May 3, 1913.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

1023

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
SarturpAY, May 3, 1913,

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m,

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

We bless Thee, our Father in heaven, that down deep in the
hearts of men is an earnest, insistent desire for all that is
best physically, intellectually, morally, spiritually; that the
trend of humanity is upward, not downward; forward, not
backward; toward the ideals of life; that faith is stronger
than doubt hope than despair, peace than war, love than hate,
justice than injustice, mercy than revenge; which promises
victory to every man under the divine leadership of the Son of
God, the captain of our salvation. Amen.

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

EXTENSION OF REMARKS.

Mr. POWERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing a speech made by
former Senator Chauncey M. Depew, of New York.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has that right already.

Mr. MANN. This is a little different proposition,
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. What is it? The Chair supposed it was an
ordinary extension of a tariff speech.

Mr. POWERS. I want to extend my remarks in the REcorp
by printing a speech by ex-Senator Depew at a dinner given in
New York and recently published.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MADDEN. I object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MappEN]
objects.

Mr.

THE TARIFF.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R.
3321—the tariff bill.

The motion was agreed fo.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3321) to reduce tariff duties and
to provide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes,
with Mr. GARreTT of Tennessee in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is now in Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
gideration of the bill H. R. 3321—the tariff bill.

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I understand that the first
paragraph of the wool schedule was read last night. I will say
to the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoop] that I want
to offer as a substitute a complete wool schedule. I would like
to move to strike out the paragraphs in relation to wool in
the old schedule and leave this as a substitute, as it will ap-
pear more logical, although not strictly in accordance with the
rules in that way. Otherwise I shall move to strike ount this
paragraph and submit a substitute for it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. When the time comes there will be no
objection to the gentleman from New York making his propo-
gition. I have no desire not to allow the gentleman to present
bis amendment in the way he desires.

Mr. PAYNE. And it will not make any difference in the
result, I may say. [Laughter.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No.

Mr. MANN. Let us see if we can arrange an understanding
about the amendment and the debate. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. PAyxe] will offer an amendment covering the
entire wool schedule, an amendment which is the same as the
bill introduced in the last Congress on this side, and substan-
tially the same which was offered in the motion to recommit, I
believe, when the last wool bill passed Congress. Whether any
other gentleman desires to offer any other amendment I do
not know, but perhaps we can ascertain now.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will be glad if the gentleman can as-
certain,

Mr. MURDOCK. I know of none.

Mr, SINNOTT. I desire to offer an amendment.

Mr. MANN. To what paragraph?

Mr. SINNOTT. To paragraph 300.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I do not think it wise to offer
any amendments, but I would like to have some time.

Mr. MANN. We will try to arrange that.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then, I undersand that one gentleman
on that side desires to offer a separate amendment to paragraph

300, and outside of that the only amendment your side desires
to offer is Mr. PAYNE's substitute.

Mr. MANN. If we can get an agreement as to time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If we can get an agreement as to time
I would suggest, as part of that agreement, that we read the
bill through now, in order that the committee may perfect the
schedule with one or two technical amendments that the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Harrison] wants to suggest at
the end of that time.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to offer an amendment to a paragraph.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. What is it about?

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. It is on the sub]ect of the
duty on raw wool.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That makes two amendments.

I suggest that after the bill is read through we go back and
allow the two gentlemen who desgire to offer individual amend-
ments to dispose of them with 10 minutes’ debate on each amend-
ment, and then if we can reach an agreement about time at the
close of general debate we will have a vote on the pending
amendment.

Mr. MANN. 1 think that is satisfactory, but I think we want
two hours on this side for general debate.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I hope the gentleman will not insist
on that.

Mr. MANN. That is cutting it to the quick.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the gentleman will take an hour and
a half, T will limit this side to one hour.

Mr. MANN. Can not the gentleman give us two hours?
This is our live subject, and we will not take up so much time
in that way as we would to read the schedule through in the
ordinary way.

Mr. UNDLRWOOD I will agree to this if for the balance
of the day we can cut out political debate. I know the gentle-
man ean not control Members on his side and I ean not on this,
but if for the balance of the day we can eut out political
speeches and discuss the schedule I will agree to two hours if
the gentleman will aid me in endeavoring to keep his side from
indnlging in purely political debate. We have reached the point
ir} the bill where we have discussed the whole political aspect
of it.

Mr. MADDEN. Who is going to decide whether the debate is’
political or not?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. This House can always be depended
upon, if it makes an agreement, to live up to the spirit of it. A
man who does not live up to the spirit of an agreement is con-
demned by his fellow Members.

Mr. MURDOCK. If this agreement carries, I suppose the
gentleman from Illinois will see that I have some time.

Mr. MANN. Certainly.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the gentleman wants two hours, I
will ask for an hour and a half on this side. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the schedule may be read through
by paragraphs immediately without debate; that when the two
paragraphs are reached where gentlemen desire to offer amend-
ments they may offer the amendments and that debate on
the amendments be limited to 10 minutes, 5 on that side and 5
on this. At the conclusion of the reading of the schedule the
gentleman from New York shall offer his suobstitute for the
entire schedule, and on that there shall be three hours and a
half general debate, two hours to be controlled by the gentleman
from Illinois and an hour and a half by myself. At the con-
clusion of the general debate, whenever it may occur, because I
may not use the entire hour and a half, there shall be a vote on
the substitute offered by the gentleman from New York.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that Schedule K be now read through entirely
without debate, except that when Paragraph 295 is read and
Paragraph 300 the gentleman from South Dakota shall have
opportunity to offer an amendment to Paragraph 295, and the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. SiwxNorT] shall have an opportunity
to offer an amendment to Paragraph 300; that there shall be
10 minutes’ debate on each paragraph and amendments thereto,
to be divided equally between the two sides of the House; that
at the end of the reading of the schedule the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Payx~E] shall be permitted to offer a substitute
for the entire schedule; that debate upon that shall continue
for three and a half hours, two hours to be controlled by the "
gentleman from Illinois [Mr., Max~x] and an hour and a half
Ly the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoon], and at the
end of that debate a vote shall be taken on the substitute and
the schedule concluded. Is there objection?

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object,
the arrangement as proposed is extremely fair from my point
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of view, but it leaves the disposition of the time on this side
of the House in the hands of those who are entirely in favor
of the substitute. As one of the representatives of a city in
which woolen manufacture is the most important induostry, I
would like to understand if I shall have some time in general
debate?

Mr. FORDNEY. I think the gentleman need not worry about
that.

Mr. MANN. I think, Mr. Chairman, that I shall be as fair
as I was when I nominated the gentleman from Pennsylvania
to go on the Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. MOORE. I should like to have at least 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none. Paragraph 295 has already been read, and
the Clerk will read.

- Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. During the reading of the

bill at some time I shall offer as a separate paragraph an
amendment placing a duty upon raw wool; but I will do so
during the reading.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

l21'.]8. Yarns made wholly or in chief value of wool, 20 per cent ad
valorem.,

207. Cloths, knit fabries, felts not woven, and all manufactures of
every description made, by any process, wholly or in chief value of wool,
not speclally provided for in this section, 35 per cent ad valorem.

208. Blankets and flannels, composed wholly or in chlef value of wool,
25 per cent ad valorem ; flannels composed wholly or in chief value of
wool, valued at above 50 cents per pound, 35 per cent ad valorem.

299. Women's and children's dress goods, coat linings, Italian cloths
bunting, and of gimilar description and character, compo:
wholly or in chief value of wool, and not speclally provided for in this
gection, 35 per cent ad valorem.

300. Clothing, ready-made, and articles of wearing apparel of eve
description, including shawls whether knitted or woven, and knit
articles of ever{] deseription made up or manufactured who\ly or In part,
and not specially provided in s sectlon, composed wholly or in
cmﬂ%f%‘?&ﬂf e ndarn, | bt i ""L%“é’iass, belting, bindi

301. ngs, umﬁ;en races, ban s ngs, co
cords and tassels, and ribbons ; any of the foregoing made of wool or o
which wool or wool and India ru are the component materials of
chief value, 35 per cent ad valorem.

302. Aubusson, Axminister, moquette, and chenille carpets, fizured or
plain, and all carpets or carpeting of like character or description, 35
per cent ad valorem.

303. Saxony, Wilton, and Tourn:y velvet enzpetﬁ. ﬂ.Fured or plain
nﬁld a%l carpets or carpeting of like character or description, 30 per cen
ad valorem.

304. Brussels carpets, figured or plain, and all carpets or carpeting
of like character or description, 25 per cent ad valorem.

305. Velvet and tapestry velvet carpets, figured or qlﬂgin, printed on

the wari) or otherwise, and all earpets or carpeting of like character or
deseription, 30 per cent ad valorem.
306. Tapestry Brussels carpets, figured lain, and all earpets or

g or
carpeting of like character or description, prln?&d on the warp or other-
wise, 20 per cent ad valorem.

207, Treble ingrain, 3-ply, and all-chain Venetian ecarpets, 20 per cent
ad3zgio$m.] Dutch d 2-ply 1 i ts, 20 t ad val

. Woo ch and 2-ply in n carpets, per cent ad valorem.

309. Carpets of every tzascrﬂlon. woven whole for rooms, and
Oé-lentlal, erlin, Aubusson, Amguster, and similar rugs, 50 per cent
ad valorem. -

d310i Druggets and bockings, printed, colored, or otherwise, 20 per cent
ad valorem.

311. Carpets and carpeting of wool, flax, or cotton, or composed In
part of any of them, not specially %uvldad for in this section, and on
mats, matting, and rugs of cotton, per cent ad valorem.

312, Mats, rugs for floors, screens, covers, hassocks, bed sides, art
squares, and other portions of carpets or carpeting, made wholly or in
part of wool, and not specially provided for In this section, shall be sub-
jected to the rate of duty herein imposed on carpets or carpeting of like
character or description.

Whenever in this section the word * wool” is used In comnec-
tion with a manufactured article of which it Is a component material,
it shall be held to include wool or hair of the sheep, camel, or other like
animals, whether manufactured by the woolen, worsted, felt, or any other

process.
314. Halr of the Angora t, al and other like animals, and all
hair on the skin of such aniglnala. 20 per cent ad valorem.

315. Tops made from the hair of the Angora goat, alpaca, and other
Hkg ani , 25 per cent ad wval

orem.
18. Yarns made of the hair of the Angora goat, alpaca, and other
like animals, 30 per cent ad valorem.

317. Cloth and all manufactures of ever'g description made of the hair
of the Angora goaf, alpaca, and other like animals, not specially pro-
vided for this section, 40 per cent ad valorem.

818. Plushes, velvets, and all other pile fabrics, cut or uneut, woven or
knit, whether or not the pile covers the entire surface, made wholly or
partly-of the hair of the Angora goat, alpaca, and other like animals,
and articles made wholly or value of such plushes or velvets,
B0 per cent ad valorem,

Mr. PAYNE. T suppose the other amendments come in first,
but I am not particular. I suppose the original text should be
perfected first, but I will offer my amendment and have it
pending.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon [Mr. SiN-
worr] has advised the Chair that he does not care to offer the
amendment that he indicated he would offer, and the gentleman
from South Dakota [Mr. MarmTiN] is recognized to offer his
amendment if he desires.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. I ask unanimous consent to
be permitted to offer it and have it pending a little later. This
proceeding was arranged so speedily that I have not had quite
time to finish the preparation of it.

Mr. PAYNE. I have no objection to offering mine and having
it pending. )

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If it does not delay the procedure.

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. It will not delay the pro-
cedure at all.

The CHAIRMAN. If there be no objection the gentleman
from South Dakota will be permitted to offer his amendment
later. The genfleman from New York [Mr. Pay~e] offers an
amendment by way of a substitute for the schedule which the
Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Striking out all of the paragraphs of Schedule K of section 1 of said
aﬂ‘:{ from 360 to 395, incl-;!'ilaive of both, and also paragraphs 653 and
65“ on page 129, and inserting in place thereof the following :

1. All wools, hair of the camel, goat, alpaca, and other like
animals shall be divided, for the purpose of fixing the duties to be
ch. L thereon, into the two following classes :

*“ 3, Class 1, that is to say, merino, mestiza, metz, or metis wools,
or other wools of merino blood, immediate or remote, Down clothing
wools, and wools of llke character with any of the preceding, includin
Bs%dud wool, China lamb’s wool, Castel Branco, Asrlanupla skin wool
or buteher’s wool, and such as have been heretofore usually imported
into the United States from Buenos Aires, New Zealand, Australia, Cape
of Good Hope, Russia, Great Britain, Canada, Egypt, Morocco, and else-
where, and Leieester, Cotswold, Linecolnshi wn combing wools,
Canada long wools, or other like combing wools of English blood, and
T AR S R TR KD

: , An e hair o came ngora
alpaca, and other like animals. s goat,

*3. Class 2, that is to say, Donskol, native Bouth American, Cor-
dova, Valparafso native Smyrna, Russian camel's hair, and all such
wools of like character as have been heretofore usually imported
into the United States from Turkey, Greece, Syria, and elsewhere.
exce| t['l;% improved wools hereinafter provided for.

4, e standard samples of all wools, which are now or may be here-
after deposited In the principal customhouses of the United States, under
the authority of the Secretary of the Treasury, shall be the standards for
the classification of wools under this act, and the Secretary of the
Treasury is authorized to renew these standards and to make such addi-
tions to them from time to time as may be uired, and he shall canse
to be de]g)osltad like standards in other customhouses of the United
States when they may be needed.

“ 5. Whenever wools of class 2 shall have been improved by the
admixture of merino or English blood, from their pmenf character, as
represented by the standard samples now or hereafter to be depos‘!ted
in the prinecipal customhouses of the United States, such improved
wools shall be classified for duty as class 1,

“@. 1f any bale or package of wool or hair specified In this act, in-
voiced or entered as of class 2, or claimed by the importer to be dutiable
as of class 2, shall eontain any wool or hair subject to the rate of duty
of class 1, the whole bale or package shall be subject to the rate of
duty chargeable on wool of class 1; and if any bale or package be
claimed by the importer to be shoddy, mungo, flocks, wool, hair, or
other material of any class specified in this act, and such bale contain
any admixture of nn{none or more of said materials, or of any other
material, the whole bale or package shall be subject to duty at the
hlqhest rate imposed upon any article in sald bale or package.

“*7. The duty on all wools and hair of class 1, if imported in the
f mﬁau be laid upon the basis of its clean content. he clean con-
gnt 1 be determined b{ scouring tests which shall be made accord-
ing to regulations which the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe.
The duty on all wools and hair of class 1 imported in the grease shall
be 18 cents per pound on the clean content, as defined above. f im-
ported scoured, the duty shall be 19 cents per pound.

“ 8, The duty on all woels of class 2, inclu n§ camel's hair of class
2, imported in their natural econdition, shall be 7 cents per pound. If
scoured, 19 cents per pound: Provided, That on consumption of wools
of class 2, including camel's hair, in the manufacture of carpets, drug-
gets and bockings, printed, colored, or otherwise, mats, rugs for floors,
screens, covers, hassocks, bedsides, art squares, and portions of carpets
or ting hereafter manufactured or produced in the United Btates
in whole or in part from wools of class 2, including camel’s bair, u?orl
which duties have been paid, there shall be allowed to the manufac-
turer or I)Mucer of such articles a drawback equal in amount to the
duties pald less 1 per cent of such duties on the amount of the wools
of class 2, including camel’s hair of class 2, contained therein; such
drawback shall be paid under such rules and regulations as the Secre-
tary of the Treasury may prescribe.

“9. The duty on wools on the skin shall be 2 cents less per pound
than is imposed opon the clean content as provided for wools of class
1, and ' 1 cent less g’ernfmund than is imposed upon wools of class 2 im-
ported in their natural conditiom, the quantity to be ascertained under
such rules as the Secretary of the Treasury may presecribe.

“10. Top waste and slubbing waste, 18 cents per pound.

“11. Roving waste and ring waste, 14 cents per pound.

“12. Noils, carbonized, 14 cents per pound.

18, Noils, not carbonized, 11 cents per pound.

. Garnetted waste, 11 cents per pound.

“15. Thread waste, yarn waste, and wool wastes not specified, 93
cents e;:oer pound,

“ 16. Shoddy, mungo, and wool extract, 8 cents per pound.

“17. Woolen rags and flocks, 2 cents per pound. :

“18. Combed wool or tops, made wholly or in part of wool, or eamel's
hair, 20 cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in additicn
thereto 10 per cent ad valorem.

“19. Wool and hair which have been advanced in any mammer or by
an{ process of manufacture beyond the washed or scoured condition,
but less advanced than yarn, not specladijicpmﬂded for in this section,
20 cents per pound on the wool con

d therein, and in addition

thereto 10 per cent ad valorem.
“ 20. On yarns, made wholly or in ?art of wool, valued at not more
than 30 cents per pound, the duzusbu 1 be 21} cents per pound omn the
wool contalned therein, and in addition thereto 10 per cent ad valorem.
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“Valued at more than 80 cents and not more than 50 cents
pound, 214 cents per pound on the wool contained thereln, and in addi-
tion thereto 15 per cent ad valorem.

“Vdlued at more than 50 cents and not more than 80 cents Jnr
pound, 21% cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in addi-
tion thereto 20 per cent ad valorem.

“ Yalued at more than 80 cents per dpounﬂ. 21% cents per pound on
tlul- wool contained {herein, and in addition thereto 25 per cent ad
valorem.

21, On cloths, knit fabries, flannels, fets, and all fabries of every
deseription made wholly or in part of wool, not speclally provided for
in this section, valued at not morc than 40 cents per pound, the dut
shall be 25 cents per pcund on the wool contained therein, and in addi-
tion thereto 30 per cent ad valorem.

“ Valued at more than 40 cents and not more than 60 cents J)er
pound, 26 cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in addi-
tion thereto 35 per cent ad valorem.

“Valued at more than 60 cents and not more than 80 cents ‘fe_r
pound, 26 cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and In addi-
tion thereto 40 per cent ad valorem.

“ Valued at more than 80 cents and not more than $1 per pound, 26
cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in addition thereto
40 per cent ad valorem.

“Valued at more than $1. and not more than $1.50 per pound, 28
cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in addition thereto
50 per cent ad valorem,

“Valued at more than $1.50 per pound, 26 cents per pound on the
wool contained therein, and Iin addition thereto 55 per cent ad valorem.

“ 929 On blankets and flannels for underwear composed wholly or in
part of wool, valued at not more than 40 cents per pound, the duty
ghall be 23} cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in
addition thereto 20 per cent ad valorem.

*Valued at more than 40 cents and not more than 50 cents per
pound, 233 cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in addi-
tlon thereto 25 per cent ad valorem.

* Valued at more than 50 cents per pound, 23% cents per pound on
the wool contained therein, and in addition thereto 30 per cent ad
valorem.

“ Provided, That on blankets over 3 yards in length the same duties
shall be paid as on cloths.

“ 23 On ready-made clothing and articles of wearing apparel, knitted
or woven, of every description, made up or manufactu whoily or in
part and composed wholly or in part of wool, the rate of duty shall be
as follows:

“1f valued at not more than 40 cents per pound, the duty shall be 25
cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in addition thereto
35 per cent ad valorem.

