine it sends into that country.
‘While, therefore, upon the face of it we enjoy the minimum duty
in force in that country upon sewing machines, we are suffering
from practically a prohibitive duty upon that article. Lower
duties generally would have helped the situation but little.

The result would have been the same, because with lower as
with higher duties, we could have no agreement with Germany,
making concessions on our part, except as to the very few arti-
cles enumerated in section 3. At the risk of repetition, I
want to say that the balance of the world seeks in every way to
restrict foreign trade, except with such countries as through
negotiations grant concessions in return for favors they would
have. We might as well recognize the fact now, that whether
right or wrong, that is the world’s way to foreign markets. And
if we would compete with other nations in the markets of the
world, we, too, must place ourselves in a position where we can
treat with foreign nations. Now, then, it is perfectly apparent
from what I say that there has been no discrimination in those
cases, and if this bill as framed becomes a law there will be no
diserimination within the meaning of this law, because Germany
gives us the lowest rate on sewing machines, and Austria-Hun-
gary gives us the lowest rate upon cotton-seed oil, and the only
way in the world to reduce the minimum duties upon exports
in which we are interested is by some method of negotiation
conducted by this Government with the Government of these
foreign eountries. In other words, no automatic provision that
we ereate here can answer that purpose.

Not only is that true, but this other thing is true as well. It
is possible for foreign countries to come within the letter of the
law, so far as the schedules are concerned, and yet by other
regulations, sanitary or what nof, actually impose a burden
upon American exporters which can not be met in comparison
with the advantages that the other countries have. To illus-
trate, Germany admits meat products in earcasses, but pro-
vides that the viscera of the beef animal must be within the
carcass and must reach her ports intact. We compete with
the countries of Europe in this product. Those nations, just
aeross the line from the German boundaries, of course can meet
this qualification, but any one knows that if we choose to send
beef carcasses to the German ports with the viscera attached,
those carcasses will be ruined before they reach there. This
is an instance where, I care not how perfectly or how carefully
you prepare an automatic provision of this kind, we will get
the worst of it unless we are willing to have somebody represent-
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ing this Government sit down with somebody representing the
foreign country and make a sensible agreement, which will not
diseriminate in fact, no matter how fair the tariff may appear
upon the face of their schedules.

Another illustration along the same line: Germany also de-
mands that our cured pork meats shall have been microscop-
ieally inspected for trichina by the United States Government
before it will be permitted to enter. Nevertheless, such United
States inspection is ignored and every piece must be subjected
to a further miereoscopieal inspection in Germany at consider-
able expense to the importer. No one can justify this regula-
tion. If Germany is unwilling to rely upon our government in-
spection, why require it? What other purpose in the world has
she in mind but to discourage and reduce our exports of pork?
And how, possibly, can these vexatious charges be removed ex-
cept by negotiation?

We export vast quantities of wheat. Some of the continental
comnfries place a considerably higher duty upon whent than
upon flour. Aund whereas formerly American flonr found its
way to the principal ports of Europe, foreign markets are being
rapidly closed against this product of American manufacture.
In this connection we must not forget that we have no power
under the Constitution to levy a duty upon exports, and, there-
fore, can only guard our right to manufacture our own raw
products into the finished article by negotiations with foreign
countries. It may be that even by negotiations we would not
succeed in all cases. But at any rate we ought to have an
opportunity to try. By manufacturing our wheat into flour we
would not only give employment to many men, but we would
save to our own country the bran, an important by-product, and
one which the great live-stock interests of the countiry can ill
aflord to lose.

The difficulty of providing by law against an unjust diserimi-
nation by another government is perfectly illustrated by refer-
ence to the timber schedule. The Dingley law placed saw logs
upon the free list. It went on to provide that if any country
ghould place an export duty upon saw logs, the same duty
should be collected upon importations of saw logs from that
country. This was in anticipation that Canada might impose
such a duty. What did Canada do? If was peointed out by
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY] that most of the
timber in Canada is8 owned by the government, and title to this
timber can only be acquired under crown leases. The Canadian
government did not levy an export duty upon saw logs, but,
as I understand it, provided in its leases that timber cut upon
these lands must be manufactured in Canada. That country,
therefore, in effect, prohibited the export of saw logs and ab-
solutely defeated the purpose of the provision in the Dingley
law. That law also provided that if any country should impose
an export duty on pulp wood exported to the United States,
the amount of such export duty should be added as an addi-
tional duty to the duties imposed upon wood pulp when im-
ported from such country. Canada did not impose an export
duty upon pulp wood, but some provinces imposed a crown-land
charge of 65 cents per cord upon pulp wood, with the pro-
vision that if such pulp wood should be used in Canadian manu-
factures 25 cents per cord of such charge should be rebated
to the man who cut the wood. Here are two concessions which
we made to Canada—one, that we would levy no duty on her
saw logs; the other, that we would levy no duty upon pulp
wood, provided she would levy no export duty upon either of
those articles. The very consideration for which we granted
these concessions to Canada, therefore, in large part failed.
If, on the other hand, we could have employed the principle
of negotiation, within certain and well-devised limits, we could
have met sneccessfully the evasion practiced by Canada.

The provision drawn in this bill with reference to lumber to
meet this situation is so broad that it might operate to a very
great disadvantage to America, as already shown during the
debate alrendy had here upon this portion of the bill. The
gentleman from Michigan, with a frankness characteristic of
him, confessed that it was an exceedingly difficult thing to so
frame this provision as to accomplish its purpose and yet not
go way beyond the evils it was intended to cure. In other
words, it is very difficult to make a proposition now to another
with conditions attached, with no agreement on the part of the
other, which will be as desirable from the first party's stand-
point ten years from now as an agreement between the parties
by virtue of which both parties are bound to do something.

Mr. SCOTT. Will the gentleman permit an interruption?

Mr. LOWDEN. Certainly.

Mr. SCOTT. Does the gentleman think the objection he sug-
gests would be met by inserting in this provision a clause to the
effect that “ other governmental regulations” which imposed a
restriction upon our commerce might be taken into consideration
as well as imposts or taxes?

Mr. LOWDEN. *“ Other governmental regulations” will cover
but one kind of discrimination; that is the kind of discrimina-
tion aimed directly and in terms at some American product.
This kind is seldom employed. The usual method is to make a
regulation which upon its face applies to all countries, but
which in fact is aimed principally against some American prod-
uct. Of course these words would not at all meet the other
objection first pointed out, namely, that though upon the face
of their tariff schedules they make no discrimination against
us, it is simply because there is no minimum duty on particular
articles. In other words, we are the principal manufacturers
of sewing machines which go into Germany. The other great
nations, therefore, are not interested so much in negotiating a
minimum duty with Germany upon this article as upon others,
and we, because of our policy, are not in a position where we
can negotiate at all. It follows that the general duty upon
this article is also the minimum duty, and while we are dis-
criminated against in fact, it is that kind of a diserimination
which can only be removed by negotiation. We must be able to
say to Germany, * You must give us something further in the
way of concession than appears upon the face of your schedunles
if you wish to enter our great markefs.” In other words—and
1 will be as brief as T can upon this point—making up their
minimum duties as they do in those countries by treaties or
conventions of one kind or another, their minimum duties are
simply such as have been extorted from them by these other
nations, and it is not reasonable to expect that such other
nations will be particularly interested in the articles of which
we are the prinecipal exporters. And they are very clever and
adroit. They have a great many talented experts employed in
these several governments, and they are able to contrive their
tariff schedules so as in fact to discriminate against every-
thing of which we are the principal producer if they wish to,
and we can only get a fair deal in these markets by negotiation
and by giving the executive department of the government
something with which to negotiate. Do I make myself clear?

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman always makes
himself clear. I had recognized, as all of us had who have given
any attention to this matter, the strength of the point he has
made in regard to the sanitary regulations imposed by Germany,
particularly on our meat products, and it had seemed to me
that the situation as to them might possibly be met by the in-
sertion of the words I read in this provision.

Mr. LOWDEN. I have prepared an amendment which cov-
ers that point and also goes further. It contains a provision
that if the President of the United States finds that some
country by any of these methods is practically barring some of
our exports to that country, he can insist, if he sees fit, upon
our right treatment with reference to such exports before he
grants that country the benefit of our minimum duties.

Mr. SULZER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LOWDEN. Certainly.

Mr. SULZER. Does the gentleman indulge the hope that he
will get an opportunity to offer such an amendment as he
describes?

Mr. LOWDEN. I hope so.

Mr. SULZER. Well, I certainly do, too, but I am very much
in doubt about it.

Mr. LOWDEN. Well, I have that hope.

Mr. SCOTT. If the gentleman from Illinois will permit, I
will say to the gentleman from New York that Mr. Payne in
presenting this bill expressly stated that the committee had no
particular pride of authorship in this particular provision and
would gladly receive suggestions of amendment from any gen-
tleman in the House.

Mr. SULZER. Will you vote against any rule that will shut
out that amendment?

Mr, SCOTT. That is not the question we are discussing now.

Mr. LOWDEN. In view of the fact that my time is limited,
I do not think the gentleman should take part of it in the dis-
cussion of a rule.

Mr. STERLING. I would like the gentleman to read the pro-
posed amendment now, if it will not take too much of the gen-
tleman’s time.

Mr. LOWDEN. I shall be glad to comply with the gentle-
man's request. The amendment proposes to strike out the last
paragraph of section 4 of the bill and substitute therefor the
following :

Whenever on or after sixty days from the passage of this act it
shall appear to the satisfaction of the President that any country,
province, dependency, or colony is diserlminating against any article
exported from the United States, or any territory belonging thereto,
1ig %owth or product in whole or in part of the soll or industry of

nited States, or any territory belonging thereto, through the
operation of duties, lmpas%ys, il 2

excises, taxes, or otbar restrictive meas-

ures: or that any counfry, proviyce, dependency, i eolony is, in effe
unfairly excluding, by any means, any article of commerce expor:
from the United States, or any territory belonging thereto, he shall
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have the Power and it shall be his duty to suspend, by proclamation to
that effect, the imposition and collection of the rate of duties provided
for in sections one and two of this act, on such articles so exported
to the United States from such country, province, dependenciy, or colony,
and in such case and during such suspension there shal levied,
collected, and paid upon such articles so imported into the United
States, or any territory belonging thereto, the growth or product of
the soil or Industry of such country, province, dependency, or colony
maintaining such restrictions, the rates of duEy preseribed in section
three of this act. Provided, however, That these provisions for addi-
tional duties shall not apply to the cases where the preferential duties
to other countries are those which are given by a province, dependency,
or colony to the mother country only.

Section 3, referred to, in the Payne bill, enumerates the maxi-
mum duties. I have no doubt but that this amendment ecan be
improved; but something like it must be adopted, in my judg-
ment, if we are going really to make this maximum and mini-
mum tariff of ours accomplish what is intended. I would rather
see section 3 of the Dingley law incorporated in the Payne bill
and greatly enlarged. If I had my way about it, instead of
authorizing the President to make concessions upon the limited
number of articles therein named, such as argols, wines, bran-
dies, statuary, and paintings, I would include in that section all
of the schedules upon which we have provided a maximum and
minimum tariff, I would place all of these minimum duties in
the hands of the President with authority to employ them in
negotiation with foreign countries for concessions in favor of
American products. In my judgment, this would be a more
practical and effective way of obtaining real reciprocity with
foreign nations. I realize, however, that this would be a wide
departure from the bill as reported, and for that reason, if for
no other, it may be considered impracticable. I would, there-
fore, be satisfied with an amendment along the lines of the one
I have just submitted. Some power must be placed in the
hands of the executive department of this Government to ne-
gotiate to the end that we may get a fair return for the con-
cessions which we propose to make by virtue of our minimum
duties.

The Payne bill contains but one method by which reciprocal con-
cessions can be granted or gained by this country in its relations
with any other country. That method is to apply higher rates
of duty upon imports of most of the articles upon the dutiable
list, to those countries which do not within sixty days after the
enactment of this bill into law, grant to the United States in
return their minimum duties. There is no possible way under
this bill by which any duty of a foreign government, no matter
how high it is, and no matter though it be aimed directly against
this country, can be complained of in any way, provided only
such foreign country does not grant a lower rate of duty upon
such article to some other country than ourselves. There is no
way under this bill by which we can prevent any foreign country
from imposing vexatious and injurious, sanitary, or other domes-
tic regulations, which, in effect, amount to a prohibitive dis-
crimination as against the products of this country compared
with like products of other countries. In either of these cases
such foreign country would receive the full benefits of our
minimum schedules and we would receive nothing in return.
When this bill becomes a law, unless section four of the bill be
changed, we will have set in motion the experts of almost every
foreign country to devise means and methods by which their
countries may, by domestic regulations, put a handicap upon all
our exports, and we shall be powerless to prevent. And when
we complain and threaten to impose our maximum rates upon
their exports they can point to this provision of the law and we
must be content.

The Payne bill seeks to create a mechanism which shall
automatically take the place of negotiation. Negotiation with
the human element left out inevitably will fail of results. The
most perfect law can not dispense with human agencies in fixing
relations between this country and the other countries of the
world. This is often called, and with reason, a material age.
The marvelous machinery of peace and war startle the world.
It is true, though, that in the midst of the material triumphs of
man’s genius there is still need for man. The life of the last
tariff bill was twelve years. It is to be hoped that the one we
are framing now will endure at least as long. No automatic
device can be devised by the wisest men to-day which will be
able to secure for us our rights in foreign markets a decade off
without the intervention of man. We can not meet successfully
by a fixed and rigid law a competition with the world, where
clever and resourceful men play a part.

Negotiation resulting in trade agreements is the very purpose
of any dual system of tariff. Under this bill without amend-
ment we can hope for no new market, and we will do well to
retain that which we already have.

We must, through reciprocal agreements, extend our market
for many of our most important manufactures. For want of
these agreements some of these industries are now planning

plants in other countries of the world to supply the foreign
demand. This means a great loss to American labor and
American industry.

Mr. GARRETT. Let me ask the gentleman a question, if I
may.

Mr. LOWDEN. Certainly.

Mr., GARRETT. Does not this maximum feature of this
bill throw the revenue feature of that tariff law into the realm
of speculation?

Mr. LOWDEN. No; I do not think so, practically, for this
reason: When this law goes into effect, if it does go into
effect, Great Britain, of course, at once will have the benefit
of our lowest duties on every article of theirs which enters
our ports, The other countries of Europe, Germany, and
France, and the other continental countries, can not afford to give
up this great market to Great Britain, and which it would have
to do if it did not come to reasonable terms with reference to
what they were going to do reciprocally. In other words, I
do not believe for a moment that those countries would permit
Great Britain to come in here and have the tremendous advan-
tage which she would have by virtue of her enjoying lower
duties as compared with the rest of Europe. I recognize very
well that this is a very pertinent question, and I have given it
the best consideration that I could, and have reached, as a
practical question, that conclusion upon it.

Mr., GARRETT. The minimum feature of this bill is con-
structed upon the principle of the difference in the cost of pro-
duction at home and abroad, and a reasonable profit to Ameri-
can industries, as I understand. The minimum feature is that.
The protection and the revenue promise in your platform is in
the minimum feature of the bill?

Mr. LOWDEN. Yes. .

Mr. GARRETT. The maximum feature is merely a trade
war feature?

Mr. LOWDEN, I would prefer the phrase “the trade
feature " in analogy to what the countries of Europe are doing,
and coming as a necessity because of that, as it seems to me.
In other words, when we adopt the principle of the maximum
and minimum tariff, unless we are prepared to meet the situa-
tion which their development of those things has created——

Mr. GARRETT. The gentleman understands that I did not
suggest that it puis the protection into the realm of speculation.
I did not suggest that as to the maximum feature. I merely
stated that it does put the revenue into the realm of uncertainty.

Mr. LOWDEN. Yes, except, as I say, I think practically
before the sixty days had expired every nation of Europe would
have come to some terms with us, and much better terms with
us than they would in the absence of that provision, and there-
fore receive the benefit of our minimum duties.

Mr. GARRETT. Now, upon that point, is the gentleman
advised of the situation of foreign governments sufliciently to
state that they can under their agreements do that within sixty
dayg‘b

Mr. LOWDEN. Ob, they have no agreement whatsoever that
would prevent them doing it, because of their construction of
the * favored nation” clause in treaties. For instance, under
the system which obtains in Germany, we will say, because I
think Germany has developed this idea to a higher state of per-
fection than any other continental country, suppose they gave
us a lower duty upon our meat exports, if you please. That
would simply go into effect with every other country with which
they had a treaty ipso facto. That is their construction. That
makes the minimum tariff.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. HILL. If the gentleman can be granted half a minute, I
would like to make a statement. The gentleman said that the
maximum and minimum feature here was based substantially
on the practice of foreign nations. I wish to say that if he will
examine the maximum and minimum of the countries of Europe
he will find that the difference between the maximum and minl-
mum is far, far beyond what the maximum and minimum is in
this country.

Mr. LOWDEN. I want to say in answer to the gentleman
that that is particularly true in the new tariff that France is
framing now, and for that reason I am of the opinion that the
difference between the maximum and minimum in our schedules,
we will find, is less than it should be.

I hope that means will be found to lower the minimum duties
proposed in this bill upon several important items, to the end
that the differences between the maximum and minimum tariff
may be greater.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman be allowed to proceed for ten minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. It may prevent some other gentleman
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from being heard this evening.
tion the gentleman may proceed.

Mr. LOWDEN. I greatly appreciate this courtesy, and I will
be as brief as possible. I want to call attention to this: The
greatest industry of the Mississippi Valley is the meat produc-
tion of that section of the country. We have been trying in
every way we could to get our beef animals inte Germany and
the other continental markets on the hoof just as we do in
Great Britain. And if we could accomplish this, and it ean
only be done, in my judgment, through this method that I have
outlined, we would be doing the greatest service to one of the
great industries of this country that could be accomplished.
Now, I happen to know, as well as one can know such a thing,
that when Germany believed we were going to have a reci-
procity agreement with her she was already considering, with
the probabilities altogether in our favor, the comsiruction of
abattoirs and a complete equipment for receiving, just as Great
Britain dees, our live stock on the hoof.

It is estimated by excellent authorities, Mr. Chairman, that
the price of the best live beef cattle in the great markets of
the West is a dollar and fifty cents greater per hundredweight
beeause of the presence in those markets of independent buyers
who purchase for export upon the hoof to Great Britain. I do
not know whether this estimate is accurate or not, but anyene
who reads the reports of sales in any of those markets knows
that this competition materially increases the value of all the
-cattle produced in this country.

The country is much interested at the present time in the
conservation of our natural resources. Anyone who knows
anything about agriculture knows that any policy which will
encourage the raising and feeding of cattle upon our farms,
means the conservation of our soil for generations yet nnborn.
The Mississippi Valley must furnish a large part of the world’s
supply of food. But the Mississippi Valley will go the way of
the world and be dotted with abandoned farms, if our policies
are such as to make the sale of hay and oats and corn more
profitable than the natural finished product of the farm in the
form of the production of meat.

This bill is based upon the Republicen doecirine of protection
to American industries. No protective tariff measure is per-
fect that does not consider the markets abroad for our ever
increasing surplus. To increase these markets we must aim,
go far as possible, to trade with those nations which trade with
us. This policy can be advanced only by reciprocal trade ar-
rangements, and reciprocal trade arrangements are noft auto-
matie, even though our law declares they should be such.
Reciprocal trade agreements are possible only if somebody be
authorized to negotiate them. They will not make themselves.

McKinley said in lis Buffalo speech:

What we produce beyond our domestic consumption must have a

However, if there is no objec-

vent abroad. The excess must be relieved th a forel outlet,
and we should sell everywhere we can and bg wherever the buying
will enlarge our sales and productions, and thereby make a greater

demand for home labor.

But how shall we “buy wherever buying will enlarge our
sales and productions,” except by frade agreements in which
we grant concessions to those who favor us. Can we afford to
say to the nations of the world, “ Withhold from us lower
duties upon the things which we principally produce, put info
effect all the sanitary regulations you please aimed at the
products of our factory and farm; it will hurt you not, and
provided only you give to us the lowest duties you extend to
other nations, even though such lowest duties do not apply to a
gingle one of America’s leading produets, your exports will be
received and paid for by us upon the same terms we extend to
that nation which receives American products upon the best
and most favorable and most generous terms?” And yet, that
is what we shall do unless we authorize some one to enter into
negotiations with foreign countries, empowered to exaect re-
ciproeal conecessions In good faith if these countries would
enter our great markets upon equal terms with our best friends.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that unless we amend section 4 of
the Payne bill we will have adopted the dual tariff system with
the vitalizing element entirely left out.

I will not trespass further upon your time, and thank you
very much. [Loud applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Chairman, I will not begin my remarks in
the manner I had intended since hearing the splendid speech of
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. LowpEx]. I can not see how
the gentleman or any of you Republicans ean consistently advo-
cate the extension of our foreign markets, since you have, for
forty years, in justification of protection, preached Ameriean
markets for American products alone. By this wall, built from
the stones of avarice, you have barred to our commerce the doors
of the richest markets of the world and sent to the bottom of
the gea a merchant marine that once was the glory of the

Nation. Your half-hearted contentions in this regard, coming at
this Iate hour, are a travesty upon truth—not in keeping with the
righteousness of your past lives. [Applause.]

The maximum and minimum provisions of this bill are a
fraud upon the Nation, and reflect but little credit on the intelli-
gence of the committee that framed them. Having already
erected a tariff wall so high agninst all nations as to completely
paralyze the foreign commerce of the country, it is now pro-
posed to coerce them by erecting this wall 20 per cent higher.
You say to the foreigner that unless he gives us the most
favored-trade benefits of his country you will make him pay
20 per cent more than other nations to get into this market.
He is now taxed out, but you propose to bring him in by in-
creasing the tax. Such reasoning is not creditable to the brains
of a donkey. [Applause.]

I am in full accord with my friend Mr. LowpEn, that if pro-
tection is to be saddled upon us for another decade, the Execu-
tive or some authority should have the power, by reciprocity
treaties or otherwise, to relax its death-dealing effect on our
foreign commerce whieh is o much needed for the consumption
of our ever-inereasing surplus. For this principle stood Mr.
Blaine, Mr. McKinley, and all great Republicans, who are now
dend. Their great brains were broad enough to look beyond
the range of their own dingy workshops and smoky villages
and compass the rights of all the people in all the sections.
[Applause.]

