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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

Trurspay, April 20, 1911,

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rey. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

O Lord, our Lord, how excellent is Thy name in all the
earth, who hast set Thy glory above the heavens, Open Thou
our spiritual eyes, that we may behold the light of Thy counte-
nance, Unstop our spiritual ears, that we may hear the music
of Thy voice. Make more sensitive our hearts, that we may feel
the fructifying influences of Thy love; that as we pass on we
may sirew our paths with the flowers of golden deeds, and at
the end hear the words, which will be sweeter than all musie,
“Well done, good and faithful servant, enter thou into the
joy of Thy Lord.” Tor Thine is the kingdom, and the power,
and the glory forever. Amen,

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

INVESTIGATION OF TIIE EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS.

Mr. HENRY of Texas. Mr, Speaker, I desire to submit the
following privileged report from the Committee on Rules.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas, chairman of the
Committee on Rules, submits a privileged report (H. Rept. 9),
which the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 103,

Resolved, That the Committees on Expendlitures in the State Depart-
ment, in the Treasury De?artmcnt, in the War Department, in the
Navy Department, in the Post Office Department, in the Interior De-
partment, in the Department of Justice, in the Department of Agri-
culture, in the Department of Commerce and Labor, and on Public Build-
ings be, and they are hereby, Instructed to proceed to examine into all
the affalrs of sald departments as fully as is permitted to them and
made their duty to do by the Rules of the House relating to said com-
mittees, respectively. And the investigations of sald committees may
cover such period in the past as each of sald committees may deem
necessary. And said committees, or any subcommittees thercof, shall
have power to subpena and compel the attendance of witmesses and to
examine them under oath, and send for records, books, and papers and
all other evidence that may be necessary to make the investigation full
and complete, and that the Speaker shall have authority to sign and
the Clerk to attest subpenas during the recess of Congress. Said com-
mittees or any subcommittees thereof shall have authority to sit during
any recess of this Congress.

Mr. HENRY of Texas.
of the resolution.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Speaker, I will ask the gentleman from
Texns if this resolution Is in the form in which it was sub-
mitted to the Committee on Rules.

The SPEAEKEER. Does the gentleman from Texas yield to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania?

Mr. HIENRY of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
gylvania, and in reply to his question I will say that it is in
the exact form which we agreed upon. The gentleman under-
stands why I submit it at this time, and I ask for the adoption
of it.

Mr. MADDEN. As the Clerk seems to have had some difficulty
in reading the resolution, I ask unanimous consent to authorize
the Committee on Rules to employ a stenographer, so that reso-
lntions may be presented in such form that the Clerk may be
able to read them readily. s

The SPEAKER. The gentleman's request is out of order.
The question is on agreeing to the resolution. Those in favor
of it—

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker——

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Speaker:

The SPEAKER., For whuat purpose does the gentleman from
Tennessee rise?

Mr. AUSTIN. T rise for the purpose of asking the gentleman
in charge of this resolution a question.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Texas yield?

Mr. HENRY of Texas, I yield to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee.

Mr. AUSTIN. Does the resolution provide for the necessary
expenses of this investigation?

Mr. HENRRY of Texas. It does not include that, because that
is left to the Committee on Accounts. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. MANN]. :

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
Illinols rise?

Mr. MANN. T ask for recognition.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas has the floor.

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from Illi-
nois.

Mr. MANN. The Speaker started to put the question.

Mr, HENRY of Texas. I yield to the gentleman,

Mr. Speaker, I ask for the adoption
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Mr, MANN. The gentleman from Texas must either fish or
cut bait. He can move the previous question or yield the

floor.

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I did not understand that the gentle-
man desired any time. If he wants it, I will be glad to yield
him some. There is no controversy, as I understand, about it

Mr. MANN. All I wish to do is to ask a question.

i Mr. HENRY of Texas. I shall be glad to yield for a ques-
on.

Mr. MANN. But when the Speaker starts to put the ques-
tion, and the previous question has not been ordered, of course
any gentleman is entitled to recognition. Does this resolution
do anything that is not now authorized by the rules, except
the matter of subpenaing witnesses?

Mr. HENRY of Texas. And authorizing the committees to
sit during the recess of Congress and to go as far back in time
as they may deem proper. I suppose they have that authority

NOW.
Mr. MANN, I think they have that authority under the
rules,

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I think =o; but we thought there
might be some gquestion about it and we put it in the resolution.
It is a unanimous report of the Committee on Rules, and we
think we have got about all the matters in that should be
included.

Mr, MANN. Is one of the purposes of the resolution to lay
a preamble for the bringing in of further resolutions for the
appointment of clerks for these committees and to give them
the power to print at the Government expense?

Mr. HENRY of Texas. There is no purpose in view except
what is expressed in the resolution; that is all that is intended
by it. The committees have certain power to print now.

Mr. MANN. I apprehend that it will be followed shortly by
a resolution to provide clerks for these committees.

Mr. HENRY of Texas. I am not advised as to that.

Mr. MANN. I suppose that is a part of the economy program.

Mr, FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Texas yield to
the gentleman from New York?

Mr. HENRY of Texas, I do.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Does the gentleman from Illinois
imagine that these committees will be able to do any great
amount of labor in investigating these departments for the last
15 years without several clerks to do the work? In the last
Congress, although these committees did no work at all, they
all had session clerks.

Mr. MANN. I notice that the gentleman from New York
reported a resolution yesterday authorizing the appointment
of seven or nine session clerks, some of which were employed
herctofore by: committees that are now abolished. I suppose
that is a part of the economy program,

Mr. FITZGERALD. If the gentleman from Texas will yield
we will discuss that question when it is reached.

Mr. MANN. If we get a chance.

Mr. FITZGERALD. And we will be able to satisfy the
country, if not the gentleman from TIilinois, of the propriety
of these clerks. [Applause on the Demoeratie side.]

Mr. MANN. You probably will be able to satisfy that side
of the House that a little more patronage is to be distributed,
but not the country that it is economy. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr. HENRY of Texas. Does the gentleman from Illinois de-
sire to ask any further question? If not, Mr. Speaker, I will
ask @ vote on the resolution.

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.

On motion of Mr. HExry of Texas, a motion to reconsider
the vote whereby the resolution was agreed to was laid on the
table.

COMMITTEE ON INDUSTRIAL ARTS AND EXPOSITIONS.

Mr, HEFLIN. Mr, Speaker—

The SPEAKHER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise?

Mr, HEFLIN. I ask unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the resolution which I send to the Clerk’s desk.,

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 112,

Resolved, That the Committee on Industrial Arts and Expositions be
authorized to have such printing and binding done ns may be necessary
for the transaction of its business during the Sixty-second Congress.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent for the present consideration of the resolution
just reported, Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object, my recollection is
that this committee has enjoyed this privilege herctofore.

Mr. HEFLIN. It has,
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection?
There was no objection.
The resolution was considered and agreed to.

LEAVE OF ADSENCE.

Mr., Geay, by unanimous consent, was given leave of absence
on account of sickness,

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS.

Mr, Wickrirrr, by unanimous consent, was given leave to
withdraw from the files of the House, without leaving coples,
papers in the case of tobert I.. Pruyn, Sixty-first Congress, no
adverse report having been made thereon.

RECIPROCITY WITHH CANADA,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state
of ilie Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R.
4412) to promote reciprocal trade relations with Canada.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whale House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Smercey in
the chair,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I now yield 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HopsoxN].

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, this measure should be adopted
for two general and fundamental reasons. Ifirst, because it is
in line with evolution, with the laws of progress, and the spirit
of the times. Secondly, because it is a step in the reform of our
fiscal and economic policies.

Our generation has witnessed unprecedented progress in me-
chanieal science and in the mechanie arts, and the greatest
progress of all has been in the domain of transportation. This
progress has largely removed the physical barriers which sepa-
rate the peoples of the earth. In every case the bringing of
peoples closer together, whether within the same nation or of dif-
ferent nations, has proved beneficial to all concerned, verifying
the lesson of all history that anything that promotes the
friendly intercourse of peoples has been of general benefit.
The full control of mnature's forces through science can only
come from the full cooperation of man. The widening realiza-
tion of this great fact is speedily undermining the destroying
spirit between men and nations and is bringing forth a new
era for the whole world. In this era it will be realized by all
that it is not necessary to harm others in order to help oneself;
not necessary to kill others in order to live. The bird of prey
is fast disappearing; the beast of prey has seen his day; the
man of prey is fast being erushed ; the business of prey is being
uprooted; nations of prey arelosing their commerce and their
colonies. The real test for fitness to survive is no longer the
might and brute foree to destroy, but the capacity and willing-
ness to cooperate and to serve. The greatest among men is to
be no longer the conqueror, but the servant of all

This great principle of cooperation and service should more
and more dictate the policies of nations in their relations with
each other. A nation should desire the prosperity and seek to
promote the happiness of its neighbors, and the service rendered
in such a spirit is sure to come back manyfold like bread cast
upon the waters. It sounded like a chapter from medievalism
when the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Caxnxox] read from the
speech of the Canadian premier of the advantages that would
acerue to Cannda from reciprocity, and urged the advantages
io Canada as a reason why this bill should not be adopted by
America. It indicated the baleful effect of our high-tariff wall
policy upon the political eduecation of our people, that this semi-
savage argument should have reccived even the limited ap-
plause it did receive from Republicans. Ameriea, of all nations
in the world, should be the first, and not the last, fo adopt
toward other nations the policy of commercial as well as
political good will. As every other nation prospers, just so it
will be able to afford and will consume more and more of the
great world staples of which we are the foremost producer;
“ prosperity and progress for all other nations™ should be the
very foundation maxim for our foreign relations. It is not only
trne moral ethics, but also sound business policy.

The Dominion of Canada and the United States have the
longest contiguous frontier of ‘any two peoples in the world—a
frontier offering less of physical barrier than that offered by
thie Mississippi River between the peoples on its east and west
banks. The two peoples are more closely bound by ties of
blood and ties of institutions than any two peoples of the
world. The sociologienl barriers are about as invisible as
those between our peoples east of the Mississippi River and
those west of it or those north of the Mason and Dixon line and
those south of it. Both peoples look across the Atlantie to the
nations of Europe and across the Pacific to the nations of Asia,

Both are marching along parallel paths of destiny, and it was
decreed at the foundation of the world that they should march
hand in hand.

Whom God and nature have joined together would blinded
man put asunder. The thought of maintaining a permanent
artificial wall between these people is abhorrent. This {reaty
does not go far enough, but it does begin the work of demoli-
tion, and should be ratified.

Thie second fundamental reason why this measure should be
adopted is that it starts us in the direction of placing our in-
dustries on n sound economic basis and of readjusting our
fiscal policies. I will not at this juncture discuss the ques-
tion of taxation, but will enuncinte for the purpose of sug-
gestion this proposition—that the indirect system of taxation
in this country must progressively give way to the direct
system, The indirect system is fundamentally out of accord
with republican institutions, for it practically eliminates the
people from the control of taxation, as they never know or
realize when they are being taxed, or how muech they are
being taxed, or who amongst them is being most or least
tnxed, or who is getting the tax money, whether the Govern-
ment or special individuals or interests. It is true the indirect
method is the casiest method of getting tax money, and all
the monarchical governments of the world resort to it, as they
raise money without the people realizing it. Dut the very
faet that the money comes easy and without the consciousness
of the people, makes the governments less accountable to
the people and tends to exiravagance and even the use of the
people’s money to keep the yoke upon the people’s meck., It
is untenable to hold that the money necessary to maintain the
Tederal Government could not be raised by direct taxationm.
A patriotic people are willing to pay the money needed for a
just and economical administration of a government which
they themselves control.

he question of taxation lies deep in the body politic of every
Nation. The power to tax becomes the power fo govern, and
is the greatest source of gain the world has ever seen. Such
a power should rest in the hands of the people. In a republic
the people must regulate and control it, or special interests
will seize it and threaten the Nation’s prosperity and its
liberties. Heretofore America has adopted the indirect system
for its Federal taxation, and as a consequence to-day we have
a condition of Federnl taxation about which the American
people are ignorant behind our tariff wall. For every dollar
of customs revenue that the Government collects to-day, it is
estimated that private interests collect $7. No people ywould
snbmit to such a system of taxation if they knew about it.
This reciprocity bill is the {irst step along the path that will
lead to the needed change in our system of tnxation, and it is
a step toward placing our industries on a more permanently
sound basis.

The foundation for prosperity and greatness for a people of
high industrial capacity is close access to nature's resources,
Tfrom which to supply the means for subsistence and the ma-
terials for manufacture. Throughout the opposition to this
measure and to all reform of the tariff runs the fear that we
can not compete with the people of other lands.

Who are the American people that we should fear to accept
competition with the world?

The eloquent remarks of the distinguished gentleman from
Illinois, lately the Speaker of this House [Mr. Caxxox], on
this floor yvesterday give a complefe answer. He stated that
thie people of the United States, about 92,000,000 in number,
produce in agricultural products and in manufactured products,
constituting the two great classes of products, about as much
as the 850,000,000 of the peoples of Europe. He also stated that
we spend for the education of the American people four and
one-half tenths, nearly half the money spent for edunecation in
all the world.

Prof. William G. Clark, 2 noted economist, estimates that the
annual output of the average American producer is $2,450
worth of wealth n year; the average for the Canadian is §1,456;
the average for the Australian is $800; for the Frenchman,
€640 ; for the Englishman, $556; for the German, $460; which
gives the American a ratio of more than fiye times the produc-
tiveness of the average German, more than four times the pro-
ductiveness of the average Englishman, more than three and a
half times the productiveness of the average Frenchman, two
and a half times the productivencss of the average Australiun,
and more than one and a half times the productiveness of thoe
average Canadian.

To maintain and even increase this relatively great industrial
capacity of our people we should not only continue to develop
our educational system, particularly for the masses of our
people who only reach elementary grades, turning our atten-
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tion in these grades to industrial instruetion, but we should
bring in a wider market and keener competition. Our great
industries should no Ionger be confined to the home market
and relieved of competition, but should get the discipline of
universal competition and should conquer the great markets of
the whole world and escape the wide fluctuations of booms and
depressions that are inevitable with a single market. Being
sure of the industrial eapacity of our people, the supreme con-
sideration for our statesmen is to furnish them access to the
natural resources of the world. For the undeveloped lands of
the world our true policy is equal opportunity guaranteed by
the *open-door policy,” fair chance for all, colonization and
political control by none. Toward the occupied and developed
lands of the world our true policy is reciprocity. The most
important people of all with whom we should have reciprocity
are the people of Canada, whose products are largely supple-
mental to our own, who possess boundless resources within the
shortest distances along natural lines of communication.

It seems almost inecredible that any sensible man ecould
maintain that having access to these vast and new resources
would harm the American people. Under such a theory the
great domain of the Western Reserve should never have been
opened up for fear of adverse effects upon New England and
the Atlantic seaboard. Under such a theory it was a grave
mistake to open the vast stretch of country beyond the Mis-
sissippl River, a fatal mistake to make the Louisiana purchase,
the Ilorida purchase, the Gadsden and Alaska purchases.
Under the same theory it was fatal to the people of Kansas
that Oklahoma was opened up; it is a fatal mistake for us
1o proceed with the extension of irrigation and the reclamation
of arid regions of the West and Southwest.

The facts are that in every case the opening up of new re-
sources not only built up the new country, but added to the
prosperity of the older sections.

It is semiludicrous to hear such Members as the gentlemnn
from Pennsylvanin [Mr. Darzern] pleading the cause of the
American farmer. The chief opposition to this measure does
not come from the consistent friends of the farmer, but frem
the apostles of a high prohibitive tariff, who in their zeal for
ihe manufacturer have always fought the farmers. [Applause
on the Democratic side.] 1f you analyze the motive behind
the limited but desperate resistance to this measure you will
find that it comes from those who fear to let the levee of high
protection be broken even by a erawfish hole, and their fear is
well grounded. This reciprocity treaty is the first real break
in the levee of high protection. It will be followed by other
breaks in rapid succession, and will lead to the revision of our
fizscal policies and the placing of our industries on a sound
economic basis by giving us, through a widening policy of
reciproeity, a wider access to the natural resources of this
hemisphere, and by giving our industries the discipline of com-
petition and the conguest of the markets of the world.

Mr. Chairman, I do not intend at this juncture to discuss at
length the unsound position in which our industries have been
placed by the persistence of the policy of high protection. I
will only point out what must be clear to anyone with a
knowledge of human nature, that an industry getting the large
profits within a high protective wall will not be interested in
the business of world's markets beyond, where the profits under
competition are comparatively small. Instead of going out for
the larger markets, the men controlling the industry will spend
most of their time stifling competition at home, so as fo gain
full benefit of these tariff walls. After filling the home market
the industry stops developing. For more than 10 years the
industries of America have been hampered in their develop-
ment. With our great natural resources supplying the raw
materials and the power, and with the wonderful skill and
adaptability of our people, our indusiries ought to have gone
out these last 10, 12, or 15 years to the conquest of the markets
of the world. The profits on a single article would have been
smaller but the volume of business would have been much
greater. The industries would have grown beyond anything in
their experience, while the whole American people would have
gotten the benefit of lower cost of living. They would have
required vastly more laborers and the increased demand for
labor would bhave raised the price of wages far beyond the
present level. The astounding fallacy is advanced that this
policy of continued high protection has been adopted for the
protection of American labor, when in all the legislation on the
books of the land you will not find one clanse imposing a tariff
on the importation of labor. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

Labor is the one thing in this country that has never re-
ceived the real consideration of the priest of high protection.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] On the contrary, the evi-

dence ig full and complete that vast interests getting the benefit
of the high tariff wall, and relieved of competition themselves,
are the very agencies that have encouraged, if they have not
subsidized, the influx of vast hordes of labor from Europe all
on the free 1ist. They have encouraged the sending over of the
cheapest labor of Europe. They have gathered up the paupers
in the highways and byways, and, dumping them on our shores,
they did not guide them to the fields in need of cultivation, but
directed their footsteps to the mine and the factory, and there
the pauper labor of Europe has stood upon the neck and shoul-
der of American labor. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

I have been accused of being afraid of other nations in be-
half of my own country. I have studied America in compari-
con with other nations, and our ecivilization in comparison with
theirs, and two great facts stand out. First, the weakness of
our civilization, a weakness shown by every Republic since the
world began, is the lack of preparation for military defense.
Secondly, the strength of our civilization is economie, and lies
in our commercial and industrial productiveness,

In what is being added to the increase of the world's wealth
by industrial labor, America to-day is adding the equivalent of
almost all of the rest of the world combined. We need never
fear for our country in a fair competition in the markets of the
world. The American who ean produce four times as much
a8 any man in the world need not fear the labor competition
of the pauper. I will tell these gentlemen who plead for
American labor that an American unarmed can not meet even
a pauper armed. YWe need not fear for our country in the
domain of its irresistible commercial and industrial strength,
but our concern should be to safeguard the Nation in the line
of its great weakness, lack of measures for defense. Our con-
cern should be to see to it that our American man of peace who
goes unarmed has a fair chance in the markets of the world,
and is allowed to continue unmolested his peaceful productive-
ness which places him beyond the competition of all of the
rest of the people of the earth. The true, sound, and wise
policy for us to pursue at this juncture is to try to insure
that this peaceful civilization of ours shall not be interfered
with in its progress by the military power that others have
prepared, though wenker in resources, and then, to lay the
foundation for a permanent industrial greatness through the
further educational development of our people, through the dis-
cipline of competition in the markets of the world, and through
access to the great natural resources and the markets of the
world. And this would dictate the adoption of this resolution.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

The CHAITRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 16 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. DorEMUS].

Mr, DOREMUS. Mr. Chairman, I desire at this time to ex-
press to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UxspeErwoon] my
appreciation of this opportunity to say a few words upon the
pending question. As a new Member of this House, conscious
of my inability to add anything new to this discussion, I am
loath either to oceupy your time or ask for your indulgence.
My only excuse is that I represent a constituency that is per-
haps interested more directly in this measure than any other
community in the United States.

The district I have the honor to represent is practically
unanimous for the passage of the pending measure. The city
of Detroit, with a population of 465,000 people, is perhaps more
directly and vitally interested in the ratification of this agree-
ment than any other community in the United States. Our
manufacturers, wholesalers, retailers, and laboring classes gen-
erally, with complete unanimity, are asking for freer commercial
intercourse with Canada. The people of Detroit are an intelli-
gent people; they have given eareful and earnest consideration
to this question. They do not ask for Canadian reciprocity
golely because they belleve it will benefit them, but because it
will prove an advantage to the entire couniry. They recognize
it as n national and not a local question. They are intelligent
enough to realize the community of interest that exists between
the city and the farm. If they believed the ratification of the
proposed agreement would seriously affect the great agricul-
tural classes they would not favor it. In shorf, they understand
that the prosperity of agriculture is essential to the happiness
and contentment of all our people. :

The city of Detroit is but 2,600 feet away from our Canadian
neighbors. It is estimated by the immigration authorities that
about 3,500 people from Windsor, Walkerville, and Sandwich cross
the Detroit River daily and earn their livelihood in Detroit. It
is also estimated that about 1,400 Detroit people cross the river
each day and earn their livelilhood upon the Canadian side.
The freest thing that crosses and recrosses that great artery
of commerce is labor, and with free trade in labor we feel that
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we have a right to insist upon free trade in the produets of
labor. [Applause on the Democratie side.]

I wish to advert to the s{ntements made by enemies of reci-
procity on the Canadian side that this measure is merely the
forerunner of anvexation, If there is any sentiment in this
country in favor of annexation with Canada it ought to be
found in Detroit; but it can not be discovered there, because
it does not exist. This talk of annexation is inspired merely
for the purpose of frightening the people of Canada and defeat-
ing the ratification of the proposed reciproeal agreement.

Much has been said upon this floor of the disaster that will
overtake the farmers if this measure becomes a law. Much has
been suid of the evil effects of opening our markets to Canadian
wheat, grown, as the opponents of this measure tell s, upon
cheap land by cheap labor. To my mind these fears are un-
founded. I have always believed, and believe now, that when
a country produces more of a given commodity than it can
consunme the surplus must find a market abroad and the price
abroad will regulate the price at home. If this be true, it
matters not, so far as the effect upon our market is concerned,
whether Canadian wheat is grown upon cheap land or dear
land. Both the United States and Canada produce a surplus
of wheat which must be gold abroad. The Canadian surplus
meets the American surplus in the markets of Liverpool and
London. Does anybody in these markets ever inquire whether
this or that particular wheat was grown upon cheap land or
dear land; by cheap labor or dear labor? [Applause on the
Democratic slde.] In many of the counties of Michigan you
may find farms valued at $50 per acre and farms valued at $100
per acre. The wheat grown upon each of these farms is hauled
to the same market and sold at the same price.

In considering the price of wheat we are considering a world-
wide proposition. If my position is correct, the importation to-
morrow of every bushel of Canadian wheat into the United
States would not break the American market. There would be
the same number of bushels of wheat and the same number of
mouths to feed. The abnormal demand created in Canada by
the withdrawal of her wheat would maintain the price here.
The farmer does not fix the price of his wheat. He does not
figure the interest on his investment, the cost of seed and labor,
and say to the consumer, “ You may have it for so much.” The
price of wheat is fixed by the law of supply and demand, and
speculation is the only thing that can interfere with the opera-
tion of that law. A tariff upon wheat benefits no one except
the gambler who would *‘ corner ” his country's supply of wheat.
[Applause.]

The distinguished gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Haair-
Tox], for whom I have the highest respect, and whose popular-
ity at home is attested by his long-continued service here, con-
tended that the tariff upon wheat raised the price. With much
eloquence he declared that he was opposed to farming “on
shares” with Canada and selling the surplus abroad. I think
perhaps the gentleman’s argument is influenced somewhat by
environment and force of habit. I have lived all my life among
Michigan Republicans. Knowing them as I do, and having wit-
nessed the regularity with which they roll up their 100,000
majority at every election, I am convinced that they are op-
posed to doing anything on shares. He declared in the course
of his eloquent speech that as the Canadlan farmers pald noth-
ing to support our schools and build our highways and bridges,
they should be forced to contribute something to maintain the
Government when they availed themselves of our markets. If
the gentleman Is correct when he says the tariff upon swheat
raises the price, it may be pertinent to Inquire who does
the econtributing, the Canadian producer of wheat or the
American consumer of bread? [Applause on the Demoecratic
side.] '

If the opponents of this measure are right and the tariff does
actually raise the price of wheat, it ought not to be imposed. A
high price for wheat means a high price for flour, a high price
for flour means a high price for bread, and, Mr. Chairman, a
tax on bread is a crime against humanity. The loaf is small
enough now. Iad I the power I would make it larger instead
of smaller.

While the ratification of this agreement will not and can not
lower the price of wheat, it will, in my judgment, have a tend-
ency to reduce the cost of living, especially in the towns and
cities adjacent to the Canadian border. I certainly hope so.
At certain seasons of the year, and when market conditions are
fayvorable, we ought to be able to get more butter, more eggs,
more potatoes, more pouliry, more vegetables. In the consid-
erantion of this question we ought to look conditions squarely in
the face. It was but a few years ago when the farmers consti-
tuted one-half our population. To-day they constitute but one-
third. Population has been centralizing in the large industrial

centers, and this country to-day is short on food and long on
manufactures. What we need is more food and a broader mar-
ket. I am in favor of this measure because I belleve it will
have a tendency to give us both. [Applause.]

The distinguished gentleman from Maine [Mr. Hixps], -in the
course of one of the most scholarly speeches on this guestion
to which it has been my good fortune to listen, declared that
the farm was a home as distinguished from a factory. I
think that is true. The American farm is the finest home upon
which the sun shines—and the American farmer is the most
independent man within the confines of the two oceans. In all
his experience he has never felt the pangs of hunger, and never
will. With his broad, fertile acres he is never called upon to
worry over where the next meal is coming from for his wife
and his children. I do not believe the time will ever come in
this country when, in order to make one-third of our population
prosperous and contented, it will be necessary to visit priva-
tion and want upon the remaining two-thirds. If so, there is
gsomething fundamentally wrong with our industrial and social
system.

Free trade has made the United States a great manufacturing
and agricultural Nation. More commerce passes through the
Detroit River in eight months than enters and clears the ports
of New York, Boston, Liverpool, and Glasgow in an entire year.
If you seek the great contributing cause of this country's
marvelous growth, you will find it in that provision of the
Federal Constitution which guarantees free trade beiween the
States. What reasons exist for freedom of commerce between
the States which can not be urged with equal force for freedom
of commerce between the United States and Canada? To my
mind there is no more excuse for a commercial barrier between
these two countries than there is for a commercial barrier
between Ohio and Michigan or between the upper and lower
peninsulas of Michigan. [Applause,]

This measure would benefit the American farmer by enlarg-
ing the market for many of his products. Canada is not, and
never will be, a great fruit-producing country. For the year
ending March 31, 1910, we sgo0ld to Canada 59,000 barrels of
apples against a tariff of 40 cents per barrel. We sold her
peaches to the amount of 4,797,000 pounds against a tariff of
$1 per 100 pounds. We sold her quinces, apricots, and pears
to the amount of 4,041,000 pounds against a tariff of 50 cents
per 100 pounds. We sold her cherries to the amount of 318,680
pounds against a tariff of 2 cents per pound. We sold her
clover and timothy seed to the amount of $748,742 against a
tariff of 10 per cent ad valorem. With the tariff against these
and other products removed we would be able to sell Canada
much more.

Some gentlemen on the other side are worrying over the
future of the bean growers of this country if this measure
should become a law. The total Canadian bean crop for 1909
was 1,324,600 bushels. Why, Mr. Chairman, the State of Michi-
gan alone raises annually five times this quantity of beans.
The production of beans in Canada is so small, compared with
our own production, that the farmer has little to fear on that
score.

The distinguished gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEeY],
whose judgment I would be willing to accept on almost any
question except the tariff, is much worried over the fate that
will befall the hay producers of this country in the event this
reciprocity agreement is ratified. He fears the Canadians will
be able to flood our markets with cheap hay. Let us consider
the hay guestion for a moment. In 1909 the Canadian farmers
produced 11,877,100 tons of hay and sold it at an average price
of $11.14 per ton. In 1909 the total American yield was
(4,038,000 tons, the product selling at an average price of $10.62
per ton. In 1908 the total Canadian yield was 11,450,000 tons,
selling at an average price of $0.96 per ton. In the United
States the total yield for that year was 70,708,000 tons, selling
at an average price of $8.08 per ton. My authority for these
statements are the Canada Yearbook for 1909 and the Sta-
tistical Abstract of the United States for 1909. It would not
appear from these figures that the American hay producer
would be in any immediate danger from ruin by Canadian com-
petition. In this connection I wish to direct attention to the
fact that progressive American farmers to-day are not raising
hay for the market, but are feeding it to their stock, and thus
putting it back upon the land. They have learned by experi-
ence that they can make more money by this process than by
selling their hay.

Reciprocity with Canada is no experiment. Under the reci-
procity treaty of 1854 both manufactures and agriculture pros-
pered as they never did before. In 1854, the year the treaty
was ratified, our exports to Canada were $15,533,101. In 1862
they had increased to $25,173,157. In 1854 Canada sold to us
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to the amount of $8,640,002. In 1862 she sold us to the amonnt
of $15,063,730—a balance of trade in our favor for that year
of over $10,000,000. In 1853, the year before the treaty, our
imports from the Provinces were $7,600,718, and our exports
thereto were $13,140,642—a balance in our favor of less than
$6,000,000. The change was so great in 1855, the year after
the treaty, that our exports increase to $27,506,020, or more than
double those of 1853. As onr imports in 1855 from the Prov-
inces were $15,136,734, the balance of trade in our favor was
$12,600,000, or more than we ever sold to Canada before in any
single year, except one.

Mr. Chairman, if this measure will increage the Nation’s sup-
ply of food, it ought to be passed without delay. [Applause.]
The millions who reside in our large cities are entitled to some
relief from existing conditions. They are at the mercy of the
great trusts that stifle competition and fix the price of nearly
every item of human necessity. They buy their cotton goods at
prices fixed by the Cotton Goods Trust; woolen goods at prices
fixed by the Woolen Goods Trust; hosiery at prices fixed by
the Hosiery Trust; products of iron and steel at prices fixed
by the Iron and Steel Trust; rubber goods at prices fixed by
the Rubber Trust; meats at prices fixed by the Meat Trust.
They work for wages fixed by the law of supply and demand
and buy the plainest necessities of life in a restricted market
controlled to a large extent by these great combinations. Rap-
idly advancing prices have so decreased the purchasing power
of a dollar during recent years that the struggle for existence
has become a particularly hard one.

Mr, Chairman, I belleve the days of high protection in this
country are almost numbered. Henry Clay, the ablest apostle
of protection in American history, entered the Senate of the
United States In 1800, and for 30 years contended that the
Government should protect by tariff legislation our young and
growing industries. He never contemplated, however, that a
high protective tariff would be imposed forever. He believed
that the time would come when our manufacturing industries
would be upon an independent footing and be able to defend
themselves successfully against foreign competition. In 1832
he introduced a tariff bill which provided for a gradual reduc-
tion of duties until 1842, by which time he estimated that the
tariff would be upon a revenue basis, or an average ad valorem
duty of about 20 per cent. Imagine his surprise, could he re-
turn to earth, upon learning that the so-called stand-pat ele-
ment of the Republican Party, masquerading as the friends of
American labor and assuming to be advocates of the principle
for which he contended nearly a hundred years ago, had suc-
ceeded in fastening upon this country a tariff largely in ex-
cess of that for which he contended when our industries were

oung.

= Prgtect‘ion as represented by the Payne-Aldrich bill is an
instrument of oppression and a badge of dishonesty. It fetters
legitimate business, curtails the world's markets for our prod-
uets, burdens the consuming millions, and robs labor of its
honest reward. It was not designed to protect Ameriean labor.
It was designed to give to the American manufacturing and
producing trusts an advantage to which they are not entitled,
and by which they are to-day plundering the American people.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Let us pass the pending measure and relieve, if we ecan, the
oppressive conditions that burden our great industrial classes,
Why continue to legislate against trade, the only thing that
ever made o nation industrially or financially great? The time
has gone by when the American people can live by trading
among themselves. The much-vaunted home-market theory of
30 years ago will not do to-day. The great need of the present
is a larger market for our surplus products. It is said that
our cotton mills ean turn out in six or seven months enough
zoods to supply the American people for a year. The surplus
must find a market abroad or the mills will close. The pros-
perity of this country is dependent upon the prosperity of other
countries. Strike down, if you please, one-third or one-quarter
of the manufacturing industries of England and Continental
Turope and the fires will die out in our own furnaces and the
Ameriean farmers’ surplus will go a begging in the markets of
the world. -

ot us abandon the policy of exclusion and retaliation and
usher in the spirit of peace, commerce, and friendly trade rela-
tions with our neighbors. [Applause.]

Mr., McCALL., I yield 25 minutes to the gentleman from
Californin [Mr. NEgpmAAr].

Mr, NEEDHAM. Mr. Chairman, I propose in the time allotted
me to confine myself strietly to the concrete proposition which
is now before this body. This is a bill to promote reciproeal
trade relations with the Dominion of Canada. TUnder the terms

of the Payne Tariff Act the maximum tariff of {he United States
wotld have become effective against Canada on April 1, 1910, un-
less prior to that time the President of the United States had pro-
claimed that the Canadian tariff did not digseriminate against the
TUnited States. It should be remembered that the last tariff bill
as it passed the House provided for n maximum and minimum
tariff, and that all eountries should be entitled to our minimum
tariff, and the maximum tariff was to be applied only to countries
that practiced tariff diserimination against the United States.
The Senate, however, amended the theory of the maximum and
minimum provision so that the maximum tariff should be ap-
plied to all countries unless the President of the United States
should be gatisfied, and so proeclaimed, that no undue diserimina-
tion cxisted in the tariff of any country against the United
States. The difference between the House bill and the Senate
bill in this regard was radical, and, in my humble judgment, the
position of the House upon the question was more consistent
with our theory of the tariff than the position of the Senate.
However, the adoption of the conference report on the last
tariff bill earried with it the adoption of the Senate provision
in rezard to the maximum and minimum tariff.

The negotiations between the Dominion of Canada and the
United States, with a view of giving the former the benefit of
the minimum tariff rates of our law, offered an opportunity for
the President of the United States to indicate to the representa-
tives of Canada the willingness of the administration to take
up the question of an agreement between the two countries for
reciproeal trade relations between them. I nm convinced that
the President, in making this suggestion to the representatives
of Canada, acted in conformity sith the overwhelming publie
sentiment of the people of the United States. I am convinced
that, disregarding all selfish interests and looking at the ques-
tion from the brond standpoint of national policy, the President
of the United States in taking the initintive in negotiating and
in consummating n trade agrecment with our neighbor, Canada,
which provides mutual trade advantages, rendered a service
which will stand out as a consplecuous accomplishment of his
administration. [Applause.]

In prophesying the effect upon the commerce between the two
countries which the ratification of the pending agreement will
have we have the record of the years between 1554 and 1866,
when the Elgin-Marcy reciprocity treaty was in force. Notwith-
standing that during the greater portion of {hat period the
growth of our eommerce with all countries, owing to the Civil
War, was necessarily seriously interrupted, yet the record of
the increase of trade between Canada and the United States
under this reciprocity treaty is indisputable. The opponents
of the present legislation have intimated that the abrogation
of the Elgin-Marcy treaty in 1866 was due to a depressing effect
upon certain American interests by reason of Canadian compe-
tition. I think, however, that a fair consideration of the ques-
tion will lead the unbiased mind to the conclusion that the chief
factor which led to the abrogation of that treaty in the year
1806 was because of the attitude of Great Britain toward the
United States during the Civil War. It can hardly be disputed
that the intense antipathy of the people of the United States
toward Great Britain and Canada because of the attitude of
the British Empire toward the United BStates during the Civil
‘War contributed Iargely to the abolition of this treaty, and thus
marked a historical step backward in the trade relations be-
tween the two countries.

The agreement with Canada now before us is more compre-
hensive than the Elgin-Marcy treaty and includes commodities
of various clasees.

Briefly speaking, the provisions of the agreement now pending
may be summarized as follows:

Tirst. Reciprocal free lists on leading primary food products,
such as wheat and other grain; dairy products; fresh frults
and vegetables; eggs and poultry; fish, cattle and shecp, and
live animals: and tin plate. Also certain commoditics now
freec in one country are to be made frec by the other, for in-
stance: Cotton-seed oil will go free into Canada, and rough
lumber will come free into the United States. Barbed-wire
fenecing is to be admitted free into the United States.

Second. Mutual reduced identical rates on sccondary food
products, such as fresh meats, canned ments, bacon and hams,
lard and lard compounds, canned vegefables, cereals, and other
foodstuffs partly manufactured.

Third, Mutual reduced rates on a list of manufactured com-
modities, including motor vehicles, cutlery, clocks and watches,
sanitary fixtures, satchels and leather goods, plate glass, hrass
band instruments, printing ink, and miscellancous articles.
Under this head, also, Canadian duties on agricultural imple-
ments are reduced to the present United States rates.
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Fourth. On certain commodities speecial rates by each coun-
try are made, as, for example, Canada reduces her duty on
coinl and cement, while the United States reduces its duties on
iron ore, dressed lumber, aluminum products, and so forth.

In order to get a comprehensive idea of the effect of the
agreement in a broad sense, it Is necessary to refer somewhat
briefly to statistics and figures.

The following statistics and fizures are taken by me from a
speech delivered by John Ball Osborne, Chief of the Bureau of
Trade Relations, Department of State, before the Economic
Club of Portland, Me., on March 15 last, and they show that
the present foreign trade of the Dominion of Canada amounts
to $6355,000,000, of which the imports are valued at $375,800,000
and the exports at $279,200,000; exactly 50 per cent, or one-half
of the total trade of Canada, to wit, $327.700.000, is with the
United States, while 36 per cent, or $234,800,000, is with the
Tnited Kingdom, the balance of the trade being with other
countries.

Of the total importations into Canada just given above, and
amounting to $375,800,000, the United States furnishes $223,-
500,000, or 59.4 per cent, of the total imports into that country;
the United Kingdom imports 25.3 per cent, amounting to $05,-
800,000 ; the balance of the iniports are from other countries.

Of the total Canadian exports Great Britain and the United
Kingdom receive approximately one-half, or $139,500,000; the
United States comes next, with 37.3 per cent, amounting to
$104,200,000; while the balance goes to various countries.

A study of our foreign markets shows that the Dominion of
Canada stands third as a foreign market for the exports of
the United Statesg, being in this respect surpassed only by the
United Kingdom and Germany. However, as a source of our
imports Canada stands sixth, being surpassed by five countries,
namely, the United Kingdom, Germany, France, Cuba, and
Brazil.

These statistics show the great importance of our trade with
the Dominion of Canada. The showing is remarkable when we
conslder both the highly protective and the préferential fea-
tures of the Canadian customs tariff, Since 1807 Canada has
had highly protective rates, and at the same time has had
preferential tariffs to tlie mother country and conventional
tariffs with other countries, which have undoubtedly hampered
the freedom of commerce between Canada and the United
States.

The preferential rates which Canada offered to the mother
country in 1897 were, first, a flat rebate of 12.5 per cent. This
preferentinl rate was increased in 1898 to 25 per cent and then
again in 1900 to 33.33 per cent in favor of the mother country,
and has averaged about that rate since. Notwithstanding these
preferences, the commerce of the United States with Canada
has constantly grown, and, with the removal of fhe barriers
provided for in the pending agreement, I am satisfied that the
growth of commerce between the two countries will be by leaps
and bounds, [Applause.] If the commerce of the United States
with Canada has actually increased as statistics show, and
we have, in fact, a greater share in the markets of Canada than
the mother country, who can predict the share in that commerce
which the United States would obtain should the agreement
under congideration be enacted into law? [Applause.]

I said a moment ago that the United States now furnishes
50.4 per cent of the total imports into Canada and the United
Kingdom 25.3 per cent. In 1884 England furnished approxi-
mately 40 per cent of the Canadian imports, while the United
States at that time furnished between 46 and 47 per cent. In
other words, the percentage share of England in the imports of
Cunada decreased, notwithstanding the preferential tariffs
granted, from approximately 40 per cent of the total imports
in 1884 to approximately 25 per cent in 1910, while during the
same period, notwithstanding the highly protective tariff of
Canada, the percentage share of the United States in the im-
ports of Canada Increased from approximately 46 or 47 per cent
in 15884 to nearly GO per cent in 1910.

These extranordinary, striking figures, under the conditions,
demonstrate the enormous advantage and value of our com-
merce with Canada, and they clearly indicate that the mutual
advantages to the two countries will be of incalculable benefit to
each when freer trade relations, such as is contemplated by the
agreement under consideration, are made a reality.

The large and important commerce which the United States
now enjoys with the Dominion of Canada, notwithstanding the
tarifl barriers between the two countries and the preferential
convention tariffs granted by Canada to other nations, justifies
the belief that with the removal of these barriers to the extent
provided in the agreement which we are now considering the
commerce will be enormously augmented to the mutual ad-
vantage of both countries,

The policy of reciprocity has been a subject that has come
before the American people frequently. I can not recall of a
proposal for reciprocity with any country within recent years
but what has met with violent opposition. A study of our vari-
ous reciprocity agreements which have been presented for con-
sideration fails to disclose with any degree of accuracy that
they have been based upon any definite policy; that is, it can
not be accurately stated that the reciprocity agreements here-
tofore negotiated by Republican Presidents have been confined
fo noncompeting products. Certainly all of the reciprocity
ireaties negotiated by the McKinley administration and known
as the “ Kasson treaties” provided for reciprocity in competing
articles. I have a very vivid memory of these treaties, because
they were pending for ratification at the time I entered Con-
gress, 12 years ago. A large number of these treaties ruthlessly
sacrificed many important California industries, and I had
oceasion to study thelr terms with a considerable degree of
care, aud pride myself that to some extent I had something to
do with their defeat. To declare, therefore, as it has been done
on this floor during the consideration of this agreement, that
MeKinley stood only for reeiproecity in noncompeting articles
is certainly not historically true, if we are to consider, as we
must, that he approved of the acts of his own administration.
It secoms to me that the conclusion which every fair-minded
man must rench is that the only safe way in considering reci-
procity agreements is to consider each agreement by itself. In
other words, each reciprocity agreement must stand alone.

The language of MeKinley, in his last Buffalo address, in no
sense bears out the assertion that he was opposed to reciprocity
in competing produets. I quote the gist of that speech:

A system which provides a mutual exchange of commodlties—na
mutual exchange—is manifestly essential to the continued and healthful
growth of our export trade.

Wr must not repose in fancied security that we can forever sell every-
thing and buy little or nothing. If such a thing were possible, it wanld
not be best for us or for those with whom we deal. We should take
from our customers such of thelr products as we can use without harm
to our industries and labor.

Iteciproelty is the natural outgrowth of our wonderful industrial
development under the domestic policy now firmly established. ‘What
we produce beyond our domestic consumption must have a vent abroad.
The excess must be relieved throagh a foreign outlet, and we should
scll everywhere we can and buy wherever the buying will enlarge our
;mIIN; and produoctions, and thereby make a greater demand for howe
anar,

The period of exclusiveness Is past.
commerce 18 the pressing problem. Commercial wars are unprofitable.
A pelicy of good will and friendly trade relations will prevent reprisals.
Reciproeity treaties are In harmony with the splrit of the times;
measures of retaliation are not.

If perchance some of our tarilfs are no longer needed for revenue or
to encourage and protect our industries at home, why should they not
be employed to extend and promote our markets abroad?

Mr, Chairman, whatever may have been the position of the
Republican Party in the past, and swhatever may have been the
real sentiments of McKinley and the other great leaders of the
party upon the guestion of reciprocity, it seems to me that at
this time there is no occasion for division of sentiment upon
this question because the Republican Party, in its last national
convention, which is the last authoritative declaration of the
party upon the subject, and should therefore be the guide of
the party, made a definition of the policy of protection, when, In
substance, it declared that the tariff should be limited for the
purposes of protection to the difference between the cost of
production in this country and the cost of production abroad,
with a reasonable profit to the American producer.

I am willing, Mr. Chairman, that my vote for or against the
pending measure shall be determined by the prineciple of the
last Republican national platform. [Applause.] If anyone
can convinee me that the difference in the cost of production of
any of the articles mentioned in the pending agreement is sub-
stantinlly less in Canada than the cost of the production of the
gsame articles in this country, then I should feel that under the
definition of protection in the last national platform, as a
Republican, T was bound to vote against the measure. But
my study of the agreement and the evidence submitted con-
vinees my mind that there is no substantial difference. I agree
with President Taft, who said in his speech at Springfield, I11.,
on February 11 last.

The conditions of production and of manufacture In the United
Stntes and Canada are substantially the same. Wages may differ
in one part of Canada from another part, just as wages differ in dif-
forent States in this country, but taken by and large, the character of
the laborers, their intelligence and their skill, and the price paid them
per unit of work, are not substantially less in Canada than they are
in this country. * * With that In view, still adhering loyally
and sincerely to the jlarinclples of protection where it is needed to main-
tain our important Industries, I did not hesitate to glve the widest
latitude to the Secretary of State and the commissioners who repre-
gented this country in offering to Canada a reduction of dutles on goods
and products coming into this country from Canada in consideration
of the establishment of the same duty, or freedom from duty, on similar
goods going into Canada,

The expansion of our trade and
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After having made several visits to Canada myself I am con-
vinced that the advantage is with the producer in the United
States in competition with his competitor in Canada, generally
speaking. The long, severe winters of Canada, the distance of
the Canadian producer from the consuming centers of popula-
tion, place a handicap upen the Canadian that greatly Inures
to the benefit of his American competitor. Of course there may
be exceptions to ihis rule, but I am satisfied that, speaking
broadly, the cost per unit of production of the competing articles
provided for in the agrecement under consideration are at least
no greater, if not less—and, in iy opinion, less—than in
Canada, and in this view the report of the Tariff Board, set
forth in Senate Document No. 849, Sixty-first Congress, third
session, is a substantinl confirmation.

Mr. DALZELL. Will the gentleman permit me to ask him
a question?

My, NEEDHAM. Certainly.

AMr. DALZELL. I wish to ask the gentleman whether or not
this measure conforms, so far as paper is concerned, with the
last Republican platform?

My, NEEDHAM. I think it does.

Mr. DALZELL. You think there is no difference between the
cost of making paper in Canada and in this country?

Mr. NEEDIIAM. I think there is no substantial difference.

Mr. DALZELL. Oh, no substantial difference!

Alr. NEEDHAM. The repart of the board, however, is be-
fore the Congress, and Members can determine it for themselves,
but my study of the agreement and of this evidence convinces
me that there is no substantial difference.

1 find quite o few of the Members of this House who are
now violently opposed to the pending agreement on the ground
that it is an abandonment of the policy of protection were
very substantial promoters and sponsors in passing through
this House the legislation necessary to provide for reciprocity
with Cuba. How the gentlemen referred to can reconcile their
action is quite a mystery to me. Wheo svill pretend that the
labor conditions in Cuba are in any sense equal to our own,
or that they in any degree approach the labor conditions in
Canada? I copposed with what little ability I possessed the
Jegislation providing for reeciprocity with Cuba, because I felt
it was an abandonment of the prineciple of protection, and
becanse I felt an apprehension that the competition of the in-
dustries of that island would be injurious to the industries of
the State of which I have liad the honor to, in part, represent
upon this floor for over 12 years. But our experience thus far
under the policy of reciprocity with the Cuban Republic has
not g8 yet had the effect such as I feared, and I have a strong
conviction that the disastrous results which I apprehended may
never materialize, and I am constrained to prophesy that the
dire disasters which are apprehended by those on this side of
the Chamber ns a result of the enactment of the legislation
now under consideration will also fail to materialize.

Now that we Members of the Republican Party have adopted
a definition limiting the application of the policy of protection
so that in fixing tariff duoties they shall equalize the cost of
production in this country and abroad with a fair profit to the
Amerienn producer, and as there is no other country in the
world where the conditions of production are as near an equal-
ity with our own as the Dominion of Canada, I sincerely trust
that we may enact this measure into law and thus test the
productive capacity and the competing abllity of our people
along lines of production and competition on substantial equal-
ity of terms.

Firmly belleving that the putting into effect of the agreement
under consideration will harm no substantial industry, but, on
ibe contrary, will bring mutual berefit to both Canada and our
own country, I shall support this great measure of a Republican
Tresident and a Republican administration. [Applause] 1If,
however, this measure should De put into foree and effect and
shall prove by its actual operation that the prophesies of those
who now oppose it liaye been well founded and that we who now
support it are mistaken, I will be the firgt to join in 2 movement
for its abrogation.

Alr. Chairman, when this bill was before the House at the Iast
session there was much discussion as to the effect the entering
upon the pelicy of reciprocity with Canada svould have under
‘the most-favored nation clause” of our treaties with other
countries. It was vehemently asserted at that time, and may
be agnin reiterated, that those nations which have treaties with
the United States containing what is known as “the most-
favored nation clause” would have the right under such clause
to demand admission for their produets into the ports of the
TUnited States upon payment of the same duties granted to
Canada. I have given some study and attention to this matter,
and I find that the decisions are uniform in the Supreme Court

to the effect that under such conditions the clause does not ap-
ply. The Custoins Court handed down a decision within the
last 10 days unanimously affirming this pelicy. This question
is treated guite exhaustively in volume 5 of Moore's Digest of
International Law, pages 257-288, and I will not take the time
to read any of these decisions, but anyone interested ecan ex-
amine these references if he desires.

The effect of these decisions and holdings is to make it the
policy of the United States to refuse to grant the rates of duty
provided for under reciprocity to any other nation than the one
with whom the treaty is made. “The most-favored-niation
clause " does not apply, because the rule is “ Identity of treat-
ment under identity of circumstances and conditions,” and the
conditions and considerations which would prompt our Gov-
ernment to grant tarlff concessions to oue nation under reei-
procity are not the same, and in the nature of things can not
be the same, as would induce the granting of similar rates fo
other countries with whom we have * the most-favored-nation
clouse " treaty.

Thus.far I have not discussed, except in the most general
way, the schedules of the proposed agreement. I have not at-
tempted to analyze the effect which the treaty may have upon
any single industry. My belief is that under the policy of pro-
tection, as deflned in our last national platform, the cost of
production in Canada being substantially the same as in this
country, a tariff duty upon any of the articles enumerated in
the agreement above that provided is not demanded in the
interest of protection, and therefore my hope and belief is that
the agreement itself will not, when it becomes operative, be
disastrous to any American industry.

If incidentally the enactment of this legislation shall prove
that the definition of protection limiting it, as was done uuder
the terms of the last national platform, is insuflicient for the
play of industrial forces and the development and maintenance
of our industrial conditions on a plane of healthfulness and
prosperity, then that in itself will be an experience svorth the
experiment which this agreement .contemplates. The people of
this country will never continue any policy which will hamper
our wmeans of production and development or in the slightest
degree imperil our standard of living. The American Naution
is irrevoeably committed to the policy of protection. [Applause.]
We on this side of the Chamber may differ, and honestly differ,
as to the amount of duty that should be granted to an industry
to enable that industry to maintain the American standard
and to meet the competition of the same industry of another
country of lower standard. There are no differences here as to
the necesgity of maintaining the principles of protection. While
I do not desire to assume to be opinionated, I venture to assert
that those adherents of very high tariff rates are not the Dest
supporters and advocates of the protective policy. In cther
words, rates in excess of what is known to place the domestic
producer on a par with his foreign competitor may furnish an
incentive, especially under present frade and industrial condi-
tiong, to monopelistic tendencies which would unduly burden
the domestic purchaser and consumer. The frue protective
policy at no point requires its advocates to demand or defend
excessive or unnecessary duties. [Applause.] T am persuaded
that the following from a recent speech of President Taft should
be most carefully considered by all protectionists, swhen he said,
in spenking of the agreement now under consideration:

There are those conservative Erotect.lonlsts who hang back from an
approval of this agreement on the ground that it is a de r¢ from
ﬂl:e prineiple of protection and is the opening wedge to let in free trade,
My own view Is that no step conld be tnlen more in the interest of a
reasonable poliey of protection than the gpproval of this treaty. The
very cxistence of the pollcy depends en our abolition of the tariff
where it 1s not really needed under the garinr:i le of the last Repuliiean
platform. If we persist in retaining it In these time= of high prices
and pradually exhausting food supply and base our rctention om pro-
tection principles, we shall rouse an copposition that wwill know no
moderation and will not eccase radieal economic changes untll it has
removod from the statute book the last trace of a protective tariff.

[Applanse.]

But it is contended with great earnestness by those who op-
pose this legislation, that it will prove disastrous to the farm-
ing interests of our country, An attack upon the farmers of
this country, or even a failure to properiy guard their interests,
would prove disastrons, and rightfully so, to those responsible
for such a movement. I represent a district and in part a
State where the leading industry is that of agriculture. The
various branches of agriculture in my State, coming as they do
in direct competition with the lowest paid labor in the womid,
where the conditions and where the standard of living is among
the lowest, I fully appreciate that the farming industries of my
State could not exist for a season with such competition except
for the imposition of an adeguate tariff. I would be the Inst
individual upon this floor to cast a vote, and my State would
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never tolerate a vote by any of its Representatives that wonld
imperil or seriously affect the farmers of any portion of our
country. [Applause.] I freely concede to every Representative
upon this floor who may feel constrained to oppose this meas-
ure the utmost sincerity and honesty of purpose, and I only
claim for myself the same honesly and sincerity which I freely
concede to others. DBut after the best attention which I have
been able to give to this subject in all its bearings I am unable
to find that its enactment into law will imperil or appreciably
affect the farming interests of the country, or of any particular
gection.

I apprecinte the tremendous force which is included in any
rallying ery made in behalf of the farmers of the country, but
not being convinced that it is based upon truth and, further-
more, having a suspicion that there is possibly behind it some-
thing of selfish interests not allied with agriculture, I may be
pardoned if I look with some degree of suspiclon upon the
forces and the motives of those who have inaugurated this
protest. [Applauose.]

There has been during the last few years a great prominence
-given to the subject of conservation. Tremendous interest has
been created in the subject, and there is a widespread publie
sentiment that, with the enormous growth of our population
and the econsequent drawing upon our natural resources, the
augmentation of these resources, and thercby to some extent
prevent their exhaustion and impoverishment, is the part of
wise statesmanship. Reciprocity with Canada must of neces-
sity be chiefly confined to food and forest products, and the
addition of these two great nmatural resources, bringing them
within the reach of our fast-growing population, is a measure
of conservation of greater importance than any that have yet
been suggested.

Mr. Chairman, I have purposely refrained from discussing
this legislation from the standpoint of any community or from
the standpoint of any particular industry. This is an agree-
ment between the Dominion of Canada and the United States
of America which reqnires concurrent legislative action by both
countries in order that it may be made cffective. Any change
by nmendment, however strongly I might favor certain changes,
would of necessity throw the whole proceedings into negotia-
tions again between the two countries, with the consequent
delay and possible failure of any agreement at all. We are
therefore compelled to either accept or reject the agreement.
That is the practical question before this body. We have got
to either vote it up or vote it down. Anyone pretending to be
in favor of the agreement, but who is desirous of amending it,
is in reality opposed to the agreement. Such an attitude will
not deceive anyone acquainted with the real situation. [Ap-
planse.]

Mr. Chairman, as a protectionist and a Republiean, I find no
difficulty in bringing myself to the support of this great eco-
nomic measure of the administration of President Taft. Long
after the petty bickerings and jealous criticism of his admin-
istration shall have been forgotten the action of our President
in bringing this measure before the Representatives of the
Ameriean people will stand out as among the great accomplish-
ments of an administration singularly eonspicuons for the con-
structive mensures which have become enaeted into law. [Ap-
planse.] My judgment teils me that from the standpoint of the
national welfare we should enact this legislation. I believe
with President Taft when he said:

Now is the accepted time. Now Canada fs in the mood. She Is nt
the parting of the ways. Shall she be an isolated country, as much
separated from ns as If she were across the ocean; or shall her people
and our people profit by the proximity that our geography furnishes?

[Loud applause.]

Mr, McCALI. DMr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Bowarax].

Mr. BOWAMAN. Mr, Chairman, this measure has been very
ably debated from every side excepting possibly one, and that is
from the standpoint of a Member from the State of Pennsyl-
vanin and of a miner or producer of fuel. I rise only from a
sense of duty to express to this body, the greatest representa-
tive body in the world, some scnse of the obligation which the
State of Pennsylvania and the distriect I represent owes to
the Province of Canada. I represent the heart of the anthra-
cite coal regions of the State of Pennsylvania. I live in the
Wyoming Valley, the land celebrated by the poetry of Camp-
bell, celebrated through the life and work of the Moravian
missionaries among the Indians, celebrated as the birthplace of
the greatest race of aborigines the world ever knew, and cele-
brated, I believe it will be, as the birthplace of the greatest
race that this country will ever produce. We have there to-
day as the basis of our population the English, the Irish, the
Welsh, the German, and the Scotch. There has been intro-

duced within the last decade new clements of the best laboring
blood of Europe. We have the Piedimontes and others of the
best from Italy, the Lithuanian, the Pole, and the Slovak, and
I tell you as one who has had opportunities to observe, that
they will make as good citizens as any that this country has
heretofore produced.

The State of Pennsylvania sent into the Province of Canada
in the year 1910 a large part of over $33,000,000 worth of fuel
bought by that country. Over $14,000,000 of that amount was
anthracite, upon which we did not pay a cent of duty. They
also used over $17,000,000 worth of bituminous coal, and up-
ward of $2,000,000 worth of coke, upon which the inhabitants
of that country paid over $3,000,000 in duty for the sake of
burning it. That country, gentlemen, can never lLecome an
industrial nation. Why? Because they have no adegquate sup-
ply of fuel. What can we get from them? That country is
fitted by nature to produce food to help feed our industrial
population, Boundless natural resources fit this country, with
their help, to support an industrial race beyond computation.

Less than $98,000,000 covers the total imports of Canada
into this country. You will note they paid us for fuel alona
over one-third that amount and over $182,000,000 more for other
merchandise. Should we not have some feeling of gratitude
toward them?

Continue to build the tariff wall that now exists between us
higher and wider and before you are through with it you will
only have openings through it from which cannon will point
from each side to the other.

This is not a question of a tariff; it is a higher and broader
question; it is a question of the universal advancement of the
human race. 1 listened with a great deal of interest to what was
enid by the gentleman from New York City [Mr. Georce]. The
population in my city is very much like it; they need sympathy
and help. But I will say to the gentleman from North Caro-
lina, who called attention to the low wages pald in the State
of Pennsylvania, that in the district that I come from we pay
as good wages for labor performed as are pald in any place in
the world.

We have serious accidents that excite the deepest feclings in
man's nature. I once walked up to a shaft where a child was
sitting and =said to her, *“ What are you sitting here for, my
child?” “I am waiting for my father.” Her father had been
puried in that mine through an accident that happened more
than n week previous.

A fund was raised to relieve the necessities of those who
were dependent upon the men who lost their lives in that dis-
aster. I will say for the bankers of New York, however they
may be traduced, we found their hearts open to the plea of
distress. They, with the other good people of this country,
established a fund whichh has been distributed in that mining
district from that day to this, nearly 15 years.

In that connection I want to say that a lady from one of
the principal eities of this Nation came to our city to ascertain
what the conditions were, and whether it was necessary for her
to do anything to ameliorate them. After visiting the whole
community, she said to me, “ There is more distress in one alley
in my city than in your whole district.” She visited homes that
for months had not had a male protector to help them.

Gentlemen, I repeat, this is not a tariff question.

We are protectionists in my district. We believe in the pro-
tective tariff to the limit of competition, with a falr percentage
to proteet the manufacturer from surplus stocks. We elaim
that this is a protective mensure, presented by one of the great-
est Presidents this country ever produced—not the greatest
politician, but a man with a broad judicinl mind, deeply in-
terested in the welfare of the people—and I submit that a fair
majority, in my distriet ninety-nine one-hundredihs of the Re-
publicans and most of the Democrats, are with him.

Gentlemen, I shall yvote for this measure [applause] because
I do not believe it transgresses a single Republican principle,
the principle of protection to Ameriean indusiries, and I do
not believe it transgresses a single principle that proteets the
farmer in the best market for his product, the home market.
Look over the reports of prices, the prices for to-day, of farm
products in the United States, and there will be found as much
difference in the various parts of this country as there is be-
tween those of this country and Canada. In the words of our
Chaplain this morning, “ Let our spiritual ears be unstopped
and spiritual eyes be opened,” that we may see in this measure
one that is far above loeal conditions, one that tends to the ad-
vancement of the race, bringing together these two peoples who
are one in lineage, one in their purpose—the elevation of the
human race. [Applause.]

Mr. DALZELYL. Mr. Chairman, I now yield 10 minutes to
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Goop].
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Mr. GOOD. “Reciprocity is only an international form of
protection.” This definition from the Standard Dictionary cor-
rectly describes reciprocity. It was this conception of reciproc-
ity that caused the Republican Party to write in its platform:

We favor the associated poliey of reciprocity so directed as to open
our markets on favorable terms for that which we do not ourselves
produce in return for free foreign markets.

This bill, introduced by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
UxpeErwoon], contains none of the elements of reciprocity. It
provides not for protection but for free trade in the United
SiEifttes and protection in Canada. [Applause on the Republican
side.

] A DEMOCRATIC MEASURRE, I

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hirr] has said that
this bill presents a political and not a partisan question. The
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KitcHIN] contends that
it is both political and partisan, and that it is a Democratic
measure, presented to this House In response to a resolution
passed by a Democratic caucus, and that it is in full harmony
with the declarations of the Democratic platforms.

I am inclined to agree with the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. KrrcHIN], and I, for one, am perfectly willing that
the Democratic Party shall stand sponsor for this bill and shall
be held responsible for its evil effects should it become a law.

The advocates of this bill content themselves with an aca-
demic discussion of reciprocity. They fail to point out wherein
it is reeiprocal and decline to analyze its provisions or the real
effect which its enactment will have on the producer and con-
sumer alike.

FPROPOSED TRADE NOT RBECIPROCAL.

By the provisions of this bill all the products of the Cana-
dian farm are brought into competition with the product of the
farms of the United States. It surrenders to the farmers of
Canada the markets of the United States for all their produce.
Tor the surrender of these markets it is proposged to reduce the
duty on the farm implements manufactured and imported from
Canada. This is practically the only reciprocity provided for
in this bill.

Let us place in parallel columns, first, a list of the produce
of the farm, and, second, a list of the farm and other machinery
on which it is proposed to reduce the tariff, with the amount
of such proposed reduction, and see if it is a fair and equal
trade and if it is reciprocal. On the other side we have a list
of practically everything grown on the farm, from which all
tariff is removed and which is brought into direct competition
with the cheaper farms and the cheaper farm labor of Canada.
On the other side we have a list of manufactured articles upon
which the duty is reduced and by which it is alleged the farm-
ers of this country will profit all that they have lost through
the placing of farm products on the free list:

What the American farmer gives That the Canadian farmer gives
and what the Canadian former ang what the American farmer
gets.

gets.
FRER LIST. REDUCED DUTIES OF FARM IMPLE-
¢ MENTS.
Per cent ad valorem,
Cattle, horses, swine, sheep, mules, Farm wagons .
poultry, wheat, rye, oats, buck- Plows 5
wheat, barley, dried peas, cow- Harrows b
peas, beans, corn, hay, straw, Harvesters— - oo 2
potatoes, sweet potatoes, yams, Reapers 2%
turnips, onions, cabbages, and Seed Arills oo ___ b
all other wvegetables; apples, MoOWersS. oo 2%
peaches, pears, grapes, and ber- Horse rakes_—— . _____ b
ries: butter, cheese, milk, cream, Cultivators o b
eggs, honey, cottonseed, linseed, Thrashing machine parts, bag-
and other ofl seeds, including gers, weighers, ete________ b
clover and timothy gced, and Parts of thrashing machines,
other articles, s 3e) et ] ok { e R T ST 23
TPortable and traction engines,
no change.
Horsepowers for farm use, no
ncm?geé tato di
ay loaders, potato diggers,
fodder cutters, grain crush-
ers, fanning mills, and hay
rroa o [t o PR T e b
Motor vehlcles, except for rall-
ways b
Who can discover any real reciprocity in this trade? The

injury it would work to the agricultural interests of this coun-
try is apparent. The benefits which we would receive are so
small that they can not be discovered. No one has pointed
them ount.

CANADA'S DEMAND,

For more than a century the Dominion of Canada has knocked
at our door for the free admission of her agricultural products,
and at all times she has maintained the right to protect her
manufacturers, as well as the manufacturers of Great Britain.
She has desired free trade in agricultural products. At the

saime time she has demanded that her manufacturers be pro-
tected from importations by the American manufacturer.

Let us not, therefore, delude ourselves into believing that the
reduction of from 2} to 5 per cent in ad valorems on farm ma-
chinery will be of any benefit to the farmers of the United
States., The Canadian farmer desires to enter into free compe-
tition to feed the 100,000,000 people of the United States and
Canada, but the Canadian manufacturer is unwilling to enter
into free and open competition with the American manufacturer
in supplying the market of the two countries with manufactured
articles. As long as Canada malintains her present position
there can be no such thing as reciprocity between Canada and
the United States. [Applause on the Republican side.]

The simple fact is that it costs more to produce the products
of the farm in the United States than it does in Canada. As
shown by the report of the Tariff Board, farm labor and farm
Innd is higher in the United States than it is in Canada. Under
these conditions it ecan not truthfully be said that the cost of
production is the same in the two countries.

LOWER PRICES TO FARMER NOT FOLLOWED BY LOWER PRICES TO COXSUMER.

It necessarily follows, therefore, that the price at which the
farmer will be compelled to sell his produce will be affected
by the emactment of this law. The extent to which the value
of our farm produets will be affected no one can say. But it
does not follow that because the farmer will be obliged to ac-
cept lower prices for his produce that the ultimate consumer
will be able to purchase his food supply any cheaper.

These positions are not inconsistent. By our complex method
of production and distribution big interests profit by the loss to
the original producer, and the price to the consumer is seldom
affected. The best example of this is to be found in the removal
of the duty on hides. I reeall the argument of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PAYNE] when he discussed the provisions
of his bill. He contended that the duty on hides did not benefit
the farmer, but, as he expressed it, only beneiited the “Dbig
four,” and that the removal of the duty on hides would not
lessen the price of hides to the producer.

By the Payne tariff law hides were taken from the dutiable
list and placed on the free list. On August 7, 1909, the Shoe
and Leather Reporter gave the wholesale price of hides, No.
1 packers' native steers, at 17 cents per pound. On February
4, 1911, the same grade of hides was quoted by the same au-
thority at 14 cents per pound. Everyone who is familiar with
the subject knows that the farmer received 4 cents per pound
less for his hides on February 4, 1011, than he received on
August 7, 1909 ; but where is the buyer of shoes or of any other
article manufactured from leather who could purchise such
article cheaper on February 4, 1911, than he could on August
7, 19097

HIGH COST OF LIVING-—IS8 TARIFF RESPONSIDBLE?

In the memorable campaign that ended on the Tth day of
Jast November the principal issue was the high cost of living.
The Democratic Party contended that the Payne tariff law was
respensible for high prices. That election is fur enough in the
past and the next election is far enough in the future so that
we ought to be able to consider the question of the high cost
of living dispassionately and purely as a business proposition,
separate and apart from factional strife and political clamor.

The argument presented by our Democratic friends in support
of this measure is a most ingenious and conflicting one. It all
depends upon the person making the argument. Many of the
arguments are based on the theory that this bill will not re-
duce prices, while others bottom their arguments on the express
proposition that cheap food products will flow from the agree-
ment authorized by this bill. By this bill they would lower the
cost of living.

HOW DEMOCRACY WON.

I desire, therefore, to consider the question of the effect that
recent tariff legislation has had on prices, First let us inquire
if the issue of the high cost of living was fairly and honestly
presented in that election. What are the facts? A few days
before election, in practically every congressional district of the

North our Democratic friends distributed cirenlars entitled -

“ High cost of living,” in which was placed in parallel columns
a two weeks' store bill for October, 1806, and October, 1910,
Such a circular was used in the district I have the honor to
represent in this House. But, mind you, this circular was dis-
tributed only in the cities and towns. Our Democratic friends
were very careful to see that this circular should not fall into
the hands of the farmer, for it was only the price of farm
products that this eircular assailed,
DEMOCRACY WOULD LOWER PRICES ONLY ON FARM PRODUCH.

If the statements contained in this circular were good argu-

ment to the wage earners on the subject of the high cost of
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living before the election, they ought to be good argument to
the farmers after election. I shall, therefore, for the benefit
of Democratic and Republican farmers alike, print this cireular
in the Recorn. It assails only the product of the farmer, and
points to the year of 1806 as a year presenting ideal conditions
and ideal prices. The circular is as follows:

VOTERS AND HOUSEHOLDERS, READ THE WITHIN CAREFULLY—HOW TO

SAVE YOUR MONEY—TAKE INTO DOOTH WITL YOU WHEN YOU VOTE—

VUTH FOIL YOUR FAMILITS,

High cost of living facts—Read carefully—Ponder well—Vote right—
Prices, 1896 and 1910,

The Republican Party has been in complete econtrol of every depart-
meant of the Government gince 1896—President, Senate, and Congress,
They have given you a government of trusts-—Deef Trust, Sugar Q'rust,
Flour Trust, Clothilng Trust, and the “ daddy " of them all, the Tarll
Trust. Hee the result below:

8t. Louiz priccs.
Two WEEKS' Storm BILL.

OCTODER, 1808, OCTOBER, 1910,

2 ponnds salt pork__ . __ $0.10 2 pounds salt pork- e £0. 40
0 pounds pork chops—————- .00 5 pounds pork chops__.__ 1.25
5 pounds pork ribseceeec.— .30 D pounds pork ribs.e.oo__ .70
4 punnds smoked shoulder_ .40 4 pounds smoked shoulder- . Ot
2 ponnds sausage - ____ 156 2 pounds sausage ______... .35
O pounds Iard oo - a0 Tpoundsilard - . ___ - B
5 pounds corned beef_ — .20 b pounds corned beef_____ .02}
4 pounds butter .40 4 pounds butter_ e 1. 20
vl [T 0T sty S w20 Sidozpn erEe s s e e . a0
1 pound cheese__.___- = wld L pound cheese oSl 25
1 barrel flour______ - 38.50 1 barrel flonr____ = 5b.05
4 pounds chicken __ - .40 4 pounds chicken _ =2 2
21 pounds sugar—. ~ 1.00 21 pounds sugir._.———-_. 1.18
2 pounds steak__—___ S .20 2 pounds steak .o R
b pounds roast beef_ . __.__ .00 O pounds roast beef-_..__ 1. 00
8.28 15. 593

Look at these two store Dills. Vote to protect your pocketbook.

Your table bill has doubled ; have your wages doubled? You pay 100
per cent mere for your clothing, blankets, and household goods; has
vour salary kept pace with the increased cost of living? Your rent Is

Igher and your fuel is higher; how much higher is your weekly wage
check? Don't you think you had better help put the trusts that have
douliled the cost of living out of business? Congressman Goobn's vote
helped to make the DIl 835.593 instcad of $8.28.

FARMERS NOT ENTHUSIABTIC OVER DEMOCRATIC I'RICES OF 1896.

I hope the farmers will study this circular. When they come
to read it, let them take the first item, “ Two pounds of salt pork,
10 cents,” and ask themselves how much they would be obliged
to sell their hogs for, allowing for offal, packers', jobbers’, and
retailers’ profits, in order that salt pork could be bought at 5
cents a pound retail. Left me appeal to them to apply the same
test to every item in this eireular and then ask themselves the
question, without regard to politieal affilintion, if they are in
favor of this Democratic demand that the price of farm prod-
ucts that prevailed in 1896 shall be restored and shall perma-
nently prevail. [Applause on the Republican side.]