“If valued at more than 40 cents and not more than 60 cents per
pound, 26 cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in addi-
tion thereto 40 per cent ad valorem.

“If valued at more than 60 cents and not more than 80 ccntsdper
pound, 26 cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in addi-
tion thereto 45 per cent ad valorem.

“1f valued at more than 80 cents and not more than $1 per pound,
26 cents per pound on the wool contained thereln, and in addition
thereto 50 per cent ad valorem. »

“1f valued at more than $1 and not more than 51.50dper pound, 26
cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in addition thereto
65 per cent ad valorem,

“1f valued at more than $1.50 per pound, 26 cents per pound on the
wool contained therein, and in addition thereto 60 per cent ad valorem.

“94 On all manufactures of every description made wholly or In

art of wool, not specially provided for in this section, the duty shall
Ee 26 cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and in addition
thereto 50 per cent ad valorem : Provided, That if the component ma-
terial of chief value In such manufactures is wood, paper, rubber, or
any of the baser metals, the duty shall be 26 cents per pound on the
wool contained therein, and in addition thereto 35 per cent ad valorem,
and If the component material of chlef value In such manufactures is
silk, fur, ﬁmcious or semiprecious stones, or gold, silver, or platinum,

the duty shall be 26 cents per pound on the wool contained therein, and
in addition thereto 55 per cent ad valorem.
“ 25 On handmade Auobusson, Axminster, oriental, and similar car-

ets and rugs, made wholly or in part of wool, the rate of duty shall
Ee 50 per cent ad valorem ; on all other carpets of every description,
ﬂ;gﬁe screens, covers, Nassocks, bedsides, art squares, and portions of
carpets or carpeting, made wholly or in part of wool, the duty shall be
30 per cent ad valorem.

“26. Whenever, in any schedule of this act, the word * wool ' 18 used
in connection with a manufactured article of which it is a component
materlal, 1t gball be held to include wool or halr of the sheep, camel,
goat, alpaea, or other animal, whether manufactured by the woolen,
worsted, felt, or any other process.”

Mr, MANN. Mr. Chairman, under the agreement there would
be the privilege of offering two amendments from this side. I
ask unanimous consent to modify the agreement so that the
only amendment to be offered shall be the one offered by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. PayNe] as a substitute, and
that the 10 minutes that were allowed be added to my time.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. And the same on this side.

Mr. MANN. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN]
asks nnanimous consent that the agreement heretofore made be
so modified that there shall be but one amendment, that
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Pay~E] as a sub-
stitute for the schedule, and that 10 minutes additional time be
granted either side.

and bockings, printed, colored, or otherwise, mats, rugs for

Mr. MANN. With no time on amendments.

The CHAIRMAN., With no time on amendments. Is there
objection? 3

There was no objection.

Mr. MANN. 1 yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from New

York [Mr. PAYNE].
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, this amendment ought to re-
ceive, without any very great wrenching of conscience, the vote

of every gentleman in this Chamber who was a Member of the
last Congress, on that side of the House. You have a record
of voting first for a 20 per cent duty on wool. You carried that
bili in this House and sent it to the Senate. It came back here,
I believe, by thenearly unanimous vote of the Senate with a duty
of 35 per cent ad valorem, which is just about the equivalent
of the duties in my amendment.

That amendment was rejected in the House, went to a com-
mittee of conference, and the bill came back here by an agree-
ment of the majority conferees carrying a duty of 29 per cent upon
all wools. That conference report was agreed to by the affirma-
tive vote, T think, of every gentleman on that side of the Cham-
ber—substantially all of them. 8o that, unless your principles
are changed overnight on this question, there should not be
any serious objection on your side of the Chamber to adopt-
ing a rational duty on wool at about the figure that you voted
only a year ago. ‘The history of this amendment is, briefly, this:
When we were considering-the tariff question on wool four
yvears ago it occurred to me that the sensible solution of the
gquestion was the pound duty on the aectual wool content,
whether it was wool in the grease, scoured wool, or wool in the
cloth, and T took means to ascertain and get the evidence that
this could be determined in whatever form the wool appeared
by an analysis, and that it could be ascertnined within 1 per
cent, which, of course, would make no material difference.
When the Tariff Board went to work upon this question I ad-
dressed them an open letter, calling attention to this suggestion
of mine before the committee, and asked them to make an ex-
amination of that subject and report upon it. They did make
the examination and they did report upon it, and the report
showed a method of ascertaining exactly, as near as mathe-
matics and seience ean ascertain anything, the quantity of wool
not only in the grease but in scoured wool, and the amount of
wool it took—eclean content—to produce the scoured wool—that
is, a pound of it—something of waste being lost in the opera-
tion, and so on to yarn and cloths and tops and manufactured
articles of clothing, making a careful investigation and study
and showing clearly in their report the facts on which these
could be determined. Of course, in making tops there is a slight
waste, and we took into consideration the amount of the waste
and the value of the waste in comparison with a pound of wool,
and so on all through the operation. In making clothing the
waste of the manufactured cloth and the value of that waste,
when resolved again into wool as it could be done, was consid-
ered. So there was the basis for a mathematical demonstration
of the duty compensatory, after you had fixed the basic duty
on the wool content in the grease—the duty compensatory ren-
dered necessary because of the duty on the wool.

The great criticism made of Schedule K is that because in
the arbitrary rates of compensatory duties that have been in-
troduced into the tariff from time to time the duty on the wool
in the cloth is much higher than it ought to be in order to com-
pensate for the duty on the wool in the grease. These are not
equally distributed, and so the schedule is inequitable, and there
has grown up to be what has been called a concealed rate for
the manufacturer, a concealed additional protection to the man-
ufacturer when you come to put two, three, three and a half,
and four times the rate for wool in the grease on the weight
of the manufactured article, getting up to clothing as the final
analysis. Mr. Chairman, this amendment does away with all
these inequalities and puts a pound rate upon the wool in any
form in which it appears. Then the question came as to what
should be the rate on the wool, and, by the way, when we were
making the MecKinley bill we introduced the skirting clause,
because it appeared before that committee that there was in
various countries a custom of cutting off the tag, so to speak,
and the wool on the leg and on the neck and on the head—
trimming the fleece, skirting it, as it was called. In doing so
they saved the freight rate on a great deal of dirt. These
trimmings were afterwards scoured and brought into Great
Britain in that shape. They saved money.

The skirting clause had the result of reducing the rate of
duties on some wools and keeping it up on others, and so this
inequality and this complaint arose about the skirting clause.
Of course, the importers improved on the skirting business.
Hence it came to pass that there was a lower protective duty on
wool in the grease than the 11 cents a pound on first-class wools.
This schedule will remove that difficulty and open up the wool
markets of the world to the importers of wool in-the United
States and at the same time afford an equitable protective tariff,
an equitable competitive rate, on the wools introduced into the
United States. The board having reported this, in collaboration
with my friend, Mr. Hill, of Connecticut, T went to work with
the Tariff Board and had some sessions with them in order to
determine several questions, some of which were questions of
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difference between the gentleman and myseélf. The gentleman
from Connecticut, as is very well known, has been in favor of
an ad valorem rate on wool, if there was any. I was in favor
of a protective duty. I awas as much opposed to an ad valorem
rate on wool, which could be -determined accurately by the
pound in specific duty, as I was to all ad valorem rates wherever
a specific duty was practicable, and we had to fight that out.
The gentleman from Connecticut thought that 15 eents a pound
would be a sufficient protective duty on wool content all through
the schedule, making ‘proper allowances for the wool wasted in
mannfacture.

After a careful study of the Tariff Beoard report I came to
,ihe conclusion that 18 cents a pound on the wool schedule would
be not only a fair measure of protection, but would be just the
measure of protection, as near as we could calculate it, neces-
sary on the wool content in order to make up the difference in
the cost of production here and in the countries abroad. T am
not saying that made up the exact difference in -every case, no;
but made up the difference in the very great proportion of the
wool imported into the United States, and was a fair and equi-
table adjustment of the rate, Well, in the forming of the bill T
got my way on this preposition both as to the duty on the wool
content specific at 18 cents a pound instead of 15 cents a pound.
The matter of figuring out the difference in ‘the pound rate on
wool, tops, wool in the cloth, and wool in the garment was a
matter of figuring from the faets found in the Tariff Board's
report. Those fizures we asked the Tariff Board experts to sit
down with their calculating machines and figure out, and after
that had been done, even while it was being done, the gentle-
man from Connecticut, who works more hours in a day than I
do—I need six or seven hours a day sleep every day, not like
the President, who says he needs nine—I can get along very
well with six or seven, and sometimes I thought the gentleman
from Connecticut never slept; if he did, he must have slept with
the experts of the Tariff Board—and he figured on all these
propositions with them. We went over the figures very care-
fully after they were made, and I think that the figures in this
proposed amendment are as nearly accurate on all of these
different forms in which wool appears as they can be made.
Now, in putting the duty on wool eontent there is one thing that
stood out prominently in the present tariff on wool. The present
tariff makes no difference whether the garment is made with 25
per cent of wool and 75 per cent of cotton or whether it is all
wool and a yard wide. The rate of duty per pound of cloth is
the same, and that is carried up into the garment and that
creates a great inequality and a greater rate of protection on
this class of goods, and that fact is responsible for the enormous
equivalent ad valorem rate that we find in the Government re-
port that you have Been so free in exploiting to the people about
the poor man's garment or the poor woman’s garment. This
proposed schedule strikes out all that protection on cotton found
in the garment and leaves only the protection on the clean
wool that is found in the manufactured article. I found it was
2 very easy process to burn out by acids any wvegetable fiber
that appeared, carbonizing the vegetable content and easily
getting at the amount of clean wool content and the weight of it.
That was easily found. When I found the proper weight for
the proper duty per pound on the 18-cent basgis, why, the prob-
lem was solved, and so easily—not easily, there was a good
deal of work—we arranged ‘the rate accomling to the Tariff
Board's report, and we found ample warrant in the report of
the Tariff Board to make up this schedule of duty on wool
content in everything that should be covered by the protection
of a tariff duty on the articles in Schedule K.

Having done that the question ‘then was, What duty was
mecessary to make up the difference in the cost of conversion of
wool into the manufactured article all along the line? There
was no more question then of an inequitable rate on weol; it
was o question of what duty was necessary on the manufactur-
ing of wool to make up the difference in the cost here and
abroad, and that was most carefully figured on the statements
found in the report of the Tariff Board, and they are repre-
sented here in this amendment. Now, I want to say—because
some of you gentlemen may not discover it—that in the original
schedule as introduced two years ago ‘the duty on tops was 20
cents a pound for the wool used in making tops, as there was a
waste of 10 per cent that was to be accounted for. Twenty
cents a pound on tops and 5 per cent for the conversion cost.
I thought that was sufficlent at that time. I have changed my

mind 5 per ecent from an examination of the subject. I find
that the 5 per cent would be sufficient for tops at 70 cents per
ponnd.
pound.

The differential of 5 per cent was not enough. It does mot
amake up the difference in the cost of the conversion on the

T find it would not be sufficient for tops at 40 cents a

lower price of tops, and so it is changed in this bill, and instead
of 5 per cent it is 10 per cent, which does make up the differ-

-ence in the cost of conversion. The gentleman from Alabama

[Mr. Unperwoop] put a higher duty on tops, and, of courss,
‘making wool free, there is no necessity of any compensatory
«{duty and that is left out. But the duty on conversion of wool
into tops he fixed at 15 per cent instead of 10, 50 per cent higher
than in this amendinent offered by me. I believe, and I have
studied the subject of tops a good deal since my attention ywas
called to it, ‘that the 10 per cent duty is a fair, equitable provi-
glon for making up the difference in the cost of making tops.

The next change, and the only other change made in the bill
since it was presented two years or a year ago, is that in para-
graph 19, as it is numbered in the amendment—af course, we
will change these numbers when you put this schedule into the
‘bill—is that the duty on yarn of that class is 8 per cent. We
raised it to 10 per cent to make it correspond to the duty on
wool tops, or combed wool. Otherwise the amendment is ex-
actly as it was when I offered it in the House before. Now, if
you go through these wvarious items in this bill yeu will find
that the duties for the conversion of articles vary from the
Underwood ‘bill. On yarns made wholly or in part of wool,
valued at not more than 30 cents per pound, the duty is 21}
cents per pound, the exact duty on the contents required in
making the pound of yarn compensatory, and then 10 per
cent——

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Joawxson of Kentucky).
the gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PAYNE. T can not unless I can be allowed more time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would like the gentleman to state
Ehu;gf.x'he has put on washed wool? I do not find any tax in

s 3

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Payne] has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman from New
York five minutes more.

Mr. PAYNE. Class 2, in washed wool—

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The same pound tax is on wool in the
grease. I do not find it in the bill

AMlr. PAYNE. All wool, until you get up to scoured wool, is
wool in the grease, and bears 18 cents per pound. *

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The bill does not read that way.

Mr. PAYNE. The gentleman is mistaken. I can mot devote
my five minutes to something that the gentleman will find when
he reads the bill.
toltllf 1:'l:rl\.'DERW(J{)D. I will tell you about it when I come

a

Mr. PAYNH. Of course you will make mistakes in regard to
it and repeat some that yon have been making.

In this amendment the conversion duty on yarn in the lower
numbers is 10 per cent on those not over 30 cents a pound
against his 20 per cent; is 15 per cent on those between 80 and
50 cents in value against his 20; 20 per cent on those from 50 to
80, the same as in the Underwood bill; and there is an increase
in my amendment from 20 to 25 per cent on higher-priced yarns.
And all along through this schedule you will find we have taken
care of the poor people’s yarn, the peor people’s clothing, by
reducing the duties. We need not have done it. We might have
gone through with a small basket duty on the whole business, as
did the chairman, but we were trying to separate and deal care-
fully with the cheaper goods, whether they were bought by poor
or rich anywhere in the United States. But when they go up
in the higher-priced cloths or higher-priced clothing, our duty
-on 'the eost of conversion was greater than offered in the bill of
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNperwoon]. And so it runs
all the way through. !

Why, we make as fine cloths in this country as they do any-
where in the world, and we make as fine clothing in this country
as they do anywhere in the world. Yhatever condemnation
may have been meted out to Schedule K in its present form, and
I have indulged in my share of it, this can be said of it, that
under it the wool industry, notwithstanding the conditions have
changed so much, has been keeping on a footing in this country,
and the woolen manufacturing industry has gone forward with
rapid strides, until we are making as good goods as they do
g:ywhere in the civilized world. Clothing we make a little

tter. ¢

Now, I have not the time to go into these detalils, which other
gentlemen, perhaps, want to state. My simple object was to
explain the bill. But there is another item to which T must
refer. There has been a duty on wool that i8 made into earpets.
We prescribe a duty of 7 cents a pound, which was ‘the old rate.
It was put there because some of these carpet wools were
combed. Some of them were used in making the coarser grades,

The time of
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and they had, to put on a duty so as to preserve the duty on
other forms and classes of wool.

We have relieved that situation, and provided that whenever
any manufacturer of carpets has proven to the Treasury De-
partment that he has used the third class of wool he has im-
ported in the manufacture of carpets he can get a rebate of 99
per cent of the duty he has paid. In other words, under this
substitute schedule carpet wools are free of duty to the carpet
manufacturers of the United States.

I have not the time to go into it fully in the limited allot-
ment given to me, but if you will take time, gentlemen, to com-
pare the difference in rates in the manufacture of carpets all
through this substitute bill, you will find that the rates in this
bill are only equal to the Underwood rates on the very highest
grades of carpets, while on the other grades they are as low as
those of the Underwood bill or many of them lower.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, will my
colleague yield to me for a question?

Mr. PAYNHE. For a guestion.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Jouxsoy of Kentucky).
the gentleman has expired.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. Usperwoop] yield to me time for a question?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman from
New York [Mr. PaynNe] state whether this substitute of his
for Schedule K has been prepared in conformity with the
Tariff Board’'s report?

- Mr, PAYNE. Absolutely, as near as human brains can do it,

under the condition that the brains belong to the gentleman
from Connecticut and myself; absolutely, as near as we could
get it. If I had more time I could go into that more fully.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman three
minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. PayxE] is extended three minutes.

Mr. PAYNE. Now, Mr. Chairman, the ad valorems on car-
pets, on the cheaper grades, run in this substitute from 15 to
20 per cent. In the Underwood bill they are 30 per cent. On
the cheaper grades of blankets our duty is 20 per cent asagainst
his 25 per cent. On the less expensive garments we propose a
duty of 25 per cent instead of a duty of 30 per cent.

Now, I want to say, in conclusion, that in my judgment the
principles of this substitute bill will yet be written into a
tariff law. [Applause on the Republican side.] A sensible,
reasonable duty on wool, on the wool content, will be a feature
of the next protective bill that is made up and put on the
statute books. It is so reasonable and so sensible that if yon
gentlemen on that side ever again revise the tariff and come to
the rescue of the sheep as well as the goats of the country
[laughter], you will put it there. You will, instead of giving
20 per cent on goat hair—swhich is wool—give a duty of 18
gt‘tlst a pound upon goat hair, as is provided for in this sub-

e.

Why, gentlemen, extend your horizon so that it will take in
something besides 3,000,000 goats, so that it will include
50,000,000 sheep in this country, and then, instead of a duty of
20 per cent, put a duty of 18 cents a pound on it, and when you
go to bed and sleep over it you will pat yourselves on the back
because of the fact that, notwithstanding the idea originated
on this side of the House, you have solved the guestion of a
wool tariff in this country and have got the proper basis, which,
carried out, gives no more duty on wool content per pound in
the wool in the manufactured article than it does on wool in
the grease.

Confident that this will go into a tariff bill in the near future,
I am reconciled to whatever you do in the Underwood bill on
any subject. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. UNDERWOQOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]
is recognized for 10 minutes.

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

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from South Dakota [Mr, MARTIN].

Mr. MARTIN of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, it was my
purpese to have offered an amendment directed to the question
of raw wool, providing for a duty upon wool in eonformity
with the provisions of that item in the new Payne wool bill
which is to be offered as a substitute for Schedule K in the
Underwood bill. I desired to do that to bring into sharp issue
the proposition that direct protection should be given to the
producer in the field and on the farm as well as to all other

The time of

producers of the eountry. I am, however, more than satisfied
to bring that question in issue in connection with the support
of Schedule K as now prepared and introduced by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Payxe], with which I am in full
accord. That represents the first concrete example of a revision
of the tariff upon scientific principles based npon an impartial
gathering of the facts involved in the schedule.

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Paywe] has uttered in
what to me is prophetic vision the statement that the future
tariffs of this country will be made in accordance with the
adoption of that principle. Indeed, so firmly do I believe in
that statement that I would be willing to suggest to the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoop] that if he will change
this bill upon the sugar schedule so as to provide that the free
provision shall not take effect until four years from the adop-
tion of the measure instead of three I am willing to stake my
political future upon the assertion that sugar would not be put
upon the free list.

There are certain conditiens in our industrial situation which
all thoughtful and patriotic citizens regret. We have an era of
very great and universal prosperity, high prices, and good times,
but the real difficulty is in an inequitable division of the profits
of industry, whether it be the indusiry of the farm or of the
factory, whether it be the industry that brings forth the product
of the brain or of labor. What this country most needs, in my
humble judgment, is a revision of the middleman downward.
There are too many hangers-on, too many leeches upon in-
dustry, too great overhead charges, too much watered stock,
pur:;;y fietitious capitalization, upon which dividends are ex-
acted.