There was a time when our foreign commerce, measured by
the wealth of the Nation at that time, was greatly in excess of
what it is to-day. The Stars and Stripes floated at the mast-
head of our merchant ships in every port and upon every sea.
This was when a Democratic tariff was the fiseal law of the
land, when Robert J. Walker, our greatest Secretary of the
Treasury, controlled the Nation’s finances. It is trune we have
merchant ships to-day, but, like a herd of lazy swine hanging
around its master’s crib, they are hovering about our coast
catehing the rich crumbs falling from the table of protection.
They are made and controlled by the shipbuilders and shipping
trusts and are protected by the outrageous laws that no foreign
ship can engage in our coastwise trade and no American citizen
can fly the American flag at the head of any vessel not con-
structed by the trust. Thus it is that we find our foreign com-
merce destroyed and our whole shipping industry crippled by
the unwise and indefensible policy of protection.

To my Republican friends let me say that I like many of
you. You are the jolliest and most affable set of mercenary
fellows that it has ever been my pleasure to know; and if you
were as honest as you are gentle-hearted, you would take the
wholesome advice of my friend Mr. LowpeN and insert a pro-
vision in this bill authorizing the President to suspend the
provision of the outrageous 46 per cent tax against every pro-
spective foreign market we have. Give him the right to grant
the millions of South America and the Orient the same tariff
concessions and benefits granted them by European nations. I
know that many of the Republican members of the Ways and
Means Committee pose before the world as great men, and this

.doubtless may be true; but in framing this bill they must have

had a slight attack of paresis.

By what process of reasoning can you justify levying the
same tariff rate against the unskilled, half-witted hybrid of
South Ameriea as yon do against the skilled artisan of Europe?
One has been educated in all the arts of European mechanism,
while the other is go untutored as to be unable to make a decent-
looking plow stock. There may be some sense in saying that
the lace maker of Germany shall not compete with us, but there
is none in extending this embargo against the half-blood pigmies
of Peru. Can any of you explain such an idiotic policy as this?
Do you not know, and does the world not know, that our in-
dustries need no protection against South America, the Orient,
Africa, or the South Sea Islands? In that sphere alone is to
be found over a billion people just coming into the light of
civilization, and who are to-day the greatest consumers of Euro-
pean products, European nations have waged bloody wars, are
building powerful navies, and the blood of Russia still stains
the walls of Port Arthur, shed in the fiercest contest of the
century, in order that she might maintain her commereial
prestige in the Orient.

While other nations are exhausting their vital energies to
secure these rich markets, we, whe have everything to sell and
nothing to buy, at the behest of unrequited greed, are in fhe
act of striking a crushing blow to our own commercial prestige.
Europe will ridicule the idiocy of our statesmanship and wax
powerful and strong by duomping into her own coffers that
immeasurable wealth that should be ours. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, many of us believed that when this bill was
brought into the House it would contain provisions liberalizing
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our trade policies with other nations that offered such inex-
haustibly rich markets for the consumption of our southern
cotton. But we are sadly disappointed in this. Even the
paltry provisions in the former tariff bills providing for partial
tariff concessions for commercial benefits have all been left out
of this measure. It seems that the only thought that inspired
the Ways and Means Committee was for the enrichment of
New England at the expense of other sections. Our foreign
markets were forgotten, the rights of the laboring man were
outraged, the farmers were ignored, and 80,000,000 of consumers
robbed. This is the spirit in which the schedules of this bill
were written. The frusts dictated; the Ways and Means Com-
mittee wrote.

In our commerce with all South America and all Asia, the
balance of trade has been increasing against the United States
since the Republican party came in power. In 1866, with all
Asia, it was against us only $14,700,975, while in 1907 it was
$110,771,763. In 1866, with all South America, it was against
us only $14,420,550, while in 1907 it was $78,008,963. In both,
the annual balance amounts to more than $200,000,000. This
enormous sum, which is annually increasing, must be settled
with our gold and silver, when it ought to be with cotton goods.
Almost the entire trade of these two hemispheres should be
ours by virtue of our natural and political advantages, and
would be but for the hidebound statesmanship of the party in
power.

While we have been gradually losing the riches of the trade
of these two great sections of the world, England and Germany
have been busily engaged appropriating these markets to them-
selves. While the annual balance of trade has been steadily
increasing against us, it has been growing rapidly in favor of
these nations, until it now amounts to hundreds of millions
of dollars. This fact illustrates the difference in the puny
statesmanship of the Republican party and that of Gladstone
and Bismarck. They both believed that their respective coun-
tries had an interest in every market of every nation, and to
this end they shaped their policies. They were adding empires
to their trade zone while we were warring over tariff schedules
to protect hides and peanuts. Would to God that there could
be born in this country a Gladstone!

My Republican friends, I believe in a tariff for revenue only,
g0 adjusted as to bear lightly upon the necessaries of life and
so arranged as to give us equal "trade opportunities with all
the nations of the world; but you believe in a tariff for the sole
purpose of robbery, so adjusted as to bear lightly upon the
trusts and impoverish the consumer, and o arranged as to herd
the American people within the narrow walls of the Nation, in
order to facilitate your opportunities to more effectually rob
them. Your whole political philosophy is contained in one
word—" greed.” Professing to be the followers of Henry Clay,
your debauchery of his pet principle is enough to make his
spirit weep. He stood for aid to our industries while strug-
gling in infancy and poverty; you stand for subsidies to giant
corporations strong enough to throttle the Nation. He never
dreamed that the ideal of his greatness would ever be prosti-
tuted into an incubator for the propagation of trusts, nor that
the descendants of the great people he loved so well would have
to pluck such bitter fruit from the tree he planted.

In 1906 we exported $43,000,000 of cotton goods, England
$483,000,000, and Germany about $97,000,000. Eighty per cent
of the cotton from which these goods were made by England
and Germany was grown in the United States and exported as
raw maferial.

In 1850, England, with 60,000,000 people, consumed less than
1,000,000 bales of American cotton. In 1908 she took prac-
tically one-third of our entire cotton crop of 13,600,000 bales,
when she now has only 43,000,000 people. Now, why is this
true? It is simply because fifty years ago she abandoned the
very policy that is now isolating us from the world and opened
her doors to the commerce of all nations, and to-day there is
not a seaport in which her commercial flag can not be seen.
As T once before stated on this floor, she sold, in 1906, 25,000,000
yards of cotton goods to our next-door neighbor, Mexico, while
we sold only 2,500,000 yards. The cotton from which she made
these goods was purchased in Galveston, carried 4,000 miles
across the sea, manufactured into fabrics, brought back, and
bartered off for the rich raw materinls of our southern repub-
lics. While England was doing this, our cotton factories, the
smoke from which could almost be seen from the Mexican
border, were going into bankruptcy by the hundreds. I do not
know of any manufacturing enterprise in the South that has
suffered more during the recent panic than have the cotton
factories. While English and German mills were running day
and night to fill their orders in foreign countries we had

$30,000,000 of that class of goods produced in this country for
which we could not find a market.

Mr. MADDEN. Why did you not change the class of goods?

Mr. BYRD. Being barred from the markets, we had no
knowledge of the class wanted. [Applause.]

Mr. MADDEN. I would like to ask the gentleman a question.
You say your people manufactured more cotton goods than there
was a market for. You did not have knowledge enough to make
Ee kind that could be marketed. Do you wonder that you

iled?

Mr., BYRD. Yes; I do. We should be provided with a for-
eign market, since we have none at home. On this floor five
vearg ago I made a speech advoecating the policy of sending
agents abroad to find out the exact kind of cloth that suited the
foreign market in every quarter of the globe; and, if I mistake
not, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MappEN] was one of the
Members who voted against the proposition. However, we got
the measure through; and it has proved to be of incalculable
benefit to the cotton indusiry of the South. I have two reports
from these special agents, a part of which I intend to print in
my remarks, that show the marvelous opportunity for the ex-
tension of our cotton trade in India, China, Sonth America, and
other parts of the globe. Sending special agents abroad has now
become a fixed policy of the Government, but their efforts must
be supplemented by a liberal foreign-trade policy before much
good will come.

Mr. HILL. Mry. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentleman-
a question for information, not with any idea of political feeling
or anything of that kind. I have understood that generally cot-
ton factories down through from Washington, say, to New Or-
leans, show every evidence of prosperity and, as I understand it,
have generally for the past ten years declared very large divi-
dends, much larger than in New England. How does that dif-
ference exist in Texas from what is true of Georgia and North
Carolina ?

Mr. BYRD. T can not understand, unless it is because they
do not manufacture the kind of goods protected by the graft
under the schedules of this bill. [Laughter.] Just such men
as the gentleman and his committee fix the schedule so as to
rob the people on what they make, and let the kind we make go
to hades, if you will excuse the expression. [Laughter.]

Mr. CANDLER. As a matter of fact, the cotton mills in Mis-
sissippi have not declared a dividend.

Mr. BYRD. Of course not; many of them have been shut
down for two years, and for some receivers have been appointed.

Mr. HILL. Oh, I refer to the time from 1900 to 1907.

Mr. BYRD. They never made much at any time. Would
make the goods, but could not sell them. They had no market
at home and those of the world were closed against them.

Mr. WEISSE. What about the tax on hides?

Mr. BYRD. Do not speak of hides now. Will refer to that
later.

I will here insert in the Recorp a few extracts from the re-
ports of these special agents, which I think ought to be a thorn
to prick your contracted souls. Mr. Whitham, in his report filed
in 1907, says, in reference to England and her cotton industry :

A territory measuring 121,000 square miles, which is less than the
area of New Mexico, and supporting 43,660,000 people, is our greatest
competitor for the cotton-goods markets of the nonmanufacturing
world. Soch is the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Treland.

The forelgn trade of the Kingdom for 1905 and 1906 shows the fol-
lowing remarkable aggregate :

1005. 1906,
O e e T e $2,749,679,426 | §2,058, 289 335
rts.. i 1,083,508,498 | 2,241,888,600

Of the enormous value of exports in 1903, $1.310,000,000 was made
up of manufactures. The American cotton trade hardly comprehends
the fact that cotton manufactures form more than one-third of this
vast outgo of manufactured articles. In ftruth the most Important
trade in the world, as well as the largest, is that of cotton and cotton
products, and there is not a doubt that if the makers and distributers
of cotton goods in this country had even a fairly accurate conception
of the large extent of this foreign trade they would take the necessary
steps to secure a fair share of it.

EXPANDING AMERICAN EXPORT TRADE.

The mill man or merchant whose horizon Is contracted will doubtless
think that the present period of great demand and satisfactory pros-
perity in the American home trade is an unpropitious time to bother
about trade abroad, seelng that we can not for the present easlly supply
our home requirements, Taking a view of the barometric record of our
industry covering a decade or so, the close observer can arrive at no
other conclusion than that such an attitude is shortsighted. We rank
low as exporters of cotton g 8 when compared with five or six of our
competitors and leaders; therefore we can not claim to have much
knowledge of the general conditions of the business outside of our own
country. In any search we make for success in this stimulation of
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export growth we can only be guided by the lamp of experience, and
where we have none of our own we must perforce borrow our neigh-
bor's light, It Is certain that the existing and hitherto unh -of
?rosperity which the cotton trade is indisputably enjoying will not last
orever, and when the next period of depression arrives we shall be
anxious for substantial foreignm connections, It Is but common pru-
dence that we should take every possible measure to forestall adversity.

Americans have an undesirable reputation abroad as * duompers " of
surplus stocks whenever thelr warehouses are overflowing. This is
unfortunately a handicap when permanent connections are sought.
No amount of academie discussion will sell our goods in new markets,
nor enable us to compete successfully with rivals. We must first
determine the degree of our competitive efficiency, and if we fall short
in any particular look for a remedy to correct the fault. Examining
the latest statistics available, those for the calendar year 1906 uncover
a comparison not a little disquieting.

COMPARISON OF BRITISH AND AMERICAN EXPORTS.

Great Britain exports every year over 6,000,000,000 yards of cotton
cloth, or more than our American mills produce. Nor does a compari-
son of values afford us ag{v’ greater cause for self-congratulation.
During the calendar year 1906 Great Britain exported cotton manu-
factures to the value of §484,000,000. The United States during the
same period sent out only $43,000,000 worth. In that year our trade
decreased over $13,000,000, while English trade Increased $37,000,000.

Again he says:

Eungland sends to India over 2,500,000,000 yards of cloth a year, as
against less tham 1,000,000,000 yards to all other oriental countries
combined. Many statesmen and leaders of publie opinion and thought
in England predict that sooner or later a commercial empire union will
be established between the United Kingdom and her colonies and de-

ndencies, and with it a tarill barrier against the products of the

nited States and those of every other foreign cotton manufacturing
country. Therefore this is the time for United States manufacturers to
establish a foreign market for their goods which will not be easily
shaken from its foundation.

IMPORTS OF LATIN AMERICA.

Coming nearer home, and comparing the British salea to the republies
to the south of us on this hemisphere and the islands of the West Indies
with our shipments to those countries, it is found that 1906 witnessed
o greater trade in cotton goods between those countries and Great
Britain than the total Ameriecan shipments to the entire world. The
official records show that cotton cloth shipped by Eug{land to the coun-
tries scuth of the United States in 1906 amounted to 755,000,000 yards,
while American shipments durlnf this period to the same countries
were 136,000,000 yards. The total United States exports of cotton goods
in 1006 were 511,000,000 yards.

Looking further, Mexico, connected with the States b
excellent railroad and steamship facilities, took 25,500,000 yards from
England during 1006, and only 2,500,090 yards from the United States.
Cuba, which has given us a substantial tariff preference, bought from
this country in 1906 only 16,000.000 yards, taking during the same
period nearly 59,000,000 yards from Great Britain.

* * - - - L] L
GRECWTH OF COLXE AND NELSOX,

Colne, with 25,000 population, and Nelson are two Lancashire towns
which have grown amazingly in the last two decades. Forty years
ago Nelson, or Marsden, as It was then named, was little more than a
crossroads settlement. Now it is a municipality of no mean im-
portance, with a population of 38,000, and one of the most a 8-
gively industrial towns in the textile manufacturing districts. Nelson
has no parallel in either Lancashire or Yorkshire in so far as its almost
maglieal progress goes. Instead of a handful of people eking out an un-
certain living, there has been built up an industrial community working
under conditions which continue to command the admiration of every
gtudent of industrial evolution in the United Kingdom. The increase,
indeed its very existence, Is doe to the growth of weaving sheds and
“loom and power’ establishments. Here is the center of England's
colored-goods industry, and this branch of the trade also has a recog-
nized standard list for weaving colored goods, differing from the list
for gray and fancy fabrics provided for in the uniform list, so called.

- - - - - - L

AMAZING GROWTH OF LANCASHIRE'S COTTON INDUSTRY.

The recent erection of new cotton mills in Lancashire has been
without parallel in Industrial history. In order to emphasize the mar-
velous extension in the groductive cnﬁ:city of the cashire zone,
it may be pointed out that the number of spinning spindles added
within the past three or four years in the district of which Manchester
is the distr butlr&;) center and Liverpool the cotton-buying headquarters
exceeds 10,000,000, with approximately enough new looms to take the
increased yarn output. This development is all the more astounding
when it can be truthfully sald that this English growth is greater
than the total number of spindles operated in either Germany, India,
Russia, France, or any other country In the world except the United
States, and that the total spindleage of our Southern States does not
reach the growth in Lancashire since 1900. And no end seems to be
in sight, for new miils are projected almost every week. Some halt
in the movement is evident, but this is only due to the fact that cotton-
machinery makers have their output sold so far ahead that it is im-

sible to obtain deliveries for mew mills for a year or more to come.
Nor have other manufacturing countries been at a standstill. Con-
tinental Kurope and Japan and India have been abmormally active in
mill building. All this should be looked upon with satisfaction, by the
American cotton grower at least, for it is reasonably certain that the
demand for some years to come will be such as to insure him a fair
return for his ecrop. It is estimated that when all the new spindles
in England are turning they will consume some 700, additional
bales of cotton annually. Comparisons are generally illuminating.
While England has added 10,000,000 spindles in a few years, it
learned from an Ameriean publication that the gain in the United
States in spindleage from 1904 to the end of 1906 was only 2,022 981 ;
in this number it is inferred that twister spindles were included, an
these are nonproducers.

- - * L] £ ] - -
INCREASED COTTON SCPPLY XEEDED TO MEET DEMAND.

It has been estimated that prior to the Fresent unprecedented boom
in British cotton-mill bullding the mormnal Increase In the world's con-
sumption of cotton was n}mroxlmately 400,000 bales annually. If we
add to this even a part of the abnormally increased British and other
requlrements, we get at least 1,500,000 more bales needed each crop

adequate and

year than the spindles could previously consume. Counting for each
acre planted to cotton an acre utilized in crop rotation, growing feed
for stock and work animals, as well as ables and corn for the
farm hands, and not forgetting the proportion of land in each con-
siderable tract unsuitable from one reason or another for cotton growing,
this means that somewhere, either in the American cotton belt or else-
where, an increased domain of 6,500,000 acres will have to be brought
under the sway of “ King Cotton.”

The rapid increase in the number of new spinning spindles Installed
in Lancashire has been emphasized, but the growth of the weaving
branch of the industry must not be overlooked. Developments therein
have about kept pace with the growth in spinning. thout giving
the detalls of the total number of new looms started within the two
years just en t may be said that in that period the East Lancashire
weaving centers made the following additions : Blackburn, 9,260 looms ;
Colne, 3,500 ; Nelson, 2,500 ; Preston, 4,500; and Burnley, 6,600,

I want to call your attention to an excerpt from the report
filed in 1908 by Mr. W. A. Graham Clark, one of these special
cotton agents, as to the cotton-manufacturing industry of Ger-
many. He says:

Raw cotton is the largest single import of Germany, and manufac-
tured cotton the largest export. In 1907 the imports of raw cotton
amounted to 933,038,168 pounds, valued at $113,391,530, and the ex-
ports of cotton manufactures amounted to 151,916,167 pounds, valued at
$07,002,136. The average value of the cotton imported was 12,14 cents
per pound, and the average value of the manufactured product was 63.84
cents per pound.

It will be seen by these startling figures that Germany gets
five times as much for our cotton as she pays for it; and if this
statement is true with Germany, it is quite likely true with all
nations that import it. In 1907 we exported raw cotton to the
extent of $450,000,000, and, according to this statement of Mr.
Clark, it was manufactured into finished fabries worth
$2,250,000,000, giving a profit to the foreigners of $1,800,000,000.
What an appalling loss to the Nation. This vast sum would
construct six Panama Canals, pay the national debt, and, if con-
verted into a chain of silver dollars, it would be more than 28,000
miles long. It would require 1,800 freight cars and 90 locomo-
tives to move it. Also, it would give employment to 5,000,000
laborers to manufacture this cotton at home.

But suppose Mr. Clark is too high in the profits made by
the German manufacturers by one-half. Then we have a stream
of gold amounting to $900,000,000 annually flowing from this
counfry to swell the riches of the foreigner. Now, why is this
true? Is it because we can not make cotton goods here in the
same manner they are made in England and Germany? Nay,
not so. The same report shows that we have every facility
for competing with the world in this regard. Is it because we
have no money with which to build cotton factories? Not so.
Hundreds of millions of our surplus capital is annually seeking
doubtful investments in railroad and mineral enterprises in the
Philippines, South Ameriea, and other places where it is liable
to be lost in the vortex of a revolution at any time. Why,
then, does not this capital seek investments in cotton factories?
The inevitable answer is that we are now making a sufficiency
for our home consumption and have no markets in which to
gell more. We have supinely submitted to the destruction of
our foreign markets in order to foster a few hothouse indus-
tries along the New England coast. For forty years we have
been sowing to the wind and are now reaping the whirlwind.
[Applause.]

But, Mr. Chairman, your statesmen pretend to claim that we
can have high protection and liberal foreign markets at the
same time. This can not be. The two propositions are totally
inconsistent. We have been driven out of the South American
and Asiatic markets by England, because she has thrown her
doors wide open to their commerce. She stands willing and
ready at all times to exchange her manufactured products for
the rich raw material, without exacting one penny of tribute,
We say to the same people that if you bring your products to
exchange for ours, you must first pay from 50 to 150 per cent
of their value to get them into this country. You must pay us
15 per cent on your hides, 30 per cent on your tea, and more
than 50 per cent on your wool; $30 each on your horses, §3
each on your cattle, and so on; and the result is that England
gets the trade and we get left. We first rob them, then seek
their trade afterwards.

A nation can no more thrive and prosper by living unto itself
than can an individual. We can not prosper by being shut up
in a shell robbing each other. We are like fish in a pond. You
are the big fish and we are the minnows, You are swallowing
us at the rate of a “sucker™ a moment. Some day when you
have embellied all of us, you will begin on each other, and the
climax will come by trying to swallow yourselves. [Applause.)