DID PAYNDE TARIFF INCEEASE PRICES?

But is the Payne tariff lnw responsible for the cost of these
articles? How can it be honestly charged that it inereased the
cost? The Payne tariff bill did not inerease the duty on a single
article named in this eircular. One of the articles named in
the circular was placed on the free list. On 8 of the 15 articles
the duty was reduced 25 per cent and on the 6 remaining arti-
cles the duty was unchanged. So we have presented here the
very amusing claim of our Democratic friends that by placing
1 of the 15 articles on the free list, by reducing the duty on 8
25 per cent, and by allowing the duty on 6 to remain unchanged
we have thereby inereased the cost of these articles to the con-
sumer., For lack of a better name, I can only eall this kind
of reasoning Democratic logie.

It is a familiar saying of our Democratic friends that “the
taviff is a tax, and the consumer has to pay it,” and as
corollary to this proposition it is also claimed that the re-
moval of the fariflf on an artiele by that much does it reduce the
price to the ultimate consumer.

Let us apply this rule to some of the notable reductions in
the Payne tariff law and ascertain if there has been a corre-
sponding reduction in the price to the ultimate consumer.

Of the articles cnumerated in this eireular, the duty on pork,
lard, and beef was reduced 25 per cent, and yet the retail price
of these artieles for 1910 advanced, if the information set forth
in thig eircular is correct.

The {ariff on eabbage was reduced 83 per cent, and yet where
is the householder who is able to buy cabbage more cheaply
because of the reduction in the tariff? The tariff on bituminous
coal was reduced 83% per eent and on agricultural implements
25 per cent. There was a reduction of 55 per cent on harness
and of 60 per eent on boots and shoes, yet the purchasers of
these articles at retail saw no reduction in the price after the
tariff was lowered.

The tariff on barbed wire was reduced 37 per cent; on nalls,
spikes, and tacks from 20 to 50 per cent; and on starch 33 per

cent; but where is the person who purchased any of these arti-
cles at retail who experienced any of the benefits of lower
prices, which our Democratic friends proclaim would flow
from a reduction in tariff duties.

But our friends on the other side of the aisle will say that
these reductions were too slight, and that in order to benefit
the ultimate consumer by lower prices the reduction should
have been greater. The answer to this argument is that we
took the tariff all off of several things which, or the products
of which, are in general use, and in those cases there has been
no reduetion in the price to the ultimate consumer.

We placed hides, posts, and petrolenm and its products on the
free list. What was the result? The farmer is compelied to
take 4 cents per pound less for his hides, but who recelves the
benefit of the reduction? Certainly not the ultimate consumer.
The ultimate consumer is not interested in the price of hides.
He is interested in the retail price of boots and shoes or of
harness or of some other manufactured produet of leather.
Notwithstanding the fact that we took all the tariff off of hides,
to the detriment of the farmer, and took 60 per cent of the
tariff off of shoes and 55 per cent off of harness, the ultimate
consunier of boots and shoes and of harness is obliged to pay
more for both of these articles fo-day than he could buy them
for before this reduction. Fence posts were placed on the free
list, but the purchaser of fence posts at retail realizes no re-
duetion in the price.

Petroleum and its products were placed on the free list, but
the nsers of kerosene and gasoline oils are looking, and will
eontinue to look, in vain for a corresponding reduction in the
retail price of these articles because of this reduction in the
tariff.
= TEUSTS AND NOT CONSUMERS DENEFITED,

Shounld the agreement which this bill authorizes be entered
into, the unorganized and unprotected farmers of the North
will have strong competition and will be foreed to sell their
raw materials at redueed priees, but the ultimate consumer—
the user of shoes, not hides or leather; the purchaser of ontmeal
by the package, not oats by the bushel; the buyer of flour by the
sack or bread by the loaf, and not wheat by the bushel; the
user of starch and not the purchaser of corn in the shock or in
the crib—ywill find that the Canadian farmer has a better mar-
ket and a better price for his product. Yes; he will then learn
that the American farmer is compelled to sell his product in
a more restricted market and at a reduced price, but that he,
the ultimate consumer, will be compelled to pay the same price
for what he eats and for what he wears that he paid before the
enactment of this Iaw.

The result is that the farmer who raises and sells the raw
product of the farm must take a lower price. The manufac-
turer and the jobber, who are organized and contrel the situa-
tion, secure a larger profit; the ultimate consumer pays the
same or a higher priee.

This is a condition to be deplored and to be corrected, but the
tariff, exeept where it is excessive and on noncompetitive arti-
cles, is not responsible for it. TLarge manufacturers, importers,
and ' distributers practically control the oufput of the necessi-
ties of life and dictate the price. Take coffee, for instance,
which has been on the free list for years. Rio No. 7 on August
1, 1009, sold for 7% cents per pound at wholesale. On Febru-
ary 4, 1911, the wholesale price of the same grade of coffee was
1275 cents per pound. The cause of the advance in price in
coffee ean not be attributed to the tariff; nor can the increase
of the price of the articles named in this misleading and un-
relinble cireular.

ITIGIX I'RICES WORLD-WIDE—WORLD-WIDE CAUSES.

If gentlemen on the other side of the aisle have any real de-
sire to get to bottom of the question of the high prices, and
the relation of the tariff to them, they will not proceed far with
their investigation until they discover that the tariff, except in
cases of excessive duties and duties on noncompetitive articles,
has little, and in almost every case absolutely nothing, to do
with the retail prices to the ultimate consumer. They will also
find that supply and demand, overproduction and shortage in
crops, cold storage and monopoly—these and other agencies con-
trol the entire question of the rise and fall of prices. They will
find that these same causes obtain in free-trade England as well
as in the United States.

The difficulty in considering the question of the tariff and its
relation to prices is that we have considered it from a very nar-
row and restricted viewpoint. We have not considered the
question of the prices of food from the standpoint of the mar-
kets of the world., We have not compared our market of food
products with the market of like products in other countries.
The only eomparison that has been made ecompares the price of
articles at a time when the counfry is prosperous with prices of
like articles at a time when the country was locked in the
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‘paralysis of hard times, when everybody had labor or the prod-

uct of labor to sell, and when but few had the money with
wlich to buy. In 1896 prices were low, and there was no mar-
ket for many of the products of the farm or the factory, even
at bankrupt prices, and 1 hope and pray that those times and
those prices shall never again come to this country. [Applause.]
It means hardship and suffering. :

WIHAT AN AGE OF CHEAPNESS MEANS.

Is it an age of cheapness that is desired?
doubt it. s )

Where shall we begin in this crusade for cheaper things?
Some one says cheaper rent—cheaper homes. The home is the
foundation of our institutions, the bulwark of our Republic, and
nothing is more to be coveted than homes at fair and reasonable
prices. Dut what does this mean? Cheap rent and cheap
honmes mean cheaper labor in the stone quarry, cheaper labor
in the limekiln and the cement factory. It means lower wages
for the stonemason, the bricklayer, the carpenter, the lather, the
plasterer, the plumber, the painter, and the laborer. itent is
high, but the labor that built the house is high, and all the
material that went into it Is high, and that material in turn
was largely the product of labor. :

We can not have high prices for labor and low prices for the
product of labor. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Cheap homes mean cheap labor, and so it is with everything
that we eat and everything that we wear—it is largely the
product of labor. Cheap food and clothing mean cheap labor
on the farm, in the factory, and in the shop. Laborers of this
country, do you want it?

I do not want to be understood as approving all of the in-
creases in the cost of the necessities of life, nor do I contend
that labor has always had its just share of that which it, jointly
with capital, has produced. It too frequently happens that the
avarice and selfishness of men robs labor of its just share in
the progress of its time. All too often men in their avarice
exact too high prices for the necessities of life. It was always
s0; it always will be so. These inequalities and injustices are
seen in every period of the world's history. They have ex-
isted, not by virtue of any law but in spite of statutory en-
actment. Much as these conditions are to be deplored, no
political party and no govérnment has yet discovered an easy
or a complete remedy.

Our Democratic friends say that this is a proposition of give
and take. I admit it. It takes protection from the farmer and
gives it to the trusts. [Applause on the Republican side.]

I have compiled from Dulletin 77 and from the bimonthly
bulletin of the Bureau of Labor a comparative table, showing
the increase in prices of 11 principal products, and also the
increase in wages in 11 principal cecupations for the years 1809
to 1907. I shall append this table to my remarks, for it shows
that the increase in the price of labor has kept pace in the cost
of food products.

The increase in the prices of food is not confined to the
Tnited States, but is a world-wide movement. A comparison of
the retail prices of the necessities of life in this country with
prices of similar articles abroad will reveal the fact that the
inerease in prices abroad has heen as rapid and almost, if not
fully, as great as in this country.

In an editorial in the Independent the editor says: .

The fact that prices have risen the world over—in England, in
Russia, in Chinn, and South America, although not as much as here—
proves a warld-wide cause.

Samuel Gompers, president of the American Federation of La-
bor, and one of the best posted men on the conditions of labor
and the prices of the necessities of life in the world, says:

Mmtallﬁ contemplating the many ecities T have visited, and hnvlng
in mind the conversations I had with workingmen who had lived bot
in Europe and America, I believe that 1 may assert that whether the
cost of living in Europe or America is greater to the workingman de-
Tenas entirely upon the standard of living he adopts while in America.
f he voluntarily lives the life of self-denial in this ecountry that he
compulsorily lived in his native land, his outlay in money will remain
nbout the same. Even then he will hardly be able to escape gaining
iomei]htng from the superior supply of the good things of life in
merica.

Living 18 cheap to the wage earner of Europe only because he does
without what in America soon becomes a necessity to him—food in

od quantity and quality, presentable eclothes amunf his aspiring
ellow workmen and their families, and a comfortably furnished home
in quarters responding to his awakened deslre for crlunllty with his
American neighbors, and in general a larger and freer life.

b - L L] - s -

How often do these people eat meat? is a question the Amerlean in
Europe finds himself asking when looking about muon% wage workers,
Meat is usually from 25 to 100 per cent higher in price than fn the
United States,

L L ] L] - * - -

The immigrant coming to America finds that if he can buy in
quantity (in cases where he need not) his flour, fuel, potatoes, oil,
sugar, coffee, salt—the essentinls for his Elaln table—all cost less than
they ordinarily do In the land he left. he cheapness and abundance

I very much

of many varicties of frults and of our melons and tomatoes Is a sur-
prise to him. Closely after the most pressing nccessitics comes a line
of things cheaper than in Europe—cotton clothing, including overalls,
jumpers, shoes,

L LJ * - * -

-
The main conelusion as to housing 18 the same as that relating to
food: If the immigrant to this country is willing to continue living
here at the same level he is obliged to accept in his native land, he can
find it for the same money.

WHAT DEMOCRACY PROPOSES.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Krremin], n member of the Ways and Means Committee which
reported this bill, says: “This is a step, and only a step, in
the right direction.” The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Ux-
peERWoOD] has introduced another bill, which has been favorably
reported to this House by the Ways and Means Committee, in
pursuance to the action of the Demoeratic caucus. This bill is
the next step which our Democratic friends propose to take to
reduce the price of the products of the farm. Under the guise
of putting farm machinery on the free list, when they know or
ought to know that the American farmer would profit nothing

“by the enactment of such a law, for but few foreign-made im-

plements are suitable for or would ever be used on the Ameri-
can farm, it places the American stock raiser in direct compe-
tition not only with the farmers of Canada, but with the farm-
ers and stock raisers of the entire world. This farmers' free-
list bill places beef, veal, mutton, pork, and all kinds of meat
on the free list. If this free-list bill proposed by our Demo-
cratic friends shall become a law, the stock raisers of Iowa
and the Middle West—and every farmer in that section is a
stock raiser—will be forced to compete with the cheap land,
cheap labor, and cheap live stock raised in Mexico, in Argen-
tine Republic, and the other South American countries. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]
WIIT PROTECTION FOR SOUTHERN PRODUCTS ONLY?

This Democratic program is the most unreasonable and
unfair proposition ever submitted to the Congress of the
United States. If these two Democratic measures shall become
laws, everything that is grown on the farms in the North will
be on the free list, while everything that is grown on southern
farms will be protected by tariff duties. Is this fair?

The Republican policy of protection provides for the *“impo-
sition of such duties as will equal the cost of production at
home and abroad, together with a reasonable profit to Ameri-
can industries.” It measures the protection that the farmers of
the South shall enjoy with the sanme rule that it measures the
protection granted to the farmers of the North.

And this is as it should be. If we are to have free trade in
the farm products of the North with all the world, then let us
have free trade with all the world in the farm products of the
South. If we are to have free wheat, free flour, free corn, free
hay, free oats, and free barley, why not have free oranges, free
lemons, free bananas, and free citrus fruits? If free beef, free
veal, and free meats of all kinds are g0 much to be desired,
why not free sngar, free rice, and free tobacco?

Why should we grow free popcorn in the North and pro-
tected peanuts in the South? [Applause and laughter.] In a
word, why free trade for the products of the farms of the
North and high protection for the products of the farms of the
South? Real reciprocity with Canada is a good thing for
both conntries, but reciprocity between the different sections
of our own country is better.

PROTECTION JUSTIFIES WISDOM OF THE FATIIERS.

The United States and Canada! What untold possibilities
are embraced in these! Separated only by an imaginary line,
the people of the United States and Canada, having a common
ancestry, engaged in common pursuits, living under natural con-
ditions in all respects similar, speaking a common language,
having a common religion, have not enjoyed, either individually
or nationally, the same degree of prosperity. Why?

The early settlements in these two countries were made about
the same time. The area of the United States is less than that
of Canada, yet under the policy of protection to American in-
dustries our country’s growth has been unparalleled, and to-
day we number 92,000,000 people. Under a policy of granting
to the mother country preferential rates of duties, which stimu-
lated manufacturers in Great Britain and gave but little or no
encouragement to them at home. Canada’s growth and develop-
ment has been so stunted and retarded that to-day her total
population numbers less than 7,600,000 people.

The annual yield of our farms aggregafes over sixteen times
more than does the farms of Canada. The value of our farm
animals is eight times more than the value of the farm animals
in Cannda. The value of the manufactured products in the Do-
minion of Canada in 1905 was only $1,308,000,000, while in the
same year, under the policy of protection, the products of our
factories aggregated the stupendous sum of $14,802,000,000.
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PROTECTION ASKS FOR NO APOLOGIST.
- Mr. Chairman, I have no desire to defend the policy of pro-
tection. That policy needs no champion, no apologist, no de-
fender. In the beginning the fathers laid deep and wide the
foundations of protection., The first law signed by George Wash-
ington as President of the United States was a statute provid-
ing for protection to American industries, and from that day to
this protection has been our beacon light, lighting the way to an
industrial and commercial supremacy unapproached in aill the
history of the world. The record of our achievements under
this poliey is the industrial history of the Republie, portraying
a progress unrivaled and unchecked, except when the policy of
protection was abandoned. Under this policy ours has become
a nation of individual prosperity, a land of opportunity, a coun-
try of such marvelous industrinal and commereial achievement
that it is the hope and inspiration of the world. Others may
tamper with these foundations, but I, for one, shall vote to keep
the faith, [Applause on the Republican side.]

ATTENDIX.
Comparative table showing the increase in the price of food products
mu?.r me] price of labor from 1899 to 1907 (increase ghown in per-
centages).

[Compiled from Dulletin 77 nnl?abthe] Bimenthly Bulletin, Bureau of
r.
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Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, as a Republican and an ad-
mirer of our great and good President I frankly confess that I
enter upon the discussion of the meuasure before us with some-
what of embarrassment. But if as a Republican and a believer
in reciprocity I have some embarrassment in opposing this bill,
which has been labeled a reciprocity measure, how much greater
must be the embarrassment of the gentlemen on the other side of
the aisle, who but recently commissioned by the American
people, as they understand it, to revise the tariff along Demo-
cratie lines—whatever that may be—find themselves confronted
at the very threshold of their opportunity and responsibility
with the necessity of accepting from a Republican President
this measure which they present as the first fruits of their
promises to the American people in the last campaign. If we
recollect what they promised aright, it was that they were to
remove the duty from certain trust-made goods, that they were
going to reduce certain so-called “ iniquitous schedules” of the
Payne tariff bill, but lo and behold, this triumphant and vocifer-
ous majority, immediately upon being convened in special ses-
sion, accept from a Republican President a measure prepared
under his direction and present it without the opportunity of
amending it by so much as a word, a line, or a syllable. It
occurs t? me that this must be a trying situation for the gentle-
men on the other side.

I have no criticism to make of anyone connected with the
executive departments of the Government with regard to the
negotiation of the agreement, the fruit of which is presented
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in the measure before us. The President in his message to
Congress presenting the agreement gave to us the reasons which
actuated him, and referred to the conditions and circumstances
which in his opinion warranted an effort on his part to make a
trade agreement with Canada which he hoped, of course, would
be advantageous to the people of both countries, The President
having secured the best agreement he could under the circum-
stances—and how far that agrecement before us differs from
the hopes and expectations with which the negotiations were
undertaken we ecan not say—it became his duty to transmit the
finished product to Congress for its consideration.

RESPONSIBILITY RESTS WITH CONGRESS.

ITe did his duty, he accepted his responsibility. The measure
is before us, the responsibility is now ours. We have now our
duty to perform, and it occurs to me that what we shall do with
regard to this measure depends very largely upon what we view
to be our duty and responsibility under the circumstances. This
being the case, I would like to propound this query to gentlemen
on this side of the Chamber.

Had this measure come as an original product of the labors
of the Ways and Means Committee of the House, had they
initiated the legislation and presented it to us without oppor-
tunity to amend, how many votes would there have been on
this side of the Chamber for the measure when the vote
came upon its passage? In my opinion, very few. On the
other hand, is there anyone who in the wildest flight of fancy
can picture a condition under which the Democratic majority,
elected on the promises that temporarily swept them into power,
would upon their own motion and their own volition have pre-
sented to the House this measure in its present form? Had
anything of that kind occurred, had this been the handiwork
and product of a Democratic Ways and Means Committee of
the House, and presented without the opportunity of amend-
ment, how many votes would there have been for it on that
side of the Chamber? And, gentlemen, our duty and responsi-
bility is in nowise lessened or affected by the fact that this
“pact,” as it is called on the other side—and it is “ packed”
with disaster to American industries, from start to finish—that
this paect did not originate in the House of Representatives,
where under the Constitution it should and by the law it must
originate, but originated elsewhere. Our duty remains the
same as though it had originated in a constitutional way and
been presented in the ordinary course of business. Whatever
others may think about it, Mr. Chairman, I shall deem it my
duty, touching this measure, to vote against it, as I would have
voted against it had it originated in a committee of this body.

XOT TRUE RECIPROCITY,

This is called a reciprocity agreement; but who ever heard
of a reciprocity agreement in competing articles? That is a
curious and jaundiced view of reciprocity which says to the
farmers along 3,000 miles of our border, * You must surrender
yvour magnificent markets to your only formidable competitor,
becanse, forsooth, the Canadian Government proposes to lower
the duty on coal for the benefit of its own people in central Can-
ada.” What sort of reciprocity is that which assumes that the
stockmen throughout the length and breadth of the land shall
be pleased with the arrangement because, while their industry
is to suffer from the competition of all of the surplus of Cana-
dian live stock, at the same time and in the same pact the
Canadian Government is endeavoring to give its people cheaper
cottonseed oil and early tomatoes? There is no reciprocity in
the measure from a Republican standpoint, but rather the sur-
render of the markets of our farmers and stockmen in the hope
of helping not them but other classes of our citizens.

AS TO ‘* BPECIAL INTERESTS.”

Few arguments have been made for the measure, that I have
heard ; but in lien of arguments there has been a lot of declama-
tion, and some gentlemen have suggested that we should support
the measure because certain * special interests” are said to be
against it.

The only “ special interest” T have heard from that is against
the measure nnanimously and everywhere is the special interest
upon which rest the foundations of this Republie, the spucial
interest which is the bone and the sinew, the hope and the de-
fense of the Union—the farmers and the stockmen of the
TUnited States. [Applause on the Republican side.]

But while we are talking about * special interests,” let us not
forget that there are powerful special interests moving heaven
and earth in its support. For instance, there is the specinl
interest that speaks every day with a million tongues that is
for the pact because of the hope that it will give them, the
great newspapers, temporarily at least, cheaper print paper.
though it may destroy American industries employing tens of
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thousands of American workingmen. Great railroad systems
on betle sides of the international boundary are for it beeause
it will increase their business. Great coal interests in Pennsyl-
vanin and West Virginia are for it because they indulge the
fond hope that of the 8 cents redupction in the Canadian coal
duty they will get a small erumb;; I liope they, at least, will not
be disappeinted, for they are the only American citizens who
can ever get any benefits under this bill without injury to their
fellow citizens. The great milling interests are for it because
they Dbelieve:it will help their business.

WORSE TIIAN IT APPEARS.

The agreement is bad enough on its face in all conseience—
the surrender of five millions of duty upon the remission by
Canada of half that sum; the surrender of the splendid market
of 92,000,000 peaple in the hope of ebtaining the uncertain mar-
ket of 7,500,000 people; 65 per cent of which we already have in
spite of the preferential tariffs in favor of other countries. But
these facts, writ in letters so plain that Lie who runs may read
and the wayfaring man, though a fool, may not err therein, tell
only half of the story. The fact is that for those products to
which we give free entry into our ports we furnish an absolutely
unlimited market, while as to those produets for which Canada
gives us free trade or a lower duty we either have the market
now or conditions are such that it is utterly impossible for us
to increase our trade there.

Does anyone doubt who understands the great grain and mill-
ing business of the country that with this agreement in foree all
the surplus of Canadian wheat will come through our ports,
and that, great exporting nation that we are, we will purchase
all those grains and give them: the benefit of our splendid chan-
nels of export, and that the same thing will occur with regard
to live stoele? As for print paper we will furnish an unlimited
mnarket. And what do we get in return? A reduction of the
duty on cottonsced oil, a slight reduction: of the duty on coal;
rednctions that by no possibility can be of any advantage to
Amerieam citizens or extend American trade.

HIGID COST OF LIVING.

But the gentlemen have said that we must not mind that, tliat
this pact or agreement was: entercd into for the purpose and
with the expectation of reducing the high cost of living; and
that it will have n wonderful effect in that direction.

A month ago it might have been worth while to have spent
some time argning against that propesition, but it is searcely
necessary now, for the proponents of the measure have them-
selves Deen spending all tlie time they have spent in argument in
trying to prove that they did not mean what they originally
said and to assure us that by no possibility can the tearing
down of the tarif wall as against Canadian products reduce the
price of American farm produce. A, the trouble is the gentle-
men started in originally to prove too mueh; and now they nre
endeavoring to prove too muchi in the other direction. The fact
is that this agreement will not furnish the ultimate consumer
any produet of the farm, the mine, or the forest cheaper than
he is now obtaining it, but will largely reduce the income of the
American producer in those lines.

Everyone wlho knows anything about the farming business
knows that a difference of 10, 15, or 20 cents a buslel in the
price of a farmer's wheat means the-difference between a fair
profit and absolute loss. We all kmow that the difference of a

dollar or §2:a head in eattleor of 50'cents or a dollara hiead for:

slicop means to the stockman the difference: between success
and disasters And yet wlie is there who believes that such
reductions would ever reach the table of the nltimate consumer
or benefit those who consume the products?

Wheat must pass through the hands of the miller, the jobber,
the retaller, and to the baker, and the difference in price, which
to the Dakota farmer spells ruin, will never be discovered in
the price of the loaf of bread upon the table of the consumer.
Cattle and sheep must go to the packing house and pay heavy
freight charges on the way, pass on to the jobbers, to the
butchers, and finally come to the table of the consumer; and
a reduction in price, which fto the stock growers in my country
means. disaster, will never be noted in the price which the con-
sumer pays for the product in. the butcher shops of the country.

ENCOURAGING CANADIAN DEVELOPMENT.

There is an objeetion to' this agreement wlieh appeals very
strongly to the people of the intermountain States who: are de-
sirous of seeing their country settled and developed: For a
number of years past there has been a strong tide of immigra-
tion: from the United States into the Canadian northwest;

mostly of substantial farmers and business men of some means,.

the very classes we need the most for the settlement and de-
velopment of our region. These people have been passing
through our territory by the thousands, lured to Canada by

.extensive advertising, setting forth the Iiberality of Canadian

land: Tasws compared witl ours and therefore the better oppor-
tunity of securing a home and a farny cheaply. This agreement,
providing, as it does, that the immigrant to the Canadian north-
west shall enjoy additional advantages by having free access to
our markets for his produce and lis live stock, will tend to
further encourage and increase the settlement of Canada by
American farmers, thus retarding and delaying the settlement
and development of our Intermountain States.

I take off my hat to the gentlemen who, on behnlf of the
Dominion of Canada, negotiated this: treaty. [Applause on the
Republican side:] No longer may the Yankee pride himself on
being the great trader of the world. I commend to him our
Canadian cousin. Those gentlemen knew the trade and indus-
tries of their country, and they drew an agreement every line
of whieh gave them the advantage of the wonderful markets of
the most wonderful country on earth in exchange for sceming
advantages in the markets of a land where, in spite of all pref-
erential tariffs against us, we now practically control all the
markets worth while.

INTERESTING DETAILS,

Here is an illustration of one of the minor matters not
overlooked in this pact. Up on our northern boundary, west
of Take Superior, is a great railway line, and the heroic builder
of that great overland system is an exceedingly earnest sup-
porter of this measure. That railroad is, I believe, the Iargest
single importer of coal from Cannda into the United States.
Under the Dingley bill the duty on lump or run-of-mine bitu-
minous conl was 62 cents and on slack or fine coal 15 cents
per ton.

It so happened that by certain Treasury decisions the im-
porter of coal came to receive the slack rate upon an estimate
of all the fine coal in every shipment, with the result that the
importer was only paying the higher rate upon about two-thirds
of our importations.

This, of course, was a fraud on the Treasury, for commer-
cinlly slack is the fine dust, cuttings, and broken coal produced
in the process of mining and screening. It is sold at a low
price.. Oftentimes there is-no market for it, but at any rate it
is always cheap compared with commercial grades of coal sell-
ing at from one-fifth to one-third of the price; therefore this
being a cheap product is entitled to & comparatively low rate.
Under the Treasury ruling referred to, however, the importer
received the slack rate on as great an amount of every shipment
of the higher priced coal as he could bndger the customs offieials
into accepting as being fine enough to pass through a half-inch
sereen.  In order to put an end fo this practice a provision was
placed in the Payne bill in which the rate on coal was reduced
to 45 cents per ton and the slack rate remained at 15 cents, to
the effect that the slack rate should only apply to slack pro-
duced at the mine and shipped as such; and behold, the per-
centage of slack in our importations deereased from about one-
third to about one-sixth or less of the total importations,
thougl the same propartion of actual glack was imported as be-
fore. In this agreement we find a provision which, while it
does not change the slack rate, does restore the language of the
Dingley bill.

The railroad to which I refer imports, T think, about three-
quarters of a million tons of coal a year, and if under tliis
change of phraseology we shall go back to the old practice under
the same language, I estimate that the difference in duty paid
will amount to a very neat sum of money per annum, possibly
somewhere between $60,000 and $75,000 on the importations of
that one railivay.

This is only one of the details which indicate that while no
one here seems to have known anything about the details of
this ngreement during tlie time that it was under conslderation.,
yet some interested people must have known much about it dur-
ing the days of its negotiation.

REVIVAL OF DOCTRIND OF MACHIAVELLIT.

Mr; Chairman, if I had time: I should like to go into the
agreement in some considerable detail, but my time is brief,
and I want to close by referring to the faet that the considera-
tion of this measure has developed a very remarkable philoso-
pliy, a philosopliy pronounced and promulgated some centuries
ago in Florence, but against which the good sense and the fair-
ness of the world rebelled, a philosophy at this late date resur-
reeted and reinearnated, apparently to serve the purposes:
of n temporary majority on the other side of the aisle. This
philosophy has been stated in varying terms by several gentle-
men on the other side, among them the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. Koxor]. But tle gentleman who most clearly stated
it to the House was the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mo.
Pararer] in his speech to the House when this measure was for-
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merly under consideration. Before I refer fo what he said, I
want to refresh your memory with the fact that it has been
admitted by speakers who are defending the measure on both
sides of the Chamber that it is unfair, unjust, inequitable, and
* full of inequalities, but nevertheless ought to be passed. This
is the contribution of the gentleman from Pennsylvania:

Again, while many featurcs of the agreement reached by the parties
will work injury, at least temporary, and possibly injustice to some
particular sections of each country, if the common good of the entire
people of eitier country Is subserved by the agreement as a whole, It is
the part of statesmanship for the Government of the country so af-
fected to disregard the local or sectional disadvantages and Injuries and
consider only the total net result of the contract.

THE COMMON GOOD.

When did it happen, gentlemen, that the common good was
onght else but the sum of individual and local well-being?
When did it occur that common good could be founded npon
inequality, upon injustice, upon the destruction of industry?
When was it considered good governmental policy to sacrifice
a part of the people for the benefit of others? Not since the
days of Machiavelli, whose name has become synonymous with
that discredited philosophy which would sacrifice a large por-
tion of the people in the hope of benefiting others. According
to this philosophy, American citizens, American industries,
American communities are to be considered a8 pawns upon the
chesghoard, to be sacrificed without mercy and without consid-
eration if by their sacrifice some temporary gain shall be had
in a desperate political game. From this doctrine of Machia-
velli, from this doetrine of selfishness and injustice I appeal to
the Republican doctrine of true reciprocity and protection for
all citizens and all industries. [Applause on the Republican
side.]

Mr. Chairman, under Republican reciprocity the people of both
countries, of both peoples to the agreement, are benefited, :1_nd
no one is injured. Under Republican reciproecity and protection
the benefits extend to every citizen and every industry. We seek
the common good, not through injustice and diserimination, but
through benefits conferred upon all alike, by surrounding this
great Nation with its high standard of living, with its high-
wage seale, with its splendid opportunities, on all sides by the
tariff wall of protection, without which you can not keep out the
inundating tides of the products. of pauper labor and peon
conditions and maintain American standards and promote
American ideals. Trom the new doctrine of the temporary
majority on that side—~that it is proper and right to sacrifice
American communities here and there, in the vain hope that
cther American communities may prosper thereby—I appeal to
the beneficent policy that for the last 50 years, under the lead-
ership of the Republican Party, has built up, established, and
maintained here the most universally prosperous conditions ever
known among men., [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Proury].

Mr, PROUTY. Mr. Chairman, I belong to that verdant class
known as the new Members., I recognize the courtesies and
precedents of this floor, which dictate that new Members should
be seen and not heard, and I came here with a chastened resolve
to respect that custom; but the course of this debate has simply
made it impossible for me to keep still, and this is my only ex-
planation or apology for fracturing a custom or breaking my
own chaste and strong resolves.

I come from a section of the country where agriculture is its
prineipal source of wealth. While we are not all farmers in
Iown, we all realize that it is impossible to injure the agricul-
tural interests without affecting every department of business.

This fact makes this situation embarrassing to me. I am a
firm believer in Canadian reciprocity, and for years have been
a humble advocate of it on the prairies of Towa. I advocated
it, however, because I believed that it would be of benefit to
the agricultural interests of my State; that it would have a
tendency at least to break the power of some large organizations
that had monopolized the American market, and were exacting
unreasonable prices from the farmer. I never advocated it for
the purpose or with the hope that it would reduce the price of
agricultural products. i

1 am now puzzled with the dilemma of supporting or opposing
a measure that represents the principles I have advoeated, but
so applied as to produce exactly opposite results from what I
had intended sheuld be accomplished by it.

Instead of putting upon the free list the articles of monopo-
listic manufacture in this country, this bill safely protects and
guards them, while the agricultural products alone are made
to feel the withering effect of free competition with the cheap,
fertile fields of Canada. The advocates of this bill now have
the affrontery to tell us that because we have been advocating
reciprocity we are now getting just what we asked for. They

seem to overlook the fact that we asked for bread and they
have given us a stone, or, at least, a lemon.

They pass the bottle with the good old label on it, but the
real thing has been removed and the bottle has been refilled
with a bitter eoncoction, and when some are disposed to make
faces and grimaces they simply point with an assuring smile to
the good old label.

Now, even in Towa, prohibition Towa, T am not quite certain
that all of her people would be satisfied with a mere label, and
I am suspicious that the constituents of the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina and the gentleman from Kentucky
would not be satisfied with mere labels, however assuring or in-
spiring. We are not satisfied with a bottle labeled * reciproe-
ity,” we want some of the real thing in it.

My objection to the Payne tariff bill was not so much that
the duties were too high, but that they were adjusted in such a
manner as to be unfair; unfair, if you please, to the great agri-
cultural Middle West, of which my Sfate is a part.

I never could see any justification in putting hides upom the
free list while retaining the products manufactured from them
upon the protected list.

The farmers of my section of the country, however, were con-
soled by the assurance that if they allowed the tariff to be
taken from hides that they would be recompensed for their loss
by an equal or greater reduction in the price of boots, shoes,
and other leather products which they bought.

The agricultural West has certainly waked up and found that
they were handed a lemon in that matter. While hides liave
steadily gone down, boots, ghoes, and all other leather products
have speedily gone up. While being compelled to sell their own
products for less, they are compelled to pay more for what they
buy. They have been hit both coming and going.

Now, gentlemen, that is unfair. I find lurking in this pro-
posed reciprocity agreement the same element of unfairness.
In fact, it is accentuated. The Payne bill only puts hides on
the free list. This measure, now fathered by the majority, puts
not only hides, but hoofs, horng, and tail, and all between on
the free list, and still leaves boots and shoes on the protected
list. Can anyone tell me why wheat should be on the free list
and flour on the protected list? Are not the millers of this
conntry, with their large capital, extended experience, splendid
mills, and latest improved machinery as able to compete with
the millers of Canada in the manufacture of flour as are the
farmers of the United States able to compete with the farmers
of Canadn? If not, why not?

The tenets of my party prescribe that we shall have a tariff
sufiiciently high to equal the difference between the cost of
produection at home and abroad. Every man, I believe, who has
spoken upon this subject in this Congress or the last, has ad-
mitted that the cost of production of wheat is less in Canada
than in the United States. Why is not wheat, under the tenets
of our party, entitled to that much protection? Practically
every man who has spoken upon the subject, either at this ses-
sion of Congress or the last, has admitted that articles conld be
manufactured in this country, on the whole, as cheaply as they
could in Canada, If this is true, the tenets of our party, hon-
estly applied, would remove protection from manufactured ar-
ticles rather than from agricultural products.

The advoeates of this measure make thisg strong argument in

its defense on the ground that it will bring cheaper food to the
Jaboring man. If that is the real object, why should there he
protection upon flour? The laboring men of this country eat
flour, not wheat. [Applause.]
_ It is plain that there is a combination between the large mill-
ing interests of this country to maintain prices on flour. If that
is true, what advantage can the consumer of flour receive by an
agreement that allows wheat to be bought by the miller cheaper
but protects him from competition? The miller ean still hold
his price just as high as he did before.

Mr. HARDY. 1Will the gentleman permit a question?

The CHAIRMAN. Doees the gentleman from Iowa yield to
the gentleman from Texas?

Mr. PROUTY. Certainly.

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman vote with us for free flone?

Mr, PROUTY. With Canada?

Mr. HARDY. Yes; and with the balance of the world.

Mr. PROUTY. No, sir.

Again, if the stock raisers of this country are compelled to
raise cattle and sell them in competition with those raised in
Canada, why should not the American packer be compelled to sell
ment products in competition with the Canadian packer? Is it
possible that the American packer can not compete with the
Canadian packer, if he gets cattle at the same price?

What are the conditions which make it necessary to protect
the packer and lenve the stock raiser open to the effects of
competition?
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It is not an idle guess that the great packers of this country
are in a eonspiracy to maintain prices and throttle competition
in this country. They are under indictment for that very act,
and the only defense that they have so far offered Is that they
have been at it so long that it Is now barred by the statute of
limitation, and that the Government knew it so well that it is
now entrapped. [Laughter.] Is the Government under obliga-
tions, while prosecuting them for conspiracy, to maintain prices
to shield them from foreign competition so that they may be
able to hold up prices? Our recently elected United States
Senator from Iowa is going to stop at Chicago on his way from
Des Moines to Washington long cnough to put some of those
fellows in the penitentiary. [Laughter.] What good will that
do the consumer if the monopoly is still protected?

I would like for some one to show us how it will make
cheaper beef to the consumer if the packers have a monopoly.
If they have a monopoly, as soon as cattle come into their pos-
session, whether from Canada or the Unifed States, they are
subject to the same condifions, and they can, they have, and
they will fix the price to the consumer with very little regard
to the original cost of cattle.

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PROUTY. I would like to yield to the gentleman from
Texas, but I ean not spare the time.

If the United States is going to secure cheaper meat products
to the laboring men of this counfry, they must devise a system
that will maintain competition not only at the point of produc-
tion, but clear up to the point of consumption. If they want
to help the laboring man, they must keep in mind that laboring
men eat beef, not cattle; they eat pork, not hogs; they eat
muiton, not sheep. [Laughter and applause on Republican
side.] Why, then, put upon the free list the things they do
not use and leave protected the things they do?

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman yield for a question?
Mr. PROUTY. Yes; I will yield.
AMr. HARDY. I want to answer the gentleman.

Mr, PROUTY. No; not answer. That should be in the gen-
tleman’s own time, not mine.

Mr. HARDY. I want to say that we do not think it necessary
to give a duty on meat; that we favor free meat, too.

Mr. PROUTY. Why, then, do you not put it in the measure
that you propose to railroad through with the gentle assistance
of the steam roller?

Mr. HARDY. Because we know that some of you on that
gide want to kill the treaty by adding something that will not
go through. That is, it will that way be held in the Senate.
[Laughter on the Democratic side.]

My. PROUTY. Again, if by this reciprocity treaty it was
intended to furnish cheaper lumber to the farmer as an offset
for those losses that he sustains, it, in a large measure, fails in
its purpose. While it puts rough lumber on the free list, it
leaves all kinds of manufactured lumber still on the protected
list. Everyone familiar with the consumption of lumber in this
country kmows that by far the greater per cent of it is used
in manufactured form; that is, it is planed on one side or both;
on one edge or both edges; grooved, flanged, or otherwise pre-
pared. This necessarily must be done by the mills. The rough
lumber will therefore be bought by the mills in Canada, and
before distribution in the United States, as is claimed, the Ium-
ber of Canada sill be subject to the same conditions as the
American product is now. 7While it will enable the mills to
secure cheaper rough lumber, I fail to see how it will assist
very materially in enabling the ultimate consumer to receive
cheaper dressed or otherwise manufactured lumber, Take the
duty off all kinds of lumber, and then you will enable the
farmer to get cheaper lumber, because it will enable the Cana-
dian mills to ship their product direct to the farmyard in
the United States, and thus avoid the combination of the
American lumbermen. i

It is eclanimed that the manufacture and sale of agrienltural
implements in this country is monopolized; that one concern
controls the trade. Can anyone tell me why the Government
is under obligations to protect their product from competition
while leaving exposed to competition the man who uses them?
Can anyone give me a rational reason why the man who makes
the plow ehould be profected more than the man behind the
plow?

The Government has recently indieted and is pressing for
trinl the members of the Bathtub Trust, \

This is a trust that controls plumbers' supplies in the United
States. What justification ean there be for the Government to
prosecute these people for combination to maintain prices anad
at the same time afford them protection from competition so
that they may maintain prices? I venture the assertion that
the removal of the duty on plumbing material would do more

| Tarmer.

in a nighttime to destroy that trust than all the grand juries
and district attorneys could do in 10 years.

The reason I am not satisfied with section 3 in the bill pro-
posed by the majority is because it is indefinite. It does not
declare for any policy. It simply authorizes and requests the
President to continue ‘negotiations, without marking out any
course along which these negotiations should proceed. I be-
lieve it is not only within the province but it is the duty of
Congress, as the representatives of the people, to declare for a
national policy.

If it is the judgment of this Congress that the President of
the United States should continue negotiations for the purpose
of putting upon the free list pumpking, turnips, and popcorn—
which seem by accident to have been omitted from the free
list—let us do so; but if, on the other hand, we believe these
negotiations should be continued with the view fo putting on
the free list some articles which would, in a measure, compen-
sate the agrieultural interests of this country, let us have the
cournge to do so.

In the substitute I shall offer for section 3 I have described
with detail the articles that I believe should be put upon the
free list, if it is intended to secure compensating benefits to the
agricultural interests of this country. If the amendment I offer
shall earry, I believe it will compensate the farmers of my sec-
tion of the country sufliciently to warrant me in supporting the
measure; but if it is not so amended, I shall be constrained to
vote against it.

I ean easily understand and comprehend the situation on that
side of the House [pointing to the Democratic side]. Its ma-
jority and leadership come from a section of the country whose
staple produets will not be affected materially by this measure.
They can not raise cotfon, cane, rice, or peanuts in Canada.
But I apprehend that if there was a large and fertile tract of
lnnd skirting the Southern States where these commodities
would grow better and could be raised cheaper than in their
own territory, and it was proposed to tear down the tariff wall,
we would be permitted to witness girations and contortions on
that side of the House [pointing to the Democratic side] that
we will not be permitted to see to-day.

In the high and patriotic ideals of Democracy there still
seems to be room for the homely rule “ that it makes a differ-
ence whose ox is gored.” DBut I wish to remind the gentlemen
from the South of the eternal fruth that *what is sauce for
the goose is sauce for the gander.” If we of the North are to
furnish free popecorn for the boys of the South, you gentlemen
of the South should furnish free peanuts to our girls of the
North.

There are some men on this side of the House [pointing to
the Republican side] who are opposed to this measure for ex-
aectly the opposite reason that I am. They fear that it will
establish a precedent that will lead to the ineluding of manu-
factured articles as well as agricultural articles in the free list
with Canada. I am frank to say to you that if I were sure that
it would lead te that result I would favor it

I might be able to say to my agricultural friends in Iowa
that while they had lost in the price of the product they had for
sale they were perhaps reaping n substantially equal benefit
from the reduced price of the things they had to buy.

The agricultural districts of the United States are simply
asking for justice, not favors. They simply insist that that
which they sell and that which they buy must be either on the
free list or on the protected list. Now, that is fair.

The agricultural interests of this country have been held to
the cause of protection from the time of the institution of the
systom by the argument that it was to the advantage of ihe
farmer to build up a home market; that is, to bring the factory
alongside the farm. With full belief in that theory, and with
full faith in their Government that when they had once built
up that market they would be allowed to preserve it for them-
selves, the agricultural interests of this country have for more
than half a century borne the burden of protecting American
manufactures, and I can not help but feel that it is grossly
unfair to this industry to take away this market, that their own
sncrifice has built up, and open it up to the foreigners, who

| never contributed a dollar for its upbuilding, and just at a time
| when the conditions of national production and trade makes

iis market of special advantage and interest to the American
[Applause on the Republican side,]

The gentlemen wlo are now offering this bill seem to admit
its unfairness to the Ameriean farmer, for they announce that
they have another bill putting upon the free list most or all the
items of which I have made complaint, Neow, these gentlemen
know that while that measure may possibly pass the House
it can not pass in its present form the Senate, and if perchance
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it should pass both Houses of Congress it can not pass the veto
of the President. And this Congress will adjourn with farm
preduets on the free list and everything the farmers buy still
on thie protected list. Tlie gentlemen in charge of these meas-
ures know that. But they only smile, and think it a good joke
on the Republicans. It may be a good joke on the Republicans,
but it is n hard one on the farmer.

While there are many things in that bill for which I should
be glad to vote, there are some things in it that will prevent its
recelving wy approval. I might be willing, as a reciprocal ar-
rangement, to have the Amerlean farmer put in competition
with the Canadian faormer, but I am not yet willing to allow
thie American farmer to come into competition with the world.

This bill, which they have designated as the ‘““farmers' free-
Jist " Dbill, puts upon the free list beef, veal, mutton, lamb, pork,
and all kinds of meat. This would throw the American farmer
into direct competition, not merely with Canada, but with Mex-
ico, Argentine Republie, and the other countries to the south
of us, where everybody knows cattle can be raised for less than
one-half what they can in this country. If you will take the
tariff off the beef and mutton from the Argentine Republic, it
will drive the product of Iowa, Illinois, and Nebraska from the
markets of all the eastern eities. Right now mutten in re-
frigeration is Dleing shipped from Argentina into: the New
York markets, and after paying a duty of a dollar and a half
per mndred is still able to compete with the American product.
How long would it take to drive out the American mutton if
the tariff was removed?

The reason I favor putting these matfers in the reciprocity
agreement is that we could net include it in the general tariff
Inw and make it applicable to Canada alone. This would be a
violation of what is known as the “ favored nations” clause in
our treaties with the principal nations of the world. It could
be put into a reciprocal agrcement with Canada without open-
ing up the markets of the South. American farmers could
probably stand the competition from the morth, but they are
not able to stand the competition of the south, and for that
reanson I am not able to give my support.

The reason I do not like this treaty is that it fs unfair to the
agricultural industry of this country. It puts upom the free
list practically everything that the farmer produces and puts
scarcely nothing on the free list that he consumes. Now, this
is unfair. Very many able men have, however, said upon this
floor that this reeiprocity agreement would not materially
injure the farmers; that it would not reduce the price of their
commodities. That may be true, but I am afraid of it. To
say the least, it is experimental, and it seems to me that it is
time some of these experiments should be tried on some other
department of industry.

This whole situation reminds me of a condition that existed
in a certain family in the neighborhood of my early childhood.
There was a wealthy and aristecratic family that had an un-
fortunate, demented girl. Her name was Sally. Everybody
called hier “ Silly Sally.” The family used her as a kind of an
experimental station. When they had a mess of greens, and
were not quite certain whether they were mustard or poison
weed, they first tried them on Sally. If they had a mess of
parsnips and were not quite certain whether they were tame or

- wild, they first tried them on Sally. If they had edibles from
the timber and were a little bit in doubt as to whether they
were toadstools or mushrooms, they fried them on Sally, and if
they did not kill her, then the rest of the family partook. Poor
Sally, even in her demented condition, finally comprehended the
purposes for whieh she was being used, and one day in her
desperation kicked over a pan of real mushrooms.

Now, I want te serve a notice—a mild and possibly verdant
notice—upon the Members of both sides of this House, that the
American farmer is getting rather tired of playing the role of
“ Rilly Sally,” and is now demanding that these experiments,
or some of them at least, be tried on other members of the
family. [Long laughter and applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chalrman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MorGAN].

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, the bill under consideration
provides for the approval of the so-called Canadian reeiprocity
trenty. If this bill becomes a law and the Canadian Parliament
enacts corresponding legislation, the agricultural products of
Canada will be admitted into the United States free of duty, our
farmers will be placed in direct competition with the farmers of
Canada, and agriculture, the most important industry in the
United States, will be robbed of any direct benefit from our pro-
tective-tariff policy.

This measure comes to us with the indorsement of a Repub-
lican P'resident. I entertain the highest regard for our present
Chief Executive, the Hon. Willlam Howard Taft. I have

| line between Kansas and Oklnhoma.

confidence in his judgment, respect for his opinion, admira-
tion for his ability, faith in his sincerity of purpese, and recog-
nize that in negotiating this trgde agreement and in urging
its approval he has been actuated by the purest of motives,
with no other object in view than to render to his country and
countrymen the highest serviee possible. I regret exceedingiy
that in this matter I can not follow his leadership.

Free trade In farm products with Canada will resulf in irrep-
arable loss to the farmers of the United States. Agriculture is
the foundation of our wealfh, the bedrock on which rests our
industrial fabrie, the pillar that upholds our free institutions,
and the mainstay of our national strength and greatness.

Depression in agriculture means paralysis in trade transpor-
tation, mining, and manufacturing. Prosperity to the 10,000,000
persons employed on our 6,000,000 farms means prosperity to
all—prosperity to the 5,000,000 persons employed In trade,
commerce, and transportation; prosperity to the 7,000,000 per-
sons employed in mechanical pursuits and manufacturing
establishments; prosperity to the 1,000,000 employed in omur
mines; prosperity to the 5,000,000 persons employed in per-
sonal and unclassified service; and prosperity to the one and a
quarter million of persons employed in professional pursuits,

Any legislation, any national policy that lays the hand of
adversity upon the farmers of our country, will start in motion
a great tidal wave of disaster, that will go on and on, in-
creasing in foree, until it envelops every industry and business
in the land.

Canadian reeiprocity as exemplified by the proposed legisia-
tion has not been in recent times an issue before the American
people. It was not an issue in the campaign of 1008. It was
not an issue in the campaign of 1910. No national convention
of any political party has made a declaration thereon. Sena-
tors and Representatives in this Congress, as a rule, were not
elected on this issue. We have not discussed this question be-
fore our constituents. It is a new question. The facts have not
been presented to the people. The farmers and others who feel
that this measure would affect them injuriously have had no
opportunity to be heard. No intelligent, trustworthy public
sentiment has been formed on the subject. In greaf questions
like this, affecting vitally the national interests of the people,
Congress should follow public opinfon. It is our duly to erys-
tallize public sentiment into Iaw. As Representatives in Con-
zress there is no safer guide for us than the will of the people.
In this matter no man can say he is following public sentiment,
for no real public sentiment has been formed. Without an in-
telligent public sentiment to guide us, without opportunity to
fairly discuss this question before the American people, the
advocates of this measure propose to enact legislation that will
be more far-reaching in its influence upon the business inter-
ests of this counfry than any other law that has been passed
since the close of the great Civil War.

There is no emergency calling for immediate action. Our
country is facing no crisis. No great national peril confronts
us. We are at peace with the people of Canada and with all
the rest of the world. Times are good. Our workmen are em-
ployed at good wages. Internal commerce Is flourishing. Our
railways are busy. Our industries are active. The country is
prosperous. Under these conditions it is unwise to hastily enter
upon a lonz voyage of doubt and uncertainty, knowing not
whether we shall Jand in a harbor of peace and safety or go
down In a wreck that will be the result of our own folly and
madness.

FARMERS' WORK IN BUILDING NEW STATE.

1 have no apology to offer for standing here in defense of my
farmer constituents. I was born and reared om n farm. I
know something of the difficulties with whieh the farmer econ-
tends. I know from personal experience the hardships he must

| endure, and the struggle he must make to maintain himself and

family.

Twenty-two years ago to-day I stood on the border, near the
I was waiting for the grmn to
be fired at 12 o'clock noon, April 22, 1889, giving the si-i:l
for the start in the first great race for homes in the new prow-
ised land of Oklahoma. With that great rush I went into the
new Territory and have resided there continuously ever since,
In this 22 years I have been intimately associated with the
farmers of that country. I kmnow the sacrifices our homesteaders
have made in the founding and building of the new State of
Oklahoma. I know that it has been through the industry, the
toil, the sacrifices, the persistence, the pluck, energy, and intelli-
gence of our farmers that Oklahoma has attained such eminence
in wealth and population and has made such a splendid record
in the building of homes, churches, and sechoolg, and in the
founding of social and political institutions.
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CONSTITUENTS IN CITIES.

All my constituents are not farmers. Oklahoma City, within
my congressional district, contains 70,000 or 80,000 population.
I have many smaller cities, I owe to my constituents residing
in the towns and cities the same consideration that I do those
residing upon the farms. I can not, however, comprehend how I
can help those residing in cities by injuring those who reside
in the country. Oklahomg is essentially an agricultural State.
The merchants, bankers, clerks, professional classes, as well as
all those engaged in mechanical pursuits, manufacturing and
transportation, must realize that they are dependent for their
own prosperity on the prosperity of our farmers. I am informed
that in Oklahoma City there are nearly 5,000 men who are
members of trade unions and labor organizations. But not a
gingle one of these men has written me asking me to support
this trade agreement with Canada.

GYPSUM ON FREE LIST.

Before I discuss this bill as to its general effect upon our
country, I desire to register my objection to the provision that
places erude gypsum upon the free list. I regard this provision
a discrimination against Oklahoma, and especially against the
industrinl interests of the second congressional distriet. There
are gypsum deposits in 16 States of the Union and also in
Arizona and New Mexico. DBut in no State are the deposits so
abundant and of such excellent quality as in the State of Okla-

homa. The greater portion of this lies in my congressional
district. The use of gypsum has largely increased in recent
years. In 1897 there were but 188,000 tons of gypsum produced

in the TUnited States, while in 1909, only 12 years later,
2,252,785 tons were produced. The value of the product in 1900
was $5,906,738. The use of gypsum is being rapidly extended,
and in view of the abundance of the deposit in the United
States it is apparent that the further extension of its use will
prove a blessing to mankind. Under the Dingley tariff law,
approved In 1897, a tariff of 50 cents per ton was placed on
crude gypsum. This was the first duty that was ever levied
upon gypsum. Under this law there were large importations
of gypsum from Newfoundland, Nova Scotia, and Cape Breton,
Canadn. This gypsum was not manufactured in Canada, but
brounght down by cheap water transportation to gypsum mills
in New York and other ports along the northeastern Atlantic
coast line. These manufacturers and the owners of gypsum
beds in Canada demanded that gypsum be placed on the free
list. Under the bill as reported from the Ways and Means
Committee of the House, and as it finally passed the House,
the duty on gypsum was reduced from 50 cents to 40 cents per
ton. DBut this was further reduced by the Senate bill to 20
cents per ton; but as the bill finally became a law the duty on
crude gypsum was fixed at 30 cents per ton.

The reduction of the duty on gypsum resulted in about 20
per cent increase in the imports of crude gypsum in the year
19090 compared with the year 1008. With erude gypsum on the
free list the importations of crunde gypsum from Canada will
largely increase. This will mean that just so much less of our
own gypsum will be mined, manufactured, and consumed in the
United States. In 1010 the United States collected over
$100,000 in duoty upon crude gypsum. The placing of gypsum
on the free list will rob the Treasury of that much revenue.
Canada will be several hundred thousand dollars richer in dis-
posing of an increased amount of her crude gypsum. But the
people who consume gypsum products in building and other
purposes will get gypsum products no cheaper, as the gypsum
mills of New York and other eastern cities will have in that
section a monopoly of the trade.

My State, and especially my congressional district, has an in-
exhaustible supply of gypsum. In my district there are now
some eight or nine gypsum mills in which large capital has
been invested. These mills give employment to a large number
of persons. It requires no argument to show that the increase
in the importation of Canadian gypsum into the United States
will decrease the demand for the products of the gypsum mills
of Oklahoma, retard the expansion of the industry, and reduce
the amount paid out for wnges. In brief, free gypsum from
Canada will to some extent at least injure the gypsum industry
of my congressional district, and this is one of the reasons why
I can not vote for the so-called reciprocity treaty with Canada.

GENERAL PROPOSITIONS.

Before we pass this bill we may well pause and consider
what results must follow if this reciprocal trade agreement
ghall be put in operation.

First. How will it affect the farmers of the Untled States?

Second. How will it affect the farmers of Canada?

Third. How will it affect the masses of the nonfarming popu-
lation of the United States?

Fourth. Who will reap the chief benefits from Canadian
reciprocity ?

Fifth. The general effect and influence this new policy will
have upoa us as a Nation.

RECIPROCITY WILL INJUHE OUR FARMERS.

Free trade with Canada in agricultural products will iIn-
evitably injure the American farmer. There is no escape from
the result.

If the proposed reciprocal trade agreement shall be put in
force, its effect upon the farmer of the United States may be
summarized as follows:

1. Reduction in the extent of his market.

2. Reduction in the price of his products.

3. Reduction in the value of his land.

4, Iteduction in his annual profits.

6. Reduction in his abllity to support hig family.

6. Reduction in his value as a citizen.

These results are so certain, sure, and inevitable that they
seem to be outside the realm of discussion. We can not, of
course, determine to what extent these reductions will be made.
But reduections all along the line will come,

REDUCTION IN MARKET.

First. There will be a reduction in the market of the farmers
of the United States. This proposition needs no argament.
There are over 90,000,000 of people in the United States. Two-
thirds of these people are noefarming population. These peopla
are customers of the farmers, Through their ability to con-
sume, the market of onr farmers is created. With this law in
effect the farmers of this couniry must divide their customers
with the farmers of Canada. This means a reduction in the
number of customers which our farmers now have. It means a
division in the market. If you divide this market, you make it
smaller. Our farmers can not give away part of what they
have and still retain all they have.

REDUCTION IN PRICE OF PRODUCTS.

Second. There will be a reduction in the price of our farm
products. This will come, first, as the result of increased com-
petition, and, second, under the inexorable decree of the law
of supply and demand. Free trade in Canadian farm products
will place our farmers in direct competition with Canadian
farmers. Free competition always means lower prices, Com-
petition, even on equality of conditions, may mean loss, Kven
if our farmers have equally as good conditions, there is still
danger in competition. There would still be the absolute cer-
tainty that this competition must, from the nature of things,
reduce the prices of the products of our farmers. The very
object and purpose of the tariff on farm products is to relieve
our farmers from foreign competition. The assertion, so often
repeated, that the tariff upon farm products does not in any
way affect the price of these products is untrue. There are
two markets for everything we produce—the home market and
the forelgn or world’s market. The protective tariff proteects
the farmer in the home market. It gives him that market
practically free from competition abroad. Our home market
is the best market in the world, because the customers in that
market have the ability to buy and to pay good prices. With
the home market largely free from competition, our farmers are
then better equipped to go into the world's market and com-
pete with all other nations in disposing of their surplus
products,

The protective tariff affects the farmer in precisely the same
way that it affects the manufacturer. It is sald that the price
of wheat in Liverpool fixes the price of wheat paid to our
farmers. I do not concede this proposition. Our manufactur-
ers sell their surplus products abroad. In 1909 our manufac-
turers, in finished products, sold in the world's markets goods
valued at $440,220,407. They had to compete with the manu-
facturers of all other nations in the markets of the world.
They met these foreign competitors in prices, in quality of
goods, and in ability as salesmen. But no one pretends that
these foreign markets where our manufacturers sell their sur-
plus products control the prices our manufacturers receive at
home,

If Canadian farm products come into our market free of duty,
importations will be largely increased. In other words, the
supply of farm products in our markets will be largely in-
creased. There will, however, be no corresponding increase in
the demand for these products. Then the law of supply and
demand comes in and decrees that the price must go down.
We may repeal the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill, but neither the
Congress of the United States nor the Imperial Parliament of
Canada or Great Britain can repeal the law of supply and
demand in its effect upon prices.
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REDUCTION IN VALUE OF FARM LANDS.

Third. There will be a reduction in the price of farm lands in
the United States. The price of farm products is the greatest
factor in measuring the value of the land. This is demon-
strated by what has taken place in the last 15 years in this
country. There has been a Iarge increase in the price of all
farm products and a corresponding increase in the price of
farm lands.

Kleven years ago the total value of our annual agricultural
products was but $4,417,000,000. In 1909 these products in
value reached the enormous sum of $9,000,000,000. In the
meantime there had been a large increase in the value of farm
lands, this per cent of increase being practically in the same
ratio as the increase in the value of agricultural products.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Houston). Does the gentleman from
Oklahoma yield to the gentleman from Indiana?

Mr. MORGAN. Yes; I will yield for a question.

Mr. CULLOP. I want to ask the gentleman one question.
The gentleman says it would affect the price of the farmer’s
products in this country. How would it affect the price of the
farmer’s products in this country if this reciprocity measure
were adopted?

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, the effect would be to make
prices lower; it will put them down.

% Mx;. CULLOP. Are prices in Canada lower than they are
ere?

Mr. MORGAN, Mr. Chairman, I understand that prices in
Canada, as a rule, are lower on farm products than they are
in the United States.

Mr. CULLOP. My, Chairman—

Mr. MORGAN. Mr, Chairman, I can not stop for a number
of questions.

Mr. CULLOP.
man does——

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from Oklahoma yield
further?

Mr. MORGAN. Ior one more question.

Mr. CULLOP. Wheat was quoted yesterday at Winnipeg,
Canada, at 93 cents a bushel and only 86 cents in St. Louis,
Now, would the higher price of wheat in Canada lower the
American farmer's price?

Mr. MORGAN. I do not know what the quotations were yes-
terday at St. Louis; but, generally, wheat in' the United States
averages in price about 12 cents per bushel higher than the
average price in Canada.

REDUCTION IN PROFITS,

Fourth. There will be a reduction in the profits of the farmers.
This follows naturally the other three propositions. A reduc-
tion in the farmer's market, o reduction in the price of his
products, and a reduction in the value of his Innd must mean
a reduction in his profits.

To what extent the proposed Canadian reciprocity will reduce
the general profits of the farmers of the United States no one,
of course, can definitely determine. But whether a reduction
of these profits be great or small, it will in the aggregate be of
utmost importance to the farmers of this country. Last year
the total value of our farm products amounted to $9,000,000,000.
If the loss should be 1 per cent on the total value of products
produced, it would mean a loss of $00,000,000 to the farmers of
this country. If the losses amounted to 5 per cent, based upon
the total value of farm products, the losses would amount to
450,000,000 per annum. But whatever the loss may be, the
Congress of the United States should under no circumstance
enact any legislation that means the loss of a single dollar to
the farmers of the United States.

REDUCTION IN ADILITY TO SUPPORT TIIS TAMILY,

Fifth. Canadian reciprocity will reduce the ability of the
farmer of the United States to provide for his family. The
welfare of the family of the farmer may well challenge our
most earnest consideration. On an average the boys and girls
of the farmers of the United States do not have equal oppor-
tunity with the boys and girls in the family of the nonfarming
population of this country. The family of tlie farmer is greatly
restricted in social, educational, and religious advantages.
They are often remote from the school, from the church, and
from the socinl center. These conditions make farm life non-
attractive and to a large extent are responsible for the deser-
tion of our farms.

REDUCTION IN VALUE OF TIIE FARMER AS A CITIZEN.

Sixth. We reduce the value of the farmer as a eitizen of the
United States. When you have divided and circumseribed the
market of the farmers, reduced the prices of his products, re-
duced the value of his land, curtailed his profits, reduced his
ability to provide his family with the necessary comforts and

I want to be right, and I suppose the gentle-

advantages of life, it must then follow that you have thereby
made the farmer a less valuable citizen. Not less valuable
because the farmer will cease to be patriotic, but because by
legislation you have shorn him of the means whereby he might
serve his country.

EFFECT OX THE CAXADIAN FARMERS.

Having determined what this reciprocity agreement will do
to the farmer of the United States, let us briefly consider what
effect this trade agreement, if put into force, will have upon the
Canadian farmers. Naturally, the very reverse will come to the
Canadian farmers. Free trade with Canada in agricultural
products will have the fellowing effect upon the Canadian
farmer:

1. It will increase and extend his market,

2, It will increase the price of his products.

3. It will increase the value of his land.

4. It will increase his annual profits.

5. It will increase his ability to provide for his family.

6. It will increase his value as a citizen of his country.

Before this bill passes the title of the bill should be
amended so as to make it read: “A bill to encourage Canadian
agriculture, extend the market of the Canadian farmer, increase
the prices of his products, augment the value of his land, mag-
nify his annual profits, and make him a more valuable citizen
of the British Empire.”

For one I shall cast my vote for the farmers cf the United
States rather than for the farmers of Canada. I stand for a
policy that will extend the market of our farmers, increase the
price of their products, augment the value of their land, increase
their profits, and make them more independent, prosperous,
contented, and happy.

Mr. CULLOP. Mr. Chairman——

The CIHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman from Oklahoma yield
to the gentleman from Indiana?

Mr. MORGAN, I decline to yield. .

Mr. CULLOP. I want to ask you just one other question.

Mr. MORGAN. I decline to yield.

'J_‘tilel CITATRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma declines
to yield.

Mr. MORGAN. I would be glad to do so if I had more time.

EFFECT ON THE KONFARMING POPULATION,

The proposed reciprocal trade agreement will not greatiy
benefit the great masses of the nonfarming population. The
hope of a reduction in the cost of living will not be realized.
The high cost of living is not mainly due to the prices the
farmer recelves for his products. The farm prices of products
are not now too high. On the average, the consumer pays
double the price the farmer receives. The middlemen are re-
sponsible for any exorbitaut prices that are paid for food prod-
ucts. The cost of distribution is excessive.

The real difficulty lles in the fact that food products after
leaving the farmer’s hands too frequently go into the hands
of monopoly. The farmers are unorganized. There is free com-
petition between the 6,000,000 of our farmers. Why not Con-
gress sirike at the real disease with which our Nation is suf-
fering? Why not enact laws that will control all the private
monopolies of our country?

f we have not the power now, let the Constitution be
amended so as fo give the National Government the power to
control our great industrial corporations that have it in their
power to control the prices of the necessaries of life. This
would be a step in the right direction, and a step that would
be cffective. Canadian reciprocity, as now proposed, will reduce
the prices our farmers receive for their products, but will not
reduce the price the consumer pays, because the great cor-
porations fix the prices paid by the consumer. Canadian reci-
procity in farm products simply means untold injury to our
farmers, with no benefit to the masses of the nonfarming popula-
tion of this country.

WHERE THE BENEFITS GO.

All will concede that the proposed agreement if ratified would
greafly augment the trade and commerce Dbetween the ftwo
countries.. The material advantage from this increased trade in
ihis country must go largely to those engaged in trade and
commerce. Transportation companies, manufacturers, and mer-
chants are the persons that will be henefited by this additional
trade and commerce, Our great rallway lines will be benefited,
because it means an increased volume of business. The great
cities will be benefited, because there our railways center, and
it is from these centers that trade and commerce proceed.

This reciprocity angreement if put into effect means greater
dividends for owncrs of stock in our railways, more business
for our merchants in our great cities on the north, and greater
profits for that portion of our population engaged in trade and
commerce. It means to our great cities Iying within reasonable
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proximity to the Canadian border more business, increased
trade, additional commerce, larger population, enhanced values
in real estate, more wealth, and better opportunities in life.
These benefits will go to the men of means rather than the
poor; to the directors of corporations; to merchants with
capital; to men employed at large salaries; and to professional
classes. The men employed in manufacturing and mechanical
pursuits and by transportation companies will receive no special
benefit from the proposed reciprocal trade agreement.

WILL DESTROY OUR INDUSTRIAL INDEPENDENCE.

The United Siates is to-day the most independent nation on
earth. We have the ability to feed and clothe and house and
equip our own people. We produce an abundance of all the
necessaries of life. From an industrial standpoint we are in-
dependent of the world. We lead all other nations in the four
great industrial pursuits—internal commerce, mining, manufac-
turing, and agriculture. We are well balanced in our industrial
strenzth. We were first a nation of farmers. Agriculture was
the chief pursuit of our people. That day has passed. Manu-
facturing has overtaken and surpassed agriculture. Our annual
manufactured products are valued at $14,000,000,000; our an-
nual agricultural products are valued at only $9,000,000,000.
It is not our manufacturing interests but agriculture that needs
encouragement to-day. But instead of encouraging agriculture
by this bill you are enacting a law that will depress agriculture.

If we pass this bill and the reciprocal trade agreement shall
go into effect, from that time on the United States has lost one
of the chief props that makes her to-day the greatest nation
on earth. We have lost our industrial independence. We cease
to feed our own people. We look to Canada for bread. In
peace and in war we look to a foreign nation to supply us with
the * staff of life.” Think of the folly of a great country like
the United States, blessed with a soil and a climate that should
always make agriculture her chief industry, giving up in the
contest.and entering upon the policy of buying her bread from
a people that owe allegiance to a foreign flag. If such a policy
is to be pursued, if such a result must come, it must come
without my vote, without my support, and without my approval.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Murray].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Musray] is recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, I had hoped that T might be
able simply to say “Amen” to the splendid sentiments that
were so eloquently expressed by the Democratic Member from
Massachusetts on the Ways and Means Committee of this House
of Representatives [Mr. Perens], and that has been my purpose
during the long time since this debate has been going on. But
although I am unable to get in the CoNGRESSIONAL Rrecord of
to-day a transcript of the remarks of the gentleman from I1li-
nois, the former Speaker of this ITouse [Mr. Caxxox] during
the course of the debate yesterday said:

And now I want to say one word moere to you men of Mnssachusetts.
I love Massachusetts. She has done more than any other State In
shaping the sentiment and promoting the civilization of the Common-
wealths of the country ; morc than any other State in the great Repub-
Ile. Did you vote for Foss?

That was the query of the former Speaker,

He was elected. Is that fthe permanent sentiment of Massachusettsa?
When the penalty comes, nps it will between now and 1912, and con-
sumption and productlon are narrowed, are you still golng to support
Foss? 1Is he your leader?

This agreement might well be labeled—

Continued Mr., CANNoy, in his inimitable manner—

‘ By the grace or the punishment of God and the aid of the Secretary
of Ntate and Foss of Massachusetts." Choose ye.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to say, in reply to those questions, that
we, the people of Massachusetts, have chosen, not after the
short season of an autumnal campaign, but we have chiosen
after a contest for Canadian reciprocity that has covered at
least 10 of the last years in the political history of the Com-
monwealth which I have the honor in part to represent; and it
is only becaunse I know something of that political history and
because I have been permitted to have some small share of
Jeadership in the campaigns that have been conducted that T
crave the indulgence of the House for the limited time at my
disposal to address myself to these queries,

Did we vote for Foss—Foss, who in 1902 and 1004, as a
Republican candidate for Congress in the Back Bay district of
Doston, tried to come to this Congress on the issue of reciprocity
with Canada? He was practically driven out of the Republican
Party because of the insistence with which he supported resolu-
tions in Republican eonventions favoring this doctrine of Cana-
dian reciproelty. I say he was practieally driven out, because,
while the gentleman himself has always insisted that he was
driven out by our brilliant senior Senator, HENRY CAnor LODGE,

I have lately discussed the matter with the Senator, and he
says that there never was any driving, but that he always had
the most kindly sentiments for Canadian reciprocity.

I suppose that reciprocity became a live issue in the politics
of Massachusetts in 1892, I have found that in the mational
platforms of the Republican and Democratic Parties of that
year, 1802, reciprocity was first mentioned; that in the Demo-
cratic platform of 1892 the language used was:

Trade interchange on the basis of reciprocal advantages to the coun-
tries participating is a time-honored doctrine of the Democratic faith,
but we denounce the sham reci{:rocity, which juggles with the people’s
desire for enlarged foreign markets and freer exchanges, by pretending
to establish closer trade relatlons for a country whose articles of ex-
port are almost exelusively agricultural products, with other countries
that are also agricultural, while erecting a customhouse barrler of
prohibitive tariff taxes against the richest countries of the world,
that stand ready to take our entire surplus of products and to ex-
change therefor commodities which are necessaries and comforts of
life among our own people.

I conceive that was good Democratic doctrine in 1802, and I
believe, sir, that it is equally good Democratic doctrine now in
1911. I want to contrast, in the record of this House, as I have
contrasted in my own mind, the declaration of the Republican
Party in that same year on the *triumph of reciprocity.”
Why, you would believe, from reading the Itepublican platform
of 1802, that reeiprocity then had ultimately triumphed, and
that under no possible condition of cirecumstances could it be a
matter which in 1911 would engage the attention of the Ameri-’
can Congress for the length of time that we have given to it
during the past weck or 10 days.

We point to the sucecess of the Republican policy of reciproeity—

Says the Republican platform—
under which our export trade has vastly increased and new and en-
larged markets have been opencd for the products of our farms and
workshops. We remind the people of the Dbitter opposition of the
Democratic Party to this practieal business measure, and claim that,
executed by a Hepubllean administration, our present laws will even-
tually give us control of the trade of the world.

Mr. Chairman, the limited study that I have been able to
give to the history of this question makes me believe that pos-
gibly there was a time in the history of our country when
reeiy rocity was a live thing in our commercial system, but that,
sir, was before it was * executed ” by a Republican adminijstra-
tion.