The actual producer is not receiving too much for his prod-
nets. This schedule that we are now considering affords one
of the very best possible illustrations of this great truth. It is
complained that prices are high upon food products. Prices
are high upon the other necessaries of life. What proportion of
what the consumer pays for food products ever filters through
to the original producer of those products? Not over 50 per
cent of every dollar that is paid for the products of the farm
by the consumer ever reaches to the original producer, the
farmer.

And not to exceed 20 per cent of the 50 per cent, or 10 per
cent of the whole, is profit to the farmer. Our Democratic
friends would cure the high cost of the farmers’ products to the
consumer by taking off this 10 per cent that the industrious
farmer now gets as profit. Take this wool schedule, K. How
much that a man pays for an average suit of clothes goes to
the producer of those clothes? Among the other valuable
facts which our Tariff Board collected they cited the average
or representative sunit of clothes to be retailed at $23. How
much profit is there in that production, and where did it go?
The cost to grow the wool was shown to be $§1.65. The farmer
was paid therefor $2.23, or a profit to the farmer of 68 cents.
The profit to the man who made the cloth, without going into
the items entering into it, is 23 cents. The profit to the manu-
facturer of the garments is $1.07. Or, in other words, the total
profit that goes to the men who really produce the wool and the
cloth and the garment is $1.98, less than $2. You follow it
along, and the wholesaler gets $1.11 and the retailer $6.50, mak-
ing up the $23 in connection with the items of labor entering
into the various stages of production. We should all concede,
if we study this question, that the producer, whether he be
the farmer who grows the wool and makes the profit of 68
cents, or whether it be the man who makes the cloth, who has
a profit of 23 cents, or the man who manufactures the cloth,
with a profit of $1.07, is not unreasonably paid for his important
services. The middleman comes in between and absorbs all the
rest of the profit. 3

Now, the remedy of our Democratic brethren for the unequal
distribution of the profits of industry is to cut down prices.
That is the whole argument; that is the whole basis for this
revision—cut down prices. What are prices? Why, prices are
synonymous with profits, or they go parallel with profits. You
can not cut down the prices a man receives for his labor or for
his article of production without cutting down his profit. The
Democratic proposition is to cut down the profit, while the
Republican proposition is to maintain the profit and undertake
in a statesmanlike way the solution of the great problems of
how to enforce an equitable division of profits, how to do away
with the overhead charges, which are unreasonable; how to pre-
vent watered stocks and paying dividends upon them. In this
era of marvelous prosperity—and it is the greatest we have ever
had, and I do not speak in purely political language—we pro-
duced last year upon the farms and in the factories the greatest
production ever in the history of the country. We exported our
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greatest export trade in 1912. We had a liberal exchange with
other countries, and imported the largest imports ever in the
history of the country. But the balance of our foreign trade
was upon the right side—$551,000,000 to our advantage—and
being in our favor, we have been able to maintain our gold
balances in our business relations with other mnations. As a
result we have reached a high-water mark of gold accumula-
ifons in the Treasury. The gold deposits in the United States
Treasury at the present moment—I inquired a few days ago—
is $1,255,000,000; and the balance of this trade with foreign
countries in our favor is one element which makes certain we
can maintain this large gold reserve in our favor.

For a condition of unfair division of the profits of industry,
there being trouble over a proper division of the golden eggs,
the Democratic remedy is to kill the goose that lays the golden
eggs. If there are no profits to divide, we will have no dispute
over the division of profits.

I concede that it is a difficult task to apportion tariff dutles
even when you are guided by sound principles. Protective
duties are designed primarily for infant industries, but as in-
dustries become strong the avarice and selfishness of men con-
strain them to contend for higher, if not for prohibltive, rates.
They invent ingenious distinctions as a basis for favoring their
particular industry at the expense of others. The manufac-
turer's stock argument is that he must have his raw material
free. This argument is raw enough to entitle it to go on the
free list. The truth is that raw material is purely a relative
term. There is no such thing in the abstract as raw material,
except material in its natural form, untouched by the hand of
man. The moment you apply to it American labor, that mo-
ment it enters into some form of industry, and under our pro-
tective system is entitled to consideration in connection with a
protective-tariff measure, That which is the finished product
of one producer becomes the raw material of the next. Hay,
corn, the steer, meat, the hide, leather, shoes, saddles, and har-
ness each in turn is the raw material and the finished product
of the farmer, the packer, the tanner, and the manufacturer of
leather goods. No one is more entitled to direct protective con-
sideration than the other.

The New England manufacturer has worked this artificial
distinction between finished products and raw materials into
an exact science. Apparently, raw material is whatever New
England has to buy and finished product whatever New Eng-
land has to sell. When the raw-material argument is not per-
suasive it is suggested that the desired materials are by-
products, and for that reason should have no share of protection.
When the Payne Act was being framed it was claimed by boot
and shoe manufacturers that hides were a by-product of steers
and for that reason should go on the free list. It costs Amerl-
can labor and eapital to produce the hide as well as the meat
of a steer. It does not appear why one should be favored
and the other disfavored. The tariff hog has developed
as a by-product of the protective system. He has done
more harm to the eause of rational protection than all its ene-
mies.

Under a scientific revision of the tariff American products
should be protected to the extent of the difference in cost of
production here and in foreign countries, and this measure of
protection must be apportioned to all American industries with
an absolutely even hand. The Payne Act, with the exception
of two or three schedules, was a substantial downward revision
of rates and is a much better tariff act than the majority of
the people have yet discovered.

Now, in conclusion, I want again to say that, in my humble
judgment, the people of this country—and it is a protective
country, and always will be—will not be satisfied with this
present crazy-quilt revision, made upon no principle, perfectly
blind as to the cost of production at home or abroad, or any
difference between them, measuring a little sop to an industry
liere and to another there, shutting off the farmer on his prod-
uet of wool but placing a protection upon the farmer who pro-
duces Angora goats, Why, this sort of a revision is a farce,
and all with the avowed purpose of cutting down profits upon
industry. Low prices have always been synonymous with hard
times: high prices have always been associated with good times.
You can not eut down prices and profits without destroying the
very basis of our industries. :

And so we are quite content in this schedule to put forth in
conerete form our belief as to what is the proper way to revise
the tariff, with a proper regard for the difference in the cost
of production here and elsewhere, and measuring out to every
industry, whether it is on the farm or whether it is in the
factory, a direct protection against the cheap labor and cheaper

producing conditions in other countries, maintaining a higher
market for Americans, maintaining a profit for all men who
labor with their hands and brain to produce greater wealth for
the entire country. [Applause on the Republican side.]

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, MANN. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Moogrg].

Mr. MOORB. Mr. Chairman, whatever reported differences
there may be between the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Pay~E] and myself with regard to the amendment that he has
offered were fully discussed in the Republican conference, and,
like my distinguished friend, the political soldier from Texas
[Mr. GArNEr], I will be as good a man in the ranks as he is
and not discuss the matter here for the benefit of our Demo-
cratie friends.

I am pleased that the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr.
MarTIN] has opened up the question of the difference in cost
between the producer and the consumer. He has also told us
something about the middleman. That gives me an opportunity
to say one thing that is very seldom said in this debate, and
is never understood apparently, on the other side in the dis-
cusion of the tariff question. It relates to the price of clothing.
Some time ago I secured the raw material for a suit of clothes,
the cost of which in cloth was $7.874. The cloth was made in
the TUnited States In a woolen mill in Rhode Island. All the
tariff for which the Payne bill was responsible was in that
$7.874. The woolgrower had received the benefit of 33 cents
per pound on the seoured wool, and the sorter of the wool had
been protected by a compensatory rate against the cheaper
sorter wages in forelgn countries. The man who scoured the’
wool had been protected against the cheap scouring wages
abroad, and the man who carded the wool, and who combed
the wool, and who changed the wool into yarn, and who
dyed it and wove the cloth, and every one of the particular
stages in the process of turning the wool into cloth, had been
protected nnder the Payne bill by what are here denounced as
compensatory duties. That is to say, In each stage of the
development of the raw wool up-to the cloth stage the separate
occupations had been provided for, and there had been a
measure of protection afforded to the workmen in the United
States, or even to the manufacturers, if you please, against
the cheaper forelgn competition. Now, all that under the
Payne bill had been provided for, covered, and put behind
in the cost of the cloth, which was $7.874.

I took that cloth to a merchant tailor, who told me it was too
good to have been made in the United States, and who insisted
that it must have been an imported article. I disabused his
mind of that and told him to make that piece of cloth into a
suit and send me the bill. His bill for making up that $7.87%
worth of cloth was $30, and when I asked him to analyze the
bill he gave me these details: The wages paid to pleceworkers
on coat, vest, and trousers was $12.50. This first labor cost
therefore was more than the original cost of the cloth, which
covered every one of the *iniguitous features” of the Payne
tariff law. The wages paid to weekly and yearly workers was
$6.50—all beyond the duties of the Payne tariff law. Paid for
material, trimmings, and so forth, $4.50. There may have been
some little duty upon those trimmings, which, of course, were
separate from the 3% yards of cloth. The gross profit to the
merchant tailor was $6.50—a total of $30 for making up $7.87%
worth of cloth. All “the crime” of the Payne bill was in the
$7.874 and the middlemen, from the woolgrower, who is covered
in the $7.87%, to Mr. Moore, who bought that suit of clothes and
paid for it, was absorbed by the labor cost employed in the
making of that suit—seamstresses and cutters and others—and
the profit to the merchant tailor was $6.50, and I assume that a
large proportion of the $6.50 of profit had gone into rent of
store, had gone into advertising in the newspapers, had gone
into delivery service, and light, and furnishings, and the other
incidentals of conducting a merchant-tailoring establishment.
I have described the processes not understood or considered by
those who tirade against the so-called compensatory duties, and
I have chided my distinguished friend from Texas for pro-
tecting “ the special interests” in his State, the Angora goat,
because whether he now speaks in the interests of the great
public or whether he still speaks in behalf of " the special
interests,” it does appear in the Underwood bill that these
“ offensive” Payne methods, from production to consumption,
have been followed literally and absolutely by him.

“ Hair of the Angora goat,” and so forth, is made dutiable at
20 per cent ad valorem. First, let us consider the hair of the
Angora goat in the raw, as it comes from the farm. The first
step is to protect the raisers of the Angora goat to the extent of
20 per cent ad valorem.
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The second step in this compensatory process in the Under-
wood tariff bill is 25 per cent ad valorem on “tops made from
the hair of the Angera goat.” Put 20 per cent ad valorem with
25 per cent ad valorem, and you have got 45 per cent ad valo-
rem up to the stage of the tops that come from the hair of the
Angora goat.

“Yarns made of the halr of the Angora goat,” 30 per cent
ad valorem. That is the third stage. Add that te the 45 per
cent ad valorem, and you have got 756 per cent ad valorem as
you proceed in your stages of production and manufacture.

“ Cloth and all manufactures of every description made of the
hair of the Angora goat,” fourth stage. Take your 40 per cent
protection compensatory on “ Cloth and all manufactures of
every description made of the hair of the Angora goat,” and
add that to the 75 per cent ad valorem, and you have got 115
per cent protection thus far to the Angora goat.

And, lastly, on “Plushes, velvets, and all ether pile fabrics
* * * made wholly or partly of the hair of the Angora
goat,” 50 per cent ad valorem is the duty imposed by the Under-
wood bill. Add that to the 115 per cent already indicated, and
you have got 160 per cent protection in all to the Angora goat
of Texas, while you take off all protection from the wool of
sheep and other products of the great industries of the North.
[Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. Chairman, no schedule in this bill has been so unjustly
and so cruelly and so brutally treated as this Schedule K. No
schedule has been so misrepresented or used as a vehicle of
abuse and opposition as has this schedule. I do not eare
whether we may differ slightly on this side among ourselves—
whether we conform literally to the Tariff Board or not—I
still believe that we have a right to insist that we have full
information as to what we are doing before we plunge one billion
and a half of capital into a condition of chaos, before we turn
out of employment half a million operatives engaged in the
woolen mills of this country,

President Taft himself, who made a speech at Winona,
Minn.—and that was a sweet morsel in the mouths of third-
party Representatives and Democratic Representatives alike—
was led to say, in the veto message sending back the Under-
wood-La Follette bill, that it was too dangerous a propo-
sition to overthhrow the vast indusiries and unsettle condi-
tions, as it would.

I realize how futile it would be to undertake to amend the
schedule as brought in by the Committee on Ways and Means.
I have been in consultation with gsome of the practical men in
the business, who know something about the business. I have
asked them whether it would be wise to undertake to amend
this bill. I have spoken with some of them who are in con-
sultation with their colleagues, who are greatly concerned
throughout this whole eountry over the question, and their
answer has been, “ No; it wounld be useless to attempt to amend
that bill. To amend a single paragraph would be ineffectual.”

“No single amendment to the wool schedule would avert
disaster and conserve the industry,” says one of the best in-
formed men on this question, one of the men who knows best
what he is talking about. And the only suggestion he and his
friends make is that it would help the industry, with the
stock it now has on hand, if the fatal day for the passage
of the bill, or at least the making of it effective, would be
postponed until December 1.

Gentlemen think sometimes it is a horribly unfair propo-
sition for one to stand on this floor representing the man who
has the indusftry and the courage to start great enterprises
‘When he does that he becomes the spokesman of the “special
intenist;s.” I have in my hand now a letter which comes from
my city——

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chalrman, I yield to the gentleman five
minutes more.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Mooge] is recognized for five minutes more.

Mr. MOORE. I have in my hand a letter from a gentle-
man of my city who came up from Virginia not long ago,
ambitious to start in an enterprise. He did start a woolen
mill, which is now fairly under way. He writes:

SuEPPERD MANUFACTURING CO.,
PhHadelphia, Pa., April 30, 1913.
Hon. J. Hayprox Moonre, Washington, D. C.

My Deae Bir: I should be most pleased if you would send us a copy
of section “ K" of the pending tariff bill. My understanding of the
matter s that this tarif bill will take effect from its passage. The
bill in itself is bad enough, but to have the bill take effect Immediately
will put the American manufacturers in n most awkward position.

We kave bought raw material at the existing prices, and, as you are
aware, the demamis fer labor have increased 10 to 1D
last six months.

i ger cent the
We are forced to sell our goods on the basis of present

prices, and when the tarlff bill takes effect, mduc!ni the prices of
merchandise, we will be forced to sacrifice the merchandise, as the
tariff bill will not {Eve us an apgortunity to dispose of the merchandise
on hand. If the date for this bill to become effective should be pest-
gimed until such tlme as would enable the American manufacturer to
spose of the merchandise he has on hand, he could at least make
an effort to adjust matters to meet the future conditions. To show
ou the ilI effeet of the bill now pending, we are in receipt of a letter
rom a large customer, to whom we sold 3,000 yards of dress
in which he demands that we 1 guarantee to protect him
against any reduction In the cost of merchandise by reason of the
passage of the tariff bill that we could eancel his order. These g
are all made and are in the steckroom ready to be shipped June 15,
The cancellation of a large number of orders on hand will put the
American mannfacturers in a very bad position financially.

The small manofacturer, like ourselves, having a total output of only
one-half a million yards a year, will ind himself up against a desperate
proposition. hE: am gorry to add to your already heavy burden by writ-

u as above.
th sincere thanks for your efforts in behalf of the American manu-
facturer, and with very best wishes, I am,
Very truly, yours,
SaerPERD MANUFACTURING CO.,
GWwINN 'I. BHEPTERD, President.

I have a leiter here from an importer. ©Ordinarily I look upon
letters from importers with a slight degree of suspicion. They
may be regarded as the middle men, concerning whom complaint
is made. But here is one who tells me that this morning he
received a telegram from one of his Turkish correspondents in
which he quotes a standard grade of wool for 27 cents. This is
ii ca;ts per pound advance, or more than one-half of the duty.

read:

PHRILADELPHIA, April 25, 1013,
Hon. J. HamproNx Moors,
House of Representatives, Washingion, D. C.

Sir: Tt may interest you te know how free weool is being received by
the foreigner.

This morning we recelved a cablegram from ome of our Turkish cor-
respondents in which be quotes for a certain standard grade of wool 27
cents. The price we paid him last year at this time was 233 cents.
Thie is 33 cents per pound advance, or more than one-half of the duty.

Yesterday we received advices from another corrggfondent, and the
minimum price he named for the new season’s w is 15 per cent
hi%hel‘ than last year, or 4 cents per pound advance.

ou will see already who is going to get the benefit of the abolition
of filaebdng. These are only two instances; there are many others that
cou e glven.

Recently Mr. Wilson Iz reported to have sald that the prices of Ameri-
can wools and forelgm wools were already on & level. Of course they
a;e.th "ltge.ti‘l::u.l-lalmﬂgn»}:1;J isAgo to grab l;rﬁs:;“ﬁ one-half, mif 1”l?::;t' Ehwn-thltl:d:’;i
o e duaty e Ameriean woo ersgoln% e res
ﬁoiu more. But we do not see how this tends to the cost of

ving.

Yours, falthfully,

TATTERSFIBLD €O,
B. TATTERSFIELD, President

This importer sees where the duly will go. It will go to the
foreign raiser of wool, and the American raiser of wool will be
the loser.

Last night my friend, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [AIr.
Parmer], in answer to my guestion, would not declare that there
was a trust in the cotton trade. When I asked him about the
wool trade he said he had not made the declaration that there
was a trust in the wool trade, but he had heard of a wool trust.
I am no spokesman for any wool trust nor for any special in-
terest in the woolen industry, but I have in my hand a state-
ment which illustrates just how far our friends en the other
side are accurate as to their information. It is said there is a
woolen trust; that it is knewn as the Ameriean Woolen Co.
The total number of woolen and worsted mills in the United
States, by the census of 1909, is 913. Of these only 36 are con-
trolled by the American Woolen Co.

The total capitalization employed in the industry is $415,-
465,000, while the capitalization of the Ameriean Woolen Co.
is $60,000,000. The annual value of the products of the mills
of the United States is $419,826,000, and the total annnal value
of the products of the American Woolen Co. is $51,000,000.
This incabus, this octopus, this American Woolen Co., therefore
controls only one-eighth part of the wool industry of the United
States. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Paruer] could
not answer last night except affirmatively that there is such
competition in the wool trade In the United States, and there
is such competition in the cotton trade, that the prices are kept
down, and that they are to-day as low to the consumer as they
will ever be.

Mr. Chairman, just one word about this report. Schedule K
is perhaps the greatest piece of guesswork in the Underwood
bill. It is patchwork from beginning to end, unscientifie, un-

patriotic, caleulated to desirey a great industry.

As to raw wool, I have some statisties here which I think
are of great value in the consideration of this question. Raw
wool is the farmers' proposition. It is not the manufacturers’
proposition. I assume it would net hurt the manufacturer if
raw wool were made free; but I have been consistent for a duty
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on raw wool, because I want a duty on finished articleg, and I
want to provide true protection all along the line, and have
votéd =o to do, even to the extent that I did not vote for the
reciproeity bill, and thus differed from the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Garxer], in that I differed with my President.
Take the record as it is set forth in the schedules and as it
appears in the Democratic tariff handbook. Do they propose
to raise revenue by reducing duties? ILet us see. Let us
understand their process of reasoning.