You people of New England never earned but a few honest
dollars in your lives. You scarcely emerge from your swad-
dling clothes before you come to Congress and beg for the right
to rob the American people. Your dishonesty is proverbial
throughout the Nation. The West grows corn, the South cotton,
New England rocks, weeds, and grafters. [Applause.]
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I want to say to you, my Republican friends, that if you in-
sist upon the policy outlined in this bill, what need will we
have for the Panama Canal? The commerce of every country
to which it leads is rapidly passing from us, as I have shown
you, and before its completion we will have been entirely driven
out of these markets by England, Germany, and other European
countries. The construction of this great interoceanic waterway
is wholly inconsistent with the doctrine of protection. Many of
us believed that when the Nation entered upon this stupendous
enterprise it was to be the beginning of the end of protective
policies. Let me here warn you that you might as well cast
the $300,000,000 necessary for its completion into the bottom
of the sea as to build it, if the policy outlined in the Payne bill
is to become a fixed policy of the Nation. If this bill is passed,
we should give back the territory stolen from Colombia, lose the
vast amount we have already expended, and abandon the whole
enterprise. The only purpose it will subserve will be to furnish
our European rivals with a more direct route to the markets of
the Pacific Ocean. We have practically no markets now in any
of the countries to which it leads, will have less when it is com-
pleted, and if we had the commerce we have no merchant ships
in which to send our products abroad. It is anomalous, indeed,
that a Republican can not be found with a mind broad enough
to conceive the truth of this proposition. You are too busily
engaged grabbing the pelf from the present to look for the
riches of the future. Your vision is too narrow to look beyond
the curves of the dollar mark within your present grasp. May
the Lord forgive you, for these evils have destroyed the last
tinge of virtue in your souls, 3

Sirs, you boast of your superior worth, your superb courage,
and your transcendent intelligence; yet you are as cowardly as
the fawning ape when it comes to trade competition with the
most degenerate class of the human race. If you were to start
a toothpick factory, you would run to Washington and ask
protection, not only against the competition of the skilled labor
of Europe, but also against the breech-clothed natives of the
Sandwich Islands. We have heard you invoke the wrath of
Heaven upon the paternalistic theories of the socialist and
Populist, and yet you well know that the wildest theory ever
advanced by either is not comparable to the doctrine of protec-
tion when it comes to avaricious paternalism. You depend on
the Government for everything; believe its chief end is to
subsidize the Republican party; and to this end you have
squandered every dollar in the Treasury, and are now begging
for the renewal of your license to rob the private citizen of the
few dollars escaping your larceny of the past.

But will there ever come a change? What can be gained by
any such contracted statesmanship as now controls the Nation?
Will this abortive clause, known as the “ maximum and minimum
tariff,” bring back a single market we have lost? Will it not
tend to alienate them more than ever before? As before stated,
the balance of trade against us is rapidly increasing in two of
the great hemispheres of the world. They sell us millions of
dollars’ worth of raw products, such as coffee, tea, hides, rubber,
and other products that are indispensable. They know that we
are bound to have them. They force us to pay them with gold,
and do not in return grant us any privileges. This is because
we have never treated them in a spirit of commercial fairness.

We have taxed them as we would our most powerful commer-
cial enemies of Europe. Every tariff and other obstruction
between the United States and these countries should be abol-
ished at once. Our navigation laws should be repealed, so as
to drive our ships away from the native coasts and engage, like
other nations, in the growing trade of the world. Of course
we will admit that protection is a good thing for those who
make only the things consumed at home. The man who makes
just enough cook stoves to supply the domestic market and
can get 75 per cent protection can then add every cent of it as
an extra profit, and will soon become a millionaire. But one pro-
ducing three times as much cotton as he consumes, and who must
look to an unprotected foreign market to buy it, can not hope
for anything but poverty and ruin to overshadow him so long
as the consumer of his product is outlawed from our market.
If he is forced to sell in competition with the world, then he
ought to be allowed to purchase in the same markets in which
he is compelled to sell. The Mississippi farmer who makes two
bales of cotton may ship one of them to his commission mer-
chant in Liverpool with instruections to sell and invest the pro-
ceeds in the necessaries of life, such as hats, hosiery, woolen
clothing, and other essentials to his farm life; but when the
goods are purchased and shipped back to Mobile, and when the
farmer goes to get them, it will take the other bale to pay them
out of the custom-house. [Applause.] This is protection. Is
this just? Is it right? Can the great cotton industry of the
South, under such conditions, ever be otherwise than poor?

But you say that this farmer need not go to England to make
his purchase, that protection provides him a market at home.
This is true, but when he goes into the local market he can only
buy as much with both bales as he can with one in England.
When he spends one in England, the other he contributes as a
tax to the support of the Government, but when he spends one
here he must give the other to the trusts or manufacturer as
tariff profit. It is all the same to him—he is robbed in either
instance. It is only the difference in being held up by the
minions of the law or by the highwaymen of New England.

Mr. Chairman, I am one of those who believe that God made
the luxuries of the world for mankind in common—that He
made the West to grow corn, Cuba to grow sugar, South
America to grow tea and other products needed for the well-
being of His creatures, and I further believe that it was a part
of the same divine conception that gave us the great Gulf of
Mexico, the Mississippi with her tributaries threading our great
inland basin, intending for the same to be used for the inter-
change and exchange of those products so essential to the life
of man. He never intended that bread should be burned for
fuel in one part of the globe while people starved in another.
Every unnecessary obstruction imposed by man to prevent the
freedom of commerce among nations is not only wrong in prin-
ciple, but is a crime against the Almighty. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, for these and many other reasong, I believe
the Dingley law is responsible for the fearful panie that over-
took the Nation in 1907. It has practically destroyed the mar-
kets for our surplus manufactured products. It is the cause of
nine-tenths of the trusts that now infest the country and facili-
tated the concentration of the wealth in a few hands to a
greater extent than hitherto has been known.

Mr, MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, sir.

Mr. MADDEN. Will you be kind enough to illustrate the
difference in the kind of prosperity that existed in this coun-
try under the Wilson law and under the Dingley bill?

Mr. BYRD. Yes; the prosperity claimed under the Dingley
bill was such as was enjeyed by every country in the world.
Europe, Germany, and even Canada we:e prosperous to no less
degree than ourselves, and it can not be contended that this
was produced by the Dingley tariff.

Mr. MADDEN. What about the Wilson bill period?

Mr. BYRD. Under the Harrison administration that just
preceded its passage, you had control of the Government and
unloaded a horrible panic upon us. [Applause.]

LUMBER AND THE TRUSTS.

Mr. Chairman, the lumber schedule of the bill is as mislead-
ing as many others. While on a certain class of rough lumber
the tax has been reduced one-half, yet on some of the other
grades it has been increased, and, on the whole, it would take a
mathematician to tell whether there has been any real reduec-
tion.

Also, I desire to say that if there is any one paragraph of the
bill in which I am personally interested, it is that of lumber,
and if southern timber would be increased in the manner as-
serted by some upon this floor, it would add many dollars to
my small estate; but private interests should not be considered
in deliberating on this great question. Others may stand on
this floor and advoeate the advancement of their individual
interests, but I would not dare to do so, and I think that any
one who would is a dangerous factor in this body. You seem
to think that to legislate to fill your ewn private coffers should
be the chief aim of your statesmanship. This was not always
frue with the Members that represented your section. It is
said that John Quincy Adams, before entering this body, sold his
stocks and bonds of every kind that might be affected by legis-
lation here; but you boldly proclaim the passage of laws intended
for no other purpose than to enhance the value of your holdings
in some trust or corporation. You have become so debauched by
long indulgence in public plunder for private gain that you will
dare to do with impunity that which made your boldest an-
cestors blush. [Applause.]

I am a Democrat, and believe in equal rights and equal oppor-
tunities to all men; that protection is wrong in principle,
whether it be for the industries of New England or those of
Mississippi. Our party has declared against the principle in
every platform since the war, and no Demoerat, in my opinion,
can justify his disloyalty to the principle upon the theory that
it benefits a certain class in his own section. I have many
political and personal friends engaged in the manufacture of
lumber, and for whom I would do any consistent thing to en-
hance their prosperity, but I can not breach the ancient doc-
trine of my party by voting away its most sacred doctrine.

Lumber is just as essential to the American life as food. It
constitutes the cradle in which the new-born babe is rocked,
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shelters him through the chilling storms of life, and protects
his body from the worms affer*death. “It is in the humble
country home,” said the immortal Grady, “ that the ark of the
covenant of American liberty is to be found.” The modest
home, whether on the farm or in the city, is the place where
American character is formed. Degrade or pauperize it and
you destroy the Republic. [Applause.]

All the tax of this schedule falls upon the poor. It is ad-
mitted that only the cheaper grades of lumber, principally
sawed from the tree tops, will be affected by this $2 duty. The
better grades, used by the rich, have a world-wide market and
fear no competition. Those contending for the lumber tax say
that a $2 duty on lumber means only about 11 per cent, one of
the lowest rates in the bill. They also tell you that lumber
sought to be protected sells at the mill at from $6 to $8 per
thousand. Now, there is not a schoolboy in this city 14 years
old who does not know that this $2 rate amounts to from 20 to
33} per cent. This is self-evident, and needs only to be stated.

Mr. Chairman, in the light of this, do you not think that it
would be little less than tyranny for this body to vote a tax of
that kind on the homes of the poor, while by the same act you
exempt the palaces of the rich?

The price of lumber is now so high that the poor are unable
to build homes, One-half of those already built are practically
owned by the building and loan associations, who advanced the
means to pay the lumber graft. Thousands of carpenters are
now out of employment because building material has appre-
ciated in price beyond the reach of the people. They have
ceased to build. Farmers need barns and fences, but lumber
1s so high that they would lose their farm were they to purchase
muech. Let others do as they will, but as for me, I would
rather hand back my commission to those who gave it than stand
for such a proposition., [Applause.] Here let me read yon
some figures from Bulletin 75 of the Bureau of Labor, issued
in Mareh, 1908, showing the increase in the wholesale price
of certain grades of lumber under the $2 schedule in the Ding-
ley bill from 1898 to 1907.

INCREASE IN THE PRICES OF LUMBER FROM 1898 To 19007.

Hemlock from $10.75 to $22.50 per thousand.

M_nrirle from $24 to $34 per thousand.

- White oak from $32 to $635 per thousand.

Yellow pine from $15.50 to $31 per thousand.
" I_'O?Iar from $29 to $65 per thousand.

Shingles from $2.35 to $4.35 per thousand.

Spruce from $11.50 to $28 per thousand.

We are not at all surprised to know that the lumber manu-
facturers are overstocked with their product. They will always
be in this condition unless there is a material reduction in their
prices. The difference in the construction of a house, even in
the yellow-pine belt of the South, out of stone and out of
lumber is so small that the people will soon go to the earth
instead of the forest for material for their homes.

The price of timber, as well as that of lumber, and the ex-
pense of manufacturing it, must be reduced or the present panic
will long continue in the lumber districts. They waxed so
strong under the hot-house system of protection provided in the
Dingley law that they have outgrown the well-being of their
own prosperity.

Just here, let me say to those interested in the lumber in the
yellow-pine district of the South that this duty is not intended
for their benefit—that they are being used merely as a cat's
paw to draw the chestnuts out of the fire. TUnder this bill, logs
are placed on the free list, just as in the Dingley bill, but with
an additional provision to punish Canada, should she insist
upon an export duty on logs exported. Now, what is the dif-
ference in the competition resulting from cheap lumber sawed
from free Canadian logs in America and from that resulting
from lumber sawed from the same class of logs in Canada? A
distinguished advocate of the $2 tax on cheap Iumber says the
duty would extend the frade zone for the southern product
much farther north and west; that if the $2 duty is taken off
Canadian lumber can be shipped farther south in competition
with southern lumber. This may all be true, but I would like
for him, or some one else, to explain how free lumber, sawed in
Canada, can reach farther into the southern lumber zone than
that sawed from free logs from Canada. Can not anyone,
though a fool, see the job intended for the southern lumber
mannfacturer by this provision? Yet, notwithstanding this, many
of our southern pine-lumber manufacturers are importuning
their Members to assist those interested in the lumber districts
bordering on Canada in the consummation of this cold-blooded
fraud upon them.

The freight on lumber from the lower Mississippi district
to the Canadian line is $12 per thousand, while the same lumber

| get any benefit out of this iniquitous tax?

can be landed on the wharf at Chicago by the Canadian manu-
facturer at not exceeding $3 per thousand, often asserted
in this debate. If this be true, and no doubt it is, how can
those inferested in sawing the tree tops of the South hope to
Could not the
Canadian manufacturer pay all the tax and land his product
in every city north of the Ohio River before the southern lum-
berman could reach the Ohio River? Would not his part of
the tax go into the coffers of the railroads, while the manu-
facturers in the lumber districts bordering Canada would make
millions manufacturing free logs from Canada, as well as from
their own stumpage? If the real truth was known, the great
interest manifested by the mill owners of the South for the
retention of this duty has been generated by those men and
corporations owning large bodies of timber, not only in the
South, but also along the Canadian border; and while they
know it will not add a dime fo their earnings in the South, it
will enrich them many millions from their timber holdings in
the North. No one in the South ever heard of protection being
of any benefit to the industry in that seetion until all the tim-
ber was “ gobbled” up largely by the same parties who own
all of it elsewhere. It has been repeatedly stated on this floor
that a few corporations and individuals own 80 per cent of the
standing timber of the United States, which now amounts to
400,000,000,000 feet; and since we are cutting this at the rate of
40,000,000,000 feet a year, it will only take ten years to exhaust
the whole supply.

More than this, Canada annually imports from this country
lumber and the manufactures thereof to the amount of about
$6,000,000, and nine-tenths of all the raw lumber comes from the
yellow-pine and hard-wood districts of the country south of the
Ohio River. The annual exporfation of southern yellow pine
has more than doubled within the last decade. England takes
22 per cent of the total exports, Germany about 11 per cent, and
Canada takes about'9 or 10 per cent; Canada being the third in
the list of importers of southern yellow pine as well as southern
hard wood. This is made possible by reason of the fact that
eastern Canada does not prodyce any timber that will compete
with our best southern product. The only pine she has that
will answer for purposes requiring strength and durability of
material is to be found in British Columbia, and the overland
freight rate thereon to the eastern Provinces of Canada is so
high that the southern product, having the benefit of a water
rate, can be placed in all that part of Canada reached by the
Great Lakes, the St. Lawrence and its tributaries for less cost.
The importation of the southern product into Canada in this
manner has increased so rapidly that the lumber manufacturers
of British Columbia are now importuning the Dominion gov-
ernnment to tax the southern lumber out. 5

A petition for this purpose is now pending for consideration
before the Canadian government. Should the Dominion gov-
ernment pass such a law, who would be hurt by the act? Would
it be those interested in the lumber business along the Canadian
border who produce the same kind of lumber that is produced
in Canada? Would not it immediately destroy one of the
best export markets for the southern product? But it is con-
tended that Canada will not do this. In reply, we say that she
has passed such laws. Only recently she enacted what is called
the *antidumping statute' to prevent the sale of products
cheaper there than here by the American manufacturers.

For this reason alone, Mr. Chairman, I think the manufae-
turer of the yellow pine in the South has much more to gain
by an open Canadian market than by the imposition of the $2
duty against the Canadian product, even though some temporary
benefit might result in the sale of a low grade of the southern
manufactured product.

But let us look at another phase of the question. One would
think from the amount of lobbying and speechmaking ex-
perienced in this House that Canada produced Iumber enough
to supply the world, and that she could cut 1,000 feet while we
are cutting one. Upon examination of Consular Report No. 4, on
the Canadian trade, I find that in 1901 the total value of the
lumber and the manufactures thereof in the Dominion of Can-
ada was $80,341,204, and that this increased to the value of
$112,494,072 in 1906, during the same period. The increase for
the same period in the output of American lumber was from
$390,487,873 to the sum of over $666,641,367. Deduct from
the above Canadian figures the manufactures of lumber and
compare the result with that of America and you will find that
her total lumber production is less than 15 per cent of ours.
Now, we consumed 40,000,000,000 feet of domestic lumber and
imported from Canada less than 1,000,000,000 feet, or less than
2 per cent of our total domestic consumption. A little bulletin
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issued by the Census Bureau, “ Forest Products, No. 2,” contains
the following, which I will here insert in the Recorp:

Number of mills reporting and quantity and value of lumber, lath, and
ghingles produced in the United States: 1900 and 190§ to 1907,

Lumber. Lath Bhingles.
Number
Year of mills
* | report- | Quantity Quantity Quantity
ing. | (M feet | Value (thou- | Value. (thou- | Value.
b. m.). sands). 3.
1807.-. 28, 850(40,256,154($508, 641 ,307| 8,663,002/%10,342,706011,824, 475 $30,111,337
1006...) 22,898.37,560,736 621,151,388 3,812,807 11,490,570|11,858,260| 24,154,555
1905...) 11,666(30,502,961| 445,343,231) 8,111,157 7,777,892/156,840,000 28,380, 682
1904...] 19,127|34,135,180| 435,708,084 2,647,847 b5,435,068(14,547,477| 24,000,610
1000... 81,883 ,m.lwi 890,450,873 3.5?3.953' 4,698,900(12,102,017| 18,869,705

The most striking feature of the statistics for 1907 is that they show
the largest lumber gl;oducﬁon ever recorded In the United States—
40,256, %4.01}0 feet—having a value of $666,641,367 at the glw:e of pro-
duction. In addition there were produced é.m 602,000 lath, having a
value of $10,342,705, and 11,824,475,000 sh!n%'ies. having a value of
$30,111,337, which bring the total reported value of the lumber, lath,
and shingle produetion in 1907 up to $707,005,400. If it were
gible to secure absolutely complete statistics of the production of lumber,
lath, and shingles, it is probable that the total value of the output in
1907 would have approached $£750,000,000, a much larger figure than
that indicated for any previous year.

In the light of these figures, does it not appear that we are
unnecessarily alarmed, and does it not also appear like an act
of commercial cowardice on our part to insist on protection
from a mere pigmy of competition? Yea, does it not look as
though the American eagle is seeking aid to ward off the blows
of a tomtit? [Applause.]

But some one will say that, with the duty off, there will be
much more manufacturing in Canada and much more imported
than now. This can not be true, for she now has an exhaust-
less market in Great Britain, with which she has preferential
trade relations and in which she can receive the very highest
prices for all that she now manufactures and all she can ever
hope to manufacture from her fast depleting forests. The total
production of her mills at this time is not sufficient to supply
her home market, the market with the mother country, and
leave any substantial balance to be exported elsewhere.

Again, we are told that lumber can be produced cheaper in
Canada than in America. This contention is equally as falla-
cious as the other arguments in favor of the lumber tariff. In
a report to the Senate by the Commissioner of Labor, made May
5, 1907, we find that the labor cost of manufacture of 1,000 feet
of white-pine lumber in the United States is 91 cents, while in
Canada it is $1.23. Also, that the average production per man
per day in the United States is 1,874 feet, while in Canada it is
1,143 feet. In proof of this, let me read the following table,
copied from the said report:

Average mduc‘;iou per man per day in 5 lumber-sawing cstablishments

the United States and 5 in Canada, 1896,
In mill
Establishment number. In mill. and
yard.
IN THE UNITED STATES. Feet. Feet.
1 8,767 2,132
2 3,500 1,808
3 3,214 1,857
4 2,841 1,623
5. 8,882 1,87
Average. ol 8,508 1,874
IN CANADA.
6. 1,002 1,083
1- 2,610 1,556
8___ 1,663 1,087
0 ' - 2,206 1,887
10 2,435 1,248
Average 1,027 1,143

Further, he says the cost of transmitting 1,000 feet of logs
from the standing timber to the boom at mill is $4.27} in the
United States, and in Canada it is §5.57. Here let me read you
a few extracts from that report:

Mr. Sheridan ascertained In his investigations, taking his facts from
the memorandum books of American and Canadlan lumbering firms,
that the cost of 1,000 feet of logs, from the standing timber to the
boom at the mlll, is in the United States $4.27%, and in Canada $5.573.
These figures, he informs me, are derived from 5 establishments in
the United States and 4 establishments in Canada, covering, entirely or
in part for each establishment, the years from 1892 to 18986, inclusive.

He further states:

These characteristics show the mountainous nature of the country
and make the building of logging rallroads and well-equipped ice roads
in the Ottawa district of Canada on the American plan quite impossible.
The inaccessibility of the timber district investigated makes it necessary
to ship supplies and provisions for fall operations during the previous
winter, as they can not be transported by team after the rivers and
streams thaw. The distance from the location of mills to the point of
logging operation varies from 150 to 300 miles.

But another lumber orator has said that the oriental and
other cheap labor used in the Canadian mills make it impos-
sible for the American lumberman to compete with their prod-
ucts. But to refute this, let me read you extracts from a letter
written by the secretary of the British Columbia Lumbermen's
Association on December 17, 1908 :

In the mountain district of British Columbia we have 65 sawmills
with a ten-hour capacity of 3,300,000 feet, which is 60 per cent of

the entire producing capacity of the mills of this Province. When

in full operation these mills employ in the aggregate about 4,000 men,

including those at the sawmills, planing mills and yard work. From
my personal knowled? I can state that less than 400 Orientals were
employed this season by the mills in the interior. The above does not
include any men employed in bush work, and I estimate that when
the camps are in full operation taking out logs“for the supply of all
our plants that over 6,000 additional men would be employeg in bush
work, It would be safe to say that in good times the lumber industry
of our district employs In both mills and camps in the busy season
8,000 men. Thus the percentage of oriental labor is in good times only
5 per cent. As you are probably aware, oriental labor is not used in
woods work, with the exception, possibly, of an occasional Chinese cook.

With regard to your question as to the relative wa paid In this
district as compared to those in effect In the interior districts of
Washington, Idaho, and Montana, would say that it is generally under-
gtood here that our schedule is higher in the average than in the
eountry to the south.

You are probably aware that in British Columbia public sentiment
is strongly against oriental labor of any kind, and for your information
I would say that the Dominion government is making a determined
effort to prevent any more Hindoos coming into the country and is
endeavoring to effect an arrangement whereby those now in our Prov-
ince should be sent to Honduras. With reference to the Chinese immi-
gration, would say that there has been In force for some time a head
tax omﬁﬂﬂ on every Chinaman eomin% into the country, and this is
practi ¥ prohibitive, as the returns for the past few years demon-
strate. Last year an arrangement known as the * Lemleux treaty ™
was effected with the Japanese Government, which provides that not
more than 400 Japanese coolies shall be allowed to leave their native
country for Canada in any one year. It is very unlikely that the
number of Orientals employed by the interior mills will, therefore, be
increased in the future. In fact, indications are that a lesser number
will be avallable for the manufacturers of this distriet.

The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Krrcmix], in his
brilliant speech on this subject to-day, clearly showed that more
than 12,000 Orientals were employed in the American sawmills
on the Pacific coast. How does this appear in the light of
what I have just read about labor conditions in western
Canada?