1t was nearly 10 years after these party platform declara-
tions, Mr. Chairman, that the matter of Canadian reciprocity
came entirely to the front in the political and economic discus-
sions of our State, but by that time it was clear to all that the
matter would have to come to a final settlement.

My, Foss, Mr. Henry M. Whitney, the men who composed the
Reciprocity T.eague and the Free Trade League, and many
othiers kept Insisting that the making of an agreement like that
contained in the pending bill would be of tremendous advan-
tage to the Commonwealth and to the country, and their views
were given wide publicity by the great newspapers of Boston
and the State.

Senator Lopee was the chief spokesman of the many who
were opposed to the views of these men, at least to the form
in which those views were presented, if not, indeed, to the sub-
stance of them. I want to have printed in the record of this
debate certain speeclics that I have read again with interest
in the wonderful Library of Congress that we have here, during
the short time since this sesslon has been sitting. I believe
these speeches will do more to clarify the minds of the country
and of this Congress than any words or original thoughts that
I might attempt to contribute to the discussion at this time,

Let me read, therefore, so much of Senator LoODGE'S speech
before the Home Market Club on April 2, 1903, as relates to
reciprocity with Canada, that you may determine for yourself
the extent of interest that he had at that time in the measure
and the kind of interest {hat he was taking.

It is very evident that the Demoeratic’ Party in the failure of all
their other issues propose to fight the next national campalgn upon the
tariff and its allled questions. Under the soft and deceptive name of
tarif reform or tnr!g revislon they propose to renew their old attack
upon the protective po!lc{’.e Signs of thelr purpose abound on all sides,
not the least significant belng the pleasing recrudescence of Mr, Cleve-
land. So high, indeed, is their enthusiasm rising that evidence lately
token in the city of Doston indicates that zealous tarlff reformers in
certain parts of this city, not content with a single vote, have severally
voted, tgree four, and as often as seven times for the i)romntlon of the
cause they have so much at heart. Therefore, Mr. President, it will
not be out of fplm:»a for me to say a few words In regard to a phase of
the tarl® question which has been the subject of some recent discussion.

I refer to Canadian reelprocity. From the utterances of the free
trade newspapers one would suppose that Canadian reciprocity was
some solld, tangible object, which, If obtained, would shower wealth
upon the United States, and that we are prevented from grasping it in
our hands solely b; the malégn opposition of the Mepublican FParty,
Another Idea emanaiing from the same source and whieh I saw repeated
in a speech the other day in our legislature, appears to be that Canada
is longing to open her markets to American manufacturers, and that
the Republican Party will not permit her to do it. All this Is, of course,
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an utter misconception. Reclproelty with Canada, as with any other
country, is a commercial agreement reached through negotiations in
which cach country makes concesslons in return for similar concesslons
on the part of the other. Canada is not seeking to open her markets
to our products. On the contrary, she has, thus far, steadily refused
to do so, and reciproecity with Canada has not only not been prevented
by the Itepublican Party, but the Republican Party is the only party
which has made and is making any effort to bring it about. Let me
briefly trace the history of Canadian reciprocity, for that will give us
the facts, which are, on the whole, more comfortable to live with than
large {Ihrasca and \'u{iuc vaporings.

In 1854 the Elgin treaty of reciprocity went into efféct for 10 years
and was terminated by notice in 1866. In the treaty of Washington
in 1871, under the administration of Gen. Grant, a Republican, there
were reciprocal provisions with the Dominion relating to export dutles,

'ﬁm:da in transit, the navigation of the St. Lawrence, and the fisheries,

mited to 12 years. In 1883 the United States notified Grent Britain
of her intention to terminate the fishery clauses, and they were accord-
ingly terminated on July 1, 1885. President Cleveland, Democrat, then
made a fishery treaty which was so Injurions to our fishing industrles
that it was rejected by the Senate, 30 Senators voting against ratifiea-
tion and 27 in favor. When it is consldercd that a trcaay requires
two-thirds maojority in order to pass, the magnitude of the defeat may
be easily understood.

Afr. Cleveland, however, made no effort to bring about a treaty of
general reclprocity with the Dominion of Canada. President Harrison,
a Republican, through Mr. Blaine, his Secretary of State, also a Repub-
Jican, opened negotiations for a treaty of reciprocity with Canada, but
the negotiations were broken off beecause Canada declined even to con-
sider opening her markets to our manufacturers, You will observe the
Republican Party tried to obtain reciprocity at that time, but was
thwarted by Canada, and it is well for those who ghout loudly for
Canadian recltprocity to remember that the United States does not make
a treaty by itself alone, but with another country, and that the other
country has something to say. So the Harrison attempt failed through
the refusal of Canada to admit our manufacturers at reduced rates.
During the next four years of Mr. Cleveland, a Democrat and a free
trader, no attempt was made, so far as I am aware, to establish reci-
procity with Canada.

President McKinley, a Republican, came in in 1807. He immediately
took measures for a nuﬁotlntlou with Canada to establish reciprocity
and to settle certain other pending differences. The Joint eommission
appointed for this purpose met in the summer of 1808 and uf;nin the
following wintér., The insistence of Canada upon certain clalms in
regard to the Alaskap boundary, which our commissioners regarded as
untcuable, and her refusal to separate the Alaskan gquestion from the
other matters under discussion, led to the adjournment of the joint
commission without action. Again the negotiations had failed through
the action of Canada. DPresident McKinley then endeavored to make
other arrangements for the Alaskan question, and Ebngland refused.
The same effort was made a year ago by President Roosevelt, o Repub-
lican, and that likewise falled through England's refusal,

This year Mr. Hay, a Republlean, suceecded in negotiating n treaty,
under which the Alaskan question bas been referred to a separate com-
mission. This was an absolutely essential step toward making possible
any negotintions for a convention of rnciproclty. I had some part in
gecuring the ratification of this Alaskan treaty by the Senate, and one
of my principal motives was that it cleared the way for a renewal of
the negotiations of 1898 and the establishment of reeciprocity thereby,
80 far as reciprocity was possible. It scems to me that the negotlation
of this treaty by Mr., Hay and its ratification by the Senate, thus remov-
ing the obstacle to reciprocity negotintions, was n more practical
service to the cause of Canadlan reciprocity than talking about it in

The commission of 1808 will soon be ealled togetlier, and among other
questions they will consider that of reciproeal trade Letween Canada
and the United States, and will endeavor to reach an agrecment upon
that and other points. Thus it will be scen from this statement of
faets that the Republiean Party and Republican Presidents alone have
done all that has been done to bring about Canadian reeciprocity, and
that the fallure of the negotiations since 1888 has in every Instance
been due to the attitude of Canada. These plain facts will haye, I am
aware, no effect upon those servants of truth who discuss Canadlan
reciproeity in the columns of the Doston Herald and the Springfield
Republican. They will continue to portray the Republican Party as
endeavoring to prevent Canadian reciprocity and myself in particular
as its bitter opponcnt. Pcrsonatl;', I have a]wags supported the Repub-
Hean polley of reciproeity with Canada, and I bhave not only done this
winter what I could to remove the obstacle to reciprocity negotiations
by securing the ratifieation of the Alaskan treaty, but I introduced a
bill for reciprocity in coal and should have pressed it as an amendment
to the bill removing the dutics on coal for one year, if I had not been
convineed that to do so would have delayed the passage of that measure
so much desired by the country at that moment of stress and exigeney,

Experience bas convinced me that reciprovity by convention with com-
peting countries generally in competitive ucts 18 impracticable, and
fhnltittl}c result we desire in that direction can be reached only by
egislatlon.

But I have felt, and stlll feel, that with Cuba and Canada, which
adjoin the United States, we still might make reciprocity agreements.
We have made n reeiproclty treaty with Cuba. Apart from all moral
and political considerations, that treaty I its reciprocal provislons was
the most advantageons to the United States of any reciprocal treaty I
have ever scen, ?'nt the extreme difficulty of seccuring reciprocity with
Cuba, either by law or treaty, has been made mmnifest to the country,
and it is well for the Democratic newspapers and orators who are try-
ing here to make an Issue out of Canadlan reclproclg to be reminded
of the fact that with a single exception every vote in the Senate against
that Cuban treaty of reciprocity was cast by a Democrat. 1 hope that
the commission which is to meet again to consider our differences with
Canada will be able to make a reciprocity arrangement beneficial to both
countrics, Lut I do not propose to mislead anybody by palnting bright
vislons of the inrospor{tr which is to pour in. upon us under such a
trenty. I was told this winter by n leading member of the Canadian
Trarliament that Canada would never make a reduction on manufoetured
products, for she desired to continue her preference to England; that
all Canada wanied was reciproeity in matoral products; and, with the
exception of coal, I do not see moch advantage to.New Ingland in that
?rmmltlon. I have seen It stated also In the newspapers that the coal
nterests of Canada have passed resolutions against reciproelty in coal.
Nevertheless I hope we shall be able to make some mutually advan-
tazeons trade arrangements with Canada.

I do not think they are likely to be very extensive, and none will
be made that does not give to the United States an adequate return for
any concessions made by us., I have now stated the whole case of

_the newspapers or passing resolutions.

Canadian reeclprocity. If it is ever brought about so as to bhe .In any
measure beneficial to our industries and our trade, It will be through
the efforts of the Re{:nblicnn Party alone, for the party of proteetion
is the only party that will ever make reciprocal arrangements, because
the free-trade Democratic Party is by the very nature of their bellef
ogpuscd to a policy like reciprocity, which can of necessity come only
through the existence of a tariff.

Let me pass next to a particul gdphnse of reciprocity with our neigh-
bors on this continent, as embodied in the convention mow pending in
the Senate between the United States and Newfoundland. This is a
treaty of reciprocity in tariff duties. Some people ulppeur to think that
reciproelty means that some other country will admit our products free
of duty or at lowered rates if the Republican I’arty out of pure malevo-
lence does not prevent it.

ther persons scem to suppose, if we may judge by what they say,
that a reclprocity treaty consists in admitting the products of some
other country to our markets at lowered rates of duty or eut!rel{{ free.
The first conception is ridiculous and the second is merely an effort to

t free trade in spots. True reclg‘mc!ty is neither of these things.

eclprocity in trade, as I have said, is an arrangement between two
countries by which, in consideration of mutual concesslons, mutoal ad-
vantages in tarlf rates are supposed to he given. There is, therefore,
only one test to be applied to a convention of this kind, and that is
whether In return for the concessions which we make we receive a
proper equivalent. We must examine first the concessions made by us
and welgh thelr effect upon the domestic Industry or industries involved,
and we must then see whether we receive in return adequate coneessions
from the other party to the convention.

In the Hay-Bond treaty the price which we pay to Newfoundland for
the concessions which she is supposed to make to us Is at the expense
of a single industry, TUnder this convention we agree that substantially
all the fmportant products of the deep sea and shore fisheries, ns well
as salmon, trout, and salmon trout, shall be admitted to our markets
free of duty, with the single exception of fresh codfish. This Is a very
sweeping and a very large gift, and In it are invelved the fortunes of a

at industry. The men who carry on that industry, without a dissent-
n{f volce, testify that thls removal of duty means to them substantial
ruin, and they are the people who can judge hest and who must first be
considered. will not enter into the detalls of their case, for time
ttl:}rhitg?. I will merely state the principle involved and one fatal
objection.

he removal of all protective duties from cured or salt fish will result

In the transfer of our sn!t[n:; and curlng establishments to Newfound-
land, beeause Newfoundland is nearer the fishing grounds and the labor
there is cheaper. But that 18 not all. Where the great pucklnyig and
curing establishments are placed there will the fishermen go, and if the
acking and curlng establishments are transferred to Newfoundland

e flshing fleet of New England will follow them and become English
and Canadian. This is the united testimony of the men whose all s at
stake on the fisherles, and it can not be disregarded or brushed aslde.

ave been nccused of be1n§ gectional and local and of abandoning the
interests of the country at Ilarge to Gloucester, because I have opposed
this sacrifice. Do you imagine that it is Gloucester alone whose In-
terests are at stake? 1 would fight long before I would sacrifice the
Intercsts of Gloucester, that historie, gallant town, even If she stood
alone; but she does mot stand alone, and those who think she does
gimply disclose thelr ignorance of our fisheries. When Eou strike
Gloucester you strlke the men of Essex, who build her fishing fleet;
the men of Hwampseott, who build her dories; the factories which make
her nets; the paper mills of Springfield and Holyoke, which make labels
for her products and the boxes in which her fish are packed; and the
'.“['Il‘xmtt iru‘}li-mm }vhtc!; she helps to feed with freight and passengers.

at is Gloucester alone.

Now, come down here to Doston. Forty-elght of the firms who deal
in fresh fish in this elty and own your fishing fleets prutest against
this treaty. Ninety captaing, who go out from the port of Doston and
from Cape Cod to reap the dangerous harvest of the Grand Banks and
the Georges, have protested to the Benate against this treaty. Irovince-
town protests against [t. Pass out beyond our borders; the State of
Maine, with 17,000 fishermen ¥rotmts against it through the repre-
sentatives of the Industry and hrough her Senators and Members of
Congress. The fishermen of the Chesapeake In Maryland bave been
heard against it. The menhaden fisheries, whose establishments dot the
coast from Rhode Island to North Carolina, have formally protested
against this removal of the dutles on fish, The Pacific coast, with its
great and growing fisheries in Alaskan waters, jolns with their brethren
of the Atlantic and protest. These are some of the facts, and yet some

ergons say it 1s a local Interest and we must not sacrifice everything
o a single town.

I repeat, these fishing Industries declare that the removal of the
duties will be ruinous to them. Bear that in mind, for onec great in-
dustry must not be sacrificed in the mere ho% of helping others or on
the vague promise of general advantfages. ow, what do we get In
return? Flrst, the privilege to take bait without a license. The only
people who use bait are the flshermen, and they are the only people
entitled to speak on this point. They declare unanimously that the bait
privilege is of no value. Last year two vessels from Maine and about
thirty-five from Gloucester took out bait licenses ot a cost of something
over $4,000. The amount was trifling and the fishermen do not earo
whether they Euy or not.

They do not need licenses now, and they do not care whother New-
foundland refuses them balt or not, for with modern refrigerating ap-
rangements they can supply themselves perfectly well from Eastport or
Gloucester. It is but yesterday that Provincetown shipped two cargoes
of balt to the French fishermen at Miquelon. Therefore, so far as the
fishermen are concerned, they get nothing whatever for the removal of
dutles which now protect their prodoct. Let us pass mext to what the
United States at large will get by sacrificing her ﬁshinph industries.
Seventy-oue articles are enumerated In this treaty as on the free list.
I asked the gentlemen who appeared in support of the treaty how many
of these articles were already on the free list. They did not know. I

for I had taken the trouble to look it u]‘». t

Slxty—thme of the 71 articles enumerated In the treaty as on the free
list are on the free list now. f the remaining eight, seven are agri-
eultural implements, and those can only be imported free by residents of
Newfoundland when not for sale; that is, we can not export them freoc
of duty to Newfoundland, and the apparent concession is nothing.
There remains one article, "li:as engines covered by patent,” taken by

e

the treaty from the dutiable llst and placed on the free list.
Do you think we can build up a trade In ';fus englnes covered by
atent " suflicient to compensate for the loss the fisherles? I take

eave to doubt it. We now come to the dutiable list mentioned in the
treaty. There are 10 of these articles. On bacon, ham, tongue, smoked
beef, and sausages there is a reduction of three-quarters of a cent a
pound, of 20 cents a barrel on peas, and 10 cents a barrel on catmeal.
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The other 9 articles remain at the present rate, I asked the gentlemen
who appeared In behalf of the treaty whether there was any redoction
in flour. They sald no; that 25 cents a barrel was the existing duty,
and so far they were correct, but they were so ignerant of their own
ease that they u]_ppnrcntly wera not aware that there was a Fun!th'e
duty on flour of b0 cents a barrel directed against any nation placing a
duty on Newfoundland fish.

The punitive duty would come off if the treaty was ratified, but I do
not belleve in making concesslons to any people in return for the removal
of punitive, discriminating duties. I belleve in giving advantages to
our friends and diseriminating agninst those who discriminate against
us. Does the treaty provide that these rates shall remain? Not at all
It simply provides that if rates are ralsed th% shall not_be ralsed
against us higher than sgainst anybody else. did not Newfound-
land admit fo her free or reduced list ts and shoes, rubber boots or
woolen blankets? That would have been of some benefit to the in-
dustries of New England and the United States. Dut those are left un-
touched and with a preference to Jingland on both blankets and rubber
boots. What does the Newfoundland market amount to? There are
210,000 people in Newfoundland, decording to the Iast census.

In Massachusctts and Maine alone there are 100,000 dircctly depend-
ent on the fisheries, without adding those who live by the allied indus-
tries, and they ars consumers who l_f,'lvc you an exclusive market. Of
this Newfoundland population 55,000 are engaged in the fisheries, 1,547
are farmers, 2,082 mecchanies, 1,208 miners. How many farm imple-
ments or gas engines do you think we should scll to that population?
And on tho articles chiefly used by threc-quarters of the population,
who are engaged in the fisherles, we get no reduction. The total im-

risa of Newfoundland in 1900 were $7,500,000 from all countries.
When you remember that the e%rm of domestie produocts from the
United States in 1002 was $§1,300,000,000, the amount of the cntire Now-
foundland import does not seem very imposing, and our actual export to
that Island of $2,000,000 stiil less so.

But I will glve you a better comparison. The manufactured sh!]ptp!ng
value of Gloucester's products alone was $£6,000,000 In 1001. we
ghould get the entire value of all the Newfoundland imports it would
not much more thah cover the value of the fisheries of Gloucester alone,
and the valne of the product of the fishermen of the Unlted States is
$546,000,000. We want to think carei‘ullg before we endanger an in-
dustry whose annual product is $406,000,000 In seeking a market where
we now sell only $2,000,000 and to which this treaty opens mo addi-
tional door. The gentlemen who appeared before the committee were
the representatives of a Newfoundland steamship company, an Eﬁi
lishman enga in Newfoundland business in New York, Mr.
representing the Boston Chamber of Commerce, and Mr. Osborne Howes
who ls connected with the business of Insurance and Is the pri.nclpn.i
editorial writer on the Boston Herald, The {first three gentlemen
argued for the treaty on the general ground that it would lmﬁgave our
trade relations with Newfoundland and tend to prevent t izland
from becoming n part of the Dominion of Canada, ey dld not show,
and were unable to show, that there was any direct benefit to our
trade in this treaty, and thelr testimony as fo the fisheries was slight
and of no value, because they had no personal knowledge of them and
were not engaged In them.

They all testified, however, that in their opinion the removal of the
dutles proposed in the treaty would not lower the price of fish in the
United States, so that the treaty, according to Its advocates, would be
of no benefit whatever to the American consumer. 1 should like to
sec general trade relations with Newfoundland improved, I should be

1ad to make a treaty with Newfoundland, but I want something In the
ty which shall be of advantage to us and satisfactory to our fisher-
Mr. Osberne Howes, the last advoeate of the treaty before the

men.
committee, used one argument peculiar to himself and which I ean not
pass over in silence. Ha snkPethnt the fishing v Is of Gl ter

were no longer manned by native-born Amerieans, but largely by men
of foreign birth. He explained this fact by the statement that It Is
a dangerous business, and that is the reason Amerieans do not care to
enter into It.” In my opinion he exaggerates the fact, and I am cer-
tain that his explanation is utterly wmn%

Native-born Amerieans have abando many employments because
they ean find others more remunerative, bot they never sbandoned any-
thing through cowardice and fear of danger, elther in war or peace.
He also undertook to show from a single death roll that these men
were not, as a rule, naturalized. This last proposition is incorreet.
There is a large percentage of foreign-born men among our fishérmen,
but most of them are naturalized and a very large proportion remain
in the United States and bring up their families there. Three hundred
and thirty men from Gloucester enlisted in the War with Spain. Of
these 287 resided In Gloucester. One hundred and sixty were American
citizens, many of them native born. Of the 170 remaining more than
half had taken out thelr first papers, leaving about 85 to be classed
as forelgners. This, I think, is a falr statement of the proportion.

Mr. Howes's argument was that the fishermen huvgzlg c¢eased to be
in large proportion native born, were no longer entitled to protection.
That to me Is n new doctrine. The man who carries the naturalization
papers of the United States has the same rights in every way to the
protection of the Government as the man born on the scil. Mr. Howes,
who has the temptations which beset all great rhetoricians. referred to
these men as “ the mercenarles of the sea,” who are willing to face
perils which the native born, according to Mr. Howes, are too cowardly
to encounter. He has a well-known faculty of making telling phrases.
It is to his vivid pen that we owe the sentences that *the g.nls a

fece of textile fabric” and * patriotism is a virtue of barba Xy

ut, Mr, President, when we talk about * the mercenarles of the sens
it seems to me l!m.fzsalthongh he declared that he used the word with-
out disrespect, he applying a harsh term to men who gain thelr
living in a hardy and dangerous pursuit, too dangerous, as Mr. Howes
says, for the native born.

The * mercenarles of the sea!"™ Why, then, any man who works for
wi, is n mercenary if he happens not to have been born on American
soif.“uen who come to New gland and toil In our mills are, under
his teaching, the “ mercenaries of the factories.” Mr. President, T con-
fess that I revolt azainst speh an Idea, and I think it would be just as
falr to say that the man who earns a large income by Instructing us in
the columns of the Herald how this Government ought to be run is a
mercenary of the press. Just ome word in econclusion before I leave
this matter of the fisheries. There Is something more to me in this
question than balaneing dollars and cents and Imports and exports.

AMr. Howes sneered at the argument for the fishermen based on sentl-
ment. I do net. I can not forget that before Endlcott landed at
Sdalem the New England fishermen were cstablished on Cape Ann, I
can not forget the record of tho Gloneester men In the Revolution and
the War of 1812. I know that whether native born or foreign born

they sent more men In proportion fo their population into the Navy of

the United States In the {mntsh War than any other city or town In

the country. I know that of thelr recruits 76 per eent passcd the
hynicfll l:::nmim.tion, against 14 per cent fn Boston and 7 per cent in
ew York,

I know from the lips of cngmins and ndmirals that they were men
fit for any duty a3 soon as t cg' eame on board the ship. 'There are
6,000 of them on that fishing flect, and when yon want them In the
day of ﬁrent stress you cean have them for the usklnf. Do not forget
the peril of thelr calling. Over 2,000 men from this one town have
given up their lives In this industry in the last 20 yenrs—nearly n
hundred a year. Go down to Gloncester In the autumn and you will
hear the annual death roll called. You may read of it in the worils of
Kipling in * Captains Courageous.” If yon had been there o month ngo,
you would have seen the other yearly ceremony of (Gloucester. They
ecan not lay wreaths upon the pround where their dead sleep, but the
children .go out by the edge of the soumding sea and cast flowers pon
gbem‘gnves, for there in that pathless, uomarked waste their dend are

uried.

Gloucester represents only part of the great American fisherles, but
1 say again—nnd you may call me loecal, if yoo will—that if Gloncister
with hier history stood all alone I would not In the face ef that history
desert her, and I would plead her cause na beat I might at the bar of
the Senate of the United States. 1 shall not be ealled opon to G so,
but if T were I shonld not plead In vain. Massachusetts would be with
me, and the United States from California to Maine. "They wenld be
with me, becanse the patriotism in war nnd the silent conrnge in peace
of these poor fishermen ranging dally through gray northern seas are
known to the world, and patriotlsm and esurage are beloved of the
Ameriean people and never are out of fashion,

I commend this speech to the Republican Members of this
House who are disposed to be timid about supperting the pend-
ing legislation, for, whatever charges we Democrats of M:arsa-
chusetts have at any time been disposed to make against Mr.
Lopge, we have always known that he is a most brilliant expo-
nent of regular Republicanism: and when he assures us, ss he
does in the speech that I have read, that the Republican Party
has always stood for reciproecity with Canada, but that Canada
has always stood in the wiy of it, we have the right {o expect
at this time, when Canada stands not in the way, the vote of
every Republican who wonld stand true to the teachings of his

party.

Can it be that in this instance Mr. Tobpee was wrong in his
exposition of Republicanism on the matter of reciprocity?
Surely the Republican speeches that we have listened to iu this
Chamber during the sessions of this Committee of the Whole on
the state of the Union bear some testimony against his views.

Can it be that the Republican Party has only stood for reci-
proeity with Canada when Canada has stood in the way of it?

Those of us who hail from Massachusetts would not be greatly
surprised to find that this is so, for we know the treatment that
was accorded to Mr. Ioss in Massachusetts when he tried to
put the Republican Party there on record in favor of it. We
have not forgotten that he was hooted down in a Repubiican
State convention when he tried to exereise his right as a dele-
gate to have a resolution adopted in favor of it, and we have
not forgotten that he told those who hooted him down that some
day the people of the Commonwealth would listen with interest
to his words.

We have not forgotten the points that he made in speeches
and in writings in favor of reciprocity, and I am glad to be able
to read to you from another bound pmmnphlet that was given to
the Boston Public Library, as the bookplate says, “by Eungene *
Noble Foss.”

This pamphlet has an address on the “Trade relations De-
tween the United States and Canada,” which was made in
Boston, Mass., in 1904, while Mr. Foss was yet active in the
ranks of the Republican Party. Let me read this specch to you,
rather than tell you what if says, so that yon may know exuctly
what the views of Mr. Foss at that time were:

Mge. PRESIDENT AXD MEMEERS OF THE CANADIAN CLUn:

I confess that I am beginning to feel at home here. This is the
third time I have been made the reciplent of your conrtesy, and I
belleve that our meeting has helped us to understand each other

better.

Now, Mr. President, I nm not assoming that your members and
guests are on one side of the reeiprocity fence and I on the other; or
even that our distinguished guest from over the line Is so far from
ounr point of view that he can hold nothingz in common with the fricnds
of commercial reciproecity in the United States,

You will recall that at a former mecting of thiy club your guests
were a leading Canadian journalist and s prominent manufacturer
from Ontario; and you will remember that after we all had had our
say, we discovered that the ideas, or fundamental principles, for which
each of us stood were broad and libernl enonzh to enfold us nil. I
trust we will reach the same concluslons to-night.

CANADIAX SEXNTIMENT XO0T MISUNDERSTOUD.

It is a mistke to suppose that we who have led in the movement
for closer trade relations with Canada do not understund what present
conditions arc. In fact, the logic of the situation, the unmistakable
index of the facts bearing upon it, has ecompelled us to aceept very
much of the Canadian view. Notwithstanding our wealth, our power,
our resources, our influence, we have regarded the small group o
nelghbors at the north as ecompetitors to be feared and cxeluded, not
as friends and customers to be given the hand of commercial welcome.
We have massed our seventy-five millions of people against their five
millions nnd entrenched ourselves behind a wall over which the frightful
shapes of our supposed commercial enemies could not climb. They have
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planted a 25-foot wnll against our trusts and we have builded a 50-foot
witll against their farmers and fishermen.*

1 am neither unpatriotic nor unrepublican in thus admitting the mis-
taken course which the Tnited States has pursued with respect to
Canada. I quote these facts merely to show to some of onr Canadian
friends who apparently think otherwise, that many of us who have
been foremost in the reclprocity movement have not been blind to the
unequal conditions which exist. TIn all the agitation which has been
going on so incessantly the past few years, our main request has been
that our own people appreciate these conditions, T have no sympathy with
the political jingolsm which would make these conditlons an excuse for
doing nothing to correct them,

We have not the right to ask anything of Canada that 18 not for
her interest. We slmlT only make ourselves ridiculous If we do. The
burden is upon us to prove that freer trade between the two countries
will benefit both; for times have changed, and it is not now Canada
that is seeking reciprocity.

I belteve in the prineiple of protection, which is fundamental In this
country. By the same token, I can have no eriticlsm to offer of the
growing desire of the Canadian people to protect themselves from
destructive foreign competition. 1 ean, however, properly point ont
that proteetion earried to the point of exclusion is not protection, it is
fmposition ; and [ can suggest that our Canadian friends will do well
to learn this truth from our experience and not from their own.-

EXCLUSION 18 NOT PROTECTION.

I wonld llke to ram this fact home with another; and we can also
supply the object lesson in this case. We have built up our own coun-
try In spite of domestic competition fiercer than Canadian industries
ever ean be called npon to suffer. If we can do this here, what can
we not do for Canada under fair and reasonable trade conditions? Ro
far the Dominion has shown her wisdom in refusing to cut herselt
off from the facilities with which we can help her to develop her
immensze resonrces. Does she now contemplate fastening upon herself
the heaviest possible form of indirect tiaxation mercly because we have
refused her tarlff favors which other countries are disposed to grant?
Or, on the other hand, shall the blindness and arrogance of our own
stand-pat eontingent be permitied to force such a policy upon a
friendly customer?

Granted that the markcets of Great Britain are of more present
importance to Canada than those of the United States, shall we forever
continne to ignore the wvalue of our Canadian trade, whether it he
coming or golng? These are questions which the people of both coun-
tries will do well to ponder.

IFortunately for a partial solution of the vexed question of trade
relations, our own necessities bid fair to force our Government to look
the Canadian guestion squarely in the face. In several commodities
our demand already has outrun our supply, and we are buving heavily,
regardless of tariff taxes, In others the exchanges between the two
countries are so general, for geographieal and other reasons, that a
Iively trade in competing products has developed bhoth ways. In
practically all these products the tarlff serves no useful purpose, hut
adds a burden of ex[nense which is without profit to either party to the
transaction. Tn still other eases where the demand is great, the United
States tariff is yet so high that no purchases are attempted.

HERR IS A BASIS FOR RECIPROCITY,

These fhree elnsses furnish the basis upon which a consistent scheme
of tarlf revision must rest. You will notice that I use the current
plirase, “ftariff revision,” but by it mean  “ reciprocity.”  And I
wish to say riglhit here that I do mnot believe in any kind of tariff
revision or tariff legislation which does not recognize reciprocity as
a fundamental principle. I wish to declare, and this Is as good an
opportunity as any, that reciprocity is just ns much and just as great
a principle, a system, a primary economic polley, if you ‘will, as free
trade or protection, as they are commonly understood,

I helieve that it will not long hence become recognized as a practieal
working system infinitely superior to either stand-pat ?mtection or free
trade. It will recognize your friends, customers, and allies in a common-
sense and common-justice fashion, instead of attacking them as docs
stand-pattism, or favoring your enemies at your own expense, as does
docirindire free trade.  Any good business mian or good nelghbor will go
a great way and enerifice much to favor and benefit these by whom he
lives or profits largely. Hence, go in for some system of taviff
revision in the future which shall aim to benefit, as well as onrselves,
countries which make their prosperity curs. This is simply good busi-
ness g8 well as good morals, Gen. Draper and William Whitman to the
contrary notwithstanding,

I have said that the basis of tarlf revision, or reciprocity, as far as
Canada i{s concernmd, must rest upon three classes of articles ; that is to
say, articles whicli each country must buy of the other, duty or no duty,
or iﬂt;vhich they make o mutually profitable interchange under natural
condc 0ns=E.

As an illustration, 1 have preparcd a table showing the prinelpal
articles In which the two countries have an interchangeable trade.
These fizures show our exports to Canada and dutiable Imports there-
from of practieally identleal articles in 1003 :

United States exchanges with Canada, 1903,

Imports

Exports. | (qutlable).

L e e e ey R e S S £2,121,000 $205, 000

B0 e ol s sy s v e W 174,000 15, 000

Brendstulls 1. ... ... 5, 532, 000 843,000

Coal (bituminous)....... 9, 668,000 4,811,000
i g M s L 000 18,

Fish...... 743,000 2,850, 000

1, 008, 000 133, 000

108, 000 2,236, 000

521,000 , 180, 000

204,000 , 000

102, 000 24,000

VORI i ot emiiass 651, 000 403, 000

Wood, unmanufactured. . 4,766,000 | 13,830,000

VO PIID. L L ivenden ,000 [ 1,867,000

Gypsii......oiceanes Ty R LA i Lo s T A P S n sk i s 318,000

25,864,000 | 30,220,000

1 Exclusive of corn. 2 Varieties common to both countries,

“interests of both,

ABOLISH SOME TARIFFS, REGARDLESS OF CANADA.

Now, here is a natural and necessary trade of $55,000,000, and which
might be two, three, or four times that amount, hampered and harassed
by tariff restrictions, which are of no possible benetit, but, on the con-
trary, work absolute Injury to every interest concerned.

Now believe for one—and I intend hereaffer to insist upon the
bellef to the limit of my gawor———in making a start toward reciprocity
by either abolishing or radically reducing the duties on all the articies
in this list. If Canada prefers to keep on her more moderate duties,
where she levies them, to her own privation, let her do It, but that is a
poor reason why we should.

The Home Market Club has finally been forced to concede us coal and
iron ore, and Willlam Whitman gives us lumber. Everybody but Col.
Clarke wants free hides; and here you have at once accounted for three-
quarters in amount of the products under discussion.

In regard to hay, meats, vegetables, frult, and ezgs, I doubt if a
government could stand against the demand for a removal of the duties
on them, if the people should make this a distinet issue—as they will
before long,

In regard to one more prominent item, breadstuffs, it is mow fully
recognlized among those whose opinion Is worth anything, that wo must
either make wheat free, and promptly, too, or prepare to suffer disaster
in our milling industrics.

As to barley, the outrageous dutf upon that and upon the malt made
from it is the heaviest burden which our great brewlng industries are
called upon to bear, .

Where can there be any argument or controversy on this great ques-
tion as I have here presented it?

SOME QUESTIONS FOR THRE POLITICIANS.

1t is the evident purpose of some of our legislators at Washington to
refuse to reduce the tariff on Canadlan goods beeause, as they will say,
Canada will make no concessions, This will be the pretext on which
thiey will maintain the status quo,

The only real thought in their minds is to discover the cleverest excuse
for standing pat. We understand very well the purpose of these statesmen,
and I want to ask some of them who are beginning to profess a tardy
love for reciprocity, what they intend to do to show thelr good faith.
They profess to believe in reciprocity in competitive articles. Will they
introduce bille lowering our schedules to somewlere near Canada's, or
will they prefer to relleve the necessities of the country by direct
leglslation and place on the free list coal, Iron, lumber, wheat, hides,
waood pulp, ete.?

This Is the practical question we business men purpose to pnt right
tip to these politicians until we know exactly where they stand and
what they are going to do. We purpose to find out whether those pro-
fessions made just before election meant anything or not. 1t is not
cnongh for them to say that they are In favor of reelprocity which will
e * mutually advantageous ' to both conntries. We are willing to con-
cede that the United States should take the Initiative. We not only owe
it to Canada, in view of her attitude in the past, but we owe it to our-
selves as the larger of the two countrles, and from the further fact that
Canada Is our best enstomer in manufactured goods and our nelghbor
at that; and from the further overshadowing fact that Canada'’s com-
mereial polley still remains liberal toward us and glves us such gencrous
access to her markets.

HOW TO MAEE A START.

Now, let ug make a start by putting some of these things which we
are in desperate neecd of on the free list, whether Canada reciprocates
or not. By so doing we will be not only helping ourselves, but we will
be helping Canada to pay a portion of her debt, at least, in commodities
Instead of cash.

Every business man here knows that treatment of that sort on our
part will not conduce to less purchases on the part of Canadn. On the
contrary, where we are now selling her one hundred and thirty millions
we shouid goon be sclling her two hundred millions per annum, if we
would only show a disposition to take in payment what she has to
offer and what we stand in need of.

Ivery business man knows that this is the soundest kind of Dusiness
sense. No one of us ever lost anything yet in trying to help a good
customer sell his product. As President Roosevelt sald in his Minne-
apolis speech, ** We must also remember that in dealing with other na-
tions, benefits must be given where benefits are sought.”

SHALL WE FOLLOW SPAIN AND PORTUGAL?

Both in the United States and In Canada we find those who ave no
doubt consecientious in their opposition to reeciprocity between the two
countries, In the United States they are known as the * standpatters,”
and are represented by the Home Market Club. They represent the
ultraliigh-tariff element in the Republican Party. They honestly con-
fuse protection with probiblition.

In Canada they are represented by the Canadian Manufacturers' As-
goclation. To my mind these two elements propose to do for the United
States and Canada practieally what Spain and Portugal once did in
adopting a policy of selfishness and exclusiveness which, as Hon. John
A. P\'namn s shown, ‘' other nations would not tolerate, and long-
continued wars followed—wars of conquest, which led to the im-
poverishment of the nations which perslstcﬁ in their career of inter-
national selfishness. Spaln and Portugal,” continues Mr, Kasson,
*gnce in the forefront of national prosperity and greatness, are now at
t.}w rear of the column and apparently without the power of recupera-

Now, Mr. President, the pollcy of the Home Market Club and the
Canadian Manufacturers' Association, carried to its logical concluslon,
would bring these two countries to the same end.

From an economic _[?oint of view there appears to be every reason
why Canada and the United States should come together commercially,
We must all admit that the tendency all over the world is toward
amalgamation and consolidation, in the interest of economy and the
elimination of ruinous competition. We all know that the United
States and Canada are competitors In the markets of the world, and
are to bo so more and more each year ag the development of Canada
goes on, .

COMMERCIAL UNION A NATURAL POLICY.

Yor instance, Liverpool makes the price for the export wheat, not
only of the United States but of Canadn. And so of the other exports,
whether natural products or manufactures, of both countries. Now,
the natural and logleal policy for these two contiguous countries is com-
mercial unlon; an amalgamation, 1f you please, which will protect the
If a complete commercial union were possible, it
would be the best solution of the whole problem. That is, that trade
should be as free and unrestricted between the United States and
Canada as it is between the several States of our own country,
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This is what I.should like to sce, for it would mean not only the
{:reatest possibile development of both counrtries in every direction, but
t would furthermore insure for all time peace and good will.

IMPROIER SYBTEM OF TAXATION THE BASIC FAULT.

But 1 recognize that at the present time commerclal anion may not
be practicable from the fact that Canada, like ourselves, has not yet
been educated to the principle of direct taxation. When we shall have
advanced In clvilization to the point where we will not shrink from
levying our taxcs upon the sources from which they are justly due, and
not through class legislation, we ean then treat thls great business
proposition on a bunsiness basis. The systems of taxation of the two
countrics are to-day the only obstacle to the fulfillment of onc of the

atest and most beneficent unions in the tmtor{' of the world. 1 have
?alth to belleve that bLefore long the people of both countries will re-
move this artifielal barrler to their greatest happinessz and prosperity.

Mr. Chairman, the Ioss of those days wag the Republican
of Masaachusetts who was crying in the wildernese for the
recognition of this doetrine. I do not know whether or not he
was driven out of the Republican Party for daring to express
these views; but I do know that he became convinced that
within the ranks of the Republican Party in Massachusetts
there was no opportunity for him to develop this doctrine, and
in 10090 he joined bands with the Democrats of Massachusetts,
became our candidate for lieutenant governor on the ticket svith
Hon. James H. Vahey for governor, and the Republican major-
ity of many thousands of previous years was, in the short limits
of a six sweeks' campaign, cut down to six or eight thousand
votes.

I know, too, that in the spring of 1010 he was impressed into
service as a Democratic candidate for Congress in the distriet
long represented here until his death by the late Hon. William
C. Lovering, and we went into that distriet and we preached
the doctrine of reciprocity with Canada and honest revision of
the tariff. And the fourteenth Massachusetts distriet, that had
been sending a Republican Congressman by nearly 15,000 ma-
Jority, sent here Eugenc Noble Foss, a Democrat, by nearly
10,000 majority. [Great applause on the Demoecratic side.]

1 know, too, that in the fall of 1910, because of the forceful,
businesslike way with which he had presented this and other
similar issues to the people of our Commonwealth, he was
chosen by the Democrats of the State to be our candidate for
governor and was triumphantly elected under most nnfavorable
Deimocmtic circumstances during the early part of the cam-
paign.

You might say that these victories are entirely personal; you
might say that these things mean only that our standard bearer
has been a great success as an individual candidate. Let me
refer you, then, to the Manual for the General Court of Massa-
chusetts of this year, 1911, where may be found the official
votes for Representatives in the Sixty-second Congress in each
of our 14 districts. I took time to-day to total the vote for
Demoeratic candidates for Congress as well as the vote for
Republican candidates for Congress at the last election in our
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.

We have in this Chamber 10 Republican Congressmen from
Massachusetts and only four Democratic Members. You might
well suppose, as I have learned in conversation with many of
you that you really believe, that we are only able to get an
oceasional victory here and there in our State. But, sir, I find
that the total Democratic vote for Congressmen in Muassachi-
setts last fall was 204,630 as against a total Republican vote for
Congressmen of 203,136. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
And when I point out to you that in the ninth district, which I
represent and which is the most strongly Democratie district in
the State, I not only had to compete with the Republican ecandi-
date, but also with an Independent, who had served as a Demo-
crat for elght years in this body, you will readily see that these
totals do not altogether tell the story. The fact is that last
fall we were at least 10,000 votes stronger on the matter of
sending men to this Congress than our Republican brethren,
although they have a large majority in the delegation here.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

I make the point not because of any wvainglorious spirit, but
simply to show you how Massachusetts stands to-day on current
political questions as a result of the campaign made these many
years by Eugene N. Foss and Henry M. Whitney and the mem-
bers of organizations like the New England Reciprocity and
Free Trade Leagues. I make the point, too, that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. CANXON] may know.

Yes, sir; we did vote for Mr. Foss, and we say that he typi-
fies the permanent spirit of the old Commonwealth, about which
the former Speaker scems to be solicitous. I subsecribe most
heartily to the splendid tribute that he paid to the old State
that has done so much in the development of this country,
and I say to him he need have no fear that the spirit of that
Commonwealth differs to-day from what it has been in the
ereat historie past. >

The spirit of Massachusetts yesterday, on the 19th of April,
1911, when he asked his question, was the same spirit that
characterized the Minute Men at Coneord and Lexington on
the 10th of April, 1775. [Applause.] The spirit of Massachu-
setls yesterday, on the 10th of April, was the same spirit that
characterized the men of Massachuseits on the 19th of April,
1861, when they marched through the streets of a then hostile
Baltimore and began a long line of brilliant achievements in
the great Civil War. [Applause.] The spirit of Massachusetts
yesterday, on the 18th of April, was the same, sir, as it was on
the 10th of April, 1898, when we started out to fight our War
with Spain. [Applause.]

And I believe it is Lecause he so vitally typifies that splendid
Massachusetts spirit that Eugene N. Foss was the Democratic
Congressman elected from an overwhelmingly Republican dis-
triet, and is to-day the wise chief executive of a great State in
a great Union. [Great applause.]

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Chairman, I regret more than any Democrat
in this House can regret the necessity which impels me to make
a speech on this subject. I had intended to say nothing on the
floor of the House in reference to the Canadian treaty. I had
intended to content myself with easting my vote aceording to
my conscience and my duty to my people and no more. But
certain recent strietures from my own colleague from North
Carolina [Mr. ErrcHirn] have made it imperative that we who
differ with him shculd say something with reference to our
position in order that our people may know why we are opposed
to this measure.

I want to offer my sincere thanks to my good friend the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. Usxperwoon] for yielding to me the
time to address this House. He is in favor of the treaty, but,
like the magnanimous gentleman he is, has yielded enough
time for me to state my position in order that my fellow Mem-
bers and my constituents may know why I oppose it. i

Mr. Chairman, I have never regarded modern reciprocity as
a Democratic doctrine. If I had the time, I believe I could
convince any fair-minded Demoerat or Republican that it is not
Democratic doctrine. I believe that in 1854 reciprocal free trade
between the United States and Canada was a Democratic doe-
trine, but mark you, my friends, the wonderful difference be-
tween the reciprocal free-trnde agreement between Canada and
the United States in 1854 and this so-called reciprocity treaty,
which is no more than a revision of the tariff laws between the
United States and Canada. Reciprocal free trade of 1854 put
practically everything that was produced in the United States
and Canada on the free list.

That was genuine reciprocity, fair to both countries and to
all the people concerned. In that agreement flour, breadstuffs,
bread, meats, coal, and lard, and all of the people's necessities
were placed on the free list, which is not so in the present meas-
ure, but on such necessities a high protective tariff is left,

That is the last we heard of reciprocity from the Democratic
Party until about 40 years afterwards, in 1802, In the mean-
time, James G. Blaine appeared upon the scene with his modern
doctrine of reciprocity, which was like the sample we are now
discussing. I do not wonder that my young friend from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Mureay] stands here and sings the praises of
reclproeity. It is strictly a New England cuit and of New
England origin. It was born in that section of the country
which has always clamored for cheap or free raw materials
which she has to buy and for a high protective tariff on what
she manufactures and has to sell. That is why New England
to-day is advoeating so strongly free trade in farm products
amd raw material, They are willing to put the other fellow's
produets on the free list, but whenever yon take away some
of their protection on what they produce then you will hear
them squeal loud and protest much. New England has always
had free cotton for her big cotton mills and high protection on
lier cotton manufactures. She secured free hides two years ago
in the Payne bill and held to protcetion on shoes, and she now
liopes to put all other farm products on the free list. Then her
selfish plan will be consummated. James G. Blaine is the father
of modern reciprocity. IIe first presented the scheme to lien-
jamin Harrison in 1800. Ife urged Mr. Harrison to send his
meseage to Congress in 1800 advocating reciprocity. President
IIarrison did so, and who was it that introduced the reciprocity
provision as part of the Republican tariff law of 1800? None
other than Nelson W. Aldrich, highest protectionist, I sup-
pose, that this country ever saw, He was respousible for sec-
tion 8 of the McKinley Act of 1890, which has ever since been
known as the reciprocity provision of that tariff law. Wken
that section was voted on in the Senate my recollection is that
every Democrat in that body voted against it, including the
two great Senators from North Carolina, Vance and Ransom,-

while all the Republicans, led by Mr. Aldrich, voted for it
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Tnder this section 8 various reeciprocity agreements or treaties
were negotiated by the President. I might say, in passing, that
Gen.. Grant was for reciprocity, and so was President Arthur,
and certain treaties were negotinted by that administration.
When Mr. Cleveland came to be President he withdrew them,
so much opposed to sham reciprocity was he. In 1802 the

Demecrats earried this country and elected a Democratic Con-

oress, What happened? At that time, when they met here in
Congress on the 4th of March, 1803, varions reciprocity treaties
were in operation, and when the Wilson-Gorman law was passed
those treaties were, ipso facto, repealed by the Democrats. In
1802, 38 years after the real reciprocity treaty with Canada
in 1854, the Demoerats put in thelr platform a provision which
said that trade interchange on the bagis of reciprocal advantages
to the countries participating is a time-honored Democratic doc-
trine; that is, reciprocal free trade between countries, which
was the only reciprocity ever theretofore advocated by the
Democratic Party, and hence the only kind referred to as being
time honored; but here is what our party, in the same clause,
sald about modern reciprocity, the genus we are now consid-
ering:

We denounce the sham reciproclty which juggles with the people’'s
desire for enlarged foreign markets and freer exchanges b{ preten Ln&
to establish closer trade relations for a country whose articles of expo!
are almost exclusively agricultural products with other countries that
are also agrlicultural, w’{hllo erecting a customhouse barrier of pro-
hibitive tariff taxes against the rilchest countries of the world at
stand ready to take our entire surplus of products and to exchange
therefor commodities which are necessarles and comforts of life among
our own people.

Myr. Chairman, I interpret that Democratic declaration as a
condemnation of the present treaty, and that is why I say this
treaty appears to me to be a sham and a fraud. I quoted that
portion of the Democratic platform in a recent published inter-
view for the purpose of showing the party had condemned this
kind of treaty, which I consider to be a sham and a fraud and
essentinlly unjust.

When the Democratic Party repealed the reciprocity treaties
in 1804 the Republican Party in their platform condemned the
Democrats for it. Not only that, but they congratulated them-
selves on the success of the reciprocity treaties in the following
language: “ We [the Rtepublican Party] point to the success of
the Republican policy of reciprocity.” In 1807 various bills
were referred to the Ways and Means Committee after the Re-
publicans had regained control of the House, and this book
which I held in my hand contains practically the history of reci-
procity legislation in this country. A majority of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means, which was Republican, brought in a
report to the House of Representatives in which they stated that
the repeal by the Democratiec Party of the reeciprocity treaties
was “a public calamity, and that the policy that they repre-
sented shall be permancntly adopted in our tariff legislation.”
Who signed that report? Nelson Dingley, jr., who was the
father of the Dingley tariff law that every Democrat in the
United Stntes has denounced ; Mr. SErENo H. PAYRNE, the progen-
itor of the Payne-Aldrich bill, and who now favors this treaty;
Mr. JoaN Darzern; Albert J. Hopkins; Charles S. Grosvenor;
Jonathan P. Dolliver; George W. Steele; Martin Johnson; Wal-
ter Evans; and our high-protectionist friend, James A. Tawney.
That was the Republican view of modern reciprocity as ex-
pressed by the Republican Ways and Means Committee, and
that is the view Mr. Taft now seems to take. Now, what did
the Democrats on that committee say about reciprocity? Here
is what they said in concluding their report:

We conclude that there is little evidence of any marked benefits flow-
ing from reciprocity agrecments, e conclude that uniform rates of
duty, applying equally to the products of all nations, is the only safe
policy to pursuoe, rgi It can give occasion to no complaint of unfair treat-
ment such as must arise under a scheme of diseriminating duties.

That minority report was signed by Benton MeMillan, of Ten-
nessee, 2 Demoerat who served on the Ways and Means Com-
mittee probably longer than any other southern Demoerat;
Joseph Wheeler, another great Democrat from the South; and

_H, G. Turner, of Georgia.

It is not fair to other nations fo give Canada this advantage
while at the same time refusing to give it to other countries.
We believe in equal justice to all nations, as well as equal
rights to all men. This treaty violates that great prineiple.
The object of free farm preducts, as found in this Canadian
reciprocity, is to give somebody an advantage over somebody
else, and this is just as undemocratic and unfair as protection,
whicli is nothing more nor less than giving one class of people
an advantage over anotlier class.

T quote from the Demeeratic eampaign handbook of 1902:

Muoreover, such n policy disregards Washington's wise advice and sub-
stitutes for this nmoble rule of conduct the sordid bargalns, the unequal
and ever-changing discriminations of trade treaties, This great Re-
publle ought to govern Its forelgn polley by principles of justice and
sound economic laws and treat all nations alike. hen it would need
no commercial treaties and few political ones.

I say, therefore, that I have never regarded this kind of
reciprocity as a Democratic doctrine. I know this treaty is not
a Demoecratic measure, and my Demoeratic friends on this side
will agree that it is not. Is there a Democrat on the floor of
the House who will stand up here and say this treaty is Demo-
cratic doetrine—a Democratic measure? I have no Idea there
is. But it is sald that it is a slight step, n mere step, in the
right direction. My colleague from North Carolina [Mr.
KrrcHix]—and I am sorry he is not here—wrote a letter a
week or two ago to a personal friend, Mr. McMichael, in our
State on this guestion, and this friend published the letter in
a newspaper and I have here a copy of the letter, and in that
letter my friend [Mr. Krremin] says “that the Canadian reci-
procity agrecment is a short hobble-skirted step, but still a
step.” [Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, ever since that particular kind of feminine
dress was introduced into this country I have despised it. I do
not like hobble-skirted dresses and I do not like hobble-skirted
treaties. [Applause.] And yet my colleague from North Caro-
lina—who made his strenuous effort here Saturday, lasting
three hours—I thought, tried to convince the country that this
is a simon-pure, genuine-blown-in-the-bottle Democratic meas-
ure; and yet he writes fo a friend in North Carolina that it is
only a ‘““short hobble-skirted step.” I noticed a woman walk-
ing down the Avenue yesterday who had on a hobble skirt.
[Laughter and applause.]

I wanted to see just what distance this treaty carries us in
the Democratic direction. Now, mark you, it is not a hobble-
skirted step, but it is a *short hobble-skirted step™; and I
picked out the tightest-skirted woman I could find [laughter and
applause], and while I did not have a policeman’s cyclometer to
measure the length of ecach step she took, yet, according to my
eyes—and I am a reasonably young man—she did not step more
that 6 inches. [Laughter and applause.] I say again that it
appeared to me she did not progress more than 6 inches each
step; so, if that is the actual distance this treaty is to carry us
toward the Demoecratic goal, it is a ridiculously short one to
have so much ado made about it in the Halls of national legis-
lation.

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

Mr. WEBB. If the gentleman will be brief.

Mr. SIMS. Without the treaty the woman can not even step
6 inches. [Applause.]

Mr. WEBB. Mr. Chairman, my friend says he would rather
take 6 inches than no step at all. The doctrine of de minimis
lex non curat—the law does not regard little things—applies here,
and the people care nothing for a distance of 6 inches on the
long road from a Republican tariff law to a Demoeratic meas-
ure. I am not admitting, however, that it is a 6-inch step in the
right direction. I think it several miles in the wrong direction.

Mr. SIMS. The gentleman says he measured it. [Laughter.]

Mr. WEBB. Oh, I measured with my eye the distance the
woman stepped ; but what I am talking about is the infinitesimal
distance, according to my colleague, that this treaty carries us
toward the goal of Democratic doctrine, and I do not even admit
that it is in the direction of Demoecratie doctrine at all, but I
strongly deny it. I say it not only carries us no distance toward
Democratic doctrine, but, on the contrary, it is toward Repub-
licanism, for it is a species of reciprocity which Republicans
have always advocated since the Civil War, and it was drawn
by o Republican Secretary of State, urged upon us by a Repub-
lican President of the United States, and advecated by many
distinguished Republicans of the House and Senate.

Mr. Chairman, I was first clected to this body in 1002. It was
a proud honor the good people of the ninth North Carolina dis-
trict conferred on me. I carried with me throughout the dis-
triet in that campaign what most young men think is the
regular Democratic Bible, namely, a Democratic campaign hand-
book. That is where I received my first “ larnin,” as the darky
would say, in reciprocity. And here are some expressions in
that handbook. In that year, mark you, the national Demo-
cratic congressional committee was composed of Gov, W. W.
Kitehin, of North Carolina, Gov. Harmon, Clark Howell, and
many other distinguished Democrats, among them my friend
from Texas, Mr. RANDELE, who IS now a distinguished member
of the Ways and Means Committee. They sent out this bhand-
boolk, which I hold in my hand, to the voters of the country, that
contains these expressions about reciproceity, and, in my opinion,
they size up exactly this treaty we are considering:

Reciprocity 'looks like free trade, but tastes like protection. It is
really a new sugar coating prepared by the Republican tariff doctors
for lm]ftny patients who are refusing to take thelr protection pills
Strfngpréctlca reciproeity Is worse than protection,

Our farmers are not sending delegates to Washington to threaten

Congress if it does not pass reclproelty legislation. There Is nothing
in It for farmers, To them it Is a sham and a fraud.
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And T say, with all the emphasis T am capable of now, that
this treaty, as far as the farmer is concerned, Is a sham and a
fraud. [Applause.]

Iteciprocity is based upon the game false theories as is protection, and,
1ike protectlon, is a sham and a humbug, and to most people has been
and will ever continue to be a deluslon and a snare.

That expression describes this treaty precisely. All the argu-
ments that have been made in behalf of this measure are to the
effect that it will not hurt the farmer. I have not heard any
Member argue that it will help the farmer, but before I get
through I will point out how the big manufacturers and trusts
of this country are going to be benefited and how it appears
to me that the farmers' interests are being traded off for the
benefit of the big trusts and manufacturers of the United
States.

Another expression from the handbook :

Neclproecity 18 put forward to save protection and to stave off the
demand for genuine tariff revision.

I say that when Mr. Taft sent this reciprocity bill to Con-
gress, in January, on the eve of the assembling of the Demo-
cratic Congress, it was sent here, it seems to me, for the pur-
pose of embarrassing the Democratic Congress; and I say here
now, with no idea of being contradicted, that it has embar-
rassed us. It has embarrassed you, and you, and you, and a
hundred, probably, of good Demoerats of this Congress. Many
Democrats are going to vote for it who do not want to do so.
I do not like President-made laws, anyway. The people of the
United States pay Congressmen about $4,000,000 a year to make
laws. This is exclusively the function of Congress under the
Constitution, and It is the duty of the President to execute those
Inws when so made; but this tariff-lnw treaty was made by
the President and his Secretary of State and sent to Congress
for our ratifieation, with a ecareful warning that the people's
clected representatives must not change it, even to dotting an
“i” or crossing a “t.” This is usurping the duties of a great
lawmaking body, and I object to it seriously.

Daniel Webster once said:

The contest of the ages has been to rescug liberty from the grasp of
executive power.

The Chief Executive, Mr. Taft, not only directed the making
of this treaty law, but is now actively using all his tremendous
influence and power to have it ratified by Congress.

James G. Blaine said that reciprocity was the handmaid of
protection, and I could quete on and on from leading Repub-
lican authority, Mr. Chairman, if the clock did not warn me
that my time is fast running away. Here are the Republican
platform declarations in 1896 in reference to reciprocity :

We belleve that the repeal (by the Democrats) of the reciprocity
arrangements negotiated by the last Republican administration was a
national calamity, * = P'rotection and reciprocity are twin meas-

ures of Republican policy, and go hand in hand. Demeoecratic rule has
recklessly struck down both, and both must be reestablished.

Hon. B, J. Hitr, a distinguished Republican Member of this
body and who is thoroughly versed in the history of his party,
in a speech a few days ago, fervently advoeating this treaty,
sald on the floor of the House that the treaty * is in full accord
with the practice of the Republican Party in the past and also
with the provisions of the national Republican platform at the
present time, and that It (the treaty) squares with the Repub-
Jican doctrine of protection.”

My Democratic colleagues, we were elected last fall in a tariff-
revision-campaign fight, and I declare to you that it does not set
well on me to have ug assemble here in extra session and begin
our cuttings and revisions, begin our, tariff reductions by placing
all Canadian farm produets in free competition with our own
farmers—the tillers of the soil—whose labors feed the world and
whose chivalry and bravery have fought all the battles this coun-
try has won. [Applause.] The little tariff on farm produets
huris no one, yet the first gun is aimed at him. There are
gluring, moustrous inequalities in the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill
that we might attack first and foremost; but, no; they are left
for another day, and we are led by the President to an attack
on the little tariff there is on the farmer's products and induced
by him to place all he produces on the free list.

Mr. Chairman, there are four or five different classes of advo-
cates of this reciprocity treaty, it seems to me, and the first of
these advoeated which I shall mention are those who believe in
the annexation of Canada to the United States. Among that
distingnished clags I would place my Republican friend from
Connecticut, Mr. IEBexezer J. Hirrn. And there are others, not
only on the floor of this House, but all over this counfry who
want this trade-treaty agreement with Canada, thinking that

it will bring about annexation finally. For my part, Mr. Chair-
man, I am opposed to annexing Canada. ¥isher Ames once
said that *this country is big enough.,” And it is too big
now. Continental United States is capable of sustaining a thou-
sand million s=ouls, and then owr country would not be as
thickly settled as Miassachusetts is to-day. Continental United
States could sustrin every human being in the entire world, and
then our population would be no more dense than Belgium's.
We have enough territory at present; we do not need any more.

Mr, POU. Or the Philippines,

Mr, WEBB. No; I would like to swap them off or give them
away. I fear they will be a source of unending trouble,

In addition to this there is a large proportion of Canadians
of the Latin race, and it is an historical faet that no Latin race
has ever accepted a republican form of government with any
staying fidelity. They are natural monarchists; they will
always look to n king and to the monarehy. There is no reason
why we should annex Canada. We do not need her, and there
is no reason, in my mind, for giving Canada an advantage, as
we do in this treaty, over other friendly nations. Why should
we not give to the people of England, our Anglo-Saxon brethren,
the same privileges and benefits as we extend to this mixed
population in Canada?

There Is another class of men advocating this treaty who
believe in what is known as the doetrine of free raw materinl,
with a revenue tariff or a protective tariff on all manufactured
articles. For my part I do not believe in this doetrine. I
believe in the doctrine of that great statesman, Robert J.
Walker, the father of our tariff faith, who worked out a policy
whieh, if steadily pursued, would have put us as a party in
power more often in the past and would carry us into power
more surely in the future; who believed in putting a tariff on
practically everything that is imported, whether raw material
or manufactured articles, making the tariff low according to
the necessity of the article and high in proportion to its luxury,
so that if a tariff is a blessing everybody shares it, and if it is
a burden everybody bears it.

My Democratic friends, when you abandon that doetrine and
go to substituting for it the doctrine of putting a lot of products
on the free list that men produce in this country, then there is
no end to the possible free list, and the ultimate extreme to
which you are driven is free trade. And I conceive that, under
the Constitution that we have lived by and have loved for 120
years, and under which we live to-day, that so long as that
Constitution exists in its present form we are compelled to levy
a tariff tax in order to raise revenue to run the Government.

I look upon the tariff as a tax, and therefore I would make
that tariff fall equally and justly and impartially upon the
shoulders of all our people, not giving to some men the right to
buy in the cheapest market and sell their produets in the highest
market and compelling some to sell their products in the cheapest
market and buy in the dearest, because that is unfair and un-
Just. Whenever you create a long free list and retain a long
protected list you thereby give to some an advantage over others.
1f you put all raw material on the free list, you give the manu-
facturer a double advantage, an advantage at both ends—the
right to buy in the cheapest market and the privilege of selling
in the highest market. I believe in the historie Democratic doc-
trine of a tariff for revenue, so levied as to make the burdens
of the tax fall equally and justly upon all.

Mr. Chairman, there is still another class advoeating the
treaty, and that class consists of those extreme free traders
who are willing to swallow the big proteetion hook that is hid-
den in this treaty in order to get the free-trade balt. My friend
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Georce], I believe, said in
his speech that he was a free trader. Now, free trade is a
Utopian dream at present. The Constitution will have to be
amended materially before we can adopt free trade. We are
now legislating under conditions that actually exist and not
under those that may be hoped for. Every Democrat and every
Rtepublican knows that as long as we have to raise $350,000,000
annually by import duties we are compelled to levy a tariff tax,
Therefore in levying the tarifl tax we should levy it on prac-
tically everything and give no one an advantage over anybody
else, and not give to some the right to buy their goods from a
free list and require that others must buy protected articles.
That would be taxing some and letting others escape taxation
altogether. That would be as unfair as taxing all farm lands
and letting city property escape altogether.

There is still another class, and that class is composed of
those who favor this treaty from purely selfish motives. Gen-
tlemen, all life nowadays geems to be selfish. You ean scarcely
zo about the streets of this city, you can scarcely move any-
where, without seeing selfishness stick up its ugly head.
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And I tell you, my friends, I believe that selfishness and
privilege and advantage are doing more to ram this treaty
through Congress than any other single cause. Selfishness?
Yes. Where is the man who will deny that the great metro-
politan newspapers in the United States to-day who are advo-
cating this treaty, many of them because they expect to get
free wood pulp and print paper, are actuated by pure and
unadulterated selfishness? I declare unto you, my friends, and
. unto them, that the great newspapers of this country are no
more entitled to free wood pulp and print paper than is the
poor toiler on the farm in my country and the poor laborer
entitled to free woolen clothes or free sugar. And yet you will
not think for a moment of putting these necessitics of all the
people, poor as well as rich, on the free list. If not, why not?
They are as much entitled to cheap sugar and cheap clothes as
the newspapers are entitled to cheap paper. Yes, we have
many of the great city newspapers back of this treaty because
there is a big saving in it to them by taking the tax off their
print paper. There is no promise on their part to reduce the
price of the paper te their readers or the cost of advertising
space, but they see cheaper print paper and therefore bigger
profits if the treaty passes. I do not blame them. This is such
a selfish world that every man has to look out for self, just as
many of the big newspapers are doing in supporting this treaty.

There is still another class of individuals who are support-
ing this treaty for selfish purposes. I am going to charge, and
do charge, that the United States Steel Corporation, the biggest
trust in the world, organized by J. Plerpont Morgan, the wizard
of finance, who received $100,000,000 for organizing it, favors
this treaty and is helping to pass it. I make the charge that
that great corporation is advecating, this treaty. I ecall upon
my friends from Pennsylvania, the whole congressional delega-
tion, many of whom I gee before me, to deny that all the steel
corporations in Pennsylvania are backing this treaty to-day and
are advoeating it. Why are they advocating it? I will show
you a little later that it is beeause they are getting a big ad-
vantage in it. In the treaty Canada reduces her tariff barrier
against United States iron and steel manufactures, which are
exported to Canada, and as a quid pro quo Canada induces
us to reduce our tariff barrier against her farm products in
order that she may export them into the United States with
greater ease and at bigger profits to her farmers.

The General Eleetric Co. wants this treaty ratified. This com-
pany is controlled and owned by J. PP. Morgan and John D.
RRoclefeller, and is probably the closest trust in America, be-
cause many of its trust advantages are based upon patents.
Why are they for it? They have to use a great deal of miea in
the manufacture of electrical machinery and appliances. They
get their miea duty free under this treaty, although inica has
never before been placed on the free list since it was discovered
in the United States. It was put on the dutiable list in the tarift
law of 1800; it was put on the dutiable list in the Demoecratic
tariff law of 1804 ; it was put on the dutiable list in all the other
tariff bills since that time. Zeb Vance, the great commoner
from North Carolina, one of the best-loved men that ever sat
in the Senate of the United States from my country, assented
to a duty on mica; Gov. Jarvis, thatnoble old Roman from North
Carolina, Matt Ransom, who defended our State in war and
peace, John T. Morgan, of Alabama, Senator Vilas, and other
great Demoerats voted for a duty on mica, and where their foot-
steps lead I gladly follew. This treaty puts miea absolutely on
the free list and allows Morgan’s trust to buy it from Canada
withont any tax, while rctaining the same high Payne-Aldrich
tariff rates on all of the trust's finished products, electrical ma-
chinery, which people everywlhere are compelled to buy at the
same extortionate priees.

! L{Jr. PALMIER. Where is mica mostly produced in this coun-
Ty 2

Mr. WEBB. It is produced in North Carolina and in Mr.
Wenn's district. [Applause.] If the trusts are fighting for their
interests in the treaty, I shall not forget my people in the fight,
for I have never gotten any bigger than the people of my dis-
trict. [Applause.] It is contrary to human nature to get too
big to represent your own folks, they who love and honor you,
and whenever any man gets too big to do so, he ought to be put
out of Congress. That is the doctrine that Zeb. Vance laid down
awny back more than 20 years ago when twitted about the
tariff on miea, and I reiterate it here to-day, and when I get
too big to represent the interests of my district I hope my peo-
ple will beat me. I need not express the hope, for I know they
will do it. [Applause.]

There is another group of interests back of this treaty, known
as the Hill railroad interests. James J. Hill said in an inter-
view that he did not see how a man with any sense could op-

pose it, or something to that effect. That was selfishness again
speaking, Mr. Hill's railroads run into Canada and the United
States, back and forth, and he wants to increase the trade be-
tween the two countries in order that dividends on his railroad
stock may Dbe enhanced and more money put into his pocket.
Oh, yes; Mr. Hill, with all his power and influence, controlling
about 30,000 miles of railroad, enough to girdle the earth, is ad-
voeating the treaty, and we can easily understand his interest.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North
Carolina has expired. )

Mr. WEBB. May I Iave 15 minutes more?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I should be glad to give that time to
the gentleman, but I have not got it. I will yield him ten, and
that is all I have to my credit.

The CHATIRMAN. How much time does the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will yield the gentleman 15 minutes,
and we will have to run a little longer.

Mr. WEBE. I thank the gentleman very much. I realize
that I am speaking under high pressure, because I have to put
two hours’ talk into 40 minutes.

Now, Mr. Chairman, there is another class of citizens anxious
to liave the treaty passed, who, I believe, are deceived as to
its effect on the cost of living, and that is the big-city dwellers.
If every Member of this body were left to vote on this ques-
tion without caucus uction or other infiluence, I believe it would
be the first time in the history of the United States that the
big cities would be arrayed against the country districts. I be-
lieve the rural distriets would vote against the treaty and the
cities would vote for it, because the “ interests” and many big
dailies have put it into their heads that the cost of living is
going to be reduced; and yet advocates of the treaty on this
floor tell us that it will not affect the cost of living, for they
know if they do so argue it is bound to be reduced at the cost
of the farmer, and this they do not want the farmer to believe.
If the framers of the treaty really wanted to reduce the cost
of living, instead of taking the duty off wheat alone they wonld
also have taken it off flour, too. The laboring man can not eat
wheat, but he can eat flour. Wheat is put on the free list, while
flour is taxed. And yet they leave the duty on flour instead of
taking it off, and thus tax the people’s bread. Then instead of
taking the duty off eattle they would have taken it off meat
also. You can nof eat a steer, but you can eat beef. The man
who drew the treaty, a former employee of the Steel Trust,
left beef on the protected list at a cent and a quarter a pound,
witich will enable the Beef Trust to collect a royalty of more
than a cent a pound on all beef the poor man carries home in
his tired hands. Let me point out how the Beef Prust shows its
fine hand in the making of this treaty. Cattle, the Beef Trust’'s
raw material, are put on the free list, so that thousands ean be
driven across the Canadian border or shipped on the Hill rail-
roads into the United States to be sold to the trust at the lowest
competitive prices; but after the cattle are converted into meat,
see what a tight grip the trust holds on the consumer. It
generously consents to a reduction of one-fourth of a cent a
pound tax on dressed meats coming into the United States,
which is prohibitive and will keep out all Canadian competition
in this great article of food, for last year Canada only sold the
United States $84,000 worth of meats and Iard: but this is not
all. The friends of the trust induce Canada to reduce her tariff
against American meats and lard three-fourths of a cent a
pound on lard, and on meats 1% cents per pound, while last year
the trust sold Canada 10,000,000 pounds of Iard and large quan-
tities of fresh meats, all aggregating—that is, lard and meats—
$2,400,000 worth. Therefore the freaty keeps out of the United
States trust competition in meats and lard and makes the
Canadian market easier and freer for the trust.

If you want sincerely to reduce the cost of living, put things
that men eat on the free list—meat and bread. This treaty will
give the trust cheaper eattle and wheat, but continues the power
of the trusts fo rob the people, as heretofore, en flour and meat
and bread.

I take the position that the treaty is unjust to the farmer. I
said this when I first read it, and I am more firmly convinced
now than ever that it is an injustice to him. In fact, the Ways
and Means Committee have this morning brought from the press
their report on the free-list bill which we will be ealled to vote
upon pretty soon and which I wanted to malke a part of this
treaty as section 2, and in that report they admit that it is an
injustice to the farming class of this country. I want to read
you briefly an extract from that report:

In fact, action on the Canadlan agreement involves the necessity of
further and Immediate action in removing a number of duties on Im-
ports from other countries, In order that justice may be done to the

great army of our great agricultural produccrs, who in the Canadian
ngreement are to have all the allegedp protecti:)n removed from their
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products without a corresponding or reciprocal removal of the pro-
tective duties most burdensome on the commodities they must purchase
as necessury to sustain thelr lives and industries.

Now, gentlemen, I declare unto you that this is an admis-
sion by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Unxpeswoon], Mr.
KrreHin, and the other Democrats of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee that this treaty, which is nothing but a new tariff law
between us and Canada, is an injustice to the farmers of this
country. I take the position that it is unjust, for the reason
that all of the farmers' products are put absolutely on the free
list, while the Canadian farmers now sell to the United States,
even with the present tariff tax against them, more than our
farmers export to Canada. Iowever, of the manufactured prod-
ucts the reverse is true, and our exports into Canada are a
thousand fold more than Canada sends into the United States,
making the market for American manufactured articles easier,
but making the competitive struggle of the American farmer
with Canada fiercer.