Under the Payne bill the imports of raw wool in 1910 were

7,687,203; in 1911, $20,572,250, a fluctuation of nearly one-
half. Yet we are changing from specific to ad valorem duties
and still expect to raise a specific amount of income. In 1912
the importations of raw wool were $33,141,408, a vast difference
from 1910, showing the difficulty of estimating revenue on the
ad valorem basis. But under ad valorem rates we are going
to get what we are going to get. Now, how does the committee
adjust this in its report?

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Joansox of Kentucky).
the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MANN. I yield to the gentleman two minutes more.

Mr. MOORE. The original Underwood bill had a duty of
20 per cent ad valorem on raw wool. It estimated imports
of the value of $60,991,000 upon which to collect the duty.
The bill that was vetoed by the President—the so-called Under-
wood-La Follette bill—increased the duty to 29 per cent ad
valorem ; but still the committee expected to bring in $60,000,000
worth of goods. In your original committee bill—the one that
was rejected by President Wilson—the committee proposed, as
a sop to the farmers, to give them 15 per cent, a vast. redue-
tion from the two former hills, but it was still estimated that
imports would amount to $60,000,000. A variety of duties but
no change in imports. And when the committee came to give
to the common people the * great boon ™ of free wool, regardless
of the rights, interest, and welfare of the farmer and of the
producers of the country, when they brought in the last bill—
the one we are now ‘discussing—then, with free wool, by some
process of seientific or mental reasoning which I ean not com-
prehend, with this great inducement to the foreigners to bring
in their wool free of duty, they reduced the value of expected
imports from $66,000,000, which they estimated under the 20
per cent ad valorem basis, to $33,000,000 free. How they are
going to accomplish this the Lord only knows. I leave it to
some of their statisticians to divine. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

I append these interesting facts in tabular form so that those
who wish to solve the riddle may do so:

Raw wool imports and cffect of the various Democratic rates on {mported

The time of

raie wool.
Rateof| Valueof
Haw wool. duty. | imports.
Actual imports, years ending June 30: 4
Ty s D R $47, 657,203
1911... .| 29,572,250
1912... 33,141, 408
Democratic rates and estimates for a 12-months period:
House bill (62d Congreas). .........ccoiciacavnnansssnasnsns 20 | 66,991,000
Vetoed bill (62d Congress). .... 29 | 60,000,000
Committee bill {83d Congress)...... 15 | 60,000,000
Reported bill (63d Congress). ....... 33,309, 000

Note.—The above estimates are obtained from the Democratic reports and Tariif
Handbook of the Ways and Means Committee,

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, I will ask to
be notified when I have consumed 15 minutes. Mr. Chairman
and gentleman of the committee, Schedule K has been the
storm center of tariff revision. The people of our country are
aware to-day that the schedule of wool and woolens contains
the most extraordinary multiplication of duties of any one of
the schedules of the existing law, They are aware that Sched-
ule K imposes a greater hardship upon the consuming public
of our country than any one of the 14 schedules of the tariff.
Schedule K has been the Jonah of the Republican Party. If
they had been able to cast it overboard four years ago it is just
possible that their ship of state might be still afloat riding
right side up, but they failed to revise Schedule K and that
duty was immediately intrusted by the people of the United
States to the Democratic Party.

Now, our bill has taken all duty off raw wool and has re-
duced the duty on woolen geods from an average ad valorem
of 94 per cent which, in effect, really was often from 150 to

200 per cent, down to a reasonable basis of 35 per cent ad
valorem.

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Payse], the distin-
guished former chairman of the committes, has twitted s
with the fact that in the last Congress our revision of Schedule
K carried a 20 per cent duty upon raw wool, and that our
bill to-day places raw wool on the free list. But I maintain
that there is no inconsistency in this, and that the record of the
Democratic Party upon the subject of a tax upon raw wool
is absolutely consistent and clear for decades in the past.
For example, the Mills bill of 1888 placed raw wool on the free
list. The Springer bill of 1892 did likewise. The Wilson law
of 1884 placed raw wool on the free list, and when we came
to the Underwood bill in the last Congress we were con-
fronted by a totally different situation. Then we were pro-
ceeding to revise the tariff schedule by schedule, and our
friends over on the other side of the aisle here were just wait-
ing for us to bring in a schedule showing a grave loss of
revenue in order to charge us with incapacity to manage the
affairs of the Government. So when we reported our bill in
the last Congress to the caucus, carrying 20 per cent on raw
wool, that bill was adopted by the eaucus after an ardent
debate, but concurrently with the adoption of the bill came
the adoption of a resolution by the caucus stating that Re-
publican extravagance in the management of the Government
required us to raise revenue even on the necessaries of life
like raw wool, and so our 20 per cent rate on that commodity
at that time was no abandonment of Democratic principles.
[Applause on the Democrtaic side.]

So my friends will see that our record is absolutely straight
and consistent from beginning to end in relation to raw wool.

Now, I consider that the placing of raw wool on the free list
as the greatest achievement of this Democratic revision of
the tariff. I do so for two reasons—one economie, and the other
political. :

As to the economic necessity for free raw wool, every other
civilized country of the world, except Russia and our own,
admits wool free of duty. To.anybody who has studied the
intricacies of the wool and woolen duties in the Payne law it
will at once become clear that a tax laid on the raw material
at 45 per cent ad valorem, as it is in the present law, may be
twice the original amount of 45 per cent ad valorem when that
tax reaches back to the consumer. That is so because in the
processes of manufacture of raw wool into tops and tops into
yarn and yarn into cloth and cloth into woolen clothing, each
successive manufacturer makes an addition to the amount
originally paid in duties on the raw wool to represent his profit
and his rate of interest upon his increased ecapital. So that
when the tax falls upon the back of the unhappy consumer it
is out of all proportion greater than the tax which was origl-
nally laid on the raw wool itself.

As to the sheep-raising industry, of course I come from a
eity distriect and my opponents may maintain that I am not
qualified to speak about the farmer's end of this argument.
But I have given several years' study to the gquestion of wool
duties and their supposed effect on the sheep-raising industry.
and I have come to the conclusion that no amount of tariff pro-
tection is ever going to save sheep farming for wool as an
industry in the United States.

A century ago the green hills of Massachusetts were covered
with sheep, and the pleasant valleys in my own State of New
York had great flocks of sheep; but little by little sheep raising
has been crowded away from the more thickly settled States
until it has mostly taken refuge in the semiarid lands of the
Rtocky Mountains, Higher forms of agriculture are everywhere
making the land more valuable and making it impossible to
1aise sheep at a profit. The consequence is that this frontier
industry, in order to maintain its existence in our country dur-
ing any considerable peried of time, will have to erect around
the grazing lands where the sheep are fed, a wall to keep out
all settlers and all improvements and all advances in agricul-
ture.

It so happens to-day as a matter of practical interest, when
the farmers are complaining that we are going to hurt them
by reducing the duties upon the wool, that there is a great
shortage in wool all over the European countries, and there has
been such a competition in the purchase of wool in those coun-
iries that wool is selling for as high a price abroad as it is in
the United States at the present moment. A curious result of
that is that within the last few weeks we have actually
exported some 150 bales of Ohio wool to Bradford, Engiand,
to be used in the woolen mills there. Of course, supposed pro-
tection to wool has created a demand fer that protection among
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the farmers, and if gentlemen upon this floor. who represent
States in which wool is produced desire to go back and scare
the farmers in those States by inducing them to believe that
gheep raising will be unprofitable when wool goes on the free
list, it may create some temporary depression of the wool mar-
ket. In that way they may succeed in frightening some un-
thinking farmers; but the farmers—wool producers—who have
studied the question to-day realize what I think all of us in this
Chamber must realize, that the sheep raising of the future in
our country is going to be and is to-day inereasingly profitable
for the mutton end of the business, and that woolgrowing is
to become increasingly profitable only as a by-product of sheep
raising in the United States. [Applause on the Democratic
gide.]

Just a few words, Mr. Chairman, about the political aspects
of this matter. I regard the doctrine of free wool as the
trumpet call in the battle against protection. Those who have
ever studied our tariff history are aware that the greatest
force for keeping a protective tariff on the statute books has
been the alliance between the woolgrowers and the woolen
manufacturers. This alliance, established 40 years ago, has,
with one brief interval, to this very day kept upon our statute
books rates of duty running up to 150 and even 200 per cent
upon woolen clothing. The way they were able to do that was
because the woolen manufacturing States of the Bast by ally-
ing themselves in Congress with the woolgrowing States of the
West were able to secure from the gentlemen representing the
sheep-growing districts votes enough to establish and maintain
upon our: statute books the sky-high rates upon woolens. That
is the allinnce with which we have been doing battle. That is
the alliance which, according to the statement of the last Presi-
dent of the United States, was too strong for the Republican
Party. President Taft himself was in favor of revising down-
ward Schedule K, and I have no doubt that my esteemed and
distinguished colleague, the former chairman of this committee
[Mr. Pay~e] was also in favor of a downward revision of
Schedule K, just as I believe a number of gentlemen on that
side of the House were. But it was of no avail. The President
in his Winona speech admitted the iniquities of Schedule K,
and solemnly said that this historical alliance between the wool-

growers and the woolen makers was too strong for the Repub-

lican Party and was able to prevent them from revising down-
ward Schedule K. This alliance exists tfo-day. It is not
powerful in Democratic councils, because our bill shows what
we think of it. They have sent their lobbyists down here to
Congress week in and week out, and they have gone home con-
vinced at last that the representatives of the people, instead of
the representatives of the interests were now writing a tariff
bill. [Applause on the Democratic side.] The woolen manufac-
turers, who would unguestionably be benefited by free wool,
have not asked us to give them free wool. There is not a single
one of them in the record of the hearings before the com-
mittee who came and asked us for that which no doubt they
most ardently desired. The reason why they did not was
because this alliance still exists to-day, and it is the duty of
the Democratic Party to break that alliance, and to do that we
must put wool on the free list.

Mr. Chairman, just a few words, in conclusion, about the
benefit of free wool to the consaumer. Our friends on the other
side like to make fun of the amount of duties upon wool that
is transmuted into cloth. I have already endeavored to show
them that the amount which the man who buys the cloth has
to pay by reason of the wool duties is far in excess of the
nominal amount of those duties. Of course with free wool a
man who buys a custom-made suit of clothes for $45 or $50 is
not going to get his clothes appreciably cheaper, because tailor-
ing is ene of the chief expenses in that style of garment. He
may get better clothes, he may get Scotch or Saxony cloths,
which are now sometimes beyond his reach; but the man who
buys the cheap suit of clothes, where the amount paid for the
raw wool is proportionately more important, is going to get his
suit under our 35 per cent duty appreciably cheaper. He not
only is going to get his sunit of clothes cheaper, but he is going
to get a suit made out of real wool instead of a suit made out
of shoddy or cotton substitute. He is going to feel the differ-
;aince by the beneficial effect of placing raw wool upon the free

st.

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I beg the gentleman’s par-
don, I can not. Affer this when a man buys an $8 or a $10
suit of clothes in our country he will be sure that that sunit has
real wool In it and that the first time he goes out in the rain
the snit will not wilt ard later stiffen up like a piece of old
storm pe. The people of our country have been absolutely ex-

cluded from the use of cheap real woolen clothes, from the use
of cheap real woolen blankets, from the use of good cheap
woolen fabries and cheap women's dress goods by the law that
is now on the statute books, and absolute relief from that situa-
tion is what the placing upon the free list of raw wool means to
the consuming public of the United States. [Loud applause on
the Democratic side.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY].

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I have lis-
tened with considerable interest to what the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Harrison] has said about wool. In reply to
him as to the rate of duty being excessive and the consumer
paying that excessive duty in this country, and so on—that is
the substance of his argument—I want to refer to the Tariff
Board report. I rely upon that as being correct, or practically
s0. The Tariff Board, after an exhaustive report upon the
cost of the production of wool in this country and abroad, says
that in South America the cost of the produoction of wool is
from 4 to 5 cents per pound, after crediting up to the flock all
the moneys received from the sale of lambs, for mutton, and
otherwise, so that when South American wool comes on the
market of the United States it comes here at a cost to the
Sounth American woolgrower of from 4 to 5 cents per pound for
produetion. '

Adding to that the freight, the cost of freight is about a cent
a pound from South America to the New England States. That
report shows when going to Australia, where an exhaustive re-
port was made, that the average wool coming from Australia,
the wool coming from the most favorably situated ranches in
Australia, after crediting up to the flock moneys received from
the sale of sheep and lambs, there is no cost against the wool
at all, except from some of the most remote ranches in Aus-
tralia there is a cost against the wool, but after an exhaustive
investigation -in the United States, where the experts called
upon 12,000 farmers situated in 173 counties in 19 States of the
Union, they show there is a cost levied against wool of the first
class of 12 cents a pound affer crediting up to the flock the
moneys received from the sale of sheep and lambs for mutton;
and on all wool from the whole United States, wools of the first
class and of the second class and third class, 9% cents per
pound and as high as 19 cents a pound for Ohio wool. Now,
by placing wool upon the free list when the western farmer
from the mountain States comes on the market to the woolen
mills of this country (the only market he has in the world for
his wool), he goes there with a charge of 12 cents a pound,
against no cost at all from the Australian wool, where the heft
of our importations of wool to this country come from. The .
Tariff Board report has pointed out the fact that the freight on
wool from the mountain States is 13 to 2 cents a pound to the
woolen mills of this country.

So that when the Australian and the western farmer go with
their wool to the markets of the United States, the farmer of
the United States goes there with the charge of 14 cents, includ-
ing freight, with only 2 cents against Australian wool. The duty
on that class of wool to-day is 11 cents per pound. Explain to
me, then, how you are not going to injure a legitimate industry,
if the growing of wool in this country is a legitimate industry,
by removing all their protection, this 11 cents per pound.

Let me refer to the clothing report for a minute. The Tariff
Board purchased in England 16 samples of cloth, the duty on
which was $76 and some cents; they paid $41 and some cents
for those 16 samples in England, so that shen those goods
were brought to this country, duty paid, they cost $118 and
some cenfs, They looked around to find whether or not those
goods were being made in this country. That rate of duty,
$76 on the $41 of foreign value, is 183 per cent ad valorem, so
the board reports. But what is the consumer paying in this
country, they ask? Because of that excessively high rate of
duty on those grades of goods, that industry has been stimu-
lated in the United States, and we are not only producing all
that class of goods here, but we are making some for export to
nonmanufacturing countries.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FORDNEY. I would ask the gentleman to give me a few
minutes more.

And the board shows also the report that the conversion cost
abroad is not more than one-half of what the conversion cost is
in this country. In other words, it costs us 100 to 150 per cent
more to produce those goods in this country than abroad.
What is the consumer paying for the goods of which they
brought here samples of? Instend of $118, they say $069.75,
not the differencé between the foreign cest and 100 per ceut in
cost of conversion, but muech less. And the nd valorem is the
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differenee between the foreign cost and the price that the con-
sumers pay in this country, which is 74 per cent and not 183 per
cent. I wish I only had the time to go all along down the line.
Bg}:mir here is another most interesting industry, and that is
il :

There is a firm located over here at Greystone, R. I.—Joseph
Benn & Sons Co. (Inc.)—and a member of that firm, I believe,
is in the city of Washington right now, and perhaps in the
gallery, Mr. Harrison Benn. That firm has a factory in Brad-
ford, *England, and this is what Mr. Benn tells me with his own
mouth. They have from one to two million dollars invested in
their plant at Greystone, R. I, but because of the duty main-
tained on raw mohalr, which is an article they consume, and the
low rates of duty on the finished product, they are obliged to
close their factory in the United States and go back to Brad-
ford, England, and supply the United States market from there.
I got those words from the lips of the gentleman this morning.
Here is the difference in wages paid in his factory in Bradford,
England, and his factory in Greystone: With 10 per cent of his
employees, in wool sorting the wages in Bradford, England, are
$0.40 a week, at Greystone, R. L., §11.63 a week; for drawing-
room employees, $3.81 in Bradford, $7.83 in Greystone; spinning,
$2.74 a week in Bradford, England, $6.94 at Greystone, R. L ;
for pickers, 73 cents a day at Bradford, an average of $2.25 at
Greystone. And on the larger portion of that class—28 per
cent of his employees—the wages are 98 cents a day in England,
$3.01 at Greystone, R. I.—an average per week of $6.12 as
against §13.77. And the total average of all the employees in
the factory, as I have figured it up here, is in Bradford, Eng-
land, $4.29 a week as against $10.73 a week at Greystone, BR. L

You, in your great desire to protect the Angora goat, from
which the finished product of this firm is made, have made it
impossible, so this gentleman says, to continue his Industry in
Greystone, R. I. Is that a thing that you want? Do you
want to transfer the industry to Bradford, England, now by
keeping a duty on the raw material and fixing the duty on the
finished product so low that American labor can not compete
with English labor?

Mr. AUSTIN. Let me ask the gentleman a guestion.

Mr. FORDNEY. If you will be brief.

Mr. AUSTIN. I will. If they close that mill, will it not
help the business of the importers of New York City?

Mr. FORDNEY. Why, the importers of New York City came
before the committee in great numbers appealing for lower
rates of duty, or free trade, and no other soul on God's green
earth dld come asking for free trade.

Mr. AUSTIN. Have you heard of an importer that complains
of this bill?

Mr. FORDNEY. No; but I have heard a great many favor-
able comments from them.

Let me say, gentlemen, there is no other market in the world
for the wool of all grades grown in this country but the woolen
mills of the United States. Away back in 1894 or 1895 there
was a gentleman whose name is Osborne, who was a candidate
for the office of governor of Wyoming; a great Democrat, and in
favor of free wool. He told in a joking way afterwards, “I
came within 3 cents a pound of getting it—free woel,” because
that was all he could get for his wool. [Laughter.] He was a
very extensive woolgrower in Wyoming, and just at that time
there appeared a higher price abroad for wool than was paid in
the United States. He accordingly shipped his wool to London,
?ngland, and before his wool had arrived there the price went

own.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. FORDNEY. Just one minute more, if the Chair please.
He kept his wool in a warehouse over there and paid the rent
and storage upon it in England until the Republican Party once
riore got back into power and put wool on the protected list,
and then he-brought that wool back to the United States and
sold it here.

That is what the Demoecrats helped you to do at that time.
That is what a Democrat will get this time, gentlemen. I saw
sheep sold in the State in which I live, in my home town, dressed
carcasses, brought into fown in the winter of 1865 and 1806 in
sleighloads and hayracks, with signs on them offering to sell
them throughout the town, “ Your choice for 756 cents a carcass.”
I saw 100 lambs 8 months old sold in October last year in a
little town near my home; they brought the farmer $5.86 a head.
A gentleman stepped up and said, “ My friend Matthews, I
brought year-old wethers to this town in 1895, 21 in number, and
took home to my father’s house for them $21.”

Gentlemen, that is the difference between free trade in wool |

and protection to the wool industry. [Applause on the Repub-

lican side.]