Also, our consul at Vancouver, Mr. Dudley, in a recent com-
munication to the Department of Commerce and Labor, in speak-
ing of the labor question of the lumber districts of British
Columbia, says:

The arrangement made with the provincial government is that omnly
white labor shall be employed, unless it ean be shown to the satisfac-
tion of the government that such labor can not be found at reasonable
ga‘%e:a B:[t‘ahls will undoubtedly cause a large influx of people from the

nit es.

Again, every grant made for faking timber from the public
domain in Canada contains an express stipulation that no China-
man or other Oriental shall be employed in cutting the timber
so granted. So much for the labor question.

But there is another equally fallacious argument asserted by
the advocates of a high lumber tax, and that is that the stump-
age costs the mill owner much more in the United States than
in Canada. This may be true to some extent where the timber
has been purchased recently in the United States; but in my
section 75 per cent of the present mill supply was purchased
many years ago, at a cost of from 50 cents to $5 per acre. It
is largely owned by nonresident corppvations and now worth
from $15 to $25 per acre. This land will cut from 6,000 to
10,000 feet per acre, and after the lumber is removed the land
itself is worth from $£5 to $10 per acre. It has been more than
once proven in this debate that in the State of Washington the
stumpage cost did not exceed 15 cents per thousand on thousands
of acres. Hence I can truthfully assert that the timber has not
cost 75 per cent of the present owners, counting interest and
taxes, exceeding $1 per thousand.

I would not be understood as censuring anyone for purchas-
ing this valuable property at a low price, for they had a perfect
right to do this. Nor would I have anyone to believe that the
development of the great yellow-pine country hus not been a great
blessing. The sawmill and those interested in the yellow-pine
land bave added many millions of wealth to the State of Missis-
sippi, and no one desires to see them prosper more than I: and
so long as they are willing to deal justly with the great con-
suming masses I am willing to encourage them in every legiti-
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mate way possible; but they have made millions out of the con-
sumer within the last decade, have grown so strong and power-
ful that they now boast of their ability to sell the greater part
of their product in competition with the world, with or without
tariff protection, yet they are unwilling in the midst of the ex-
isting panic to cut the price of any part of their product. Like
greedy Shylocks, they are frying to pluck the pound of flesh
nearest the heart of the American people by the aid of an un-
righteous governmental bounty. But what assurance have they
that a retention of the tariff would shield them from the hard-
ships of the present business depression? Did not this misfor-
tune overtake them under the same duty for which they are now
contending and at a time, too, when there was no talk of tariff
reduction? If the panic overfook them two years ago with the
duty, what profit can they expect from its further retention? If
it did not save in the past, it will not protect in the future.

Mr. Chairman, you might as well shake a red flag in the face
of a western bull as to speak of the existence of a lumber trust
in the presence of the lumber-tax grafters. Their displeasure
is evidence of guilt. I know not what may and may not exist
elsewhere, but I do know, and so charge, that in my section
there is a retail lumber dealers’ association, soclety or trust—
I do not know what you may call it—and there is a concerted
understanding among the members thereof that they are to
have the exclusive right to sell to the consumer; and that if
the manufacturer undertakes to infringe on this trust preroga-
tive, then his mill will be boycotted by the association.

Less than ten days ago two gentlemen of the highest integ-
rity, whose veracity I would not question anywhere or under
any circumstances—one engaged in the manufacture of lumber
in the State of Mississippi and the other a high official of
the Mississippi Lumber Manufacturers’ Association—stated to
me and others that such an association did exist among the re-
tailers; that they did boycott any mill that sold directly to the
consumer, if they had knowledge of it, and that the lumber
manufacturers of that section, especially the smaller ones,
would not for this reason sell to the consumer at all. Their word
is sufficient for me. I know them; and if all the tariff pirates
this side of purgatory were to swear otherwise, I would still
believe my friends. [Applause.]

More than this, Mr., Chairman, every manufacturer of lum-
ber that has lobbied about this Capitol will tell you that they
have been compelled to reduce the price of lumber from $3 to $4
per thousand as”a result of this panic. Yet those who have
purchased it from the retailers have not been able to realize
any reduction in prices. Not only has the price of lumber not
been reduced to the consumer in my section, but the same is
true in every lumber center of the country, except such differ-
ence as may have been caused by the difference in freight
rates. In proof of this ecall to the stand the 10,000,000 of peo-
pII: whi) have purchased it within the last two years. [Ap-
plause.

Mr. CANDLER. Did the gentleman feel the effect of the
trusts when he built a house for himself?

Mr. BYRD., Yes. I was robbed on a small house costing
only a few thousand dollars.

Mr. Chairman, there is another peculiar thing about these
poor little lumber manufacturers and dealers. In my section,
when the panic struck them, three-fourths of them discharged
all their laborers, turned them out to starve, sent them back to
the farms and other employments. Yet, during the entire panie,
as before stated, no one ever observed any reduction in the
price of their product.

The manufacturers say this was true on account of the. re-
tailers, and the retailers unloaded it upon the manufacturers.
I do not know which was to blame, but I do know that they
starved their laborers and still robbed the people. [Applause.]
To unload this evil on the retailers by the manufacturers is
altogether inexcusable, for the latter can at any time put the
retailers out of business by simply refusing to patronize them—
by establishing lumber yards and selling directly to the con-
sumers themselves. But more about the lumber trust in Mis-
sissippi. At the 1906 session of the Mississippi legislature,
after an investigation, a resolution was adopted directing the
attorney-general of the State to institute legal proceedings under
the eriminal statutes of the State against the lumber trust.
Proceedings were instituted against the Mississippi-Lounisiana
Retail Lumber Dealers’ Association, which is now pending in the
supreme court. A recent issue of the Jackson Daily News says:

It is expected that some time during the present month Sgcm Jus-
tice W. R, Harper will prepare the opinion of the court in

the State v. The M.isslnslppi Louislnnn Retall Lumber Dealers’ Amcla.
tion, better known as the * antitrust lumber case.”

Alsgo, it has been our understanding that the facts collected
by the state agent were forwarded to the federal authorities for
prosecution under the Sherman antitrust law. But this was

the last ever heard of the prosecution. The papers were pigeon-
holed in the Department of Justice. I can not state whether
there was ever an attempt at an investigation by the federal
authorities, nor have we ever seen any reason given for this
silence, except that contained in an article appearing in the
Washington Post on June 24, 1907, having been first sent from
this eity by a correspondent of the New York World. It is too
long for me to attempt to now read, but will insert it in the
Recorp. Do not forget to peruse it, for it is a vigorous dis-
closure of a villainous scheme to shield the trusts for selfish
political advantages in nominating the last Republican Presi-
dent—

A Washington special to the World says:

el 4§ oﬂ'erin% the internal-revenue commtsa!onershlp appointment to
Pearl Wight, the ship’s chandler of New Orleans, President Roosevelt
lajd the foundation for a very fine llttco—ﬂnanclo bargain—fine for
himself in n folitlc sense and fine for Wight in a business way. The
President iwill get the delegates from Louisiana and Mississippl as
the outcome of the arrangement. Wight's friends and business asso-
clates will get nice, large, juley contracts and orders for Isthmian Canal
supplies, and always have a friend at court to look after their interests
in the event any inspector person, either in Louisiana or. Mis&lm!ppl,
or on the Isthmus, undertake any i:ypemltlcal work *

The ship chandlery firm of Woodward, Wight & Co., on Ca.nnl street,
New Orleans, has had hundreds of confracts and “orders for the Pan-
ama Canal supplles from the Canal Commission, the Light-Hounse
Board, the mint, and the post-office. Woodward, ‘the stmaster of
New Orleans, was a member of the firm when he went into office. His
numo fs still used as a part of the firm designation. That, however,

{ special arrangement with Wight, who is his brother-in-law.

e Camp & Hinton Company, from which Mr. Wight has said he is
retiring, has had many orders and some business contracts to furnish
{umlsbfé- tgg the Isthmus, one granted less than a month ago, amounting
]

The Panama Lumber and Trading Company, another corporation in
which Mr. Wight has an interest, was also in the business of su
lumber to the canal. The same is true of the F, B. Willlams Cypress
Company, which is known as the F. B. Willlams Lumber Company.

The H. M. Elliott Company, another concern in which Wight has an
interest, is reported in the New Orleans city directory as belng a for-
warding agent. All are deeply interested in government contracts and
orders to the extent of millions of dollars.

The Camp & Hinton Company, the H. M. Elllott Lumber Company,
and the Panama Trading and Lumber Company have offices in sulte N
1016, Hibernla Bank Building, The F. B, Willlams Compan ls
located at Patterson, La., the home of Williams, the col]engue of
W ight In the refereeing business.

number of the employees of Woodward, Wight & Co. are used to
fill In as membérs of the com es mentioned as ha aving their com-
munity of interest home in Hibernia bullding, and Willlams &
Wight are interested in each of them. or were until a short time ago.
H. M. Elliott, head of the Eiliott Company, Is a bookkeeper for the
Hlnton Company, from which Mr. Wii t has sald he has withdrawn.
R. Weems, secretary-treasurer of the Hinton Company, |s an em-
plo*oo of the lhlp-chandlory

vodward, Wight & Co., as a ﬂrm, appeared to be the parent concern
for a number of corporations that are engaged in the very roﬂtahle
business of furnishing supplies to the Government. Pearl has
been their man, so far as straightening out the Washington en o: the
trouble is concerned. About two years ago the Willlams concern had
trouble with a lot of cypress ties it sent to the Canal Zone. The in-
gpectors there held them up. It required considerable of Wight's time
to straighten it out, but it was straightened out and the Government
nsed the ties.

This combination is not advertised from the house tops of New
Orleans, but members of the Lumbermen’s Exchange, in that city, talk
about it and guess that it is a thing to be in pol itics and the umber

get contracts, but the good
ones go to the members of the combination.

When bids for the contract let a short time ago were opened it tvas
found that the Cam Hinton Company had submitted the lowest for-
mal bid. The p in New Orleans in the trade was that a tip had
gone out that the commission was going to insist upon the letter of the

specification for sizes. Then the wonder was as to whether the company
from which Wight said he is withdrawlng zot advice on the subject that
enabled it to make its precisely correct bid the lowest. Of course that
was merely speculation among the Jumbermen who did not get in on the

The polgtica.l enemies of Wight and Willlams belleve that they are tho
oentral figures in many of the companies up State, ind that t

the political power placed In their hands by the adm[oist:rauon

er their financial interests, 'They belleve that while Wight,

Wﬂlla.m.s and the rest of the * lly-white™ o ls.atlon stand on the

front gallery (New Orleans idiom for veranda dmfn eir sup-

port of the President and his policy, thelr employm are the back

office plotting the combinations In restraint of trade, commonly called

“ trusts.”

business at e same time. me of t

There I8 a combination among the lumbermen of Louislana and Mis-
slssippi which, in the opinion of the committee of the legislature of
Mlss p&i. oonst!tubes a violation of the antitrust statute. The gues-

t does has been presented to the Department of
.Iustiee The popom und facts are all contained in a neat presentation
of the subject, but they are in a plgeonhole. accumulating dust. Attor-
ney—General Bonaparte is too busy making speeches on civil-service re-
form, the g:rtinenee of the newspapers, and writlng funny disserta-
tions on “ What is whisky?"” to consi er the question as to whether the
combination is or is not in restraint of trade.

Before the Mississippl wginla ture ordered an investigation, the com-
bination of the lumbermen of the two States which constitute the in-
ternal-revenue district of New Orleans was called the * Louisiana and
the Mississippl Lumber Assoclation.” It has been chan,ied glnee then,
and is now the Southeastern Lumber Assoclation. and Willlams
were prominent In it. C. W, Robinson, of the C. Robinson Com-
pa: TE was the chief ﬂﬁure in the Mississippi end of the tion

e legislature of stlsslptpl eorl.v in 1908 directed a mmmltteo to
inquire lnto the operations o tlon. That body found that
the members of the association dlv‘ldod t.he two States into districts,
a blg lumber company in each district being made the master of its
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territory. It was authorized and directed to enter into contracts
with the sawmill men in its territory, providing that the sawmill men
could sell their whole product to the lumber company with which
the contract was made. Not a stick of lumber was to be sold to an
individual without the consent of the lumber company. * * *

When these facts were gathered by the committee they were sent
to Attorney-General Moody, who in turn sent them to the federal
attorney for the district of Mississippl, with instructions to proceed
a h&n‘tl the assoclation which had brought about such a condition
ol affairs.

Until Mr. Bonaparte became Attorney-General the M!ssl.ssipgl people
believed that there would be action, They had no faith in him, and
they have not been greatly surprised, but have been keenly disappointed,
because he has not cau action to be taken.

As soon as the announcement was made that the matter had been
referred to the Department of Justice, Mr. Robinson began writin
articles denouncing the rallroads and upholding all the policles o
President Roosevelt. He became a devoted follower of the strenuous
one. Robinson came here two or three times, and since that time
nothing has been done.

I will not undertake to vouch for the truth of all contained in
this article, but, in my judgment, much of it is true. It was
published in two of the leading newspapers of the Nation and
never publicly denied.

In further proof of the fact that a lumber trust does exist,
not only in Mississippi, but elsewhere, and that they have ex-
isted for some thme for the sole purpose of robbing the con-
sumers of the Nation, I will here ask my colleague [Mr. Hua-
rrreYs], who can see better by this light than I, to read the
following letters:

InLiNotSs LUuMBER DEALERS' ASSOCIATION,
Chicago, March 21, 190}.

Organized June 12, 1800. Becretary’'s office, 333 Manhattan Build-
ing, 315 Dearborn street, Chicago, Il1l. Cooperative arrangements with
all neighboring state organizations. Our members save from 30 to G4
per cent on thelr Insurance. Telephone, Harrison 2079.

Officers : President, Charles A. Glore, Centralia; vice-president, W. T.
Boston, Yorkvllle ; secretary-treasurer, G. W. Hotchkiss, Chicago.

Directors: T. J. Birmingham, Galena; E. F. Hunter, Chillicothe;
8. McFeeley, Streator: J. T. MecGrath, Polo; W. H. Hunter, La Salle;
E. W. IPPeters, Mount Vernon.

R. M. FrY LUMBER COMPANY,
Bt. Lowis, Mo.

GENTLEMEN : I greatly regret to recelve complaint of the shipment
by you to Willlam Zioch, a consumer at Rockford, Ill.,, unloaded by
Abner Jackson, contractor, neither of them being lumber dealers and
not recognized as entitled to wholesale purchase under associatlon
ethics, being cars 8. L. & 8. W., No. 4950; 8. L. & 8. W. No. 17518;
C., B. Q., No. 9344; 1. C,, No. 36767; G. W., No. 72832, 8. L. &
B. W., No. 4284.

f course, we do not dispute your legal right to sell and ship at
your pleasure, but it is pretty generally conceded by manufacturers and
wholesalers that it Is contrary to good business ethics to encourage a
consumer to give a black eye to the trade of a local dealer.

I am In receipt of request from between 8,000 and 10,000 retailers
to Inform them of cases of this kind, but prefer before doing so to in-
quire as to your polley In this regard, realizing that occasions do arise
&hen such shipments may be excusable, and perhaps this may be one of

em,

I should be glad to hear from you by return mail.

Very truly, yours,
Geo. W. HoTrcHKISS, Secrctary.

THE MISSISSIPPI VALLEY LUMBERMAN,
Minncapolis, Minn., October 8, 1908.

Platt B. Walker, editor. James C. Walker, secretary. Published
every Friday by the Lumberman Publishing Company, 1007-1011 Lum-
ber Exchange, Doth phones 1000. Published in the interest of the
lumber idm!trg of the Mlssiss‘!jppi Valley and Pacific coast. Estab-
llahletd. tllsm. ubseription, $2.50 a year. Advertising rates quoted on
application,

GENTLEMEN : A number of our correspondents among the manufac-
turers have asked uns for a list of those Jobbers, wholesalers, and
commission men who gell to the so-called * mail-order houses,” such
as the Chicago House Wrecking Company, U. N. Roberts-Gordon Van Tine
Company, and others engaged in like business. Of course we have a
ood deal of infeormation along that line, but do not think it would

falr to maké up such a list as Is asked for without giving you an
opportunity to say whether or not it is your policy to sell such trade,
whether you have done so In the past, and g0, whether or not it is
your intention to continne.

We desire to furnish this list at the earliest possible date, and would
t?ere;o“-. appreciate the courtesy of a prompt reply, stating your posi-
tion fully.

It is our intention to furnish the manufacturers a complete list of
those to whom this letter is addressed and a supplemental list of all
those who reply, indicating the nature of the response. If we should
not hear from you, we shall feel justified in concluding that youn are
indifferent in the matter, and the manufacturer will be left to assume
elther that youn are lookinx for that sort of trade or that you do not
care to go on record.

Yours, truly, MISsSISSIPPI VALLEY LUMBERMAN,
Prarr B. WALKER, Editor.

FLAXDREAU INDEPENDENT LUMBER COMPANY,
Flandreau, 8. Dak., March 27, 1909.

0. B,

Dealers in lumber, sash, doors, and lime, plaster, and cement.
Book, manager.
Representative Bymp,
Washington, D. O.
Duak Sie: I have read with much Interest your speech on the lum-
ow, if Mr. Forp-

ber trust; also Representative FORDNEX'S answer.

NEY will come to South Dakota we will show him a full grown lumber
trust in full action. I commenced working for the old trust yards about
twenty years ago and worked for them most of the time until four

years ago. They got so rotten that I conld not stand it. During that
f,lrléllfaI they bucked out independent dealers by selling lumber af cost
and less.

In times of peace, after the independent man was gotten rid

of, they would make us agents get together and pool our saﬁ&ﬂ. divide

It)eti'l'ltory, and do everything possible to deceive the people and control
rices.

Three years ago we started an independent company In Flandreau,
S. Dak. They at once notified us to stop business and have been sellin
lumber at cost ever since. They have run boycotts on us and stoop
to every low means to buck us ount. People are howling about the oil
trust, but the lumber trust is doing far more damage to our country.

If the United States wants any proof of what I have stated, I can
produce it and call names of the lumber companies.

Yours, very respectfully,
(Signed) 0. B. Booxg, Manager.

From another wholesale lumber dealer in a certain western
city I have just received a communication—whose name I am
not at liberty to publish, for the reason, as assigned by him,
“that public knowledge of this communication will bring dis-
aster to my business.” And still they say there is no lumber
trust. [Applaunse.]

Mr. Chairman, all these facts may not be potent enough to
convinee my friend, Mr. ForpNeEY, that there are unlawful
combinations in the South and elsewhere, dictating the price to
be paid for lumber by the consumer, but I dare say that there
are 20,000,000 of people who are willing to stand by me in this
contention, who know the fruit is bitter because they have
tasted it.

In concluding my remarks in this regard, let me say that I
ghall vote against any tax, whether it be for revenue or other-
wise, that tends to foster a trust. Nineteen-twentieths of all
the trusts now existing live by virtue of protection, and I shall
never vote for any measure to sustain a set of thieves and
vandals who band themselves together, whether it be under
the name of an association, trust, or other organization for the
purpose of pillaging the American people. All such would be no
less thieves were they to enter an humble home under the cover
of darkness and filch the pockets of the sleeping owners. [Ap-
plause.]

Leaving the lumber question, let me say that the most fraudu-
lent argument made in behalf of the protective schedules of
this bill is the oft-repeated falsehood that it is for the benefit
of Jabor. Has not this same plea been made for forty years?
And yet in the most highly protected districts is to be found the
greater amount of pauperism; and is it not a fact that the best-
living and the best-paid laborers are those employed by non-
protected industries, such as railroads, contractors, construction
companies, and others? You can not deny that in the coal and
iron districts, having the very highest protection, the laborers
are unable to finance a strike for thirty days; that in the recent
panic thousands of them discharged from labor moved in bread
lines throughout the country. Some Republican said a few
days ago that many of the laborers in his district owned their
homes. Why should they not? Have not they and their ances-
tors been laboring for forty years? And why is it strange that
they should just now be blessed with a humble home? I ecan
show you thousands of negroes in the South, born in slavery,
who now own plantations. In this great country, in which
nature has showered her most precious gifts upon man and in
which there are thousands of acres of unappropriated land,
every man should own a home. Not to have it is evidence
either of overwhelming misfortune, indolence, extravagance, or
unlimited robbery of his earnings by you cruel and inhuman
tariff barons.

Mr. Chairman, the tariff is a tax levied upon the American
consumer. This truth is too well known to need demonstra-
tion. If not a tax to be levied by the manufacturer upon the
consumer, then why all this contention for rates much higher
than is necessary to keep out foreign competition, or why should
there be any duty at all levied on such articles as agricultural
implements? They are not imported except in trivial quanti-
ties.

There is no fact more manifest than that the American con-
sumer pays the full amount of the duty levied on every do-
mestic article, as well as upon every foreign article imported.
The cost of production in a foreign country plus the duty and
expense of transportation fixes the price of the imported article
to the consumer, and this at once becomes the price of the do-
mestie product of like kind to the consumer.

Never before was the truth of this proposition so well under-
stood as now. It is directly demonstrated to the consumer in
every purchase he makes of anything, from a toy to a steam
engine. In verification of this truth let me here submit a
table showing the advance of price under the 45 per cent aver-
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age duty of the Dingley law, as set out in Bulletin 75 of the
Bureaun of Labor, issned March, 1908 :

1896. 1907.

Baeon, per pound. .. £0.04 $0.123
Salt beef, per barrel IRE -] 1250 29.00
Blankets, per pound...__ 54 -80
Brogan shoes, per pair .90 1.50
Women's shoes, wnatr B 1.05
Cotton drilling, per e e = g 08}
Men's hosiery, pm'dozen........--..--_._ J . %
Leather, per pound.. .18 .
Sheeting, per yard. .. 05 a2
Weoolen dress goods, per yard.... JL 22

, per ton i 2.10 4.50
Axes, each .87 | .68
Barbed wire, per 100 pounds. ... 1.66 | 4,18
Nadls, por M0 BT, - e e e e e i 1.15 | 2.80
Yellow pine lumber, per M feet 15.00 31.00
Window glass, per 50 square feet 1,21 8.52
Bedroom sets, per set B8.75 14,50

Also, in speaking along this line, Mr. Franklin Pierce, in his
recent valuable book on The Tariff and the Trusts, says:

There has scarcely been a case since 1864 Whe'mthe dmtic product
was protected that the amonnt of the ﬂuty 1my; was not
actually more than the whole labor cost -

Again, he says:

Every ticle of clothing on
feet to thggnt upon your head,
msomlaﬂwmxmethnlt
trust sits by i10111' fire and your table, taxes every
and pottery in your house; makes you pay tribute upon mr{‘ plafe
wool, cotton, and furniture in your home, and robs you ¥ day in
and day out by its excessive Remember that 't:hia inc n_tﬁti]ge
does not go to sustain the Government. More than nineteen-twe ]
of it goes at last into the treasury of the trust.