The treaty places practically all agricultural products on
the free list, thereby giving the large manufacturers and
trusts of the country the right to buy farm products at the
lowest price and compel the farmers to pay the manufacturers
for finished products the highest price. The Itepublican Party
for 40 years has maintained a system of tariff taxes which has
enabled manufacturers to charge our people not only the world
price for their manufactured articles, but the world price plus
the tariff, while on the other hand the tolling farmer of the
country, who has been producing more than our home market
could consume and therefore shipping much abroad, has been
compelled to receive only the world price for the product of his
toil. Naturally they have not shared in the legislative-made
prosperity, and many of the farmers and farmers' boys during
the last two decades, feeling the inequality in the race for the
acenmulation of anything in life, have left the farms and gone
to the cities and manufacturing centers where they might enjoy
some of the artificial tariff profits,

This movement has drained the farms of splendid laborers
until now the time has arrived when the farmers' products have
not kept pace with the inecreasing population, and therefore our
exports of farm products are smaller, and necessarily the price
of our farm products has risen during the last few years and
the farmer has been getting fairer prices. But now what do
we behold? These great tariff-made barons and millionaire
manufacturers are not willing that the farmer should receive
an increased price for his products, and so in order to hold him
down and compel him to accept the world price for his goods
they propose to turn all the farm products of that great Domin-
fon to the north of us into the United States to compete with
every farmer that enrns his living by the sweat of his face, and
compel him to work harder and remain poorer than the tariff-
protected industries of the country which have fattened at his
expense.

Former Gov. DBachelder, of New Hampshire, now master of
the National Grange, composed of 6,000,000 farmers, said that
these 6,000,000 farmers were united in opposition to this treaty,
and said he voiced this protest against free trade in farm prod-
ucts while protection was continued on manufactured artiecles,
which the farmers were compelled to buy.

It has been truly said:

The farmer {8 the progenitor of the human race, and was the first to
stand in the presence of the Creator to receive from him the decrce of
the Divine mind on the question of labor.

Mr, Chairman, all human progress and prosperity depend upon
his industry and success, and our mighty commercial fabric,
which dazzles the whole world, rests upon his broad back. All
of the splendid ships sailing all the seas and docking at all the
ports of earth are absolutely dependent on the corn fields, wheat
fields, and cotton fields of the farmer. Without his industry
and prosperity the railroad irons of our great national highways
would soon turn to rust and the scream of the locomotive would
soon become a strange nolse in the land. Were it not for the
humble tiller of the soil the owls and bats would infest the lofty
spires of our magnificent cities, and they would soon fall to
runins as complete as those of Herculaneum or Pompeii.

The President of the North Carolina Farmers' Union thinks
this treaty unfair and unjust to the farmer. He is one of the
most intelligent and fair-minded men in that great State, and
after careful study of the treaty here is what Dr. H. Q. Alex-
ander, president of this great organization, says:

I approve of your course In opposing the reciproecity treaty with
Canada as It was presented to the House by the President. That treaty
is not fair or just. It seeks to lower the cost of living, but taxes the
farmer with the reduction without In any way compensating him for

his loss, And I am not sare that it would even lower the cost of food
products to the consumer. All articles put on the free list are In the

raw state. No manufactured products are admitted free, The farmers
and laborers produce the raw materials. Capital converts it into the
finished product. Capital is protected. The man must fight unalded
for his living. The dollar is placed above the man,

Mr. Chairman, the farmer does not demand any specinl privi-
leges, but he demands equal justice. This he is entitled to and
with nothing less will he be satisfied.

Lands are undoubtedly cheaper in Canada, hence taxes are
lower, and the Canadian farmers' cost of living is cheaper than
to our farmers, for the Canadian pays a lower tariff tax on his
necessities. The following table shows this:

Tarl]ﬂ paid Turi}f}l paid
Oy i
Article. Canadian | American
farmer. farmer.
Percent. | Percent.
15 45
20 55
35 80
25 87
22} 45
45
15 45
15 45
& 45
20 60
73 60- 75
15 45
174 45
15 G0-100
60
20 45- 60
15 35
15 35
Free. 40-150
20

Thus the Canadian farmer ean produce farm products cheaper
than our farmers, for his burdens are lighter, expenses less, and
this treaty throws our farmers absolutely info the unequal
struggle for competition with his Canadian rival. The treaty
places on the free list, which will reduce our revenue about
$6,000,000, something like 54 articles produced on the farm,
including wheat, corn, oats, rye, barley, butter, eggs, and so
forth, while the Democratic Walker tariff law placed a tarift
on all the farmer’s products as well as on the manufacturer's;
the Wilson-Gorman Demoeratic tariff law of 1804 did the same
thing.

My friend from Oklahoma [Mr. Ferris] yesterday spoke in
glowing terms of the fact that barbed wire was put on the free
list in the treaty. O, my friends, what a ridiculous proposition !
Does anyone think the farmer can be thus fooled? We have not
imported a pound of barbed wire from Canada since it became a
province of England; but we do export into Canada about a
million dollars’ worth a year. Now they take the tariff off
barbed wire in order that it may come into the United States
from Canada to compete with the Steel Trust in the farmers’
interest. The only barbed-wire manufactory in Canada is a
gubsidiary corporation belonging to the United States Steel
Trust. Now, when you have the United States Steel Trust in
Canada competing with the United States Steel Trust in the
United States will it not be a glorious competition and will not
the price fall rapidly? This is a joke., To mentlon it is to laugh.

Yes; the Coal Trust gets in its work, too. The duty on coal
going into Canada is 03 cents a ton. This treaty reduces the
duty on coal going into Canada from 53 to 45 cents a ton, but
keeps the same strangle hold on the people on all conl coming
into the United States by retaining the Payne-Aldrich duty,
The Coal Trust, of course, wants the treaty because it is giving
easier access to Canadian markets, but keeps the same exclusive
tariff on all eoal coming into the United States; and the price
of conl will not be reduced to our people. Canada shipped only
£512,000 worth of coal last year to the United States, while the
United States Coal Trust sold into Canada $11,000,000 worth.
This treaty keeps out material competifion with the trust, but
makes the Canadian market easier and freer for the trust.

Let us take up the Agricultural Tmplement Trust. That trust
has had the people of the United States by the throat, especially
the farmers, for years. It gets the lion’s share in this treaty.
Plows, hoes, rakes, diggers, thrashing machines, drills, and all
sorts of agricultural implements nre going into Canada hereafter,
when this treaty is passed, at a reduced Canadian rate. The ordi-
nary Canadian rate against agricultural implements is from 25 to
174 per cent. This treaty reduces the Canadian tariff against
agricultural implements down to 15 per cent. Thercfore, the
Agricultural Implement Trust will sell more of these articles
to Canada and reap bigger profits,



1911.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

481

jut, mark you, the treaty gives this trust the same Payne-
Aldrich protective duty on all agricultural implements coming
into the United States, so as to insure the old-time robbery of
our farmers. Our entire purchases from Canada of agricultural
implements during the year 1910 were only $74,000, if this book
which I hold in my hand is correct, while the trust sold to
Canada $2,220,000 worth of agricultural implements in that
year, and this treaty simply makes the Canadian market larger
and freer to that trust by lowering the Canadian tariff wall,
but enables the Agrienltural Implement Trust to rob the Amer-
fean farmer as it has in the past

The Cement Trust was remembered, too, when this treaty was
being framed, you might say, in secret, for the public and all
Congress was kept in ignorance of it until it was ready to be sent
to us, with orders that it must not be amended in the slightest
particular, but that it must go through Congress with a hop,
sgkip, and a jump or a dire extra session would be called. Well,
the Cement Trust induces Canada to reduce her tariff on cement
1% cents per hundred pounds, but the obliging treaty makers
were careful not to lower the protective duty on cement coming
into the United States, but kept the same Payne-Aldrich rate
on it.. So cement will sell no cheaper to our people, but the trust
gets an easier market in Canada.

In the few remaining moments that I have T desire to make a
personal explanation. Tast Saturday my friend and colleague
from North Carolina [Mr. KrrcriN], against whom I have no
unkind feeling and with whom the most cordial relations exist,
delivered somewhat of a lecture to those of us who could not
see the situation as he does. IHHe said that we were in mighty
bad company, and even suggested that Mr. DArLzern had actually
come over and influenced or fooled—I have not seen his speech,
for it has not yet been published, and do not recall his exact
words—the North Carolina Democrats in Congress, six of whom
are against the treaty. Now, my friend Mr. Krrcaix did not
mean that. He could not have meant it, and yet it has gone
over my State that he said it. I do not have any idea that
he meant that Mr. DArzecn could corrupt Mr. GUDGER, or Mr.
Pace, or Mr. Pou, or Mr. DoucHTON, or Dr. FAISoN, or myself,
or anybody else from North Carolina. However, so far as the
company is concerned, in view of the gentleman’s present com-
panions in support of this treaty, I must conelude that even Mr.
Joux Darzerr is pretty fair company, because it has not been
two months ago since we had up what is known as the tariff
commisslon board bill, and when the vote was taken on the
measgure I find my good friend, the Hon. Omamr CLARE, the
Democratic Speaker, and Mr. Oscar Unxperwoop, the present
Democratic floor leader, broke away from Mr, KrrcuHiN and
voted with Mr, Jounx Darzerr. [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. Darzecn did not corrupt or fool Mr. Unprerwoop and Mr.
Crark; of course not. That kind of reasoning on the part of
my colleague is not argument, but it is a species of an attempt
to prejudice people’s minds, and if I were as gifted in that sort
of suggestion as my friend Mr. Krremiy is, I would say that
he is in rather bad political eompany, too, becanse around him
stand the progenitor of the Payne-Aldrich bill, Mr, PAy~E, and
our friend Nelson W. Aldrich is very anxious to have this
treaty passed. The horrible Aldrich is for the treaty and so is
Mr. KrrcrrN. [Laughter.] The Steel Trust is for the treaty
and so is Mr. KiremiN, Andrew Carnegie, who boasts that he
has made 43 millionaires in his lifetime and who is afraid that
he will die rich, so much money has he made off the people, is
for the treaty, too. The Beef Trust is for the treaty and so is
Mr. KrrcHiN. The Cement Trust wants it, too. Judge Crua-
PACKER, Who has always ardently favored cutting down southern
representation in Congress on account of the Negro vote, is for
the treaty, and Mr. Kircuin is going to vote with him. The
Agricultural Implement Trust is bending every energy to have
the treaty passed and so is Mr. Krrenin., Mr. J. Pierpont Mor-
gan, who wields more power and influence than any throned
monareh and whose financial will Presidents of the United
States dare not contrary, supports the treaty. In that bouquet
of great financial wizards, powerful, heartless trusts, and
high-protection Republicans my friend Kircmin at present
finds himself safely ensconced as the central flower, [Laughter
and applause,]

He twits me because I am not willing that mica should go on
the free list. Here again I refer to my former statement. Yes;
mica is produced in North Carolina, in the mountains of my
good State and distriect. Many poor people up there are pay-
ing the Steel Trust a high tariff tax on their picks, axes, and
shovels with which they dig out this mineral, and are selling it
for the best price that monopolistic buyers will pay them. Now
comes along this treaty, this new tariff law, framed by friends
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of the great trusts, and places miea on the free list, althougzh
mica is the best revenue producer in all the list in comparison
with the amount produced in the United States and imported.
Why, in 1907 there was paid $435,000 duty on. mica. Now a
large portion of this revenue will be destroyed and remitted
tfo the trust, and the taxes will be increased on the necessities
of the poor in order to make up this loss of revenue. IHe stated
that if you scratched a little deeper into my position on the
treaty you would find mica. No; you do not have to scratch to
find where I am on any question.

I told my fellow Democrats in the caucus that last fall when
my people in the mountains wanted to know how I stood on
the tariff and mica that I said to them that I would not promise
that I would not vote for a reduction of the duty on miea, but
being a Democrat and believing in a tariff for revenue, as the
fathers of our party believed, and as there had always been a
duty on mica, and since the Wilson-Gorman Democratic tarif?
law put a tariff on miea, that in view of this record of my
party that I would not vote to put that article on the free list,
and, my friends, I am not going to do it. [Applause.] Cer-
tainly not at the behest of a trust and a Republican adminis-
tration. The caucus at once excused me from voting for the
treaty.

Now, my friends, I do not care to be personal, but if T had
the gift of innuendo and was willing to use it against political
friend and foe as my colleague did in his long speech on Sat-
urday, I might say that if you will scratch a little deeper under
his advocacy of this treaty you might find peanuts.

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr, Chairman, I simply desire
to call the attention of the gentleman from North Carolina to
the fact that Mr. Kirenin is out of the Chamber.

Mr. WEBBE. I am very sorry he is not present. I did not
know when I was to speak; if I had, I would have notified Mr.
Krronin; but, after all, Mr. Chairman, I am saying no more
about my colleague than he said about me. I understood from
a colleague that he would be here to-day. This hour is the only
time I could get to speak, and I must avail myself of it.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I say I am sorry that my friend and
colleagne from North Carolina [Mr. Krrcain] is not here.
There is no feeling between him and myself. We married in
the same town, we attended the same church, graduated from
the same institution, belonged to the same college society, are -
members of the same church and affiliate with the same political
party, so there is absolutely no feeling between us. [Laughter.]
I am only replying to him in kind and in the kindest way, and
as he suggested mica as the moving cause for my position on
this treaty, I would suggest that my colleague from North Caro-
lina [Mr. KrreHIN] has a large peanut-growing district., More
peanuts are produced in his distriet, possibly, than in any dis-
trict in the United States. Now, I do not insinuate that a little
thing like a peanut would influence a great big man like my
friend KiroHin. [Laughter.] But it is a faet that Canada now
levies a tax of 2 cents per pound on imported shelled peanuts
and 2 cents a pound on unshelled peanuts, and by this treaty
Canada is to reduce the duty on peanuts 75 per cent, and it
should be remembered that she is the greatest purchaser of -
American peanuts. But, mark you, the duty of 194 per cent
protection on peanuts coming into the United States is retained
in the treaty, which is the Payne-Aldrich protection duty.

Mr. Krrenin says, in the McMichael letter, that the treaty
will enlarge the peanut market and not hurt United States pea-
nuts, because Canada produces none.

I do not say that this fact is the moving eaunse behind my
colleague's zeal for the treaty, but I do say that it seems to
me to be a little unfair for him to accept a protective tariff of
194 per cent on his peanuts and then use every effort to také
all the tariff off mica produced in my district and place it on
the free list. [Loud applause.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzern] to even up the time.

Mr. DALZELIL. Mpr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. KaaxN].

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, we in the State of California are
somewhat familiar with the subject of reciprocity. We know

J from actual experience how detrimental reciproecity treaties are

to home industry. We are protectionists in that State, for the
doctrine of protection -as applied to the products of our State
has brought great material prosperity to that Commonwealth.

I was an insurgent in this House in the Fifty-seventh Con-
gress when Cuban reciprocity was before it. At that time Cuba
was producing about 600,000 long tons of sugar per annum,
The beet-sugar industry in this country, and especially in the
State of California, was an important and a growing one. We
felt that if Cuban reciprocity should be enacted into law
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it would materially injure the beet-sugar industry in that
State. Buot Cuban reciprocity was enacted, and in 1910
1,800,000 long tons of sugar were produced in Cuba, much of
it controlled by the Sugar Trust. The cost of sugar to the
cousumer has not been reduced a fraction of a cent, and the
20 per cent reduction on Cuban sugar under the Cuban reci-
procity bill, which, according to the statement of the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. ForpNey] on this floor the other day,
amounts in all to about $77,000,000 up to the present time, has
practically gone into the pockets of the Sugar Trust. The
people of the United States as consumers have not profited a
single cent as the result of Cuban reciprocity.

Some years before that the Hawalian Islands entered into a
reciprocity treaty with the United States, and sugar came free
from those islands. The consumer did not get the fraction of a
cent benefit, but a half dozen men became multimillionaires.
They, and they alone, were the beneficiaries under Hawaiian
reciprocity. So that we have had actual experiences that
ought to have taught the American people alesson onthe subject
of reciprocity agreements. During the McKinley administra-
tion some half dozen reciprocity treaties were negotiated with
as many countries, and those treaties were sent to the Senate
for ratification. They were negotiated by Mr. Kasson, of Towa,
on behalf of the United States. Every one of them contem-
plated the reduction of duty on some preduct of California, and
the Californians in this House and in the Senate fought with
all their might to prevent the ratification of those treaties.
We helped to defeat them, and the people of California ap-
plauded our course, And I feel to-day that every other State
in the Union is equally entitled to that measure of protection
for its industries that those industries may require. [Applause
on the Republican side.]

I was rather entertained the other day when this reciproecity
question came up on the floor of this House by the colloquy
that occurred between the distinguished gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. KrrcHin] and some of my Republican friends on
thig side of the Chamber who are opposed to the pending meas-
ure. It seems to me that some of my Republican brethren are
not altogether consistent. They want to put wheat on a pedestal
because it happens to be the product of their particular section
of our country, but they are willing to sacrifice the industries of
other sections, which said industries probably require protection
just ns much as does wheat. I believe that the industries of
every section of this country, if they require protection, should
be protected. I do not believe that because my district happens
to produce something that requires profection that that com-
modity should be protected and that the duties on products of
other districts should be lowered simply because my constitu-
ents have to purchase those commodities. That kind of near
protection—'* mercerized protection,” if you plense—does not
appeal to me. Rither the protection principle is right or it
is wrong. I believe it to be right, and in my humble judg-
ment it must either stand or fall as a principle and in its
entirety.

The bill now before this House materially affects some of our
industries in the West. We have in California a comparatively
new one, an infant industry in the true sense of the word, one
that has been built up within the last three or four years, the
industry of manufacturing whale oil. Under this bill whale oil
will be admitted from Canada absolutely free. Under the Payne
bill it pays 8 cents a gallon duty. Whale oil is used largely in
the manufacture of soap. Now, the ships that are engaged in
that industry in the State of California are built in American
ghipyards. They cost about $80,000 apiece. The Canadian
¢hips, on the other hand, are built in Norwegian shipyards, and
they cost about $23,000 apiece. The crews that man the Ameri-
can ships get wages of about $70 a month per man, and the
owners of the vessels have to feed the men. It is clnimed that
the expense of feeding the men is about $1 per day per man.
The crewson the Canadian ships get about $40 a month per man,
and they feed themselves, because they are prineipally Chinese
and Japanese.

On the other hand, the men on the American ships are prin-
cipally American citizens, Besides, the harpoons, bombg, and
otlier parapbernalia used in this industry are manufactured
abroad, and when brought into this country pay a duty to our
Government, On the other hand, the same kind of implements
brought into Canada for use on Canadian whaling vessels pay
clther a much lower duty or rone at all. If this bill should pass,
either the Industry will be destroyed, so far as the United
States end of it is concerned, or those engaged in the industry
In this country will have to hie themselves to Canada, put their
vessels under the Canadian flag, and thus give another blow to
the American merchant marine.

The following letters set out the situation regarding the
whale-oil industry quite fully:

TnE CHAMDER OF COMMERCE OF SAN FRraNcIsco,
San Francisco, April 3, 1911
Hon. Junivs EKany

»
2712 Webster Btrcet, San Francisco.

Sin: The Inclosed copy of a letter received by this chamber from the
Barneson-Hibberd Co., protesting against the cnactment of the legisla-
tion whieh will permit the free entry from Canada of whale oll into the
the United States, has received the unanimous indorsement of the hoard
of trustees, and by their direction it iz referred to you for your favor-
able and courteous consideration.

Yours, very truly, C. W. Burks, Becrctary.

Banxesox-Hiopenp Co., (Ixc.),
149 CALIFOENIA STREET,
San Francisco, Cal., Alarch 31, 1911.
Capt. Winrzay AATSON,

Pregident Chamber of Commerce,

San Francisco, Cal.

DEeAR Sin: We desire to Invite your attention to a claunse in the recl-
procity act with Canada which, if passed, will permit of the importation
of whale oil into the United States of Amerien free of duty.

At the gresent time there is a duty of 8 cents per gallon on this
article, and, as we are manufactnrers of whale oll, we desire to obtain
the assistance of your honorable body in an endeavor to have this nrticle
stricken out of the rectproclt{ act, for the followlng roasons :

We have invested up to this tima the sum of §i00.000 in steamers
and plant In southeastern Alnsk.n; which includes our two whalers.
Our annual cost of operation s $150,000. all of which money is spent
In San Franeisco and on Puget Sound. To bulld boats for the purpose
of this work we are compelled, under the laws of this country, to have
them constructed in the shifyurds of the United States, where they cost
us £80,000 fully cqnépped or the purpose of whaling. At our station
we pay a wage of 25 cents an hour and board to from 75 to 100 em-
ployees during the season. "

n the west woanst of Vancouver Island there are situated three
whaling stations in operation, and at this time these people are Luild-
ing threc more stations. They have just brought out from Norway
b Norweglan-bullt whalers, making a total of 12 hoats, which they
will operate this season, and, we understand, plans are already drawn
for more boats for next season. These boats cost them in the neizhbor-
hood of about £4,000 in Norway, or $20,000 American money, To opcrate
their stations th o.mpiog Japanese and Chinese coolies, to whom they
pay a wage of about $40 per month, these men boarding themselves,
as agalnst our cost of $75 per month and board, swhich amounts to $1
per day per man. Their expense of opemt!n%sthelr stcamers is also
one-half of what it costs us to operate our boats.

At the time we formed the company for operating this whaling in-
dustry we went into the matter caref: , and while we fully realized the
vast diference in the cost of oPerauon on the American side, as com-
pared to that on the British side, we concluded that the 8 cents per
gallon duty on this product protected us enough so that we could make
o success of the business. Should this duty be removed we will be
{mwerlesa to operate in face of the competition of our oppomnents on

he British side, and It will result in the total loss of our investment.

In addition to the above we Invite your attentlon to the fact that
we are compelled to nse the Norweglan hemp line for our whaling and
nlso Norwegian harpoons, guns, etc., on all of which class of poods we
are gompcl cd to pay a heavy bounty when bringing them into the
country.

The Tyee Co. are the (Pioncers for making this class of whale oll
in the United States, and in addition were compelled to create thelr
own market.

When this company first commenced to manufacture this product we
we not able to sell a single barrel in the United States, and were forced
to send our output to Glasgow, where it was sold at a heavy loss.

In competition with the product of the cheaply operated forcign
plants, as we have only 2 steamers against 12 of our competitors, you
can readily see there {5 not much chance for this infant Industry if it
is not afforded this protection, particularly as at the present time the
American markets are not taking care of our whole production.

We have gradually educated the consumers of Amerlea to the fact
that they can use this product for the manufacture of soap, and at the
present time the different soap manufacturers, both on the ’aclfle
coast and Atlantic seaboard, are using the greater part of our output,
but still making it necessary for us to dispose of a pertion of our out-
put in the foreign market at a loss.

Our annuanl output is about 10,000 barrels, on which the duty s
$306,000. This amount represents more than our season's profit for
the work of the entirc plant, which is an investment of $400,000. If
this duty is withdrawn, we will not only lose the profit, but our markets
will be Invaded by several times that amount of oll from PBritish
Columblia, and the value of our plant will thereby be entirely destroyed,
as the markets at the present time will not take up all of our output;
and If our competitors, with thelr echeap production, arc allowed to come
in and compete with us they will be able to drive us entircly out of
business and destroy the valoe of our plant.

In view of the foregolng facts we respectfully ask that your body
take prompt actlon to pro(’s:at against the ndmission of whale ofl into
the United States from Canada free of duty.

YWe operate our whaling industry under the name of The Tyece Co.

ours, respectfully,
Danxesox-Hinopeep Co.,
I. N. HipeerDp, Viece President.

Take the paper industry, and in that very connection et me
call your attention to that feature of the Republican platform
that has been so often referred to on this floor, that the neas-
ure of protection should be the difference between the cost of
production here and abroad plus a reasonable profit. The re-
port of the Tariff Commission, submitted by the President to
the Senate on February 28, 1011, shows that as to news print
paper alone in various sections of this country there is a varia-
tion in the ecost of production of $14.19 a ton. In other words,
news print paper can be manufactured in some sections of onr
country at $14 a ton cheaper than it can be produced in some
other sections of the country.
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Now, how are you going to get at the true measure of the
difference in the cost of production of a commodity abroad and
in this country when the variance in our own country is as
great as that? [Applause.] This is what the Tariff Commis-
sion has to say about it:

COST OF PRODUCTION OF NEWS FPRINT PAPEHR.

As wlill be seen from Tables 3 and 4, the total cost of production of
news print paper in bulk at the mills varies from $25.58 to $39.57.
This represents a variation of $14.19, equal to an excess of BD.D Ifner
cent’ over the lowest cost. To account for this difference we d
that the difference between the highest and lowest cost of ground
wood is $10.75, and that $7.58 represents the difference in cost be-
tween the highest and lowest for sulphite, making a total difference in
cost of pulp per ton of paper equal to $18.33, or more than the entire
difference in the total cost of production of Jmper. The differences in
the cost of production of pulp, both ground and sulphlte, have
ex&!nlned ahove.

he cost of other materials per ton of paper ranges from 31 cents to
$3.08. These other materials are made up of fillers, alum, bleach chem-
icals, color, and sizing. The difference in the cost of these items per
ton of paper is due partly to the difference in prices paid hi various
concerns and partly to the lack of uniformity In practice in the use of
these materials resulting in a great deal of waste in some mills.

The cost of :u:mul'actnrins;' labor per ton of product equals $3.25 on
an_average for the entire industry. It represents a variation from
$2.10 to $6.006 per ton. .

Other costs, representing miscellaneous supplies, repair labor, operat-
inﬁ expenses, ete, vary from $5.44 to $8.55, the average for the entire
industry being $7.07. The most im&ortant item included in this group
is the expense for repairs, consisting of repair materials and repair
labor. On the item repalr materlals (Table 4) the cost per ton of
paper varfes from 6 cents to $2.14. This wide divergence has been
referred to in the explnnntor?‘ statement preceding the tables. Taking
the unrevised figures, the high charge may be due to the fact that
extensive repairs were made in a single year, instead of being dis-
tributed, or the differences may be due to divergence in eguipment and
age of machinery in the various plants.

The average cost of producing a ton of paper for the entlre industry
iz $32.53. Nearly one-fourth of the tonpnage investigated was produced
at an average cost of $26.07 per ton; nearly one-half was produced at
a cost of $32.99; and the remalnder at an average cost of $37.25. All
of these costs represent the charges actually carried on the books of
the companies, including any proflt charged on wood pulp, and without
allowance for deprecliation.

DBut a still more interesting statement, which shows the
difference of the cost of production in the mills of the United
States and Canada, is the following:

Table 9 gives the comparison of lowest cost, highest cost, and aver-
age cost in the mills of the United States and Canada. Attentlon
should be called to the fact that In these tables * * & the
totals do not equal the separate items, except in the case of the
column for average cost. This is to be expected, as where lowest costs
are given, the lowest figure is taken for eaech separate item, and no
gingle mill has the lowest cost on all items, Consequently, the lowest
total cost must be in excess of the sum of the preceding items. For
exactly similar reasong, in the column giving highest costs the highest
tolml cost will be below the sum of the separate items in the same
column.

- Lowest, highest, and average cosls of production of pulp and newcs print
paper in the United Statcs and Canada.

Lowest cost per | Highestcost per |Average cost
ton of product, | ton of produet. | ton of pmdugte.r
Items.
United United United
States. Canada. Bidted: Canada. States, |Canada,
Ground wood pulp:
WO00d.caircacrosnenennaerves| $7.33 | $5.74 | 815.01 | $0.71 | $10.64 $7.07

Manufacturing, labor........ .98 1.50 3.78 2.46 212 1.93
Other eosts..cccacsrnecasanns .20 .82 7.00 3.30 02 214

Total cost in bulkat mills..] 10.13 0.57 | 20.07 | 14.72 | 14.78 15
Sulphite pulp:

PWooLP o S .| 13,281 12.02 | 25.80| 18.04 | 19.08 14.32
Manufacturing, labor........| 209 2.87 4,83 5.45 3. 4.15
Other costs...-conameccncaans]| 7.48 7.20 | 13.02 9.51 } 10.01 87

Totalcost in bulk at mills..| 24.11 | 24.09 | 38.43 | 33.00| 32272 27,34
News print paper:
Ground wood pulp.......... 7.79 7.18 | 18.54 | 10.88 | 12.61 9.22
Bulphite pulp- .- ceceeunnnaaa| 6381 3.71 | 13.89 8.54 8.43 6.50
Manufaeturing, labor. . 7 2.19 2.97 6. 06 3. 55 3.25 3.25
Othercosts.........ccoaeel] 5.75 B.44| 1163 | 10.12 8.24 9.42
Totalcost in bulk atmills..| 25.88 | 25.17 | 89.57 | 30,27 | 32.53 28.39

From this it would appear that the difference in cost of pro-
duction of news print paper in the United States and Canada
is $4.14 per ton in favor of Canada. This does not include the
reasonable profit referred to in the Republican platform, but
simply the difference of cost of production. And yet the duty
on news print paper is only $3.756 per ton under the Payne law.
Small wonder that the paper manufacturers of the United
States, with their $300,000,000 of invested capital, are vigor-
ously protesting against this Canadian reciprocity measure,
And I honestly believe that if it were not for this particular

item of print paper and its twin sister, wood pulp, there would
be “none so poor to do it "—the pending measure—* reverence.”

The attitude of the Pacific coast paper manufacturers is well
stated in the following letter: .

WiLraxMeTrTe Pone & Parer Co. (INC.),
San Francisco, Cal., March 27, 1011,
Hon. JuLius EAmy, i

Houge of Repr@sentaﬁws, Washington, D, C.

Drean Sin: Please note the inclosed copy of a letter which we under-
stand has been sent to the SBenators and Representatives of the Btate
of Washington by Mr. Howarth, president of the Eyerett Pulp & Paper
Co. The arguments set forth therein have our thorough approval, and
the facts as stated are not only correct as regards the effect upon the
general paper Industry, but are espeeclally pertinent when considered
with reference to the manufacture of news print paper.

The difference in cost of stumpage In Oregon or Washington and
British Columbia is equivalent to about $2.50 per ton of finished paper
in favor of British Columbia, and the exemption from taxes and from
labor restrictions, also from duties upon articles used in manufacture,
constitutes enough more difference to warrant the {n-esent tariff of
$3.75 per ton. If that tarif should be taken off, Dritish Columbia
would have at least that advantage over manufacturers of the Pacific
coast located within the United States.

We therefore ask that you do your utmost to protect one of the im.
ortant Industries of this coast by opposing the reciprocity treaty and
eaving the duty on printing and other paper as It now stands, so that

future expanslon of the industry on this coast wlill not be confined
entirely do British Columbia, and the eapital which might otherwise be
invesied in the United States be diverted there.

Asking your thoughtful conslderation of these questions and your
support of the tariff upon our manufactured product, we remain,

Sincerely yours,
Wu. Pierce JouxsoN, President.

The Presldent having ecalled an extra sesslon of Congress expressly
for the imrposn of considering the Canadian reclprocal treaty, we de-
sire to lay before you facts bearing upon the same as affecting the
pulp and paper industry,

As manufacturers of paper and pulp we are vitally interested In this
so-called reciprocity, and danger lies in the different interpretations
of the provisions which can be put upon same by Congress or the Treas-
ury Department.

Paper makers might contend that paper or pulp can not come in free
unless all restrictions are taken off by all the Provinces on wood cut on
Crown lands, while the other interpretation would be by the publishers
and users of lmnnr that it enn come in, Certain Canadian Provinces
absolutely prohibit the export of pulp wood from Crown lands and re-
fuse unconditionally to modify or in any way change from that posi-
tion. There I8 sufliclent wood and water power, other than the Crown
lands of the different Provinces of Canada, to produce enough paper,
mechanical and chemieal pul[;. to make Inoperative many of our well-
lizﬁl'l‘irllllsllcd concerns if Canadian paper products are permitted to come
n iree.

The whole paper industrgeof this country, in which there Is invested
some $300,000,000, would in great danger in the future without a
more definite understanding.

The manufacture of high-grade book papers, which next to newspaper
fs the most important in is country and in which great sums of
money have been invested under the protective system, find a clause
In the proposed treaty In the McCall bill * provided such paper and
board valued at 4 cents per pound or less is to be andmitted free,”

The foregoing affects all paper and pulp industry of this country
making paper from wood pulp below the value of 4 cents per pound. -

Particularly in regard to the manufacture of book and magazine
papers, of which grade this concern is the only one west of the Mis-
souri and located on the Pacific coast, would we submit these facts,

During the Investigation of the paper industry by the United States
Government in 1908, a full report of which is now on file at Washing-
ton, D. C.,’ this company made n sworn statement, as will be found on
pages 1862 to 1806, inclusive, of such record, in which, on page 1865,
we give reasons why the placing of newspaper, book, and magazine
}mper on the free-tariff list would mean the crippling, if not the anni-
iilation, of our industry. (Excerpt from report hereto attached.) All
of which reasons hold good to-day.

In consequence of the proposed free tariff belng only with Canada,
this makes our case more aggravated and furnishes stronger reasons
for carrylng out our contention, viz, the seeking of a location in British
Columbin,

The further reasons other than those as contained in the attached
excerpt are:

Firgt. The concessions or subsidies offered by the British Columbia
Government to encourage the establishing of pulp and paper industries
in that Province, by which certain pulp-wood limits are assigned upon
a nominal stumpage of 15 cents per cord for all pulp wood used dur-
ing the first 21 years of operation, the stumpage to be paid thereafter
being a matter of agreement, with privilege of cutting the timber on
said wood limits Into lnmber upon paying a nominal rental as provided
under timber limits, and a further stumpnfg charge of BO cents per
thousand on whatever is cut. In that way the best part of the tree is
used for lumber and the balance for pulp and paper making, thus gain-
ing two advantages.

Second. The granting in fee simple of water powers without cost
other than cost of development.

The stumpage value to-day in the Pacific northwest of the United
Btates of America for pulp wood not sultable for lumber is from 50
cents to 60 cents per cord, with yearly increase, and even If present
concerns own thelr individual re%ulrements, die to interest on invest-
ment and taxes, the difference at present values makes an advantage
of about $1 per ton of paper made in favor of Canada, on pulp wood
only, without taking into account the further advantage of lumber
operation in connection with a pulp and paper mill. The stumpage
value in Puget Sound district of the State of Washington to-da
of simllar class of timber to that in British Columbla, equall nvalr:
able to transportation by rall or water, is from $2 to $3 per thousand

eet.
Third. Certain raw materials used by us in the manufacture oi&aa er
upon which there i8 a duty into the Unitcd States are admitt r‘;ee
into Canada, and which makes an Increase in our cost of raw materials
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comparcd with Canada of about $12,845 per year, or $1.00 per ton of
paper produced, viz:

Increased

Duty4nto Canada. | Duty into United States. Al oy

English china clay...... $2.50 per ton . nem i s $3,750

Bleaching powder ! cont per pound. 4,800

Toy b S S cent per pound. £ 795

(‘op;wr wire cloth £E B[ 4 i) P A e 1,000

Aniline dyes, ultrama- 30 per cent and 3 cents per 1,000

rine colors. pound.

Poper makers’ feltings 44 cents per pound and 60 1,500

and jacketings. per cent.

Our own infercst lies, first, in our competition with the Atlantic
coast. The present duty prevents any competition from there exeept
with the Ameriean-caught fish. In very good years their nearncss to
the fishing grounds cnables them to produce codfish more cheaply in
Massachusetts than we ean here, and enables them to sell quite close
up to the Pacific States. When they have short catch we find o con-
siderable market for Pacific-const product through the Middle West and
sometimes clear on to the Atlantic seaboard. Should this treaty become
ratified the Amerlean codfish man on the Atlantic woull be driven ouf
of business entirely and the market there would be sapplied by the
Canadian and Provincial fishermen. 'fhe still shorter distance that
they would have to go for their fish and, more particularly, the lower
coat of labor in those countries would cnable them to produce the fish
so much more cheaply that they weuld not only displace the Maszacho-
setts fishermen, but thelr fish would be shipped into our Pacific coast
markets at such lprices as would be almost sure to drive us out of the
business. Any little trade that might otherwise remain to us would

Fourth. The emglomcnt of Japanese, Hindustani, and orlental labor,
which are not employed in the States of Wn.shln%ton or Oregon In paper-
mill operations, means an advantage in British Columbia of approxi-
mately $0 per ton of paper made.

It {8 surprising thar in such an Important matter, affecting as it docs
one of the largest industries of the country, viz, paper industry, the
facts recited have been overlooked and, briefly stated, arc:

1. Subsidies or concessions gmntcd by Canada to encourage the locat-
ing of paper industries placed the United States paper induostries at a
disadvantage.

2. Unequal duties on raw materials entering into the manufacture of
papeér placing United States pulp and paper Industries at a disad-
vantage.

3. 'fhe employment of cheap oriental labor.

4. The am i;éuuua !angg:ge as to the export duty on wood used in the
manufacture of paper, rd, or wood pulp applying to Crown graut,
rm‘IIp licensed, leased, or any other timbered lands. .

he actlon of the President In suggesting practically free trade be-
tween Canadian Provinees and America on paper will, if followed by an
act of Congress agreeing thereto, be a decided blow and serions menace
to manufacturing of that kind of product on the Pacific coast of the

United States.
At the time of the investization by the United States Government in
igation of the conditions and ad-

1908 we made an exhaustive inw

vantages of location of pulp and paper industries in British Columbia,
with the view of making all our additions in that Province, and we were
then and are now prepared to consider seriously the removal of our

Iant to that country In case of the removal of the Erotect[ve duty, for
n addition to the adverse tariff action proposed by the President we are
harassed on this const by very stringent labor laws, labor commissions,
and employers’ liability laws, extraordinary taxes, both franchise and
other, and, in fact, a generally arbitrary assailment of a legitimate
manufacturing cnterprise. By contrast the Canadian Government is ex-
tending all sorts of concessions to investors in that country.

A l.u.r%o lant is now under construction in British Columbia a lttle
north o ancouver, and will be absolutely unrestricted ns to labor,
whether white or orlental, will have practically no taxes to pay, and
has received the most flattering con ons regarding timber limits from
the Canadian Parllament.

If these suggestlons of the Presldent become law, we look for mo
further development of the paper industry on the Pacific coast of the
United States.

We most respectfully ask your kind consideration of the facts as
stated herein, and if after fully satisfying yourself that the general
good of this cou.ntrg can be better served by the elimination of that
feature of the Canadian reciproecal treaty attcctm;f the Eulp and paper
!inﬂi:sitry we then belleve your semse of duty will rightly direct your

ecision.
Yours, sincerely,

But, sir, this reciprocity measure strikes another important
industry of the United States a serious blow. In the last Con-
gress the cause of the New England fishermen was admirably
presented by the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. GaepxeEr] Now, the Pacific coast codfisheries represent
an industry eof no mean proportions. The men engaged in that
industry on our western seaboard are just as bitterly opposed
to this Canadian reciprocity bill as are their colleagues on the
Atlantic seaboard. This is what one of the leading concerns
in the codfishing industry on the Pacific coast has to say about
the matter:

Toe CHAMDER OF COMMERCE OF SAN FRANCISCO,
Ban Francisco, March 14, 1911.
Hon. Jurios KA,

United States House of Rcepresentatives.

Dean Sie: The inclosed communication received by this organization
from the Unlon Fish Co., protesting af;nlnat the enactment of IFederal
legislation having for its object the free entry of Canpadlan salt fish
into the United States, has recelved the unanlmous approval of the
board of trustces,

In behalf of the board the undersigned begs to commend the matter
to your_ favorable and courteous consideration.

S C. W. Burgs, Secretary,
. W. ; :

Bax Fnaxcisco, January 31, 1911
Mr. . W. Bueks,
Secielary Chamber of Commerce, San Francizco.

Dean Sir: There s a matter which we would like to bring personally
to your attention and to that of your officers and members of the
chamber of commerce, but the absence of our t{:resldmt and vice presi-
dent from the city prevent our doing so, and we are therefore com-
pelled to present the subject to you In writing.

The matter referred to is In the nature of a
dian reclprocity treaty now before Congress. is treaty provides for
the free entry into the United States o q fish; that is, fresh fish,
or fish salted and not dried, and would include codfish in bulk, ns
usually brought into port by r r codfishinz wessels, and means a
direct and unrestricted competition between the Ameriean codfishing
firms and the codfishing vessels of Newfoundland, Canada, the Cana-
dian Provinces, and British Columblia,

rotest against the Cana-

btedly be absorbed by codfish caught im the North Pacific Ocean
and the Bering Sea by vessels fitted ont from British Columbia. 'The
certainty of this would necessitate our either golng out of the business
or removing our headqnarters to some British Columbia port and trans-
ferring our vessels to the British flag. 'This, of course, would cnable
us to import Canadlan fishermen to the British Columbia side and
prosecute our business over there, utilizing for our product the markets
of the United States, which would be made frec to us by this treaty.
The figures of the Pacific coast codfishing induostry are glven in
telegram annexed to this, which has been forwarded on to our Iltepre-
sentatives in Washington, being as follows:

Amount invested In Pacific coast codfisherles . _____
Amount employed In outfitting, annually e,
Amount of disbursements at close of season, annually_____ 250, 000

Our inferests, of course, ave entirely on the American side c¢f the
Pacitic coast. We are all American eitizens, and are attached Ly tles
of birth, loyn!t{, and patriotism to this country. We do not want to
surrender ocur business and our Investments In favor of any of the
Canadians, nor do we want to remove ourselves and cur investments
into their territory.

Hence, our request to you that the San Franelsco Chamber of Com-
meree volee our protest on behall of our ¢ity and State and of the
FPacific coast. We would add that we have forwarded telegrams {o oar
Representatives, as per coples herewith, and in doing this we bave been
fninea by all the other codfishing companics on the Pacifie coast, and
1y some of the fresh-fish prodocers, who have themselves sent similar
telegrams, all of which efforts we hope to have geconded by your body.

As n further general reason for this actlon we would add that thero
are even now too few American sallors and too few methods of increas-
ing their number. That one of these few yet remalning is the decp-sen
fisherles of the United States. And to ruin these or drive them from
this countrlv would be to remove this last nurserly of the American sea-
men and still further lessen our chance and our hope of ever getiing an
American merchant marine or American sailors for an Ameriean Navy.

We trust that the reasons advanced in the foregoing will be suflicient
to warrant officlal action of your body In making this protest and in
urging it upon our Pacific coast Representatives, both in the House and
in the Senate.

We remain, very truly, yours,

$1, 000, 000
1560, 000

Uxiox Fism Co.,
J. W. PEwW, President.
C. P. OVERTON,

Vice President and Manayer.

Mr. Chairman, if we are to judge of the future by the cxpe-
riences of the past, the farmers of the Northwest have every
reason to be fearful of the consequences if this measure shonld
become a law. With free entry of their cercal producis into
the United States and a greatly reduced rate of duty on prac-
tically all of their farm products, the output of the Canadian
Provinces will increase enormously and will literally swamp the
American farmer. The large increase of the production of
sugar in Cuba after the enactment of the Cuban reciprocity law
gave a staggering blow to the beet-sugar industry of the United
States. Many of these beet-sugar refineries, secing no future
in the business in this couniry, sold out to the Sugar Trust, and
it Is universally known that the Sugar Trust now controls a
large number of the beet-sugar refineries in this country. And
g0, in my judgment, this enormous increase of the producis of
the Canadian farmers will not reduce the cost of living to a
single “ultimate consumer™ in the United States, but it will
largely increase the profits of the trust magnates. It will un-
doubtedly help to demoralize the farming industry of the West
and the Northwest, just as the rapid development of those see-
tions of our country demoralized the farming industry of New
England and New York in the years gone by. DBut the New
Englander and the New Yorker turned their attention to manu-
factures, and they have prospered. The farmers of the West
and the Northwest have cheerfully stood for the protective
tariff on the manufactures of the eastern section of our country,
for they realize that with the mills, the factories, amd the
workshops busily engaged in turning out American wares there
was a home market created for tlie products of the American
farmers that would enable them to sell those products at remu-
nerative prices.

If now the manufacturers of New Lngland and elsewlhere re-
fuse to stand for the protection of the products of the Amerl-
can farmer against those of his Canadian eompetitor, those
very manufacturers may awake to find that the American
farmer, for his part, will refuse to stand for the protection of
the products of the American manufacturer. The passase of
this measure will, I fear, lead to reprisals. You are sowing the
wind; take heed that you do not reap the whirlwind.
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During the progress of this discussion I have heard many
references made on this floor to the iniquitous trusts, and I
believe that every effort should be made to destroy those trusts
that seek to throttle and roin competitors in order to be able
to advance prices and control monopolies. Many of the gentle-
men on the other side of this Chamber persist in charging up
these trusts to that protective-tariff system that has brought
such a great measure of prosperity to the American people.
But let me remind them that England, which is generally
looked upon as a free-frade country, is thoroughly honey-
combed with trusts. In fact, it was there, I believe, where the
trusts originated. And I would not be surprised to learn that
much English eapital is invested in Ameriean trusts. I would
not be surprised to hear that English financiers and Inglish
capitalists own large percentages of the bonds and stocks of
Ameriean trusts. Naturally, this English eapital wants to see
this Canadian reciprocity bill passed. 1 venture the predic-
tion that the trusts, and the trusts alone, will reap all the
reward if this measure shall be enacted into law.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Burkeg].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota is ree-
oguized for five minutes.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, when this
measure wias before the House in the last Congress I was op-
posed to it, but contented myself with simply voting against its
passage, having faith in a Republican Senate that it would
fail of enactment during that Congress, and that before the
Sixty-second Congress would convene in regular session the
sentiment of the people would be ecrystallized into such an
opposition against it that the President would not again submit
it. It happens, however, that the President, in his wisdom, has
assembled the Congress in special session and has submitted
this. measure and urged its ratification. It is with great re-
loctance that I am compelled to oppose any proposition put
forward by the President of my own party, and by one for
whom I entertain as great an admiration and respect as I do
for President Taft. I do not blame him for favoring this
measure, and am disposed to take the same view as my good
Iriend from Wyoming has taken in his remarks to-day, and that
is to give him the ecredit of doing what he believes to be his
duty, and having secured the best agreement that could be ob-
tained, and being in a sense committed thereto, he has felt that
he ought to submit it to Congress and recomnmend its accept-
ance. In doing this I say he is probably .following what his
conscience suggests to be his duty in the discharge of the high
obligation resting upon him as the Executive, but having done
what he has, namely, sent the agreement with his message to
Congress, his obligation for the present ceases, as stated by the
gentleman from Wyoming, and it Is now for Congress to exercise
its judgment and perform its duty as the Members thereof may
in their best judgment decide. As one Member of the House,
actuated by a feeling that otherwise I can not honestly and con-
scientiously discharge that duty in justice to my constituents
and the people of the whole United States, I shall not only op-
pose it but vote against it, as I did in the last Congress. My
reasons for opposing the proposition, and why in my opinion it
should not be accepted, in a very brief way are as follows:

It is a measure inconsistent with the position of the Repub-
licnn Party, as repeatedly declared in its platforms, and its en-
actment will be an injury to the agricultural interests of the
country, and that will mean disaster to our general ywelfare, for
you can not legislate against the prosperity of our farmers with-
out indirectly affecting all our industries and injuring all of the
people. That it is not a Republican measure admits of but little
argument, and I shall not enter into any extended discussion
to demonstrate this fact. I maintain, without fear of successful
contradiction, that the Republican Party has never declared for
reciprocity upon noncompeting products, neither has any great
Republican, prior to the presentation of the pending proposition,
ever taken any other position. President McKinley, in his in-
augural address in 1807, defining reciprocity, said:

The end in view always to be the opening up of new markets for the
Frmiucts of our country by granting concessions to the products of other
ands that we need and can not produce onrselves, and which do not
involve any loss of labor to our own people, but tend to inecrease their
employment.,

Charles Emory Smith, who was Postmaster General in the
McKinley administration, in defining it, said:

When righu{' understood, the principle is axiomatle. Drazll grows
coffee, but makes no mnchincri. We make machinery, but grow no
coffce. Bhe needs the fabries of our factories and forges, and we need

the fruits of her tropical soil. We agree to concessions for her coffee;
she agrees to concesslons for our machinery. That is reciprocity.

This, I think, most clearly and accurately states the position
of the Republican Party on what reciprocity is, and that is what
the people have been taught to understand is meant by it.

Much is sald about President MecKinley's last speech at Buf-
falo, and it is asserted by the proponents of this measure that in
that speech he modified his position on the subject of reci-
procity, but a reference to his words fails to disclose anything
to indicate that he would favor the reciprocity proposed by this
proposition, and this one statement clearly indicates to the con-
trary, namely :

We should take from ounr customers such of their products as we can
use without harm to our industries and labor.

He could not have made that statement if he intended that
he would favor a measure that would benefit and promote the

manufacturers of the country at the expense of the farmer, and
if anything is to be gained by accepting this measure it will be
by the manufacturers,

That it is not a Republican measure is further demonstrated
by the fact that in the last Congress it was opposed by a ma-
jority of the Republican Members of this House, 87 voting
against it, while only 78 voted for it. The Democrats made it
their party measure by adopting it in a caucus, and on the pas-
sage of the bill, with the exception of five, they all voted for it.
A Republican Senate refused to consider it.

In this Congress I apprehend a majority of the Members on
this side of the House are still opposed to it, and most of them
will so vote, while the Democratic majority has again declared
for it in a eaucus and it is said that nearly all of them will
vote for it, ’

The distingunished gentleman from Missouri who to-day is
the recognized leader of his party, in fact the most prominent
Democrat in the country and who may be chosen in the next
campaign as the standard bearer of his party, and I am sure
he has the respect and the good will of every Member on this
side of the House, a man who is recognized as a partisan in
politics, at present the Speaker of this House, in a newspaper
interview on the Gth instant, stated that this is a Democratic
measure, and I know of no one better capable of properly
christening it from a Democratic standpoint than he, and there-
fore, so far as I am concerned, I am willing to accept his de-
nomination of it and to regard it as a Democratic measure and
to accord to him and his party the full responsibility for its
enactment and the full benefit of any good that may come
therefrom.

I may say in passing with reference to the distinguished gen-
tleman, to whom I have just referred, that he represents the
true position of Democracy upon the tariff question, as will ap-
pear by his frequent utterances in this House during the last
20 years. If he can have his way in dictating the legislation
that will be enacted by this Congress relative to the tariff, it
will mean his defeat in the next election, if he is nominated for
the presidency, and the retirement of his party from control of
this House for many years to come.

The distinguished gentleman from North Carolina, in a three-
hour speech in this House on Saturday last, declared it to be
Pemocratic doctrine, as did the distinguished gentleman from
New Yorlk, who declared himself for absolute free trade with
all the world.

I have the honor of representing, in part, in this body an agri-
cultural State and an intelligent people—a people who read and
think for themselves and a Iarge majority of whom usually
vote the Republican ticket. In 1806, however, I regret to say,
we elected for the first and only time in the history of our
State two Members of this House who occupled seats on that
side of the Chamber, and our clectoral vote was cast for the
Democeratic candidate for the presidency.

In 1808 we redeemed the State and sent to the IIouse two
Republicans, of which I had the honor of being one. As our
people had an opportunity to experience the benefits of Repub-
lican legislation, the MeKinley tariff law, and to contrast the
times with the four years of Democratic misrule, from 1893 to
1807, they became stronger and stronger in their Republican
faith, each year giving a larger majority to the Republican
ticket. I will not take the time to go into details as to our
wonderful progress during the last few years, but I do want to
mention that the last census discloses that in 10 years there has
been an increase in the value of farm lands in South Dakota of
376 per cent, and there is also a very large inerease in the value
of farm buildings, farm implements, and live stock; our bank
deposits are enormous and our people as a whole are prosperons
and happy.

As an evidence of the conditions In our own State at present
relative to the value of farm lands, I want to say that within
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the past 30 days the commissioner of school and public lands
disposed of about 20,000 acres of school land in the different
counties, all unimproved, and it sold at an average price of
$52.00 per acre, and most of it was purchased by the farmers
living in the loealities, buying it for actual farming purposes.

Much has been said about the Payne tariff act passed by the
last Congress. It was criticized and condemnéd probably more
than any other tariffi measure ever enacted, due largely fto a
lostile press. My colleague and I in the last eampaign went
before the people of our State and defended the measure, and,
while admitting that it is not perfect, we declared it to be the
best tariff act ever enacted, and we had the satisfaction of
being returned to this House by an increased majority of about
5,000 over the majority we received in 1908, notwithstanding
that was a presidential election. We each had a majority of
more than 32,000 over our Democratic opponents, This shows
what our people think of the Payne tariff law. They will be
satisfied at least for the present if it is left alone. The Presi-
dent, in his Winona speech, denominated it the best tariff law
ever enacted, and certainly there was no reason to believe that
he would suggest any legislation changing or affecting the agri-
cultural schedule, at least not in advance of a report from the
Tariff Board, or until there is evidence that the schedules are
too high. In presenting this proposition, judging from the Presi-
dent's speech at Springfield in February, he assumed that the
tariff plank in the platform of the last Republican convention
carried to its logical conclusion would lead to substantial free
trade with Canada, and in his speech lie said:

With that In vlew, still adhering loyally and sincerely to the
ciples of protection where it is needed to maintain our importan
dustries, 1 did not hesitate to give the widest latitnde to the Secretary
of State and the commissioners who represented this country in offering
to Canada a reduction of duties on goods and products coming into
this country from Canada In consideration of the establishment of the
same duty, or freedom of duty, on similar goods going into Canada.

He also said:

The conditions of production and of manufacture In the United States
and in Canada are snbstantially the same.

In other words, he assumed that conditions here and in Can-
ada are the same. In this he is in error, as can easily be demon-
strated, but I will only briefly comment thereon. Owing to an
advantage in the tariff the Canadian farmer can buy manufac-
tured articles lower than can the American farmer; he also
has an advantage in cheaper land, cheaper farm labor, and,
against our eastern farmers, a soil that does not require ferti-
lization. The National Grange asserts that by official reports
it is established that the average value of farm lands in Canada
is less than one-half the value of lands in the United States,
and that the wages of farm labor in this country are from 20
to 25 per cent higher than in all of Canada except in the north-
western Provineces, where the wages are about the same as in
our Northwestern States.

We hear it said that wheat is not affected by the tariff and
that the price is fixed by Liverpool. No one will deny but
what there has been an average difference of 10 or 11 cents
in the price of wheat in Minneapolis and Winnipeg in favor
of Minneapolis, and it dropped to less than four when it was
known that this treaty was in negotiation and to less than 2
cents within a few weeks after the treaty was signed. My dis-
tinguished friend from North Dakota [Mr. IIAxNxNA], who speaks
from personal knowledge on the subject of the price of wheat,
gives us the prices at Portal and North Portal, the two places
being one and the same—Portal in North Dakota and North
Portal in Canada, across the street. On December 31, 1910,
the price of wheat on the North Dakota side was 86 cents,
while on the Canada side it was 75 cents, a difference of 11 cents
in favor of the United States. That prices on furm products
are high it is admitted, and yet not higher in proportion to
labor and practically everything else.

Mr. HaNNA also gives us the prices paid on January 9, 10, and
11, 1611, on barley and flax between points in North Dakota
and Canada, only a short distance apart, and without repeating
. all of the towns that he mentions I will simply compare Pem-
bina, in North Dakota, and Emerson, in Canada. The price
paid for barley on the dates named at Pembina was 67 cents;
Emerson, 42 cents; flax, Pembina, $2.32; Emerson, $1.93.

I want to briefly refer to the barley industry of this country
and how it has developed since it was protected by a duty of 30
cents per bushel, apd show what an injustice it would be to the
barley growers of the United States to take away from them
that duty and compel them to grow barley in competition with
Canada.

In the report of the Tariff Board, submitted in response to
Senate resolution of Febrnary 23, 1911, Senate Document No.
849, on page 99, Table 15, it gives the production of barley and

rin-
in-

farm prices in 1910, per bushel, in specified States, compured
with Canada. The table is as follows: 7

Barley—Production and farm price in 1910, per bushel, in epecificd States,
compared with Canada.

Average Farm
Production. | yield per | price per
acre, bushel.
United States: Bushels. Bushels.

i E T SRS o e, B e 248, ) 31,00 20,760
New Hanipaifoe S s s e oo 52,000 26.00 i
Wi 10 A SRl = T ST 4685, 000 31.00 LR
New York... 2,207,002 28.30 LT
Michigan.... 1,742,000 26,00 LGS0
Wisconsin. .. 22, 429, (00 25.90 040
Minnesota. 26, 985, 000 21.00 K
OWE, Lol e, 15, 045, 000 29. 50 »ati)
Nt DakoIR o o e s =a) 5,423, 000 5. 50 « Skl
Bouth Dakota.......cccovcmueeennnnnan..| 18,655,000 18.20 0]
Mantaria S N R 1, 456, 000 28.00 | - G20

oMl <ot iis i siss e suresvara-sass| 102,227,000 22,40 .5

Canada:

Prince Edward Island......oouueaea.e. 150, 600 28.00 572
Nova Seotia. .. 5 264, 000 30, 33 L TUH
New Brunswick T3, 000 35.29 70
Quebec........ 2, 547,000 24. 49 ird |
Ontario........ wees| 20,727,000 20.75 . 593
MARITLEA. « T b e L L el 13, 824G, 000 20.21 . 300
Baskstehewin oo n s P e 3, 5o8, 000 26.18 A5
TR s e s kb s v s s v e 4, 953, 000 20.32 353

Total, . oaaodsanciany .. 45,147,000 24.62 AT

It will be noted that there is an average difference in price
of 10 cents per bushel. The production in the United Stites,
in round numbers, as shown by this table, is 162,000,000
bushels, which is about double the production prior to the
enactment of the Dingley law, putting on a duty of 30 cents a
bushel. The Tariff Board confirms this statement, and I quote
the following from page 105:

Previous to 1807 the rate of duty on barley was 20 per cent ad
valorem. By the law of 1807 this duty was changed to 30 cents a

bushel. TUnder the former rate of duty there were large importations
of barley from Canada to the United States. In 1504 more than
2,000,000 bushels were imported; in 1897, over 1,000,000 bushels.

After the imposition of the duty of 30 cents per bushel the importa-
tions dropped to somewhat more than 124,000 bushels, and In 1900 only
2,420 bushels were imported,

The price of barley in Canada is generally below the price in the
United States.

I would like some one to tell me how, in the face of these
statistics and the statements of the Tariff Board, the enactment
of this measure is not going to harm the farmers of the United
States who are engaged in raising barley. Terhaps those who
support this proposition can justify it on the grounds of lower
prices. I presume they are concerned to cheapen the manufac-
ture of beer, in order to increase the profits of the brewer, for
certainly no one will contend that to cheapen barley 10 cents a
bushel will affect the price of a glass of beer.

We liear a great deal about lower prices. We had low prices
from 1803 to 1807, but no one will say that anyone was bene-
fited thereby. What difference does it make how low prices
are if you have no money? A man when he is hungry must
eat, and the price does not cut any figure if he has not the
wherewith to buy a meal, I maintain that when prices are
high prosperity usually prevails and there ig little complaint
of lack of money to buy with, and the people live better than
ever before. Who, if anyone, is going to benefit if this measure
is enacted into law? Principally the packing houses, the millers,
the brewers, the large users of wood-pulp manufactures, and
thoge who will directly profit by the transportation of Cana-
dian farm products. I doubt if it will directly benefit the unlti-
mate consumer, for in my judgment the tariff on food products
is too small to directly affect the retail price. No one will say
that 10 cents on a bushel of wheat will cheapen the price of a
Joaf of bread or even a sack of flour, and so by cheapening
the price to the producer, if there is any galn, it is to the
manufacturer and the middleman,

I said that I represent an agricultural constituency and a
thinking people. The American farmer generally thinks for
himself, and I want to say to those who represent manufactur-
ing and city constituents that before they strike down the
small amount of protection that the farmers now enjoy they
had better think twice, for there is likely to be retaliation, and
you who believe in protection want to remember that you neyer
would have had any McKinley law or any Dingley law and that
the Payne law would not now be upon our statutes if it were
not for the farmers of our country,
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Ay, Chairman, the farmers of the Northwest, particularly in
the States of Minnesota and North and South Dakota, have
recently been holding conventions in the different parts of
those States and adopting resolutions showing what they think
of this measure, and now that this debate is about to close,

" and before a vote is taken on this bill, it seems to me proper
and appropriate that the farmers of the Northwest should be
heard. Therefore in order that they may have that oppor-
tunity, in order that this House may know their position, and
in order that the country may know it, I send fo the Clerk's
desk and ask to have read a copy of the resolutions adopted by
the farmers of Brown County, at Aberdeen, in my State, on
Friday last, the rescolutions being substantially the same as
those adopted in mass conventions by the farmers of the other
States that T have named.

The-Clerk read as follows:

YWe, the farmers and business men of Brown County, 8. Dak., In
mass mecting assembled, do most carnestlgr and sincerely protest against
the ratifieation by Congress of the pending treaty with Canada in fts
present form. ,

In deing so we hereby announce and publish the fdllowlng reasons:

1Mrst. That the tren{v is unfair, un}ust. and diseriminating against
the agrieultural interests. of the Unlted® States, giving these interests
practically nothing in return for shat it deprives them of.

.Second. That it will inure to the disadvantage, loss, and suffering
of our producers without any prospect of cheaper manufactured products
to the consumer.

Third. That the removal of the duty on wheat will acerue solely to
the benefit of the miller, that of barley fo the Lrewer, that of flaxseed
to the linseed mills, and that of live stock, hogs, poultry, and dairy
products to the packers and middlemen, and while not beneflting the
consumer will mean a preat loss to the lproducers.

Fourth. It ereates an unfalr competition, inasmuch as it will compel
cur farmers to compete in our own markets with cheaper-produced
g;uducts of alien competitors. We contend that our home market

loengs in the first instance to our own citizens.

Fifth. This paet, if agreed to, will retard and set back the progress
toward a higher and better standard of farm life, which has become
g0 noticeable during the recent prosperous times; it will tend to bring
on again that struggle for existence, so well remembered by our ploneer
farmers, a struggle in which many went under: it will lessen the
opportunities for a better education of our farmers' children, and thus
cocourage them in leaving the farm.

Sixth. It will lessen the purchasing capacity of our Ameriean produc-
ers to the extent of milllons of dollars annually by depriving them of a
legitimate and fair '@rica for their products. All of this will represent a
corresponding logs to the commercial interests of our country, as the
farmer’s profit invariably finds its way into all the channels of trade. Our
commercial and manufacturing ifiterests stand to lose as much in this
way as they will gain by the expansion of thelr business.

FARMERS MAKE COUNTRY.

Seventh. Our Amerlcan farmers, by their thrift, energy, and frugality,
have made this country what it is; they have made it possible for the
frcnt commercial interest to become wealthy and powerful ; without the

armer this would have been impossible. In view of this our commercial
interest should now stand by the farmer. To do otherwise lays them
open to the charge of commercial greed and selfishness.

Eighth, The term “ reciprocity " as applied to the Canadian treaty is
o misnomer. Ieciproeity means an equitable trade or exchange between
two .countries of products one country produces and the other does not
or which it produces only in insufilcient quantities. We produce every-
thing in this country that is produced in Canada.

Ninth. It constitutes an agreement made secretly and without re-
gard to any secttled polices of our tarlf laws. It means free trade for
the farmer and protection for the manufacturcer, and as such is dis-
crimination In its rankest form.

Tenth. That in trading off our home market of more than 90,000,000
people, & market that is, and has been, abundantly supplied by our own
producers, a market that has been built up by American thrift and fru-
gality, and which, by ovcroy inherent right and heritage, belongs to our
producers, for that of 8,000,000 Canadians, with its doubtful inereased
advantages {o commercinl and manufacturing interests, would not only
be unfair and unjust to our own preducers, but foolish and reprehensible.

Eleventh. This proposed treaty, when divested of Its sentimental
features, can and will appeal only to those who are sclfishly interested
and who expect to gain therchy. As a whole, it will be a damage
rather than a benefit to our country. We are opposed to its passage in
any form which puts agricultural products on the free list and protects
manufactured interests.

Twelfth. We repudiate the action of President Taft, large manufae-
turing, chambers of commerce, and the management of the Great
Northern Railway, in nttemptlnﬁ to force the so-called reciprocity
agreement through Congress without giving the people at large an
%eportimit)' to give it duc conslideration or to m:rrcss their opinions.

Ve rgﬁ:ret exceedingly that the eity press has failed to give publicity
to both sldes of this most important question.

WILL NOT REDUCH LIVING COST.

Thirteenth. The ;t)roposcd pact would not reduce the cost of living.
It would not benefit the laboring man, the mechanie, or artizan in the
great clties, as the exorbitant prices paid by them for produce is not
occasioned by the price reccived by the farmer, but is the result of the
excessive chm}i:cs made by the railroads and middlemen. The farmer
only receives 83 per cent of the (Prlcu pald h'ly the consumer, while the
transportation companies and middlemen receive the other 65,

Fourteenth. We hereby express our thanks to all those newspapers of
our State who in this controversy have risen above considerations of
selfishness and have defended farming Interests against this threaten-
inz danger, and we mention expressly the Aberdecn Dally News, and
\tilLi also &hank those citizens who have intcrested themselves in calling
his meeting.

Fifteenth. We urge on all of our citizens who are in favor of fair
?ia.r and equallty before the law to make continuous and effective agl-
ation against this treaty.

Sixteenth, That copies of these resolutions be sent to the President
of the United States and to cach of our Senatorg and Representatived
in the Congress.

Mr, BURKE of South Dakota, Mr. Chairman, it is evl-
dent that this measure will pass this House, but let it pass
unassisted by Republican votes and bLe understood that it is
Demoeratic doctrine. I appeal to the Republican member-
ship of this body to stand loyally by the principle of pro-
tection -which hitherto has Dbeen applied by Republican ad-
ministrations to American industries without diserimina-
tion as to class, ILet us keep fath now with the American
farmer, who has been the bulwark of the Nation since the
foundation of the Government and without whose allegiance no
Republican administration ever was inaugurated at the National
Capital. Our defeat will be but temporary if we remain true to
Republican policies, policies that have made the Nation great
beyond the dreams of prophets. Let us on this side of the
House realize that dishonor can come to us in defeat only to
the extent of our acceptance of this strange faith. Those who
stand faithiful in this trial will retain their self-respect and in
the near future will form the nucleus of an invincible party
that will again carry the Republican banner fo victory.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Davis].

The CHAIRMAN, The geatleman from Minnesota is recog-
nized for 20 minutes. i

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I regret that only a
few minutes’ time has been allotted to me to discuss this great
question which is now before the House. Had I been permitted
to enter into this discussion earlier, the limited time now given
me would have been more appropriate, for I should not have
desired to have said as much as I now feel like doing, for as
each day and hour goes by many facts and statements are made,
wholly or partially true. On the other hand, much misinfor-
mation has been spread upon the records. Ilence to even do the
subject partial justice would require hours instend of minutes.

Mr. Chairman, in what I shall say I shall endeavor, as far
as possible, to refrain from indulging in any statements of a
partisan nature. This proposed legislation deals with matters
that are purely nonpartisan, for it is a subject in which the
American people as a whole are vitally interested. Much has
been said during this discussion on both sides of the Chamber
as to who is responsible for the initintion and the continued
insistence of this legislation. Aside from any political advan-
tage to be obtnined therefrom or any responsibility therefor,
be it a Republican or Democratic measure, it is immaterial, as
far as its beneficial or nonbeneficial qualities to the Amerlean
people a8 a whole are concerned. While it is a fact that this
mensure during the last sesslon of Congress was presented to
us by our estecemed President and was reported to the ITouse
by a Republican Ways and Means Committee and passed by
this branch of Congress while the majority was Republican,
yet it failed of ultimate passage. Now it comes before us from
a Democratic source, reported by a Democratic Ways and
Means Committee, and indorsed by the majority party as a
caucus measure. On our side of the Chamber there is a great
division of sentiment as to its merits, and with less division on
thie Democratic side. Be it Demoeratic or Republican, to my
mind it is manifestly unjust, and wherever the votes come from,
North or South, East or West, Democratic, Republican, or
Socialist, if this so-called reciprocity measure is enacted into
law, I believe it ought to be named the legislative mistake of
1911. I predict that every man who votes for it will in the
future regret that he did so.

All of our great leaders have designated and proclaimed reci-
procity as a trade agreement between foreign countries in non-
competing products. That is, products that are indigenous to
one country and mot to the other. In no instance have I been
able to find where free trade between two countries in the same
products was ever considered or designated as reciproeity.
Thig pact or trade agreement is chiefly confined to agricultural
products between the Dominion of Canada and the United
States upon a free-trade basis. Ilence, our farmers are asked to
compete with the farmer of the great Dominion lying imme-
diately to the north.

The great industries of our country have been fostered and
built up under the protective system for more than 50 years.
At this time in nearly all the manufacturing industries we are
equal to, if not greater, than any in the world. Originally our
industries were small and needed protection agninst the older
countries of Europe, and the great majority of onr people
cheerfully granted this aid. The agriculturist and the profes-
sional man, the clerk and the laborer were of one mind, believ-
ing it to be better to convert the raw material into the finished
product within our own borders than pay for transportation to
and from the foreign factory. By this protective system we have



488

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

APRrIL 20,

been enabled to pay the laborer in our factory just wages, thus en-
abling him to purchase the produce of the farm at a living price.

For many years our farmers have been told that with the
increase of our manufacturing industries and the many work-
men who would be employed that the time would come when
consomption on this continent would equal the production of
their farms and thus they would greatly profit thereby. That
doctrine has proven true. At this time the production of the
farm is very little, if any, in excess of home consumption.
Heretofore while the tariff schedules show that a high pro-
tective duty was placed upon the cereal and live-stock pro-
duction of the farm, yet unfil recently the direct benefit to
the farmer was only negligible, for he had no competitor.
Within the past few years, however, our neighbor on the north,
with his vast arean of fertile land, is producing millions of
bushels of all kinds of grainsg and great herds of live stock.
This Canadian production is also at greatly reduced cost. While
the cost of labor is comparatively equal, yet the value of the
farm lands is hardly one-half in Canada to that of our own,
while the production per acre, owing to the newness and fertil-
ity of soil, is about one-third greater.

Let us examine as to the magnitude and quality of our
Canadian competitor, There are five great fertile Provinces
in Canada, any one of which is a%nost equal in area to four or
five of our Middle West States. I shall describe only three
of them, however. Manitoba has 27,000,000 acres of as fine
tillable land as any on this continent. Saskatchewan, with its
total area of over 100,000,000 acres, has 86,826,200 acres of
tillable land surpassed by none, while Alberta has 100,000,000
acres of the same kind of land. The average production of
wheat per acre during the year 1909 in all of these three
I'rovinces was 21.1 bushels; that of the United States for the
same year was 15.8 bushels per acre. Thus it appears from
these figures that the productive quality of the Canadian land
is much greater than our own. This same ratio of productive-
ness applies to the yield of barley, oats, and flax, while the
value of the land per acre is almost double in the United States
as compared with Canada. There is but one conclusion—the
American farmer can not successfully compete with his Cana-
dian neighbor. DBut ene result can follow—the Canadian land
must raise in value or the American land must decline. Probably
one will go up and the other down, to the great detriment of our
people and the advantage of our neighbor. The statistician and
the expert in figuring percentages inform us that the Canadian
in the past has produced very little compared to us; but let us
examine into the truth of this assertion. The Canadian crop
of wheat in 1909, in round numbers, was 167,000,000 bushels,
grown upon about 8,000,000 acres of land. The total yield of
oats for that year was 353,466,000 bushels; barley, 55,398,000
bushels: and flax, 2,232,000 bushels. To show the rapidity
with which the cereals of the Canadian farmer in the Province
of Saskatchewan alone have advanced in the total yield, I will
insert in the Recorp, with permission of the House, the follow-
ing table:

Growth of wheat production, Saskalchewan.

Wheat. Oats.

Flax.

Darley.