I append the following as a part of my remarks:
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GREYSTONE, R. I., April 23, 1813.

Comparative costs of moheir and alpaca cloths manufactured in United
States and in England.

Qualities.
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Comparative costs of mohalr and alpaca cloths manufactured in United
States and in England—Continued.

Qualities.
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GREYSTONE, R. I, April 23, 1913,
JoserH Bexx & Boxs (Ixc.),

By HARRISON BENN.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the gentle-
man from California [Mr. J. I. NOLAN.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr, J. L
Norax] is recognized for two minutes.

Mr. J. I. NOLAN. Mr. Chairman, the night before last I
submitted to the House a petition, containing 409 letters from
citizens of California, protesting against the reduction of the

rate on sugar. It was not my intention to have those letters
printed in the Recorp. Through a mistake the petition was
handed to the Recorp clerk instead of being dropped into the
petition basket.

Previously I had filed a similar petition containing 1,941
names, and they covered only 10 lines in the Recorp. I have a
facsimile of the petition that I filed with these 409 letters. I
intended to take up in the Recosp only the same number of
lines and not to have printed the 409 letters in full.

I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I do not want to burden
the Recorp of this House with letters that are not necessary to
-facilitate the business pending before the House. I do not want
to prove burdensome; and I do not want to prove expensive.
And when the time comes I want to ask permission of the House
to have the mistake corrected and all these letters stricken out
of the permanent Recorp of the House.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr. BROCKSON.]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Delaware [Mr.
BrocksoN] is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. BROCKSON. Mr. Chairman, the woolen industry, now
under consideration, has forcefully demonstrated the insuffi-
ciency and injustice of a protective tarifft. The manufactured
woolen goods are now protected by a high tariff, averaging
about 90 per cent ad valorem. The prices of woolen goods are
high, yet the employees of the woolen manufacturers are among
the lowest pald workmen in all the industries in this country.

The Tariff Board of 1911 investigated the wages of 30,454
workmen, other than weavers, in woolen mills in the United
States and reported that of these wage earners 3,482, or 114
per cent of the total number, were pald less than 10 cents an
hour; 6,153, or 20.2 per cent, were paid from 10 to 11.99 cents
an hour; and 6,007, or 19.7 per cent, were paid from 12 to 13
cents an hour, showing that more than one-half of that total
number of workmen were paid not more than 13 cents an hour,
while many of them received less than 10 cents an hour. The
board also reported that in the investigation of the wages of
3,182 weavers weaving woolen and worsted goods in the United
States it was found that these weavers were paid from 10 to
35 cents an hour. Of that total number of weavers only 42
were paid more than 30 cents an hour, and more than one-half
of them were paid from 10 to 20 cents an hour. The same
board's report as to the country of birth of the employees work-
ing in woolen and worsted mills in this country states that—

In the establishments investigated, 12,799, or 36.5 per cent of the
total number of persons employed, were born in the United States and

22,280, or 63.5 per cent, were foreign born. Of the 22,230 foreign
born, 12 207 persons, or 25.1 per cent of all of the employees in the
mills, were natives of Italy and the countries of eastern and south-
eastern Europe,

The testimony given before the committee of the House of
Representatives in March, 1912, at the investigation of the
strike at the mills of the American Woolen Co., at Lawrence,
Mass., disclosed a shocking condition of the laborers in that
highly protected industry. It was shown that that company
paid $6 to $10 a week to its weavers; paid on an averagg only
about $6 a week to more than 20,000 laborers; and pald as low
as $3 to $4 a week to children employees 15 and 16 years of age
and charged them for the water which they drank at the mills.

Miss Margaret Sanger, a trained nurse, testified before the
committee that during the strike in February, 1912, she took
some of the children of the families of the strikers to New
York to be cared for there, 119 one day and 92 a week later.
She said:

The conditlon of those children was the most horrible that I have
evgut of the 119 children 4 of them had underwear on, and it was
the most bitter weather; we had to run all the way from the hall to
the station in order to keep warm—and only 4 had underwear.

Mr. Foster asked her—

How about the outer clothing?

Miss Sanger replied:

It was about in m‘ft
simply worn to shre

She also said:

They were very much emaclated;
effects of malnutrition.

The report of the investigating committee that shows this
pauperized condition of the wage earners of the American
Woolen Co. also shows that that company made a profit of 12
per cent on a capital of $1,744,169,234 in 1905.

Certainly no man will contend that these employees of the
American Woolen Co. received a share of the protection which
was given that company on the goods manufactured by it. No
one ecan gainsay that that company has kept down wages by
employing foreign-born laborers. It appears that 65 per cent
of all its employees were foreign born.

Much has been said in the debates here during the last few
days about protection for the benefit of the laborers of this
country. Some gentlemen on the other side of this House still
seem to contend that protective-tariff laws insure prosperity to
our wage earners. The investigations which I have mentioned,
as well as other investigations, have fully shown the fallacy
of such argument.

A protective tariff protects the favored manufacturer, but
does not protect the laborer who toils in the factory. [Applause
on the Democratic side.] The laborer is left to sell his labor in
the open market and meet the competition of the laborers of the
world. [Applause on the Democratic side.] By a protective-
tariff law the Government empowers and permits the manufac-
turers to collect large sums of money from the consumers to aug-
ment the private fortunes of such manufacturers and trusts
them to be generous and just to the laborers they employ.
Under such laws the manufacturers obtain for themselves all
they can get and pay to their laborers as little as conditions
will permit. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

When these beneficiaries are asking for a continuation of a
high protective tariff upon their product they display great
concern about maintaining a high standard of wages for Amer-
ican wage earners, but when they employ their workmen they
almost invariably employ them at the lowest wages for which
they can get them regardless of whether they be Americans or
foreigners.

I speak of foreigners not disparagingly, but to show that the
manufacturers employ them because they can get them more
cheaply than American laborers. And why? The foreigners
come here often with but little money, and they must take the
first employment that they can get.

Further, I do not want to be understood as being opposed to
the foreigners. To a foreigner who is an agreeable person I
say, welcome to our shores; but I do object to the manufacturers
of this country obtaining protection for the benefit of labor and
then not giving the full benefit or share to the laborers of this
country, but encourage foreigners to come here to work at a
low rate of wages. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The employees of the cotton mills of this country also receive
very low wages. The census of manufactures for 1905 shows
that 810,458 cotton-mill operatives earned $94,377,696, an aver-
age of $304 a year, or less than $6 a week for each person.

The wage earners in these and other highly protected indus-
tries receive lower wages than are paid to the wage earners in
the unprotected industries of this country.

their coats were eaten off as though they were

every child there showed the
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The Senate committee on wages and prices gives the wages
per bour paid in 1910 in building trades in the principal cities
of the United States and in other unprotected industries, as
follows:

Highest. | Lowest.

Brickla 7 80
e e e e e R SR T &Fr! 45
8 iron 65 a5
40

&7 50

[ 50
81 33

81 7

=

28
S3B3S

3

The Department of Commerce and Labor gives the following
wages per hour in the United States, in 1907, for males:
PRINTING NEWSPAPERS.

Compositors $0. 5208
Linotype operators . 5791
Pressmen . 4558
Stereotypers . 4905
BHIPBUILDING.
Blacksmiths . 3063
Boiler makers . 2056
Calkers, wood . 3858
Fitters 2814
Riggers . 2458
Riveters 3072

The labor organizations have done more to maintain and in-
crease the wages of the American workingmen and to improve
their conditions than have the protective-tariff laws.

Mr. Taft, when he was a candidate for President in 1908, in
a speech at East Liverpool, Ohio, said:

1 sympathize with the men that by manual labor are building up this

country, and to say that T am opposed to thelr organizations and trades-

unions is to say what is utterly false, for I have studied the question.
I have bad to study it as a judge. I have had to study it as an executive
officer discharging duties a eclﬁg labor and labor organizations, and I
am strongly in favor of them. believe they have done a great serv-
ice to labor in elevating its , in enabling them to meet capital on
a level and secure 1ust§ee fm. in enabling them to apg[ to Con-
and State legislatures and secure legislation in their behalf, and
think it would be a sorry day for this country if labor organizations
were not encouraged.

The profective-tariff laws not only fail to insure good wages
for the wage earners, but impose unjust burdens upon the con-
suming masses. Such laws are unjust because they discriminate
between different classes of citizens. Many are required to pay
a tariff tax without receiving any benefits whatever under the
tariff laws.

Under the laws now in force the farmers of my State are
required to pay a tariff tax on nearly everything they purchase
and sell their produce at prices fixed in the open markets of the
world, without receiving any benefit from the tariff. These
farmers must pay a tariff tax on their clothing, their household
goods, the lumber for their houses, the wire for their fences,
their carriages, wagons, and all their farming implements.
‘When they market their crops of wheat and corn they must sell
them for prices fixed in the open market, because millions of
bushels of wheat and corn are exported yearly from this country.

The bill now pending before the House, if enacted, will reduce
the tariff taxes to a just revenue basis, and relieve the farmers
and other consumers of the tax burden which has been placed
upen them by the existing laws.

This bill places on the free list agricultural implements—
plows, tooth and disk harrows, headers, harvesters, reapers,
agricultural drills and planters, mowers, horserakes, cultivators,
thrashing machines, wagons, and carts, and all other agricultural
implements, and raw wool; and reduces yarn, from 79.44 per
cent to 20 per cent: blankets, from T2.69 per cent to 25 per
cent; flannels, from 93.29 per cent to 25 and 85 per cent, accord-
ing to value; dress gocds, from 99.70 per cent to 35 per cent;
clothing, from 79.56 per cent to 85 per cent; webbings, and so
forth, from 82.07 per cent to 35 per cent; and carpets from rates
ranging from 50 per cent to 88 per cent to rates ranging from
20 per cent to 50 per cent, and makes material reductions on
other necessaries of life.

I fully approve the principle of the Democratic Party that
the Government has no right to impose or collect tariff duties
except for the purposes of revenue to pay the necessary ex-
penses of the Government. I agree that much of the revenue
needed by the Government should be collected by tariff duties
upon imports.

It is surprising to hear gentlemen on the other side of this
House speak of the pending bill as a free-trade measure, when

the bill provides for an average duty of 29 per cent ad valorem.
The Democratic Party does not favor free trade, but stands for
a low tariff, properly adjusted upon a revenue basis. This
country prospered under low-tariff laws before the Civil War.
The duties were raised and lowered at different times, but at
no time did the Democratic Party or any other party attempt to
put the country on a free-trade basis.

The Walker tariff of 1846, with an average duty of about 24}
per cent ad valorem, continued in force to the satisfaction of
the people for a period of 11 years, a longer period than any
oflher tariff law has remained in force without agitation for a
change.

inon. James G. Blaine, in his book Twenty Years of Congress,
said:

The principles embodled in the tariff of 1846 seemed for the time
to be so entirely vindicated and approved that resistance to it ceased,
pot only among the people but among the protective economists, and
even among the manufacturers to a large extent. So general was this
acquiescence that in 15856 a tgrotectiva tariff was not sn
hinted by any one of the three parties which presen
candidates.

The needs for revenue during the Civil War ecaused the
duties on imports to be raised. Since then various changes
have been made in our tariff laws, but the duties have heen -
kept high. For several years the people have been demanding
a reduction in the tariff. The Republicans failed to comply
with that demand. Last fall the people elected the Democrats
to reduce the tariff and make other reforms. By the enactment
of the pending bill the tariff will be properly reduced, the con-
suming masses will be relieved of the unjust tax burden now
imposed upon them, and business will be placed upon a natural
and permanent basis. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. 1 yield five minutes to the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. Gray].

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Chairman, it is a most important and
significant fact that in the course of this long debate no man
has appeared here to represent the interests of the wool manu-
facturer or the great American Woolen Co. They say they
oppose tariff reduction because it will injure the laboring
man. The plea of defending others is a subterfuge as old as
history, used to divert attention from that which ean not be
openly defended. Every man who has enslaved another man
has enslaved him under the claim that it was for the benefit
of the enslaved. Every nation that bas conquered and subju-
gated a defenseless people has conquered them under the claim
that it was to better the condition of the subjugated. Every
burden that has been heaped upon the masses of the people
for the benefit of the few has been heaped upon them under
the claim that it was for the benefit of the many. This plea
of defending labor is only a repetition in history—the defense
of monopoly, extortion, and the invasion of human rights.

Mr. Chairman, there is and can be no justification for the
policy of high protection, especially so far as the same affects
the vital necessaries of life. There is and can be no justifica-
tion for increasing the cost of necessaries, and rendering them
more diffienlt for the people to obtain, for private benefit.
There is and can be no justification for taxing the neceszsaries
of life consumed by one man for the special benefit of another
man. There is and can be no justification for taxing the vital
necessaries of life to make a so-called reasonable profit, or to
make any profit, other than the fair and reasonable cost of
their production, because necessaries are a part of the earth
which man takes along with the right of babitation, and yon
have no more right to restrict their use to the people than yon
have to set a limit upon the right of man to live. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

There was a time when the individual man was more inde-
pendent for the necessaries of life than he is to-day. There
was a time when every man produced with his own hand, or
under his own roof, or within his own control a supply of all
or the greater part of his needs. But the increasing popula-
tion of the earth and industrial change have compelled him to
specialize, to cease general production for himself, and either
to produce along one single line and depend upon others for a
part of his necessaries, or to work for wages and depend upon
others for all of his necessaries. This absolute dependency of
one man upon another man fer the vital necessaries of life
has brought a new problem before society, and has enjoined a
new duty upon government—the duty of protecting necessaries
from private monopoly and of holding them free from Increas-
ing cost for the use of all the people. The right to live is not
more vital than the right to enjoy the necessaries of life. The
fruoits and products of the earth are as essential to man as the
right of existence itself. To suffer the hands of private
monopoly upon necessaries, under the shelter of a high pro-
tective tariff, to increase their cost and render them more

or even
presidential
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diffieult for the people to obtain is mot only a restraint upon
human welfare, but it is a restriction upon the very right to
live.

The common articles of food, and clothing and fuel, and ma-
terials for shelter are among such necessaries. They are the
natural inheritance of man, and the people are entitled to enjoy
their use and comforts free from the burdens of private mo-
nopoly, and at the least cost consistent with production.

I deny the principle of high protection, as the same affects
the vital necessaries of life. I deny the right to increase the
cost of necessaries and render them more difficult to obtain for
private benefit. I deny the right to tax the necessaries con-
sumed by one man for the special benefit of another man.
[Applause.] I deny the right to tax the vital necessaries of life
to make so-called reasonable profits for the benefit of any indi-
vidual or any private interest; I deny that governments are
instituted among men to extort profits from the necessaries
required for human existence. I deny the right to maintain a
system of tariff taxation under which the cost of the vital
necessaries of life have been raised so high to the laboring man
that he can no longer with his own hands and his labor support a
family, but must drive his children out of the cradle into the
factories and into the sweatshops to earn their own living and
burden society with the curse of child labor.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. FEraUssoN].

Mr. FERGUSSON., Mr. Chairman, I am in the eategory of
some other Demoeratic Members of this Congress who worked
and voted in the Democratic caucus for a tariff on wool. I
represent a large woolgrowing State, and I have labored for a
tariff on wool for two reasons.

In the first place, the revenue necessary to run this Govern-
ment, which must be raised by the Democrats now that they are
charged with the duty of carrying on the Government, is very
large, something like one thousand million dollars a year, and
this vast sum will never be less, but will increase year by year,
and it must be raised mainly by a tariff on imports, according
to the traditional Democratic policy. Wool has always been a
large revenue producer and always will be, as it is a world com-
modity and universally in demand. In the second place, I be-
lieve that the tariff for revenue should be equitably adjusted with
reference to all revenue-producing commodities, and also with
reference to all sections of our country, so that any incidental
benefit that may flow from such revenue tariff may be fairly
distributed. New Mexico, being a large producer of wool, and
many of my constituents fearing that the placing of wool on the
free list may injure this industry of our State, I know it is my
duty to represent their interests in this matter. But, notwith-
standing my belief that in this first reduction of the tariff it
would have been better for the industry in my State and more

_in accordance with the wishes of my constituents to leave a
tariff of 20 per cent ad valorem on wool, I am going to vote for
this bill, which places wool on the free list. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] The reasons which compel me to so vote I
shall now briefly state.

The tariff is being revised this year, not as last year by a
separate bill for each schedule, but by a single bill, including all
schedules or subjects in one bill, and therefore to vote against
the bill would be to vote against the cherished political prin-
ciples of a lifetime. It would be to vote against the graduated
income-tax measure in this bill, the fairest and most just tax
ever invented, by which the heaviest burden of taxation shall
be borne by the greatest beneficiaries of our heretofore partial
Government, under which enormous fortunes have been accumu-
lated in private hands, and which great fortunes will be pro-
tected by our Government for the future, no matter how un-
justly acguired, under the unguestioned constitutional provision
that sacredly guards the rights of property as well as of person.
Those without wealth have borne the burden of taxation here-
tofore; hereafter let those who have escaped taxation, who have
even got the lion’s share of taxes extorted from the poor, os-
tensibly for revenue purposes, pay the taxes in proportion to
the wealth they hold but have not earned. Further, to vote
against this tariff bill is to vote to continue in force the infamous
Payne-Aldrich tariff, which Democrats and Progressives alike
are pledged to wipe off the statute books; for the repeal of
which the Democrats and Progressives cast, in round numbers,
7,000,000 out of a total of 10,000,000 votes in the last election.

To vote against this bill is to vote to continue the rule of
this country by private monopoly—by those * malefactors of
great wealth” who have by the insidious power of wealth, of
wealth unpatriotie, insatiable, and cruel, perverted our benefl-
cent system of representative government into a government
representative only of their private interests and desires.

To vote against this bill is to vote against the interests of my
own State in this: It is to vote to continue undestroyed, even
unimpeded in the exercise of its selfish power, the wool monop-
oly, which has destroyed the effect of the existing tariff of 11
cents per pound on raw wool. This is proven by the undisputed
fact that since the tariff of 11 cents per pound on wool was
enacted wool has sold at about the same price in the London
market, in free-trade England, as in proteeted United States,
This pregnant, most instructive fact can be accounted for In
no other way than that the Wool Trust (and remember that
there is no other object in forming a trust than to create a
monopoly) has the power, since it is the eole purchaser of
wool in this country, to beat down the price of its raw material
for its own advantage; and since it is the only seller of manu-
factured woolen goods in this country, protected by a high tariff,
it also has the power to demand extortionate prices for its
woolen goods., This artificial gystem has destroyed the effective-
ness of the tfariff of 11 cents on raw wool, and every wool-
grower is interested in destroying the Wool Trust.