Also, along this line, I would like to read an exiract from
The Progressive Farmer:

Here are the two great evils w‘hlch it #8 almost impossible to pre-

vent ereep! y tarllf |
lf The gﬁén tt:x.ubi ing col ‘without the consumer's knowl
ig nllowed to become excessive and extravagance in qwernmt n!
“ Does one believe,” as the writer wise
bill wonl% ever have reached $50,000,000, much less $160000000 if
t.he; mone% had to be collected by direct levies through sheriffs and tax
llectors
mz?c‘r?m farmer and the laborer not belng there to speak for them-
gelves, the tarif burden falls with grievous heaviness mpon the poor
man, taxes being im upon the necessities rather than the luxuries
of life. Poor and ‘h alike must eat three meals a day, must wear
one sult or one dress at a time, and by a tax levied on the common
food and clothinghot man, a poor farmer or tenant worth $1,000 may
nbont u much tax as A man worth a hu&&lﬁ:ﬂ E}gyum
trip to Enro tmke'ﬂ:h. In London you
can buy a sult of clothes for $12 that would cost dyou thirty at home;
Fou ean a pair of gloves for $1 that wounld cost you $2 here;
our field that cost you 812 in New York are you in
aris for $3; and so on and so on
There is another maumner by which it may be demonstrated
beyond a reasonable doubt that the entire tariff tax is levied
directly upon the American consumer, and that is that our
manufacturers have long been selling their products in foreign
countries at from 20 per cent to in some instances 65 per cent
cheaper than to the home consumer. The record is full of proof
to this effect, extending entirely through the period of the
Dingley law. In an agricultural paper of -recent date we
clipped the following, showing the difference between the prices
here and abroad on certain agricultural implements:

Forﬁat.'t’:l {:'Jl:!ﬂ,v:l.‘ta“I lin lliJ:y tedder, the ’Amem mptﬁn;ﬁi. the foreigner
, and in ¢ proportions for

N(Y)!:a plows of all klndspthe discount to the foreign buyer Is 25 per
call?)n all other horse rakes, hay tadde.rsi and potato dlggm 40 per cent.

Onprdmmkesthedjmnttnm ayer is T0 and

On cast-steel garden rakes it is 70 per cent.

Some years ago some Member of this House is reported by the
New York World as sending a telegram to a wellkknown pro-
tected manufacturer of New York, asking him if it were true
that he sold his products in a foreign country cheaper than at
home. Within twenty minutes he received this reply:

Of course we sell cheaper to foreigmers than to Americans,
protection for?

In this brief telegram the whole story of the thievery of pro-
tection is told. If it is mot intended for the robbery of the
American consumer, why should anyone desire it? Is it not
high time for us te eall a halt, and eonsider for a moment the
enormity of the wrong being perpetrated upon the millions of
American consumers by the passage of this bill? Have they
not for many years been robbed, in season and out of season,
E the protected ghouls and heartless trusts under the Dingley

w?

Indeed, it seems that the mental conception of you Repub-
licans, and especially those framing this bill, is too narrow to

What is

| cally put the luxuries of the rich on the free list?

compase all the rights of all the people. You have been besieged
by hundreds of lobbyists, moving like an army of scavengers

| upon this Oapitel, since it was announced that there would be

a new tariff bill. And each of them came with the avowed pur-
pose to more fully enthrone his right to inflict a heartless tax
upon the American consumer. The lnmber people, the steel
people, the hat people, the shoe people, the hide people, and
every other protected class down to the puny peanut grafters

| have been here, but we bhave been unable to find a single lobby-

ist from the great consuming masses. It seems they have been
accorded mo hearings, and, judging from this bill, their rights

| bave received mo consideratien. You have offered them the
| same “sop* that you have been dishing out for forty years.
| The farmer is told that he will have a duty on corn, which will
| do him abeut as much good as if you were to tax spring water,

for the one is about as abundant in this country as the other.
And the same old trick is to be played mpon the American la-
borer. He is again told that his brawn and muscle is not to be
protected against the one and one-quarter million paupers com-
ing annually into this country to compete for his job, and that
the only protection he is entitled to is such crnmbs as may fall
from the table of some protected Dives. This bill is an ont-
rage upon the righis of every farmer, every laborer, and every

| poor man, and every consumer in this Republic. Its every line
| is but another link in the cruel chain with which they have
| 80 long been manacled by the trust. Why should their hard
| earnings be taken to fill the coffers of the favored few?

They
are not allowed to perform even in the chorns of this thieving
drama.

Mr. Chairman, there are some other schedules of this bill
that I desire to speak of. Ninety per cent is levied on * shirts
and drawers, pants, vests, nnion suits, combination suits, tights,
sweaters, corset covers, and all underwear of every decription;”
a tax of 80 per cent is levied on * stockings, hose, and half
hose; " a tax of 60 per cent is levied on “women's and chil-
dren's dress goods; " 90 per cent on “ clothing, ready-made, and
articles of wearing apparel of every description, wool hats,”
and so forth. Alego, I find that diamends in the rough are en
the free list; automobiles are taxed omnly 45 per eent; cham-
pagne is taxed about 25 per cent. If I were commissioned to
write a tariff bill I would put 500 per cent on diamonds and
jewels of every kind, autos, silks, laces, furs, and every other
luxury of the rich, and place all of the foregoing necessaries of
life on the free list. What do the rich care for the price of
anything? Rockefeller and Morgan would as soen pay $500
for a diamond as $§100. A dollar saved to the poor will do
more good than a thousand saved to them. The peer man
counts his coppers; they look after their millions.

But I want to be fair with you Republicans. You did at-
tempt to do a litile something for the American consumer when
you reduced the tax on refined sugar the infinitesimal fraction
of one-ninety-sixth of 100 per cent. This is a very generous
concession, indeed. By it the poor are enabled to save 4 cents
per aunu.m, or $1 in twenty-five years. We thank you, my be-
loved friends, for your liberal generosity.

Now, sirs, in the face of the foregoing, how can you have the
gall to face the American people and ask them for their votes
in the next election? How can you face the poor farmers and
shop girls of America, whose wearing apparel and whose gloves
you have taxed more than 60 per cent, while you have practi-
How are
you going to face the 10,000,000 of little children who are at
this very hour in which I am talking dewn on their knees lisp-
ing their little prayers, “ Now I lay me down to sleep,” robed
in mightshirts and union suits upon which you have placed a
tax of 90 per cent? If they understood the full measure of
your depravity, they would add one more sentence to that
world-famous prayer and ask their Maker ito forgive your
guilty souls, [Applause.] And, too, how can you face Santa
Clans when next Christmas comes? You propose to tax him
out of the United States. [Laughter.] The Teddy bears,
learning of the infamy of this measure, are following their
master to the wilds of Afriea, and poor little Billy Possum is
curling his tail and “hiking” out to the swamps of Georgia.
[Laughter.]

And what are you going to say to the laboring man? You
have protected every industry you have by an average of 46
per cent tax, while you give him nothing. The only asset he
has is his bmwn and muscle. You have provided yourselves
against competition and left him to compete with the world.
He must shed his sweat and blood in competition with the
million and a guarter alien paupers who annually land upon
our shores.

Now, if you have one scintilla of honesty in your hearts, and
want to do something that will prove a benediction to the labor-
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ing man and a blessing to the country, and that will also raise
revenue for your depleted Treasury, vote with me to place a
head tax of $100 on every foreigner coming into this country.
Do this, and the Lord may forgive you for the falsehoods you
have told the laborer. Do this, and the people from one end of
the Nation to the other will call you blessed. [Applause.]

My able colleague [Mr. SissoN] was perfectly right when he
said on last night that this average 46 per cent duty levied on
the products consumed in the Nation would bring enough to
pay the $280,000,000 received by the Government, to pay the
entire wages paid all the industrial laborers, and leave quite
three billions tax profit or tax graft in the hands of the manu-
facturers and trusts. This means that the taxes levied by this
bill amounts to more than $30 per capita on the 90,000,000
American people. To more fully illustrate, let me say that in
1908 we made agricultural implements, valued in round numbers
at $123,000,000; we exported $24,000,000, leaving for home con-
snmption $99,000,000. Adding the 20 per cent tax levied for
the benefit of the trusts and the Government, jointly, we find
that the trusts got $12,000,000, while the Government, according
to the Treasury report, received only $8,905. In other words, on
agricultural implements alone the American people have been
taxed for the benefit of the trusts $12,000,000, and for the
benefit of the Government only $8,905. - This demonsirates the
iniquity of protection in a nutshell, and makes it so plain that
a wayfaring man, though a fool, ought to see it.

In the sequel of the story as shown by these figures, is to be
found the explanation for the millionaires of New England and
the paupers of the South. This is why New England is rich
and the South is poor.

Mr. HILL. How do you know we are rich?

Mr, BYRD. If you are not, you ought to be, for by this
method you have robbed the South of everything she has made
in forty years. [Applause.]

But I do not think it will always be thus. There is a limit
to debauchery of every kind. I do not think that you will ever
‘get together monkeys sufficient to bridge the stream again. In
the Roosevelt election you bought your way in outright; in the
Taft election you not only had to spend millions of dollars in
the purchase of votes, but you deceived the people by promising
them relief from this iniquitous tax. With the unction of a
saint you told the people that this burden would be lifted from
their shoulders—you promised them bread, but you are about
to give them a stone. [Applause.]

All of this 46 per cent tax will be levied against the consumer.
The act itself gives you the right to levy if, and you will most
assuredly do so. There is not a member of your party that will
not take everything in sight. You might as well turn a mastiff
into a meat house and bid him not to eat as to trust a Requ-
lican where there is anything to appropriate, and expect him
not to take it. The only proof needful of your guilt is to
establish your opportunity. [Applause.]

Mr. HILL. Why does the gentleman point to me? [Laughter.]

Mr. BYRD. Because you are the best-looking man in the
House. [Laughter.]

Mr. HIILL. gI want to say to the gentleman that I did not
know whether he was talking to me or to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. DE Armoxp]. So far as I am concerned, his
argument is wasted, because I believe in free lumber and have
for the last ten years. I would be glad for him to address his
lumber remarks to some of his colleagues over on his side.
They need to be corrected.

Mr. BYRD. Well, if they are wrong, their long association
with you has ruined them. [Applause.]

Mr. WEISSE. Wil the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. BYRD. I will

Mr. WEISSE. The gentleman has not talked of hides yet,
and I would like to have him express his opinion as to the duty
on hides.

Mr. BYRD. How much time have I remaining? =

The CHAIRMAN. Six minutes.

Mr. BYRD. For the gratification of my anxious friend, let
me say that I am in favor of reducing the tax on any and
everything that will cheapen the cost of living. The committee
has placed hides on the free list. Under the Dingley law they
were taxed 15 per cent. Leather is taxed 15 or 20 per cent.
Shoes, harness, and all kinds of leather products are taxed
from 15 to 20 per cent. Buy a pair of shoes to-day, and they
first make you pay 15 per cent tax to the man who sold the
hide, then 15 or 20 per cent to the man who tanned the leather,
and then 15 or 20 per cent to the man who made the shoes.
Hence, you will find that fully 50 per cent of the cost of your
shoes is represented in tax profits.

The gentleman himself is the best authority on hides in the
House, and he says that 80 per cent of all the American hides

are sold by the beef trust and that only 20 per cent comes di-
rectly from the farmers. He says also that the average beef-
trust hides sell for $8 to $12 each, while the southern farmer’'s
hides =ell only for $1.50 to $2 each. A few days ago I had a
letter from a certain party down South insisting that I stand
by protection for hides. He knew not what he said. He will
kill his little beef once a year, take its hide to town and =ell it
for $2.50, and perhaps will get 20 or 30 cents more for it on ac-
count of the duty; but when he goes into a store, buys him a
saddle, a set of harness for his ponies, shoes for himself, his
wife, and five children, and a grip to enable his good wife to
visit her mother, he will at once realize that while he is making
30 cents out of the tax on his hide, he is at the same time losing
$20 on account of the said duty. You know that you levied this
tax, as well as that of 4 cents per pound on bacon and hams, for
no other purpose than for the benefit of the beef trust. You
were only paying your debts for the pelf they gave you with
which to buy the last election. In the name of human reason,
why do we need any tax on the meat products of this country?
We produce enough for home consumption and to feed half the
world besides. It can be for no other purpose than to enable the
half dozen meat packers to shelter themselves behind this un-
just and tyrannical tax and proceed with their work of destroy-
ing the very life of the Nation. For ten years the meat trust
has fixed the price of every mouthful of food consumed by the
90,000,000 people, and now you propose to continue this in-
famous outrage. Let others do as they will, but not while my
heart throbs will I ever vote to withhold food from the starving
children, thousands of whom are now haunted by the pangs of
hunger. [Applause.] \
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
Mr. RODENBERG. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman's time may be extended for ten minutes.
Mr. CANDLER. Let the gentleman have ten minutes.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that it is for the
committee to decide. The Chair will state that the time was all
parceled out, and one hour and thirty minutes has been used
on the Democratie side and thirty minutes on the Republican
side. The Chair will, however, put the question. The gentle-
man from Mississippi asks unanimous consent to extend his
time for——
Mr. BYRD. Five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Five minutes. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BYRD. In conclusion, let me say to those of you who
dared to face the wrath of the incorrigible Speaker and assert
your independence in the organization of this House that it is
wholly within your power to control the destiny of this bill.
If you want to amend it, as many of you pretend, “ stand pat,”
and we will furnish you with Demoerats enough to serutinize
every schedule.  For the sake of humanity and the oath you took,
let me conjure you not to sell out the rights of the people for a.
trifle. I know that you have already been approached with
overtures of reconciliation. Offers have been made and will
continue to be made to amend the schedules in which you are
personally interested in order to secure your votes; but do you
propose to force this monstrosity upon the American people
in order to secure a little local benefit?

Are you going to sacrifice the great principle involved here to
gsecure a little tariff graft on a few private interests? Open
your eyes for one time in your lives and look beyond your own
selfish greed to the rights of the whole people. This is a crisis
in American history, and the schedules of this bill affect every
individual composing our population of more than 90,000,000,
If passed, it will sit as a tyrant by the fireside of the farmer,
dividing his hard earnings with the trusts. It will measure the
bread being eaten by the poor in every section, number the gar-
ments worn by every poor child in the land, and will drive thou-
gands of our poor working girls to the verge of desperation,
where, in order to live, they must embark upon that sea that
leads to death. At one time I thought you insurgents would be
punished by the full measure of {he Speaker's wrath, but you
have it within your power to dictate honors for yourselves. If
my genial friend, Mr. Coorer of Wisconsin, desires to be chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee, I am quite sure that he
can with much hope ask for the same, and as to my other friend,
Mr. Garpxer of Massachusetts, if he wishes, I believe the
President will cheerfully send him as ambassador to Russia, for
I think you all have concluded that his presence is more prefer-
able beyond the sea than here. [Applause.] If this bill passes
in its present iniquitous form, the country will hold you re-
sponsible. You are the commanders of the entire situation. No

gag rule will ever pass this House if those of you displeased
with this measure will stand by the minority.
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- I know that honors and benefits can be received from your
rulers by surrendering principle, but let me teach you a lesson that
was never taugnt you before, and that is that there are consid-
erations in this life that rise above glittering gold or fleeting
honors. To be just in the arbitrament of right between man and
man; to deal out exact justice to all and special privileges to
none; to stand as a bulwark and shield the poor from the
encroachments of the rich; to do unto others as you would
have them to do unto you, is the greatest reward that can crown
the life of anyone. This is strange philosophy to many of you,
but it is nevertheless true, and stands approved by Him who
wrote upon the tablet of stone “ Thou shalt not steal.” [Ap-
plause.]

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

Mr. BYRD. Mpr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorn. [Loud applause.]

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the request of the gen-
tleman is granted.

There was no objection.

Mr. McKINLAY of California. Mr. Chairman, I did not
expect to take part in the debate on the bill now before the
House for consideration; but a8 the discussion has gone on and
the various view points from which Members look upon the pro-
posed tariff bill have been submitted for consideration, it has
become apparent that there is still the same old issue between
the propositions of a tariff for protection on the one hand and
tariff for revenue on the other. But on the Republican side
there seems to be a tacit agreement that the measure of protec-
tion contained shall be the difference in the cost of production
in the foreign country and our own when foreign goods are
brought into the American market to be sold in competition with
home maufactures. But I have noticed throughout the dis-
cussion, when reference has been made to those nations which
might compete in the American market with home industries,
referelice has always been made to European countries, with
now and then an allusion to Canada when the lumber and
timber schedules are mentioned. This is natural, for through-
out all the tariff discussions that have taken place in the
American Congress since the formation of the Union, when
various tariff bills have been under consideration, American
statesmen have been compelled to consider only European
competition, and when European cost of production could be
ascertained and reasonably well gauged, a certain basis has
always been indicated which should determine the measure of
protection on American products.

But since the last tariff bill—the Dingley bill—was framed
and passed new elements of competition have developed, and
those elements are now rapidly becoming a controlling factor
in the cost of production throughout the world. I allude to the
fact that the great oriental countries, which throughout the
history of the world, up to a few years ago, have been consid-
ered consuming countries from the standpoint of manufactures,
are now becoming themselves, at a tremendously rapid pace,
manufacturers, producers, exporters, and competitors, not only
for their own consumption, but for the markets of the world,
which markets include the American market, as well as the
European.

The United States has been able since the umiversal use of
machinery in manufactories has come into play to successfully
compete with Burope. We have been able to do this and still
pay double and treble the wages Europe has paid, and in some
instances produce the article cheaper than it could be produced
in any European country. We have been able to do this; first,
because we have had the raw material at our doors, and, again,
our country has developed very rapidly in the acenmulation of
wealth with which to capitalize every form of industry; but
principally our universal system of education has developed
keener intelligence in our working classes, and the inventive
genius of the American mechanie, sharpened and stimulated by
educatlon, has invented machinery of highest efficiency and of
the greatest labor-saving capacity. And supplementing these
agencies, our enterprising business men and captains of industry
have had the intelligence and the nerve to enable them to dis-
card obsolete machinery and constantly reequip their industrial
plants with the latest Iabor-saving devices, and thus through
the efficiency of abundant capital, labor-saving machinery, in-
ventive genius, and the natural intelligence of our American
mechanics, we have been able to overcome the great differences
in wages prevailing in Europe as against the United States.
[Applausge on the Republican side.]

Europe, on the other hand, has been slow to change her
methods of manufacture and production. As a rule, they have
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clung to obsolete machinery and to old-fashioned business
methods, and consequently we have been able as a manufactur-
ing nation to hold our home markets against European competi-
tors and also in many cases, particularly within the last ten
years, successfully compete in other countries for a share of
foreign business. If these conditions should continue and no
new elements of competition enter into the equation, I believe
we might, with safety, concede a great deal to our Democratic
friends as to the advisability of enacting a tariff-for-revenue-
only measure.

But the conditions I have indicated will not continue; they
are at end already. The competition of Europe need no longer
be feared by the United States; a new industrial rivalry is
forcing itself into the arena of the world’s affairs. And that
rivalry is of the Orient. I do not mean by that Japan alone,
although Japan is the leader of the oriental countries, but I
mean the oriental countries combined. For six thousand years
the greatest of oriental nations have been bound up in the
shackles of class prejudice and extreme conservatism. They
have not cared to mix in the general affairs of the world; they
have asked only that their isolation and conservatism be re-
spected. But within the last fifteen years all this has changed.
World-wide movements of trade and commerce and of inter-
national agreement and disagreement have resulted in opening
the Orient to the free play of all the influences and agencies of
twentieth-century civilization and progress; and now we find in
the countries surrounding the Pacific Ocean competitors in pro-
duetion and manufacture, as well as consumers of the products
which we are anxious to dispose of in order to maintain in
continued operation our home industries.

There are 800,000,000 of people in the lands bordering the
Pacific Ocean, not considering the United States, and of these
800,000,000 of people, two-thirds at least are laborers. In
China there are 432,000,000 of people, according to the latest
report. Three millions of these belong to the well-to-do class
and the balance are workers. In Japan there are 50,000,000 of
people, not counting the inhabitants of Formosa, which island
containg 3,000,000 more. And of this great total of the in-
habitants of Japan, 46,000,000 depend on labor. In India there
are 200,000,000, and scattered through the islands of the sea
and South America there are peoples who will make up the sum
total of 800,000,000,

Now, the point I wish to make is this: When these hundreds

of millions of the peoples of China, Japan, Korea, and India
begin to use up-to-date machinery under the management of
skillful men, imported from every industrial center of the
world, assisted by capital furnished at the lowest possible
rates of interest by the government itself, begin to manufacture
cotton goods, woolen goods, steel and iron products, weoden
produets of a hundred different kinds, leather goods, and
numerous other varieties of manufactures, will we sell our
manufactures in their country or will they sell the products of
their mills and factories in ours? I contend, Mr. Chairman,
that a careful study of the conditions which I have briefly indi-
cated, which are rapidly developing in the countries bordering
on the Pacifie, will demonstrate that there never was a time in
the history of the United States when the principle of protec-
tion should be more carefully guarded than in the present hour.
[Applause.]
- For a moment consider the conditions in Japan, the great
leader of the oriental peoples, and I will not speak of the
splendid ability she has displayed in the conduct of her wars
with China and Russia, but in the marvelous progress she is
making in establishing an industrial system that within a
decade will market its products in every country of the earth,
I have had the advantage of some travel in the Orient, and for
a good many years I have been studying oriental conditions,
particularly those of Japan and China, and I believe the facts
which I now desire to submit to the House, if estimated at their
proper value, will have something to do with determining the
schedules of duties which will be imposed in the tariff bill now
under consideration.