182,850 |..
160, 604 1..
150,822 | -
riha R ) PR
298, 632
655, 503
580, 336

1,310, 415
1,350,

3,905, 724
7,833,000

It may be interesting to note that in this Province, in 1898,
with only a very small portion of its land under cultivation,
there was raised only 4,780,000 bushels of wheat. Eleven years
later, with only about 12 per cent of her occupied land under
cultivation, there was raised over 90,000,000 bushels of wheat.
The increase from 1008 to 1009 was nearly 40,000,000 bushels,
The increase in the yield of oats from 1908 to 1909 in this
Province, in round numbers, was 57,000,000 bushels.

Without reading this schedule, I call the attention of the
House and country to it, that it may be seen how rapidly pro-
duction in Canada is increasing. Should this proposed measure
become a law and the Canadians be given the great advantages
of our home market, it would be folly to assert that this ratio
of increase in production would not continue.

Mr, Chairman, this is the free-trade competition that we are
tendering to our agriculturists. We are asking them to share
with the stranger the market which they have bullt up by over

o hundred years of sacrifice and toil. We say to the Canadian:
Enter into this paradise, with your immense area of cheaper
and more fertile lands, and reap the reward which should be-
long to our own people, without price. I for one, Mr. Chair-
man, can not subseribe to this doctrine,

The scction of the country from which T come and the district
I represent is in the spring-wheat, barley, and oats belt of
the great Northwest. It is sometimes designated as the home
of the No. 1 hard and No. 1 northern wheat. My own State of
Minnesota is the banner wheat-producing Stite of the Union.
This Northwestern section can have only one competitor, and
that is the Dominion of Canada, for that is the only other terri-
tory on this continent where this most excellent quality of
grain is grown. It is frequently asserted on the floor of this
Housge that Liverpool fixes the price of our grain, and especially
of wheat, This I deny. The price of this wheat is now and
always has been fixed at Minneapolis and Duluth, Minneapolis
being the largest primary wheat market in the world and its
flouring mills the greatest. Liverpool does at times have a
tendenecy to fix the price upon a considerable portion of the
winter sheat and other soft grades of wheat raised in the
United States.

But for the No. 1 northern and No. 1 hard spring wheat it
never has and never will, unless perchance it does after the
passage and enactment into law of the measure now under con-
sideration. Without wearying the House with voluminous sta-
tisties I assert that for many years past the price on this grade
of wheat lias been higher in Minneapolis than in Winnipeg or
Port Arthur on an average of at least 10 cents per bushel. Fre-
quently during many years the differences in price has been as
great as 15 cents. Again, I am informed that the distance from
Winnipeg to Liverpool is about 500 miles nearer than from
Minneapolis to Liverpool, with equal rail and water transporta-
tion facilities. Such being the case, if Liverpool fixes the price
and Liverpool is the destination for the surplus grain of Canada,
why is it that the Minneapolis and Duluth price is from 10 to 15
cents per bushel higher? Why is it that all along the border
line between Canada and the Unifed States at every point where
wheat is purchased the Canadian price is from 9 to 15 cents per
bushel lower than on the American side? I assert that this
difference in price did exist just prior to the day when this
Canadian reciprocity agreement was submitted to the House for
its consideration on January 26, 1911. At many points where
this difference in price existed the distance between them was
only from 2 to 30 miles.

Mr, Chairman, in proof of my statement I shall insert in the
Recorp a statement showing comparative prices in wheat and
barley in the United States and Canada.

Comparative prices of wheat and barley in United States and Canada.
WHEAT,

Name of town | Price - . Price | Differ-| Dls- | Tarifl
Date. in United per hf?gﬂ‘:fﬂh“: 1 “per [meein | tance | per
States. bushel. *|'bushel. | price. | apart. | bushel.
1910. | Miles,
Dec. 31 | Kermit........| $0.00 | Estevan.......| £0.76 | $0.14 15 $0.25
Pembina...... .97 | Emerson...... .82 15 4 25
MNechy.. . 56xt +80 | Gretna........ .81 .15 2 25
Portal......... .00 | North Portal..| .76| .15| @ .25
Walhalla...... .00 | Haskett......: + 83 13 6 25
§t. John.. .01 | Bolssevan.....| .s1| .10 15 .25
+90 | Bnowflake..... el +13 4 25
«B1 | Gretna........ Rl .10 2 25
.E8 | Clearwater. ... JT5 A4 M 25
1.00 | Colter......... 85 15 15 25
1.00 Le'letun. 84 6 20 25
1.00 | Malita... ¥ 80 .14 30 25
.90 | Boissevan..... . 86 .10 15 25
90 | Cartwright.... 7 .13 8 25
.81 | Lyleton....... W78 13 5 D
.92 | Boscurvis..... W76 a7 15 « 25
BARLEY,
1911.
Jan. 10 | Pembina...... $0.07 | Emerson...... $0.42 | $0.25 4 $0.30
10 | Neche......... .00 | Gretna........ % 28 2 .30
10 | Bt. John....... Bt B S S e b e | b ot Lo 0 e Lo & e

1 Just across line.
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This statement was conipiled by Senator McCusper, of North
_Dakota, the ficures having been obtained by him from responsi-
ble parties at the points designated and {ndieating the actual
cash price paid for wheat on the days mentioned, :

I wish particularly to call attention to that portion of the
-schedule pertaining to Portal and North Tortal, showing the
comparative prices on both wheat and barley, Portal and
North Portal being a village on the border line between Canada
and the United States. North Portal is on the Canadian side
and Portal on the Ameriean side, with only a street dividing
them. On December 31, 1010, the price of wheat in Portal was
90 cents per bushel, and on the same day the same wheat in
North Portal was 75 cents per bushel, a difference of 15 cents.
You will notice that this difference of about 15 cents per bushel
exists between all the points mentioned in the schedule. Does
Liverpool fix the price?

Mr. Chairman, the message of our President and the bhill
under discussion was submitted to Congress January 26, 1911,
On that date the price of this grade of wheat in Minneapolis
wis $1.04% per bushel, and in Winnipeg on the same day it was
941 cents. Two days after, on January 28, 1011, the price of
this grade of wheat in Winnipeg went up 14 cents a bushel, and
in Minneapolis it went down 5 cents a bushel. The cause as-
signed for this sudden change was noted in the Minneapolis
Journal as due to the possibility of this reciprocity bill being
passed. A few days later in these same markets the Minne-
apolis price went down to 98§ cents and the Winnipeg price
remained virtually stationary. On February 11, and after about
a 10-cent decline in the Minneapolis market, the Minneapolis
Journal, which reports the daily proceedings of the market,
stated :

This deeline has put the United States nearer an export basls, but
still further declines will be necessary to allow this country to enter
the Kuropean markets with any profit, and many of the local traders
of the chamber of commerce predict that domestie prices would con-
tinue to deeline until this country was put on an export basis.

Mr. Chairman, this is what this form of reciprocity means to
the farmers of the Northwest, who are producers of this grade
of wheat. All that I have sald with reference to wheat applies
with equal force, if not greater, to barley.

Mr. Chairman, it is a common statement outside of this Cham-
ber that one of the great Dlessings which the farmer will re-
ceive under the provisions of this pact is free lumber. In my
limited time I shall not attempt to fully discuss the provisions
in regard to lumber in this bill, In brief, I will say that the
duty upon partly finished or finished lumber is somewhat re-
duced, while rough boards are placed on the free list. This can
be of little benefit to the farmer, since unfinished boards are
used by him in small quantities only. His house is constructed
chiefly of finished lumber. The difference in weight is consid-
erable, the finished product being scarcely more than three-
quarters of an ineh in thickness, while the rough board is a full
inch. Hence the item of freight is so considerable that very
little of it would be imported any considerable distance. It
might be imported from Canada to the nearest American mill
free and there finished by planing and otherwise, and then sold
to the American consumer under the tariff schedule of rates
prescribed for that grade. I am unable to see how the Ameri-
can consamer can possibly receive any benefit from the removal
of the tarifl on rough boards.

Mr. Chairman, right here I will digress a moment from the
subject I have been attempting to dizenss. During the discus-
sion this afternoon a friend of mine on this floor, in a serious
but friendly manner, somewhat criticized me as to my ideas
on the subject of protection, and particularly called attention
to a controversy between myself and the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. Krrein] concerning free lumber. During that
controversy the gentleman from North Carolina asked me if I
voted for free lumber at the time our recent tariff bill was
under discussion. Upon my informing him that I did and that
I should do so again if opportunity presented, the gentleman from
North Carclina stated that he voted for free lumber and would
do so again. Mr. Chairman, I am proud of the vote I east for
free lumber and trust that I may be given the opportunity to
do so again, for I firmly believe that the lumbering interests
of this country do not at this time need any protection.

In this connection I wish to say that the States of Minnesota
and Wisconsin a few years ago had immense quantities of very
fine pine and other timber suitable for manufacture of lumber,
and there still remains considerable. We have many of the
finest and best equipped sawmills in the country, Minneapolis
being at one time the great lumbering center of the United
States. In my State we have some of the leading lumbermen,
and I mention in this connection the names of Mr. Weyer-
lhaeuser, Thomas Shevlin, (0. A. Smith, and T. B. Walker. I am
informed that these men are among the leading manufacturers

of lumber and stumpage owners in the United States. I speak
of them for the purpose of sliowing that by reason of the con-
ditions surrounding them aud aided by a high protective tariff
they succeeded admirably in their enterprises. I do not know
the opinion at this time of any of these gentlemen on the sub-
ject of the lumber tariff, whether they all desire-its retention
or nof, yet Mr. Shevlin has expressed himself on the subject
recently and has stated that he did not think that any further
protection on lumber was needed.

Now, Mr. Chairman, believing that Mr. Shevlin is correct,
and anccording to my settled convictions on the subject of a
protective tariff, that it should be withdrawn whenever and
wherever it is unnecessary, I therefore voted against further
protection, and shall continue to do so in the future until cou-
ditions change materially from what they are at present.

Mr. Chairman, my people and myself were among the early
pioncers in the great State of Minnesota. Aside from a few
small eities and villages along the border the great interior was
one vast wilderness of timber and prairie land occupied almost
solely by the Indians. Our settlement was made near the cen-
ter of this magnificent aren in the timber belt. I know per-
sonally the hardships and trials of a pioneer on a timber
farm. Ior more than 00 years these farmers have worked
unceasingly from early morn until late at night in order to
subdue nature, build up their farms, and make a home for
themselves and families. To-day they are enjoying the fruits
of their labor.

I will venture the assertion concerning the farmers of the
Middle West and the great Northwest who went upon their
farms 50 or 75 years ago that if you will estimate their sorvices
at 50 cents a day and the sérvices of the housewife and grown
sons and daughters at 25 cents per day, their total earnings
would greatly exceed the present value of their farms. They
own their farms simply and solely because they have worked un-
ceasingly all the day and part of the night, and thus have im-
proved their farm and home, and to-day they are beginning to
reap the reward for their labor. The great home market is
and ought to remain their market, and not given over with-
out compensation to the stranger across the border.

My friend the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Ferris] is in
favor of this bill and asserts that the farmers of his State are
prosperous and desire its enactment into law., Mr. Chairman,
the farmers of Oklahoma have only recently occupied thelr
land and under the most favorable condition, It Is only within
the past few years that they began the arduous task of devel-
oping their farm and building their home. From the very
first—and I am glad it is so—they enjoyed this splendid home
market which had been provided for them many years before,
and they are now reaping the speedy benefit of what {helr prede-
cessors in adjoining States had worked for generations to
build up. It is only within the Jast few years that the grain
and stock raiser in the United States had any competitor. The
Canadian competitor had not developed. Until this recent de-
velopment and enormous production became manifest, the pro-
tection accorded the farmer by our tariff laws was of negligi-
ble value, yet he was informed, and I belleve correctly so, that
the building up of the manufacturing industries would ulti-
mately be of great benefit to him, for the reason that it wonld
give him a sure and more profitable market for his grains and
live stock. Now the time has come when that condition has
arrived, In fact, consumption in the United States about
equials production. It is proposed in this DIl to strip the farm-
ers of all protection whatever, force him backward, open up
this great market to the stranger, while he is compelled to sell
his produet in the cheapest market and purchase the product
of the factory in the highest.

This, my friend, is unjust, inequitable, and to my mind
wholly unwarranted. I shall never vote for such a measure,

Some of my politiecnl friends have come to me and sald,
“Davis, you have been talking for revision of the tariff down-
ward.” I responded, “ Yes; and always have been since the day
of my election to Congress,” They then said, ** Why do you pro-
pose to vote against this measure, because it certainly i1s a re-
vision downward, and it is an entering wedge for further re-
vision downward?” True, it is an entering wedge, but is this
the proper time and proper place to force an entering wedge?
More than 50 years ago the East, the manufacturing section,
began its very successful enterprises under a high protective
tariff system. It has reaped rich benefits therefrom. Now that
the farmers are just beginning to receive a part of this benefit,
it is proposed to strike them down and enter the wedge and
crush those who have received the least from this system. Yes,
my friends, I believe in this entering wedge, but why not begin
in such schedules as the woolen, cotton, sugar, steel, and other
related ones? Give to the farmer cheaper clothing, cheaper
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building materialg, cheaper fuel, at the same time you are
demanding of him cheaper food products, Thus you will benefit
the great mass of the producers and consumers alike. Baut,
say, our Democratic friends, we propose to follow this reci-
procity measure by another placing many articles of consump-
tion for the benefit of the consumer on the free list. That
sounds well, and if it could be accomplished, in my judgment, it
would be well. Yet the discussion thus far has revealed the fact
that our Democratic friends and all assert the great improba-
bility of the passage of this other measure. While it may pass
this branch of the Congress, yet obstacles apparently unsur-
mountable probably will defeat it during the life of the Sixty-
second Congress. Hence I pause and shall not vote for the
bill under discussion or any similar measure until conditions
warrant the belief of the passage of the other.

When this trade agreement was presented by the President to
the Congress during the Iast session of the Sixty-first Congress,
considernble stress was Ianid in the message accompanying it
nupon the necessity of lessening the cost of food products to the
consumer. In fact, that was the main consideration assigned
for urging the passage of this bill. From the context of the
message the President assumes that while the consumer would
be much benefited yet the producer of grains and live stock
would not be injured.

It is difficult to comprehend how the consumer can be fur-
nished a cheaper food unless some one produces and sells it
cheaper. While it is very apparent that the cheap land of
Canada can and does produce food products in greater gquan-
tity per acre and at less cost than the American farm, yet it
has not been shown that the consumer will receive any benefit.
The reason for this lies in the fact that while the farmer in
the two countries must sell his produce on equal terms in
a free-trade market, the manufacturer of flour still retains
a high protective duty. The 4% bushels of wheat which enters
into the manufacture of a barrel of flour, after it becomes
flour, the miller is protected in at the rate of 50 cents a barrel.
VWhile the farmer's fat cattle must be sold in this cheap com-
petitive market, yet the meat therefrom in the hands of the
American packer receives the benefit of 11 cents per pound
when dealing with the consumer. Such is the case with all
other products of the farm. In all instances the interest of
the manufacturer is highly protected, to the disadvantage of
the consumer, while the producer of live stock and grains must
sell in the cheapest market, to his loss, which in no way bene-
fits the consumer. Many examples might be given showing that
the farmer receives very little benefit, even under existing con-
ditions, from the high price paid by the consumer. For ex-
ample, at present prices throughont the United States the farm-
er’s wheat nets him about 80 cents n bushel. The flour from
this bushel of wheat will make at least 60 loaves of bread,
which retails to the consumer at O cenis a loaf, showing that
the consumer has to pay $3 for what the farmer receives but
80 cents. A bushel of oats, for which the farmer receives
from 30 to 35 cents, will make 23 packages of Quaker Oats,
which retails to the consumer at 10 cents per package, or $2.30.

Mr. J. R. Cahill, an investigator for the labor department of the
Board of Trade, London, England, came to this country to in-
vestigate cost of living. After visiting several of our large
cities and before his departure he stated that he found that the
consumers in this country paid 5 cents for a 14-ounce loaf of
bread, while in London a 64-ounce loaf retailed for 10 cents,
the London loaf being made out of American flour. Thus the
fact is apparent that the middlemen, including the miller and
retailer and the baker, should not be overlooked in our effort
to lessen the cost of food products to the consumer. I might
cite many instances as showing that the price paid the farmer
is very small compared to that paid by the consumer.

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this measure for another
good reason. Ever since the passage of the Morrill Act of 1862
the Federal Treasury has materially assisted in the establish-
ment of agricultural colleges and experiment stations in every
State in the Union. In addition thereto each State has conirib-
uted immense sums to educate the agriculturists in scientifie
farming. Our great Department of Agriculture, with all its
ramifieations—which, in my judgment, is the greatest depart-
ment of our Government—employs thousands of scientists and
spends millions of money annually to further the science of
agriculiure. Hundreds of millions of dollars have been appro-
priated by the National and State Governments in furthering
agricultural education. While this system was inaugurated by
the Federal Government, yet the various States have re-
sponded nobly, and are continuing to do so. Increased agri-
cultural production of superior quality is of the greatest con-
sideration. Its Dbenefits are numerous and manifold. The
building ‘up of the home in rural communities, dignifylng the

labor of the farm, so that it becomes a science, adds to the
health, wealth, prosperity, and manhood of the yeomanry, aside
from generally benefiting our entire population. Again, it is
apparent to all that the congested population of our larger cities
is an actual menace to the welfare of our country. The best
solution of this problem is to keep our agricultural population
in the highest possible state of prosperity and happiness. This
can not be done by the cnactment of the legislation contem-
plated by this bill. In my judgment this proposed legislation
would defeat the very object for which the Department of Agri-
culture, schools and colleges of agriculture, and experiment
stations were esfablished. Should this legislation be enacted,
the slogan “ Back to the farm ” or * Remain on the farm " would
lose its force. Depreciate the value of the land and the price
of the products therefrom and inevitably the migration from
country to city will greatly increase.

Our President in his message has alluded to the sentimental
side of this proposed legislation. The Canadian is pictured in
glowing terms. It is urged that this propesed agreement should
be entered into because of the Canadian’s racial affinity to us as
well as hisg proximity to our border. His temperamental and
social similarity and kindly feeling toward us is put forward
as a further argument for the enactment of this measure.

No standing army need guard our borders against him, no
battleships/need float the great inland seas that divide us; but,
on the contrary, we should welcome and invite him to enter
our land and partake of this great home market without price.
This, to my mind, Is unjust to our own people, and furnishes
no reason for the passage of this bill. I assert and believe that
while the Canadian is peaceably disposed and one whom we
should at all times treat kindly and justly, yet, at the same
time, the welfare of our own people should be uppermost in
our minds. I do not understand that by this legislation we
propose to make him one of us, for he belongs to another na-
tion. IIis Government is a monarchy. His allegiance is to his
King, and not to our Government or its institutions. Iis
allegiance binds him to give preference to the British Crown,
and while he will accept our hospitality and the great benefit
which he will derive from this proposed legislation, he will be
a stranger to us in all things governmental.

I am strongly opposed to this bill and shall vote against it.
Yet, if it must become a law—which seems probable—then I
trust that a divine Providence who shapes the destinies of na-
tions may so use this so-called reciprocity treaty, this entering
wedge, to further amalgamate these two countries and eventu-
ally make them one, with but one flag—the Stars and Stripes.
[Applause.]

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSON].

Mr. KENDALL. Mpr. Chairman, before the gentleman from
Minnesota proceeds, I desire to suggest that this debate has
now been proceeding since last Friday, and I am wondering
whether we could not prevail upon the gentlemen who are man-
aging the enterprise to take the committee into their confidence
as to when a vote may be expected. It seems to me that that
is a proper inquiry to make at this time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I am in hopes that we
can take the bill up under the five-minute rule at 3 o'clock to-
morrow afternoon.

Mr. EENDALL. Is it the design of the gentleman to con-
clude debate to-night?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say candidly to the gentleman
that I have had an understanding with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzern] to close the general debate, except
the closing speeches, to-night, and that to-morrow, when the
closing speeches are made, we will then take it up under the
five-minute rule for consideration.

Mr. KENDALL. What time this evening will the committece
rise?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am willing to let the debate go on. I
hope we will get through by 6 o'clock.

Mr. KENDALL, Mr. Chairman, I think it is proper for me
to say to the gentleman that if the committee continues after 6
o’clock a quorum of the committee ought to be present.

Mr. JAMES. I would suggest to the gentleman from Ala-
bama——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the proceedings
are by unanimous consent.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, by unanimous consent
T will say to the gentleman that I have tried to be very liberal
with that side of the House. I have not only yielded to the
other side of the House, but I have yiclded to gentlemen on
that side of the House who were in favor of the bill. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania has had considerably more time
than we bave had, and I was in hopes, as the debate has run
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for many, many hours longer than it was allowed to run when
it was before the House at the last session, that the gentle-
man would allow it to run longer without interruption in order
that as many Members may have an opportunity to get in as
possible.

Mr. KENDALL. I think no possible complaint ean be made
against the gentleman from Alabama with respect to time al-
lowed for discussion. The only thing in the matter to me is this,
that where the discussion is so general, that a quorum of the
committee ought to be present to hear the arguments—that is,
after 6 o'clock.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I regret very much if the gentleman
sees proper by reason of no quorum here to cut off any Mem-
ber’s privilege to be heard, but the responsibility will then rest
with him and not with me.

Mr. KENDALL. Mr. Chairman, that is not my proposition
at all. There is no need of haste with reference to concluding
this discussion and limiting men to two, three, or five minutes
and from the clamor for opportunity to discuss this bill. I think
we ought to take another day.

Mr. JAMES. Mr. Chairman, the complaint heretofore made
by gentlemen on that side of the House was that they had not
had time enough to debate questions up for consideration. Now
the complaint is because they have too much.

Mr. KENDALIL. Not at all. The.gentleman, with his usual
obtuseness, fails to understand the substance of my complaint,
What I am suggesting is that these arguments are of impor-
tance to the country and there ought to be a guorum to listen
to them.

Mr. JAMES. The gentleman, with his usual desire to make
complaint when {bere is nothing to complain about, is pursuing
his old course.

Mr. DALZELL. As this matter is proceeding by unanimous
consent, I desire to say that, as debates go in this House, the
gentleman from Alabama has been exceedingly fair from the
beginning to the end of this debate. [Applause.] He has not
only been fair, but he has been generous in this respect, that
while he believes it to be the wish of his side of the ITouse,
which is in the majority, to close this debate substantially to-
night, he has permitted the people whom I represent to continue
until each of them has had an opportunity to be heard, even
though slightly, and if there is any complaint to be made, as I
have no doubt there is complaint being made, the complaint is
due to me for my distribution of the time on this side, in which
I have endeavored to be as fair as circumstances would permit.
[Applause.]

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Mr, Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. Ior what purpose does the gentleman
rise? 5

Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I rise to inquire
what arrangement has been made with regard to extension of
remarks?

The CHAIRMAN. Permission was given in the House to all
persons who have spoken to extend their remarks. The gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSON] is recognized for 15
minutes.

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this hill
because I regard it as a very unjust and unfair bill from the
standpoint of the people for whom I especially speak, and it is
also unfair and unjust in other particulars as relates to the
whole people of the United States. My district is specially in-
terested in this, and we think we knoiv something about the
faets embraced in this ngreement, or this arrangement, because
my district, on the northern houndary, joins Ontario and Mani-
toba. I have lived within a short distance of that line for more
than 30 years, and have observed the difference in the conditions
of employment and of production and prices on both sides of the
line. I will not take time to go into a discussion of the proposi-
tion which has been advanced here by some of the alleged friends
of the farmers that the prices of wheat are just as high in
Canada as in the United States. T know absolutely from per-
sonnl knowledge and experience that it is not so. They are mis-
taken, and there has been a difference on this side fo the ad-
vantage of the farmers on wheat alone of more than 10 cents a
bushel, and sometimes a great deal more, for many, many years.

I do not think we can take the time here to analyze the rea-
sons for this, The prineipal reason is that the wheat that we
raise in the Northwestern and boundary States is spring wheat,
is hard wheat, and that is prinecipally consumed in tlie United
States to mix with other kinds of wheat so as to make a more
valuable and strong flour for bread making, and it commands a
higher price than soft wheat, and, therefore, commands a price
that is very much above the price at Liverpool.

I will say, further, that it scems to me that this bill is un-
fair to the people at large, to the consumer in every occupation

of life. It is strange to me that the Democratic Party has not
discovered that they are on the wrong track so far as legislation
for tariff reform is concerned in this instance. They are, so to
speak, trying to reduce the tariff by raising it, for the reason
that in this bill you are taking away the duty on the raw
material; the price of which was higher by reason of a pro-
tected market at home, and you do not remove the manufac-
turer's differential, or you very slightly change it.

Now, it is self-evident that there are two ways of increasing
the protection of the manufacturer by changing customs duties.
One is by leaving the duty as it is on the manufactured article
and reducing the duty on the imported raw material; the other
by raising the duty on the finished article while leaving un-
changed the duty on the raw material. When I first came here
it was at the beginning of the IFifty-eighth Congress. An extra
session was called by the President to ratify the Cuban treaty.
And I want to say right here that that was a treaty and not a
pact or agreement which has no authority or validity in law.
It was a treaty ratified by two-thirds of the Senate and printed
in the statute books of the country, and we were called upon
to put that into execution by proper revenue laws.

The Demoerats were led by Mr. Jouy SHArr WILriaums and
Mr, De Armond. It was my {irst experience in this House, and
I remember it as if it were yesterday. What was the motion
of the gentieman from Mississippi? Why, to amend the bill, to
carry the freaty into effect. But here you say this “pact”
can not be amended. What was the amendment then proposed?
It was to wipe out the differential of the Sugar Trust, which
amounted to 11 of a mill per pound—12% cents upon 100 pounds.
And they alleged in forcible and eloquent speeches that that
124 cents on 100 pounds was the cause of the great monopoly,
the Sugar Trust, having a strangle hold upon the Republican
Party, and if we could wipe out the refiner's differential we
would liberate the people of the United States from the grasp of
the sugar monopoly. What a change has come over the spirit of
our dreams! The leader of the Democratic Party comes up here
now and proposes a differential of $1.25 a hundred, or 11 cents
a pound, on beef and removes the duty entirely upon the raw
material, Why, if it had been suggested to the Democratie. floor
leader at that time that we were to take off this duty on raw
sugar entirely, thereby making the entire duty flow into the
pockets of the Sugar Trust, he would have justly said that we
were candidates for an insane asylum. And yet here is a
proposition that is more than ten times as bad, because the dif-
ferential is increased from 12% cents per 100 pounds to $1.25
per 100 pounds on raw material absolutely free. Have you ever
thought of that? The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Lex-
rooT] struck the keynote when he said this ralsed the duties of
the Payne bill. Of course it does. It does not do it directly,
but indirectly, by removing the duty on raw material all around.

And you do not seem to know it yet. I would like to have
somebody debate the merits of this bill and answer this, because
I have not heard any discussion of it on the floor so far. The
carcass of a steer on the hoof, say, weighs 1,200 pounds, and
when dressed it weighs 800 pounds. It costs $1 to slaughter
that in the slaughterhouse. You can hire it done for that
price. And here is a differential to the manufacturer of $10—
1,000 per cent—10 times more than the total cost of production.
What are you thinking about?

This bill was never prepared in the Committee on Ways and
Means. It must have been prepared by some amateur clerks
up in the department. Who can tell how many jokers there
are in it? DBut the thing goes on. It is not meat alone. There
is flour, as has been pointed out. There is 50 cents a barrel
on flour, and the total tariff on the raw material is wiped off.
And so it is with barley. The brewer gets his barley free, as
does the maltster, but there is a duty on the beer and the malt,
The effect of this is not to reduce duties, but to raise them, and
you build a tariff wall around the manufacturers who are or-
ganizing trusts a mile high—higher than it has ever been before.
It is a reward for combination, monopolistic combination, by the
strength of which it is sought to rob the ultimate consumer in
every walk of life. Cheap food, cheaper cost of living! Free
raw material with duties on the finished product is revision
downward, not for the consumer but for the trusts at the ex-
pense of the Treasury. You are tying us hand and foot and
delivering us over to the meat trust and the flour trust and
every other trust in the country. [Applause on the Republican
side.] :

Now, there is one remarkable thing that I have noticed in
this debate, and that is that there is a dispute between gentle-
men on that side and on this side as to whether this is a Re-
publican or a Demoeratic measure. Why, bless your soul, it
is neither one nor the other. It has all the faults of protection
gone mad and of destructive free trade. It is the Democratic
donkey, tail end first, and the rear end of the Republican ele-
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phant. [Laughter and applause.] That is what it is. It has
all the faults of both sides and none of the merits. [Laughter.]

A great deal has been said to the effect that we can not
amend or change this bill because, as has been said, it is a pact.
There is something sacred about the word “pact What is
this ngreement? Has anybody signed it? No. It is a verbal
agreement, and the Canadian minister writes, * That is my un-
derstanding,” and our Secretary of State says, “ Yes; that is
right; that is my understanding.” It is not an instrument in
writing, and yet they come in here and say it is so sacred that
you can not change it by crossing a “t” or dotting an “ L.”

It is said in the Jetter of the Canadian ministers to the See-
retary of State, * It is agreed that the desired tariff changes
shall not take the formal shape of a treaty but that the Gov-
ernments of the two countries will use their utmost efforts to
bring about such changes by concurrent legislation at Washing-
ton and Ottawa.” Both the President and the ministers knew
that there could be no treaty because the treaty power—the
President and two-thirds of the Senate—would not agree to any
such proposition. Now while I contend that the action of the
President in agreeing to use his “utmost efforts” to secure this
legislation was outside and beyond the limitations of the Con-
stitution which vests the legislative power in Congress and re-
quires that all bills raising revenue shall originate in the House
of Representatives, yet I admit that the Canadian ministers
were differently situated as to their Government, and for this
reason: They, like Great Britain, are under the parliamentary
system where there is almost complete merger of executive and
legislative power in the House of Commons. The premier is
a member and leader of the House, and virtually chief executive
at the same time. The ministers of the Canadian Government
who occupy this dual position might with propriety make this
agreement, while on account of our Constitutional limitations
the President seems to be without legal authority to do so.

While the President may recommend to our consideration such
measures as he shall “ judge necessary and expedient,” he may
not use tlie appointing power to persuade us, or his power to
call or adjourn Congress to secure this or any other proposed
legislation.

If he has authority to make such an agreement regarding
trade and to carry it out in this manner, he would have the
same right as to other subjects—such as the liguor trafiic,
marriage and divorce, child labor, strikes, and so forth. Would
not the inevitable result be that our fundamental law would
be so changed as to give the President not only the negative in
legislation but the initiative also, and the power of the Presi-
dency increased at the expense of the Congress? Laws would
be submitted to us complete in form, and all we would have the
right to do would be to say yes or no.

It is a tendency to merge both the legislative and executive
power in the President, a tendency directly opposite to the
change which has gradually taken place under the British
Constitution, where the executive power has been merged in the
House of Commons.

The one augments the power of the people, the other leads to
autocracy.

The letter of the Canadian ministers speaks of the “ Govern-
ments of the two countries,” just as if it were a treaty, and it
is not even preliminary to a treaty. While the ministers may
be the * Government' of the Dominion, it is incorrect to speak
of the President as the ‘Government,” except when he is
executing the treaty-making power, which confessedly was not
jntended. The object of this agreement was legislation by Con-
gress and Parliament and not a treaty.

My, FINLEY. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle-
man from South Carolina?

Mr. STEENERSON. Yes; I will yicld for a question.

Mr, FINLEY. Where does the gentleman think the President
stands on this proposition?

Mr. STEENERSON. The President has evidently been mis-
led, and he has succeeded ih deluding the Democrats more than
they have ever been deluded before, and more than I hope they
will ever be deluded again. [Laughter on the Republican side.]

Where and how did this bill originate? According to the
President’s message, it originated when the question of enfore-
ing the maximum and minimum provisions of the Payne law
against Canada came up. The first words of the reciprocity
message reads as follows:

In my annual messag: of December 6, 1010, I stated that the poliey
of broader and closer trade rclations with the Dominion of Canada,
which was initiated in the adjustment of the maximum and minimum

rovisions of the tariff act of August §, 1000, had proved mutually

eficia]l and that it justified further efforts for the readjustment of
the commercial relations of the two countries.

The maximum and minimum provision is one that levies a
25 per cent higher rate of dufy on commodities coming from a
country that discriminates against our goods and refuses to
treat us as fairly as the most favored nations are treated.
Apparently, Canada refused to so treat us, but our Government
did not enforce the penalty required by the act of Congress in
question, but began to negotiate. It was a delicate situation, no
doubt, but these Canadian friends of ours persisted in refusing
to relieve us from discriminatory treatment in their markets.

Here is what the Canadian minister gays of the origin of this
matter and what happened.

Referring to his first meeting with Mr. Taft in connection
with the operation of the maximum and minimum tariff imposed
by the Payne bill, among other things Mr. Fielding stated the
Tollowing, as given on page 2500 of the offieial record:

[Extract from speech made by Hen. W. B. Fielding, minister of finance
of the Dominion of Canada, btefore the House of Commons, as reported

in the House of Ccmmons Debates, under date of Thursday, January
20,1011.])

I will frankly say that I do not think Mr. Taft ever desired to
impose the maximum tariff upon the products of Canada. Tho mis-
fortune was that Congress had imposed the tariff. It was not n question
of Mr. Taft doing it, as Congress had put that tariff on and declared
that on and after a given date the preduets of all countrics not ex-
empted by special action of the Presldent should become subject to the
maximum tariff. The maximum tariff cxisted and was coming Into
operation in a few days. It was not a question of Mr. Taft putting it
on, but of Mr. Taft belng induced to take it off, as he had the power
to da; % % GART ve already sald, It was not a question of

utting on the maximum tariff, it was n gnestlon of taking it off, and

found that the President of the United States was willing to take
it off, If we could give him some decent excuse to do so under the
terms of the American tariff law. We made a few changes, a few
concessions of no earthly importance, so small and trifiing that I am
gure hardly any of us in the House could remember to-day what they
were, DBut they served the purpose; they were cnough to give Mr.
Taft the reason and excuse he dcslrcd; and, nccordlug]g, he issued his
proclamation that Canada should not be placed under the disadvantage
of the maximum tariff, which, if applied, would undoubtedly have done
harm on both sldes, most certainly to large business Interests In Canada.
Out of the negotintions at that time have sprung the larger negotia-
tions of a more recent date.

I think by this time the farmers of the United States regret
there ever was a maximum and minimum provision in the tariff
Iaw. That the opening up free of a market of 92,000,000
people—the greatest and most profitable market in the world—
should be the reward of the Canadians for refusing to give us
the most-favored-nations treatment will go down as the most
remarkable diplomatic achievement in all history. After this,
is it any wonder that some people say that the absorption of
the United States by the British Empire is far more likely than
our annexation of Canada?

We have had experience on the point that it is not every
“ reyision downward ” that benefits the people. Did free hides
Iower the price of shoes? Noj; not at all, What did it do? It
lowered the farm price of hides all over the country, and every
farmer in the land can tell you so. What else did it do? It
deprived the United States Treasury of the two or three million
dollars a year it had theretofore collected on imported cattle
hides and turned it into the pockets of the shoe and leather
trust, just exactly as this reciprocity arrangement will first
reduce the farm price of all that the farmer produces and de-
prive the Treasury of the five or six million dollars a year here-
tofore received from duties on Canadian imports and turn it all
over to combinations and trusts in this country. Our expe-
rience was exactly the same when we had a reciprocity treaty
with Hawaii, whereby their sugar was admitted free. The
Treasury lost the revenue and the people paid just exactly the
same for sugar as they did before.

According to the logic of the advocates of this bill, that man
in New York who invented the springs to put in the scales of
the customhouse so as to underweigh the sugar imported was
really engaged in a meritorious work; he was trying to reduce
the cost of living by getting in cheaper sugar. He certainly
reduced the duties; he reviged the tariff downward—to the
Sugar Trust. The trouble was that the trust forgot to pass the
reduced price on to the consumer. He was engaged in doing
exactly what this bill proposes—increasing the difference be-
tween the price at which the manufacturers’ raw material and
his finished product can be brought in.

The representatives of manufacturing interests in the East
are again learnedly arguing that this pact will not injure the
farmer, but the farmers think they know their own business
as well as anybody. The device of assuming the guise of
farmers' friend for an ulterior purpose will not work, for that
trick can be played only once in an evening. To show just
what the farmers think of reciprocity, I will insert in the
Reconp resolutions passed in a mass meefing in Kittson County,
right on the boundary line of Canada, and a mass convention
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held recently at St. Paul, and also a letter from Justus C. Berg,
one of our most prominent and representative farmers.

I say to youw as earnestly as I ean, that the injurious effeets
of this law go beyond the comprehension of most of us. It
afrikes at the industries of 30,000,000 people, and I believe
eveniually it will inerease instead of diminish the cost of living
to every iman, woman, and child in the United States. How
can a Congress elected by the people enact such a law in the
exercise of their unblased judgment? Well might we exclaim—

0 Jjudgment! thou art fled to brutish beasts,

And men have lest their renson—
if they will approve so monsirous a proposition as this. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

APPENDIX.

A DIG MEETING—FARMERS AND BUSIKESS MEN HOLD BIG ANTICANADIAN
RECIPROCITY MEETING.
HALLOCK, MIKN., April 2§, 1911

The mass meeting caled by President P. H., Konzen, of the Hallock
Commereial Club, last Saturday to draft resolutions against the pend-
ing Canadian mci?tomty and to elect declegates to attend the State
meeting at St. Paul, was probably one of the most enthusiastic and well
attended public mectings ever brought together im Hallock, Fully 200
representative farmers from differcnt parts of the county were present
as delegates, and with the namber that attended from town, the court-
aouse was crowded full. Though nonpolitieal, the gathering was made
up of men of different political ranks, and for once our Republiean
friends admitted that the pending Republican Canadian reciprocity paet
was one of the most barefaced pieces of class legislation ever attempted
upon an fntelligent people, and they stood shoulder to shoulder with
Ilemocrats in denouncing it as unpatriotie, unjust, and discriminatory—
sacrificing the interests of the agricultural masses to the Insatiable
greed of the capitalistic and manufacturing classes. The only objec-
tionable feature about the whole meeting was that the committee on
resolntions, in commending the stand taken by our United States Sen-
ators and Congressmem, either willfully or ntenticnally left out the
name of Congressman W, 8. Haauaoxp, the only Democratic Member
from Minnesota, who worked as hard as any other Minnesotan for the
defeat of the bill. P. IT. Konzen was choSen presiding officer of the
meeting and C. J. Estlund was chosen secretary, and the twoe were
elected delegates to the St. Louis meeting, which met at the old Capitol
Bullding last Tucsday, and, uccurdinﬁ to the Minneapolis Tribune of
the 11th, we note that Mr. Konzen had been chosen by the St. Paul
convention a member of the delegation whose duty it will be to carry
the convention’s protest to Congress at Washington, . C. Here are
the resolutions:

PREAMDLE AND RESOLUTIONS.

We, the people of Kittson Cpunty, Minn,, In mnss meeting assembled,
belleving that Canadian reciprocity, as gro%:sed by the AfcCall or ad-
ministration bill now pending before the United States Congress
unjust and unequal, in that it brings the products of the farm fnto
direct competitlon with Hke products of agricultural Canada, while &ro-
viding no compensatory benefits fm any of the articles of manufacture
which we buy and consume, do hereby most enrnestly protest agalnst
the passage of the said reciprocity paet, and unanimously unite in
voielnz our demunciation of the sald net as unpatriotie, unjust, dia-
bol!c:tﬁ and dtscriminntor{ sacrificing the imterests of the agricultural
masses of the country to he insatiable greed and predatory aggrandize-
mont of the caplmllistt!c and manufa ng clagses,

of said protest, be

Resolved, That we regard the sald reciprocity treaty as Inimical to
our bLest interests and destructive of the only vesti of Dereflt that
the farmer has ever received, or ever expects to reccive, from the pro-
tective tem which he has patriotieally helped to maintain for what
he eonceived to be for the best Interests of our common country.

Resoleed, That we tiew, in the passage of the Canadian reeiprocity
act. n dellberate p ge to discviminate against the farming interests
and to saerifice its rights to the Moloch of corporate greed.

Rcgolved, That we regard the sald act as a direet slap at the rural
districts, and therefore shall hold n? Member of the Unfted States
Congress who supports the same as hostile to our interests and our
canse.

Itegnlved, That we belleve that the large cltles of our State—St.
Taul, Minneapolls, and Duluth—in their strennous efforts in behalf
the passage of the said reeiproeity act, evinee a reckless disregard for
the rights of the toiling millions upon the brond farming domain of
this and those other Western States whose wealth of golden grain and
other produets, pouring in a torrential streem into their laps, hns con-
tritiuted in no small degree to their prosperity and greatness; and that
we view their zeal and activity in that Leh as an exhibition of sheer
selfishness and without palliation in rhyme or renson other than that
of local benefit at the expense of the rural Interests,

Resolved, That we commend the stand taken by our United States
Henators, Hon. KxUTE NELSON and Hon. M. H. CrLapp, and by our Rep-
resentatives, the honorable Messrs. STEENERSON, VOLSTEAD, DAVIS,
Lixpnencir, and ANDERSON in opposition to thls most unjust and one-
gided mensure, and we most earnestly urge them to n continuamce of
such opposition, fo the end that the sald proposed bill may either be
entlirely defeated or at least so modificd as to yicld compensatory bene-
fits to the agricultural intercsts of the countrg, for the protection of
whieh they alone, ag a class, arc sought to be deprived.

Iiesoleed, That the gecrefary of this meeting be Instrueted to forward
to cach of our United States Senators and to each Member of Congress
from this State, ns well as to the chairman of the mass meeting held
at the ald eapltol bollding In the elty of 8t. Panl on Tuesday, the 11th
day of April, A. D, 1011, a copy of these resolutions,

ELMER C. YETTER.
W. B. Forp.
Geoncn BAKER.

And in furtherance

RESOLUTION OF PROTEST.

We, farmers and business men of Minnesota in mass mecting assem-
bled, do most earnestly and sincerely (Q{ll-atcst aguinst the ratifiention by
Congress of the pending treaty with Canada in Its present form.

In deing so we hereby announce and publish the following reasons:

First. That the treaty ia unfair, unjust, and discriminating against
the agrienlturnl interests of the Unlkted S'mtcs. giving these interests
practically nothing in return for what it deprives them of.

Second. That it will inure to the disadvantage, loss, and suffering of
our producers without any prospect of cheaper manufactured products
to the eonsumer.

Third. That the removal of the duty on wheat will acerue solely to
the benefit of the miler; that of barley to the brewer; that of flaxseed
to the linsced mills; and that of live stoclk, hogs, poultry, and dairy
products to the packers and middlemen, and, while not benefiting the
consumer, will mean a great loss to the producers.

Fourth. It creates an unfalr competition, inasmach as it will compel
our farmers to compete in our own markets with the cheaply produced

roducts of allen ecompetitors. We contend that our heme market De-
ongs, in the first instance, to our own citizens,

Fifth. This pact, it agreed to, will retard and set back the progress
tow a higher and Detter standard of farm life which has become so
noticeable during the recent prospersus times; it will tend to bring on
again that struggle for existence so well remembered by our ploneer
Tarmers, a struggle in which many went under; it will lessen the op-
portunities for a better education of our farmers' children, and thus
encourage them in leaving the farm.

DECLARES I'ACT WILL CAGSHE LOSS,

Sixth. It will lessen the purchasing capacity of our American Ero-
ducers to the extent of millions of dallars annually by dc&rhlwi: them
of o legitimate and fair price for their products. All of this will rep-
resent o corresponding loss to the commercial interests of our country,
as the farmer's profit invariably finds its way into all the channels
trade. Our commercial and manufacturing interests stand to lose as
much im this way as they will gain by the expansion of their business.

Seventh. Our American farmers, b‘y their thrift, energy, and fro-

allty, have made this country what it is; they have made it possible
or the great commercinl interests to become wealthy and powerful.
Without the farmer this would have been impossible. In view of this
our commercial interests should now stand by the farmer. To do other-
wige Ianys them open to the charge of commercial greed and selfishness.

Eighth. The term * reciproeity " as aPpIied to the Canndian treafy Is
o misnomer. Neciprocity means an equitable trade or exchange between
two countries of products which one conntry produces and the other
does not, or which it produces only in [nsufliefent quantities. We pro-
duee everything in this country thet s produced in Canada.

Ninth. It constitutes an agreement made seeretly and without regard
to any settled poHeles of our tarilf laws. It means free trade for the
farmer and protection for the manufacturer, and as such Is diseriming-
tion in its rankest form.

AESERTS RIGIT TO IIOMEH MARKET.

. Tenth. That in trading olf our home market of over 90,000,000 people,
a market that is and has been abundantly supplled by our own pro-
dncers, a market that has been built u ¥ American thrift and fru-
gality, and which by eve&g Inherent rl[_:ﬂ_‘:. and her:ltage helongs to ouor
producers, for that of 8,000,000 Canadians, with its donbtful increased
advanta to commercial and mannfacturing interests, would not only
be unfair and unjust to onr own producers, but foolish and reprehensible,

Rleventh. This:_duuposed treaty, when divested of its sentimental fea-
tures, can and 1 appeal omly to those who are selfishly interested
and who expect to gain thereby. As a whole, it will be n damage rather
mggl e% benefit to our country. In its present form it should not be
b "

Twelfth. We repudiate the actlon of President Taft, large manufae-
turing concerns, chambers of commerce, and the management of the
Great Northern Railway in attempting to force the so-called reciprocity
agreement through Congress without glving the peoglg!ut lgfe an %1-
portunity to ﬁ“ it due conslderation or to express r opinions. (]
regret ex r.ilsy that the city press has failed to give publicity to
both sides of this most important question.

DLAMES THE MIDDLEMEX,

Thirteenth. The proposed pact would not reduce the cost of living., It
would not benefit the labering man, the mechanie, or artisan in the
great citles, as the exorbitant prices pald by them for prodoce is not
occasloned by the price recelvuf Ly the farmer, but fs the result of the
excesslve charges made by the raflroads and middlemen. The farmer only
receives 85 per cent of the price pald by the consumer, while the trans-
portation companles and middlemen receive the other €5.

Fourteenth, We hereby express our thanks to all those newspapers
of onr State whe in this controversy have risen above considerations of
selfishness and have defended the farming Interests against this thrent-
ening danger, and we mention expressly the Northwestern Agriculturist,
the Farm, Stock, and IHome, and the Farmer, and we also thank all
members of our legislature and ether citizens who have Interested them-
gelves in enlling this meeting.

Fifteenth., We urge on all our ecitizens who are In favor of fair play
and equallty before the law to make continuous and effectlve agitation
against this treaty.

Sixteenth. That coples of these resolutions be sent to the President
of the United States and to enech of our Senaters and Representatives in
the Congress. =

HexpruM, MINN., April 11, 1511,
Hon. HALVOR STEENERSON,

Washington, D. O,

Hoxoranre Bre: I feel moved to address you and thank yon for the
stand you took last sessiom of Congress In opposition to the Canadian
reciprocity agreement, arnd lhope you will do all within your power to
prevent its passage this session.

In my capacity as mm offfcer of o farmers’ organization covering threo
of the Northwestern Sgates and other local coeperative concerms I
have come in centact with many representative farmers.

I was deeply impressed with the spontaneons opposition the intro-
duction of thls Canadian agreement created. This opposition 18 nearly,
if not entlrely, unanimous among the farmers of the Northwesat. Tho
reasons for this opposition are common and identical. And I can assure

ou that no mending or changing of the reciprocity blil, even to abso-
ute free trade with Canada, will change the common conviction that
this measure ia beinz forced upon the farmers ag an excuse for condl-
tions for which they can not juszx{ be held responelble.

The sentiment Is so ra [dl{nml ning force that should this bill or
an{ other bill placing agrieultural produets on the free llst pass, the
only consistent course fer the farmers to take s to stand for absclute
free trade with the entire world, and compel, if they can, this country
to resort to direct tiom.

It iz conceded by all partles that the agricultural sections of the
Central and Northwestern States have been the manufacturers’ stanch-
est supporters in bullding and supporting the polley of high protection.
Is-this our reward? If so, we have come to the %uning of the ways.
We have stood for protectlon in the past, and have been the least
benefited. Now that the time has come when we to n Iimited degree
ghare its benefits, are they to be taken away from us?
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Production on land already under cultivation can easily be multiplied
by three If farming is sufficlently profitable to warrant the necessary
preparation and investment of capltal. I belleve with others that have
studied agricultural conditions carefully that the United States will be
self-supporting for generations to come If farming should prove suffi-
ciently profitable to be attractive,

No voeation, or profession either, attains a high degree of efficlency
unless its remuneration is commensurate with calel and energy ex-
pended. Nor are the American farmers an exception to this rule. To
make farming attractive it must have the means to make it ecom-
fortable, and that makes for contentment—in other words, share the
Nation's prosperity.

Economists and soclologists view with serious nﬁprehonslnn the move-
ment from the farm to the larger elties. The bill In question, or any
other legislation adverse to the farmers, can only augment this move-
ment. There may be a few of us so situated that we need not con-
tinue in an unprofitable business, but what per cent of the farmers are
B0 situated?

The only excuse offered In introducing or recommending this Cana-
dian reciprocity agreement was that it would reduce the cost of living.
But have the consumers of farm products any assurance that their
wages will not be correspondingly reduced? If the farmer suffers, will
it not sooner or later react on the city laborers? The adjustment will
surcly follow when the country boys offer themselves on the labor
mirket in competition with others that sell their labor.

Tlese are a few points the farmers would like Congress to consider
carefully before they pass a bill that is unpopular to nearly one-third
of the country’'s voters.

If we can assist you In any way, you have but to address us.

Yours, respectfully, TR G B

Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota. Mr. Chalrman, the agree-
ment or informal treaty between the United States and the
Dominion of Canada which it is intended to ratify on the part
of the United States by this bill proposes to change the economic
and commercial relations of the two countries upon the basis of
alleged mutual and reciproeal advantage. Stripped of its senti-
mental considerations, it presents a purely business proposition
of whether or not the commissioners have made an intelligent
bargain.

Briefly stated, for the purpose of the determination of this
question, the bill presents a proposed reciprocal free list, which
includes only the raw products of the farm, such as wheat,
onts, ryc, barley, flax, butter, and cheese, designated as Schedule
A, and a proposed reciprocal dutiable list which contains cer-
tain specified articles of manufacture, designated as Schedule B.

The propogition is not a new one, and fortunately may, at
lenst in part, be determined by the light that is furnished by
the experience of the past, and it is worth while in this con-
nection to consider the trade relations which have heretofore
existed between the two countries.

In 1854 the Democratic Party, flushed with victory, as now,
presented a proposed reciprocal agreement between the two
couutries for the assent of Congress which provided for free
trade between the two countries in natural produects. This
treaty was identical with the free list proposed in this agree-
ment, with the exception that it included flour and breadstuffs;
fresh, smoked, and salted meats; hides; stone and marble; ores
and metals; Immber of all kinds; rice; gypsum; unmanufactured
tobacco; and rags, and in this respect offered to the consumer
and the farmer some advantages which this treaty does not.

It will be noted that in the treaty of 1854 not an article the
value of which had been enhanced by manufacture was in-
cluded in the agreement.

The contemporaneous statesmanship of that period is unani-
mous as to the disastrous effects upon the commerce of the
United States of the treaty of 1854, and upon its final abroga-
tion In 1866 the resolution providing for its abrogation was
supported by such men as John Sherman, of Ohio; Senators
Morrill, of Maine; Chandler, of Michigan; Doolittle, of Wis-
consin; Henry Wilson, of Massachusetts; and many others.
Manufacturing New England was among the first to demand
the abrogation of the freaty.

The resolution to abrogate the treaty passed in the Senate by
a vote of 38 to 0. In the debate upon the resolution to abrogate
the treaty Senator Foote, of Vermont, said:

I believe it to be very generally conceded that while this reciproclty
treaty, so denominated. has proved highly benefleial to the interests of
the people of the British Provinces, and has contributed very largely to
their interest and prosperity, it has at the same time proved Injurlous
and prejudicial to the interest and prosperity of the people of the
American States. The very title of the treaty itself is a misnomer.
There is nothing reciprocal about it; there is nothing reciprocal in Its
operation ; It produces no reciprocity of benefits between the two Gov-
ernments. It is beneficlal to one only of the contracting parties and
injures the other. Such are the practical results of the opinion of the
American people, who now, after an experience of {ts effects for 10
years, demand as with one voice the abrogation of a contract which they
regard as partial, unjust, inequitable, and one-sided, as soon as it can pe
done through the forms prescribed in the treaty itself.

I propose now to consider some of the effects of the treaty of
1854 upon our commerce, In the four years immediately pre-
ceding the going into effect of the treaty our importations from
Canada, free of duty, amounted to $4,107,392. Those paying
duty amounted to $15,002,034, or nearly four times greater, In

the four years immediately succeeding the commencement of
the treaty our imports from Canada, free of duty, increased to
$59,419,026, while those subject to duty decreased to $2,150,304,
or 1 in 28, a total importation of $061,570,320, as against
$19,110,026 in the four years preceding the treaty. On the other
hand, our exports to Canada dwindled from $20,771,0601 in 1855
to $15,243,834 in 1866, and in the same period Canada’s exports
to us increased from §12,000,000 to $46,000,000, of which
$25,000,000 was farm products. In this connection Senator
Collomer, speaking in favor of the abrogation of thie treaty, said:

The amount received by them (Canada) under the treaty free of duty,
since it went into operation, was $73,000,000, and the amount recelved
by us from them £115,000,000—

A balance of trade in favor of Canada of $41,000,000—
and yet we had at that time 30,000,000 people to produce, while Can-
ada had but 3,000,000,

When the treaty began, upon all exports and imports between
the two countries, we had a balance of trade of $8,000,000,
which, at the expiration of the treaty, had turned into a balance
of $30,000,000 against us.

Immediately upon the abrogation of the treaty of 1854 the
statesmen of Canada began again to knock at our doors for the
admission of her farm products, beseeching us for a resumption
of reciprocal relations in the products of the farm, but its dis-
astrous effects were still fresh in our memory, and up to the
present time we have steadfastly refused to be drawn into any
proposition looking to the free admission of the natural products
of the Dominion.

President Grant, in his first administration, declined to con-
sider such a proposition, giving as his reason that the advan-
tages of such a freaty would be wholly in favor of the British
producers, excepting in the case of a few engaged in transporta-
tion. In his second administration he offered to make a new
treaty which should include the free admission into Canada
of a large number of manufactured produects, but the Dominion
officials, adhering then as now to the policy of protection of
her manufacturing industries, refused to make a treaty upon
that basis.

Again, in the administration of President Harrison, the matter
of a reciprocal arrangement contemplating the free admission
of natural products was considered, and, in a megsage to the Con-
gress, President Harrison denounded the proposition in the
following language:

A reciproeity treaty limited to the exchange of natural products
would have been such only in form. The benefits of such n treaty
would have inured almost wholly to Canada. Previous experiments
on this line had been unsatisfactory to this Government. A treaty
to be reciprocal in fact and of mutual advantage must necessarily
have embraced an important list of manufactureg articles and have
secured to the United States a free or favored Introduction of those
articles into Canada and agalnst the world.

In another message to Congress referring to reciprocity be-
tween the two countries, he said:

The conference developed the fact that the Canadian Government
was only prepared to offer to the United States In exchange for the
concessions asked the admission of natural products. This admisslon,
which was foreseen, necessarily terminated the conference upon this
question. The benefits of an exchange of natural products would be
almost wholly with the people of Canada.

The Republican platform of 1004 provided:

We have extended widely our foreign markets, and we believe In
the adoption of all practicable methods for thelr future extension,
including commercial reclprocity wherever réclprocal arrangements can
be effected consistent with the principles of grotcctlon and without
llgégt;{wto American agriculture, American labor, or any American

It will be noted from the excerpts which I have read that
the policy of the American statesmanship of the past has been
to decline the overtures of the Canadian Government looking to
reciprocity in natural products, in view of the disastrous results
to our commerce and the experiences of the treaty of 1854, un-
less our concessions in the opening of the American market
to the natural products of Canada were met with a reciprocal
concession on the part of Canada providing for the free or
favored admission of our manufactured products Into the
Dominion. And that, so far as the Republican Party is con-
cerned, it has never contemplated reciprocity with Canada unless
it could be effectuated without injury to any American industry,
including agriculture.

The present treaty attempts to anticipate the-objection that
no reciprocal advantages are offered to our manufacturing in-
dustries, by injecting into this agreement what is denominated
a reciprocal dutiable list and described as Schedule B. An
examination of this schedule, however, discloses the fact that
the shadow has been substituted for the substance. It discloses
further that no attempt was made to so arrange these schedules
of the treaty that it would permit the entry into Canada upon
equal terms of any of the manufactured products of this country
which compete with the industry of the Dominion or with im-
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portations from Great Britain. On the contrary, Schedule B
is n compromise between the duty upon specified articles pro-
vided by the Payne-Aldrich bill and the duties provided by the
general tariff lJaws of Canada.

But in no case is the reduction in duty sufficient to war-
rant the assumption that any substantial benefit or increased
trade will inure to the American manufacturer. The unques-
tioned statements of the Canadian statesmen upon this proposi-
tion are convincing.

As late as 1203 Sir John Charlton, in an address to the Cana-
dinn Parliament, said:

Something must be done to ehange the trade conditions that exist
between the United States and Canada. Iree trade In natural products
would afford a reasonable adjustment. Nothing short of this will do,
and this condition of free trade of natural produets must be granted by
the United States without a solitary concession from Canada further
than she has already made. We can not afford any more.

How close the pending agreement approximates the Canadian
ideal I shall make plain Iater on in an analysis of the trade
relations bhetween the two counfries.

In addressing the Canadian House of Commons on March 7
of this year, speaking on the reciprocity agreement, Sir Wilfrid
Laurier said:

We (Canada) are above all an nyérlmltural people.  Our chief wealth
is the growth of these products of the Temperate Zone, * © & ]
stated n moment ngo that the agrecement we made Is simply to get better
Erlces for the products of the Canadian farmer. * ¢ * Years ago we

ad a cattle trade with Great Britaln. We have some yet, but it |s not

as large as it ought to be, beeause cverybody knows t it has Leen
constantly retarded by the embargo put upon 1);: some 20 years ago or go,
and, therefore, if we are not able to sell all the eattle we can raise in
Great Britain there is a ready market in the United States. * = =
It is not a great effort of imagination to suppose that the Americans
were far more concerned abont obtnining reclprocity In manufactured
products than in natural products, but our negotintors would not con-
sent to any reciproelty in manufactured products, but insisted on
limiting the agreement simply to such manufiactured products as agri-
cultural implements.

To my mind this indicates beyond any question that however
the treaty may be regarded on this side of the line, on the
Canadian slde of the line it is regarded as relating only to
natural products and as making no concession whatever to our
manufacturing interests. To what extent a free exchange of
natural products is reeiprocal in its advantages. to the United
States can be gathered from the tables submitted in connection
with the message of the President of the United States, Janu-
ary 21, 1911, in transmitting the {reaty to Congress, from which
I take the figures which follow :

During the fiseal year 1010 the American tariff upon wheat
was 25 cents a bushel. Canada’s tariff upon wheat was 123
cents a bushel. In spite of the fact that our tariff as against
the Canadian wheat was twice that of the Canadian duty
upon American wheat, Canada imported from us only 55,139
bushels in 1910, while we imported: from Canada 2,317,101
bushels, which does nof take into consideration the 12,000,000
bushels which were brought into the United States and turned
into flour and then shipped back into Canada under the draw-
back and bond provision of the Payne-Aldrich law, without
the payment of any duty, and which, of course, under this
treaty would come into competition with the wheat produced
in this eountry.

The tariff vpon butter in the United States was 6 cents per
pound. The Canadian tariff was 4 cents per pound. Notwith-
standing the fact that the Canadian tariff was 2 cents less than
ours, we exported to Canada but 61,081 pounds, while Canada
exported to the United States, paying a tarlff of 6 cents per
pound, 080,036 pounds.

Our tariff on cheese was 6 cents per pound. Canada’s tariff
was 3 cents per pound. We exported to Canada 215,681 pounds.
Canada exported to us 163,355 pounds. This, however, tells
but a small portion of the story. In the same year Canada ex-
ported to Great Britain 164,000,903 pounds of cheese and
5,303,770 pounds of butter. What will be the result when this
butter and cheese is diverted to the nearer market of the United
Stagcs, as it will be when these articles are placed on the free
1ist?

Taking the figures submitted by the Presldent in connection
with his message transmitting the treaty to Congress, the arti-
cles which are now dutiable but which will be free when ex-
ported into Canada from the United States under Schedule A
amount to $21,957,005, while the articles now dutiable and
which it is proposed to make free under the agreement coming
from Canada amount to $39,811,660, a balance of trade in Can-
ada’s favor of $17,608,055. This, of course, is applying the terms
of the treaty to the trade between the two countries as if it
liad been in force during the year 1010. When you add te this
balanee of trade the tremendous amount of natural products of
Canada's 800,000,000 acres of farm land which will seek the

nearer American market under free trade, it becomes at once

apparent that the balance of trade in Canada’s favor under
the free-trade provisions of Schedule A must reach tremendous
proportions and will constantly increase.

Having disposed of the advantage which will inore to Canada
by the adoption of this agreement, it becomes necessary to de-
termine what reciprocal advantage, if any, will inure to the
benefit of the United States. .

The determination of this question involves an inquiry inte
the effect of the treaty upon our manufacturers, our eonsumers,
and our farmers. It will be remembered from what I have said
herefofore that Canada’s position in the past has been to de-
cline to consider any proposition looking to the admission into
Canada of our manufactured produets. I think I shall be able
tfo show that she has adhered sirictly to that policy in the
pending agreement.

Immediately upon the abrogation of the treaty of 1854, and
beginning with 1866, our exports to Canada greatly increased.
In that year our exports amounted to $28,704,000; in 1903 they
had inereased to $137,600,000; in 1010 they reached the enor-
mous total of $239,000,000. Of the latter amount, nearly $100,-
C00,000 consisted of manufactured products. Our exports to
Canada are 06 per cent of her total imports from all countries,
Our balance of trade against Canada in 1910 amounted to
$141,000,000, proving conclusively, to my mind, that Canada is
now buying in our market nearly 60 per cent of all that she
buys from all foreign countries, including Great Dritain, and
that she prefers to buy of us. There is no reason to assume
that she will buy more under the proposed arrangement; but
it this treaty had been in force at the beginning of the fiscal
year 1910, out of the $133,000,000 worth of goods subject to
duty which we shipped into Canada in 1910 only $25,000,000
worth would have received the benefit of reduced duties pro-
vided in fhe Iaw, and these would have received the benefits of
an average reduction of duty of only 17 per cent. While our
manufacturers of carpets, eclothing, collars and cufls, cotton
print, sheets, felephone and telegraph instruments and fixtures,
firearms, furniture, window glass, gloves, knit goods, leather
goods, leather Deltings, sewing machines, boots and shoes, silk
goods, typewriters, ribbons, velvets, woolen blankets, flannels,
cloths used in the production of men’s clothing, granite, marble,
slag, mill machinery, scales, organs, pianos, harness, harness
hardware, and a hundred and one of our great lires of produe-
tion in the United States would still have been obliged, and will
still be obliged, should this treaty become operative, to pay the
duties which they have heretofore had to pay when these goods
were exported to Canada. They not only get no reduoction of
duty upon their products, but must compete with the products
of Great Britain imported Into Canada under a preferentinl
tariff of 33% per cent. Mow much the markets of Canada will
be opened by this agreement to the manufactured products of
the United States may be imagined when we stop to consider
that upon the few articles mentioned in the so-called reciprocal
dutiable list in the agreement the average reduction of duty
made by Canada on products of American manufactyre is 17
per cent, while the average reduction made by the United
States upon the manufactures of Canada is 80 per cent.

How small a concession has been made to the manufacturers
of the United States may be gleaned from the fact that while the
total trade between the two countries amounted to $320,963,231
in 1910, the amount of that trade which would have been
affected by the reduoction in this bill amounts to $33,501,052, or
in fact slightly in excess of 10 per cent of the total trade be-
tween the two countries. This so-called concession, it seems fo
me, bardly justifics us in subjecting our farmers to the compe-
tition not ouly to the constantly increasing production of
Canada’s 800,000,000 acres, but as well to the competition of
the $100,000,000 in value of the surplus farm products of
Canada which now seck the markets of England, but which
under free trade with the United States must inevitably turn
to the free-trade market in this comntry.

We come now to the consideration of the effect of the treaty
upon the consumer of this country. President Taft in his
message disposes of that feature of the case in the following
language:

I do not wish to hold out the Bmapect that the unrestricted Inter-
change of food products will greatly and at once reduce thelr cost to
the people of this country.

Mr. Taft might have gone further than that. He would
have stated the truth had he said that with the exception of
one or two articles, such as butter and eggs, which are consumed
in their natural state, there is not the sliglitest ground to be
found in the treaty for the belief that the consumer would get
any benefit whatever from its provisions. He might have said
that as far as the consumer is concerned it perpetnates all of
the inequalities and injustices of the Payne-Aldrich bill
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While the agreement does remove the duty on wheat it re-
tains a duty upon flour. While it removes the duty upon cattle,
hogs, and sheep it still retains a duty of 1} cents per pound upon
fresh and salted ments, bacon, and ham, and it may be confi-
dently asserted that while the duties upon these manufactured
food products have been slightly reduced, taking into consider-
ation the fact that the raw products out of which they are
manufactured are upon the free list, the duties imposed by this
bill are aetually higher, from the standpoint of the consumer,
than were the duties of the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill, and pro-
vide n greater rate of protection to the manufacturers.

It must be remembered that duties upon manufactured prod-
ucts are of two kinds—a compensatory duty which is intended
to compensate the manufacturer for the duty which he is
oblized to pay for the raw products contained in the manu-
facture when they are imported from a foreign country and
a protective duty upon the manufactured articles themselves.
The latter is ealled the differential duty.

Under the Payne-Aldrich law the duty upon wheat was 25
cents per bushel. It takes 4} bushels of wheat to make 1 barrel
of flour. So that in order to compensate the miller for the
dnty upon the wheat in the flour it is necessary to impose a
tariff upon the barrel of flour of four and one-half times 25
cents, or $1.12. So far the miller has had no protection what-
ever to cover the difference, if any, of the cost of making the
flonr. The actual tariff imposed by the Payne bill upon the
barrel of flour was 25 per cent ad valorem. The average price
of the flour imported from Canada to the United States in 1910
was $3 per barrel, making a specific tariff upon a barrel of
flour of $1.25. Taking from this $1.25 of actual duty imposed
the $1.12 which represents the compensatory duty on the wheat
in the flour leaves an actual protection to the miller of 13 cents
per barrel.

Now, then, nnder the proposed reciprocity agreement wheat is
on the free list, so that it is unnecessary to compensate the
miller for any duty upon wheat, and it becomes at once appar-
ent that the 50 cents per barrel imposed upon flour by the
agreement is a purely protective duty and is nearly four times
as great as the protection afforded the miller under the Payne
lnw. Indeed, the tariff of 50 cents a barrel is more than twice
the total cost of manufacturing a barrel of flour in this
country.

This situation is not confined to flour. The same demon-
stration could be made in the case of meats, bacon, and ham,
and all other manufactured products considered in the agree-
ment, which are manufactured in whole or in part from the
products of agriculture. It is a fitting monument to the sagacity
of the Canadian commissioners that in this agreement they have
g0 arranged the duties that they (Canadians) ean ship the cat-
tle, hogs, and sheep raised upon the cheap and fertile lands of
that empire of the Northwest into the United States without the
payment of any duty whatever, but that when our packers and
our millers have manufactured them into beef, hams, bacon, and
mutton, they can not sell these manufactured products in Can-
ada except upon paying a duty of 1} cents a pound, but in
selling to the American consumer they still get the benefit of the
duty as against any competition from Canada.

There is no great amount of comfort for the consumer in the
placing of the products of agriculture upon the free list, as it
has been ages since the human race has been accustomed to eat
the raw product of the farm in its natural state. And it is
worth notice that the same duty which prevents the Ameriean
miller and the American packer from shipping his produet into
Canada prevents the American consumer from getting one cent
of rednetion in the price of these products.

T come now to the consideration of the effect of the agreement
upon the agricultural sections of this country. I do not con-
sider it last because I consider it less important than the
others, for I consider it the most important feature of the entire
proposition.

I remember when as a boy I heard the great Republicans of
State and Nation telling the farmers of the benefits they had
derived and would derive from the policy of protection upon
farm products. You have been telling them this for 40 years,
Now you propose to tell them that they never needed any pro-
tection and do not need it now. You expect them to believe
you, because, forsooth, you have been lying to them for 40
years. Whatever others may do in this situation, I do not pro-
pose to be a party to the deception. I am convinced that the
farmer has derived a benefit from protection upon his product
in the past, and I am unwilling that these products should be
placed upon the free list now without any reciprocal or com-
pensatory advantages whatever. I am opposed to placing the
farmers' producis upon the free list without any investigation

of the effect of placing them there and without any demonstra-
tion of the propriety and justice of doing so.

I have always had a great deal of confidence in that saying
of the great emancipator, so often and so unectiously displayed
in the Republican campaign textbooks of the past:

I do not know much about the tariff, but I do know that when we
buy our goods in forelgn countries we get the goods and the foreigner
gets the money, but when we buy our goods In thls country we keep
both the goods and the money.

And I apply that doctrine alike to the farmer and the manu-
facturer to the country merchant and the jobber. In fact, the
experience, not only of this conntry, but of all countries of long-
established prosperity—such countries as Irance and Ger-
many—demonstrates beyond the power of any present consid-
eration to abrogate it the proposition that protection to be
effectual must commence with protection to the farmer.

The last platform of the Republican Party provided:

The aim and purpose of the Republican policy being not only to pre-
serve, without excessive duties, the security against foreign competition
to which American manufacturers, farmers, and producers are enti-
tled, but also to maintain the high standard of living of the wage-
workers of this country—
demonstrating conclusively that up to 1908 we had not aban-
doned the theory of protecting the produets of the farm. That
protection to be effectual must so limit- the supply and conse-
quently affect the price that the farmer shall be able to main-
tain a balance of trade in his favor against the world. In other
words, it must go regulate the competition of foreign countries
that the farmer shall be able to sell his product at such a price
and buy what he uses in his business at such a price that he
will always have a balance with which he can improve his farm,
educate himself and his family, preserve the fertility of his soil,
and improve his methods of cultivation. This is the basis of
the prosperity of not only the farmer, but the Nation. You may
dig deep in the well of memory, you may go back far in the
pages of the history of the world, and you will find that the
prosperity of nations has been in a large measure the result of
the prosperity of the farmer.

You propose to maintain this prosperity by compelling the
farmer to sell his product in a free-trade market in competi-
tion with one of the greatest agricultural sections in the world
and to buy his goods in a highly protected market.

Now, it is claimed by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr.
CrUMPACKER]| that the benefits which the farmer receives from
protection is an indirect benefit, arising from the larger em-
ployment and higher wages of the laborer and the larger pro-
duction of the factory under protection, but I do not under-
stand the philosophy that concludes that the farmer's direct
protection should be reduced because he has an indirect pro-
tection.

The very process which removes the direct protectlon de-
creases the indirect benefit by decreasing the purchasing power
of the farmers, and consequently reducing the production and
wages of the employees of the factory.