I have the hope, almost amounting to absolute belief, that free
wool will be better for my State and for woolgrowers every-
where in our country than present conditions under the sway
of the private monopoly in wool. Remember the case of hides.
The cattle industry was alarmed some years ago when the
tariff on hides was removed. But sinee hides were placed on
the free list they have sold at a higher price than when they
were “ protected.” Hides and leather are a world eommodity,
subject to the world demand, because they are a world-wide
necessity. ‘Wool is also a world commodity and a necessity to
all of mankind, and in universal and constantly growing de-
mand. It is at least probable that wool, like hides, unshackled
from the artificial manipulation of the wool monopoly, itself
shielded by an outrageous tariff wall, will sell even higher than
it has heretofore sold under artificial restrictions. The condi-
tions can be no worse for the wool-raigsing industry than they
now are under conditions which have caused it to be selling no
higher here than in free-trade England. Stripped of extraneous
causes, if the theory of protection is sound, wool should now be
selling for 11 cents per pound more than in England. Free wool
can not be any worse than that, whatever the cause. Further-
more, I am in aecord with this bill because all of my life I have
been fighting by the side of those Democrats who believe it is
wrong to maintain by law special privileges in this free Gov-
ernment. Under the sway of the trusts we have seen such
anomalies as this: While Mr. Carnegie was making his $500,-
000,000 in a short lifetime, we have seen his workingmen
almost shot down in strikes in an effort to get a part of the loot
of protection. We have seen in a later day the inhumanity
that caused the strike at Lawrence. I attended the hearings
about that strike. Here in free Ameriea, a trust magnate in
charge of those mills at Lawrence, reputed, I have heard some
say, to be worth $100,000,000—nobody denying that he is worth
tens of millions of dollars, the head of the Wool Trust—we
have seen little boys and girls working in those mills because
the father, with five or six children, gets such meager wages
that he is compelled to take his 10 or 12 year old son or daughter
out of scheool and put them to work. They conducted that
strike under awful conditions. They said to this magnate that
the price of their meat and bread and necessary clothing had
doubled under the sway of the special interests. They went
humbly and asked for a raise of wages and they were denied,
and the strike came.

Mr. CAMPBELL rose.

Mr. FERGUSSON. Mr. Chairman, I decline to yield. I do
not want to be disconrteous, but I have something to say and
only a short time. The whole movement that has united the
Demoeratic Party all over this country, which has split the
Republican Party in half—and from my standpoint the best
half of it is now disputing with the Democrats for a stand on
the platform for the people—compels me to vote for this bill.
Not to vote for it I should have to deny all of the teachings of
my youth and my whole study of publie questions since I be-
came a man and all that I have been trying to do in a humble
way since I have been in public life. I shall therefore vote for
this bill not, as it is flippantly charged on the other side, be-
cause I am gagged by a caucus. I shall not vote for it for that
reason. I vote for it as a free man, untrammeled, because I be-
lieve it will be no worse under free wool for the growers of
wool in my State than it is when the benefit of 11 cents a pound
on wool is denied them through the power and domination of a
monopoly. I vote for it, also, upon the broad ground that the
great movement of the people, the great rebellion in this coun-
try, using that term in a political sense, against the cruel domi-
nation of special interests is such that I would belie every im-
pulse of my nature if I did not do so. Being In accord with




1036

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

May 3,

this new Democratic administration, which represents not only
the Democratic Party, but also half of the Republican Party,
and, to my mind, the patriotiec half of it, I would be recreant to
every sense of right if I did not vote for the bill. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Mr, Chairman, I will say to the gentle-
man from Illinois that I have agreed to yield five minutes to a
gentleman who is not now in the Chamber. If he comes in I
will yield to him, but if he does not there will be but one other
speech upon this side of the House.

Mr. MANN. I yleld six minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. BROWNING].

Mr. BROWNING. Mr. Chairman, I am receiving a great
number of protests from manufacturers of my district and
State against the passage of this bill. They fear its resulfs,
and, in my opinion, there is just cause for this fear. In my
home city of Camden, N. J., we have several manufacturers
of worsted and woolen yarns, and I am in receipt of a let-
ter from one of the largest of these concerns advising me
of the activities of English manufacturers who are watching
the progress of this tariff bill, and inclosing a letter which
they have received from a firm of brokers in Bradford, Eng-
land. My correspondent says this letters speaks for itself, and
that it is very clear as to the effect the Underwood bill will
have upon the sale of merchandise by American manufacturers.
I wish to place in the Recorp the contents of this English firm's

letter in full:
Brapromrp, April 22, 1913,
Messrs. B. F. Bover & Co., Camden, N, J. %

GENTLEMEN : In view of impending modifications of the present
American tariff for wools, ete., we take the liberty of submitting to
yon samples of a few of our regular makes of noils, etc.,, which we
recommend to your kind consideration.

Naturally, we are aware that the revised tariff Is not yet an accom-
lished fact, but we wish to be prepared for any eventnality, and in
he event of our anticipation be realized we trust to be favored
with your esteemed commands.

Meanwhile we should be glad if you would carefully keep our offers
beirnre“y?u. as we propose to keep you regularly posted with revised
price lists.

f}liu- yarn department would be pleased to attend to any yarn In-
quiries.

We are, gentlemen,

Yours, very respectfully, JoaxsTON & FARIE.

Accompanying this letter is the following price list:
Pence per pound.

3752. Brown (code word) botany noils, regular make - ____ 173
3753. Bean (code word) botany noils, regular make_____________ 17%
3754. Bold (code word) botany noils, regular make_____________ 17
3755. Bowl (code word) botany noils, regular make_ . _________ 18
3758, Brlsfht (code word) botany noils, regular make____________ 19
3757. Build (code word) carbonized burrs, regular make_________ 143%
3758. Brake (code word) camel hair nolls, regular make________ 20}
3759. Briteh (code word) camel hair nolls, regular make________ 293

13 per cent discount 30 days date of bill of

F. o. b. Liverpool.
Weights

lading. In Presu;mcked bales, about 5/600 pounds per bale,
as per conditioning-house certificate.

Mr. Chairman, I desire also to call the attention of the House
to a statement made to me about one year ago, when the wool
schedule was being considered. Mr. Boyer said, “ Mr. Browns-
1NG, I wish you people would pass whatever tariff bill is to be
passed, so that we may adjust our business thereto;” he added,
“and we can adjust our business to any tariff you may make.”
I asked him how this could be done, and his reply was, *“If you
reduce the tariff on wool and wapl products and we are com-
pelled to compete with the foreign manufacturer, our employees
will have to accept the foreign wage or else we shall be com-
pelled to close our mill.,” He then added, “ Why, Mr. BrRowN-
156G, do you know that we made more money during the Cleve-
land hard times than we ever made in our lives?” I was much
surprised at this statement, as I knew their mill was closed
during that period, and I asked him how he made the money,
and he said, “ Why, we bought the finished product from abroad
and sold it here.” He said further, “ Our mill was closed and I
did not have between four and five hundred working for me, as
I have at the present time.”

I also hold in my hand a letter from Eavenson & Levering, a
firm of wool scourers, carbonizers, and combers, of Camden,
N.*J., and as this communication is quite lengthy I shall not
attempt to publish all of it in the Recorp, but will quote two
paragraphs:

We have carefully considered the portion of the bill relating to our
industry, and look upon its passage with very great fear.

We carbonize a considerable proportion of all the nolls produced
in this country, and while we find the Underwood bill recognizes the
comber, the spinner, the weaver, and so on, it distinctly diseriminates
against the carbonizer by plnctnf carbonized wool and noils on the free
list. On this basis we are surely in for it.

Mr. Chairman, I think further comments are unnecessary.

. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield four minutes to the

gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. KiNgam].

Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I regret that I
do not see the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER], my es-
teemed friend, in the House, for I feel that I would like to
shake hands with him cordially upon his proposition that the
sheep is as good as the goat—concerning which the provisions
of the schedule raise a doubt—and that while a Democratic
member of the Ways and Means Committee formulating the
bill he was individually consistent in that he favored an equiva-
lent duty on wool to that accorded to goat hair. It was the
committee as a whole that so discriminated. But I do contend
that the benefits of protection should be equally distributed,
equitably divided between our productions. Certainly the sheep
should not be displaced by the goat. I favor both. I do not
gainsay the consistency or the propriety of the gentleman in
standing up for the industries of his own district. If a Member
will not look out for the interests of the district which he has
the honor to represent who will or should do so?

Mr. Chairman, on the wool schedule, which has been ably
discussed, I desire to say I am not an expert. I appreciate it
is one of the most intricate of any of the schedules contained
in the bill, and I have not risen for the express purpose of -
expressing myself in regard to the schedule. Speaking gen-
erally or broadsides with reference to the whole Underwood re-
vision, I am for what emanates from the side of protection
rather than from the Democratic side, because I favor the
policy of protection. I believe firmly in its virtues, and that
is one reason that I am here to represent my district.

I favor Republican revision, Mr, Chairman, rather than Dem-
ocratic revision, because Republican revision is intended to
conserve the beneficence of the policy of protection. Democratic
revision does not pretend to conserve the policy of protection,
but it is avowedly against and antagonistic to it. How can you
expect the enemies to the policy of protection to conserve the
policy? Protectionists seek to regulate rates, adjust rates in
accordance with the changes in conditions which are constantly
going on, while conserving the policy of protection. Now, I
grant that the Democratic Party is perfectly consistent and
logical in opposing a tariff board. For what use or utility is a
tariff board without tariff? There can be no necessity for a
tariff board when free trade is the goal.

Mr. Chairman, I do not contend that this bill as a whole
provides for free trade. We all know it is very much of a mix-
ture; but the policy and purpose evinced by its provisions,
considered in connection with party declarations, show free
trade to be the ultimate.

My, Chairman, what of the new proposition of the majority
party for competitive tariff? Competition, fair and legitimate,
is what protectionists seek, and it is what the policy of protec-
tion sclentifically regulated secures. It was protection adopted
by our young Republic that produced defensive competition in
our home markets against monopolistic prices placed on foreign
manufactures. With further development it successfully re-
sisted the “ dumping policy ” of British manufacturers intended”
to destroy our home industries. With yet further development
it has secured domestic competition.

Mr. Chairman, what sort of competition does free trade
bring? It strikes me the Democratic Party in its legislative
aspirations has become too big for our home country. It would
geem *that the party has become very altruistic and aspires to
extend the benefits of its legislation to foreign countries upon
equal or better terms than are to be enjoyed by our home pro-
ducers in our home market.

Who of its advocates pretends that free trade is for the
benefit of the home producer? Not one will so contend. On the
contrary, it is avowedly against the prices of home products,
claimed to be too high. The admitted purpose of free trade is
to permit unrestricted competition of foreign products in our
own markets, to the end that prices to consumers be reduced, to
the benefit of foreign production, with a corresponding loss to
home producers.

Mr, Chairman, protectionists stand for the home producer as
well as for the consumer; the policy favors the people who do
things as well as the consuming public. I am frank to say,
however, that I regard a distinet classification of producers and
consumers as wholly impracticable. My judgment is that in
our industrious country it is only a small percentage of adults
that are not producers.

Mr. Chairman, I contend that the competition brought by
unrestricted trade of foreigners in our home market is one-
sided and illegitimate, It is perfectly clear that to permit the
productions of foreign countries to come into free competition
in our home market with home productions gives to foreign
countries the advantage; it gives the foreign producer the
advantage because of the much smaller cost of production in
his than in our country. Therefore American producers, with
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free trade, are not allowed to participate in their own home
markets on equal terms with the foreign producer.

Mr. Chairman, it essentially Jollows that the Democratic
Party regards the difference of the cost in production abroad and
at home as an immaterial consideration. In-tead of making
advantages equal merely, they would make them unequal by
abolishing tari’f, the equalizer, and thus give the productions of
eheap-labor countries the advantage in our home market. Pro-
tectionists would by rates of duties imposed make up the differ-
ence in the cost of production and thereby secure equal advan-
tage, at least to the home producer, and thus preserve the higher
standnrds of wages and living at home than abroad. Free trade,
on the other hfiind, would reduce our standaras of wages and
living to the impoverishing low level prevalent with some of our
foreign competitors.

Mr. Chairman, I make no apology for advocating, if it may be
so called, “artificial” means, by the imposition of dulies on
foreign produets for the preservation of our higher standards
of wages and living. I regard this as tle province of construc-
tive and patriotic statesmanship. And what is free trade? Itis
a mere negative. It is not a constructive device. It is against
constructiveness. As applied by this bill, its effect, in some
instances, must be to wholly destroy domestic competition' in
the home market with foreign productions, resulting in monopoly
for the foreign producer.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Nebraska
has expired.

Mr. KINKEAID of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, it would seem
the Democratic Party has forsaken the fireside adage, “ Charity
should begin at home.” I avow my belief in the doetrine of tlie
Seripture that “ He who does not provide for his own household
is worse than an infidel,” and I would have this apply to the
Nation the same as to the family. [Applause.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield four minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. SwiTzZER].

Mr. SWITZER. Mr. Chairman, the Members on this side are
admonished by the gentleman from New York after the passage
of this bill not to go back to their home distriets and attempt
to scare the farmer. I desire to assure him that no one on this
side of the House has any such intention, and T am satisfied
that if my Democratic colleagnes from the wool districts of the
State of Ohio should vote for this bill that they will soon after-
wards become so scared and afraid that they will not want to
go back to Ohio. [Applause on the Republican side.] I did
not rise to engage in the diseussion of the woolen schedule
except as to one feature. The discussion of the gentleman from

Pennsylvania during the general debate and his detailed ex- |

planation of the working of that protective piece of legislation
known as the dumping clause left within' me the hope that when
I went back home after this bill was passed that the shoe
manufacturers of my district would at least have some protec-
tion and that the woolgrowers of my district would have some
protection. But, subsequently, I have had an interpretation of
this dumping clause given from a good Demoerat upon the
other side, the able gentleman from the State of Georgia, who,
in order to aveid the force and the great weight of the argu-
ment of the gentleman from Michigan to show that taking the
duty off sugar would not make it any cheaper to the consumers,
said this day before yesterday. This' is from the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. HARDWICK] :

The antidum&ing clanse will have no effect whatever on the sugar

gituation; for the si e reason that if the gentleman: will read ge-

dumPlng clause carefully he will find that it applies only to a com-

modity upon which a duty is established, and it applies to no commodi

hma,“ is on the free list, and so far as free sugar is comcerned It coul
ve no e

That is the sticking point, gentlemen. Why have you under-
taken to add further protection to these unconstitutional and
tax-sustained industries? BMany of these industries could not
operate except for the tax you have in this bill, and now you
propose to aid them further by this additional proteetion, but
the shoe industry in my district, boots and shoes are put on
the free list. Where does the woolgrower come in if this is the
correct interpretation of the law? When I first looked at the
act I did not think it warranted such a construction, but the
more I read it the more I am satisfied that the gentleman from
Georgia is right. Now, it seems to me that if you want to
treat these people right, in all fairness you ought to have pre-
pared another dumping eclause which would cover the shoe
industry, the woolen industry, the potate industry, and the
products of the agriculturists of this country. Wool, potatoes,
and shoes are on the free list, and aceording fo the construction
placed on the * dumping-clanse™ seetion by the gentleman from
Georgia, they nn{fot afforded any protection thereunder.

Why, just take'it in the case of the woolen industry. Yonm
have taken from the woolgrower of my district the protection

on his wool, and you have given it to the manufacturer of the
East, affording him that additional protection, and now you
propose to aid him further with this dumping clause. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

You further protect the cotton factories of North Carolina, but
you afford no protection to the shoe factory in my district, be-
cause shoes are on the free list.

You further protect rice by this “dumping clanse,” because
rice is a tax-sustained industry; but wool, which will be made
a legitimate industry by the pending measure, if enacted into
law, by being left untaxed, will have no protection.

The *“dumping clause” of your act enly protects articles on

the dutiable list, and, aceording to Democratic interpretation,
it affords no relief to the makers of shoes and growers of wool
and many other agricultural products carried on the free list,
It matters not to the framers of the pending measure how
many million bushels of potatoes may be dumped into the
American markets from Nova Secotia or Germany, at a price
much lower than that in the market of the country from which
they are exported, and in this unfair way rob eur potato raisers
| of their home market.
It matters not to these gentlemen how much: wool or how
| many shoes may be dumped into our eountry at a price below
that prevailing in the country from which they are exported, but
when it eomes to cotton fabrics and woolen goods and the larger
part of the products of the factory, many of which are already
protected by the duties earried in the dutiable list, we find
them additionally protected by this “dumping clause” which
prevents the foreigner nnloading large quantities of these ar-
ticles onto us at a price lower than the prevailing price in the
eountry from which they come. I do not believe this is fair
to our shoe manufaeturers, our woolgrowers, and farmers, and
at the proper time I will offer an amendment providing a
“dumping eclause” for the protection of their industries.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. Sinworr] five minutes,

Mr., SINNOTT. Mr. Chairman, in the amendment which [
had prepared I inserted a elause reqguiring all woolen manu-
factures to be put on the free list. My object In doing that was
to accentuate the comparative favoritism shown to the woolen
manufacturers in the Underwood bill; not that I am willing to
strike down in retalintion the woolen manufacturer because the
| wool raiser is put upon the free list, but in order to focus the

attention of the Nation and the people of my district upon the
faet that the woolen manufacturer in the Underwood bill is
favorad to the disadvantage of the wool raiser.

Mr. Chairman, representatives of the woolen manufacturers
appeared before the Conmmittee on Ways and Means urging free
wool. On the other hand, they claim that they will be satisfied’
with the 50 per cent ad valorem duty upon the manufactured
‘article. You Lave given them by this bill within 15 per cent of’

what they demanded. Yet you have abselutely rejected the
claims of wool raisers for protection. You have inferentially
said that the woolen manufacturer is only 15 per cent illegiti-
mate and the wool raiger is 100 per cent illegitimate.

Mr. Chairman, the State which I represent, the State of
Oregon, has been generous with the Demoeratic Party under the
Oregon system. I would like to have time to say something
about that system and the fidelity of the Republicans in my
| State to their pledges on statement Ne. 1—that they would vote
for the popular choice for United States Senator. Because these
Republicans kept their pledges you now have two Democrats in
‘the United States Senate from the State of Oregon, an over-
whelming Republican State. [Applause.]

These two gentlemen, Mr. Chairman, in the last eampaign
\canvassed the great sheep-raising districts of eastern Oregon.
They placated and allayed the fears and the apprehensions of
the wool raiser with iteration and reiteration of that plank in
your platform that no legitimate industry would be injured.
Oh, what a sweet-sounding phrase that then was on the great
sheep ranges of eastern Oregon! And now what has it become?
It was then plain and unambiguous, but now it is so abstruse,
so recondite, a veritable Delphic oracle of double meaning when
‘interpreted and expounded in the light of the Punic faith of
the philologists of the Ways and Means Committee,

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. SINNOTT. May I have just another minute? =

Mr. MANN. I yield one more minute.

Mr. SINNOTT. If you gentlemen desire to return these gen-
tlemen from Oregon to the other side of the Capitol, do not
send them back to Oregon with that subterfuge, that exeuse,
“that the great sheep industry of the Stute of Oregon is not a
legitimate industry.” Do not force them to tell the people of
Oregon that the caucus has compelled you to strike down the

sheep industry. Mr. Chairman, a dispensation eoming from the
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casuists of the cancus will absolve no one from breaking party
pledges under the Oregon system. [Applause on the Republican
side.]

We hear something about the soldiers in this caucus, about
what a gallant, heroic fight those gentlemen put up for their
interests. Their story reminds me of old Jack Falstaff telling
the ctory of the battle at Gads Hill. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Idaho [Mr. FrENcH].