In the first place, I want to point out that our trade with
China, Japan, Korea, Manchuria, and the islands of the coast
of Asia Is diminishing and not increasing, and this is owing to
the fact that already the competition of Japan in almost every
line of manufacture is displacing American products.

I was in Tokyo in 1905 at the time of the period of suzpen-
sion of hostilities between Japan and Russia. It was after the
great battles had been fought on the plains of Manchuria and
it was while the President of the United States was endeavor-
ing to bring the opposing nations together in a treaty of peace.
It was my good fortune on two different occasions to have an
interview with Marquis Ito, who is called the “ Gladstone of
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Japan,” and who at that time was the chief adviser of the
Emperor and leader of the council of elders, and who was and
is, without doubt, the greatest constructive statesman of the
Empire. Marquis Ito is now the viceroy of Korea, although he
is an aged man, being at least 75 years of age; because of his
great ability he has been intrusted with the duty of firmly
establishing Japanese influence and power in Korea. On the
two occasions upon which I had the honor of talking with
Marquis Ito the subject of the exclusion of Japanese laborers
from the Pacific const was brought up. The Marquis, knowing
I was from California and the only member of the Taft party
from that State, and, in fact, from the entire Pacific slope,
inguired of me why Californians were opposed to Japanese
laborers going to that State. He said to me, in substance, as
I recall the econversation, that he thought Japanese laborers
would be a great boon to California; in fact, he said he could
not understand why the United States as a nation would not
welcome millions of such laborers as Japan had to send to
another country. He said the Japanese laborer was sober,
docile, expert, and faithful, and, he said, taking everything into
considerntion, he believed they were as good laborers as could
be found in the world. And he asked me this question:

Why not take the Japanese laborer to man your cotton mills, your
woolen mills, your boot and shoe factories, and your many other n-
cles that require the use of labor? And thus, with your up-t te
machinery, and your expertness In using capital in large sums, and
with the cheap labor that would come with the employment of Jap-
anese workmen, you might be able to produce so cheaply the articles
required In the world’s markets that you could undersell all other
countries,

“ But,” I asked him, * how about the American laborer?” I told
him that in our country, though political parties might differ
on matters of expediency and policy, nevertheless there was a
unanimity of opinion that the standard of the living and the
opportunity of the American workingman must be maintained
as high as possible, even though we were compelled to close our
doors to such labor as he described; that with us, despite our
eagerness to accumulate wealth, we still estimated the American
citizen of more value than the American dollar. The marquis
replied that there was no need for controversy between Japan
and the United States over the admission of Japanese laborers,
because, he said, it was Japan’s policy to keep her laborers at
home and employ them at home; that the Government of Japan
did not want her laborers to go to any other country and furnish
cheap labor to that country, because Japan herself was then lay-
ing the foundation of a great industrial system which, it was
hoped, in a few years would give employment to substantially
all the laborers of the Empire.

I remember well the conclusion of our second interview. He
said, speaking of the conclusion of the war:

Whend we get back those million men from the armies In Manchuria
and the ships on the sea, we arekigoing to train them in industrial and
productive employment of every kind. We are going to send our bright

oung men into the world to learn every trade and craft and every
ilnd of business system, and some day we will be able to make goods
and products so cheap that you ple of America will buy them from
us, and so we prefer to keep our labor at home.

And I apprehend he said the going of Japanese laborers to
America will never cause any serious difficulty between the two
countries.

Since then I have closely watched the rapid development of
Japan and her increasing influence over China, Korea, and
Manchuria, and I find that the words of the marquis have been
more than made good. Any student of oriental trade and in-
dustrial conditions will tell you that mills and factories of
every description are being established in Japan, China, Korea,
and Manchuria, and these industrial enterprises are being es-
tablished under the most favorable conditions. Japan has the
most paternal government of any country in the world, and in
every possible way the Government is assisting in the promotion
of every form of manufacture, trade, and commerce.

In the first place, any company of reputation formed in
Japan, if it can give a reasonable guaranty of good faith, can
obtain governmental assistance in the starting of its enterprise.
The land, probably, upon which the factory is to be built will
be donated by the Government. Capital is loaned by the Gov-
ernment, directly or indirectly, at as low as 2 per cent interest,
with a long time for payment. Then, when a factory is ready
for the machinery, the Japanese business promoter, whether it
be a company or an individual, purchases the very latest labor-
saving devices and equips his plant with that kind of ma-
chinery. As I sald before, the United States has an advantage
over Europe in the kinds of machinery used and in our business
methods. We use the latest and best machinery, and, though
we pay higher wages than European countries, we sometimes
produce at a lower cost of the produet than is attained by
them, by reason of the effectiveness of better machinery and
better comprehension of business methods.

But this advantage is not on our side when we encounter
Japan, because their mills and factories are being equipped
with the very latest machinery the world can supply. And
they even have the advantage over the American promoter in
the buying of that machinery, as they can generally equip
their factory for one-half the cost of equipping the same kind
of a plant in the United States. It is done in this way: Their
want of patent laws permits Japanese promoters and manufac-
turers to copy any kind of machinery. In equipping a plant
in the United States, the promotfer always buys the latest
models of machinery, but he has to buy all the machines his
factory requires at the market price. Now, we will say a cer-
tain machine that is sold for $200 is to be used, and maybe the
factory will require 50 such machines, The promoter must pay
$200 aplece for each of the fifty. Now, perhaps that machine
could be constructed for $50 or $75; that would be the cost of
the material and labor for that piece of machinery; but the
American purchaser must pay $200 just the same, because three
or four pieces of that machine are patented, and a great part of
the purchase price goes to pay royalties to the patentees.

And so in the United States or Europe the capitalization of a
factory is largely based on the market price of the machinery.
But the Japanese promoter gets around our patent laws. He
sends over and buys one of our machines, takes it to pieces,
and has a hundred more built just like it for probably one-
quarter of the cost, and so puts machinery in his plant at much
less the cost of his American or European competitor.

Then, when the industry is ready for operation, he begins to
hire his labor; and what wage scale does he pay? Laborers in
factories in Japan, adult men and women, labor for ten hours
for from 12 to 15 cents a day in American money. Common
mechanics receive 20 cents a day, good mechanics 30 centsj
and the highest skilled artisans of Japan, men whose hands can
furnish the most delicate surgical instruments, watches, or
astronomiecal instruments, receive 50 cents a day in American
money. And remember, the supply of labor at these prices is
absolntely unlimited.

Then, when the plant is ready for operation, subsidized ships
go out into the world and raw material is purchased at the
world’'s price. It is brought to Japan in subsidized ships and
is manufactured in the subsidized factories of Japan; goes out
in subsidized ships as completed product, and is distributed at
the world's markets.

Now, these conditions which I have indicated are so rapidly
developing in Japan are developing in every couniry of the
Orient, and the elements entering into the cost of manufactures
in which those countries engage are so rapidly lowering the cost
of production that values are being unsettled on every side;
and this readjustment of the cost of production is throwing all
Europe into the realm of speculation as to what the outcome of
this struggle for the control of the world's markets will be.
The Congress of the United States should not be blind to these
facts and to these conditions. I have a few extracts taken from
our consular reports pertaining to Japan, China, and Korea
which I hope I will be permitted to incorporate in my remarks.

For instance; a careful study of the latest consular reports
will show that the United States is sending to Japan less
of manufactured products each month, and this rule applies to
the imports into Japan from all the countries of Europe. The
nature of the imports into Japan clearly indicates the growth
of their industrial system. In order to carry on the great
scheme which has for its object the manufacturing and in-
dustrial supremacy of Japan throughout the Orient in harmeny
with her industrial policy, it has been necessary for Japan to
establish. a merchant marine. Along this line she has bheen
eminently successful. The report of trade conditions in Japan
and Korea by Raymond F. Crist, special agent of the Department
of Commerce and Labor in relation to the increase of the Jap-
anese marine says, on page 14:

With the increase of the forelgn trade of Japan there has been & cor-
responding growth of its merchant marine throngh the purchase of ships
abroad and the development of shipbuilding at home by favorab!z laws
and bounties for ships constructed alomg certain lines. The present
development of shipbuilding is the result of governmental aid, as shown
by the rapid growth sinee 1806, when the shipbuilding-encouragement
law and the navigation-enco ment law were enacted. In 1895 the
merchant marine of Japan consisted of 827 steamships of 341,000 tons
and: 702 saili vessels of 44,794 tons. At the close of 1903 there were
1,670 steamships of 657,000 tons and 3,934 sailing vessels of 520,000
tons. The tonnage of the steamships had nearly doubled and the =sail-
ing craft had Increased over sevenfold between the years 1806 and 1003,
During the recent war with Russia steamers aggregating 177,000 tons
were purchased and 27,000 tonnage was bullt in the Japanese
shipyards, while the war losses aggregated 71,000 tons, netting an in.
crease of 103,000 tons and raising the steamship tonnage to 790,000 tons
at the beginning of 1905. Government encouragement has alse resuited

in the establishment of over 200 shipyards and 35 docks, and with this
cquipment’ there can be constructed merchant ships of upward of 6,000
tons and the largest men-of:war.

There are now vessels of regularly established lines plyl
Japanese ports and Europe, America, Australia, Bombay, n.l:g

between
Chinese,
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Korean, and Phllip’gtne port% all of which receive liberal subsidies from

the Government, he snbsldy rate is based on a speed of 10 knots per
hour and for steamers of not less than 1,000 tons at 123 cents per thou-
sand miles, increasing with the increase of tonnage and cargo,

[Extract from re]imrt of Pacific coast chambers of commerce committee.
By E. G. Babbitt, United States vice-consul in charge, Yokohama.]

SHIF SUBSIDIES.

Japan believes in subsidizing the building and operation of ships.
That this has had a great influence upon the upbuilding of her merchant
marine I3 unguestioned. Though a poor nation, she has continued to
increase her appropriations for the encouragement of shilglging. Her
budget for 19089 carried the greatest amount ever appropriated by her,
amounting to 12,390,695 yen, as follows:

Yen.

Encouragement of navigation 3, 483, 955
Encouragement of shipbuilding. 1, 995, 440
Subsidy to European route ; 2, 673, 895
Subsidy to San Franeisco route 1,013, 880
Subsidy to SBeattle route 654, 030
Subsidy to Australian line 425, 782
Subsidy to far eastern service 530, 000
Bubsidy to inland Chinese navigation 800, 000
Training of mariners 5, 000
Lifeboat work = 20, 000
For calling at Korean and north China ports_____________ 50, 000
Coasting service_______.______ 251, 000
Ogasawara (Bonin Island) service. 17, 000
Islands in Kagoshima 22, 800
O EIaland. o 5o et 5, 400
Hokkaido coasting service 180, 553
Idzu Island service —__. 7, 560
Talren service .____ 140, 000
Okinawa (Loochoo Island) service 5, 400
Okinawa remote islands - 9, 000

Total 12, 390, 695

There is every indication that the subsidies paid to ships p!,gi.ug be-
tween Japan and America and Europe will be continued after the expi-
ration of the present law in 1911.

Japan seems to be as far advanced as any of the great commercial
ntsttlions in the establishment of beacon or coast lights and life-saving
stations.

POSTAL SYSTEM.

In 1871 a postal system modeled on western mail service was adopted
in Japan. It is wholly under the charge of the Government and is co-
extensive with the Empire. There is a parcels-post service, which had
its inception in 1892, and which has rapidly developed until it now
handles upward of 15,000,000 parcels annually, and has proved of great
service to the merchant classes and of economic worth to the masses.
Japan maintalns in China and Korea guite a large number of ’{“t'
offices. Postal matter is divided into five classes, as follows : First class,
letters ; second class, postal eards; third class, periodicals issued not
less than once a month; fourth class, books and printed matter ; fifth
class, seeds of agricultural products. There is an express delivery, poste
restante, delivery certificate, registration, value-declared mail, collection
of trade charges, collection of cash, franc post. Other foreign mail in-
cludes a foreign parcels post. There is a system of both domestic and
foreign postal money orders, and postal savings banks. Under the de-
partment of communications are the foreign and domestic telegraphs
and the telephone.

In fact, the rapid development of the merchant marine of
Japan has furnished more ships than cargoes, and Japan is now
eagerly looking for new sources of business in order to employ
her ships until her manufacturing and producing agencies in-
crease their output to supply eargoes for the idle vessels. In
this connection I want to say that the United States, up till a
few months ago, controlled a very considerable market in Austra-
lia, our trade with Australia amounting to a little over
$30,000,000 a year. We were exporting about twenty millions
to Australin and importing about ten millions. This trade was
carried by the Oceanic Line of steamships. The line consisted
of three first-class vessels, built according to the specifications
of the Government of the United States and manned by American
sailors and officers, and these three vessels made 13 trips a
year to Australia direct, stopping at some of the southern Pa-
cific islands on the route. The line never paid running expenses,
the course to Australia being over 7,000 miles, the speed re-
quired being 16 knots an hour, and the peculiar conditions re-
quiring all white crews. But, nevertheless, the Oceanic Com-
pany struggled on, in the hope that the Government of the
United States would increase the subsidy for mail carrying over
that route from $2 a mile, outward voyage, to four. Two or
three attempts have been made since I have been in Con-
gress to pass such a measure, and all have failed. The Oceanic
Steamship Line has been discontinued, and we are rapidly
losing our frade with Australia, and it will be a matter of only
a few years until our manufactured products will be unknown
in the Australian markets, There seems to be only one hope of
relief in this line, and this is that Japan will use some of her
great ocean liners in the establishment of a Japanese steam-
ship line from San Francisco to Australia. But it would seem
more likely that Japan would endeavor to herself absorb the
Australian market lost by the stupidity of the Congress of the
United States in failing to give necessary assistance to the
Oceanic Company to keep open that great ocean highway of
American commerce between the United States and Australia.

In the development of the Japanese industrial system, the

Government gives assistance to every form of enterprise in
various ways. Quoting again from Mr. Crist’s report in regard
to manufacturing, he says, on page 16:
MANUFACTURING. E
INDUSTRIES ENCOURAGED AND FOSTERED.

The evident alm of the Government is to place Japanese manufactures
on an d4ndependent footing. That this object has long been entertained
is shown by the persistent effort made during the re of the present
Emperor to develop the manufactures which now flourish throughout
the Empire. The manufacture of almost every commodity now made in
Japan was begun under Government supervision and expense.

EFFECT OF MODERN METHODS.

This renaissance of Japanese manumcturinF has had a correspond-
Ingly powerful influence both upon the guantity and character of the
imports of the Empire. Great changes are observable in the kinds of
articles demanded during the past fifteen years. Goods that were es-
sential to the well-being of the natives in 1890 and were among its
leading imports are no longer purchased abroad, but instead are manu-
factured in such quantities that the surplus is exported to other parts
of the world, and in many instances to the countries from which they
were previously purcha.sed‘f Thus, instead of occupying the position of
a buyer of her necessaries from other countries, Japan has entered the
ranks as a competitor for a share in the world's markets.

GOVERNMENT INITIATIVE.

Before the restoration the industries of Japan consisted mainly of
the manufacture of porcelain, raw silk, lacquered silk ware, hemp and
cotton fabries, copper ware, paper, wood and bamboo wares, matting,
sake, and soy. pon the establishment of the present Government a
systematic effort was made to stimulate the adoption of modern methods
and to introduce machinery where it would create a greater output
and perfection of product. Model factories and plants were insta
by the Government in many industrial branches, such as for the manu-
facture of cotton, sllk, and woolens, cement mai:ing. shipbuilding, vari-
ous lrnn-worklninplants, glass, brick, matech, and paper factories. The
result was felt an earnest study Ey the people of the methods used
by western nations, and the early supplanting of more primitive meth-
ods, causing an immense increase In the manufactures of the nation.

In 1890 the exports of manufactured commodities embraced most of
the articles whose initial manufacture was undertaken by the Govern-
ment in the model factories established but twenty years previously.
The value of the exports of manufactured articles was $19,382,0
out of a total export of $42.500,000. In 1900 exports of manufactures
had increased to over $28.000,000. In 1904 a further increase was re-
corded in the unprecedented export of over $120,000,000 of manufac-
tured articles out of a total export trade of $159.600,000. This
amount represented a vast expansion in variety of manufactures as

well as in wvalue, From the eatly broaden sphere of the post-
restoration riod the fleld anr manufactures had further expanded,
until in 1904 it may be safely asserted it embraced nearly all lines.

BETATE AID TO PRIVATE ENTERPRISES.

In addition to the establishment of model factories, the Government
purchased abroad complete equipment for spinning and weaving mills
and turned it over to individuals desiring to enter upon those lines of
manufacture, with the rivi!e[fe of using the machinery and pnylrag
for it on a iong-time and small installment basis. On the other hand,
to those who were desirous of initiating a new system of manufacture,
but were deficient in capital, the Government loaned the necessary
funds. Others were granted financial assistance by the State for terms
sufficiently long to place them on a sound financial and industrial basis.
In many instances within the short period of ten years the factories
had been turned over to individual enterprise, and state ald was no
longer required.

OFERATIVES AND WAGES.

Between 8,500 and 9.000 bales of cotton yarns were made in 1904
bs the Settsu Cotton Spinning Mill, locat at Osaka, ranging from
10's to 20's, about two-thirds of these being 16's. These yarns are ajl
made for export to China, Korea, India, other Asiatic countries, and
the Philippine Islands. The bales are of 420 pounds net welght of
cotton, e company Is capitalized at $750,000, of which $700,000 is
fully paid up. pon this capitalization an officer of the company
stated that for the past six months they bhad declared a dividend at the
rate of 50 per cent per annum. An accumulated reserve fund of

) ,000 is annually being added to. There are seven mills, with
about T7.000 operatives, The average daily wage is about 27 sen, or
between 13 and 14 cents in American currency. As the o?eratives can
live at about 20 sen per dnf’ the compensation is not so low as to be
uninviting, and many are willing to serve at that rate. The company
has separate boarding and lodging houses for male and female un-
married employees, where they live at a daily charge of T sen, a]though
the actual expense is 10 sen daily to the company. That this phi-
lanthropy is not unusual is shown in the bonuses annually given to
employees and other features of industrial enterprises looking to the
betterment of their condition.

[Extract from report of committee on commercial relations of chambers
of commerce of cities of Pacific coast.]

Following the restoration, manufacturing in Japan underwent a
change by reason of the introduction of labor-saving machines. The
Government then made a systematic effort to encourage their use and
est: ed model factories for that purpose. Machinery was thus
introduced into the handling of raw silk, the spinning of cotton and
gllk, the manufacture of matches, cement, the brewing of beer, the
building of ships, and, finally, into the mining of coal and copper, the
refining of sugar, the making of gas and coke, and a long list of other
articles. From small beginnings these industries have grown until in
1906 there were: e

en.

8 sugar-refining companies, with a total capital of ________ , 416,
The above list may be greatly extended by referring to the Japan
Yearbook of 1908-9.
United States Viece-Consul-General Babbitt, in his special report to
the committee, gives the following information: * The industries of
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Japan have wn rapidly since the war with Russia, 383,106,800 yen
having been invested in new plants, and 130,687,000 yen represen
enlargements of old plants, or a total of 513,603,800 yen.

For years Japan has systematically investigated and encouraged for-
eign trade. For some time past she has sent abroad some of ‘her bright-
est {)oung men to séudy and report upon trade and commerce, and also
to obtain practical training, either at commercial establishments or In
factories. A larger centage of these young men were sent to the
United States than to any other pation, Since this system was in-
augurated young men have also been sent to Mexico, Germany, England,
France, China, British Indla, Belglum, Russia, 8lberia, Australia, Can-
ada, Peru, Straits Settlements, Java, ﬁwiuerla.nd. and the Phllippines,
and they have carried back to Japan a wonderful amount of informa-
tion and practical knowledge, muoch of which has been adopted into the
industrial life of the Empire. Japan has established numerous com-
mercial sample museums, not only at home, but abroad. Some of those
abroad are in Vladivostok, Odessa, Bombay, Singapore, Mexico, Constan-
tinople, and the warious ports of China. Also, she has established
experimental schools for the production of commercial commaodities.

TARIFF SYSTEM.

Japan has a comprehensive tariff system. It is divided into.three
main classes: Dutiable goods, nondutiable Eoods and prohibitive goods.
For dutiable goods the tariff ranges from 5 to 40 per cent ad valorem.
The tariff upon tobacco and alcohol is practically a prohibitive one.

Indications point to a great future for Japan in manufacturing. The
Government encourages new enterprises of this character, and condi-
tions scem exceptionally favorable for their ultimate success. There

appears to an incaleulable amount of water power readily con-
vertible into electrical cnergy. Some of this power is already utilized
gnd much more is under way and in contemplation. One thing, we were
advised, stood in the way of the utllization of the great water power
of Japan—the use of water by the farmers for irrigation. But we were
also informed that before the water reached the lands of the farmer its
fall out of the mountains was sufficient to generate all the power neces-
sary, and that the objections of the farmer wonld be overcome by dem-
onstrating that the use of the water for power purposes would in no
way affect its use for the purposes of irrigation.

There is also an almost limitless supply of labor in Japan which
seems ahle to turn its hand to new vocations and master the details of
new methods and machines in a short space of time. Through the a
they have used their hands in the ing of fine fabrics and in the
arts. At the time of the restoration there were doxens of different
kinds of silks: hemp and cotton were woven into cloths and nets; fine
poreelains were made ; and the making of copper and lacquer ware was
an art. The Japanese, as a people, have learned to use their hands.

TRADE,

Japan has made great progress in her foreign trade since 1868. In
IBBSlpshe exported ngrl!tt]e over £1,000,000 worth of tea, while in 1907
her exportations were over £6,000,000. In 1869 she exported $2.900,000
worth of silk tissues, yarns, and materials, while In 19207 she exported
£80,000,000 worth. In 1869 the amount of coarse and refined copper
which Japan exported is hardly worth mentioning. According to the
latest statistics she is now exporting coj{mer to the value of nearl
$15,000,000, her total export trade in 1907 amounting to £216,000,000.