It might be pertinent to inquire in this connection where
it is that the prosperity expert gets his facts, Does he go to
the factory and inquire what men are employed, and at what
wages? No. He goes out to the farm and learns that the
crops are well put in, that the weather conditions are good,
that there is no prospect of drought, that the chinch bugs have
not devastated the crop, and he comes back and makes the
report, and the factory owner inereases his product, raises the
wages of his men 5 per cent, and adds 20 per cent to the price
of his goods, because he knows that this year the farmer will
have the money to buy a new pair of felt hoots, a new over-
coat, build a new hog house, and buy his wife a new spring
bonnet.

He goes out again next year and he finds that in one section
there has been too much rain and that the black rust has at-
tacked the ecrops, that the grasshopper has devastated the
fields, and the prospects are for a lean year in agrieulture. e
comes back and makes his report. Theé factory owner cur-
tails his production, shortens the hours of his men, because he
knows that this year the farmer will have no felt boots, will
use his last year’s overcoat, that he will make last year's hog
house do still another year, and that the farmer's wife will
wear last year's styles.

Canada is preeminently a country of protection.

Under that policy 184 factories with a combined American
eapital of $233,000,000 have been established., The logic of the
situation does not lead me to conclude that she is now relin-
quishing any part of the policy which has enabled her to bring
about a situntion which must be so gratifying to her. She is
not relinquishing under this agreement one iota of protection
which she has afforded to her manufacturers in the past. We
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must not forget that the protection afforded by this agree-
ment is ample to protect her industries.

Canada to-day is adopting the identical policy which we adopted
J0 years ago, and which we now propose to abandon; a policy
under which we attracted to our new and fertile lands the farm-
ers and tradesmen of England, France, Germany, Norway, and
Sweden; a policy undér which we built up our agriculture and
at the same time provided the industries which should make a
hiome market for the farmers’ products, During the same period
we sold our surplus food products in the markets of free-trade
England. To-day under that free-trade policy agricultural land
within 10 miles of the world’s market, London, is selling for
$125 per acre.

Under this agreement Canada is providing herself with a
free-trade market in the United States for her surplus farm
products. At the same time she is protecting the home market
made by her manufacturing industries by an amply high tariff
against the competition of the United States.

She will attract to her new and fertile lands the farmers and
tradesmen of the States and provide for them both a home
market in Canada and a free market in the United States under
this agreement. For 30 years, from 1860 to 1890, the agricul-
ture of New England stood still. She was feeling the competi-
tion of the cheaper lands in the Mississippl Valley. Under this
agreement the agriculture of the United States will stand still.

I want briefly now "to consider the effect of Canadian competi-
tion in farm products upon the price to the farmer.

It is claimed that the incoming tide of foreign farm products
will not affect the prices to the farmer by reason of the fact that
in foodstuffs and farm products we are an exporting Nation. It
requires no figures to demonstrate the fallacy of that conelusion
to any man who is familiar with the facts. However, there is
abundant evidence, including the report of the Tariff Board re-
cently submitted in response to a resolution of the Senate
(8. Doe. No. 849), that the price of land in Canada is much
lower than the price of land in agricultural sections of this
country ; that the price of farm labor is from 17 to 25 per cent
lower in Canada than in the United States; and, taking wheat
as an example, that the price of wheat in Winnipeg, as com-
pared with Minneapolis, both of which have the same freight
rate to Liverpool, is from 11 to 15 cents lower in Winnipeg than
in Minneapolis. A proportional difference in the prices of farm
products to the producer in Canada and the United States is
Tound praetically in all farm products.

It seems to me inevitable that under these conditions, includ-
ing the difference in the price of land, of labor, and of greater
production—the average production of spring wheat in this
country being 11.7 bushels and in Canada 15.83 bushels, and
winter wheat in this country 15.8 bushels and in Canada 23.40
bushels (report of Tariff Board, p. 84)—these prices must neces-
sarily seek a common level. DBut assuming that the price of
wheat in this country should be decreased only 1 cent a bushel
the loss of purchasing power of the American farmer will aggre-
gate nearly $7,000,000 annually, and if the price in Canada
shounld be increased 1 cent a bushel, which is by no means
necessarily true, there would be an inerease in the purchasing
power of the Canadian of a little over a million and a half dol-
lars. This situntion will be found all through the entire schedule
of agricultural products, and it should illustrate the absurdity
of trading the purchasing power of 90,000,000 people for the
purchasing power of 9,000,000 people,

Men will tell you that the competition of Canada will not
affect the price. T shall not recite any fizures of exports to set
aside this conclusion, though a ecareful examination of our
exports in farm products leads me to the contrary conclusion,
for the experience of every man will tell him that if he has all
of a product that will be consumed within the limits of his own

market and considerably more, for that matter, which ean be |

exported to other markets, and some competitor should flood his
market with a large quantity of the same product, that the
inevitable result must be a depression in the price.

No man can tell, or has attempted to tell, how much Canadinn
produce will break our markets. But the laws which govern
this proposition are as immutable as the laws of nature.
Gregory King, the noted political economist and mathematician,
lays down the following rule: In a commodity a surplus of one-
tenth lowers the price below the common rate three-tenths;
two-tenths lowers the price below the common rate eight-tenths;
three-tenths lowers the price below the common rate sixteen-
tenths; four-tenths lowers the price below the common rate
twenty-eight tenths; five-tenths lowers the price below the com-
mon rate forty-five tenths. It would be difficult to overestimate
the importance of the application of this principle to our pro-
posed opening of onr markets to the products of Canada.

XLVII—32

Many men on this floor have deplored the tendency of cen-
tralization of population in the large cities, the movement from
the farm to the large city; not one of them but would decrease
that tendency if it were possible. To my mind there are two
ways by which it can be done. One is by increasing the pros-
perity of the farmer, enabling him to surround himself in so far
as it is possible with the conveniences of the city; the other is
to make him so poor that Lie can not move away. The states-
manship that advocates this bill seems to prefer the Iatter
method.

In my own district, one of the oldest and most thickly settled
of the agricultural sections of the great agricultural State of
Minnesota, the agricultural population in the last 10 years has
decreased nearly 15 per cent as a result of the exodus which
has taken place in that time to the cheaper and consequently
more profitable lands of North and South Dakota and Montana,
where profits may be secured with less labor and with less capi-
tal, This exodus will not be discontinued. On the contrary, it
will be accelerated, but it will be diverted from the lands of
the United States to the virgin prairie of Manitoba and Sas-
Lkatchewan, and, to my mind, the greatest asset which Canada will
secure by this agreement will be the American farmer. My
State is spending thousands of dollars annually to repopulate
her abandoned farms—thousands of dollars to make fertile her
farms—for she realizes that every farmer that settles upon oue
of her farms brings an added wealth and added buying capacity
of $1,000 annually.

1 have been unable to secure definite figures showing to what
extent immigration from this country to Canada has taken
place in the past, but I think it may be confidently asserted
that 400,000 Americans have gone to Canada in the last five
years. This immigration edn not but be accelerated under the
provisions of this agreement which enable the Canadian farmer
to raise his product upon the cheap lands of Canada and sell
it in competition with the product of the American farmer, in
the American market upon an equal basis.

In concluding these remarks let me say that from the consid-
eration which I have Ianid down I can not come to any other
conclusion than that the advantages of this agreement inure
wholly to the benefit of Canada; that the progress of the in-
dustries of this country will be very greatly retarded; that the
prosperity and independence of our farmers tvill be decreased;
that there is an entire and absolute lack of any reciprocal ad-
vantage to any of our people or our industries in the agreement.

I would be glad, indeed, if we might obtain a wider market
either for the production of our farms or our factories. I think
I should be willing even to concede a part of our market if we
were offered any share in the Canadian marlket.

But I can come to no other conclusion than that the pros-
perity and independence of the American farmer is much too
high a price to pay for the concessions whichh Canada offers in
the pending agreement,

Mr. DALZELL. I yield two minutes to the gentleman from
North Dakota [Mr. HELGESEN].

Mr. HELGESEN. Mr. Chairman, coming as I do from one of
the greatest agrieultural States in this country, a State that up
to the present time has been almost wholly dependent upon agri-
culture for ils sueccess and its prosperity, it is but natural that T
should be highly interested in the speeclies that have been made
on both sides of this great question. 1 have been particularly
interested in the speeches that have been made by the gentlemen
who favor this propoesition; and were it not because the conse-
quences will be so serious, I should be highly amused, because
from those speeches we are led to helieve that the farmers of
this country are a lot of ignoramuses, who do not know either
what they want, or what is for their own good, or what makes
for their own welfare.

Now, my friends, I want to gay to you that the farmers of
to-day are not what they were 50 years ago. At that time
there were comparatively few educated farmers, few men who
read the daily press, few men who studied the agricultural
journals that are nmow spread abroad over this country, and
then it was easy to fool the farmer; but, my friends, to-day
you can go out over the broad prairies of the West, and you
will find a different class of people; men who have been edu-
cated in the high schools, academies, and universities of the
country, and tens of thousands of whom have been educated in
the agricultural colleges that are standing to-day as a perpetual
monument to'the wisdom and patriotism of the Republican
Party. You can not fool those men as you did before, and they
know that this bill that is now before the IHouse will, if it
passes, give them the worst end of the bargain. I live in a
locality that is only 20 miles from the Canadian line, and I do
not have to go to statisties; I do not have to go to the daily
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press. I know what the farmer is getting on both sides of the
line for farm products. [Applause on the Republican side.]

I know, and -any man who has had any experience in the
matter knows, that for several years the farmers on this side
of the line have been getting an average of from 8 to 12 cents
per bushel more for wheat and in the neighborhood of 50 cents
per busliel more for barley and about 25 cents per bushel more
for flax than the farmers on the Canadian side. In all the
gpeeches that have been made on the floor of this House no
man has attempted to deny tlis faect, and what has troubled
them has been to find a plausible reason for the existence of such
a difference in the price of the products of the farm in primavy
markets that are enly from 1 to 10 miles apart, outside of the
duty that is levied on foreign farm products. This does not
trouble the people in our State, for they all know that it is
caused by the duty, and the duty alone.

In order to show you the 1ative value of the three prin-
cipal crops that are raised in both countries—wheat, barley,
and flax—TI have here a fable showing the prices paid on the
various dates mentioned in the table. I will have this table
inserted In the Recorp, but I will call your attention now to
the fact that for the week ending December 31, 1010, wheat
was sold on this side of the line for from 10 to 11 cents more
than it was on the other side in towns that were only from 2 to
10 miles apart. On January 10, 1011, the difference in the price
wits 15 eents in favor of the North Dakota farmer. On January
9, 10, and 11, 1911, the difference in the price of barley in favor
of our farmers was from 24 to 20 cents. On the same daies,
Janunary 9, 10, and 11, 1911, the difference in the price of flax
averaged fully as much as the amount of the duty—25 cents per
bughel, As a conerete example, take Portal and North Portal,
which are really one town, in which the boundary line between
North Dakota and Saskatehewan forms one of the prinecipal
streets. Here you will find that there was the same difference
in the price of wheat, barley, or flax on the two sides of the
street that there was in all the other towns mentioned in the
table. TIs there any man on either side of this House who is
foolish enough fo believe that the American miller would pay
from 10 to 15 cents per bushel more for wheat, about 30 cents per
bushel more for barley, and about 25 cents per bushel more for
flax on the south side of a certain street in Portal than they
could buy it for on the other side of the same street if the duty
was removed? This idea is go absurd that it needs no argu-
ment before an audience as intelligent as this,

WHEAT.
Priccs paid for week ending Dce. 31, 1910.

UNITED ETATES. CANADA,
Cents. Cents.
Pembing oo ___ B0-01 | Emerson T70-81
91 | Gretna 81
0 | Snowflake T
Walhalla 80-01 HaNkatt s e
Sarles 803 Clystal City ______________
Hanshoro ccoo oo oo 00 | Cartwright
Bt oo e 00 | Bofssevatn oo oo
Antler 91 | Lyleton
Portal B0 | NorthTortal .
Rarit= e O oon bl BE- | Habevan o
Souris 03 WARKAAn S S EE ST e
Priccs paid Jan. 10, 1911,
UNITED STATES. CANADA,
Cents.
Pembina 97 | Emerson 2
Neche 06 | Gretna 81
Walhalla 97 | Haskett 82
BARLEY.
Prices paid Jan. 9, 10, and 11, 1911,
UNITED STATES. CANADA.
Cents. Cents
Pembina —— —— G7 | Emerson —__ e
Neshe st sgane st 68 00 07 | Gretna ————_ 47 348 48
Hannah - -- 01| Crystal City . 88 38 38
g [ e I s S 04 064 C4 | Cartwrizht—__ ——— 30 30 36
HATRD 0P o o s 67 65 06 | Dolssevain oo 40 40 40
= L ) e RS SRR G S [ B B BT ) B et e - 40 40 40
Portelisacs o nms i I8 383 I\orlh Portal e oo == AN-35.35
Difference, 24 to 29 cents.
Frax.
Prices paid Jan. 9, 10, and 11, 1911,
UXITED STATES. CANADA,
Emerson —____ $I 03 $1.03 $1.93
Gretna 2,06 2. 2.00
Haskett ... 2, .03 2,08
Crystal Clty. 2.10 2.10 2. 07
Cartwright—__ 2,00 2.00 2 00
Bolssevain 2,14 2,12 2,17
North Portal- 1.80 1.80 1.89

The burden of all the eloquent speeches that have been made
in favor of this measure has been to prove that if this bill be-
comes a law it will cheapen the products of the farm to the con-

sumer, but will not reduce the price to the farmer. I am aston-
ished that men as intelligent as those who are cccupying seats
on the floor of this House should make such an absurd sinte-
ment or think for one moment that this will be believed by
even the most ignorant farmers in the country. *“It will not
hurt the farmer ” is a statement that has been made repentedly
the last few days by those who favor this measure. If this is
true, how do you nccount for the faet that every farmers'
organization from Maine to Californin wwhose members preduce
the products that are put upon the free list by this so-called
pact are bitterly opposed to the measure and are earuestly
pleading for its defeat? You say there is no renson why there
should be a duty on farm products between countries whose
people are operating on an equal basis in every respect. I deny
that they are operating on an equal bagis. A great denl has
already been said about the cheaper Canadinn lands and the
smaller investiment per acre that this necessitntes over there
and about the virgin soil and the greater yield that it produces,
and I will not now burden you with a repetition of these argu-
ments, but there is another matter to which your attention has
not yet been called that I wish to refer to for a moment. Can-
ada has three kinds of tariff rates—general tariff, intermediate
tariff, and British preferentinl tariff. As the greater part of the
manufactured good imported into Canada comes from Great Brit-
ain, and as the goods imported from other countries must be as
low In price as those coming from Great Britain, else they would
not be purchased, it is only fair to take the rates of duty on
British goods as the standard of comparison with our fariff
rates. I will therefore insert in the RREcorp a table showing
the duties paid by the Canadlan farmers on the things that he
uses in his everyday life and the duties paid by the Amerlean
farmer on the same articles:

United States
Canadian tarifl. tarifl,

15 percent........| GO percent.
Free il ﬁgrmt.
-| 45 per cent.

.| 75 cents por .100
und

---| 60 percent,
...} 45 per cent.
.| 35 per cent.
.| &0 1o 60 per cent.
50 per cent.

cent,
dozen pairs and
&5 per cent.
...} COper cent,

.| 45 per cent.
.| 45 per cent.

.=.| {0 per cent.
.| 10 per cent.
«..| 45 per cont.
.| 11 cents per
pounds.

Shovels. 45 per cent
Beylhes. 45 per cent.
Stoves.. 2 .| 45 per cent,
Chains, iron .| bpercent.........| 45 per cent and up,
Knlves and forks. ...cciscrsnnnsnsnsmnsans 20 per cent........| 50 to 65 per cant.
AQEEE WEIE. ivovisiiir isnwerisnvnaisoanss i per cent.......| 40 per cent.
Bowing machines. .. .. iiicicazivasceranca 20 per cent.. .-| 30 per cent.
OFAIESS. o .. cemeramrnmtosrabnsnsiismeteravy BPO0, . M renaiaise 1 cent per pound
- and 30 per cent
on the package.
s B [ o e e e L e e 2 e e 1} cents per pound
and 30 per cent
on the package.
Window Elasy. . v cecaseisniisorsnasnrsnvr= Ti per cent.. .| G0 per cent to 75
per cent.
BIOB ; ciiivn s s rinmatdra s e S A e v Ry ] cem? per 100 | §2 per 100 pounds,
poundds,
FlgSiccacaseerennasssncanvisarasasanansanss 40 cents per 100 | $1 per 100 pounds,
pounds.. and 35 per cent,
8 DARR. coceci e et s .| 15 per cent.. .| 45 per cent.,
Cott.on IR e o o i .| 45 per cent.
WAL i dsa v aa e e s €0 to 100 per cont.
LMD CRINOVE. . oo es visvesnnenonaesman—as ...| GO per cent,
T R e S .-.| 45 per cent.
] L) RS S e e S S R e e SR 20 per cont. .| 45 to 60 per cont.
T T e e M R T TCO. o nvo +«.| 40 to 60 per cent.
Ruohber coats 15 per cent .| 85 per cent.
Rubber boots and shoes 15 per cent 35 per eont,
Books. 15 per cent 25 per cent

Lead..
Clocks and watches.
Bicyceles
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This table shows that on articles generally used the Cana-
dian farmer pays an average duty of from 20 to 35 per cent
less than is paid by our farmer. If this measure becomes o
law, it will place our farmers in a position where they will
have to sell their products in the open markets of the world,
Canada being our only real competitor, and purchase what they
need from the highly protected industries of the East. I know
you Democrats will say that you are going to remedy this by
“ revising the tariff downward,” but you will find yourselves in
a position where you will be unable to furnish much relief
along this line. True, there are some important schedules that
are entirely too high, and these can be revised and adjusted
down to a fair and proper basis, and I promise you that I shall
vote with you on every proposition of this kind; but you must
not forget that under our present constitutional provisions you
will be compelled to raise by duties on imports a vast amount
of money for the necessary expenses of this Government, and
that during 11 months of 1910, 48.7 per cent of our imports
came in under the free list and only 51.3 per cent was dutiable.
After “revising the tariff downward” to the best of your
ability, you will find that, in order to raise the amount of
money that must of necessity be raised by a duty on imports,
our manufactured products will still be highly protected. And
I venture the prophecy that youn will not be able to bring our
duties down to anywhere near the Canadian preferential duties
with which our Canadian neighbors are now favored. The
Democratic slogan of “a tariff for revenue only” is a mean-
ingless and misleading phrase, as every intelligent student ought
to know. Senator Wiroianms, of Mississippi, when he was
Democratic floor leader in this House, in speaking of this
phrase, said, in substance, that, applied to those things which
we can produce in our own country, there is no such thing as
“a tariff for revenue only,” as every duty on such articles is
protective to the extent of the duty, whether it be 1 per cent
or 100 per cent, and Senator WiLniaMms was absolutely right.
I am therefore satisfied that you will not be able by tariff re-
vision to give the American farmer compensation for one-tenth
of the amount that you propose to take away from him by plac-
ing his products on the free list. &

If, then, the Constitution compels you to give protection to
our manufacturers, why do you insist on diseriminating against
our farmers by placing their products on the free list? Is it
becanse you think they are making their money too fast or too
easily? If so, I would advise you to read the bulletin just
published by the Agricultural Department, in which they say
that after thorough investigation they are satisfied it is no
longer an eagy task to make our American farms pay. Or is it
because you think that our farmers are getting more than their
just share of the amounts paid by the ultimate consumer? If go,
let me read to you the opinion expressed by Secretary of Agri-
culture, the Hon, James Wilson, before the administration lash
induced him to support this measure. In the Annual Report of
the Secretary of Agriculture for 1910, pages 19-26, you will find
that after a careful investigation of the increase of prices of
farm products in their transfer to the consumer Secretary Wil-
son shows that the difference between the price paid the farmer
and the cost to the consumer-is in many cases from 40 to 50
per cent. For instance, it was found that pouliry growers re-
ceived only 55.1 per cent of the price paid by the consumer;
that the dairyman receives but a scant 50 per cent of the price
paid for milk; the apple grower, 55.0 per cent; that beef cost
the consumer 38 per cent more than the price paid the great
slaughtering houses; and other farm produce from 41 to 50
per cent over the original cost, The conclusion of this section
of Secretary Wilson's report is:

From the details that have been presented with regard to the in-
erease of the prices of farm products between farmer and consumer,
the conclusion is inevitable that the consumer has no well-grounded
complaint against the farmer for the prices that he pays.

After consideration of the elements of the matter, it is plain that the
farmer is not getting an exorbitant price for his products, and that
the cost of distribution from the time of dellvery at destination by the
rallroad to delivery to the consumer is the feature of the problem of
high prices which must present itself to the consumer for treatment.

No; it is not the tariff on farm products that is responsible
for the high cost of food, but the excessive freight charges of
the railways and the exorbitant profits of the commission houses
and wholesale dealers through whose hands farm products must
pass to reach the consumer.

To show you that Secretary Wilson was right when he ex-
pressed what I have just quoted, I will insert another table in
the Recorp showing the advance in prices on some of the
farmer’s necessities, and these are only examples showing the
general advance in everything the farmers have to buy.

The following statement was prepared by the Department of
Labor in Washington. The average wholesale price in New

York and in other primary markets of each article for the
years 1890 to 1899, inclusive, is taken as the base price, and is
represented by 100. The relative price is the average whole-
sile price for each year from 1808 to 1909, inclusive, compared
with the base price. The relative price in Mareh, 1910, is added ;

Clothing, 96 to 126 ; cotton prints, 72 to 145 ; boots and shoes, 06 to

28; cotton sheetings, 86 to 134 : cotton shirtings, 8% to 120; cofton
tickings, 84 to 132 ; wool blankets, 107 to 181 ; wool flannels, 07 to 124 ;
wool dress goods, 88 to 140 ; cotton flannels, 81 to 128: cotton hoslery,
83 to 03 ; miscellancous, 52 to 182 ; fuel and lighting, 05 to 130 ; metals
and implements, 86 to 128; lumber and building material, 95 to 151;
house furnishing goods, 92 to 109; crude petrolenm, 100 to 153; re-
fined petroleum, 09 to 127; wool earpets, 100 to 117; wool horse
blankets, 00 to 135 : eotton thread, 98 to 120 ; cotton yarns, 00 to 131;
cotton ginghams, 83 to 124; cotton 2-bushel bags, 95 to 143.

If, after you have.considered all this, you still insist upon
handicapping our agricultural industry, the one industry upon
which the success and prosperity of the whole country depends,
it must be because reason and logie, justice and fairness do not
appeal to you, or because the political game you are now playing
for high stakes is tempting you beyond your power to resist.

The gentlemen on the other side of this House have tried to
justify a revolution in our economie and industrial world by
claiming that this measure, if enacted into law, will help the
poor by reduecing the cost of living. Now, let us see what there
is in this. While the farmer loses millions of dollars every
year on barley, no one has attempted to elaim that the brewers
will sell a glass of beer for less than the regulation price of &
cents per glass. The farmer is to be subjected to a loss of mil-
lions of dollars per year on flax, and no one has tried to show
how this will in any way benefit the poor. The whole argu-
ment here has been made on wheat, while, as a matter of fact,
wheat is by no means an overshadowing factor in the opposition
to this agreement. DBut suppose that American wheat should
drop to the Canadian level, or about 10 cents per bushel, and
the ultimate consumer would get the whole benefit, what would
it amount to? Our statistics show that, as a people, we con-
sume from 5 to 6 bushels per capita. Now, if the consumer
could buy this at a reduction of 10 cents per bushel he would
save from 50 to €GO cents per year, or about 1 cent per week.
For this infinitesimal amount per capita—which the consumer
would not get, because this agreement amply protects the millers
so they will not need to pass it on to the consumer—the farmer
is to be subjected to competition with the world, although he
always has and probably always will have to pay tribute to the
consumers of his produets whenever he has to buy anything
that is produced by them. As long as the American people pay
each year four times as much for liquor as they do for bread,
and four times as much for tobacco as they do for potatoes,
there is little need of revolutionizing our political and industrial
systems and unsettling farm values and farm profits in order to
save 1 cent per week on our bread.

If this measure must become a law, I would like to so amend
this agreement that all importations from Canada would be ad-
mitted free of duty. But the gentlemen on the other side of the
House declare they will not permit the dotting of an “1" or the
crossing of a * t" for fear Canada might not acecept it if we did.
Who, let me ask, is legislating for the United States? Is it this
House and the Senate at the other end of the Capitol or is it
the Canadian arlinment? If Canada will not accept as a free
gift the greatest market in the world, she does not have to take
it, for we can get along without her better than she can without
us. But that is not the reason for refusing to permit amend-
ments.

The real reason is that your Democratic political machine,
working in harmony with the interests affected by the admis-
sion of manufactured products free of duty—and both have
selfish reasons for supporting this measure—are too powerful
for the farmers and their friends to overcome.

I know you are trying to cover your tracks by saying you
are going to provide for this free list in a separate bill, but the
gentleman from New York “let the cat out of the bag™ when
he saild you felt sure your free list would not become a law.
If you were sincere you would attach your free list to this
agreement as it would then stand ten times the chance of
becoming a law that it does as a separate bill.

With the gentlemen on the other side of this House I have no
fault to find as they are true to their traditions and consistent
in their position, for they have never been friendly to the
farmers, but have always looked to the congested cities for
their political strength. A striking example of this is New
York, where the Democrats nearly always carry the city of
New York by about 100,000 majority, and the farmers of the
State just as often roll up a Republican majority large enough
to more than offset the city vote. The distinguished gentleman
from New York, the Hon. Fraxcis BurtoN HArRmISON, in a
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speech on this same subject delivered on the 13th of February
last, indicated so plainly where the sympathies of the Demo-
cratic Party lie that I shall quote him. He said:

The recent election, bringing about the first overthrow the Repub-
licans have sustained in many years, was freighted with onec great
demand—ithe demand by the people of our congested eities to take the
taxes off from food and clothing. In response to that mandate we
arc now taking the first step. From the east slde of New York City
a million volees are raised in appeal to yon that you should make this
bill & law. From every city of the East they cry out to you for relief.

If this Is not evidence enough of the unfriendliness of the
Democratic Party for the farmers of the Northwest, we have
but to remember the faet that the Democtatic majority, repre-
sented by its floor leader, has absolutely refused to grant the
farmers a hearing before the final vote is taken. In order to be
heard in their own cause, the farmers will have to go to the
Republican Senate, where they will be recognized.

Gentlemen, it is a plain case of the cities against the farmers,
and with the cities are leagued nearly every trust and monopoly
in the country, together with the great finanelers that control
them. It is a great combination, and it now looks as if it will
be a winning one, in this end of the Capitol, at least.

To you, my Republican colleagues who are supporting this
measure, I want to sound 2 note of warning. The Republican
platform of 1908 declared for duties equal to the difference in
the cost of production at home and abroad and a reasonable
profit to the manufacturer. Are you now by your votes going
to so interpret this platform that the farmer who invests his
all in the farm upon which he lives and where he and his family
work, not S hours but 16 hours a day, is not to be included in
the provision for guaranteed profits that you give to the manu-
facturer? If so, the Republican Party will never recover from
your actions. Applied to the things we can produce in abun-
dance at home, this country can not exist half protection and half
free trade; it must be wholly one or the other, and upon your
votes on this measure will depend largely what it is to be in
the future. You may entertain the fond hope that the farmers,
after you have done your utmost to assassinate their industry,
will continue to vote for protection for the factories, shops, and
mills you represent; but if so,let me disabuse your minds of any
such foolish notions. For 50 years it has been the farmer vote
that has maintained the principle of protection to American
industries, and he has always been promised that he wounld get
the direct benefits that the manufacturers have always had
when the consumption of his products would equal the supply.
Now, after all these years of loyal support, are you going to
break faith with him? If so, can you give me a single reason
why the farmers should continue to vote for protection on any-
thing they have to buy?

President Taft hns persistently urged the creation of a per-
manent nonpartisan tariff commission, taking the position that
no intelligent action can be taken on any subject involving the
tariff without a thorough scientific investigation of the subject
by a competent commission. In response to his demand, Con-
gress gave him a Tariff Board composed of five men, who are
perhaps as competent and impartial as any men in this country.
When President Taft went to work on this Canadian tariff
agreement, did he first have the Tariff Doard investigate the
subject for him and advise him as to the probable effect it would
have on the farmers of this country? No! Ife first Initlated a
tariff agreement that will not only have a tremendous effect on
our, agricultural industries, but will entirely revolutionize our
tariff laws and in all probability entirely wipe out protection
as a principle. He then put the Tariff Board to work on the
matter, and when they reported and he discovered their findings
were against his reciprocity theories he ignored their report.

Are you, my Republican colleagues, going to put your stamp
of approval upon such a measure as this? In order to do so,
do not forget that you will have to absolutely ignore the find-
ings of the Tariff Board, whose complete report on this subject
has finally been published and whose findings are absolutely
against the passage of this measure. The Demoerats have
londly proclaimed that this is a Democratic measure, and,
smarting under this claim, the gentleman from Connecticut and
the gentleman from Massachusetts and others have tried to
show that it is not contrary to Republican doctrine. I think
you will concede that ex-Speaker Thomas B. Reed was one of
the greatest exponents of protection that ever lived in this
country and that his definition of Republican protection prin-
ciples would be accepted by every Republican protectionist. I
therefore want to quote o few lines from an article he wrote
shortly before he died, in 1002. He said:

Protection rests upon principle or it does not. If it does mot, then
it 1s a mere bestowal of ﬁou.nty and is no part of the business of gov-
ernment. If it rests upon principle, then that principle must be gﬁat

You can not maintain

the American markets belong to the Americans. I
your system and sacrifice anything to which it is applicable. * #

If we propose to abandon any industries, we had belter not let it be the
agricultural industrics., DBetween the Atlantie and Pacifie streteh vast
regions still untilied. The next victory of protection should be there.
ur system of prolection is not for the manufacturers alone. It is

for farmers also. Whoever deprives our farmers of all the Ameriean
market they ean oecupy is false to their prineiples and must mect with
defeat, or the system must be surrendered which proclaims that Amerl-
can markets are, first of all, for American citizens who are engaged in
developing the country we alrcady have.

Blaine was the author of reciproeity, and he crystallized it
in a letter he wrote to President Harrison in 1801, in which he
said :

It is of the highest possible importance that therc be no treaty of
reciprocity with Canada. They alm at natural products, to get all the
products of the farm on us exchange for heaven knows what. I
would cut the whole thing up by the roots. It would be considered n
betrayal of the agricultural interests: 'The fact is, we do not want
any intcrcourse with Canada exeept tlhirough the medium of a tarlff.
We are tending to have the great majority of the farmers with us.
Let us encourage them by cvery means we can use and not discourgge
themtﬁﬂ;mythin . We will break that alliance before six monibs If we
main this poliey.

The present proposed ‘“ betrayal of the farmers” was foreseen
by Blaine. e pleaded 20 years ago that we should encourage,
not discourage, the farmers.

McKinley learned his lessons in reciprocity from Blaine. He
also believed in protecting the farmers. There is not o line to
be found in his writings that shows to the contrary. His ideas
of reciprocity were placed in the Republican national platform
of 1900, on which he made a campaign. In that platform reci-
proeity reads as follows:

We favor the associated policy of reciprocity, so dirccted as to open
our markets on favorable terms for what we do not ourselves produce
in return for free foreign markets.

In his last inaugural MeKinley referred to this matter, using
the language of the platform on which he was elected. This
is what he said :

The end in view must always be the opening up of new markeis for
the products of our country by granting concessions to the products of
other lands that we need and can not produce curselves and which do
not Involve any loss of labor to our own people, but tend to increase
thelr employment.

In his Buffalo speech McKinley said:

By sensible trade agreements which will not interrupt home produc-
tion we shall extend the outlet of our increasing surplus.

And again, in this same speech:

We should take from our customers such of thelr products as we can
use without barm to our industries and labor.

The language and the meaning of the three great advocates of
reciprocity in the past is clear and plain. What now passes
for reciprocity is not reciprocity. It is not fair exchange. It
is simply a sacrificing of our agricultural interests to gain
benefits for other interests.

If this is a correct interpretation of the Republican doctirine
of protection—and who will dare to say it is not—how can any
man claim to be a Republican who works and votes for this
measure which violates the prineiples of protection thus inter-
preted both in letter and in spirit? I am not pleading for any
specific amount of protection on farm products, but I do claim
that the great agricultural industry affected by this measure,
the greatest and most important industry we have, is entitled
to the same consideration and the same benefits under protee-
tion that are extended to our manufactured products. No one
lias denied that the farmers operate our most important indus-
try, and they produce almost wholly raw material, in which the
profit is comparatively small.

T agree with John R. Mauff, of the Wisconsin Equity News,
who, in speaking of the farmers, says they are the producers of
a very large percentage of all the so-called raw material. From
these raw materials are developed all of the foodstuffs, inelud-
ing bread, the dairy products, the poultry products, sugars,
vegetables, and fruits, all of the grains used in the manufacture
of malt and distilled liquors. From these raw materinls are
also developed the fabrics which the common people use as rai-
ment and for the various houschold mneeds, such as cotton,
woolen, and linen goods.

These are the people who have cleared the forests, built the
highways, erected the schoolhouses, and built the farm resi-
dences and splendid barns that dot the landseape. They
changed the face of nature and converted the ywilderness
into a world of peace and plenty, teeming with all the ele-
ments of life that enable that other percentage of the Nation’s
population to live in luxury unknown fo the masses in any other
country. It is this percentage of farmers that has produced
the wealth of the Nation in the main and who feed and clothe
the other percentage, including those who consume without pro-
ducing, as well as other millions who Iabor in the factories and
workshops and in the fields of transportation and commerce,
They have filled to overflowing from field and farm and garden,
from all over the land, the horn of plenty that pours out so
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copiously the richest and sweetest of beef and pork and mutton
and bread and butter and fruits into the larder of the housewife
in every kitchen in every hamlet and village and city through-
out the length and breadth of the land.

I speak of these things to show that a class engaged in an
industry of such magnitude and the product of whose toil is so
absolutely necessary to producer and nonproducer alike should
at least be fairly dealt with in matters of legislation:

Mr, Chairman, I will accuse no man of deliberately trying to
ruin the farmers of this country, but I think that you fail to
understand the importance of tlie uninterrupted prosperity of
our agricultural industry and to realize that anything that
tends to redoce the legitimate profits of our farmers will affect
in o still greater degree the success and prosperity of the tollers
in our factories, shops, and mills, and, in fact, the welfare and
prosperity of every industry in this country.

Mr. DATZELL. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. SaaTH].

Mz, J. M. C. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with deep
interest and marked attention to remarks of the various gen-
tlemen upon this very important question and have yet to
observe where it would be of benefit to the great people of the
United States to adopt it. No one has undertaken to say how
it will be of benefit to the American farmer, and that task, I
apprehend, will not be demonstrated upon the floor of this
Chamber.

NO DENEFIT TO THE FARMER.

It is not satisfactory to them to say they will not be injured.
The question is, How will they be benefited? Do you think
that by admitting the farm products free into their market you
will benefit them? As well might it be claimed that you benefit
the great sheep industry of this country by admitting Australian
wool free of duty. ow will it benefit the American farmer by
admitting hundreds of thousands of tons of hay into his market,
by, admitiing millions of bushels of wheat, barley, beans, and
farm products; or the great American laborer by admitting the
cheap pauper labor of England, Germany, France, Italy, Japan,
and Mexico into this country unrestricted?

FARMHERS PROTEST.

I hold in my hand more than 40 telegrams, received yesterday
and to-day, all protesting against the enactment of this pro-
posed treaty into Iaw. I admit that there are a few of them
sent by merchants, manufacturers, and tradesmen, but the ma-
Jority are sent by farmers and granges; and I want to admit
another thing; lest I forget it, and it might escape your atten-
tion, and that is that they are all hot ones. You say that the
farmers do not know what they want. You claim the right to
give them what they want and not even consult them. Do you
claim the right to take away any man's property or his mar-
Ket without giving him anytling in return? Do you think the
great, intelligent American farmer would trade his birthright
for a mess of Canadian porridge? He has endured the hardship
of frontier life; lie has not only done his part, but Iie has done
more than any other class fo clear up and improve and beautify
this magnificent Republic; he has paid his taxes willingly to
build our churches and schools; he has built the crossroads and
the people’s highways.

CAN NOT FOOL THE FARMERS.

There are four college centers in my district, Kalamazoo,
Albion, Hillsdale, and Olivet. The farmers of my district pay
liberally and are taxed bandsomely to support the great Uni-
versity of Micligan, represented on the floor of this ITouse by a
larger number than any other institution of learning in onr land.
Within 4 miles from my district and in the very heart of the
State is the first and greatest agricultural college in the United
States. We have the free rural delivery of our mails; and I will
not insult the intelligence of the great American farmer by
saying that he does not know what he wants,

One-third of the population of this country are engaged in
agriculture. Their eyes are to-day upon this body. We may
have our way to-day, we may have our way here, but they wiil
have their way fo-morrow if you strike this blow at their ma-
terial welfare. Their profits are below that of any other branch
of industry, Fifteen bushels of wheat to the acre; 80 cents a
bushel is the price; $12 the reward; $2 profit for your invest-
ment, your days' work from sun to sun, and you are lucky to
get that.

PURT'OSE OF THE IROFOSED TREATY.

It was inspired by a desire to reduce the cost of living, to
build up a more friendly relation between the two countries and
to extend the market for onr manufactured products.

The farmer is now getting low prices for his farm products,
barely enough to pay for his toil and leaving very little for his

investment. I am not impressed with the low cost of living:

idea: or the low cost propaganda: Eabor is more cheerful and
better contented when it is well paid; the manufacturer is more
prosperous when his prices are fair and he gets a just return
for his endeavor. The farmer is no exception and is entitled
to a just compensation. for his work. It is admitted on all
hands that times are better when prices are high and the pur-
pose of the agreement to reduce the cost of living can not be
based upon the cost received by the farmer for his products. If
g0, please put it in on the record. Even the threat of enact-
ing this agreement has cost the farmers already more than a
million. of dollars. I will place on record the prices of farm
products obtained from one of the most relinble sources in this
country by a person who has spent 50 years a grain and wool
merchant of Charlotte, Mich., and in close touch with the farm-
ers, who writes me under date of April 7, 1011 :

Apr.7,1911. |Apr. 7,1010.

Cholco red wheat (60 DOUNAS) i ccvurevecereriacssnnssisnnns £0. g $1. 12
T B R L e S R Py o e L LR T R .50 .65
Lambs, live weight (per hundredweight). ...| 5.00- 5.50 | 8.00- 8.50
Hogs (per hundredweight). . . .05/ B.00-8.50
Catile perhundmdwefght).. 04~ 05| B5.50-7.00
Potitoogiiiss s .30 .00
....................... 12 AT

s L S M 17= .18 23 .25
B i i e s s e e S e T .16~ 18| .20- .25
B e R ) s L T T e A a e 160 2.25

And a like reduction for other and similar products.
MORE FRIENDLY RELATIONS WITH CANADA.

If it is claimed that it is necessary to pass this reciprocity
agreement in order to establish better relations with Canada,
upon what ground are you going to refuse a similar treaty with
Great Britain, Germany, France, Spain, Japan, Mexico, and
the other great sister nations? You propose to tear down the
fortress of protection to the farming industry of this country
because there is upon the rampart no guns pointed toward our
Canadian neighbors. I am for peace, but I am not for peace at
any cost, and when you destroy the market of tlie agriculturists
of this country it is at a great sacrifice, which reflects itself
not only as to his market but as to his home, his rights, and
his independence by allowing this foreign competition.

AM FOR TAFT,

I do not understand that in framing this proposed Canadian
reciprocity agreement that the farmer was anywhere consulted.
Who had anything to do with tlie creation and instigation of
this proposed treaty who is directly cngaged in or concerned
with that particular branch of industry? I am in favor of
extending to that great class, which is so directly concerned,
the right to be heard upon this great question. I am for the
President, and I trust he may be elected in gpite of himself,
and the farmers of this country will have no better place to
cast their lot than with the Republican Party. He is a pro-
tectionist and not a free trader, and we should nominate and
elect him in spite of himself. [Applause.]

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Idaho [Mr. FRexcH].

My, FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I sat here the other day and
listened with great interest to my friend [Mr. Kircain] from
North Carolina. Mr, Krrcaix is always interesting, even when
his logic is wholly bad. He declared that reciprocity is a Demo-
cratic doctrine and that the Democratic Party stands for a
still wider application of that doctrine than that contemplated
in the pending bill. This question I shall not discuss.

I wonder at the logie of my friend, however, when he argues
for reciprocity and its advantages, and then argues that the
prico of American products will not be disturbed by the recip-
rocal agreement and that the price that the American farmer
in Minnesota and the Dalkotas will receive for his No. 1 wheat
will not be less by reason of the dumping into this country of
Canadian wheat of the same quality. If this is true, then we
are pretending to be giving to Canada something that, as a
matter of fact, we are not giving her. We are prefending to
give her people a market which, after all, is no better than the
Canadian home market, according to his contention. If this ig
so, why not end the consideration of this question here and
now? Why carry it further, for all that it amounts to after all
is that we are handing to Canada that which I gather from
his own words amounts to a gold brick and in return therefor
receive what I believe is a gold brick?

But I do not agree with my friend. I believe we are actually
making concessions to Canada, and are not receiving sufficient
concessions in return. I wish I could favor this pending bill.
I like the word “reciprocity,” and believe that a reciproeal
treaty conld be drawn between the United States and Canada
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that would be of benefit to both lands. That is the only kind
of reciprocity bill that is worth while; that is the only kind
of bill that should be considered.

The pending reciprocity agreement has the support of different
Members of this body for various reasons. Republicans support
it who, believing in the policy of protection, believe as well in
reciprocity, and that the pending measure will perfect our sys-
tem of protection. Republicans support it who believe the tariff
law contains many imperfections, and that the pending measure,
imperfect though it may be, is a wedge that will mark the be-
ginning of tariff modification. It has the support of Democrats
who announce that they believe in free trade, and of Democrats
who believe In wholesale tariff modification and that the present
reciprocal proposition will open the way to such modification,
and they even stand for a still wider application of the doctrine
than is contemplated in the pending bill. All unite in the desire
to scale down the cost of living.

As for myself, I frankly confess that I believe that the present
tariff law contains provisions that should be modified at the
earliest possible time, but I am afraid that the pending reci-
procity bill will be a disappointment to all those who believe in
the policy of protection and yet believe in tariff modification. I
recognize merit in the proposed reciprocal agreement, and yet,
since an agreement of this character is in tlie nature of a bar-
gain or trade, we must look to our part of the bargain and
consider how it will affect every person in our country. Look-
ing at the proposed agreement from the standpoint of the
beginning of tariff moedification, I fear we are not touching the
important schedules that need attention, but are laying the
lnsh upon the poor fellow’s back who said that imperfections
exist in the tariff law. And, again, our proposed modification, as
I see it, is so unbalanced as to fail to scale down the cost of
living, as I think I can demonstrate. :

The pending bill provides for placing upon the free list of each
country for the benefit of the other many articles and commodi-
ties that are produced in both countries. I shall insert in my
speech at this point a list that I have taken from the bill that
is now pending:

Live animals: Cattle, horses and mules, swine, sheep, lambs, and all
other live animals.

Poultry, dead or alive.

Wheat, rye, oats, barley, and buckwheat, dried peas and beans,
edible,

C‘urn. sweet corn, or malze,

Hay, straw, and cowpeas.

Fresh vegetables: Motatoes, sweet potatoes, yams, turnips, onions,
cabbages, and all other vegetables in their natural state.

Fresh fruits: Apples, pears, peaches, grapes, bherrles, and all other
edible fruits in their natural state, except lemons, oranges, limes,
grapefruit, shaddocks, pomelos, and pineapples.

Dried fruits: Apples, peaches, pears, and apricots, dried, desiccated,
or evaporated.

Dairy products : Better, cheese, and fresh milk and eream : Provided,
That cans actually used in the transportation of milk or erenm may be
passed back and forth between the two countries free of duty, under
such regulations as the respective Governments may prescribe.

Iggs of barnyard fowl, in the shell,
Honey.

The bill fails to place on the free list certain other commodities,
mention of which I shall make in my printed speech, and which
list is closely related-to the free list, and yet for some reason
is granted the benefit of protection:

&'resh meats: Beef, veal, mutton, lamb, pork, and all other fresh
or refrigerated meats excepting game, 13 cents per pound.

Bacon and hams, not in ting or jars, 1} cents per pound.

Meats of all kinds, dried, smoked, salted, in brine, or prepared or
prusm!-vcsl In any manner, not otherwise herein provided for, 11 cents per
pound.

Canned meats and canned poullry, 20 per cent ad valorem.

Extract of meat, luid or not, 20 per cent ad valorem.

Lard and compounds thereof, cottolene and cotton stearin, and ani-
mal stearin, 13 cents per Bnund.

Tallow, 40 cents per 100 pounds.

Egg yolk, egg albumen, and blood albumen, 7% per cent ad valorem.

Tomatoes and other vegetables, including corn, In ecans or other afr-
tight packages, and Including the weight of the pn.cknge. 1% cents per pound.

Wh]cat flour and semolina, and rye flour, 50 cents per barrel of 106
pounds, 3

Oatmeal and rolled oats, Including the weight of paper covering, 50
cents per 100 pounds.

Corn meal, 2‘? cents per 100 pounds.

Barley malt, 45 cents per 100 pounds.
ent, one-half cent per pound.

Buckwheat flour or meal, one-half cent per Imlmd.

Prepared ccreal foods, not otherwise provided for herein, 173 per
cent ad valorem.

Bran, middlings, and other offals of graln used for animal food, 123
cents per 100 pounds.

Pickles, including pickled nuts, sauces of all kinds, and fish paste or
gauce, 32§ per cent ad valorem.

Farm wagons and finished parts thereof, 22} per cent ad valorem,

Plows, tooth and disk harrows, harvesters, ren[l)]ers. agricultural drills
and planters, mowers, horserakes, cultivators; thrashing machines, in-
cluding windstackers, baggers, weighers, and sclf-feeders therefor and
finished parts thereof Imported for repalr of the foregoing, 15 per
cent ad valorem.

Portable engines with bollers, in combination, horsepowers and trac-
tion engines for farm purposes; hay loaders, potato diggers, fodder or
feed c:ﬂterﬂ, graln crushers, fanning mills, hay tedders, farm or fleld

Barley, pot, pearled, or pat-

rollers, manure spreaders, weeders, and windmills, and finigshed
thereof imported for repair of the foregoing, except shafting, 2
cent ad valorem.

I have not pretended to give a complete list, but from an ex-
amination of the most important items which I have given
this fact stands out: That the raw material is not protected,
while the manufactured product has practically the same pro-
tection that it has when imported from any other country.

Now, let us look this matter over just as we would look over
any other business proposition., If it is a good thing, let us
avail ourselves of it. If it is bad, let us reject it. There is
nothing whatever in the name “reciproecity.” It may include
everything that is good, or it may include everything that is
bad. 1t may be wholly a giving without a compensation.
What of the pending agreement, and how will it affect our
country?

Our couniry has a population of approximately 00,000,000
people. Canada has a population of approximately 8,000,000
people. Our imports from Canada to-day of dutiable goods
amount to $47,827,959, and Canada’s imports from the United
States of dutiable goods amount to $47,333,158. From this
Canada’s revenue is $7,776,236 annually and our revenue
$5,649,826.

The pending bill has to do with commodities that are in very
Iarge part produced in both countries, and yet through the de-
mand from year to year and nofwithstanding the present duties
our country is furnishing a market for many of these products.
Last year nearly 1,000,000 bushels of oats were shipped into the
United States from Canada and found sale in our markets after
paying a duty of 15 cents per bushel. Nearly 100,000 tons of
Canadinn hay were shipped and =old in our markets after meet-
ing a duty of $4 per ton. Last year nearly 1,000,000 pounds of
butter were imported and upon the same a duty of G cents per
pound was colleeted, and upon all the commodities that were
shipped over the line we collected last year in duties, that we
are now asked to surrender, $4,840,033. With the removal of
the duties the same commodities would be able to bear down
the prices of like commodities in the United States to at least
the amount of the duty, and the farmer would loge accordingly.
As agninst this we can not hope for compensating markets in
Canada. Nine-tenths of the population of both countries is on
the side of the United States, and it takes pcople to make a
market.

But what I have suggested with respeet to our imports from
Canada upon the theory that if we import the same amount an-
nually in the future our markets would be depressed to that
extent is only the small part of this problem. At this time
Canada is shipping to us a comparatively small amount of her
produets of which I am speaking, while she is shipping to Eng-
land many times this amount, and here lies the difliculty. Be-
tween HEngland and Canada there is no tariff, and does anyone
doubt that with 3,000 miles eut off from the distance of trans-
portation that Canada would immediately consign the goods
that she has fo sell to American markets instead of sending
them to markets on the other side of the Atlantic? If anyone
doubts this he certainly has a wrong conception of business
prineiples.

On this head we need not feel so much disturbed for the pres-
ent year or for mext year. Nor need we feel disturbed on
account of the §5,000,000 in revenues that we are surrendering.
The imports within the next year or two would necessarily
menn something of a loss to our farmers, but it would be seat-
tered over a large population, and thereby would not be so
keenly felt. More than this consideration, a consideration ap-
peals to me that has to do with a condition that, as I see i, is
just a few years ahead, should ihis treaty become effective, and
the effect that the condition that will exist then will have in
preventing the rightful increase in land values within our own
country. Our farmers have with care and patience built up
their lands, and it is not right that they should now be denied
the legitimate value that belongs to such lands by reason of
the opening up in competition lands that are now of little value
upon the Canadian side of the line.

Within the United States the public lands have been very
largely aecquired by private individuals through the generous
publie-land laws of our country. Iands that have a value for
agricultural purposes have passed to private ownership. Our
great grazing plains are gone. Kxtensive farming upon the
part of the individual must more and more give place to inten-
sive farming in order that values may bhe produced upon the
investment. No one ean deny that the extensive areans of un-
appropriated public lands that the Government has offered free
under the homestead laws have played an important part dur-
ing the last half century in discouraging intensive farming and
as well in keeping down the price of lands in the older sections
of the United States. Intensive farming means more of cost to

arts
per



1911.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOTUSE.

503

the farmer, just as stall-fed stock mean n greater expense to
the stockgrower than the range-fed cattle of 20 years ago.

I am opposed to this bill, because I believe it will spell dis-
aster to the Ameriean farmer, for the reason that large areas
will be openedl to settlement in Canada witlin the immediate
future, and the cost of production in Canada for the next 20 or
380 years will be found to be cheaper than the cost of produetion
within our own country. Canadian land is new, it is virgin, it
will produce such an acreage with the minimum amount of labor
as will enable the farmers there to flood our markets with their
hay, their oats and other grains, their butter and eggs and other
farm produce, and the price that will be received will be re-
munerative to the Canadian, but meager to the farmer of our
own land. This is a proposition that is ensy of demonstration.
Canadian land that is avilable for farm purposes is worth on an
average less than one-half what it is worth on this side of the
line, A farmer who has $6,000 to invest in land and can buy
100 acres of $60 land in the United States can buy 200 acres of
the same quality of land across the Canadian border. A school-
boy ean figure out that the producer on the cheap land can sell
his products at a remunerative price, and that the same price
would net a small margin of gain to the farmer raising the crop
on a more expensive land.

But this is not all. The supplies which the Canadian buys
he buys at a less cost. In the United States there is a uniform
tariff upon the products imported from foreign countries, while
in Canada, in addition to the tarifis between Canada and for-
eign countries, there is a British preferential tariff. This pref-
erential tariff being less than the tariff between Canada and
other countries, must necessarily set the price. The tariff on
the goods that the American farmer must buy is from 25 per
cent to nearly 50 per cent more than this preferential tariff that
is available to the Canadian, and the farmer of the United
States is compelled to pay that much more for the commodities
which he would buy.

On riibber boots and shoes and on rubber coats the Canadian
pays 15 per cent duty, the consumer in our country 35 per cent;
on jute bags, in which the farmer in my State sells his grain, he
pays a duty of 45 per cent, while his Canadian competitor
across the line pays 15 per cent; on a sewing machine for his
wife our farmer pays a duty of 30 per cent, the Canadian 20
per cent; on a stove for the kitchen our farmer pays 45 per
cent, the Canadian 15 per cent; on shovels and axes it is the
same; on dress goods our farmer pays G0 per cent, the Cana-
dian 15 per cent; on wire our farmer pays 756 cents per 100
pounds, while the Canadian buys his wire at not to exceed 10
per cent, and much of it is free of duty. Our farmer pays 55
per cent duty on lis hat, the Canadian only 20 per cent; our
farmer 45 per cent duty on his underwear, the Canadian 22}
per cent, or just one-half that amount; and so I could con-
tinue if I had time, and I could show that the farmer on this
gide of fhe line is placed at a distinet disadvantage when
compared with his Canadian brother because of the prefer-
ential duty between Canada and the great manufacturing coun-
try of Great Britain. Yet if this treaty shall go into effect, you
will expect the American farmer, the farmer of your State
and mine, to compete in our own markets in the sale of his
hay and his oats, his eggs and his butter, his fruits and his
vegetables.

And when it comes to Inbor it is almost the same. It is true
that the wages paid in the part of Canada immediately north
of miy own State and the State of Wasghington is about the same
a8 the wages pald to the Canadian laborers across the line,
but, taking all the other parts of Canada and comparing thew
with the United States, the wages paid are nearly 25 per cent
higher, on an average, in the United States than the wages paid
for similar labor in fhe parts of Canada of which I speak.
Certainly, wages on the farms of the United States must come
down to meet the Canadian wage scale or clse the American
farmer must ineur a loss.

I am opposed to this treaty for, as I see if, it is reciproeal in
name alone. No one can deny that in revenues we are sur-
rendering approximately twice as much as is Canada. On this
point I shall not speak, beeause I think it is a small considera-
tion, The treaty is reciprocal in name only, because its benefits
are not reciprocal. On the one side the Canadian is benefited
by being offered n market at home for his products. Ile is
benefited because this will build up his Iands, stimulate railroad
development, and give him other business enterprises from
Halifax to Vancouver. DBut what is given to the citizens of
the United States in return for all this? It is useless to say
that the markets of Canada are thrown open to his products.
The Canadian markets are already overstocked; there are no
extensive markets there for American goods. What other com-
pensation is offered? Why, that the cost of living will be low-
ered. Now, on this head let us make a little inquiry, It is

proposed to place wheat, oats, and other grains upon the free
list. Dut it is also proposed to leave a duty upon flour, prepared
cereal foods, and other products of grain. The housckeeper
does mot buy wheat for her family:; she buys flour or bread.
She does not buy oats or corn; she buys prepared cereals. If
a duty is retained upon the flour and the cereal foods, even
though grains are admitted free, do you suppose the consumer
will buy his flour or his bread or his cereal food cheaper? Not
a bit of it. The consumer will pay just as much, but some one
else besides the farmer will receive the benefit. The middle
man, the broker, the manufacturer will receive the difference.
Let us inquire further. It is proposed to place cattle, hogs, and
sheep upon the free list; but the duty is still maintained with
slight modifieation on fresh and cured meats and on the other
products of live stock. Can anyone seriously argue that the
consumer would pay less for his ham, or his bacon, or his
beefsteak, or chops, because the live stock is admitted free? I
think not. 'What would compel the great packing plant to sell
its products cheaper? It has no additional competition. On
the other hand, it will be able to make a larger profit because,
while buying the cattle, hogs, and sheep in a cheaper market, it
will sell its manufactured products in the same old market and
at the same old price.

Again, I say the housekeeper does not buy beeves, she buys
meat; she does not buy hogs, she buys ham or bacon; she does
not buy sheep, she buys mutton. And so I conclude that that
which the friends of the treaty call a benefit will prove elusive.
Elusive to the farmer, because while it offers markets to him,
there are small markets in Canada that he wants; and elusive
to the consumer, because while the duty is removed from the raw
material it is retained in almost its original form upon the
manufactured product.

The desire upon the part of the administration to do some-
thing that will lower the cost of living is most commendable,
yet I believe that whatever may have been the idea when the
reciprocity question was first considered, that the working out
of thie agreement will not attain this end. More than this, even
if it should attain this end, it is at the expense of the farmer.
Of all those in our counfry who have stood by the policy of
protection, the farmer up to the present has received the small-
est returns. Within the last few years the wisdom of the policy
is justifying itself to the farmer, and at this time, with the
farmer coming into his own as never before, we propose to
take from him the benefit that in all justice to him rightfully
belongs.

The farmer is not selfish in this fight. More than one of them
have said to me that they would be willing to make the saerifice
necessary to bring down the cost of living providing a similar
sacrifice be made by our other producers and by the manufac-
turers. More than this, more fhan one have said to me that
they would stand for the Canadian treaty with all the loss that
it means to them providing in that treaty may be incorporated
reciprocal agreements touching not the raw products alone, but
manufactured products as well. If you are going to throw down
ile bars on his products, let us throw them all down and let
business intercourse and freedom be complete between our own
country and the great nation to the north of us.

Yes; but some one says the Democratic Congress proposes to
pass a bill placing upon the free list some of the articles men-
tioned on the protection list with Canada. I am asked if that
might make some difference with my vote. In answer I would
gay that it might, providing the items were included in the
present bill. This, however, is impossible. More than this,
there is no certainty of the passage of the bill that has been
proposed. What is less certain than the outcome of a Congress
one branch of which is Democratic and the other Republican?
Who is here to promise that the bill will be followed by another
that will correet injustices in this one? Who can give as-
surances that it can pass? Here is a bill that, as I see it, works
an injustice upon the farmers of my State and upon our coun-
try, and I can not sacrifice their interests upon a promise that
no one here is able to fulfill. I must consider the pending bill
providing for reciprocify with Canada upon its own merits,
and, considering it upon its own merits, I am compelled to be
opposed to its passage. [Applause.]

Mr. DALZELL. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Afr. FocHur.]

Mr. FOCHT. My, Chairman, during the debate on this ques-
tion of reciprocity there has been every opportunity to make
observations concerning the sentiment prevailing throughout
the country as reflected in the expression of Members residing
in all parts of the Republic. In the face of the President’s
desire, as expressed in his several messages, there were recorded
against this bill when last before us 87 Republican votes, and
so uncertain were-the managers of the treaty as to its probable
fate as a party measure, that a caucus was not called to con-
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sider its merits. In fact, I have not learned of a single Senator
or Member with whom the Chief Executive counseled before
presenting this treaty or trade agreement to Congress. It is
evident from the wide divergence of opinion and utter lack of
unanimity on the part of the Republican representation here
that the objections to this measure are founded on logical and
rational reasons, this conclusion being reached, if in no other
way, by the fact that 87 Members, or a majority of 9 Repub-
licans, cast their votes against it. Coming directly from the
people, as did the Members of the House which convened In
December, the vote of that body in February on this measure
carries with it the weight of extraordinary significance.

We believe the President to be thoroughly honest and sincere
and surely hopeful of the result of the enactment of this legisla-
tion; but it is not to be expected that even a President of this
great Republic is either infallible, immortal, or immaculate,
and error with him is within the range of possibility.

From a political standpoint it may after all result in much
good to the Republican Party, for it has been demonstrated
during the discussion of this measure that when fundamentals
of the Itepublican Party are assaulted Insurgent and stalwart
can and do stand together. The kind of insurgents we have in
this House I can now regard from a different angle and a
different measure of respect than I did when I first came here
and witnessed the petty and inconsequential rows over minor
and collateral matters. Now, in the time of real trial, when the
party has been outvoted and is without power to take the initi-
ative or achieve direct results, they stand like oak and rock,
side by side with the stalwarts of the faith of our party's
immortal leaders; and in the face of the rising, triumphant
shouts of Demoecracy take their ground wlhen loyalty is best
demonstrated and true party pride and patriotism are most
needed.

I come from the Republican State of Pennsylvania, a State
that is true and certain in her Republican majorities, never
wavers, is always stalwart, yields to no State in freedom of
suffrage, universal primary law, and trivmphs under the un-
beaten leadership of the Senate’'s mew head. Notwithstanding
my own afliliation during more than a quarter of a century and
tendencies toward centralized strength within party council, I
am ever ready and willing to recognize what is just and right,
and from what I have seen in recent days of the attitude of the
so-called insurgents I am impelled to make these passing obser-
vations.

The Democratic Speaker long ago claimed this reciprocity
treaty to be a real Democratic baby, and I have heard his suc-
cessor lay like elaim, while Mr. KircrIN on last Saturday made
a similar modest challenge,

From a political standpoint, what is the Republican Party
to get out of this measure by way of political advantage in
cnse it should be enacted into law?

Observing this Republican minority and recalling last fall's
election reverses, it is evident that we not only need to hold the
farmer vote, but we must first get him back into the fold if
we are to win the presidential election in 1912. I submit that
if it is agreed we must have him back, will we accomplish that
purpose by removing the tariff from the products of his farm
and retaining a tax on what he buys?

We already have 60 per cent of Canada’s import trade, while
20 per cent is made up of teas, coffees, spices, champagne, dia-
monds, and other luxuries which we do not produce, leaving n
beggarly 10 per cent of business to compete for. For the mere
chance, which we already have, to get part of this remaining
10 per cent we propose removing the tariff from 76 per cent
of Canada’s exports, with only approximately 17 per cent of
our export articles to be admitted free into Canada!

This is truly a one-sided pancake, although the working out
of such a policy might be of unusual interest to the Beef Trust,
the Harvester Trust, and the Milling Trust. Therefore, if
there is only ruin ahead for the Rlepublican Party in abandon-
ing the tenets of the past, of turning from the principles which
made the country great and rich and strong, what is there if
viewed from the position taken by the President in his mes-
sage? It is declared, on the one hand, that reciproeity is to
give the poor man a better breakfast at lower cost than at
present, while, on the other hand, the farmer is told—and we
were told right here even yesterday—that reciproeity wonld not
reduce the cost of food products to the ultimate consumer,

There seems to be a contradiction here that thoroughly ex-
plodes any theory that will definitely fix the outcome of this
trade agreement, excepting that it is certain to give away the
world’s greatest market with nothing in return, and yet the
Lill is labeled reciprocity, which is a misnomer and a miscon-
ception,

As illustrating the fallacy of this whole breakfast theory
and that the farmer is not the man to be pursued because of
high prices for food, I bring before you an object lesson which
must carry conviction. I hold in my hand a small catalogue
issued from the Pennsylvania State College, which contains the
names of the students and a few advertisements. State College
is located in the heart of Pennsylvania, in a rich agricultural
district and farms virtually abuiting the eampus, and not a
cold-storage plant is within 50 miles of the place. There is a
free, normal market for agricultural products; in fact, prices
should be mecessarily a little higher than normal, with 1,800
consuming students creating the demand, and yet I find in this
little book an advertisement asking to take boarders at $3 per
week, Three dollars per week, or 21 meals at less than 15 cents
each, and these meals must necessarily be substantial, as they
are served for hungry professors, hungry, growing schoolboys,
and football players. In this loeality the consumer deals di-
rectly with the farmer; in Washington and other cities the
consumer deals with the cold-storage bavon, and pays 45 cents
per pound for ealf’s liver and 10 cents each for apples.

If you break down this tariff which proteets the farmer; if
you brealk down the tariff which protects the manufacturer, then
we instantly face in field and in factory competition with
Iiurope's cheapest labor and Asia’s worse than slavery. But
do not break it down. Keep up protection, not so high that it
will be a menace to anybody, but, in any event, if the plan
works, keept it up so that it may show the difference of cost
of production at home and abroad. DBut, while protective tariff
laws are making the country as a whole mighty with wealth,
and it can not be so without protection, let us see to it that
the rewards are better divided. Let us see that the great com-
binations of wealth which have sprung info existence are prop-
erly regulated. You ecan quickly break these mighty combina-
tions of capital called trusts by the ruinous remedy of free
trade, but by the application of this method you will at the
same time break the country. There must be Federal power great
and strong enough, and a power exercised, to meet this trust
situation, to bring up with a turn this invisgible, insidious power
which has been getting most of the reward and the toiling
masses so little,

Yes; protection to the farmer, protection to the eapitalist,
protection to.the manufacturer, all in fair and equitable meas-
ure; but the place protection is now most needed is around the
bending back of labor, The sequel to this suggestion is written
against the horizon each day as the great ocean liners emerge
from the mists off of Sandy Hook, and from the deck of each
great racer of the seas there may be seen from 1,000 to 2,000
hopelful faces peering into the promised land.

ITmmigrants, immigrants, millions of them, coming to our shores
to do what—develop Ameriea? No; not the kind who are com-
ing now, for, according to the President’s message, the country
is overdeveloped already. What then? To help the steamship
companies? Yes; that is it; the steamship companies, to make
them rich that they may build more ships abroad, fly them
under a foreign flag and recelve a foreign subsidy, while the
millions they bring turn countless thonsands of Americans into
the streets. Had our great and good President suggested the
enanctment of some measure that would divert this stream of
foreign immigration now coming to this country into Canada,
instead of proposing that a stream of Canadian products shall
swamp our markets and thereby drive hundreds of thousands
of American farmers and their families from under the pro-
tecting folds of the American flag to find new homes nnder the
banner of the British Empire, the uplifted hands of not only
the agriculturist, but of the American laborer, would have
called down from on high a divine blessing.

With the spectacle witnessed on this floor last week of the
Democratic majority rejecting real election reform wlhich might
have effected the peculinr election system prevailing in the
South: with a northern college professor teaching his students
to respect the red flag of anarchy instead of the Stars ani
Stripes; and a Democratic Cabinet member belittling and de-
meaning the old veterans of the North who hurled back freason
and saved the Nation from dissolution, it is indeed high time
that Republicans took seriously the issues of the hour and
declined to follow migguided leadership.

So far as my constituents are concerned, Pennsylvania, whero
independence was born, the State which furnished first defend-
ere for all the wars and money without limit, and on whose
sacred soil, by the valor of her sons, was determined the fate of
independence in Revolutionary days as well ag the fate of the
Nation from 1861 to 1865, shall not be misunderstood.

My constituents believe in the old nationalism, the old patriot-
ism, the old progressive republicanism, They people the valleys
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where Lee's mighty army marched forth to expected triumph
and retreated in defeat, where McCausland's marauders applied
the torch and exacted tribute, but did not conquer the national
spirit of that brave, true people whose humble spokesman I am
proud to be to-day.

The Republican Party, if it will stand bravely united against
ihis un-Republican and un-American policy, which is but the
forerunner of free trade, and are determined to fuse for that
final and ultimate battle for the firesides of the farmer and the
workingman, the party will again be triumphant, its messages
will be heard to-day and in the long future, and posterity will
ever sing its praises.

4 FARMERS OPPOSE TAFT RECIPROCITY.

To the Epirorn oF THE PRESS: -

Siz: Why oppress the Amerlecan farmer, who has been between the
devil and the deep sea for, lo, these many years, prior to the last one
or two, and now that consumption of wheat has about overtaken pro-
duction in the Unlted States, and thercfore a ﬁllmmer of hope for
better times In the future appears to give him heart to struggle on,
why, I ask, should his hopes be dashed to the ground by this reciprocity
bill?Y Why should his, of all the industries of the country, be deprived
of all protection? Do you think the country can prosper with the basie
industry in ruin? Do yon think the newspapers will prosper then
even with free pulp wood?

My dear sir, mark you, if the farmer is deprived of all protection,
will he wvote protectlon to other industries? Or does the I'ress no
longer belleve In protection?

The negotiation of this astonnding so-called reciproecity by a Re-
publican administration, and supported by Itepublican newspapers is
the most astonishing occurrence within the span of my 70 years of
life. TPublic opinion here—and, I believe, throughout all rural re-
glonis——tisit practically unanimons against the measure, and fiercely
against it.

This bill provides for the free dumping of 500,000,000 bushels of
wheat into our land in the very near future, besides oatg, barley, flax,
potatoes, ete. In 1009, the Canadian northwest raised 125,000,000

ushels of wheat. That region Is filling up rapidly with settlers, many
of them Americans, and it is not a wild prophecy that In five years
thelr wheat yield will be quadrupled. This recismcity. being enacted
into law, means H0-cent wheat for G0 years and correspondingly low
prices for the other agricultural products admitted free.

CALVIN M, HAYES.

HanrreTON, PA, April 15, 1911,

—

DENOUNCED RBY ENIGHTS OF LABOR—AN APPEAL TO TIE PRESIDENT AND
MEMBERS OF CONGRESS AGAINST FREE TRADE WITH CANADA—DO NOT
DESTROY A GHEAT INDUSTRY.

Tie CoNGRESS OF THE KNIGHTS OF LABOR,
New York, April 2, 1911,
To the President and Members of Congress:

The paper industry is one of the greatest single indusiries in the
TInited States of America, The capital invested exceeds $300,000,000.
With an annual business of over $200,000,000, with something like
4,000,000 tons of annual production, the paper industry furnishes to
the rallroads in the way of freight and raw materials upward of
20,000,000 tons of freight annually. They consume 3,000,000 tons of
coal, all from our domestic mines. They sustain a large number of
establishments which supply them with machinery and supplies used
only in paper mills, They furnish employment directly to over 100,0/00
men in their plants and Dl‘qhﬂblf 40,000 in getting out raw material
in the woods and mines, besides indirectly supporting an army of men
engaged in supplying them with material which they use in their
manufacturing departments,

IKor every dollar which the consumer pays for paper it is estimated
that nearly 70 cents goes to the wage fund of the country.

The whole agitation for Canadian reciprocity 18 due to a small syn-
dicate of unscropulous and selfish newspaper and magazine publishers
who are desirous of Increasing their already enormous profits Ly $5,000,-
?0&) atnnunll,y through reciprocity at the expense of American labor and
ndustry,

If finished paper is to be imported Into this country free of duty,
the great paper Industry will be erippled, and the man who is a paper
maker by trade has got to go to Canada to follow his trade, and take
his wife and family into the wilderness to live, where there is no com-
pulgory eduention law and not one of the comforts of civillzation. It
meana the death blow to many communities clustered about the paper
mills and the breaking up of American homes and migration of our
gkilled labor to Canada, and we are going to have a lot of mills on our
hands that won't sell for money enough to pay the bondholders, and
the Canadians are going to have our business and our profits,

Any downward revision of the tariff such as the MeCall bill pro-
poses would be unjust to both the manufpcturer and the farmer of
the United Btates, and would ultimately mean one of two things—the
closing of American factories, mills, and workshops, or the Ameriean
workmen will have to accept a reduction in wages to correspond with
the cheaper elements of cost In foreign countries. We would therefore
urge that you use your influence to defeat this Iniquitous and un-
American agreement.

Very respectiully, yours,
HE CONGRESS OF THE KNIoHTS OF LaAnom,
J. I, MAN®BION, Secrctary and Treasurer.

RATIONAL GRANGE APPEALS.
NATIONAL GRANGE, PATRONS OF HUSBANXDRY,
Concord, N. H., March 28, 1011.
To the I'RESIDENT : =

I would submit that the facts show concluslvely that the cost of
producing the staple farm crops put on the free list by the Canadinn
reciproclty arrangement is lower in Canada than in this country.
Among these faets, which can not be disputed, are the following:

1. The price of farm lands, a8 shown by official reports, is much
lower In Canada, thus subjecting the Canadian farmer to much smaller
fixed charges on his investment.

2, The wages of Canadian farm labor, as shown in an official state-
ment prepared by the Department of Commerce and Labor, are on an
average much lower than in this conntry. 7This statement gives figures
showing that in the Northern and Eastern Btates the wages paild farm
workers are from 20 to 25 per cent higher than in all sections of

Canada, with the exception of the Canadian Northwestern Provinces,
where wages are practically the same as in our Northwestern States.
As against this equality of wages, the value of farm lands in those
Provinces is not one-third the value of lands in Iowa, Nebraska, Minne-
sota, and other neighboring States.