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, not only in the State of the
geatieman who has spoken but throughout the country our
Democratic friends in the last campaign held out hope to the
people that legitimate industries need not fear any result of
the election of a Democratic Congress and a Democratic Presi-
dent,

The signing of a note carries with it the implication that some
time the note must be paid. The makiag of an obligation by an
individual or by a party carries with it a suggestion that some
time the party must be called upon to say whether or not it will
meet the obligation in the terms in which it was made. You
are now confronted with meeting the obligation that you as-
sumed only a few months ago, when you urged upon the people
of this country that no legitimate industry need fear the result
of your action upon the tariff question.

Already, to-day, some of our Democratic friends are apologiz-
ing for the action which they know they must take, under the
mandate of the Democratic caucus, within a few days. Others,
with more candor and with more frankness, appear to admit
that the wool industry—and I takc it that that includes all the
industries that are correlated with it—is an industry that is
not legitimate, and therefore ought to suffer at the hands of the
party that is now in control.

You have already heard presented to you this afternoon some
comparisons touching the cost of labor in the manufacturing
industries in this country and abroad, as they will be affected
by the wool schedule. I want very briefly to call attention to
some of the comparisons that may be made on the part of those
who are engaged in the growing of wool in this country as con-
trasted with those who grow wool in foreign countries.

Take my own State as an illustration—a State that ranks
third in the production of wool in the United States. There the
wages paid by the growers of wool are something like from $35
to §5° and more per month to the individu:! sheep herders. Not
ouly that, but an expense for maintenance of something like
$12.50 to $16 per month must be added. Compare that, if you
please, with the wages paid for similar lines of work in other
countries.

In Great Britain, near to the great mills there, the wages
that are received by those who care for the sheep are something
like from $35.25 to $5.50 per week, and they are required to
“keep” themselves.

In Australian the wages that are paid to the tenders or
drivers, as they are called in Australia, instead of being from
$35 to $50 per month, as in my State, range from something
like $5 per week to $7.50 and $10 for the more experienced, or
not much more than 50 per cent of the wages paid in the State
of Idaho.

In South America the difference is even worse than in Aus-
tralin. The wages paid in South America represent something
like one-third of the wages pald for the same service in the
United States.

Go, then, if you pledse, to continental Europe. Go to that
section of Europe which is to-day in the throes of war, where
the people are trying to throw off a bondage that is worse than
slavery, and you will find people, competing with the American
woolgrower, receiving from 25 eents to 50 cents per week in
addition to their keep, who, upon the passage of this bill, will
be put into competition with the laborers working for the
“American producer of wool.

Now, that is not all. The conditions which our people have
to meet in the West are different from the conditions in foreign
countries in other respects. The gentleman from New York
[Mr. HarrisoN] seemed to eliminate from consideration the
production of wool by the farmers of Ohio and the other East-
ern States, taking it for granted in his remarks that the sections
of country that have the wide expanse of desert lands will be
the only sections within the United States that can or ought
to produce wool. Therefore, if the conditions are hard and
will be intolerable in those States, how much more intolerable,
according to his own argument, must they be in sections of the
country where sheep are produced upon lands that are incapable
of intensive cultivation.

But I do not intend to dwell upon comparison in cost of pro-
duction within the various States within our own country.

If the producer of the West has some advangtage over the
producers of States like Michigan and Ohio from the standpoint
of range, the producer of these older States has an advantage
possible from the quality of the wool that he may be able to
sell. These advantages or disadvantages must necessarily be
taken care of by the ordinary laws of competition in the mar-
kets of our country.

I sald, however, that there were disadvantages with which
the producer in our own country is compelled to contend that
are not met with by the producers of wool in some of the chief
competing foreign countries. 7

Take, for instance, the number of sheep that may be handled
by a sheep herder within our own coilntry and compare the
conditions with the conditions surrounding those who care for
the sheep in South America or in Australia.

In our western country a band of sheep is made up of less
than 2,000 head, or something like 1,700 sheep. In Australia a
rider, as the tender is called in that country, will take charge,
not of 1,700 or 2,000 head of sheep, but of several thousand
head, and, as I said a little while ago, he receives something
like one-half the compensation that he receives for doing a
similar kind of work within the United States.

Much of the lands of the West that are now available as
pasture lands are included within vast reservations belonging
to the Government and are leased to the growers of sheep at
from 7 cents to 9 cents per acre, which by comparison is about
400 per cent as much as is charged in Australia for the leasing
of land by the Government for grazing of sheep.

We should also consider the question of freight rate. It costs,
of course, something to the man who has wool to sell in Aus-
tralia or South America to get his wool clip from the place of
production to the port from which it may be shipped to the
markets of the world. A -

It also costs something to the woolgrower of the West to
haul his wool clip to the station from which shipment may be
made to our eastern markets. In all probability this compari-
son would be in favor of the American producer, but compare
with that the cost of shipping the wool either from Australia
or South America to Boston with the cost of shipping wool
from the stations in Idaho to such wool markets as Phila-
delphia, New York, or Boston.

It costs the woolgrower of Australia something like from 1%
to 14 cents per pound to ship his wool by steamer from Sydney
to Boston, and if he were willing to take a little longer time
and use a sailing vessel instead, he may ship it for something
like one-eighth of-a cent per pound cheaper still.

On the other hand, it costs the woolgrower of Idaho from
1% to 2% cents per pound to ship his wool to the same markets.

The comparison made with respect to the cost of shipping
wool from Australia is no more unfavorable than when com-
pared with the cost of shipping wool from South America to
the wool centers and the cost of shipping wool from our own
sections of production to these same centers.

Hence I say here is a practical illustration of the necessity
of this Government maintaining a duty to protect the producers
of our own land from the competition of lands where wool can
be produced at so much cheaper a price than it can be produced
at home,

The woolgrower is not the only one benefited by the mainte-
nance of the industry. There are something like three-quarters
of a million producers throughout the United States engaged
in the production of wool. This does not represent, however,
the vast body of people who are dependent almost directly upon
the wool industry.

In Australia and South America the seasons are so open that
little feeding is needed during the winter months, In many of
our States that produce wool it is necessary to buy forage for
the use of the flocks during the winter season, and this entails
not only a cost upon the sheep raiser but also constitutes an in-
dustry in which thousands of people engage who do not own
sheep themselves. +

We are at this time engaged in reclaiming large areas of
hitherto desert land in our great West. It takes years of time
to bring land of this character into-a productive state if
orcharding alone is depended upon. Distance from markets
renders the land less valuable for the production of still other
Crops.

Tphe maintenance of the sheep business in or near the regions
that are reclaimed furnishes a market at once for one of the
easiest crops that can be produced after lands have been re-
claimed from their desert condition. We raise thousands of
tons of alfalfa upon these desert lands, and this constitutes a
commodity that in the nature of things should find a ready mar-
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ket at home, for it has such bulk that it can not be shipped any
considerable distance else the freight charges will consume the
profit.

To strike down the wool industry, to strike down the sheep
business, means as well to strike a blow at this industry, which
has been one of the most productive of ready money to the
thousands of people throughout the West engaged in the devel-
opment of our arid lands.

Finally, then, this whole question again emphasizes the im-
portance of tariff modification upon the basis of an intelligent
report of a tariff commission. The Tariff Board reported upon
the woolen schedule about one year ago. We have facts touch-
ing production in foreign countries and at home that are practi-
cally up to date.

The wise thing, the patriotic thing for us to do at this time
is to accept an amendment similar to that which has been pro-
posed by the gentleman from New York, which constitutes a
schedule based upon the reports of the Tariff Commission, a
schedule that would do equity and justice at once to the producer
upon the one hand and to the masses of consumers upon the
other.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield four minutes {o the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. KAux].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California [Mr.
Kaux] is recognized for four minutes.

Mr. KAHN. Mr. Chairman, every given commodity that is
offered for sale is worth just what it will fetch, no more and
no less. In making the price the cost of the labor that is in-
volved in making the commeodity is all important.

It has been stated during this debate that it will take between
9 and 10 pounds of wool to make a suit of clothes; that the
cost of the wool in the raw is anywhere from $2 to $2.50; and
vet a fine worsted suit of clothes will cost anywhere from
$30 to $60.

Now, that is due almost entirely to the cost of the labor that
has gone into that suit of clothes. The great wool-manufactur-
ing section of England, which country would increase, in my
judgment, its export of woolen goods to the United States
enormously if the Underwood bill goes through, is Yorkshire.

I have in my hand a copy of the Yorkshire Observer of Mon-
day. December 30, 1912, which contains a résumé of the ae-
tivities in the industries of that county for the preceding 12
months. In an article headed * Wool and Wool Textiles in
America,” the writer says:

The weakness of the American Woolen Co., broadly speaking, lies In
its manufacture of the finer woolen fabrics where, with the high labor
cost, protection Is badly needed. The tariff question ultimately comes
down to this labor-cost item, for as this wage cost percentage rises, so
does the need of protection and the danger from crude reductions
through unscientific tarlfY legislation,

That states the case in a nutshell. What is the difference in
the labor cost in the production of manufactured woolen cloths
in Yorkshire as compared to the cost in this country? The
Providence Journal, which is one of the leading free-trade news-
papers in this country, on April 18, 1913, published an interview
with Mr. Harrison Benn, a leading wool manufacturer of the
State of Rhode Island, whose company also owns a mill in
Bradford, Yorkshire. In that interview the gentleman states
clearly what he has to pay in his mill in the United States and
in the mill which he also owns in Bradford, England. He says:

In the Bradford plant we pay a weaver 48 cents for weaving a cut
of cloth, and for the same thing here we Eag $1.49; for goods that cost
us 78 cents there we pay $2.41 here; and for goods that cost 98 cents
there we pay $3.01 here. In the splpning room the prices range from
£2.23 to §2.88 per week there, and here for the same kind of work on
the same machines we pay from $5.35 to $7.50 per week. Another dif-
ference is In the pay which we have to give our apprentices. They are
obliged to serve four Jears. and in the Bradford plant tl\eg' receive for
those four years $1.92, $2.40 $2.88, and $3-335801 week. In the Gray-
stone plant they recelve for the four years $6.50, $7.50, $9, and $10.50.

[Applause on the Republican side.]

Small wonder. therefore, that the Yorkshire Observer, in its
article on the “ Huddersfield fine worsted trade,” makes this
comment :

The United States trade, although still com nrat!vel{ gmall, has im-

roved during the year, and the proposed revision of the tariff, which
s looked forward to with some confidence, is expected to result in a
considerable accession of business.

Of course the English manufacturers of fine worsteds look
forward to a large increase of business when the Wilson-
Underwood bill is enacted into law. They have learned by past
experience that so soon as our own factories close down, by
reason of their inability to compete with the cheaper labor of
England, the business of the English manufacturer increases
considerably. But you on that side of the aisle are properly
designated Bourbons, You learn nothing from past experiences.
It is almost idle to discuss the provisions of this bill with you.
You are deaf to all arguments.

IL—66

You have the votes to put your bill through without any
amendments whatever so long as you have control of Congress.
I am glad that you have majorities in the Senate and the
House that will enable you to assume full responsibility for
this measure. You will not be able to charge any of its short-
comings to the Republican Party, and you will have to take all
the consequences of the injuries you will have inflicted on
legitimate business in this country as a result of this legisla-
tion. I feel confident that the near future will once again
demonstrate your inability to frame constructive legislation.

In coneclusion, Mr. Chairman, I desire to call attention to this
article from the New York Sun of May 2, 1913, which clearly
explains the attitude of the American manufacturer in his oppo-
sition to this bill:

OUR MANUFACTURED EXPOLTS—SECRETARY REDFIELD’S FIGURES UPSET BY
HIS OWN DEPARTMENT'S STATISTICS.
To the EpiTorR OF THE SUN.

Bir: On April 21 you published an interview with Secretary of Com-
merce Redfield under the head * Redfield sees big boom ahead.” I, in
common with all other good citizens, would like to believe the Secretary
is correct in his prophecy.

His statements, however, regarding the tariff and business seem to

be based upon hope rather than facts. At the outset, he is quoted as
saying : “American manufactured goods are going abroad all over the
world, and in many different lines of production, to the annual extent
of something like ¥1.500.000,000, or, say, at the rate of §$5,000,000 a
day for the ordinary working year.,” This sounds good, but it isn't the
fact. The only authority upon the subject of exports is the Depart-
ment of Commerce, over which Mr, Redfield presides. In the Annual
Review of the Forelgn Commerce of the United States for the year
ended June 30, 1912, in Table VI, pafes 66 and 67, it is stated that
in the fiscal year 1912 we exported of * manufactures for further use
in manufacturing " $348,149,524 and of “ manufactures ready for con-
sumption " $672,268,163, or a total of all kinds of partly and com-
E]etel manufactured articles of $1,020,417,687. This total is nearly
500,000,000 less than the Secretary stated It to be, and to get even
this total we must include all partly manufactured articles. If Secre-
tary Redfleld makes such a startling error in bis figures, it is apparent
at once that he has not Investigated the matter very carefully, and
yet he is sald to be “the acknowledged tariff expert in the Cabinet.”

Becretary Redfleld says the manufacturers must develop greater effi-
clency. e are all striving for that. In all the industries the compe-
tition among the domestic manufacturers has been so severe that each
manufacturer has been compelled to maintain his plant at the highest
efficlency. This has led to a marvelous development In machine tools
and special machinery of hl%h speed. Our factories are now the best
equipped in the world, and 1t is simply ridiculous for anyone to say
that we are behind in efficiency. It ean not be proved. 0 one even
attempts to prove it. Such a statement is mere words. As rapidly as
we develop efficlency our methods are copied in European factories.

The real difficnlty our domestic manufacturers have in meeting for-
eign competition is in the great difference in labor cost. Here we pay
our skilled mechanics an average of 37 cents an hour, against the
aver in Europe for the same class of labor of 17 cents an hour.
This the handicap of our manufacturers, who do not need a {ariff
to protect their profits, but do need a sufficient rate of duty to cover

wide difference in wages. This is not an academic statement. It
is a question of pay rolls which must be met each weck. The first
move our manufacturers must make to meet the foreign competition
Is to reduce the rate of wages pald. This will be very difficult and
the country does not desire it,
inevitable.

Ilere is the whole problem in a nutshell: A and B have similar fac-
tories manufacturing the same machine, the faectory cost of which is
one-half labor and one-half material. The materia]l costs the same
to both A and B, but A pays twice the wages that B pays. Who will
get the business? Of course B will get it unless A can reduce his
wage rate to meet B's.

he sure result of the proposed tariff bill will be to reduce the wages
of the American mechanic to the level of his European brothers, and
a plain statement of facts is:

Our shops are modern in every particular ; so are those of Europe.

Our men can not produce more work than can the European workmen,

Our wages run from 25 cents to 55 cents an hour for skilled me-
chanics; their wages run from 10 cents to 17 cents an hour for the
same class of labor on the same work.

Our costs can not be reduced unless we can reduce wages, and know-
ing our condition here as to unions you are aware that this can not
be done without a great industrial war.

Secretary Redfield and his followers are determined to give their
theories a test even at the expensze of the whole manufacturing ia-
terests of this country, but inasmuch as the figzures which they quote
are so far from correct, I am led to believe that their theorles will
prove equally wrong and misleading. SE D

ut desire alone can not preveat the

NEw Yorg, May 1.

Mr. MANN. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from Wyo-
ming [Mr. MoXDELL].

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, there are approximately
57,000,000 sheep in the United States, and these beautiful spring
days, when this Democratic House is coolly proposing to sacri-
fice them on the altar of the cruel god of free trade, they, re-
turning good for evil, are enli"ening the ranges and the pas-
tures of all the Nation with the cheerful bleating of millions of
newborn lambs. [Applause on the Republican side.] These
spring days they are yielding their golden fleeces by the million
for the comfort of the Nation and the profit of our people.
They are enriching the pastures, adding to the contentment and
contributing largely to the incomes of over a million American
farms and ranches. They are consuming herbage which other-
wise largely would go to waste, adding but slightly to the farm
labors, and on the western ranges providing an industry the
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place of which none other can fully occupy. They afford us on
the hillsides, in the meadows, and by the still waters the most
perfect of all pictures of peace and plenty. They furnish us
with the juiciest, the sweetest, and the cheapest of all meats,
and their golden fleeces assure us in peace, comfort; in war, an
element of defense as essential to the maintenance of the na-
tional honor as steel-belted fertresses afloat or shotted guns
ashore. [Applause on the Republican side.]

I have read and studied this Democratic tariff bill carefully
and prayerfully, because my people own four and a half or five
million sheep; and I have attentively listened to this Cebate,
thinking that at some time I might hear or discover some
logical reason from any viewpeint for the placing of wool on the
free list. I have wgited and read in vain. You can find no such
reason in your party history, for the financial disaster that fol-
lowed the placing of wool on the free list in the Wilson bill
brought you a political disaster that kept you wandering in the
wilderness, unfed of manma, unguided by pillar of cloud by day
or fire by night, for 16 long and weary years. | use on the
Republican side.]

You can not justify free wool from the standpoint of free
trade. You separate the sheep from the goats, and reversing
the seriptural parable you say to the goats, “ Come, ye blessed,
to the green pastures of protection established since the founda-
tion of the Government,” and to the sheep, “ Depart from
me, ye cursed, inte the everlasting fires of Democratic free
trade prepared for those industries we doom to destruction.”
[Applause on the Republican side.] While you deprive the
flockmaster and the farmer of the benefits of protection, yen
do protect the great Woolen Trust, a creature of your discovery,
and in this bill the beneficiary of your abundant favor. You
can not defend what you have done from the standpoint of a
revenue tariff, for wool has been one of our greatest revenue
producers, yielding from $15,000,000 to $20,000,000 of revenue
annually. You can not claim that you have applied the princi-
ples of the Underwood copyrighted competitive tarifl to wool,
for there has been vast import and intense competition.

You will not be allowed to plead as offset to the losses free
wool will bring a claim of benefits conferred, for from the oil
and lampblack which marks the newborn lamb to the shears
that clip the fieece, the string that ties, and the sack which
Eceiges it, all that coniributes to the industry is taxed under

is bill.

You surely can not exclude this ancient and honorable in-
dustry from the category of legitimate enterprise solemmly
guaranteed from harm by presidential promise. You -can not
excuse this shameless abandonment on plea of recent pledge or
promise, for less than a year ago you voted for a tariff rate of
29 per cent on wool.

You can not plead ignorance of the fact that free trade in
wool will bring depression to all the industry and destruction
to the most valuable part of it, for history will not excuse you;
the uncontroverted facts developed through exhaustive investi-
gation by the Tariff Board are before you, and your own ad-
missions conviet you of knowledge of the destructive character
of this legiglation.

You can not fool the people by giving as an excuse for your
action the plea in confession and avoidance that you have
sacrificed this great industry for the general good, for the
people are intellizent enough to know that under no possible
circumstances or conditions can the general good be served by
the sacrifice of a nation-wide industry whose destruction or
serious injury will leave us poorer in food and clothing in
peace, and in war naked in the face of our enemies.

In the light of all this evidence, direct and circumstantial, can
anyone escape the conclusion or avoid the conviction that the
placing of wool on the free list is an act of cool calculating
sacrifice of a great industry, essential to the very existence of
the Nation, on the altar of political expediency?