The United States is the principal purchaser of Japan's exports, the
trade with the United States being 30 per cent of Japan's export com-

'h n's second-best enstomer, and

merce. Ching is Japa England ranks
third. The following table will ‘f;hre a comprehensive idea of the man-
ner in which Japan's foreign trade is developing :
1808, 1907.
Imports from— Yen, Yen.
Great Britain --{ 71,552,085 | 116,192,437
United States -.| 62,672,857 | 80,675,068
France. ... 8,087,470 6,807,407
- Germany- - ccoee-.. 29,196,142 | 47,620,094
Exports from Japan to—
‘@reat Britain 10,251,084 | 22,267,703
United States 62,854,136 | 130,828,815
France._. ... --| 19,125,424 | 42,523,596
¥ 8,507,789 | 11,172,740

methods employed by the Government of Japan to develop the
industries at home, and I would recommend the study of these
reports, particularly to our friends from the South who are in-
terested in obtaining foreign markets for the products of their
cotton mills. Again, turning from Japan to China, I desire to
call attention of gentlemen to the fact that our trade with
China is diminishing rapidly, particularly in manufactures,
because of Japanese competition. In 1905 our exports to China
from the United States proper and Hawaii amounted to $56,-
149.917. In 1906 our exports were $35,548,967 ; in 1807 they had
fallen to $29,153,746. What is the cause of this remarkable de-
cline in our exports to China? It is the fact that China as well
as Japan is becoming a manufacturer and producer and is en-
tering into competition with Europe and the United States for
the world's business, and China is first endeavoring to supply
her own markets with her own factories, and when she does
purchase from an outside country she gives preference to Japan
as against the United States and Europe. I will insert in my
remarks a number of extracts taken from Consular Reports,
annual series, No. 20, China and Hongkong, trade for the year
1907, as indicating the great variety and the wide diversity of
manufactures being exported from Japan to China, and I wish
to particularly call attention of gentlemen from the South to
the report on the cotton business of Japan and their exports to
China.

¢

The rivalry between the United States, Japan, and Great
Britain for the supply of cigarettes is quite keen, the sales
from each country for the four preceding years being as follows :

United Great
Year. States. | P20 | pBricain,
1904. §683,305 | §706,674 |  £965,713
1905 1608054 | 635,217 | 607,524
1906 2506142 |  987.674 | 1,849,354
1007, 1,085, 21,082 | 084,202

SALE OF AMERICAN BOOTS AND SHOES—CLOCES—GINSENG.

There has been a gradual growth In the receipts of Amerlecan boots
and shoes, leather, and other materialg, the sales rising from §4,324 in
1904 to $18,452 In 19007.

The comparison of values and guantities from the United Btates and
those of ot countries will show the high grade of American lmgort.
For example, 9,646 pairs of shoes from Europe were valued at $10,245;
about 34,306 pairs from Japan at $30,810, as compared with some-
what less than S.000 pairs m America valued at $18,452. The In-
ference is, and this is borne out by investigation, that it Is the for-
elgner in China, not the Chinese, who is the buyer of the American shoe,
An intelligent effort to supply Chinese shoes to China would seem more
certain of a liberal reward than any branch of manufacturing industry.

In the supply of clocks and watches Japan leads, with sales in 1907
amounting to $214,259, against §282,614 in 1906, while the sales from
the United States amounted In value for these two years to $40,714
and $101,000, respectively. It would seem that the American manu-
facturer should make a better showing in this market, which could be

done by the production of cheap clocks and watches sultable to the low
price which the Chinese are ared to pay.
The receipts of ginseng In 1907 amounted to 343,243 pounds, of

whiech 173,475 pounds came from Hongkong, 119,861 pounds from Ja-
n, 50,339 pounds from Korea, 157 pounds from Indla, 88 pounds
om Macao, 66 pounds from the Uniteg States, and the remainder, 77
unds, from Russia and Straits Settlements. The amount credited to
ongkong probably came originally from the TUnited States.
HOUSEHOLD STORES—WINES AND MILK—DYES.

The Importation of honsehold stores Is another line in which Amerlca
caters almost exclusively to the fore demand. The total imports in
1907 were valued at $3,443,137, of which the United States is credited
with £1,430,170, the closest competitor being Japan, with about one-
third this amount.

In the trade of wine, beer, and spirits the United Btates does not rank
very high, notwithstanding the excellence of the American malt liguors
introdneed into this market from America. The proximity of Japan
and the cheapness of the beer produced there makes that country the
leading importer.

The hardware trade in China is worthy of American atten-
tion. During 1907 the sales from the United States amounted to
$98,750, out of a total of $790,000, while those from Japan
amounted to $144,000. In regard to furniture, in which the
United States should lead, an examination proves disappointing.
The total imports into China in 1907 were valued at $758,400,
of which the United States furnished $389,500, Great Britain
$202,230, and Japan $237,000.

And again, on page 17 of Consular Report No. 29, we find
what China exports in the way of cottons and cotton yarns:

WHAT CHINA EXPORTS.

In 1907 China exported 131,411,315 pounds of raw cotton, against
102,349,086 pounds 1906. This cotton largely goes to Japanese
mills, where It is manufactured into cloth to be sent back to compete
with the foreign and Chinese woven article.

Turning from China to Korea, we find that country now pass-
ing completely under the domination and control of Japan.
Korea contains 82,000 square miles, a great portion of which is
fertile agricultural land. "The climate is mild and agreeable.
It is a land peculiarly eapable of agricultural development. In
Korea there are ten millions of people, and last year their trade
approximated $13,500,000, and this trade was principally in cot-
ton and cotton manufactures. But of this §13,500,000 the United
States secured but a little over $1,000,000, and $10,195,000 came
from Japan.

Of course, in the short limits of time accorded me, I ean do
no more than merely sketch the outline of the propesition I
desire to emphasize. But the open door of the Orient, while it
may be alluring as a doctrine to theorists and dreamers, is
not proving to be of much benefit to the United States. Our
country, as a whole—I mean by that our Government, our manu-
facturers, our exporters, and our eommercial men—must guickly
grasp the significance of our diminishing prestige in the Orient
or valuable markets will be closed to us forever. And the time
is rapidly approaching when the United States must depend
upon markets outside of the United States proper for the sale
of goods in order that our mills and factories shall continue in
operation. We have developed as a Nation the most stupen-
dous industrial system upon this earth. It has far eclipsed
dreams of the most sanguine statesmen of twenty years ago, and
in the last twelve years our national wealth has nearly doubled.
Our industrial system has increased one-third, and last year our
shops and mills and factories and forges turned out nearly
$15,000,000,000 of manufactured products. This stupendous
sum total of manufactures has given work and wages to.over
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7,000,000 of employees of various kinds, and to-day over 30,000,
000 of souls depend upon the industrial system of the United
States for existence. It is the one great factor of American
well-being that should be most carefully considered in the fram-
ing of the present tariff bill. Gentlemen on the other side con-
tinnally harp about the welfare of the ultimate consumer, but
they should bear in mind that in the United States the con-
sumer is also a producer, that the 35,000,000 of people depend-
ing on our industrial system for the necessaries of life are ulti-
mate consumers, and no law can be devised that can separate
the consumers and the producers of the United States because
they are one, and the tariff law which is framed to give the
greatest advantage to the producer at the same time takes care
of the consumer.

You ask me, perhaps, why I have brought fo the attention of
this House the conditions of trade and commerce in the Orient
and the diminishing prestige of the United States, or the fact
that the United States is not acquiring the prestige she should
in those great markets. It is easy sometimes to point out an
evil, while at the same time it is hard to suggest a remedy;
but if I may be permitted to suggest, I might say that next
to the passage of a protective tariff bill should come the pas-
sage of a ship-encouragement and navigation-encouragement
bill, to borrow the Japanese term, which would open the ocean
highways to American merchant vessels. [Applause.] We
should restore by reasonable legislation the Oceanic Steamship
Line to its course from San Francisco to Australia; we should
establish lines from Seatile and other Puget Sound ports to
couniries of the Orient, and particularly to the Philippines,
and conneect San Francisco with every land of Asia; and above
all, as quickly as possible, the United States should be con-
nected with every prominent port of South America, both on
the eastern and western side. I sincerely hope that more care-
ful study of the needs and necessaries of American producers
and manufacturers for foreign markeis may cause Congress,
when it meets in regular session next winter, to pass measures
for the restoration of the encroached merchant marine. This
subject should be in a spirit of fairness and conciliation, so that
some legislation may be passed that will earry out the de-
signs of Presidents Cleveland, MeKinley, Roosevelt, and Taft,
[Applause.]

Before I conclude, I desire to say a word in regard to a
feature of the Payne bill which has not yet been discussed very
fully, and that is in regard to the Philippine Islands, that
part of the bill which applies to the Philippines. According
to the latest reports I have been able to obtain, the trade of
the Philippines amounted to nearly $60,000,000—thirty-three
or four millions of exports and about twenty-six millions of im-
poris to the Philippines.

In 1904 the imports into the Philippines amounted to $35,000,-
000, but since the cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal of
a great portion of the army from the Philippines their imports
have been less. Last year, I understand, they amounted to
about $26,000,000. Of this the United States secured only four
and a° half millions, Now, I submit that since we maintain
sovereignty over those islands and are engaged in the great
work of extending our civilization and form of government over
those people, we should give them the same trade privileges we
gccord to any other Territory or dependency of the United

tates.

The Philippine Islands, in my judgment, if accorded the same
privileges as other parts of the United States, will soon become
a most valuable market for the products of the mills and facto-
ries of the United States. The Philippine group of islands con-
tains upward of 115,000 square miles and are inhabited by
8,000,000 of people, divided into 65 different tribes and portions
of tribes. Conditions in the Philippines for many years prior
to the American occupation were unfavorable to the develop-
ment of agriculture and industrial progress. Revolutions
against the authority of Spain occurred continually; these
revolutions finally terminated, as everyone knows, in American
occupation. Since the occupation of the Philippines by the
United States and the establishment of a universal and, we be-
lieve, a permanent form of government, a change is taking place
for the better. Ladronism has been almost entirely stamped
out and piracy extirpated, and the peaceful people of the
islands, under the powerful government of the Philippine
Commission, backed by the strength of the American Republie,
are at last forgetting their old fears and troubles and are turn-
ing their attentions toward the development of the natural re-
sources of their wonderfully rich country. The natural prod-
ucts of the Philippine Islands, in the main, will never come in
competition with the products of the United States. It is true,
tobacco and sugar may be produced in large amount, but, never-
theless, extensive production of tobacco and sugar can not be

carried on unless a different kind of labor is imported there
than now occupies the labor field.

When the Philippines eame under the control of the United
States the provisions of the Chinese-exclusion law were ex-
tended over the archipelago, a result of American supremacy,
and thus it became impossible for companies to be formed for
the purpose of taking up the lands in extensive tracts and
cultivating them with imported Chinese labor. The natives
themselves will never in any great degree perform the arduous
and exhausting labor of cane cultivation. Therefore, I believe
that if the Chinese laborers are excluded permanently from the
islands cane culture will gradually disappear and the rich
lands of the sugar districts be planted to hemp or rice or other
products that require less labor than the culture of sugar cane.

I believe that the provision of the Payne bill, which admits
300,000 tons of Philippine sugar to the United States free of
duty, is a wise provision. The records show that the highest
point in guantity of raw sugar ever produced in the Philippines
for export amounted to only about 360,000 tons, and of this
guantity the Philippine exporter, after supplying a certain de-
mand which he had in Hongkong and Japan, had little left to
ghip to the United States. I believe the fears of the sugar pro-
ducers of the United States are groundless, and so long as the
United States is compelled to import in the neighborhood of a
million tons of sugar annually we can with safety indorse this
schedule of the Payne bill.

In regard to tobacco, the conditions are substantially the
same. The Philippine product will never seriously compete in
American markets with the American tobacco producer, as the
Philippine tobaceo is coarse and rank in quality and would
never be extensively used by American consumers. In fact, it
has been stated to me by experts in tobacco that the provision
of the Payne bill in regard to tobacco which might be imported
from the Philippines would really stimulate the American to-
bacco industry, as the necessity of purchasing in the United
States a finer grade of fobacco for clgar wrappers would be de-
veloped under the operations of this bill, which provides that
American products may go to the Philippines free of duty, pro-
viding Philippine products are admitted to the Unifed States on
the same ferms.

The Philippine Islands are not now and probably will not be
for many years producing sufficient rice for home consumption,
and so the fears of competition with Louisiana rice would seem
to be unfounded. Hemp and copra produets, which are an im-
portant part of Philippine production, of course can mnever
encounter any competition in the United States. As the great
mass of people of the Philippine Islands gradually arise in the
scale of education and better Iiving, and turn from the old
predatory and often haphazard way of living which has pre-
vailed for so many years because of their revolutions and wars,
their pests and famines, and become more settled in their life
and occupations, they will gradually consume more of the prod-
ucts of the manufacturing countries like the United States. They
are as a people ambitious and eager to learn and are anxious
fo advance in the scale of eivilization, but, so far as I have been
able to observe, they are of a softer nature than the hardy
people of China and Japan. And, therefore, I believe their
development will be along lines of production that will not
require arduous labor, but still they will rapidly rise if the
present conditions are continued, and their capacity to consume
manufactured produets will increase enormously. One of the
greatest experts on Philippine affairs in the United States, a
man who has traveled extensively in the islands, informed me
but a few days ago that he was satisfied that within ten years,
if the Philippine Islands were given the same privileges as
Porto Rico and the Hawaiian Islands, they would be the con-
sumers of a hundred millions of dollars of manufactured prod-
ucts annually.

If the Payne bill is made the law of the land, it should secure
to the American manufacturer the trade of the Philippine
Islands. And, thus, the market of the Philippine Islands, under
the provision of this bill, should become a part of the great
home market of the United States,

There is another feature, too, which I must mention in regard
to the acquirement and preservation of home markets, and that
is the so-called “Asiatic labor situation on the Pacific coast.”
Before concluding my remarks, I want to point out to manufae-
turers of the East and South that Asiatic laborers only pur-
chase Asiatie produets, and if the extensive plaing and orchards
and ranches and timber tracts of the Pacific coast are filled
with Asiatic laborers, whether Chinese, Japanese, or Hindoos,
there will be a tremendous loss to the manufacturers of the
East, It was learned in California many years ago, when the
Chinese-exclusion law was being agitated, that of every dollar
earned by an Asiafic on the Pacific coast 80 cents was sent to
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Asia on the first of each month, and these conditions prevail
to-day and will still continue to prevail. And, therefore, in the
struggle that the States of the Pacific coast are making for
the preservation of the coast from the invasion of Asiatic labor-
ers, we are, after all, making a struggle to increase the markets
for the products of the manufacturers of the East. If the vari-
ous avenues of employment of the Pacific coast are filled with
white laborers and paid white men’'s wages, it will furnish ten
times the market for eastern manufacturers than if the same
avenues of employment should be controlled by Asiatic laborers.
And, therefore, I believe that when this question is understood
by the people of the East as it is understood by the people of
the Pacific coast there will be little trouble in passing the neces-
sary laws to preserve the Pacific coast a white man’s country
and a white man’s market. [Applause.] .

Concluding, then, let me say that I believe that this present
bill should preserve strictly the protective principle in favor of
American labor and American industries. Already the products
of the factories of Japan are beginning to invade the markets of
the United States upon the western side. We have had already
consignments of cotton goods and boots and shoes of the cheaper
quality, all kinds of brushes, many kinds of cutlery, and even
echoolbooks, manufactured in Japan for American consumption.
Already oriental manufactures are beginning to trickle through
the protection dike; and if the stream is not stopped, the inunda-
tion will surely follow.

Again, I believe a study of the industrial conditions in Asia
and the probable effect of the extension of the industrial sys-
tems of Japan and China will lead every patriotic American
Congressman or Senator to the conclusion that it is absolutely
necessary to as quickly as possible pass navigation-encourage-
ment and shipbuilding-encouragement laws, so that we may
begin again to secure our share of ocean traffic, and in doing
so open and keep open markets for American products. The
Philippine Islands should be given every consideration, so as
to be brought in as close commercial and trade relations as
possible to the United States proper. They are the richest pos-
sessions of the American Republie, and if treated with reason-
able consideration will some day, in trade and commerce, repay
the United States a thousandfold for all their acquirement has
coet. We must remember that Seward was laughed at by the
statesmen of the American Nation, and by the world as well,
when he purchased Alaska for $7,200,000 in 1867 ; but Alaska is
now repaylng her purchase price to the United States seven
times every year; and so it will be in the Philippine Islands
as time goes on and that wonderfully fertile archipelago is
brought into the proper relations with the Republic.

Fortunately, we have in the seat of executive authority the
man best qualified in all the Nation to give advice and to point
the way to the acquirement of American prestige and of Amerl-
can markets in the nations of Asia. [Applause.] No states-
man of all the world could more accurately indicate the neces-
sary legislation for securing the proper political relations with
the Philippines than President Taft.

No man knows better how to approach the statesmen of
Japan or China in the adjustment of international affairs be-
tween their country and ours than does President Taft, and
so far as California is concerned, I believe I voice the senti-
ment of the entire State when I say that in the settlement of
the intricate and troublesome question of Japanese and other
Asiatic labor immigration, that we are satisfied as a people
and as a State that he will so handle the situation as to pre-
serve peace with Japan, retain that country’s friendship, and
at the same time guard against the coming of Asiatic laborers.

In the passage of this bill it is necessary that reason and
conelliation shall prevail. As our country goes on and our
civilization grows more intricate and our industrial and com-
mercial systems more complex, new questions will constantly
arise and old questions will reappear, and statesmen will take
opposing sides and bitter controversies will result, but we must
remember the science of legislation is imperfect, and adminis-
tration must always have its faults, but the patriotism, the
genius of government, and the honesty of purpose inherent in
90,000,000 American citizens will overcome difficulties as they
arise, solve problems as they appear, resist encroachments
of any power that transgresses national authority, and still
when all is done the vast reservoir of American patriotism
will remain undiminished and the mighty depths of America's
devotion to liberty and higher eivilization remain unsolved.
[Loud applause.]

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

The motion was agreed fto.

The committee accordingly rose; and Mr. GrREENE having
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. OrLmsTED, 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, the tariff bill, and had come to no
resolution thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Now (at 10.80 o'clock p. m),
in accordance with previous order, the House stands adjourned
until 10 o’clock to-morrow morning.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 53883) to apply a
portion of the proceeds of the sales of public lands to the en-
dowment of schools or departments of mines and mining, and
to regulate the expenditure thereof—to the Committee on Mines
and Mining.

By Mr. AUSTIN: A bill (H. R. 5884) to pension the National
Gitmrds of East Tennessee—to the Committee on Invalid’ Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5885) for the relief of Spanish-Ameri-
can war soldiers—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5886) for the benefit of federal soldiers
and state militiamen who were confined in confederate military
prigsons during the civil war of 1861 to 1865—to the Committee
on War Claims. :

By Mr. HENRY of Texas: A bill (H. R. 5887) to prohibit
dealing in future contracts on agrieunltural products by forbid-
ding the use of mail and interstate-commerce facilities, and to
prevent sending fictitious prices made on exchanges—to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 5888) granting
pensions to teamsters of the war of the rebellion and Indian
wars, from 1861 to 1865, inclusive—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. MADISON: A bill (H. R. 6035) relating to injunec-
tions and restraining orders—to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. DAWSON: A bill (H. R. 6036) to repeal certain pro-
visions of the act of June 13, 1898, and the act of April 12,
1902, and for other purposes—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. HOUSTON: A bill (H. R. 6037) to establish a fish-
cultural station in the county of Lincoln, in the State of Ten-
nessee—to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries,

By Mr. SIMMONS: A bill (H. R. 6038) for the erection of a
public building at North Tonawanda, N. Y.—to the Committee
on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. WEISSE: Resolution (H. Res. 47) increasing com-
pensation of I. H. McMichael, chief page on Democratic side
of House of Representatives—to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. TIRRELL: Resolution (H., Res. 48) relative to pay
of the assistant elerk to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce—to the Committee on Accounts,

By Mr. HAMMOND : Memorial of the legislature of Minne-
sota against reduction of duty on barley—to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
of the following titles were introduced and severally referred
as follows:

By Mr. AMES: A bill (H. R.5880) granting an increase of
pension to Phineas P Trowbridge—to the Committee on Invalid
pensions.