3. The cost of the manufactured articles which the Canadian farmer
buys I8 much, lower than that of similar articles used by our farmers,
because of the lower tariff taxes Imposed by Canada on foreign goods.
An examination of the Canadian tariff laws and preferential trade ar-
rangements shows a difference of at least 20 per cent in favor of the
Canadian farmer.

4. Owing to the fact that the farm lands of Canada are chiefly virgin
goll the Canadian farmer does not find it necessary to use fertilizers
to any extent, while our farmers are forced to use hundreds of mil-
llons of dollars’ worth of fertilizer each year.

Respectfully,
Chairman Legislative Commitiee National Grange.

Mr. McCALL. Mr., Chairman, I yield seven minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Fasr].

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I do not like to disagree with my
collengue and good friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. Focur] on
this question, but there has been in evidence in the last few days
in this House the fact that every man is thinking for himself,
regardless of party, and for the best interests of the people of
this great country as he conceives them.

We have farmers in Lackawanna and Luzerne Counties, as
good farmers as there are in any part of this country. [Ap-
plause.] Their fields may not be so fertile or extensive as in
some other portions of the country, but they make up largely
for this by their Industry, energy, and the careful study and
intelligent use of soil conditions, And we have a great market
there for them, As a result of protection to American indus-
tries that market has become so great that the farmers of those
two counties, and of all northeastern Pennsylvania, can fur-
nish but a small part of the food necessary for them. [Ap-
plause.] Carloads of produce come daily from New York, the
West, and South to make up the deficiency.

Now, I want to say to the farmers of this country that where
the wheels turn and the furnaces are burning is your market.
Originally, as I understand protection, the thought was not so
much to protect the farmer against some competitor; it was to
give him a market, and the Republican Party has done that,
So long as the Republican Party is in power so long will the
farmers of this country have a market.

Now, I am an ardent protectionist. No State in the Union
has been more stendfast to this principle than the grand old
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. But reeiprocity with Canada
will in no way violate that prineiple. Wages and the standard
of living in that country are practically the same as in this
country. This opening of the markets between us and Canada
is not going to hurt the American farmer. It is going to in-
crease our opportunities to manufacture, as our lists of ex-
portations there show conclusively, increase our employment,
and enlarge our market both at home and in Canada. The
farmer in Canada has not any advantage on account of the great
area in land up there. He is paying fancy prices for good
farm land to-day, and if you go through that wonderful
country, as I had the privileze of doing some five years ago,
you will see that real estate values are booming. In the little
town of Edmonton, with 12,000 people, the most northerly
point reached by a railroad, business property sold there five
yvears ago for $1,000 a foot front, and all around that place,
for 2 or 3 miles, town lots were staked out; and the secretary
of the board of trade told me that they had to go into British
Columbia te get the products with which to feed their people.

We are not going to be harmed by this reciproeal arrange-
ment with Canada, but will be greatly benefited. We are sell-
ing from the hard-coal lands of Pennsylvania upward of
$14,000,000 sworth of hard coal and $19,000,000 worth of bitumi-
nous coal and coke. We are going to make that country grow.
You will see Canada grow faster than it ever grew in any period
of its history—so fast that it will astound the world; and the
fastor it grows, the greater Canada becomes, the greater swill
be our market. [Applause.]

First, we ought to make this arrangement with them on
account of our neighborly relations. It practically means tle
addition of a new State. Then there is one question that has
not been sufliciently dwelt upon, and that is that we will he at
peace with that nation; that not one gun or one cannon will be
necessary on the boundary line between us, and making un-
necessary the expenditure of vast millions in the future for
that purpose. It will be a step forward to peace with the
nations of the world. I want to commend President Taft for
showing that he has the courage of his convictions in present-
ing this matter to the House with a majority against him, so
far as partisan lines are concerned.

I want to commend him on account of his valor, and it will
be a ten-strike in the platform on which he will be nomimted
and elected in 1012. [Applause on the Republican side.] And
I want also to commend him for his attitude on the question

N. J. BACHELDER,
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of a commission of tariff experts, showing that he is high-minded,
farsighted, and nonpartisan, and that he has some faith, at
least, in the good judgment of the Democratic Party on that
question. [Applause on the Demoeratic side.]

And I want to say to Demoerats from the Southland, be care-
ful how you move on the tariff question, because if you do what
your party did a few years ago, the South, on account of its
great recent industrial development, will be hurt more than the
North. [Applause on the Republican side.]

From my county millions of dollars have gone into West Vir-
ginia, into Texas, Alabama, and other Southern States. I be-
lieve, however, much of this money would have been more suc-
cessfully and usefully invested in Scranton and Lackawanna
County, but it is now yours, and if you tinker with the tariff
¥you are going to hurt these and other investors; you are going
to deter other millions of northern money from going to your
land, and without northern money and northern energy and
some northern brains you can not develop the magnificent re-
sources and utilize the splendid opportunities in your great sec-
tion of country. [Laughter and applausc on the Republican side.]

One man in my county, my friends, has $600,000 invested in
West Virginia coal lands. If the wheels do not turn and the
furnaces do not burn, that coal does not come out of the ground.
Another constituent of mine has upward of a million dollars
invested in a stretch of railroad in Texas. You must have the
mills and furnaces and factories going in order to give employ-
ment to the people to make railroads pay, in order to get divi-
dends on anything, and in order to make business worth the
while. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, I now yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NYE].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. NYE. Mr. Chairman, I can not hope, perhaps, to add
anything that is substantial to this very remarkable debate, a
debate which has been interesting and able. But I may offer
a suggestion or two in the 10 minutes that I have.

The barbarians of old looked upon a stranger as an enemy.
I think the old Romans had but one word to indieate both
“stranger” and “enemy.” But as civilization advances and
men come nearer togethér and know each other better the
tendency is in spirit always reciprocal. And if we were to trace
the march of civilization from the primitive days until to-day
we sghould find that humanity has marched toward reciprocity,
at least in spirit.

This is not a perfect bill. I am frank to say that in some
respects I consider it far from perfect. But I believe it is in
keeping with the spirit of our age and a move in the right
direction. I do not believe the subject can be disposed of by
splitting hairs or even by a careful analysis of trade balances.
I believe the question is ethical as well as economie, and I
believe the solution of great economic questions should always
be in the light of ethical or moral prineciples. Sound economic
policies must be consistent with sound morals and with just and
generous dealings between man and man.

I have been reminded a good deal, while thinking on this
subject, of a story I used to tell about a fellow who went West
from Maine. I can with propriety locate the story in Maine
because I was born there, and I know something of the charac-
teristics and peculiarities of some of the people. This was a
case where a2 man went west and was very fortunate and
made lots of money, and 40 years later sent back to visit an
old neighbor of his, and to visit generally those neighbors whom
he knew and with whom he went to school. On one ocecasion
he dropped into a little store and saw an old friend whom he
had not seen for 40 years. The home-staying merchant was
anxious to know how much his friend was worth and how many
millions he had aceumulated, and as the two sat and talked
together the western man helped himself to an apple that was
in a barrel by his side and ate it. Finally, when he had fin-
ished his visit, which they both had enjoyed, the western man
started to go. “ By the way,” he said, I took an apple here.
How much are they?"” The merchant stopped and hesitated n
minute, and then said, “ Oh, they are two for a nickel. Take
another one.” [Laughter.] They had not seen each other for 40
years. They had gone to school together and been boys together.

Now, in the philosophy of the thing there was a genuine sentl-
ment of gladness in the breast of each to meet the other. There
was fhe old-time sentiment of friendship at the bottom, but it
finally had fo be measured on the basis of “two for a nickel.”
[Laughter and applause.]

It is no new commentary on human nature. BStrive as we
may to give freer breath to the social and generous sentiments
of our being, we fall back at last to a financial basis of action.
. According to the philosophy of many, sentiment is fancy.
Only selfishness is fact. With our growth will come o clearer

and wider vision of life. Future generations who read the
record of this debate will wonder at the fear and alarm of
those who to-day picture disaster and ruin because of this
well-meant effort of neighboring nations to come into ¢loser and
more friendly relations, relations mutoally beneficial and health-
ful to both Nations.

I remember when I was a boy on the farm a couple of neigh-
bors could not agree on a line fence. There was a variance of
about 2} inches between them as to where the line was, and they
finally built a narrow lane that people used to call the Devil's
Lane. I remember it well. I believe in future years we will
look back at this devil’s lane that stretches 3,000 miles across
this great continent, a continent bearing the impress of an
Infinite Father's hand, and wonder that neighbors of one blood
and kindred, with one hope, one ambition, and one destiny, could
not come to terms of real reciprocity. [Applause.]

But it is the same old story. I guess they are just the same
over in Canada as we are here. New Brunsywick is afraid of
her market for potatoes and Maine is afraid, and both legisla-
tures have passed hostile resolutions concerning this treaty.
So it is all along the line, here and there, in spots; some fellow
whose experience leads him to believe that he will lose a little
stonds against this measure. I had just as soon my boy, if
he thought his future required it, would go to Alberta or Sas-
katchewan as to go to the Dakotas or Montana, much as I love
my own country and my own flag. But there is a life, a future
development of mankind on this continent that human legisla-
tion can not control. [Applause.] These great, magnificent
countries are going to develop side by side one common people,
and they do not need to be under one flag. A neighbor can be
a neighbor under his own flag. And I belleve that in spirit and
prineiple this is right. It is even worth a sacrifice on both sides.
It is a farsighted policy. It is a goal of high statesmanship.

I was born on a farm. I lived and worked on a farm until
I was 22 years of age. I would not knowingly or consciously
enter upon a new ecconomic policy that would be burdensome
to the great agricultural class of this country. I would not do
so infentionally. I do not believe this measure will operate to
the detriment of any class or any industry. TLocal and tempo-
rary disadvantages may result, but the general welfare will be
promoted, and the permanent good of both countries will be
advanced.

The social tendency of mankind is toward the cities, and it
is destined to be so, for aught I see, for generations to come.
There is some attraction about the city. I often wonder what
it is. I often wish I could go back onto the farm, and I guess I
will when I get through Congress; but the mouths to consume
are increasing in proportion to our power of production of
agricultural commodities. The farmer is not going to suffer in
the future. The best opening and the best destiny, industrially,
of any man or of any industry in this country is the future of
the sound, honest, thrifty farmer, in my judgment. [Applaunse.]
His prosperity will, I believe, be permanent. Nothing short of
famine or pestilence seems likely to impede if, and even these
will bring him less suffering than will come to the millions who
throng the cities and who depend upon him.

I know that some strictures have been laid upon this measure
as un-Republican. My good friend who sits here [Mr, DArzerL],
who has led the battle for many years for protection, whose
ability and courtesy I have always respected, and whom I ad-
mire as a man, seems to fear that this is not good Republican
doctrine. I tell him that the Republicanism that has given life
to the party is not altogether its industrial policies. It is the
party of freedom and progress. The Republicanism that lives,
the Republicanism of freedom, does not rest on any mere
domestic policy.

I believe that with all our strength of production, with our
vigor of diversified industry, we can reduce tariffs substan-
tially and in some industries to the point of a revenue basis,
and I do not believe that the future of our country or of our
neighbor to the north will be advanced by longer impeding the
flow of natural commerce and natural trade between these two
great peoples. [Applause.]

Others have presented figures and analyzed tables and dyelt
upon statistics. These may be ingeniously employed to the
advantage of either side and to some extent have been during
this debate. I have neither time nor inclination to dwell upon
them. From as fair and impartial a summing up as I am able
to make one thing appears. That is, the cost of production in
Canada and the United States of the commodities affected by
this bill is so nearly identical as to bring the measure within
the doctrine of the Republican platform of 1008.

Imperfect though it may be, it i8 in the main in line with
modern thought and with modern and progressive Republican-
ism. I shall support it in the firm faith that the future will
justify it, and that vast and general benefits will flow to all
our people and to the generations yet to be.
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Mr. DALZELL. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. VoLsTEAD].

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, in the time allotted to me I
wish to talk on one or two points. I didnotintend to take any part
in this discussion, because I have stated my views quite freely on
other occasions. As preliminary I might say that my friend who
just spoke [Mr. Nye] appealed to sentiment, and in his inimi-
table style ridiculed as sordid those who oppose this treaty. It
is true generally that in this diseussion there has been an appeal
to sentiment rather than sense, ridicule rather than reason.
But, gentlemen, it seems to me the question for us to settle can
not be solved by such means. Sentiment will not satisfy the
man that is robbed nor ridicule deter him from retaliating
against unfair treatment., Reciprocity between our people
should be our first consideration. This is an act to help special
interests at the expense of our farmers and to help the cities
at the expense of the country. Yes, but they tell us that the
farmers can not be hurt, because it is insisted that the price of
farm products are fixed in foreign markets. This assertion,
though absolutely ridiculous as to most of the products with
which this treaty will place us in competition with Canada, has
been repeated over and over again in this discussion.

If the domestic price of wheat is fixed by the export price, then
the price at Minneapolis should be the foreign price less the
cost of placing it on the foreign market, The Interstate Com-
merce Commission a day or two ago gave me the export freight
rate from Minneapolis to New York at 13.8 cents per bushel by
the all-rail route and 11.8 cents by the lake-and-rail route; and
the Department of Commerce and Labor says the ocean rate
from New York to Liverpool has been from 4 to 5 cents per
bushel during 1910. This makes a total freight rate of 18 cents
per bushel, rail and ocean, and 16 cents by lake, rail, and ocean
routes. This is just about what it has been in the years past,
I will print in connection with these remarks tables which T
obtained from the Department of Commerce and Labor, These
tables give the prices of wheat at Minneapolis, Winnipeg,
and Liverpool since September 1, 1909, They show that dur-
ing 18 out of the 20 months wheat at Minneapolis was too high
priced to permit of the export of a single bushel. For three
months it was higher than the Liverpool prices. In the face of
this fact, ean anyone contend that Liverpool fixed the price of
our wheat during that time? Like tables can be had for a num-
ber of years in the past. Iiverybody who has lived in my section
of the country and paid any attention knows that this is true, as
newspapers in their market reports have constantly called at-
tention to it.

In the Minneapolis Journal, one of the leading newspapers of
that section, which I received this morning, is a statement that
wheat is still too high for foreign export.

Canada exports nearly all the time, and their prices are con-
sequently much lower than the United States.

The President in two different speeches has stated that prices
of wheat and other cereals are from 10 to 15 cents higher in
Minneapolis than Winnipeg. He might have called attention to
the fact that in 1005 the difference in price of wheat was 22
cents and that Minneapolis then imported-from Canada more
than 3,200,000 bushels, upon which a duty of 25 cents per bushel
was paid. Ounly about half a million bushels of this was after-
wards exported. The recent report of the Tariff Doard, made
upon careful investigation of prices, sustains the statement of the
President as to this difference, not only as to wheat but also
barley, flax, and other farm products, and no one has seriously
attempted to dispute the fact. Some cheap attempts have been
made to deceive the farmers by comparing prices of some prod-
ucts in eastern Canada with prices on this side in the Middle
West, but such comparisons deceive no one, not even those who
engage in that pastime. Some have claimed that the difference
in prices only applies to small localities, but this is elearly dis-
proved by the President's statement and by the report of the
Tariff Board.

That report shows higher prices than Winnipeg, not only at
Minneapolis but also at Kansas City, St. Louis, Chicago, and
other large grain markets of this country. To talk about
Minneapolis and Winnipeg, the two greatest primary wheat
markets of the world, as loeal in character, is about as absurd
as anything can be. Anyone that knows anything about the
wheat trade knows that Minneapolis fixes the price of nearly
all our spring wheat and buys large quantities of winter wheat
from Kansas and Nebraska. Winnipeg is the gateway for all
of western Canada, and dominates that market. Equally ridie-
ulous is the suggestion made by some that the difference be-
tween Minneapolis and Winnipeg is due to lack of elevator or
transportation facilities, This suggestion is a mere insinuation.
The Tariff Board found nothing upon which such a claim could
be based. The wheat prices of Winnipeg are for wheat in store

at elevators in Fort William or Port Arthur, and not for wheat
located at Winnipeg. These great terminal elevators are as
able to handle grain as Minneapolls, and they have the same
freight rate’ for foreign export as Minneapolis and Duluth.

But the argument mainly relied upon to show that prices are
not affected by the tariff is that we export large quantities.
This fallacy has done duty for many years, and I presume we
ought to approach it with the reverence due to its age. The
vice of the argument is that it entirely ignores actual conditions.

If all the wheat was of one quality, located at the same
gpot, and had to be sold on the same day the contention would
be very persuasive, but that is not the situation. You may
overload and depress the market for a month or two until it
gets low enough for export and a few bushels may be exported,
still during the rest of the year, while more than four-fifths of
the crop is being marketed, our prices may be too high for
export. This surplus may be in Kansas or Nebraska without
affecting the prices at Minneapolis or other large markets.
This is the usual situation. Then again you may have a wheat
that can not be sold to advantage in this country, because of
its character. This is true of the durum wheat; as a conse-
quence it does not compete to any great extent with our other
wheat in the domestic market. It is about the only export that
has come from the spring-wheat section in years. The Agri-
cultural Department says that for the year ending June 30,
1911, more than 20,000,000 bushels of this wheat elther as
wheat or flour was exported.

The total export of wheat and wheat flour during the ecal-
endar year of 1010 was equal to about 62,000,000 bushels, of
this about 24,000,000 bushels was exported as wheat, the bal-
ance as flour. The Pacific coast exported last year wheat and
wheat flour amounting to approximately 17,000,000 bushels,
This wheat does not come in competition with wheat raised
east of the Rocky Mountains where you propose to dump
Canadian wheat, as the freight rates are too high to make
such competition possible.

Now, let us deduet from the 62,000,000 bushels this 17,000,000
bushels. This leaves 45,000,000 bushels, Deduct from this the
durum wheat, 20,000,000, and you have left somg 25,000,000
bushels. Nearly all of this 25,000,000 bushels goes out as
a low-grade flour, for which there is a very poor market
in the United States. The reason why the higher grades do
not go to foreign countries is well known. Nearly all the wheat
that enters the foreign trade, except that from Canada and
the durum from the United States, is a soft winter wheat of
poor quality. To make a good flour from this it is necessary
to mix it with a higher grade. For some years Europe imported
high-grade flour for this purpose, but soon found it more profit-
able to mix the high grades of wheat with the low grades of
wheat. This not only gives better results, but is otherwise more
advantageous.

When you come to consider that this export comes in small
lots, at different times of the year, and is of the character that
I have suggested, there is no difficulty in understanding why the
tariff affects the price of wheat. The difference in prices be-
tween Canada, the United States, and Liverpool is an absolute
demonstration of this effect. But let me call your attention to
other farm produects. Wheat is but one and to many sections
not the most important,

No one has contended that any foreign market fixes the price
of our barley, flaxseed, rye, buckwheat, oats, hay, potatoes,
butter, cheese, eggs, and the like. Barley is in many sections
more important than wheat. The United States produced some
162,000,000 bushels last year. Of this an amount no greater
than that produced in a single township in my section was ex-
ported from the east half of the United States. A small amount
was exported from the Pacific coast, but that barley ean not
come in competition with barley raised in the great agricultural
section of our country, as the freight is 50 cents a hundred
pounds from the Pacific coast to Minneapolis. The brewers are
about the only ones that will profit by Canadian barley. We
produced 33,000,000 bushels of rye last year. Of this less than
20,000 bushels went beyond our borders during that time. The
distillers of rye whisky smile over the prospects that cheaper
Canadian rye will add to their profits. Flaxseed is another im-
portant crop. Until last year we produced enough for lome
consumption, but as prices had not been sufiicient to pay for
production, the acreage decreased; this in connection with a
small erop in North Dakota left the home market short. We
exported last year less than $7,000 worth and imported more
than $18,000,000 worth. Canada has the soil and situation to
put our farmers out of the business of raising flaxgeed. DBarley
and flax usually sell in Winnipeg for about 20 cents per bushel
less than in Minneapolis.

Our preduction of buckwheat, oats, potatoes, hay, butter,
cheese, eggs, and the like is just about equal to our home con-
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sumption. There is no export of any consequence of any of
these. Those who are in faver of this treaty have studlously
tried to force wheat to the front as the only article affected.
Is not this a trick to divert attention from the real issue? It
will not only affect every article that I have enumerated, but
every farm product, both North and South. The opening of the
Mississippi Valley took from eastern farmers hundreds of
millions of dollars. It gave you ruined farms, deserted homes.
You propose to open another empire of rich soil, in which plant
. food has been stored for unteld eenturles, and let our farmers,
who are compelled to fertilize their soil and expend on it very
mueh more labor than is required on new land to preduce a
crop, compete, and at the same time you expect them to sup-
port a system of protection for the factory. You have promised
him different treatment. You may have the power to make him
submit, but are you sure that it will profit you? If he was get-
ting an undue advantage he might not find fault; but there is
no class of our citizens that receive as little reward for toil or
privations as does the farmer. The Agrieultural Department,
in Farmers' Bulletin No. 437, just issued, says that—

In actual practice and for many rcasons not foreseen at the outset the
average profits in farming, aside from the rise in the value of the land
itself, are not large, but on the other hand extremely modest.

This was also the judgment of the Senate committee that
recently investigated this subject.

This propesition is net fair and should not pass. [Applause
on the Republican side.]

ATPPENDIX.

Minncapolis cash wheat quotations of Nos. I and 2 northern (irack
compared swith Winnipeg quotations of No. 1 northern “in_store,”
Fort William or Port Arthur terminal clevators, and Iiverpool quota-
tions of No. 2 northern Manitoba.

Wednesday quotations.
Tuesday
uotations.
Afinneapolis. Wirnipeg. v!gm%ol—-
0,
northe
No. 1 north- | No. 2 north- No.1 | Manitoba.
i erm. ern. northern.
Cents per bush. | Cents per bush. | Cls. per tu. | Cls. per bu.
Sept. 08 06— o7 ml'_'s}
8. 971 oF 95} 95; o7
-1 973~ 98, 08
1004100 98}~ 98, 08
101 99 04
Oct. 101 99 06
108 101 98,
1041104 102%-102 o7
1051105 1034108 o7
Nov. 102 -102 100 -100, 95
1 1 1004102 47,
1061-106 1033104 88
1063-107 1043-105 90,
Dec. 1054-106 1031-104 04
1094-110 1074108 06
112 -112 110 11 00
111§-112 1093-110 100
1113-112 1004110 100
Jan. 114 -115 112 -113 103
114%-115 112§-113 103
1103-111 1083 -109 101
114 -11 112 -112 103
Feb. 111 1 103
112 102%
115 103
113 1
Mar. 114 103
114 104
114 104
116 100
115, 105
Apr. 110, 104
11t 1
107 100
100 99
May 111 99
112% 08
110 0i:
109, 2
June 106 B8
107 90
1 B0
111 3
115 100
July 118 105 |-
113 100%
1 11
124 110
Aug. 117, 106
115 10 1083
113 109! 110
11 107 107
112 110 108!

Liverpool gquotations are for the day preceding the date specified in

the statement

Weekly (Tucsday) quotations of swcheat in the Minncapolis, Winnipeg,
and Liverpool markets, Scpt. 6, 1910, to Apr. 18, 1911,

[Data taken from Commerecial West, published at Minneapolis, Minn,, and Broom-
hall’s Corn Trada News, published at Liverpool.]

Minncapolis. ‘Winnipeg. Liverpool.
= = No.2
No.1 No. 2 No.1 No.2
northern. northarn, northern. northern. ﬁﬂ'ﬁ?&
Sep%.m% $1.12 $1.10 $1.05 $1.03F $1.20
1.11 1‘0‘91 1.02% 1.01 1.18
1.1 1.09 1.01 99 1.18
1. 10: 1.08 4] o 1.16
1. 10| 1.08 981 M L
1.09; 1.07, g 93 1. 16,
1.05 1.03 05 92 1.16,
1.04% 1.02% 4 91 L lﬂl 1. 08,
Nov. 1.... 1.02 1.00 -] 80 1.05,
L 5S 21.02 11.00 £0 87 1.03,
5 1.07 1.05 W o1 1.03,
1.05% 1.04 M1 911 1.08
1.03 1.01 90 87 1.05
1.04 1.02 91; 83 1.
.02 1.01 89 80 1.05
g 1.02 1.01 80 87 104
= 1.02 1.00§ 893 80 L.05
iy 1 1 92} 803 1.00
10 1. 08! 1. 06 a5 92 1.09
1. 1.06 954 924 T
24.... 1.05 1.02 94 9L L1I
Al 1. 04 1.02 92 g9 111
Feb. 7... 1.01 099 92 By L1x
14.... o7 95 88. 1.1t
21.. 08 96 90, 87 l.gg
28.. 96 88 83 1
Mar, 7. 20 a7 883 86 1.08
14.... 990 a7 90 87 L
a1.. 88 96 50 87 1.07
. N 85 93, 89, 87 1.07
¥ 5o, Che 93 o1 88 B85 1.05
33 2K T 953 00F 891 87 107
18.. 8 06 90} e D e e e
1 Quotation for new erop

* Quotation is for November 9, November 8 being a holiday in the United States.

uotations of flarseed at the Minncapolis, Duluth, and Winnipeg mar-
2 kets from KSept. 20, 1910, to Jan. 23, mxi, as fcp’orted by Commercial

West.
[Price per bushel.]
'.uinn.
Dates. olis P | Duluth, | Winnipeg,
Sept. $2.70 $£2.78 §2.43
Oct. 2,54 2.53 2,15
1 2. 06} 2.65% 19,44
2.64 2,64 2.40
2. 5T. 2.61 2.30
% 2,014 12,43
Nov. 2.03 2,04 2.45
1 2.70 2.74 ; % 52
2, 50% 2,64} o8
2,54 2.53 2.26
Dec. 2.556 2.54 225
- M DX T 207
Jan. 2 483 2.4 2.22
253 X 5? 220
52,61 52,61 2,43
2,633 2.03} 2,25

1 Oetober 11 quotation. ¥November bid, 5 January delivery,

2 November 1 quotalion. tDecember bid.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the
goentleman from Washington [Mr. La FoLrerTE].

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. My, Chairman, this debate on Canadinn
reciprocity has had a wide range; it is well that it has, and
proper that it should. This is a momenfous question, and one
affecting for benefit or injury all of our people.

I protest against the attempt to close this debate or the fix-
ing of a date fo close until each and every Member on both
sides of this Chamber who so desires has had ample time to
express his views on fhis great measure. Neither the Demo-
cratic nor the Republican Party can afford to suppress full and
free discussion in debating a question of such importance as
this. I have no apology to offer for having asked for an hour
on this question, even though a new Member. I am as much
concerned, and my constituents as much interested, as if T had
served here for 80 years, I can not help feeling, as I hear men
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asking for time and unable to secure time enough fully to ex-
press themselves, that they have the right to demand it.

What is the pressing need for a hurried vote on this question?
Wil] it not stand investigation? Do you think you are currying
any favor from the farmer or anybody else by shutting off de-
bate on a question of such vital importance to him as is this?

SOMEWIIAT OF A “ RUBE™ MYSELF.

One of the gentlemen on that side of the Chamber referred to
ihe farmer yesterday as a “ Reuben.! Well, I am a “ Rube?”
myself,

When this report reaches the Farmers’ Cooperative Union
and the great grange organization of this country, they will
have something to say about the short time given to debating a
question of such importance that a special session of Congress
wis called to consider it. The distinguished gentleman from
Connecticut, and others hiere, have given a great array of fig-
ures to Jjustify the passage of this measure, covering the rela-
tive conditions in the two countries, seale of wages paid, and
so forth, attempting to show that there Is no diserimination
aguainst the farmer, but there was one item they failed to take
into consideration. Otherwise I would pay no attention to
their glittering array of figures.

They failed to count in the cost of the fertilizer that thou-
sands and thousands of our farmers have to use. The North,
IBast, and the South are full of fertilizer factories. The great
packing houses of our country put it out by thousands of tons.
The newspaper farmer, the banking farmer, the factory farmer,
and, very often, the statisticnl farmer do not always take this
item into account, but the bona fide farmer does.

I venture to say that thousands of our farmers pay out more
per acre for fertilizers than it costs thousands of Canadian
farmers to put in and harvest their crops per aére. Do you
think in cases like that they can compete on a free-trade basis
with him?

WHAT TRICES DOES LIVERPOOL FIX?

We have heard much about Liverpool fixing prices. Liver-
pool does not fix the price on apples in the United States,
does it? It does not fix the price of barley, does it? It does
not fix the price of hay, does it? Or of potatoes? No; nor of
wheat, except to a limited extent, and every intelligent farmer
knows it. There are many factors affecting prices all the
time, but the farmer does know that 25 cents tariff on the
bushel protects him against the competition of Canadian wheat.

I am only a plain farmer, one of that class whom the gen-
tlemen on that side of the Chamber and some of those on this
side are trying so hard to convince will not be hurt by the
passage of a measure of this kind.

I wish to say to those on this side of the Chamber, who are
mostly high protectionists for the manufactured products of
their States and communities, and who are now arguing this
heresy of the farmer's product going on the free list against
the only country he has any need to fear as a competitor in
nearly all that he produces, that they are either inconsistent
now or else must admit they have for many long years been
attempting to flimflam the farmer by word, act, and acquiescence
in this protection to his industries.

CAX FARMERS BE BLAMED FOR BUSPICIONS?

Can you blame the farmers of this country for doubting your
sincerity? Who constituted you the arbiters of his fortune and
the judge of what would be his benefit? And I will say to
the gentlemen on that side of the Chamber, who are arguing
along tlie same lines, that as a party they are as inconsistent,

Under your great Wilson bill, when you had the opporfunity
to carry out these free-trade heresies, did your party improve
it? No.

That law carried protection to all farm products, as did the
McKinley law. It is true it reduced the rates on those products,
as it did in common with other schedules. Did those reductions
help anybody or the Government? No.

The effect was exactly the opposite. Why did not your party,
wlien it had the opportunity, put all farm products on the free
list, ineluding hemp, cane, cotton, peanuts, with all the products
of the South and North? You are very solicitous for the
welfare of the farmer, nnd you also degire to tickle the con-
sumer. It is polities you are playing, and you no more desire
free trade as a party than do these proselytes, now your col-
leagues on this side of the Chamber, and you are attempting to
buneo the farmer as well as they are.

Mr. Chairman, some of the gentlemen on that side of the
Chamber and the Democratic press of the country have criti-
cized the insurgent Republicans for working hand in hand with
the Hon. Josernm G. CanwoN aml other so-called standpat Re-
publicans on this great question.

I have no doubt it gives them a pain to find that most of thiose
insurgents who rebelled against so-called usurpation of power
by not only Mr. CaxnNox, but by other Speakers who preceded
him, who took different views on methods of procedure and re-
vising the rules of the House that he and other gentlemen did,
fo find that when it came to great questions like the present
one, a proposition that earries with it a vital prineciple involy-
ing not only the financial but the moral interests of the country
that these insurgents were still Republicans.

INSURGENTS WOCULD C RRECT ATDUSES.

The so-called insurgent Republl ans are progressive. They
want to see the Republican Party correct any abuses that have
grown up within the party and the Nation during its long and
I will say glorious life. No other political party on earth can
poiut with pride to the achievements along all lines of human
endeavor as those thint have been written on history's pages
during the life of this great party. If the Democrats of this
country thought a difference of opinion on some questions was
going to cause n split in the Republican Party, that progressives
would forsake the party of Lincoln, Garfield, and McKinley,
those three great martyrs, the party of Grant and Sumner, of
James G. Blaine, Oliver . Morton, and other noted statesmen,
they must have been grievously disappointed.

Mr. Chairman, I think the Republican Party is to be con-
gratulated that it contains an element of progressiveness, just
18 1 think the Democratic Party should thank God that they
have insurgents and progressives in their party, for they are
the balance wheels that prevent parties from going to destruc-
tion, and it is necessary that we have great politieal parties.

Mr. Chairman, the South has thousands of farmers, broad-
minded, well-informed men, who have within the last few yaars
awakened to the necessity of cooperation. I have met many of
them and have the good fortune to belong to the same fraterhal
and economic unions that many of them db. I have learned to
appreciate their sterling qualities, their sense of honor, and
their liberality in reciprocal relations between cur order in
different parts of our common country.

I have traveled to some extent in the Southland, through the
Virginias, Carolinas, and through Georgia, Tennessee, and Ken-
tucky. Itis a wonderful land. But much of it shows the effects
of one to two hundred years of use. The farmers who are so
bravely trying to meet the responsibilities of life, rear their
families, and maintain their high moral and social standards
under the conditions incident to a depleted soil are worthy of
all honor and consideration and the highest respect of their
countrymen.

SENTIMENT HOLDS SOUTHERN FARMERS.

As I traveled through parts of the South and contrasted thelr
farms and farm land with that of the boundless West I was
prone to say: “ God pity them; their condition in life is hard
indeed. Why do they stay here when they can do so much better
in the West or in Canada?" And then the words of Scott's
peem, in his Lay of the Last Minstrel, came into my mind:

Breathes there the man with soul so dead
Who never to himself hath sa
This Is my own, my native land !

And the question was answered, this was home—the magie
word “ home.” To-day, as ever, every rightly constituted man
and woman, wherever they are and whatever their station, long
for home, sweet home. Thousands have left the Southland to
make their homes in the North and West, and while they have
prospered and grown rich there, they still exelaim of the States
of their birth: That “is my own, my native land!™”

I have talked with many of them and heard their stories,
contrasting the ofttimes struggle for existence on many of the
farms of tNle Fast and South with their condition of peace and
plenty in the West.

Mr. Chairman, beingz a farmer myself and, I think, under-
standing farming conditions fairly well in all sections of this
Union, I will never knowingly support a measure that dis-
criminates against the farmer or strikes at his welfare as a class,
even though I know some of them would be benefited thereby.

N0 WHEAT, BUT TOLITICIANS.
The gentleman from North Carolina said they did not raise

! wheat down in his State; and his own lack of knowledge of the

| industry proves that he at least never raised it, or is in any

J

way informed on the subject. But they do raise wheat, cotton,
corn, hemp, sweet potatoes, tobacco, fruif, and many other

| products, and some of their politicians do raise “ h " with a dash

and an *1.”

I desire to warn the Members from West Virginia, Virginia,
and all of those States that are putting out thousands of acres
of apples that Canada raises apples, and has hundreds of thou-
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sands of acres of as good apple land as there is in the world,
and their apples are better keepers than those raised in south-
ern climes. I will give you apple statistics a little later.

I think your southern apple and tobacco raisers, your grow-
ers of cane, cotton, and rice, of cattle, sheep, and wool, and all
other products are deserving of protection against the products
of any-foreign country that might come in competition with
them. Your country raises some of the products that Canada
does. In tobacco and apples she would become a great competi-
tor with Canada under free trnde. As far back as the year
1901 Canada produced 11,266,732 pounds of tobacco, as shown
by the Canadian Year Book of 1909, and the same authority
shows that in 1906 she had 155 tobacco manufactories capital-
ized at $15,274,023.

WHY NOT FREE-LIST BUGAR?

In this famous compensation bill which you have introduced
as a sop to the farmer are you putting tobacco and tobacco
products on the free list? Thousands of them use it, as well
a8 do other thousands of our citizens. Canada also has sngar
factories and can raise sugar beets in any quantity. You could
probably benefit Canada and the American consumer if you
would put sugar on the free list. Do you intend to do it in this
compensation bill of yours?

Our farmers all use sugar when they have the money to buy
it; =o does the great mass of the people you ecall the consumer,
though the farmer is the heaviest consumer of any one class
because there is more of him. If you want to help those poor
consumers in the tenements and factories, do you not think they
would get as much benefit from free sugar as from free
potatoes?

The farmer is not altogether a hog, although he raises a few.
Ie does not ask for special reductions in his favor. All he
asks is a square deal for all the people. You can not fool
him with this compensation bill of yours that does not com-
pensate. Quit playing politics and play ball.

Mr, Chairman, the gentleman from North Carolina points
with pride to this as a Democratic measure. I am very willing
they shall father it, and I very much regret that a Republican
President has seen fit to champion so unjust and nonmeritorious
a measure as this so-called reciprocity flasco. He I8 a great
lawyer, an eminent jurist, and an authority on government,
gut doubtless has had but little time to give to economic ques-

ons.

His environment and occupation have been such that, evi-
dently, he has given little thought to agricultural questions,
and In this case we consider he has been very unfortunate in
his advisers,

If we refer to the table of articles on which Canada would
have to remit to us on 1910 business under this agreement, we
find that United States coal shippers would be benefited fo the
extent of $455,246, a little more than one-sixth of the money
that Canada would have to remit under this act.

GOOD THING FOR MINE OWXNERS,

And while this would be a good thing, no doubt, for some of
the American mine owners, and so forth, it is no help in the
world to that large coalless region lying contiguous to Canada's
immense coal fields. Canada has a rate of 53 cents the ton
against the United States rate of 45 cents the ton, and Canada
did make a rate reciprocal with ours, or 45 cents the ton, but
no consumers of coal in the United States are benefited thereby.
Still, one-sixth of the business on which Canada remits is coal.

I have heard much said about this measure, but as yet I
have never heard one word that shows any crying need for it
or any valid reason why it should not be amended and made a
just reciprocity measure, or else defeated. 5

The cry is made that the exactions of the Paper Truost are
grievous. Are they more grievous than a great many others
whose products are really benefited by this measure? I have
not heard any reason assigned for the fisherman’s products be-
ing placed on the free list. The framers of this measure have
tried to justify themselves with the farmer, but not the fisher-
man. I presume the difference is caused by the farmer’s much
larger voting number. They need to fool him, but the fisher-
man politically can not figure very heavily, so it is not neces-
sary even to apologize for placing his products on the free list.

When this measure passed the House last winter, 2,100
Gloucester fishermen placed their flags at half-mast, and well
they might. Canada, with its relatively smaller population, has
the same fishing possibilities as this country, and our fishermen
already feel its competition. According to the statistics we
have here, Canada exported of dutiable fish of all kinds to the
United States in 1910 more than 73,000,000 pounds, while the
United States sent into Canada less than 4,000,000 dutiable
product,

BACRIFICES FISHERMEN FOR MANUFACTURER?

Does the sponsor of this bill in the House [Mr. McCarr] feel
that the fishermen of his State are not as worthy of considera-
tion and protection as are its manufacturers?

Mr. Chairman, I feel that the principle of protection to
American manufacturers on the basis we have conducted it has
been shamefully abused, but as against that abuse and absolute
free trade for our country, I think the latter would work to our
people far greater calamity than have the abuses under the
former. .

I believe In tariff revision. I believe in an effective tariff
commission that will check the abuses that have long years
existed under the system. But while I think absolute free
trade would be a calamity, yet from the viewpoint of justice
and right, is much more defensible than this attempt to single
out three or four of our industries and arbitrarily place them
on the free list.

Mr. Chairman, I do not consider it justifiable to try and cor-
rect something we regard as a commercial mistake by com-
mitting an ‘act of injustice or a moral wrong. I raise my
voice here against the attempted rank injustice done to each
and every interest being diseriminated against under this treaty.
As I have said, I am a farmer. I am a member of the Grange
and the Farmers' Union, and have been a member of every
farmers’ organization of any scope we have had in the United
States for the last 30 years. I know how they as a class feel
about this measure., I am in receipt of petitions that represent
the desires of thousands of farmers on this question, and those
in favor of this measure are in the proportion of about 1 fo
1,000. These petitioners are farmers who represent all political

arties.
r The Farmers’ Union and Grange of the North, East, West,
and a part of the South are against this diseriminating treaty.
Even though in some cases it might benefit some of them, they
object to the unjust features of the measure.

Mr. Chairman, the cry of the Members on that side of the
House that this is a blow at protection is not borne out by
the effect of the Democratic reciprocity measure which was
on the statute books of this country from 1854 to 1505.

It had the same free trade provisions, and the only thing it
demonstrated to this country was that Canada had vastly the
better of the deal, and that at a time when its agricultural
production was not a drop in the bucket to what it is now,
and when its chance for the better of the treaty was nothing to
what it is at the present time, nor is it now a drop in the
bucket to what it will be in the future.

On most of the articles Canadians can not raise Canada
refused to reciprocate. It puts some fruits and vegetables on
the free list, for it, in a greater or less degree, raises most of
them, but oranges, lemons, pineapples, and fruits of that kind
it refused to let in free. They were entirely too good revenue
getters, and it would likewise offend some other nations with
which Canada does business if it diseriminated in favor of the
United States.

CANADA WINS DY TEMPTING SOUTIL

The only wonder is that Canada put cottonseed oil on the
free list. Those long-headed Canadian statesmen must have
realized that they would lave to concede something to our
Southland or fail of its support for this measure. Accordingly
they put cottonseed oil on the free list and made a very sub-
stantial reduction on peanuts. Thus on the basis of 1910 busi-
ness Canada would remit on those two products $219,223.85,

which is between 11% and 12 per cent of the entire amount

Canada would have to remit.

Now, while I have referred to this I do not for one minute
think this is influencing the vote of any Member on that side of
this Chamber, whatever I may think of other motives, probably
not so worthy, influencing some of them.

I am sure of one thing, and that is that if did not influence
Senator Joserm W. BamLey, of Texas, when he said on the floor
of the Senate last winter that he would never support a measure
go unjust to the American farmer as this one.

Mr. Chairman, in looking up the meaning of the word recip-
rocate, in order to be sure that I was giving to the word its true
meaning and not simply what I myself thought it should mean, T
found that Webster gives as the logic of reciproeating, “A propo-
gition which asserts subject and predicate to be equal and iden-
tical in extent.”

Taking Webster as an authority for the meaning of the word,
I want to say that the title of this bill is a misnomer; that in
few particulars are there any truly reciprocating features in it.

In my judgment it should be entitled “An act of diserimination
against certain classes of our people in favor of Canada.”

There are several propositions involved in this question, and
the one that nmaturally appeals to us is the financial gide, but
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in passing laws the Congress of the United States is never
justified in passing them purely for financial rensons when there
is a moral consideration at stake of vastly more importance
to the Nantion than is the mere guestion of dollars and cents.
By what ethics ean we justify the singling out of three or
four of our industries and putting their produets or output on an
abeolutely free-frade basis, leaving other industries as fully
protected as before? Is there any justice in such action?

FEW CLASSES SACRIFICED,

Yet this is what the proposed measure does. By what right
do we, as Representatives, take o measure of this kind, negoti-
ated by men, but few if any of us ever heard of until this meas-
ure came up—I mean those who represented the Department of
State—>r. Pepper and Mr. Davis, who went up to Ottawa and
there framed this measure that wonld depreciate in value the
property of part of our people for the benefit of another part of
our people and the Canadians and their Government?

Mr. Chalrman, a measure of this kind, of such vital impor-
tance to our governmental welfare and the welfare of vast num-
bers of our people, is a thing which should not be entered into
hastily, its essential features trusted to untried and uninformed
men. Neither should it be passed through Congress by any
such hurry-up methods and urging against the amending and
correcting of the unjust features of the measure as was prac-
ticed and urged at the last session of Congress. I also question
the moral right of any political party to go into cauecus and
agree to pass a drastic and unreasonable measure like this for
political expediency, or to make such an attempt.

Mr. Chairman, I found on my desk a few days ago a pam-
phlet from the Government Printing Office, headed * Canadian
reciprocity; extracts from the Daily Congressional Record
from January 26, 1911, to March 4, 1911” Among these ex-
tracts I find one from'the speech of the Hon. OscAr W, UXDER-
woon, of Alabama, in the House of Representatives, I'ebruary 14.
I desire to read an excerpt from that speech. The gentleman
from Alabamn says:

Now as to agrleultural machinery and meat. Of course I recognize
that this bill is not properly balanced when you cattle on the free
1ist and leave a prohibitive tax on meat, as you do in this bill. Dut I
want to call your attention to this fact: Buppose you g’at meat coming
from Canada on the free list, would you get any meat to the consumers
in this country? Not at all. The Canadians do not produce enough
meat for their own u|}eophz. A little might come over the border herc
and there, bot it would not affect the price of meat in this country.

Mr, Chairman, I have not the pleasure of Mr. UNDERWOOD'S
aecquaintance. I have mo doubt but that he is an honorable,
upright gentleman, and I would not for one minute impugn his
motives in making this declaration; but I am inclined to think
he made that statement from some preconceived ideas in the
matter and not from any statistical facts. While, no doubt, he
thought he was right, I think, Mr. Chairman, that I hold in my
liand a document which will prove to the satisfaction of the
gentleman from Alabama that he was wrong. I have here a
copy of the Canadian Yearbook for 1909. On page 124 of this
book I find, under the heading of * Trade and Commerce, Table
XXIX,” information regarding the total amount of meat
Canada exported to all countries during the years 1905 {o 1900,
inclusive.

CANADA LARGE MEAT EXPORTER.

According to this table put out by the Canadian Government,
{lic minimum amount of all classes of meat Canada has ex-
ported in any one of the years from 1905 to 1900 is 83,900,745
pounds, and the maximum amount exported in any one year
163,481,580 pounds, and a total for five years of H74.427.970
pounds. )

We find in the list of meats shipped by the United States to
Canada last year that all kinds of meats—fresh, dressed, dried,
salted, barreled, and canned, incldding chicken—only a total of
18,119,642 pounds, less than one-fourth of the amount Canada
exported in any year from 1905 to 1909, both years inclusive.

The gentleman from Alabama was under the impression that
Canada could not raise enough meat for its own consumption.
You can not judge of the possibilities of a country altogether by
its exports and imports, and the fact that Canada imported
some meat from the United States was no proof that it could
not produce enough meat for its own use. Some of the speeches
made in the Sixty-first Congress, as well as in the present Con-
gress, In fayor of this measure show an amazing lack of in-
formation as regards Canada, or else a willful desire to fool the
American people, and this is another reason I am against this
principle of attempting to decide the fate of a measure like this
or any other by a caucus,

A few men generally control these caucuses, fix their policy,
and largely destroy the incentive of their members to investi-
gate conditions for themselves. Im other words, the caucus de-
stroys their initiative, and they become automatons or pawns

on the chessboard. This for the defenders of that system on
both sides of this Chamber.

Mr. Chairman, in this same pamphlet of extracts, already re-
ferred to, I find a speech of Senator Carter, of Montana, de-
livered in the United States Senate, in which he presented some
excerpts from the statements made by Mr. Pepper and Mr. Davis
as to where the Canadian reciprocity measurc benefits the
farmer; they tell how many more vegetables the United States
ships to Canada than Canada to us, and how this is going to
help the farmer. He also refers to shipments of fruits. °

WIIAT FPERSONAL EXPERIENCE SHOWS.

Mr. Chairman, I have been a fruit and vegetable grower for
some 14 years, and I have exported by the carload into Canada,
and presume I understand Canadian conditions and possibili-
ties as well as Mr. Pepper and Mr. Davis do. I will not at-
tempt to say that there will not be some cases where American
shippers would benefit under a reciprocal agreement that puts
fruits and vegetables on the free list, but on the whole, with
my knowledge of Canada’s possibilities as to production of
those fruits and vegetables that can be raised in that climate,
in my judgment the United States producer will lose infinitely
more than he will gain by this arrangement.

There is a widespread opinion that Canada can not raise
fruit to any extent, and while part of the data I have on this
subject is somewhat old, much of it is up to date. This is
what Canada produced in fruit from 1871 to 1901, according to
the Canadian Yearbook of 1909:

15871

6,305,315

21,701,701

In 1910 Canada shipped 8,126,084 pounds of dried apples,
1,604,477 barrels of apples, which is nearly 5,000,000 bushels.

If Canada has increased in the same proportion in the last
10 years that it did in the other decades referred to, it produces
now something more than 30,000,000 bushels of apples, and we
suppose other fruits in proportion. YWhile this is not much
fruit the possibilities of enormous accessions to this supply are
staring the United States producer in the face, and even now
the throwing of 10,000,000 or 15,000,000 bushels on the American
market would materially decrease the price of apples to the
United States producer in the fall of the year when the
majority of these fruits are marketed.

He refers to cottonseed oil, and there, Mr. Chairman, I admit
there will be a distinct gain to our people. Already Canada is
using large guantities, and putting this on the free list should
help the cottonseed oil mills, and Canada can not produce it
under natural or advantageous conditions, and if the United
States could allow some product of Canada that wonld not in-
terfere with the living or welfare of some of our own people to
come in free as an offset, it would be fair and just reciprocity,
and earrying out the ideas of reciproeity as advocated by James
G. Blaine and William McKinley. Neither of them ever hinted
at such reciprocity with Canada as is contemplated by this
measure.

Mr. Pepper and Mr. Davis refer to sheep as follows:

The sheep raisers of the United States womld be mnterin.lii benefited
by getting their sheep into Canada free. The Dominion, through its
department of agriculture, is now taking means to Increase the Cana-
dian supply of sheep. Under the present tariff of 25 per cent sheep to
the value of £220,000 imported into Canada ¢ United States
have pald duties in excess of $350,000.

INTERESTING FACTS OVERLOOEED.

These gentlemen fafled to tell in this connection that the
TUnited States, on sheep imported into this country from Canada,
collected duties amounting to $103,519, and that Canada ex-
ported to this country about three times as many sheep as we
sent there. If this becomes a law the United States sheep man
is certainly worsted, as under this act vast herds can be driven
down from Canada in the early spring into the United States,
for there is no restriction. After shearing time they can be
driven back into Canada, thus putting large quantities of Cana-
dian wool on the free list as well as sheep, and becoming equal
competitors in wool sales with our American growers.

The statement has been made on the floor of this House that
the American negotiators of this measure desired to put meats
and meat products, as well as flour, on the free list, but that
Canada would not agree to it. The idea that Canada, which
is trying to build up its industries and manufactures, would

from
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reject a proposition that would give employment to labor and
open up a 92,000,000-people market against their 7,000,000 who
‘have immense quantities of grain in excess of their own needs
and have only made a start on their possible production, would
refuse to put flour on the free list. is too incredible for belief.
The same might be said of meat produects. If Canada can
furnish the United States with the animals, they surely need
not fear for their home market, but shculd jump at the twelve-
fold greater one.

11" Canada did so refuse, our representatives at the drafting
of this measure would have been perfectly justified in refusing
to indorse the agreement. I maintain, without any fear of suc-
cessful contradietion, that the admission of thelr raw products
above mentioned into the market of the United States gives the
great milling industries of our country, the Meat Trust, and
othier protected industries a chance to use the Canadian product
to Irunmer down the price of the United States produet without
any necessity whatever for their giving to the consunier an equul
reduction. g

ADVOCATES OF MEASURE INCONSISTENT.

These reciprocity disciples say in one breath that our people
neeild all the flour and breadstuffs they can get, and in the next,
“IWe are the Iargest exporters of wheat in the world.”

If this is right, why this crying need? One assertion refutes
the other. If it is true, there is only one need we could possibly
have for Canada’s products, and that is to use as a club to
Linmmer down Ameriean prices, which it would naturally do.

Let us be Lionest with cach ofther and the country. No indi-
vidual or party can afford to carry a measure by misstatement
of facts or by attempting to mislead the class which has all to
lose by this arrangement.

Mr. Chairman, the two subordinates of the State Department
who negotiated this treaty for our country, these gentlemen to
fortnime and fame unknown, give us * Wheat values and reci-
procity " as follows:

The wheat crop of the Tinited States In recent years has varled from
550,000,000 to 750,000,000 hushels per annmm. The present production
of Canada is from 100,000,000 to 160.000,000 per annum. Optimists as
to Canada’s possibilities In wheat raising go so far as to estimate her
wheat crop, when the Northwestern I'rovinees have been mere thor-
ouglly settled, at twlce and even three times her present prodoction. It
is safe to assume that the Canadian snrplus of wheat for the immediate
future will amount to from 40,000,000 hushels to 100,000,000 Iushels
per unnum, The priece of wheat in the United States generally averages
as to the northwesiern erops rllliil; 10 cents per bushel, and sometimes
go much as 15 cents per bushel, higher than in the corresponding sec-
tlons of Canada. The effect of the removal of the duty on wheat will
be advantageous to Canada in that her wheat will be placed substan-
tially on a parity with values in the United States.

My, Chairman, I have given these figures of the negotiators
of this treaty as to wheat values in the United States and
Canada especially for the benefit of the gentleman from North
Carclina [Mr, Krreaix], who so persistently, and I might say
g0 insolently, branded all those asserting this difference in price
as falsifiers,

Now, as to their elaim regarding Canada’s possibilities in
wheat raising, I wish to read an excerpt from the report of a

amudian senate committee to their Parlinment aftor scientifie
examination into Canada’s lands and other resources:

Within the scope of the commlitee’s inguiry there Is a possible nrea
of 058,000 square miles fitted for the growth of potatoes, 407,000
gquore miles sultable for bariey, and 816,000 square miles sultable for
wheat. * * * 'There is n pastoral aren of 800,000 square mlles,
206,000 of which is open prairie with occasional ﬁwves. the remainder
being more or less wooded. Throughout this arable and pastoral land
latitnde bears no direct relation to snmmer {gotherms, the EPrintg flow-
ers and the buds of deciduons trees appearing as early north of Great
Slave Lake as at Winnipeg, 8t. Paul, and Minncapolis, or Ottawa, and
eariier along the Peace River and some minor western aflluents of the
Greut[unckenzle Iiver, where the climate resembles that of western
Untarlo.

CANADA HAS BOUNDLESS FARMS,

And again:

Three years ago Mr. Conroy, of the department of Indlan affairs, re-
porteid to a Canadian parlinmentary committee that he had found ex-
cellent farms in the latitude 62 degrees 3 minutes, which Is almost as
far north as Iceland, farther north than the gouthern end of Greenland
and some 800 miles north of the upper boundary of Minnesota, where
he saw heavy crops of wheat, oats, burley, and peas. Defore he started
south, on July 28, barley cutting was already under way. He reported
all kinds of wild fruits in the country, with the exeeption of apples,
which can not be grown north of Edmonton. DBat even as far north
a8 Fort Providence he picked with his own hand fine strawberries,
raspberries, blucberries, and cranberries. And this is the territory even
beyond that territory which Gen. Sherman once contemptuously desig-
nated as * the frozen belt."

We find that this 656,000 square miles fitted for the growth
of potatoes amounts to 419,840,000 acres, and at 100 bushels
to the acre—a low estimate for potatoes—gives a possible
41,954,000,000 bushels of potatoes. Yet there are people already
beginning to bemoan the starvation of future generations for
the lack of food. We find that the 407,000 square miles suitable
to barley production is equivalent to 245,828,000 acres, which at
the very low estimate of 10 bushels to the acre gives a produc-

tlon of 2,458,280,000 bushels of barley. Need anybody fear that
future generations will run out of that very essential article
from which to make beer?

We find that the 816,000 square miles suitable for raising
wheat equals 522,240,000 acres, which, at the very low estimate
of 12 bushels to the acre, amounts to 6,266,850,000 bushels of
wheat; and yet some of our pessimistic economists are already
lying awake nights pondering where future generations are going
to obtain their white loaf. If but cne-half of this territory were
used for purposes ennmerated, still at Canada’s average produc-
tion per aere, it would not reduce these figures.

We find that thelr 860,000 square miles pastorat area equals
530,400,000 acres, whieh, allowing 10 acres to the head, would
pasture 55,040,000 head of stock. And it iIs quite evident that
Cuanada will always be able to furnish its own meat supplies.

The timber, the mineral, including coal, the fisheries, and
other natural resources of Canada are probably unequalled by
any like-sized territory on the face of the globe, and we want
to remember that it has 750,000 square miles more territory
than is contained within the boundaries of the United States.

WHEAT RESOURCES OF CANADA ENDLESS,

There is one valley up in Canada that is capable of raising
more wheat, or as much wheat, ag Mr. Pepper claims optimists
estimate for all Canada. This is krnown as the Peace River Val-
ley, and is made up of (65,000,000 acres of first-class agricultural
land. Of the nature of its soil Prof. Tanner, the great English
laberatory agriculturist, has reported as follows: a

We have hitherto considered the black earth of central Russia the
richest soll in the werld. That Iand, however, has now to yield its
distinguished position to the rich, decp, black soll of western Canada.

The earth here is a rieh vegetnble humus of from 1 to 4 feet In depth,
with a surface deposit rich in nitrogen, phosphorie necid, and potash.

This one valley, which, as compared to the whole of Canada,
is as the State of Missouri to the United States, is eapable of
praducing nearly as much wheat as is now produced by the
United States. It is this wonderful country, filled with such
marvelous future possibilities, that our distinguished friends
here who are favoring this bill desire to place in competiton
with our farmers and their too-often depleted soil.

In return for the privilege of shipping thieir raw products
into the United States free, among other things, Canada has
graciously made a reduction of some 14 per cent in her turifd
rate on automobiles. The poor manufacturers and the con-
sumers of that luxury will receive the benefit, and this alone
should console the fishermen of Gloucester, potato raisers of
Maine, dairymen of New York, and apple raisers of Michigan.

The reciprocity treaty which existed Dbetween the United
States and Canada from 1854 to 1565 has been both Iauded and
criticized, but whether or not this was a wise or benelicent
measure or a weak and diseriminating one there i2 one fact of
mathematical necuracy, and that is that the Government of
Canada was the finaneinl beneficiary and the Government of the
United States the heavy loser.

SUMNER'S VIEW OF OLD THEATY,

Charles Sumner, of Massachusetts, in a speech in the United
States Senate, January 11, 1864, snid:

1 come, in the last place, to the influcnee of the treaty on the revenne
of our country; and here the customhouse is our &arluclnal witness,
The means of determining this question will be found in the nuthentic
tables which have been published from time to tlme In reports of the
Treasury, and especially in the report made to Congress at this session,
which T have in my hand.

Looking at these tables we find certain nnanswerable points. 1 begin
with an estimate founded on the trade hefore the treaty. From this it
appenars that if no treaty had been made, and the trade had Increased
in the same ratio ns before the trenty, Canada would have paid to the
United States in the 10 years of the treaty at least $106,378,880, from
which she has been relieved. This sum is actually lost to the United
States. In return Canada has given up $£2,650,800, being the amount
it would have collected if no treaty had been made. Here is a vast
disproportion, to the detriment of the United States.

ll-.}ore {a another illustration, derived from the tables: During the 10
yvears of the treaty the United States have actually paid in duties to
Uanpnda nlona $106,802.062, while durlng this same period Canada has

ald In duties to the United States the very moderate sum of $080,447.
Eierc again is a vast dlsproportion, to the detriment of the United
tates.

The same inequality may he seen In another way. Durlng the 10
vears of the treaty dutiable products of the Unlfed States have entercd
Canada and the other Provinces to the amount of $83,847,019, while
doring this same perlod dntialile products of Canada and the o_thnr
Provinces have entered the United g;ntm only to the amount of $7,750,-
482, Duoring this same perlod free products of the United States lave
entered Canada and the other Provinces to the amount of $118,853.972,
while free products of Canada and the other Provinces have entered the
United States to the amount of $178.600,184, Here agaln Is a vast
disproportion, to the detriment of the United States. =

de to these varlous results the statement in the report of the Sce-
retary of the Treasury, which has just been laid on our tables, In the
following words :

“The treaty has released from duiy a total sum of $42,333,257 In
value of goods of Cananda more than of goods the produce of the United
States.”” (Foreign and Domestic Commerce, 1864, p. 98.)

This conclusion is in substantial harmony with that which I had
reached from an independent examination of the tables.
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From these varlous illnstrations it is clear that the revenue of the
TUnited States has suffered by the treaty in question, and that In this
important particular its advantages have not been shared equally by
the two countries. Here, at least, it loses all title to its name,

There is an old saying that we can only judge the future by
the past, and if such was the result to our Government under
that treaty it would be only reasonable to suppose that the same
conditions will occur again,

In this ease we have only to take the tables prepared by our
Government for our guidance in considering this bill to see that
a like condition would exist under this treaty. We have sta-
tistical data ecovering all articles exported and imported from
and by the two countries from each other for the year 1910
that would be in any way affected by this treaty, together with
the present duty rate charged by each country; also giving the
proposed reciprocal rate and the amount of money levied by the
two countries on articles imported and the amount that would
have to be remitted on 1910 business by each country under
this agreement.

CANADA DRIVES GOOD BARGAIN,

We find that Canada imported from the United States in 1910
reciprocal products to the amount of $47,827,959, on which she
collected tariff duties of $7,776,236. Of this amount Canada
would have to remit under this reciprocal agreement $2,560,5679.
Take this from the duties collected and it leaves Canada a bal-
ance of $5,215,607 tariff revenue. We find that the United States
imported from Canada during the same year products to the
value of $47,323,158, on which we collected customs duties of
$5,649,826. Of this amount we would have to remit under this
proposed agreement $4,8490,083, leaving a balance in favor of the
United States of $779,803 tariff duties collected on more than
$47,000,000 of business done with Canada, as against Canada’s
$5,215,657 on practically the same amount of business it did
with this Government.

Where is our Government's reciprocal benefit from a measure
like this?

We have indisputable proof here that the United States on
practically the same amount of business done in Canada that
Canada did with us only receives a little more than one-sixth
the revenue Canada receives from us under this proposed treaty.
Is it wise for our Government to go into any such treaty with
these indisputable figures staring us in the face?

This is, in my judgment, not only a great moral wrong we
are attempting to do a certain class of our citizens, but from
the standpoint of sound business policy it looks to me to be
indefensible. Canada puts on the free list all commodities on
which it knows it will be able to compete with us, but with
few exceptions on those articles which Canada considers are
not competitive it retains duties that bring in as much revenne
under this treaty as the United States collected from Canada
under the old system.

I maintain that from a financial viewpoint this is not fair
to our Government as an executor, and from a moral view-
point it is not fair to our people. This measure is only reci-
procity in mame. It is a travesty on justice, executed for the
benefit of special interes{s under the guise of a benefit for the
maeses.

Mr. Chairman, the President of the United States has been
quoted as having said that it would check and reduce the
cost of living—

that It will not hurt the Ameriean farmer, will help the Canadian
farmer, and reduce the cost of living to the consumer.

He may be able to fool some American producers with a
paradoxical declaration of that kind, but Le can not fool all
of them.

BOUND TO HURT PRODUCER.

The law of supply and demand, the commercial training of a
lifetime, teaches that by no natural conditions can such a thing
be possible. How is it going to lower the price of food products
to the consumer, yet not hurt the United States producer?
There {8 nothing the producer can buy from Canada that would
reduce his cost of living commensurate with his sacrifices, The
entire line of commodities that he buys bears the same old
tariff rate, with the single possible exception of rough lumber,
s0 he can not help but suffer, the President’s assertion to the
contrary notwithstanding.

Is it not possible that it is largely other things our people
have to buy that are responsible for their burden of high cost
of living and not the food supply?

In Secretary Wilson's report for the present year he brings
his discussion on the high cost of living to a close as follows:

From the details that have béen presented with regard to the increase
of the prices of farm products between farmer and consumer, the con-
clusion is inevitable that the consumer bas no well-grounded complaint
against the farmer for the prices that he pays.

XLVII—33

After the consideration of the elements of the matter it is plain
that the farmer is not getting an exorbitant price for his products, and
that the cost of distribution from the time of dellvery at destination
by the railroads to delivery to the consumer is the feature of the
problem of high prices which must present itself to the consumer for
treatment.

Note again that this statement is from the annual report of
the Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Wilson.

Some great statesmen in their wisdom, in order to get an
increased business for certain manufactured articles, have
seen fit to put farm products on the free list, thereby depriving
the United States producer of protection against the only coun-
try he had any reason to fear—this without consulting him or
giving him any representation on the supposed commission that
framed this agreement.

Now they add insult to injury and belittle his intelligence by
telling him that it ‘will not hurt him, but will benefit the con-
sumer.

WIEN FARMER IS IURT COUNTEY IS HURT.

Let us reason together and figure out whether we show good
statesmanship and wise policy to treat one class of our citizens
in such a high-handed and arbitrary manner. Will it pay even
from a finanecial point of view? Suppose this agreement was
entered into, and there is a consequent reduction in the cost of
living. There is also bound to be a consequent reduction in
the purchasing power of the United States farmer. The United
States is dotted over with smiling towns and villages, the pros-
perity of which is directly influenced by the purchasing power
of the farmer. !

If this purchasing power is reduced you have immediately
struck at the greatest single factor in our American prosperity.
The consumer may live cheaper, but he will immediately find
that his wage has decreased and his certainty of employment
diminished. The trade of the retail stores of all kinds will be-
gin to fall off, consequently it will be felt by the wholesaler in
the eity. The sales in agricultural machinery and other manu-
factured products will decrease along with diminished trade in
all other lines, and the reduced purchases of home products
will greatly offset the increased sale of products in Canada un-
der this reciprocity agreement.

There will be an immediate shrinkage in farm values to keep
pace with the decrease in the price of farm products. There
will be an increased value of Canadian lands to correspond
with the relative value of a 92,000,000-people market opened at
their door. We will immediately suffer a great decrease in our
circulating medium caused by the influx of American eapital
into Canada, as well as the loss of a great many of our good
citizens who will go over there to reside and partake of their
greater prosperity.

The moral effect upon our country will immediately be felt.
The farm, becoming unprofitable, will eause an immediate exo-
dus of farmers’ sons and daughters to other avenues of life,
thus accelerating a condition that has long been causing anxiety®
and commiseration among our thoughtful scholars and econo-
mists. If, in order to bencefit a few manufacturers and special
interests in the United States, we force this condition on the
American producer, what assurances have that class that in a
year or two the same interests, desiring to increase their trade
with Argentina, will not enter into a similar agreement with
that country, with a promised decrease in the cost of living
to our consumers and assurance to the American farmer that
it will not hurt him?

The American farmer has as much to gain by reciprocity
with South America as with Canada, and is bound to lose in
either case. The American manufacturer and specinl Interests
of all kinds would probably be willing to trade the exchange
of the United States agricultural products in return for the
admission of their own wares on the same prineiple that a man
is willing to sacrifice all his wife’s relatives for the good of his
country.

PRIVILEGED CLASSES CRUSH AGRICULTURISTS.

It has been the history of all nations that the wealthy and
privileged class controlled the Government and worked their
own sweet will on the agricultural classes, This policy was
usually earried out until that class became a debased peasantry.
When they arrived at that point those countries speedily had
their fall. This has been the history of all nationalities, and
unless the governments of the present day can profit by the
experience of the ages they will follow to the same end.

Some of our European countries are realizing this, and have
made vast strides in amending economic laws and changing
conditions among their agricultural classes, The most noted
of these is Germany.

Great stress has been placed on the benefits that would
accrue to the American farmer from the cattle that would be
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gent (down from Canada to be corn fed in the United States.
It is true there might some cattle be brought into this country
for tiat purpose; but, in my judgment, they would be few and
faz hetweem

Canada may not be able to raise much corn, although in
Ontavio they can raise corn equally as well as in New York and
Michigan, and better than in Wisconsin or Minnesota. Canada
can raise oats, wheat, and barley galore, and can fatten cattle
on those grains the beef quality of which is hard fo surpass,
When the reeiproecity bill passed the House last winter cattle
immediately took a tumble in price, on account of the increased
supply that was going to be obtainable, and an Iowa repre-
sentative, who was an extensive feeder of cattle; told me that
lie had ordered his sold at once, at a loss of $§1,000. e was of
tlie opinion that he would lose more if he held his cattle and
the measure passed the Senate. .

Wheat immediately declined some 5 or 6 cents the bushel and
never rallied, but the price of flour and beef made no corre-
sponding decline, The consumers of those two commoditics
recelved no Denefits.

If gentlemen think that the Canadians would allow their cat-
tle to go into the United States as feeders when they have un-
limited feed of a splendid guality, they underestimate the
glirewness of our Canandian brother: Some gentiemen argning
on tlils reciprocity measure allude to the tariff between the
United States and Canada as a wall, an unnatural barrier.
Why any more unnatural than that between this and other
nations with which we have ‘commerecial relations?

WHY OXNF LINB DAERIER MORE TITAN ANOTIIER?

There {8 no more excuse for calling the line between an Eng-
Iish colony and us an unnatural barrier than one bebween us
and IEngland herself, though an ocean rolls Detween. We ean
do business more expeditiously with Englanid than we can with
a large part of Canada. Even though there is only an imagi-
nary line bBetween us, that line is as broad as the Atlantie
Ocean when it comes to a question of nationality.

There is nothing in this imaginary line bearing on the jus-
tice, injustice, or wisdom of this measure.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, if we are going to hammer down
the price of our own products with Canadian produets, give the
woolen industry, the cotton manufacturer, the Sugar and To-
baceo Trusts, the United States Steel Trust, and all other pro-
tectod industries free trade. They arc as able to stand it as
the American farmer, and there is more justice in this demand
than there is in forcing this so-called reciprocity measure on
ihe United States producer. I again reiterate there ecan be no
gain for any part of our people that would compensate for the
rank injustice done to another class.

The greatest mistake the United States can make is to start
in' to trade even the partinl prosperity of her agricultural
xlasses for the benefit of any other industry.
they will be for all time to come the bulwark of this Natioa,
her leaders in honor and virtue. They who hold communion
with nature and nature’s god are apt to be good citizens, and we
need the help of that leaven to keep the entire loaf wholesome.

My, Chairman, there are sure to be some who would benefit
from a measure of this kind, for all conld not lose from a
finnneial viewpoint. Reciproeity in most any form is sure to
help somebody. The question is whether or not e, as a Nation,
can afford to pass a measure like this simply for a finaneial
eonsideration. The prineiple of the thing is more to be con-
sidered than anything else. The taking away from the United
States farmer all protection as against his most dangerous
competitor in the manner contemplated by this aect is as unjust
to him as was King George's acts against the American eolonies.

It is natural for all of us to be selfish in our viewpoints on
questions like this. If it benefits us finaneially, it is easy for
us to think the other fellow's view is wrong and his loss largely
imaginary, while our loss or gain is very real, indeed.

WESTEIRN FRCDIT MAN DECEIVED.

In the far West the fruit man thinks he will gain by an in-
ereqsed demand for his products in the: Canadian treeless region,
In the fruitless sections of our country it is a: matter of indif-
ference. In the East, where United States fruit produets have
to eome into direct ecompetition with Ontario, they are bitterly
opposed to it. Anyone who is benefited by this measure con-
siders the contention of the producers of other kinds of products
as hardly worthy of consideration. All of our people who own
Canadian mines or Canadian lands naturally favor this measure,
and it is hard for them to see wlerein it could do harm.

The people who buy paper products hope for a benefit from
free pulp wood and free paper, and while they think there is
concrete argument for their being benefited, it is easy for them

If justly handled,

to think the other fellow’s contentions of damages are weak
and unveasonable. There are some who care nothing for the
losses of others if they are only sure of benefiting themselves, and
there are-those wlo say they expeet to suffer a personal loss, but
are willing to stand it for the sake of striking n blow at the
principle of protection. They admit that this reciprocity agree-
ment is very unjust in its provisions, but ave willing to see this
wrong committed in order to desiroy what they regard as an
unwise commercinl policy..

This elass is little, if any, befter than those who look at it
solely from the viewpoint of self-interest, for they utterly fail
to take the moral effect into consideration. This is not a local
question, but a national one, even though it is a question whiech
affects every loeal community, and its effects should not be consid-
eredl from the viewpoint of its benefit to the individual, com-
munity, or district.

What the effect is going to be upon our entire Nation, not
only financially but morally, is more important, and the least
thing worthy of consideration is the question of political ex-
pediency as affecting political parties or preferment. The actual
welfare of the Nation is more worthy of consideration. [Loud
applause.]

Mr., DALZELY., Mr. Chairman, I yield one minute to the
gentleman from Eansas [Mr. Youwe].

Mr: YOUNG of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, T may be pardoned
for engaging the attention of this body so carly in my legislative
experience in this Chamber when I say that, in my judgment,
there has not been in the last generation brought before the
American Congress so far-reaching and enormously vital a
propesition, that so universally affects the whole interests of
every class of people I have the honor to represent here as this
so-called reeiprecity compaet.

Not only is it true of my people loeally, but to a greater or
less degree the whole of the American people. elsewhere, and
especially is it true of the 30,000,000 of them who are engaged
in our agricultural industry and who are producing annually
food products to the fabulous value of nearly §9,000,000,000.

Kansas Deing chiefly and almost exclusively an agricultoral
region and not lagging in the good work proudly carries the
banner above all other Stafes in the production and annual
value of her wheat crops, and stands near the head of the
column of States in the production of corn, beef, pork, and other
foodstuffs. It Is not, therefore, strange that her farmers are
very deeply and vitally interested in what is going to happen to
their great business of stock raising and farm productions,
amounting annually in value to $640,000,000, and to their banlk
deposits, now aggregating $150,000,000 more, when the last
anchor of protection they have on their industyry shall be swept
away by the passage of this bill, bringing them face to face with
an unknown and unasecertninable competition that will come to
them from the inealculable possibilities of a rapidly developing
agricultural empire across our nortliern border, where labor is
paid far less, lands one-half or less chenper. with a fertility
much greater than their own. And all this without a reciprocal
morsel in return.

It may be wise to remember that we have been delegated
and are here solely to legislate for the benefit of our citizens,
and not foreigners, which thought slhiould be paramount in
every consclence before trying this extremely doubtful experi-
ment that, in the light of the past, will become an additional
burdensome yoke upon him who daily goes forth before the
rising of the sun and is at this hour tilling the soil, and until
the close of the day, for the very necessities of life which all
must have—the merchant, the mechanic, the doctor, the lawyer,
the preacher, the teacher, and the banker, all wait until in the
sweat of his brow he has plowed, sowed, and reaped. He feeds
them all.

The farmer’s trade is one of worth;
Ha's partner with the sky and earth,
He's partner with the sun and rain,
And no man loses for his galn.

Men may rise and men may fall,
Yeot, the farmer, he feeds them. all.

Tt is of the rights of this great army of American toilers, who
are contending with the very elements day by day, in sun-
shine and rain, in heat and cold, that should be defended from
assaunlts from every source, They are im their fields and are
not ltere. In this they are greatly handicapped for legislative
consideration in competition with the well-organized manufae-
turers, wage earners; and the corporate interests of the country,
for the farmers are almost wholly without organization, here-
tofore depending upon the imexorable Inw of eompensition,
which: has always: met with favor in their sight—recelving an
equivalent for what they confer—and content to work out an
industrinl destiny without special governmental favors.
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They are willing at all times to do the square thing, even
to conceding some things not to their advantage if in the inter-
ests of the city toilers, but if protection is taken off of all their
products, as this bill dees, they want and are demanding to see
it come off of the packers' products and all trust-made goods
which they are compeiled to buy. If it is protection, they want
their share of it; if it is free trade, they want their share of
that; and if it is to be reciprocity, they want it to be reciprocity.

The farmers of this country, and especially the western farm-
ers, believe that in trade if you increase the purchasing power
of a customer you thereby increase your own prosperity; and
therefore they well understand that the more laborers employed
nnd better wages paid in the mills and factories of the Ilast
and South the more consumers there will be and better prices
will they obtain for their wheat, corn, beef, pork, and other
foud materials, the finished product of their industry.

Believing thus, they have stood firmly in the past for every
measure that would throw a wall of protection around the
mills, factories, and workshops in the East and South and the
laborers and wage earners employed therein as against all for-
eign competitors; and they are now willing, if fairly treated by
them, that all such industries shall be protected by that rea-
sonable Republican doctrine, namely, the imposition of such
tariff duties as will equal the differénce between the cost of
1:1'0{111ctl0n at home and abroad with a fair profit to the in-
vestor.

Protectionists have always claimed that home competition
prevented prices from becoming excessive. In recent years
this natural law has been curtailed in its operation, so far as
many manufactured articles are concerned, by the action of the
frusts in preventing real competition in trust-made articles, and
progressive Republieans have demanded not a destruction of the
protective principle, but a lowering of the duty until it meas-
ured but slightly more than the difference in the cost of pro-
duction here and abroad. But mo one has claimed that there
was not real competition in the home market as to agricultural
products. The farmers have not combined. The prices of their
products are still regulated by the law of supply and demand.

If this be true—and it is true, and no one will deny it—pray
tell me then why the protection on the farmers' products should
be the first to be destroyed? DPray tell me why it is inconsist-
ent in those who have demanded a reduction of the tariff on
trust-made articles to oppose a measure for reduction which
carefully—I may say studiously—excepts them from its pro-
visions?

The farmers are not demanding class legislation; they are
asking no special favors; they are only contending that the
same standard should be applied to the measure of their pro-
tection that is applled to others. They contend that the true
measure of protection is the difference in the cost of production
at home and abroad, and demand that a no more favorable
method be applied to those interests which have stified com-
petition than to theirs, where home competition is free and
unobstructed.

“ Iqual rights and special privileges to none.”
farmers this and they will ask no more.

" But, let me warn the gentlemen on this floor representing
the manufacturing districts of our country, who are pressing
so ardently the passage of this so-called reciprocity measure,
which robs the* farmers of every line of protection they now
enjoy. That they may cease to be liberal to your interests, be-
come impatient under the burden you have laid upon them, for-
getting the goiden rule, and say unto you, “An eye for an eye
and a tooth for a tooth,” and with some Elijah to lead them on,
strike back by encompassing your walls of protection, assaulting
them so fiercely that there will not be one stone left upon an-
other, and you too will face the avarice and greed of every
nation of the earth and then feel the sting of the like burden
you have placed upon them.

Gentlemen of the South on this floor, who are so numerously
favoring this bill, I ask you where is your fairness or con-
sistency in hugging to your bosoms an ample protection on
your sugar, rice, tobacco, and peanuts, of which last year you
produced but $150,000,000 worth, and demanding and pressing
the passage of this measure that will sweep away the last ves-
iige of protection the farmers elsewhere have, who for the
same period produced cereal crops alone of more than $3,000,-
000,000 in value. With child-like fondness you cling to a
tariff on one-twentieth of this great production, and insist that
the farmers elsewhere shall lose all on the remaining nineteen-
twentieths, and then declare here and upon the stump with
vehemence that protection is a robbery, thereby convicting you,
not as accessories to the alleged crime, but as prinecipals.
Wherein can there be any justice to force the farmer to sell
his cereals in a free-trade market and retain an amply pro-

Afford the

tected market in which to sell your cotton, sugar, tobacco, and
peanuts?

Pass this bill and you legislate in favor of the corporations,
trusts, and combines everywhere by compelling the American
farmer to sell his wheat in a free-trade market, so far as
Canada is concerned, and when converted into flour, save to
tiie I'lour Trust a protected market of 50 cents per barrel in
which to sell its products; it will force him to raise and sell
Lis steers, the finished product of his labor, in the same free-
trade market, while you give to the packer and the Beef Trust
a protected market of $1.25 per hundred pounds in which fo
sell its meats at exorbitant prices to every family in the land;
and it will force the farmer to sell all his other food products
in a like free-trade market, and at the same time you carefully
give an awmply protected market to all manufactured food
products now so completely controlled by the numerous other
trusts of the country that are daily exploiting the poor of the
city, the family on the farm, and everyone, by demanding an
unjust tribute from them all.

Charles Sumner once said that reciprocity was a beautiful
word and very pleasing to the ear, and then showed how diffi-
cult it was to put into practice generally, and condemned the
Canadian reciprocity agreement of 1854, which was very sim-
ilar to the proposed measure, covering like products from each
country, as this one does, and which proved so disastrous to and
was by the United States abrogated in 1865. Canada has been
knocking at our doors ever since for a renewal of the old agree-
ment. She has pressed her claims upon every administration
from Lincoln to the present time, without avail until now. If
our experiences with a like Canadian reciprocal agreement in
the past is of any value, then we should not hesitate, if for no
other reason, to set our disapproval upon it. Enact this measure
into law and we again reverse the policy of this Govermment
since its foundation, and especially is it true that it will over-
turn the policy pursued by it in the last 50 years, which has
brought to it unbounded prosperity by increasing the property
of the Nation from $16,000,000,000 to more than $116,000,000,000,
or more than one-fourth of the wealth of the entire world, It
will reverse the policy of a great majority of the leading states-
men of our country from the beginning of our Governmment, as
advocated by Washington, Hamilton, Sumner, Morrill, Grant,
Sherman, Harrison, Garfield, Blaine, MeKinley, and many others
who stood for a complete protective policy for the American
farmer and reciprocity in such commodities only as were not and
could not be produced in this country. In the light, then, of
our past teachings, history, and policies, how does the proposed
reciprocal agreement square itself, for it requires us to freely
open up the greatest market on earth of 92,000,000 of people for
an unimportant market of less than 9,000,000 of people, which is
unequal, unreciprocal, and unfair?

It puts upon the free list every product of the farmer of the
North and West, composing one-third of our great population,
to the direct competition of an empire of farm lands as large
as our own, with greater fertility, more than one-half cheaper
in price per acre than American farms, with labor far lower
than our own, and destined at no distant day to be producing
an equal amount of farm products to that of the American
farmer, if not much more.

George Iarcourt, deputy minister of agriculture for Alberta,
one of the several Provinces of Canada, in 1909 made this
report:

Of the country which is known the area of producing graln Is 220,-
000,000 acres. The total area in crops last year was 1%.257.8?0 ncres,
Producing a total crop of 240,000,000 hushcls.. This is not the end.
There is a great northern country, the McKenzie
capable of producing grain. (Canadian Yearbook.)

It has been estimated that within a comparatively short
time, with the encouragement this measure gives, this vast
territory will produce bread enough to feed the people of
the whole North American Continent. In this connection I in-
vite attention to an address delivered in the House of Commons
by Sir Wilfrid Laurier, for 16 years prime minister of Canada,
on March 7, 1911:

We [referring to Canada] are above all an agrienltural people. Our
chief wealth is the growth of these products of the Temperate Zone.
What are they? Fruits, cereals, and vegetables; and it is our boast—
not an idle boast, but a boast founded upon actual cxperlence—that In
f\%:e'ﬁggj vegetables, and fruit we can, without exaggeration, beat the

This, too, is manifestly unfair to the American farmer, to
now bring him up against such conditions, who for many weary
vears struggled against depression and adversity in building
up the vast wealth of the Nation, and after the long-looked-for
day of prosperity to him had dawned, when he was just com-
ing into his own and reaping fair and remunerative prices for
his patience, labor, and toil, to be thus sorely smitten by him
whom he has in the years that are agone defended with his

Basin, which is
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strong arm, to now be forced to stand with helpless hands
while his lands decline in price, see the fruits of his toil sell
for less, compelling him {o work more and to produce more and
sell more for the same amount, in order to keep the home and
the farm running. This ig not only unjust and unfair to him,
but is gross ingratitude. The farm home is an institution and
not a factory, and must go on from year to year; the same ex-
penses must be paid from day to day. He therefore can not
shut down his farm and close his home, like the mills and fac-
tories, wwhen hard times and low prices prevail, and wait for
better times as they can do.

The American farmer knows he can not close down and
wait, that his industry must go on, and with courage he faces
the future and with a loyal devotion to his home, country, and
ﬂ:izg, excelled by none, every emotion of his heart pulsating
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and realizes he owes a patriotic duty to preserve the home and
farm, the hope of the land, without which this country will
weaken, fail, and finally perish as nations have done in the
past and be known only as they on the historical pages of time.

The American farmer is the chief factor that has created
our great American market, bullt on her soil, in trade and com-
merce over her rivers and lakes and railroads of which we
proudly boast, which exceeds $25,000,000,000 per year, with a
production in agricultural and manufactured products four and
one-half times greater than all Europe and spending more for
education than all the rest of the world combined, the foreigners
contributing not one cent in taxes for the maintenance of our
schools, churches, roads, bridges, and all other internal im-
provements that go to make this grent market for the use of
which he heretofore has had to pay « tariff in order to enjoy the
benefits thereof; but this bill, in effecl, proposes to compel the
American farmer to tax himself to build roads and bridges and
highways, so that the Canadian may conveniently travel over
them to every American farmer’s door as his competitor without
money or price. Idow reciprocal(?).

It has been admitted in debate by friends of this measure
that the price of wheat in recent years in the United States
has averaged somewhat over 10 cents per bushel more than in
Canada, and that this proposed measure, if put into force, would
either lower the price of American wheat or raise the price of
Canadian wheat. If the former should happen, as intended in
the bill, it would have produced a direct loss to the American
wheat raiser of $74,000,000, applied to that crop of 1909, and a
loss to the Kansas wheat grower last year of the vast sum of
£8,5600,000. And applying this to the middle and western por-
tion of Kansas, where by skillful farming, the production of
whent, oats, and barley has been developed second to .no other
portion of our country, driving the arid boundary westward be-
youd the Colorado line, will work an irreparable injury and
perhaps destruction to that industry there.

What loss would come to the American farmer on other
products of his can not now be ascertained, but, as affecting one
interest alone, again I want your attention to the words of Mr.
Laurier when he said, in the aforesaid address:

Then there is the eattle trade. Years ago we had a cattle trade with
Great Britain. We have some ﬁet, but it 1s not as large as it onght to
be, because everybody Lunows that it has been constantly retarded by
the exchange embargo put upon it some 20 years ago or so, and there-
fore, If we are not able to sell all the cattle we enn ralse, in Great
Britain, there is n ready market in the United States.

Great Britain, to whom Canada owes her allegiance, places
an embargo on the cattle trade from Canada, and we are here
now removing all embargoes as a gracious gift to her Cann-
dian daughter. How generous(?). How reciprocal(?). How
fair(?).

A few comparisons will be suflicient to establish the faet that
this so-calledl reciprocal measure is not recipreeal in any re-
spect, but whelly unilateral in spirit and effect:

(1) It gives to Canada o market of 92,000,000 of people, valued
annually at $25,000,000,000, for a market of less than 9,000,000
of people, which is far less in proportion to her people than that
of our own.

(2) It gives free trade in our great market for all Canadian
farm produects and refuses free lumber, coal, iron ore, and the
like to the Ameriean farmer.

(3) It opens our markets freely, but does not require Canada
to remove the export duty on her wood and wood pulp that we
buy from ler.

(4) As to tlie reciprocal nature of this agreement, the opin-
ion of Sir Wilfrid Laurier is worth considering. In the same
address above referred to he compliments the Canadian minister
of finanee, Mr. Fielding, and the Canadian minister of customs,
Mr. Patterson, who negotinted the agreement with our Sec-

retary of State, and thanks these two men for having ob-
tained from the United States such an advantageous arrange-
ment and ‘“‘having obtained it without the sacrifice of any
Canadian interest.” In other words, he means to say the
United States gave all and Canada gave nothing in return.

(5) I'ass this bill and we take a step backward among the
nations of the earth, for Germany, France, Belgium, and the
rest of the world have long since disearded the old reactionary
policy of giving free trade in farm products, that even free-
trade England is anxious te discard, which will bring dearth
and depression to our agricultural industry; our rural popula-
tion will surely decrease and the slogan * Back to the farm”
will become.obsolete, and “ Go West, young man,” will not take
him to Kansas, Nebraska, Oklalhioma, or the great Middle West,
but will be unheeded by him, and he will turn his back on the
old home and country and either face toward Manitoba, Bas-
katchewan, or Alberta, to there swear allegiance to n king and
live under another flag, or toward the overcrowded cities, to
abide where slums and saloons abound; as breeding places of
ignorance, lawlessness, crime, and anarchy. Such is not con-
ducive to, but dangerous to the country's welfare.

It has been urged that this measure will lessen the price of
food products and cheapen the cost of living to all; that it will
lessen the value of food products of the producer, yes; but to
the consumer, no. The consumer does not eat whenat, but the
product of the Flour Trust; he does not eat fat cattle, but the
products of the Beef Trust. Neither does he eat other raw ma-
terinls of the producer, but the manufactured food products so
completely controlled by the other trusts of our country. It is
apparent, therefore, that this measure is not in the interest of
the prodocers nor the consumers of manufactured food prod-
uets, but in the interest of the conspiracy of organized avarice
and greed; and the trusts, combines, and corporations will ab-
gorb, as additional profits, all reductions it will force from the
producer of farm products long before it reaches the consumer
of food products.

The greatest beneficiaries under this measure will undoubt-
edly be the trusts, combines, and corporatons who buy and sell
the food products, both of the producer and consumer, together
with the railroads who will transport these products from the
Canadian fields to our midst in competition with our own home
products. It is perfectly natural, therefore, that the IIills,
TRockefellers, Morgans, Vanderbilts, and other captains of high
finanee are reported as favoring the passage of this measure,
which is not only unreciprocal, but class legislation agninst a
large body of our American citizens in favor of a foreign peo-
ple, and is obnoxiously discriminative in character as against
one class of our own people in favor of another, for it gives to
the American farmer a free-trade market in which to sell his
products and amply protects the trusts and combines of the
country in their methods in the handling of the food products
of our people. It forces the farmer to compete with free wheat
and protects the Flour Trust on its flour at 50 cents per barrel.
It gives free competition in barley for the farmer and 45 cents
per hundred pounds protection to the brewer on malt barley;
free competition in live stock for the farmer and $1.25 per hun-
dred protection to the Beef Trust for its meats; free competl-
tion in free flaxseed and other oil seed for the farmer and
ample protection on linseed oil and such products for the Oil
Trust; free competition in horses and cattle for-the farmer and
protection at $1.25 per thousand on lumber for the Lumber
Trust to house them; free competition in dairy products for
the farmer and protection on coal at 45 cents per ton for the
Coal Trust. Besldes the Sugar Trust, the Steel Trust, and all
the other products of the numerons other trusts seemed to bhe
favored as against the Ameriean farmer, which is unfair, un-
unjust, un-Republican, and un-Ameriean.

In placing myself in opposition to this measure, along with
many othiers of like belief, I am not unmindful of the sensation
that awaits our experiences beneath the most powerful ma-
chine of the times—the steam roller of the opposition—which
is operated =o skillfully by the gentlemen on the other side of
this Chamber. Unpleasant for a time it may be, but the con-
scientiousness of having stood for and defended the rights of
the people we represent will be satisfaction everlasting, [Loud
applanse.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. CuRLEY].

Mr. CURLEY. Mr. Chairmnn, in the consideration of the
Canadian reciprocity bill one would be justified in the assump-
tion that the paper manufacturers and lumbermen of the coun-
try would be forced into bankruptey in the event of the passage
of this measure. I am in favor of the Canadian reciprocity bill
becaunse the Lumber Trust and all its allied interests are oppos-
ing it and because it typifies the most advanced character of pro-
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gressive legislation in belalf of the great masses of our people.
[Applause.] The activity of the speclal interests in their en-
deavor to defeat this mensure is a sign of the times.

We find the best thought of the Demoeratic Party of the
Nation favoring this Canadian reciprocity bill, and there scems
no question in my mind that its passage will eventually lower
the cost of living to our people.

I do not think that God in ITis wisdom ever intended that an
unnatural barrier should rise as a monument to greed, avarice,
and the Iust of wealth between the people of this country and
their neighbors across the Canadian border. [Applause.]

What matters it if the earnings of the Lumber and Paper
Trusts and their satellites are reduced if a market for the
exportation of our products and the interchange of Canadian
goods malkes lighter the burden borne by the great masses of our
toilers. [Applause.]

But above and beyond all else there Is absolutely no question
in my mind but what the present high and intolerant cost of
living to our people can be lowered materially if we remove the
present tarift walls existing between the United States and
Canada and allow the wage earners of the land to enjoy the
benefits to be derived from Canadian staple produects.

To say that there can be no advantage in opening to the
widest extent the great market upon our borders is the sheerest
folly., Let me present for a moment as o fair and well-drawn
illustration the actual conditions in the city of New York that
have come about under the present high cost of living.

New York City has a population in round numbers of
4,700,000, It is estimated that these 4,700,000 persons spend
about $2,350,000 a day for food. According to the tables of the
United States Bureau of Labor the price of beef in 1000 showed
an increase of 32 per cent over the average price for the 10
years between 1800 and 1900.

Bread showed an increase of 24 per cent.

Butter showed an increase of 35 per cent.

Eggs showed an increase of 42 per cent.

Flour showed an increage of 54 per cent.

Milk showed an increase of 41 per cenf.

Mutton showed an increase of 35 por cent.

Fresh pork showed an increase of GS per cent.

Salt pork and bacon showed an inerease of 80 per cent.

Ham showed an increase of 45 per cent.

Potatoes showed an inerease of 20 per cent.

Veal showed an increase of 30 per cent.

This means that the people of the city of New York are
paying $180,000 a day more for meaf, or $66,000,000 a year,
than they would pay under the prices of the previous deecade.

They are paying $34,000 a day more for eggs, or $12,000,000
a year.

They are paying $20,000 a day more for milk, or $7,000,000
a year.

'SJ'They are paying $34,000 a day more for butter, or $12,000,000
a year.

They are paying $7,000 a day more for potatoes, or $2,G00,000
a year.

'i‘hey are paying $267,000 a day more for other articles of
food, or $101,000,000 a year.

Thus the people of New York are paying $542,000 more a
day for food, or $200,000,000 more a year for food, under the
present prices than they would pay under the average prices
of 1890-1900.

My friends, let us soberly realize the great problem that con-
fronts us with the people of one American city paying an in-
erease of $200,000,000 on foodstuffs in a single year.

The passage of the Canadian reciprocity bill will realize a
double gain for the American people. For we will put raw ma-
terials upon the free list which will save our small manufac-
turers a substantial part of what it now costs them to run
iheir factories, and also let in the food products from the great
harvest fields of Canada which will ameliorate the conditions
in our cities, such as I have just illustrated, by reducing the
cost of living.

I believe also that there is o great and important side of
this question that has not as yet been considered in the debate
upon this tremendously vital economic issue, and that is the
opportunity that lies for moving a new and yastly important
commerce of another land through the ports of the United
States.

And I beg in connection with this proposed gain in American
commerce that you will note how almost entirely dependent
Canada is upon ler eastern and western terminals for the move-
ment of such commerce, while the United States has so many
outlets necessary for this new trade.

No adequate defense can be presented for the trade barriers
we have erected against the Canadian Dominion. The trade

of our counfry with Canada should flow as freely as belween
the States of the Union, for we need the raw materials, the
food supply, and the taking advantage of the wonderful natural
regources of the Dominion.

To-day all over the Jand may be noted the demand of hundreds
of small manufacturers that they may have the free raw mate-
rials of Canada in view of the rapidly increasing competition
which they are feeling more and more each year. For the full
measure of prosperity will only come to the small manufac-
turers when they realize an ability to secure the necessary free
raw materials for their factories on the fairest and most equi-
table terms.

The most grievous fact that appears in the trade relations
between the United States and Canada is that in the main we
have taxed the people of the Dominion on the majority of goods
a duty nearly twice as large as that which Canada places upon
American goods.

We are establishing a system of continental freedom of trade
in the passage of this measure. We are realizing for the first
time, as we should have realized years ago, how important—
yes, how vitally necessary to us—are the products of the Cana-
dian forests, the earth, the sea, and the mines, and we will allow
the American workingman to freely exchange his products with
the Canadian lumberman, farmer, fisherman, and miner and pay
for them, in reality, with preducts of our own, for you must
bear in mind that the people of Canada are as yet little engaged
in manufacturing pursuits and form an ideal people for us to
trade with.

The people of Canada, by reason of our greater development
in manufacturing, are to-day vitally in need of the things we
are most engaged in making, and which we must sell more and
moti'fy to foreign buyers if we are to continue to grow in pros-
perity.

With trade flowing as freely between the United States and
Canada as between the States of our Union, we shall realize
again that great prosperity which followed the trade centers of
the East and the great agricultural centers of the West, and
find history inevitably repeating itself between the manufae-
turing centers of the United States and the great and rapidly
developing agricultural distriets of the Dominion.

Never in the history of this Republic have the conditions of
ereat aflluence upen the one hand and extreme poverty upon the
otlier been go strongly paralleled, and the only protest that now
rises in the country against the passage of this measure 18 the
voiee in behalf of special interest.

The marvelous economic awakening of our people that caused
the recent upheaval in politics and gave so wonderful a Demo-
cratic victory was the voice of the people crying out for relief
from the exactions of a high and intolerant cost of Iiving, and
the very presence of many new faces upon the other side of this
historic Chamber and a few new ones also at the extreme end
of this Chamber, can be considered In no sense as the result of
a personal vietory, but rather the righteous demand of the peo-
ple for a new order of things in the economie life of our
country.

The result of the recent elections was as pleasing to {hose
Democrats chosen to carry the message of the people as it
proved displeasing and disastrous to many men who heard the
voice of the people during the days of the Sixty-first Congress
and heeded it not.

The tremendous increase in population in this country during
the past 20 years and the gradual decrease in the purchasing
power of the American dollar has been such that every thinking
man realizes that a stronger and better economic policy is
vitally necessary to our people.

It is a very narrow line that marks the difference between the
purchasing power and the income of the Ameriean laborer, and
this reeciprocity measure, in glving a wider market to our ex-
ports, will aid the well-being of those who produce with their
brains and hands the wenlth of the land.

The Ameriean workingman should rejoice to find in the Re-
publiean ranks men of the type of McCaryn, of Massachusefts,
Hiy, of Connecticut, Crunmracker, of Indiann, nnd others who
are to-day placing loyalty to the people above all else.

When the present governor of Massachusetis voleed the nceds
of the people in o Republican convention he was advised by the
distinguished senior Senator from Massachusetts to leave the
party, and in turning his back upon his party and becoming a
Demoerat and leading the people’s cause he was elected by a
tremendous majority last year and will be reelected by the
largest majority this year ever received by a Democrat in
Massachusetts.

There is no turning back from the signs of the times. [Loud
applause.]
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Mr. UNDERWOOD.
tee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. SuaerrLey, 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. 4412
and bhad come to no resolution thereon.

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS,

DBy unanimous consent, Mr. Faisox was granted leave to with-
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, the
papers in the case of A. M. Williams, Sixty-first Congress, no
adverse report having been made thereon,

LEAVES OF ADSENCE.

DBy unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.
Heney of Texas, indefinitely, on account of sickness in family.

Algo to Mr. Drarer, indefinitely.

Mr, Chairman, I move that the commit-

CONCLUSION OF GENERAL DEBATE.

Mr, UNDERWOOID. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask unanimous
consent that after three hours' debate in the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union to-morrow on the bill
H. R. 4412, general debate shall close, and that one hour of
that time shall be controlled by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. McCarnL], one hour by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vanin [Mr, Darzern], and one hour by myself.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that general debate on this bill shall run for
three hours to-morrow—one hour to be controlled by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzerr], one hour by the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. McCarr], and the other
hour by himself. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

ADJOURNMENT.
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the Housge
do now adjourn,
The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 44
minutes), the House adjourned to meet to-morrow, Friday,
April 21, 1911, at 12 o'clock meridian.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clavse 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communiecations were
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, trans-
mitting a draft of a bill for mprovements at Edgemore T.ight-
house Depot, Del. (H. Doe. No. 21); to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

2. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
recommendation as to disbursements of appropriations for cer-
tain exigency work in connection with the care of publie build-
ings (H. Doc. No. 22) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

TUnder clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. WEBB: A bill (H. R. 6203) to divest intoxieating
liquors of their interstate-commerce character in certain eases;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

DBy Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 6294) providing
for the allotment of the Camp MecDowell Indian Reservation
to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. BARNHART: A bill (H. R. 6295) to amend sections
2304 and 2305 of the Revised Statutes of 1878 of an act provid-
ing for soldiers and sailors acquiring homesteads in public lands
of the United States, and deductions of military and naval
service from the time required generally to perfect title; to the
Committee on the Public Lands. )

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 6206) to diminish the expense
of proceedings on appeal and writ of error or of certiorari; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EDWARDS: A bill (H. R. 6297) increasing pensions
of Indian War veterans; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : A bill (H. R. 6208) to amend an
act entitled “An act to provide revenue, equalize duties, and
encourage the industries of the United States, and for other
purposes,” approved August 5, 1909; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,

By Mr, TILSON: A bill (H. R. 6200) to provide for the erec-
tion of a publie building at Naugatuck, Conn. ; to the Committee
on Public Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (F. R. 6300) to provide for the erection of a
public building at Seymour, in the State of Counecticut; to the
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. DAVENPORT : A bill (H. R. 6301) to establish a fish-
hatching and fish-cultural station within Cherokee County, in
the third congressional district, State of Oklahoma, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. RAUCH: A bill (H, R. 6302) to remedy in the line
of the Army the inequalities in rank due to the past system of
regimental promotion; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, FITZGERALD : A bill (H. R. 6303) to repeal sectlon
40 of the act approved August 5, 1009, which authorizes the is-
suance of certificates of indebtedness; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 6304) 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 expenditures thercof; to the Committee on
Mines and Mining.

Also, a bill (IL R. 6305) to establish a biological and fish-
cultural station in the twenty-third congressional district of
IlIiinuis; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

Also, a bill (IT. RR. 63006) granting pensions to all enlisted men,
soldiers and officers, who served in the Civil War or the War
with Mexico; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 6307) for the relief of the Ken-
tucky drafted men; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. COX of Indinana: A bill (H. R. 6308) to establish in
the Department of Agriculture a bureau to be known as the
Burean of Public Highways, and to provide for national aid in
the improvement of the public roads; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

By Mr. SHEPPARD: A bill (IL. R. 6309) to amend section
647, chapter 18, Code of Law for the District of Columbia; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia,

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas (by request) : A bill (H. R.
6310) conferring jurisdiction on the Court of Claims to hear and
determine the claims of Choctaw and Chickasaw Indians; to the
Committee on Indian Affairs,

By Mr. LITTLEPAGE: A bill (H. R. 6311) for the establish-
ment of a parcels post; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

By Mr. ROBINSON: A bill (H. R. 6312) to repeal an act
entitled “An act granting the use of certain lands in the Ilot
Springs Reservation, in the State of Arkansas, to the DBarry
Hospital,” and for other purposes; to the Committee on tha
Public Lands.

DBy Mr. ANTHONY : A bill (II. R. 6313) to provide an eight-
hour workday for United States penitentiary guards; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6314) to provide payvment for overtime to
United States penitentiary guards; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6315) providing for a military highway
between Forts Leavenworth and Riley, Kans.; to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HAY: A bill (H. R. 6316) authorizing the designa-
tion and employment of a medical officer of the Army as director
of sanitation of the government of Porto Rico, and prescribing
compensation therefor; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R, 6317) to prevent the sale or
transportation in interstate or foreign commerce of articles of
food held in cold storage for more than the time herein speci-
fied, and for regulating traflic therein, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R, 6318) to provide for the
assignment of certain water rights aecquired by the United
States under the laws of the different States and Territories;
to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6310) to amend section 2139 of the Re-
vised Statutes of the United States of 1878; to the Committee on
Indian Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6320) providing for the allowance of com-
pensation to the members of the United States Land Commis-
sion to the Territory of New Mexico, created under the act of
Congress of June 21, 1808; to the Committee on the Territories.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6321) to amend section 3 of an act entitled
“An act to provide for the allotment of land in severalty,” ete.,
approved February 28, 1001; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. FINLEY: A bill (H. R. 6322) for the relief of the
State of South Carolina; to the Committee on War Claims,
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Also, a blll (H, R. 6323) to regulate and fix the fees of United
States commissioners; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, a bill (IL R. 6324) for the erection of a public building
at Winnsboro, 8. C.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6325) for the erection of a public building
at Cheraw, 8. C.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. It. 63206) for the erection of a public building
at Yorkrille, 8. C.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6327) for the erection of a public building
at Lancaster, 8. C.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

Also, a bill {H. R. 6328) to provide for a substitute list of
storekeeper-gaugers in the Internal-Revenue Service, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Treas-
ury Department.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6329) providing for the erection of a mon-
ument at Cowpens battle ground, Cherokee County, 8. C., com-
memorative of Gen. Daniel Morgan and those who participated
in the Battle of Cowpens on the 17th day of Janunary, 1781; to
the Committee on the Library.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6330) relating to the removal of civil
cases from the State courts to United States courts; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HAYES: A bill (H. R. G331) to set aside a portion
of certain lands in the new State of Arizona now known as the
Grand Canyon National Monument and Coconino National For-
est s a public park, to be known as the Carnegie National Park,
in commemoration of the name of the founder of some of
Amerien’s greatest institutions and the benefactor of mankind
by the promotion of everlasting peace among all nations of
the earth without the use of arms; to the Committee on the
Public Lands.

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 6332) to further increase the
efficiency of the Organized Militia, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 6333) to cooperate
with the States in encouraging instruction in agriculture, the
trades and industries, and home economics in secondary schools;
in preparing teachers for those voeational subjects in State nor-
mal schools, and to approprinte money therefor and to regulate
its expenditure; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. FITZGERAILD : Resolution (H. Res. 113) calling upon
the Secretary of the Treasury for information relative to ex-
penses of the Monetary Commission; to the Committee on Iix-
penditures in the Treasury Department.

By Mr. FOSTER of Ilinois: Resolution (H. Res. 114)
amending Rules X and XI; to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. SABATH : Itesolution (H. Res. 115) providing for an
investigation of the undervaluations, frauds, and other mal-
practices of the persons controlling theé American Sugar Co.;
to the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. SIMS: Resolution (H. Res. 116) providing for a
stenographer to the Committee on War Claims; to the Com-
mittee on Accounts.

By Mr. LLOYD: Resolution (H. Res. 117) providing for a
clerk and messenger to the Committee on Disposition of Useless
Executive Papers; to the Committee on Accounts.

Also, a resolution (H. Res. 118) providing for clerical and
messenger service to the several committees on expenditures in
the exeentive depariments; to the Committee on Accounts.

By Mr. HUMPHRIEY of Washington: Joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 72) for the appointment of a committee to investigate com-
merce on the high seas; to the Committee on Rules.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAIR: A bill (H. R. 6334) granting an increase of
pension to David Whitchead; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. ALEXANDER: A bill (H. R. 6335) granting an in-
erease of pension o Willlam J. Taylor; te the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ghio: A bill (H. R. 6336) granting
an increase of pension to Jacob Arntz; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6337) granting an increase of pension to
Martin H, Black; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6338) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Blackford; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6339) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm H. Chaney; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6340) granting an increase of pension
Joshua Covell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, n bill (H. R. 6341) granting an increase of pension
Jnies Carper; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (F. R. 6342) granting an increase of pension
Thomas H. Chance; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6343) granting an increase of pension
Charles F. Collins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. 1. .6344) granting an increase of pension
John Dyer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, n bill (H. R, 6345) granting an increase of pension
Peter Dennis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. I&. 6346) granting an increase of pension
Samuel Dale; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 6347) granting an increase of pension
Isnac Fry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. RR. 6348) granting an increase of pension
Jacob Gish; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 6349) granting an increase of pension
Jolm Gruver; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (. R. G350) granting an increase of pension
Mary Hurst; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6351) granting an increase of pension
Frederick K. Hewitt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6352) granting an increase of pension
Benjamin H. Huil; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6353) granting an increase of pension
Jacob Henry ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6354) granting an increase of pension
Erwin M. Harley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6355) granting an increase of pension
Richard M. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6856) granting an increase of pension
Lafayette Jolmston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6357) granting an increase of pension
John P. Lonsway; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6358) granting an inerease of pension
Helen Longley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6359) granting an increase of pension
John Lutz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 63G0) granting an increase of pension
Ruben V. Lott; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6361) granting an increase of pension
Alfred €. McClead; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6362) granting an increase of pension
Vinel E, McCreary ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6363) granting an increase of pension
John H. Mohler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6364) granting an increase of pension
William A. Miller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6365) granting an increase of pension
John Myers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6366) granting an increase of pension to
Ifllllam H. McLaughlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 6367) granting an inerease of pension to
Thomas Morgan; fo the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6368) granting an increase of pension
William Newson ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6369) granting an increase of pension
George P. Ogg; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6370) granting an increase of pension to
William B. Olds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6371) granting an increase of pension
Erwin A. Ogden; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6372) granting an increase of pension
Joseph Rohla; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6373) granting an increase of pension
John W. Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6374) granting an increase of pension
Edwin F. Spink; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6375) granting an increase of pension
John Shellhouse; to the Committee on Invalid Pdnsions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6376) granting an increase of pension
George Smith; to the Committee on Invalld Pensions.

Also, a Dill (H. k. 6377) granting an inerease of penslon
Il Snyder; to the Committee on Invalid Peusions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6378) granting an increase of pension
Joseph Shindorff'; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6379) granting an inerease of pension
Francis M. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, n bill (H. R. 63S0) granting an increase of pension
William Swaney; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 6381) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Strouss; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 63582) granting an increase of pension to
Giles J. Titus; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6383) granting an increase of pension to
William Updegraff'; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6384) granting an increase of pension to
Wilson S. Van Horn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I. R. 6385) granting an increase of pension to
David Warner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 6386) granting an increase of pension to
Frederick H. Winiker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. G387) granting an increase of pension to
Celius W. Worman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H., R. 6388) granting an increase of pension to
David Wertz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 638)) granting an inerease of pension to
James T. Waltemire; to the Committee on Invalid Penslons.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6390) granting a pension to Elizabeth
Youngblood ; to the Committee dn Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR, 6391) granting an increase of pension to
George Zabriskie; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6392) granting an increase of pension to
William O. Bulger; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6393) granting an increase of pension to
Robert 8. Blaine; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6394) granting an increase of pension to
Everett E. Garner; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6395) granting a pension to Mary A. Ilar-
rison; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 6396) granting a pension to Alice J, Phil-
lips; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL. R. 6397) granting a pension to Desdamona T.
Perin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 6398) granting a pension to Margaret Pat-
terson ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ANDREWS: A bill (H. R. 6399) granting an increase
of pension to Margarita B. Ryan; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6400) for the relief of Emiliano Martinez;
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6401) for the relief of Jesus Gallegos y
Vigil; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6402) for the relief of Pedro Rafael
Trujillo; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6403) for the relief of Nicolas Apodaca;
to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6404) for the relief of Jose Salazar y
Ortiz; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6405) for the relief of the estate of Martin
Vigil, deceased, and the administrator of said estate, Eslavio
Vigil; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. ANSBERRY : A bill (H. R. 6406) granting a pension
to Catharine Crockett; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr, ANTHONY: A bill (H. R. 6407) to pay to the city
of Leavenworth, Kans., taxes with interest assessed against the
lots on which is located the Federal building for street improve-
ments adjacent thereto; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6408) to pay the city of Topeka, Kans.,,
taxes, with interest, assessed against the lots on which is
Jocated the Federal building for street improvements adjacent
thereto; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 6409) for the relief of James Stanton; to
the Committee on Claims.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6410) for the relief of John T. Glynn;
to the Committee on Claims,

By Mr. ASHBROOK : A bill (H. R. 6411) granting an increase
of pension to Willlam 8. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. -

By Mr. BORLAND: A bill (H. R. 6412) granting a pension to
Edward Waldo; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. BRADLEY : A bill (H. R. 6413) granting an increase
of pension to John Hornbeck; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, .

Also, a bill (H. R, 6414) granting an increase of pension to
Edward H. Garrison; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6415) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Soules; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6416) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel C. Myers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6417) granting an increase of pension to
Sarah O. Sherman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6418) granting an increase of pension to
Pethuel Dorcas; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. G419) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Gelston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6420) granting an increase of pension to
Jesse W. Whitmore; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 6421) granting a pension to Susan Bab-
cock; to the Committee on Invalid ’ensions,

By Mr. BROWN: A bill (H. IR. 6422) granting an increase of
pension to David II. Cox; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CANDLER : A bill (H. R, 6423) for the relief of B, H.
Davig, administrator of the estate of Enos Davis, deceased; to
the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6424) for the relief of the heirs of Glad-
ney, Gardner & Co.; to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6425) for the relief of the estate of R. C.
Bumpass, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. It. 6426) granting an increase
of pension to George W. Holdson; to the Committee on Invalid
Tensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6427) granting an increase of pension to
Albert M. Patrick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DAVIS of Minnesota : A bill (II. R. 6428) granting an
increase of pension to Eric Oleson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. DENVER: A bill (H. R, 6429) granting an increase
of pension to Richard A, Hall; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 6430) granting an increase of pension to
Josiah Gough; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6431) granting an increase of pension
Phillip P. Anderson; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6432) granting an increase of pension fo
James W. McDaniel ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6433) granting an increase of pension
William H. Everhart; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H, R, 6434) granting an increase of pension
Thomas L. Davis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Alsgo, a bill (H. R, 6435) granting an increase of pension
Joseph Luce; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6436) granting an increase of pension
Thomas J. Gustin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6437) granting an increase of pension
David Gough; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6438) granting an increase of pension
Samuel N, Weeks; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 6439) granting an increase of pension
Frank L. Dunlap; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6440) granting an increase of pension
Henry N. Bushnell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6441) granting an increase of pension
William Frye; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6442) granting an increase of pension
George A. Anderson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 6443) granting an increase of pension
John I, Barrows; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6444) granting an increase of pension
Mary L. Thompson ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R, 6445) granting an increase of pension
William Barrow; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6446) granting an increase of pension
Edward M. Curtis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6447) granting an increase of pension
Samuel F. Welshimer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. . 6448) granting an increase of pension to
David Montgomery ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6449) granting a pension to Ellen Miller;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6450) for the relief of C. C. Shearer; to the
Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. DONOHOE: A bill (H. R. 6451) for the relief of
Annie MeColgan; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. FINLEY : A bill (H. R. 6452) granting a pension to
Henry Langley; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6453) granting a pension to Willlam L.
Hicklin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6454) granting a pension to Theresa J,
Sowell; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6455) for the relief of St. John'’s Episcopal
Chureh, at Winnsboro, S. C.; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6456) for the relief of U. G. Des Portes,
administrator of the estate of 8. 8. Wolfe, deceased; to the
Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6457) for the relief of J. M. Moore; to the
Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6458) for the relief of the estate of A, E.

Hutchison; to the Committee on War Claims.
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By Mr, FOSTER of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 6459) granting an
increase of pension to Willlam H, Benthall; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. G460) granting an increase of pension to
J. C. Judy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr, FRENCH: A bill (H., R. 6461) granting an increase
of pension to Recorder M. Mudgett; to the Committee on Inva-
lid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. It. 6462) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Bigham; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IH. R. 6463) granting an increase of pension to
Spencer C. Weaver; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6464) granting an increase of pension to
Blockmon K. Lawrence; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GALLAGHER : A bill (H. . 6465) granting a pension
to Albert Truffner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6466) granting a pension to John Zilkie;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. GREGG of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 6407) grant-
ing an inerease of pension to Jacob R. Zuck; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. GUERNSEY : A bill (H. R, G468) granting a pension
to Lanra J. Grant; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAYES: A bill (H, &, 6469) granting a pension to
Willinm Alexander; to the Committee on Pensions.

DBy Mr. HINDS: A bill (H. R. 6470) granting an increase
of pension to Irank Cleaves; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. HOUSTON : A bill (H. R. 6471) granting an increase
of pension tp William F, Simpson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. IR, 6472) granting a pension to Albert G.
Jenkins; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6473) for the relief of the legal repre-
sentatives of the estate of Benjamin Lillard, deceased; to the
Committee on War Claims,

Algo, a bill (H. . 6474) for the relief of the legal representa-
tives of the estate of Lewis M. Maney; to the Committee on
War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6475) for the relief of the heirs of Joseph
1L Thompson; to the Committee on Claims,

Also, o bill (H. &, 6476) for the relief of F.
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6477) for the relief of the Cumberland
Presbyterian Church, of Tullahoma, Tenn.; to the Committee
on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6478) to earry into effect the findings of
the Court of Claims in the matter of the claim of Henry Pepper
and Elizabeth H. Cleveland, heirs of William Pepper, deceased ;
to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi: A bill (H. R. 6479)
granting an increase of pension to Ferree 'irtle; to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions, »

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: A Dill (H. R. G480)
granting an increase of pension to Wllllnm H. Merritt; to the
Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR, 6481) gmutlng an inerease of pension to
‘\um-nu Lockwood Coen: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6452) granting a pension to Jenkins Mor-
gan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. JACOWAY : A bill (H. R. 6483) granting a pension
to Frank Doering; to the Committee on Invaliil Pensions.

By Mr. KIPP: A bill (H, R. 6484) granting an increase of
pension to Charles Rutty; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6485) granting an inerease of pension to
Orlando English; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. G4806) granting an increase of pension
Mary A, Lucas; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. (487) granting an increase of pension
* J. H. Fox; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. K. 6488) granting an increase of pension
Randolph M. Manley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, I&. G480) granting an increase of pension
Minor Hoover; to the Comumittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6490) granting an increase of pension
T. Fleming Lent; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6491) granting an increase of pension
Willinm F. Merrick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6492) granting an increase of pension
Josephine Brown; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (L. R. 6403) granting an inerease of pension
L. W. Kelly: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6494) granting an increase of pension to
Charles R, Green; to the Committee on Pensions,

8. McRady; to

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 6495) granting an increase of pension to
Wilson Murphy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. G6496) granting an increase of pension to
Eldridge G. Yan Dyke; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, n bill (H. R. 6497) granting an increase of pension to
Jeremianh Ii. Vansice; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 6498) granting an increase of pension to
Dallas J. Sweet; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6499) granting an increase of pension to
James W. Hurst; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6500) granting an increase of pension to
Berlin ¥. Myer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6501) granting an increase of pension to
Willinmm Kintner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. RR. 6502) granting an increase of pension to
J. D. Johnson ; to the Committee on Invalid Pengions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 6303) granting a pension to James IL
Sawyer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6504) granting a pension to Harvey G.
Van Horn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6305) granting a pension to Mary Ann
Hembury; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LATTA : A bill (H. R, 6506) granting an increase of
plrmsir-n to Robert Iteynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions. .

Also, a bill (H. R, 6507) granting an increase of pension to
James R. Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LITTLEPAGE: A bill (H. R. 6508) granting a pen-
sion to Martin M. Rice; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6509) granting an increase of pension to
Henry D. Lively; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. McGILLICUDDY : A bill: (H. R. 6510) to remove the
charge of desertion from the military record of Frank Cooper;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. Ik, 6511) granting a pension to Clarence M.
Smith; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R&. 6512) granting an increase of pension to
Francis G. French, alias Frank Jones; to the Commiitee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MAGUIRE of Nebraska: A bill (I1. R. 6513) granting
a pension to Amelia Wells; to the Committee o Invalid Pen-
slons,

Also a bill (H. R. 6514) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Frazee; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Dy Mr. MAHER: A bill (H. R. 6515) granting an increase of
pension to L. Alonzo Dennett; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6516) granting an increase of pension to
John McMahon: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 6517) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Samuel Fulks; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 6518) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Van Horn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MITCHELL: A bill (H. R, 6519) granting an increase
of pension to MeArthur W. Brlttiugham, to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (0. R, 6520) granting an increase of pension to
Julius E. Henderson ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

"Also, a bill (H. I. 6521) grauting an increase of pension to
Albert Bauswell; to the Committee on Invalid I'ensions.,

Also, a bill (H, R. 6522) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm MeClure; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR, 6523) granting a pension to Margaret Dick-
son; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6524) granting a pension to Hugh J. Me-
Kane; to the Committes on Invalid Pensions,

Alb(), a bill (H. R. 6525) for the relief of the University of
Kansus; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. O’SHAUNESSY: A bill (H. R. 6526) granting an in-
cerease of pension to Elipha M. Field; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

Also, a bill (IL. R. 6527) granting an increase of pension to
Jane McLaughlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6528) granting an increase of pension to
Lydia A. Randall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6529) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Lyghton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6530) granting an increase of pension to
Margaret T. Martin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6531) granting an increase of pension to
Lewis Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RAUCIL: A bill (H. R. 6532) granting an increase of
pension to Christopher U. Rumpf; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H. R. (6533) granting an increase of pension to
George Henson; {o the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6534) granting an inerease of pension to
John I'. Staley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 06535) granting an increase of pension to
James T. Riordan; {o the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6336) granting an increase of pension to
John O'Harrow; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6537) granting a pension to William H.
Lowry; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (I I. 6538) granting an increase of pension to
Robert A, Love; to the Committee on Invalid Pengions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6339) granting an increase of pension to
Robert Cameron, jr.; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6540) granting a pension to McCullough
Tally; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6541) granting a pension to William Fos-
ler; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6542) to earry out the findings of the
Court of Claims in the case of Samuel E. Calvert; to the Com-
mittee on War Claims.

DBy Mr. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 6543) granting a pension to
Gertle Lee Davis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RUCKER of Colorado: A bill (H., R. 6544) for the
relief of the heirs of John W. West, deceased; to the Commit-
tee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 6545) granting an increase
gif pengion to Jennie Higging; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6546) granting a pension to Ophelia
McEKay; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6547) granting an increase of pension to
Benton Braden; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SHEPPARD : A bill (II. R. 6548) for the relief of the
heirs of George 8. Thebo; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. SIMMONS: A bill (H. R. 6549) granting an increase
of pension to Edwin I. Hoopes; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

DBy Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 6530) for the re-
lief of J. M. Gurley; to the Commitiee on Claims.

Also, a bill *«(H. R. 6551) for the relief of the heirs of J. D.
Dellah, sr.; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6352) for the relief of Samuel I. Howell
and James H. Howell, in their own right and as sole heirs of
Mary Ann Thomas, deceased, and William T. Howell, deccased;
to the Committee on War Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6553) granting a pension to Louis H.
Dowd; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. STONE: A bill (H. RR. 6554) for the relief of Nicholas
C. Buswell; to the Committee on War Calims.

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 6555) for the relief of the
Winechester Repeating Arms Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6556) granting a pension to William C.
Manning; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6557) granting an increase of pension to
John Speers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WHITACRE: A bill (H. R. 6558) granting an in-
crease of pension to Eugene Davenport; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (HI. R, 6550) granting an increase of pension to
George H. Wirebaugh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6560) granting an inercase of pension to
Samuel Johnston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6561) granting an increase of pension to
John Bash; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 6502) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Clay Corbett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6563) granting an incrense of pension to
Josiah Ketchum; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 6564) grant-
ing. an increase of pension to Thomas B. Heiger; to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6365) granting an increase of pension to
Francis Lombard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, o bill (H. R. 6568) granting an increase of pension to
Johnathan Irdman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6367) granting an increase of pension to
Jacob Sheets; to {he Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill {H. II. 6565) granting an increase of pension to
Nelson Freer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. B. 6369) granting an increase of pension to
Job Wetmore; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6570) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph Lane; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6571) granting an increase of pension to

John 8. McGinness; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. !

Also, a bill (H. R. 6572) granting an increase of pension to
B. Guild; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6573) granting an increase of pension to
Josiah Gurr; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, A bill- (H. It. 6574) granting an increase of pension to
Daniel Robb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6575) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Hurst; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6570) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm F. Stamets; to the Committee on Invalld I’cnsions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6577) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Cook Caldwell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

“Also, a bill (H. R. 6578) granting an increase of pension to
John A. Brimmer; to the Committec on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6579) granting an increase of pension to
Dennis McGinnis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6350) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm L. Poust; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6581) granting an increase of pension to
William Willoughby; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6582) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas Metzgar; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6583) granting an increase of pension to
James Steen; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, X

Also, a bill (H. R. 6584) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Kelley; to the Commiftee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. 1. G385) granting an increase of pension to
Horatio P. Keyte; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 638G) granting an increase of pension to
Percey H. White; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6587) granting an increase of pension to
Peter Dayton, alias William Ross; to the Committee on Invalld
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6588) granting an increase of pension to
TLeonard I, Brady; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6589) granting an increase of pension to
Peter Schaddle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6590) granting an increase of pension to
Willlam Bessinger; to the Committee on Tnvalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6501) granting an increase of pension to
Harriet M. Ritter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6592) granting an increase of pension to
James E. Beach; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6593) granting an increase of pension to
David O’'Brien; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H, R. 6594) granting an increase of pension to
Ell Webb; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6595) granting an increase of pension to
George W. Musto; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6596) granting an inerease of pension to
Frederick R. Smith; to the Commitfee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (. B. 6307) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm . H. MeCowan; io the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (¥. R. 6308) granting an increase of pension to
Harry T. Peet; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (EH. IR. 6399) granting an increase of pension to
John Maneval; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6000) granting an increasec of pension to
Jennie K. Noll; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

" Also, a bill (H. R. 6601) granting an increase of pension fo
William W. Bird; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 60602) granting a pension to Marie de
Plangue; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. . 6603) granting an increase of pension to
Susan C. Long; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. B. 6604) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Hoof; to the Committec on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6605) granting an increase of pension fo °
Israel Osman ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6606) granting an increase of pension to
Johln Sweeds; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6607) granting an increase of pension to
Robert Karstetter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6008) granting an inerease of pension to
Ebenezer Mott; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (I R. 6600) granting an increase of pension to
Isanc A. Broslus; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6610) granting an increase of pension to
Ashbell €, Wheeler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6611) granting an increase pof pension to
Charles A. Shaffer; to the Committee on Invalid Penslons.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 6612) granting an increase of pension to
Elias Merrick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6613) granting an increase of pension to
John Koch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 6614) granting an increase of pension to
Abram Robbins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6615) granting an increase of pension
John Brinser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6616) granting an increase of pension
I'hilip Kolhler; to the Commitice on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6617) granting an increase of pension
Ell K. Peasley; to the Committee on Invilid Pensions,

Also. a bill (H. R. G618) granting an increase of pension to
Zachariah T. Woodward; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6619) granting an increase of pension
LErnest G. Treat; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6620) granting an inerease of pension to
Solomon W. Shadle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 6621) granting an increase of pension
Dennis Hancen; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6622) granting an incrense of pension
Henry €, Livingston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H, R. 6623) granting an increase of pension
Silas E. Cummings; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6624) granting an increase of pension
James B, Howard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 6625) granting an increase of pension to
Oren M. Carvd; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Al=o, a bill (H. R. 6626) granting an increase of pension
Peter ¥, Reeser; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6627) granting an Increase of pension to
Daniel Shank; to the Committee on Invalidl Pensions.

Also, a bill (H., R. 6628) granting an increase of pension to
Samuel Sanders; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6629) granting an increase of pension
George Couch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6630) granting an increase of pension
William B, Reece; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6631) granting an increase of pension
Squire L. Gage; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 6632) granting an increase of pension
John Lyman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also a bill (H. R. 6633) granting an increase of pension
Isane Shemery ; to the Conunittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6634) granting an increase of pension
Joseph Fessenden ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also a bill (H. R. 6635) granting an inerease of pension
John Ludwig; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6636) granting an inerease of pension to
Alphens Johnstonbaugh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6637) granting an increasge of pension to
Charles H. Ball; to the Conunittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6638) granting an increase of pension to
Christopher C. Pfoutz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (. R. 6639) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Strunk: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6640) granting an increase of pension to
Charles Chilson; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6641) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew Brimegin; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6642) granting an incrense of pension to
Thomas H. Bennett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 6643) granting an increase of pension to
David Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6644) granting an increase of pension to
Isane Zeller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6645) granting an increase of pension to
Howard D. Avery; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 6646) granting an increase of pension to
Jolmston R. Lambright; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6647) granting an increase of pension to
John Croak; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 664S) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph S. Morris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6649) granting an increase of pension to
Charles H, Hillman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 6650) granting an increase of pension to
Henry Harer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6651) granting an increase of pension to
Cecile O. Hamill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6652) granting an increase of pension to
Andrew Douglass; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 0653) granting an increase of pension to
Norman M, Ostrander; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

to
to

to

Also, a bill (H. R. 6654) granting an increase of pension to
John Kennedy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6655) granting an increase of pension to
Emer E. Irons; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6656) granting an increase of pension to
John F. Burkhart; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. G657) ‘granting an increase of pension
John Hall; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. . 6658) granting an increase of pension
Jacob S. Kimball; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6659) granting an increase of pension
M. J. Holmes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6660) granting an increase of pension
William C. Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6661) granting an increase of pension
John W. Corle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6662) granting an increase of pension to
Henry C. Holter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6663) grauting an inerease of pension
Williaan Coder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6664) granting an increase of pension
Jacob H. Moon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6665) granting an increase of pension
Jackson Tibbens; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H, R. 6666) granting an increase of pension
Charles Bruner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6667) granting an increase of pension
G. W. Rogers; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, n bill (H. R. 6668) granting an increase of pension
George J. Horton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a Dbill (H. I&. 6669) granting an increase of peusion
Andrew J. Butler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, 6670) granting an increase of pension to
Hurlbutt L. Farnsworth; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6671) granting an increase of pension to
Ebenezer A. Whitney; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6672) granting an increase of peusion to
Willinm Haneoek: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6673) granting an increase of pension
Charles H. Eddy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6674) granting an increase of pension
William M. Everhart; to the Committee on Invalid Peunsions.

Also, n bill (H. R, 6675) granting an increase of pension
Harvey Fravel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, o bill (H. R. 6676) granting an inerease of pension
John 8. Schuyler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6677) granting an increase of pension
James A. Ioche: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6678) granting an increase of pension
Hiram L, Yoder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. :

Also, a bill (IL. R. 6679) granting an increase of pension
George S. Smith; to the Committee on Invalid PPensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 6650) granting an inerease of pension
Jolin Shroat; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. . 6681) granting an increase of pension
John I.. G. Robbins: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R, 66382) granting an increase of pension
David McClintoek ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 66S83) granting an increase of pension
John Bossinger; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, o bill (H. R. 6684) granting an increase of pension
Henry D. Smead; to the Comnittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6685) granting an increase of pension to
William Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR, 6656) granting an increase of pension
Wesley Doyle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Als=o, a bill (H. R. 6687) granting an increase of pension
Daniel W. Green: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6688) granting an inerease of pension
Josiah W. Harding: to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6689) granting an increase of pension
James L. Bonnell; to the Committee on Pensions.

Alse. a bill (H. . 6690) granting an increase of pension
Isane lenker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, n bill (H. R. 6691) granting an inerease of pension
Isaac Knepp; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6692) granting an inerease of pension
Daniel Grafius: to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6693) granting an increase of pension
Clayton P. Wiute; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6604) granting an increase of pension
David Rorabaugh; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6695) granting an increase of pension
John Abott; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

to

to

to
to
to
to

to
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Also, a bill (H. RR, 0606) granting an inerease of pension to
Willinmy E. Clarke; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, €697) granting an increase of pension to
Joseph €asson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (II. R. 660S) granting an increase of pension to
John H. W. Lawrance; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (IL R. 6699) grauting an increase of pengion to
George W. Buckbee; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

Alse, a bill (IX. . 6700) granting an increage of pension to
Jolin A. Crissman; to tlie Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6701) granting a pension to Mary A. Row-
land; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6702) granting a pension to William Lam-
merhirt; to the Committee on Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6708) granting a pension to Martin V.
Stanton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I. R. 6704) granting a pension to Charles W.
Brace; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 6705) grantinz a pension fo Paulina T.
Klepper; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6706) granting a pension to Emma J. Huff;
to the Conmmiittee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6707) granting a pension to Sara Jane
Staddon; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6708) granting a pension to Lou Pedigree;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6700) granting a pension to Edward H.
Presit; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (II. R. 6710) granting a pension to Katie I
Shaffer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. %

Also, a bill (H. R. 6711) granting a pension to Chauncey G.
Tripp; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill {(H. IR, 6712) granting a pension to William T,
East; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6713) to corrcet the military record of
John H. Smith, alins Henry H. Smith; fo the Committee on
Military Affairs.

Algo, o bill (H. R. 6714) to correct the military record of
George P. Bailey; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, o bill (H. R. 6715) to correct the military record of
John A. O'Dell; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6716) to correct the military record of
Hiram B. Willgon; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H, . 6717) to correct the military record of
Joseph G. Young; to the Committec on Military Affairs.

Also, n bill (H. k. 6718) to correct the military record of
George O. Pratt; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, n bill (H. R. 6719) to correct the military record of
Dennis Haneen; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6720) to correct the military record of
C. W. Walker; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (I R. 6721) for the relief of James R. Brown; to
the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H. It. 6722) for the relief of Stephen Campbell
and Isaac Overdorf; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R. 6723) for the relief of William 8. Rote; to
the Committee on War Claims.

Alsgo, n bill (H. R, 6724) for the relief of John T. O'Mara; to
the Committee on Militnry Affairs.

My Mr. WOODS of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 6725) granting an
increase of pension to Apollas W. Moflit; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 6720) granting an increase of pension to
Matthew Crawford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 6727) granting a pension to Fidel Borer;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. AKIN of New York: Petition of workers in paper
mills at Glens Falls, N. Y., against reciprocity with Canada; to
the Committee on Wnys and Means.

By Mr. ALEXANDER: Papers toaccompany bill for increase
of pension of William J. Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid
Penslons.

By Mr. ASHBROOIK : Petition of Cantwell Shoe Co. and 20
other merchants of Coshocton, Ohio, against parcels post; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. AYRES: Pctitions of Spingarn Bros. and of YWash-
burn, Crosby & Co., both of New York, in favor of parcels post:
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. CRUMPACKER : Petition of citizens of the tenth con-
gressional distriet, State of Indiana, against the parcels post;
to the Committee on the Post Ofiice and Post Roads.

By Mr. DANFORITH : Petition of Baptist Church of Penfield,
Monroe County, N. Y., favoring the passage of H. R. 1620, to
prevent the nullification of State antigambling luwa by inter-
national or interstate transmission of race-gambling bets ov of
racing odds; to the Committee on Interstute and Iforeign Com-
merce.

Alse, petition of Fairport Grange, No. 467, Puatrons of Hus-
bandry, of Fairport, Monrce County, N. X., against the parsage
of the proposed reciproeity treaty with Canada; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By AMr. DAVIS of Minnesota: Petition of citizens of MclLeod
County, Minn,, against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DRAPER: Regolutions of Chamber of Commerce and
Manufacturers' Club of Duffalo, N. Y., favoring Canadian reci-
procity; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TITZGERALD : Resolutions of the New Orleans Cot-
ton Exchange, carnestly deeclaring that all bagglog and ties used
in the baling of cotton should be placed upon the free list; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. FOCHT : Papers to accompany bills for the relief of
Joseph W. Adams (H. R. 5350), Beneville De Tong (IH. R.
5862), Jacob A. Wolfe (H. R. 5364), William H. Bobbs (H. R.
5361), Peter Beicher (H. 1Y, 5360), John . Leffard (H. R.
5363), and Jackson Taylor Vaun (H. R. 5440) ; to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FORNES: Tetitions of Manufacturers of New York
Association and Niagara Falls Loeal, No. 51, International
Brotherhood of Paper Makers, against Canadian reciprocity;
to the Committee on Ways and AMeans, =

Also, petition of Pratts Patent (Itd.), against H. R. 4413,
putting dog biseuits and other domestiec food for animals on
the free list; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FOSTER of Illinois: Petition of . M. Ward and
other cltizens of Mount Vernon, I1l., against the parcels post; to
the Committee on the Post Oflice and Post Roads.

By Mr. FULLER : Petition of American Paper & Pulp Asso-
ciation, againet the Canadian reciproeity; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of La Salle, 111, for the creation of a
national department of health; to the Committee on Expendi-
tures in the Interior Department.

Also, petitions of Querns Bros., of Philadelphia; G, C. Hetzel
& Co., of Chester, Pa.; John Thompson, editor of Farmer and
Breeder, Sioux City, Towa; George IY. Tullock, secretary County
Grange, Rockford, I1l.; and numerous other citizens, against
the Canadian reeiprocity; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. GARDNER of Massachusetts: Petitions from 994
residents of Gloucester, AManchester, Beverly Farms, Salem,
and Haverhill, Mass,, favoring a national department of public
liealth ; to the Committee on Expenditures in the Interior De-
partment.

By Mr. GOEKE: Resolutions of Holly Start Grange, No.
1718, of Canton, Ohlo, and Auglaize Grange, No. 347, Allen
County, Ohio, against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HANNA : Petition of citizens of Lankin, N, Dak.,
2gamst Canadian reciproclty; to the Committee on Ways and
Means, ¥

Also, petition of J. D. Lammle, of Ashley, N. Dak., against
Ip‘arce]s post; ta the Committee on the Post Office and Post

oads.

Also, petition of citizens of Enderlin, N. Dak., favoring in-
erease of salary to the rural free delivery carriers; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post IRoads.

By Mr. HAYES : Petition of William R. McHaflie and 40 ather
citizens of San Francisco, Cal, who are dependent upon the
pulp and paper industry for their income and support, protest-
ing ngainst the passage of the reciprocity agreement with
Canada ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: Petition of cltizens of
Bellingham, State of Washington, for the observance of Sunday
in the District of Columbin; to the Committec on the District
of Columbia.

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of Willinin R. McHaflie and 49 other
residents of San Francisco, Cal,, against Canadian reciprocity;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, resolutions by San Francisco Labor Council, protesting
imprisonment without trial in Rostov and Novocherkaskn, Rus-
sia, of 500 Armenians, for political eauses; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. MADDEN: Petition of the financial board of the
African Methodist Episcopal Church, now in session in Wash-
ington, D. C., against the Hardwick bill; to the Committee on
the Judliciary.
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By Mr. MAGUIRE of Nebraskn: Petition of residents of
Omaha, Nebr., asking that lemons be placed on the free list;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MOTT : Petition of Herbert F. Hagadorn and others,
of Carthage, N. Y., and Martin Nolan and others, of Hainsville,
N. ¥., against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY : Resolution of Carpenters’ District
Council, Providence, R. 1., to repeal the 10-cent tax on oleo-
margarine; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SABATH: Resolution of New Orleans Cotton Ex-
change, favoring the placing on the free list of all bagging and
]t!}es used in the baling of cotton; to the Committee on Ways and

eans,

Also, resolution of Chamber of Commerce and Manufacturers’
Club, Buffalo, N. Y., favoring Canadian reciprocity; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Also, resolutions of Irish-American and German-American so-
cleties of New York, which have also been indorsed by their
respective divisions in Kansas Oity, Mo., protesting against a
new arbitration treaty with Great Britain; to the Committes on
Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: Petition of board of di-
rectors of the produce exchange of Tos Angeles, and the mem-
bers thereof, protesting against the passage of Senate bill TG40,
whereby the time of carrying butter, eggs, and poultry in cold
2tg:nge is to be limited to 90 days; to the Committee on Agri-

niture.

By Mr. SULZER : Petition of Spratts Patent, America (Titd.),
of Newark, N. .J., protesting against putting dog cakes and other
foods for domestic animals on the free 1ist: to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of George C. Edwards, Bridgeport, Conn., favor-
ing Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. WILSON of Pennsylvania: Petitions of Tioga County
Pomona Grange, No. 30; Bert Tuttle and others, of Austenburg;
Tioga Valley Grange, No. 918, of Mansfield; and Lookout
Gm_ngo, No. 1426, Keating Summit, all in the State of Pennsyl-
vania, against Canadian reciprocity; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of A. G. Graham and others, of Jersey Shore,
Pa., and Charles Anderson and others, of Sheffield, Pa., request-
ing the withdrawal of troops from Mexican border; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Frmay, April 21, 1911.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon,

The Chaplain, Rey. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Our Father in heaven, fountain of wisdom, source of all good,
keep us, we beseech Thee, in touch with Thee through the re-
maining hours of this day that we enter not into temptation,
that we do wrong to no man, but with high resolves and noble
purposes we may go forward with the work Thou hast given
us io do. In the spirit of the Lord Jesus Christ. Amen.

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

WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS.

By unanimous consent, Mr. HiLr was granted leave to with-
draw from the files of the House, without leaving copies, the
papers in the case of Kate Malioi, Sixty-first Congress, no ad-
verse report having been made thereon.

Mr. Burgr of Wisconsin was granted leave to withdraw from
the files of the House the papers in the case of Jake H, Wackert,
Sixty-first Congress, no adverse report havinz been made
thereon.

LEAVE OF ADSENCE.

DBy unanimous consent, Mr. Swirzer was granted leave of
absence for 10 days, on acconnt of important business,

CHANGE OF BEFERENCE.

DBy unanimous consent, the Committee on War Claims was
discharged from the further consideration of the bill (H. It.
6090) relating to claims arising under the provisions of the
captured and abandoned properity act, and for other purposes,
and to amend and revise the same, and the same was referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

CANADIAN RECIPROCITY BILL.,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 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. 4412, a bill to promote reciprocal trade relations with
the Dominion of Canada.

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
consideration of the bill H. I, 4412, the Canadian reciprocity
bill, with Mr. Sperrey in the chair.

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, in arising to cloge the debate in
behalf of those Members upon this side of the ITouse who believe
in the policy of the present bill, I desire to say that I think the
Ziouse is to be congratulated upon the illuminating discussion to
which it has had an opportunity tollisten. The speeches delivered
upon both sides of the guestion and upon both sides of the aisle
have been worthy of the subject—a subject which, as was said
by the gentleman from Illinois yesterday, is one of the most im-
portant ever before the Ameriean Congress. The bill ias impor-
tant international aspects and features of an economic character
that call for the careful counsideration of every Member. It
does not malke an appeal for the use of the lieroics of the hust-
ings, but for the best thought each one of us is capable of giv-
ing it.

I listened with great interest to the speech of the gentleman
from Maine [Mr. Hixps]—the first speech that he has had an
opportunity to deliver in this House, of which he has been
almost the directing agency for nearly 20 years. It was a
speech beautiful in structure, such a speech as is made out of
a full mind, and it was entirely worthy of the subject which he
discussed. I say that, although I profoundly disbelieve in the
conclusions which he maintained. I regretted to notice, how-
ever, the pessimistie tone that the gentleman adopted with ref-
erence to the American farmer. Dut it is not strange that, hav-
ing been in a position where for 20 years he could not escape
from listening to the debates, he should have caught the minor
key in which the praises of the farmer are usually sung upon
this floor. [Applause.]

According to his eulogists here, tlie American farmer is a
very serious-minded individuval, with his wife and numerous
progeny gathered about him—and I observe that these enlogists
usually bless him with a bountiful offspring—desperately and
with great solemnity endeavoring® to cling to a precarious
existence. These orators lament over his rugged qualities, they
almost brood over his virtues, and as for his faults, he has
none, for he is a being to whom it is impossible to sin.

Mr, Chairman, I have had some experience with the Amer-
iean farmer. I have seen him in his native lair. It was
my great good foriune to live for a number of years in my
boyhood upon one of those glorious farms in northwestern
Illinois—a $200-an-acre farm, as the gentleman from Indiana
called it—one of those prairie farms, not the flat farms that
you have farther to the west, but where you have the billows
of the prairie tumbling about you. One of those farms which,
when they are under cultivation, present a scene of pastoral
beauty and of fertility such as can searcely be found anywhere
in the world. I have seen farmers actually burn corn for fuel,
as has been so dramatically stated in this debate. Why, it
has been presented here, as if it showed the destitution of the
American farmer and his straitened circumstances, that he
actually burned corn for fuel. I have seen him burn corn.
Sometimes Le would overcrop with one grain and could not
sell it profitably, but he yas pretty sure to get even on some
other grain; and instead of brooding over the burning of corn,
more probably the farmer would sit cheerily smoking his pipe
in the light of its blazing fire and his sons would rejoice that
they did not have to chop wood. [Laughter and applause.]

The American farmer is not the sad-eyed monstrosity, always
staring destiny in the face, that we have had painted here. The
farmers, as I knew them, were a prosperous, independent, and
happy race of men. I have knmown many farmers, and I have
known some men even on Wall Street, and I have made up my
mind that they both belong to the same race, and that there is
about ns much human nature in the one class as in the other,
T have sometimes thought that if the numbers were reversed
and that if we had 5,000,000 voters on Wall Street and only a
few hundred farmers, our statesmen would sing the homely
virtnes of J. P. Morgan and his crew and would bestow upon
them some of these lugubrious eulogiums of which the Ameri-
can farmer has been £o0 long the patient vietim. [Applause and
langhter.] And their worst enemy could hardly wish them a
harder fate.
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