Alzo, a bill (H. R.5880) granting an inerease of pension to
Lewis Zaney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H,R.5891) granting an inerease of pension to
Fannie L. Edgerton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H.R.5892) granting an increase of pension
William J. Bastian—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H.R.5803) granting an increase of pension
William H. Courser—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R.5894) granting an increase of pension
Mary F. Lawrence—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R.5805) granting an increase of pension
Walter H. Farwell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5896) granting an inerease of pension
John W. McDonald—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5897) granting an increase of pension to
James W. Grayson—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5898) granting an increase of pension to
Marcus M. Bancroft—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5809) granting an increase of pension to
Mary Eaton Livingston—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5900) granting an increase of pension to
David Curran—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5901) granting an increase of pension to
Zelotes L. Place—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 5902) granting an increase of pension to
William D. Lamb—to the Commitiee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5903) granting an increase of pension to
Patrick Deverix—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5904) granting an increase of pension to
Ezekiel R. Morse—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5905) granting an increase of pension to
William Barnes—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5906) granting an increase of pension to
Emma Thurston—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5907) granting an increase of pension to
Dennis Sullivan—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5908) granting an increase of pension to
Levi J. Lewis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5909) granting an increase of pension to
Frank W. Buxton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5010) granting an increase of pension to
YWinslow Russell—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5911) granting an increase of pension to
Alden Washburn—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5912) granting an increase of pension to
Kate T, Dimon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5913) granting an increase of pension to
Josiah B. Kinsman—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5914) granting an increase of pension to
Fannie 8. Livers—to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5915) granting an increase of pension to
William I. Bastian—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5916) granting a pension to Charles J.
Owens—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5917) granting a pension to Marcelia H.
Ellis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5918) granting a pension to Frank Aus-
tin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5919) granting a pension to Eleanor
Chase—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5920) granting a pension to James H. Mc-
Kenna—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5921) granting a pension to Inez M. Brig-
ham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5922) granting a pension to George 8.
Kittredge—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5923) granting a pension to John Sulli-
van—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5924) granting a pension to Martin Gard-
ner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5925) granting a pension to James
Burke—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5926) granting a pension to Willlam Fair-
brother—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5827) granting a pension to Michael Lan-
ergan—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5928) granting a pension to Thomas H.
Bailey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5929) granting a pension to Frank Ma-
guire—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5930) granting a pension to Dennis H.
Finn—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5931) granting a pension to Inez M. Brig-
ham—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5932) granting a pension to John Col-
lins—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5933) for the relief of Henry C. Bliss—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5934) for the relief of Hercules Van-
court—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5935) for the relief of Patrick McGarry—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5936) for the relief of Orlando Lawrence—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5937) for the relief of Daniel Walsh—to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5938) for the relief of Matthew Hogan—
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5939) for the relief of Charles Bates—to
the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5940) for the relief of Michael H. Farrell—
to the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5941) for the relief of Charles M. Peirce—
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5942) for the relief of the estate of Mark
8. Gorrill—to the Committee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5943) to correct the military record of
Edward McLaughlin—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 5944) to correct the military record of
Orlando Lawrence—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5945) to correct the military record of
Alonzo Vining—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5946) to remove charge of desertion
against Lawrence Martin—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5947) in the interest of Gilbert P. Cotton—
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 5948) granting an in-
crease of pension to Theodore F. McKinney—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. AUSTIN: A bill (H. R. 5949) granting an increase of
pie.nsion to James Smiddy—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5950) granting an increase of pension to
Charles Davis, alias Charles Russell—to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5951) granting an increase of pension to
Elijah Richardson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. B. 5952) granting a pension to Lucy Artis—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 5953) for the relief of Calvin L. Childress—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5954) for the relief of Wilson L. Lowery—
to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R. 5955) granting an increase of pension to
George Lawson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5956) granting an increase of pension to
Elisha Disney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5957) granting an increase of pension to
William M. Freels—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R, 5958) granting an increase of pension to
Alfred 8. Risden—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5959) to remove the charge of desertion
f&u?“ George W, Chambers—to the Committee on Military

airs.

Also, a bill (H, R. 5960) to remove the charge of desertion
standing against William A. Morgan—to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5861) to do justice to the survivors of the
shipwreck of the Suliana—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5962) to do justice to the Home Guards of
Scott County, Tenn., and to grant honorable discharges and pen-
gt&u& under existing pension laws—to the Committee on War

8.

By Mr. BARCLAY : A bill (H. R. 5963) granting an increase
of pension to Richmond Nichols—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. CAMPBELL: A bill (H. R. 5964) granting an in-
crease of pension to Samuel R. Shivley—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5965) granting a pension to Josiah T.
McKee—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 5966) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph D. Armstrong—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARTER: A bill (H. R. 5967) for the relief of heirs
?Jti ’Samuel Dunagan, deceased—to the Committee on War

aims.

By Mr. CRUMPACKER: A bill (H. R. 5968) to pay Thomas
P. Morgan, jr., amount found due him by Court of Claims—
to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 5969) granting an
inerease of pension to George R. McColpin—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5970) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Kirchner—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5971) granting an increase of pension to
George Woods—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5972) granting an increase of pension to
John Stark—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5973) granting an increase of pension to
Joshua Hatcher—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5974) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Ginnett—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5975) granting an increase of pension to
Hector G. Daniel—to the Committee on Invalid Pensiors.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5976) granting an increase of pension to
Francis Lewis—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 5977) granting an increase of pension to
Henry C. Foster—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5978) granting an increase of pension to
John Able—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5979) granting an increase of pension to
John Smith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 5980) granting an increase of pension to
Mary F. Shank—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5981) granting an increase of pension to
Cyrus B. Hampton—to the Committee on Invalld Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5982) granting an increase of pension to
Ahijanh Highsmith—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5983) granting an increase of pension
Schuyler Carlton—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5984) granfing an increase of pension to
Lewis Jones—to the Committée on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5985) granting an increase of pension
Joseph Mahaffey—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5986) granting an increase of pension to
David Roney—to the Committee on Invalid ’ensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R, 5987) granting an increase of pension

- John A. Schmahl—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5988) granting an increase of pension to
Robert T. Wright—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5989) granting an increase of pension to
Silas Perry—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H., I&, 5990) granting an inecrease of pension to
Samuel E. Tnttle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5991) granting an increase of pension to
Aungust Petit—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5992) granting an increase of pension
Lydia Nesbit—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5993) granting an increase of pension
John N. Ungles—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5994) granting an increase of pension
William L. V. Kite—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5995) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Willard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5996) granting an increase of pension to
William O, McCoy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

_ Also, a bill (H. R. 5997) granting a pension to William Me-
teynolds—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5998) granting a pension to A. H. Petti-
bone—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 5999) granting a pension to Oscar Sweeten—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 6000) granting a pension to John B. Car-
mon—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 6001) granting a pension to Margaret A.
Jones—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6002) granting a pension to Mariah Jones—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6003) granting a pension to Boaz Ford—
to the Commiftee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6004) granting a pension to F. M. Red-
dick—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6005) granting a pension to F M. Per-
kins—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6006) granting a pension to Viola Shaw—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6007) granting a pension to Clifford
Sweeten—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6008) granting a pension to Garet William-
son—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6009) granting pensions to Ausbhy D. Me-
Coy, William V. McCoy, Charles McCoy, and Martha B. Me-
Coy—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 6010) granting
an increase of pension to Michael Walsh—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. G011) to pay Charles T. Bouillon certain
arrearages of pension—to the Commiftee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL R. 6012) authorizing the Secretary of War to
place the name of Joseph F. Ritcherdson on the rolls of Com-
pany C, One hundred and twenty-second Regiment Illinois Vol-
unteer Infantry, and issue him an honorable discharge—to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HAWLEY : A bill (H. R. 6013) granting an increase
of pension to John Keffer—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons,

By Mr. HIGGINS: A bill (H. It. 6014) granting an increase
of pension to Juliette Harrington—to the Committee on Im alid
T’ensions.

to

By Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH: A bill (H. R. 6015) for the
relief of Andrew Crowl, of Oneida, Carroll County, Ohio—te
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6016) granting an increase of pension to
James Creighton—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. KELTHER : A bill (H. It. 6017) granting a pension to
Arthur T. Whipple—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KRONMILLER: A bill (H. R. 6018) granting an in-
crease of pension to Willinm Cummings—to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions. i

By Mr. LOUDENSLAGER: A bill (H. R. 6019) granting a
pension to Margaret C. Fury—to the Commitfee on Pensions,

By Mr. LOWDEN: A bill (H. R. 6020) granting an incrense
of pension to Henry A. Cook—to the Committee on Inve'3
Pensions. e

By Mr. PEARRE: A bill (H. R. 6021) granting a pension to
Hattie V. Tall—to the Commitfee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6022) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph F. Friend—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6023) granting an increase of pension to
Michael Englebright—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6024) granting an increase of pension to
Wllliam 8. Bly—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. REEDER: A bill (H. R. 6025) granting an increase
oif pension to Jesse F. Snow—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6026) granting an increase of pension to
James Bronbhard—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6027) granting an increase of pension to
John Boyle—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6028) granting an increase of pension to
Marion Vandiver—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 6029) granting an increase of pension to
H. D. Early—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6030) granting an incredse of pension to
Conrod Schuette—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 6031) granting a pension to G. 8. Jenkins—
to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6032) to provide for the issuance of medals
of honor to Jesse F. Snow and other volunteer soldiers of the
civil war—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R, 6033) granting an increase
of pension to Ruth A. Quien—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. WHEELER : A bill (H. R. 6034) granting an incrense
O’f pension to Daniel Fry—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Paper to accompany bhill for relief of
Theodere 8. MeKinney—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Ary R. Gardner—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of Daniel W. Babcock and B. J. Sower, of
Mound, Ohio, favoring repeal of dunty on raw and refined
sugars—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. DOUGLAS: Petition of woolgrowers of Amesville,
Ohio, against any rednection of the tariff on wool—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FISH: Petition of citizens of Hudson, N. Y., favor-
ing repeal of duty on raw and refined sngars—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of Hudson, N. Y., ngainst a duty on
tea, coffee, cocoa, and spices—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of W. F. Matthews, favoring re-
duction of duty on raw sugars—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of Lonise Pottinger and others, of Peru, TII.,
against proposed incresse of the tariff on hosiery—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of . R. Randesker, of Durand. IlL, against
proposed increase of tariff on hosiery—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Alsgo, petition of Union Furniture Company, of Rockford, T,
concerning tariff and plate glass—to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr. GRAHAM of Illinnis: Petition of F. W,
and Rudolph H. Marburger, of Mount Olive, IIl.,

Dingerson
for an Asiatie
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exclusion law, effective as against all Asiatics save merchants,
students, and travelers—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Sangamon-Menard Dental Society, favoring
bill relative to army and navy dental surgeons—to the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of Benevolent and Protective Order of Elks, of
Litchfield, I1l., in favor of elk reserve in Wyoming—to the Com-
mittee on the Public Lands.

Also, petition of Chicago Clearing House Association, asking
for revision of the banking laws—to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

By Mr. HAUGEN: Petition of citizens of the Fourth Con-
gressional District of Iowa, against parcels-post and postal

-savings bank legislation—to the Committee on the Post-Office
and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of citizens of the Fourth Congressional Dis-
trict of Iowa, against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HAYES: DPetition of citizens of San Jose, Cal., pro-
testing against duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HITCHCOCK: Petition of citizens of Nebraska,
against a duty on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH: Papers to accompany House
bill granting an increase of pension to James Creeghton—to
the Committee on Pensions.

Also, petition of citizens of Hendrysburg, Ohio, praying for
passage of Sherwood bill—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of Andrew Crowl—
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HOWELL of New Jersey: Petition of citizens of the
Third Congressional District of New Jersey, against duty on tea
and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KRONMILLER : Petition of Merchants and Manu-
facturers’ Association of Baltimore, relative to empowering the
President of the United States to negotiate reciprocal relations
with the Dominion of Canada, in connection with the revision
of the tariff—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, paper to accompany bill for relief of William Cum-
mings—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LAFEAN: Petition of residents of York County,
Pa., against removal or reduction of the duty on Philippine
tobacco—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Pennsylvania Free Hide League, for free
hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Lumberman’s Exchange of Philadelphia,
against a reduction of the tariff on lumber—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Hydrofluoriec Manufacturing Company, York,
Pa., against a duty on fluor spar—to the Committee en Ways
and Means. : %

By Mr. LINDBERGH : Petition of Northwestern Granite
Manufacturers’ Association, of 8t. Cloud, Minn., against redue-
tion of tariff on manufactured granite—to the Committee on
Ways and Means, .

Also, petition of directors of Chamber of Commerce of Min-
neapolis, Minn., against reduction of tariffi on barley—to the
Committee on Ways and Megns.

Also, resolution by the house of representatives of the State
of Minnesota, against the removal of the tariff on barley—to
the Commitfee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Northwestern Shoe and Leather Association,
requesting the creation of a tariff commission—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means. = e

Also, petition of Northwestern Shoe and Leather Association,
against reduction of duty on shoes—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of Northwestern Shoe and Leather Association,
requesting removal of tariff on hides—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of John Kissel, of DBrooklyn,
N. Y., for removal of duty on Canadian barley—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Roessler & Hasslacher Chemical Com-
pany, of New York, for a rate of 25 per cent ad valorem on
cyanide of sodinm—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Casein Manufacturing Company, for a
duty of 2} cents per pound on casein—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Mankattan Shoe Company, of New York,
favoring free hides—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of the Paul Taylor Brown Company, against an
increase of duty on canned fruits having sugar added—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Schifflisticker Union, No. 12768, of New
York, favoring increase of duty on embroidery—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, )

Also, petition of Leggermann Brothers, against increase of
duty on chicory—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Felix Solomon & Co., against reduction of
duty on print paper—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Edward and John Burke, of New York, for
specific duty on malt Hquors—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of Jed Frye & Co., for reduction of duty on
fish—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Casein Manufacturing Company, of New
York, for a duty of 2} cents per pound on casein—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of Charles Zoller Company, of New York,
against reduction of tariff on spirit varnishes—to the Committee
on Ways and Means, -

Also, petition of E. C. Kropp Company, for a duty on post
cards—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of Knickerbocker Chocolate Company and F.
Bechoff, of New York, favoring cocoa and chocolate on the free
list—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petitions of Hampden Watch Company, of Canton, Ohio;
Roy Watch Company, of New York; and Dubois Watch Com-
pany, of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring an increase of duty on
wiatches—to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petition of 8. M. Flickinger Company, against a duty
on tea and coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of L. C. Gillespie & Sons, against a duty on
expressed oils—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of New England Dry Goods Association, against
proposed increase in the tariff on hosiery and gloves—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of Porto Rico, for
5 cents per pound on all foreign coffee, and sugar and coffee
be left in statu quo—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Pittsburg Marble Mosaiec Company, against
proposed increase of duty on Keene's cement—to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Germania Importing Company, against in-
crease of duty on certain kinds of paper—to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

Also, petition of National Liberal Immigration League, favor-
ing action to secure reciprocity of missionary rights with Rus-
sia—to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Also, petition of C. G. Robertson, of Baltimore, Md., for plac-
ing alumina or refined bauxite on the free list—to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means. .

Also, petition of National Association of Retail Grocers, of
Boston, for no further reduction of duty on sugar—to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of many business firms in many States, favor-
ing reduction of duty on many items of food necessities in the
United States—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McHENRY: Petition of citizens of Sixteenth Con-
gressional District of Pennsylvania, opposing tax on tea or
coffee—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota: Petition of citizens and
business firms of Bigstone, 8. Dak., favoring repeal of duty
2113 raw and refined sugars—to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. NORRIS: Petition of residents of Holdrege, Nebr.,
against parcels-post and postal savings bank legislation—to the
Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of surviving veterans of the civil war residing
at Clay Center, Nebr., favoring the dollar-a-day bill—to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, OLDFIELD: Paper to accompany bill for relief of
Henry (. Denny—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HENRY W. PALMER : Petition of Frey Brothers and
20 others, of Wilkes-Barre, Pa., against a duty on hides—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. POINDEXTER: Petition of wheat growers of Doug-
las County, Wash,, in favor of placing jute bagging on the
free list—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. REEDER: Petition of Cattle Raisers’ Association of
Texas, against reduction of duty on hides—to the Committee on
Ways and Means,
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By Mr. SPERRY : Petition of citizens of Connecticut, against
any tax on tea or coffee—to the Committee on Ways and
Means,

By Mr. SULZER : Petition of Chamber of Commerce of New
York, favoring present basis of value of merchandise on which
ad valorem rates of duties are levied—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. WHEELER : Petition of E. G. Bloomgreen and 1,450
others, residents of the Twenty-eighth Congressional District of
Pennsylvania, for free hides—io the Committee on Ways and
Means. y

By Mr. WEISSE: Joint resolution of legislature of Wis-
consin, requesting repair of government levee at Portage, Wis.—
to the Commitiee on Levees and Improvements of the Missis-
sippi River.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
WebpNespay, March 31, 1909.

The House was called to order at 10 o'clock a. m. by Mr.
Alexander McDowell, Clerk of the House, who read the follow-
ing communication :

PEAKER’S RooM,

B
HorsE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. 0., March 381, 1909.

I hereby designate Hon. Jomx Darzerr, of Pennsylvania, as Speaker
pro tempore.
J. G. CaxnoxN, Speaker.

Mr. DALZELL assumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D.

The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and ap-
proved.

THE TARIFF.

Mr. GAINES. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve
-itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the

Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 1438, the
tariff bill.

The motion was agreed to.

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union, Mr. OrmstED in the
chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration of
the bill H. It. 1438, the tariff bill

Mr. MORGAN of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, it has not been
my intention to take any part in the discussion of the bill now
before the House, but there are some matters which have been
presented that possibly could be made a little clearer regarding
that part of the bill providing for 1 cent a pound duty on the
gine contents on zine-bearing ores. This matter was fully con-
sidered by the Committee on Ways and Means in the tariff hear-
ings. The zinc miners and those interested in the zinc-mining
business contending for a duty of 1% cents on the zine contents
on a pound of zinc ore appeared in person, testified, and were
submitted to a rigid cross-examination by the members of the
Ways and Means Committee. There was some difference in the
testimony given on the part of the miners, those who were eon-
tending for the tariff, and on the part of the zinc smelter com-
panies, who were opposed to the tariff on zinc ores and who
insisted that they should be brought in free.

In the first place, let us consider the testimony of the miners
in regard to the cost of production of zinc ores in Mexico and
in this country, for this is the only question to be considered in
deciding this matter. d

I call attention to the testimony of 8. Duffield Mitchell; that
of Axel O. IThising, who appeared in person before the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means and submitted to a rigid examina-
tion, as appears on pages 2550, 2560, and 2597 of Schedule C,
part 2, of the tariff hearings; also from the brief of Mr, G. P.
Maury, as found on page 2639 of same book, and other testi-
mony not yet printed, including that of W. R. Caulkins, C. T.
Orr, president of the Zine Ore Tariff Club, and B. M. Robinson,
all actively engaged in zinc mining in the Joplin district, and
well informed as to mining conditions in this country and in
Mexico. They are men of highest standing, and their reliability
as to any statements made by them would be accepted without
question where they are known.

I have made and will print in tabulated form their testimony
as to the cost of mining in Mexico and compare it with the cost

of mining in this country. The following is the substance of
their testimony :
Without duty.

Of Mexican ores, without duty:
Cost of mini.ng. picking, hauling, and loading in cars, 1 ton
of Mexican 40 per cent ore average_. $4.81
Freight from mine to Kansas smelters do 6. 95

To equal 1 ton of Joplin 60 per cent ove_________________ %%’ ?3
Cost of 1% tons of Mexican ore, delivered to points in Kan-
sas, without duty imposed 17.79
With duty of 1 cent per pound imposed.
Of Mexican ores, duty imposed : i
Cost of 1 ton of ore f-m pat el s e $4.01
Freight from mine to smelters s 6. 95
Duty of 1 cent per pound on metallic contents___________  §. 00
19. 80
To equal 1 ton of Joplin 60 per cent ore_ . ___________ 29.79
Cost of 1} tons of Mexican ore, delivered to polnts in Ean-
sans, after duty of 1 cent is paid 29.79
Cost to produce and deliver to smelter 1 ton Joplin et .
Cost of 13 tons Mexican ore (duty paid) at s%lljeltel?ff___. gg ?g
Difference in favor of Mexico after 1 cent duty is paid_. 17.50
Tith duty of 1.5 cents per pound imposed,
Of Mexican ores, duty of 13 cents imposed :
Cost of 1 ton of 40 f:er cent ore et DY
Freight to smelters in Kansas I %]
Duty of 13 cents per | d 12,
To equal 1 ton of Joplin 60 per cent ore_____ e i, §§ 80
Cost of 13 tons of Mexican ore, delivered to Ka
smelters, after a duty of 13 cents is pald_---_f____f_sff 35. 80
Cost of 1 tone of Joplin ore at smelters 37.29
Difference in favor of Mexico after 13 cents duty is paid. 1.49

From the foregoing testimony by the miners 1} cents per
pound duty on the zinc contents of Mexican zinc-bearings ores
would be less than the difference between the cost of production
abroad and at home,

I desire next to call attention to the official report, in the
Monthly Consular and Trade Reports for the month of January,
1909, Department of Commerce and Labor, by Louis A. Martin,
American consul in the State of Chihuahua, Republic of Mexico.
The facts stated in this report are corroborated by the American
consuls in the States of Coahuila and Nuevo Leon, which show
a cost production substantially the same. I will print a tabu-
lated statement thereof. Consul Martin says:

The question of cost of production of zine ores presen -

plications from the fact that the ores occur with mol:'e “I‘f;:brll:ggmc'om

1) At Picachos the case is simple, for zinc ore alone Is produced,

an Eracucally all the eost is that of labor. The total cost—mining

and hauling to points in Kansas—should not exceed $£12.32 American
currency (which is the unit used throughout this repert) per ton.

{2) From the mine near Ban Ysidro, where mining cost is very low,
where 45 per cent zinc is produced from zine concentrates, the total
cost of mining, hammn%, freightage, etc., to points in Kansas should
not exceed more than $13.57 per ton. -

{8) In Santa Eulalla the cost of production iz also very low, and
the total laid down at points in Kansas should not exceed $9.75 per ton.

We see from this the average of the three is $11.88 per ton.
The following table shows cost of delivering to smelters a
ton of zinc ore taken from each of the three foregoing States:
With 1 cent per pound duty imposed.
(1) Picachos, 1 cent pound duty imposed :

Cost 1 ton ore (40 per cent) delivered to Kansas points___ $12. 32
Add 1 cent per pound duty e ¥ 8. 00
20. 32
To etlu:ml 1 ton of Joplin 60 per cent ore_________________ 30. 48
Total cost to smelter, after 1-cent duty is paid, of 13 tons
of Picachos ore. B0. 48
With 1.5 cents per pound duaty imposed.
If 13-cent duty is imposzed:
Cost 1 ton of ore $12. 32
Duty of 1} cents per pound___ 12. 00
24. 82
To equal 1 ton of Joplin 60 per cent ore— ____________ 36. 48
Total cost of 13 tons of Picachos ore, paying 1% cents duty,
dellvered to smelters in Kansas______________________ 36. 48
With 1 cent per pound duty imposed.
(2) a. San Ysidro, duty of 1 cent imposed :
One ton 40 per cent ore delivered to Kansas polnts . §13. 57
Duty of 1 cent per pound.____ S 8.
1. 57
Toti(iual 1 ton of Joplin 60 per centore_______________ - 3125
To cost delivered to points in Kansas of 1% tons of Ban
Ysidro ore after 1 cent duty is imposed —________ — 81.85




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-10-23T13:55:03-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