The old condemned Democratic craft pumped out, patched up,
painted over, setting out on the high seas of political responsi-
bility, without propeller of principle or rudder of reliability,
is found so overburdened with conflicting promises impossible
of fulfillment, so hampered with rotten tackle of ancient errer,
g0 bulging with internal discord that in despair of ever reach-
ing harbor thus laden her captains have deliberately agreed
to throw overboard se much of the cargo she bears as they
think can be jettisoned without danger of political bankruptcey.
[Applause on the Republican side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wyoming
has expired.

Mr. MANN. T yield to the gentleman two minutes more.

Mr, MONDELL., Weol has walked the plank and sugar fol-
lows, together with a vast and varied assortment and variety
of the people’s industries, the extent and character of which

only the labors of the wrecking crew will disclose. [Laughter
and applanse on the Republican side.]

Well, the captains are in control, the onece turbulent crew
is in the irons of discipline and being forcibly fed on the un-
palatable pap of patronage promises. Under such conditions
any act of piracy on your part is possible. But I warn you of
‘the day when the American people, owners of the precious cargo
of their industries and opportunities temporarily in your keep-
ing, shall call you to an accounting for your stewardship. De-
ware of that day. It will come soon. [Applause on the Repub-
Tlican side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. THACHER].

Mr. THACHER. Mr. Chairman, I have listened with much
interest to this discussion. It is hard for me to keep out of
this fight, for I thoroughly believe in free wool. I was for 25
years engaged in the wool business. I shall talk to you upon
the guestion of free wool, not as an orater but as a business
man who knows whereof he speaks. I shall not, therefore,
dwell npon “ the golden fleece of the American peeple” and the
“babbling brooks,” which the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr.
Moxprrr] has just deseribed. I shall try and give some con-
crete facts rather than flowery figures of speech,

Now, what are the facts regarding the tariff on wool found
in the first part of Schedule K, the very schedule of the Payne-
Aldrich bill which President Taft, in his famous speech at
Winona, pronounced indefensible? For half a century, with the
exception of a brief interval, we have maintained this extreme
duty. During all this time the advocates of this duty have
claimed as they do now that fo put wool on the free list wonld
utterly annihilate the American sheep, and we should have to go
out of business and import all our mutton from England and
elsewhere, and our wool from the Argentine and Australin, Let
us examine the facts.

I well remember that some 20 years ago two prominent advo-
cates of a high duty upon wool, Judge Lawrence and Columbus
Delano, both from the State of Ohio, were the leaders in this
fight. These nven, honest no doubt In their belief, were skillful
politicians, and they used to head meetings and conventions of
“woolgrowers,” invariably asking the tariff legislators at
‘Washington to maintain increased duties on wool, but they
never asked the same legislators to “temper the wind to the
shorn lamb,” the consumer.

If T am not mistaken, one of those gentlemen took part in the
famous conference at Syracuse between the manufacturers and
woolgrowers just before the wool tariff of 1867 was enacted.
This class of advocates of a high duty on wenl elaimed that if
Congress would only maintain a duty on wool sufficiently high
we might raise all the clothing wool consumed in this country.
Furthermore, it was even predicted, if my memory is correct,
that with a proper duty on carpet wool we might in time pro-
duce the bulk of the carpet wool used here.

In an article in the American Wool and Cotton Reporter of
October 29, 1806, entifled: “An appeal to the woolgrowers,”
by Hon. William Lawrence, A. M., LL. D., president of the
National Wool Growers' Association, Judge Lawrence states:

At a meeting of the Nationnl Association of Manufacturers held at
Chicago, January 21-23, 1806, Thomas Dolan, an eminent wool manu-
facturer, president of the association, sald: “ We are certain of onr

ability fo feed ourselves and to procure at home all the primary sub-
stances from cs are made,”

Judge Lawrence, referring as to “ What the full development
of sheep husbandry would do for this country,” stated:

Ample protection for our wool tndusgro% would soon Increase our flocks
from less than 40,000,000 to 110,000,000,

Mark these words. At that time the Wilson bill with free
wool was in force. Judge Lawrence predicted that “ ample pro-
tection for our wool industry *sreuld soon increase our flocks
from less than 40,000,000 to 110,000,000.” Within nine months
the Dingley bill, containing one of the highest wool tariifs which
our country has ever sgeen, substantially the tariff in force to-
day, was enacted. Did the prediction which Judge Lawrence
made so confidently, that our sheep would increase 70,000,000 in
numbers come true? TLet us see. If we turn to the Statistical
Abstract of the United States, we find that the highest number of
sheep reported in this country in any one year since 1896 was in
the year 1803, viz, 63,964,876; but on the other hand the num-
ber of sheep in this country in the year 1912 was only 52,362,000,
showing a loss of over 11,000,000 sheep, and nearly 60,000,000
less in number than Judge Lawrence predicted, in spite of this
high protection maintained ever since 1807,

Tt is somewhat remarkable that in the three States of Califor-
nia, Texas, and Ohio, which formerly produced wool in large
quantities, that the census report shows a marked decrease in
the number of sheep in the past 80 years. I gquote figures from
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page 4120 of the tariff hearings before the Ways and Means
Committee, 1913.
Number of sheep of shearalle age.

1580 1610
T e e L T 5,727,000 | 1,456,000
Texas. ... -| 3,682,000 | 1,440,000
) e R e R e s e e e R 4,903,000 | 2,808,000

California had in 1910 but one-fourth of the sheep contained
there in 1880; Texas, about 40 per cent, and Ohio a little over
one-half. The reason for this decrease is because the land has
become too valuable. The farmers find that they can make
more money producing other crops, and our merino wool is
now produced mainly in the Rocky Mountain section of our
country.

Now, what is the case of carpet wool? This, as we all know,
is the coarsest wool grown anywhere, and we have not raised
a pound of carpet wool in this country since 25 or 30 years
ago, when we used to get a little Navaho wool from Arizona
and New Mexico. The fact is, we consume in this country
between 500,000,000 and 550,000,000 pounds of wool per annum,
of which something over 300,000,000 pounds is domestic wool,
while the remainder is imported, of which something over
100,000,000 pounds is carpet wool coming from countries like
Mongolia, East Indies, Turkey, Persia, and the steppes of
Russia and other countries where the sheep have not been im-
proved. The rest is clothing wool. Our own land is too
valuable to raise carpet wool when we can raise other things
to better advantage. In short, not only do we raise no earpet
wool, but in spite of this high protection on wool the American
sheep have not increased but diminished, and we are obliged
to import about 45 per cent of our annual consumption.

Furthermore, it might appear fo a man who had never studied
this question, from the clamor which one hears about the wool
clip and the protests against putting wool on the free list,
that this is one of our principal agricultural products. Let us
see how it compares with some other farm products. In 1909
the total value of the wool clip of the United States amounted
to $65,472,328; the potato crop was worth $166,423,910; the
egg product $306,688,960, the hay crop $824,004,077, and the
corn crop $1,438553,019, so that the wool eclip is of small pro-
portions compared with other farm products.

Mr. Chairman, there are many objections to a duty on wool.
I will mention a few. My experience in business and study
have taught me that—

(1) Under high protection our sheep have not increased, but
have decreased in recent years.

(2) The tax is a hardship to the consumer.

(3) The manufacturer is handicapped by being unable to have
free access to wool of all grades in the markets of the world.
The present wool schedule has discriminated in favor of certain
industries, prticularly the worsted mills. Many mills have gone
out of business.

(4) Our sheep growers have given more attention to the rais-
ing of merino sheep than to mutton sheep.

(5) Both the methods used by our manufacturers and our
wool growers, taken as a whole, have not been as modern and
businesslike in all respects as those employed by their rivals
abroad.

Before I take up these points specifically, I wonld say that the
objections to a duty on wool have been well expressed in
Taussig’'s Tariff History of the United States. Here the writer
distinetly shows that the statement so offen repeated that the
number of pounds of wool required to make a suit of clothes is
so small that the consumer pays very little increased cost on
account of this tax on wool is entirely incorrect. The following
statement is found on page 240 in the publication above re-
ferred to:

Little can be said In favor of the duty on wool, and even on strictly
protectionist grounds much can be said against it. Notwithstanding
the cumbrous machinery of compensating duties, it undoubtedly has a
hampering influence on the wool manufacture, and has been one factor,
though perhaps not the most Important, in confining thls Industry to
the limited range that Is gc often complained of. As a tax on raw
materials, It tends to bear with heavler weight than would be the
case with the same duty on a finished product, since It Is advanced
ugaiu and again by the wool dealer, the manufacturer, the cloth dealer,
the tallor, each of whom must have a greater profit in proportion to
the greater amount of capital which the wool duty and the higher
price of wool make it necessary for him to employ. So strong ang 80
clear are the objections to duties of this kind that hardly another
civilized country, whatever its general policy, attempts to protect wool.

Let us now conslder the objections which I have named :

(1) I have already shown that under a high duty on wool,
our domestic clip has failed to furnish us the supply needed.

(2) That the tax on wool is a burden upon the ultimate con-
sumer has been shown in the article just quoted.

(3) While the average rate of duty paid on our importations
in recent years is about 45 per cent, yet to -get at the real
extent of the present duty on wool one must consider the wools
which are excluded by reason of the specific tax of 11 cents
per pound upon wool in the grease, which shuts out all heavy
shrinking wool of all kinds. The amount of Australian wool
available for an American to buy under the present tariff is ex-
tremely limited. I am told by buyers of Australian wool that
only about 10 per cent of the Australian clip is available, and
that on the remainder the American buyer has his hands tied.
On many wools the duty will run up to 200 per cent or even
800 per cent ad valorem. The duty to-day on Bagdad wool
previously used here largely up to the Dingley tariff of 1897,
which practically prohibited its entry, is 200 per cent to 300
per cent. I know this from experience. A buyer from America
at the auctions in London, Antwerp, or Melbourne has only a
limited selection on which he can bid. These wools, therefore,
by reason of this competition, realize high prices, while the
other grades are bought by German and English competitors
at less prices, who thus have a great advantage over the Ameri-
can manufacturer.

The woolen manufacturers abroad are not handicapped like
the American manufacturers. They can buy free of duty wools
from any part of the world, to be made into goods sold in
competition with the American manufacturers. They have free
access to every wool market in the world, and pay no duty on
their raw material. With the exception of Russia, no country
in Europe levies a duty on wool. Raw wool, like raw cotton, is
free of duty. )

Taussig in his Tariff History of the United States, page 329,
referring to the handicapped condition of the American manu-
facturers as compared with their foreign competitors, cites this
testimony :

Never until he had experience under free wool did the manufacturer
et e Tl e 4 et D e b e 5
offsetting ‘these disadvantages. =~ s S i o

So much was said in a statement made before the Ways and
Means Committee by the secretary of the Wool Manufacturers’
Associsiﬁon. Bulletin of the Wool Manufacturers, March, 1897,
page 84,

On the other hand, our mills, restricted by the tariff, have not
in all cases been up to date in their methods. Furthermore, by
the classification in the wool schedule in force since 1867,
washed combing wools, used by the worsted mills, have paid
but a single rate of duty—12 cents per pound—while there has
been a double rate of duty—of 22 cents per pound—upon washed
clothing wools used by the woolen mills,

This classification has worked in favor of the worsted millls
and against the woolen mills. Moreover, when the fashion has
changed from worsted to coarse woolen goods, such as cheviots,
Lweeds, and friezes, these same woolen mills have been prevented
by a prohibitory tariff from importing cheviot and similar wool,
used on anecount of their superior qualities by the manufac-
turers of Great Britain to make these same goods. For these
and many other reasons the small woolen mills have, in my
opinion, been very much handieapped.

We may hear before the date of the passage of this bill of
certain manufacturers who say they are going to close down
their mills or move their machinery abroad on account of the
proposed tariff. I would like to ask how many woolen mills
have gone out of business throughout this country from Cali-
fornia to Maine and from Texas to New York since the famous
Syracuse convention and the tariff of 1867? How many mills
has this tariff literally put out of business? You will not
find these figures in any speech made by the gentlemen on the
other side of the aisle.

If we turn to page 741 of the Statistical Abstract of the
United States, you will find that in the year 1870 there were
8,208 establishments engaged in the manufacture of wool in the
United States; in 1880 there were 2,330; while in the year 1910
there were 1,124, a decrease of about 2,000 in 40 years. Of
course it would not be fair to claim that the production of wool
manufactures has not increased in the last 40 years, for it has
more than doubled in value. What I do claim is that the
present tariff on raw wool has been a handicap to the mills,
particularly to the small woolen mills, and has worked in favor
of the large worsted mills. While it is true that many of the
woolen manufacturers have not asked for free wool recently,
for many reasons, which I will not go into now, yet this has
not always been the case. In 1889 there was presented to a
Republican Congress a petition signed by over 500 woolen manu-
facturers and a long list of other persons in favor of free wool.

-~
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These signers represented every section of this country, and
it is worthy of special attention at this time that many of
these manufacturers represented the class of woolen mills of
which I have spoken. Ameng the signers was the Nye & Wait
Carpet Co., of Auburn, N. Y., a well-known concern located in
the same town which the distingnished gentleman from New
York [Mr. Payxe] represents. I am proud to say that the wool
firm of which I was a member at that time, H. C. Thacher &
Co., was represented by my father's signature. I take this
petition, to be found in the appendix of this artiele, frofn pages
4241-4244 of the published hearings before the Ways and
Means Committee, which pelition was contained in a very inter-
esting brief by Mr. Frank P. Bennett, editor of the American
Wool .and Cotton Reperter, who appeared before this com-
mittee last Januvary and advocated free wool

(4) We now come to the consideration of the effeet of the
tariff upon the breed of sheep raized in this country. There is
no doubt in my mind that the growers have given their main
attention to the breeding of merino sheep, which preduces fine
wool but inferior mutton, and have neglected the growth of
the crossbred sheep, which gives superior mutton but somewhat
coarse wool. Now, you can not get choice mution and choice
wool from the same sheep. It is a law of nature that a merino
sheep produees a large fleece of fine wool of heavy shrinkage,
but yields an inferior quality of mutton. The crosshred sheep,
such as the Southdown, Lincoln, and Shropshire, produoce
splendid mutton but a fleece of medium wool light in weight.
England, for example, which produces the best mutton in the
world, has ne merino sheep whatever. One reason why the
sheep growers have clung to merino sheep is hecause this sheep
is the only breed which will herd closely together and can he
grown in large numbers. The mutton sheep thrives best in
small flocks. These ercssbred sheep can be raised with profit,
for choice mutton always commands good prices, and especially
fs this so with lambs. Mutton sheep can be grown with profit
on high-priced land where merino sheep can not be grown ad-
vantageously. If we take England for example, we find that in
the year 1910 Great Britain, with a total area less than New
Mexico, considerably less than California, apd less than one-
half of the area of Texas, had 27,102,945 sheep, which yielded
141,940,000 pounds of wool. In eother words, Great Britain con-
tained in the year 1910 nearly 20 times as many sheep as either
California or Texas. In spite of the fact that land in England
is more valuable than in this country, the mutton-growing indus-
try is very profitable, and English mutton is equal to any in the
world. Free woel has not killed the sheep industry in England.

Mr. Thomas W. Page, a former member of the Tariff Board
appointed by President Taft, has contributed a very interesting
article on “ Our Wool Duties” in the North American Review
for April, 1913, from which I quote:

Of all animals useful to man the merino sheep ls best adapted to the
waste places of the Temperate Zones. But except under unusual cir-
cumstances 1t is only to the waste places that it is adapted. For on
land fertile enough to produce an average agricultural erop and situ-
ated so that the erop ean be marketed to advantage, tillage is more
profitable than pns'turht:f merinos. The mutton from this variety of
sheep is small in gquan and so inferfor In quality, when uncrossed
with other breeds or otherwise improved, as to make it a poor ecom-
tribntor to the meat supply. Except, therefore, where they are main-
tained for breeding purposes, the pr clgnl product t from merions
is their fleece. T a wool that for fineness of fibher and other
gnlities Burpasses gﬂ of all other breeds. There ia, however, a limited

mand for such fabrics as reguire this particular wool, and this fact,
of course, Hmits the price that can be got from it. For this reason
sheep husbandry, to be profitable on land of much value, must yleld
mut as well as wool.

I agree heartily with Mr. Page, and I believe that free wool,
instead of destroying all the American sheep, would focus the
attention of many of our farmers and woolgrowers on the
growth of mutton sheep. It has only been in recent years that
some of these men, finding that it was not profitable to raise
wool on high-priced lands, have begun to turn their attention to
mutton sheep. There are splendid opportunities in our country,
not only to inerease the supply of mutton where it is now grown,
but also to raise mutton in other sections. Take the South for
example. I believe that some day (when the guestion of the
dogs, an enemy of the sheep, has been solved) that mutton sheep
will be raised on the great range of mountains which extends
from Pennsylvania to Georgia. The climate ig comparatively
mild, and the great markets are close at hand. Let us increase
our supply of mutton in the United States. Good mutton from
the right sheep is one of the best of all meats, and if we in-
erease our supply of mutton, as I believe we can under free
wool, we will thus help to reduce the high cost of living.

(5) We have now come to the consideration of the methods
used by the growers in shipping their wool. It may be a sur-
prise to you for me to say that I believe that the methods em-
ployed in the packing and shipment of our wools are, for the
most part, behind those of other countries. We Americans are

apt to pride curselves on being up to date in our business meth-
ods, but our woolgrowers have certainly lagged behind in some
respects as compared with their foreign competitors. For ex-
ample, wools grown in Australila—which produces about 800,-
000,000 pounds per annum—in South America, in Africa, and
even in such far-away countries as China, East India, and Persia,
are, almest without exception, graded carefully and then shipped
in eompressed bales. In this way the wools can be readily
shown when sold at auction or at private sale and can be
shipped direct to the mills in compressed bales: and further-
more, the freight is muneh less than when shipped in loose and
bulky bags not compressed, as in the case of domestic wool.

In this country the omnly twe States, if I am not mistaken,
which ship wools graded and packed in compressed bales are
California and Oregon. The domestie fleece goes to the markes
for the mest part ungraded and packed in bags, on which the
freight is much heavier than if packed in eompressed bales,
What would be said of our cotton growers of the South should
they persist in shipping all their cotton, not only to the northern
mills, but also to Europe, in bags of the same kind as are used
to ship weol in this country, while their competitors, the cotton
growers of Egypt, were shipping their product In compressed
3}% as at present? Yet this is just what our woeolgrowers are

ng.

When I was in the wool business with my father—and wa
began to do business with Texas in wool along with our business
Im raw ecotton some 30 years ago—he at once discarded these
old-fashioned methods, and all our woeol which came from
Texas was graded in Texas and then shipped in compressed
bales to Boston. I believe that these medern methods which
are employed in California and Oregon ean be copied elsewhere
in this coumntry.

Mr. Chairman, in eonclusion I would say that I began my
remarks advocating free wool, and I shall keep to my text. I
favor free wool because I believe it will help the American
people. Free wool will benefit the manufaeturer, the consumer,
and will not destroy the sheep industry.

The Chatham Maufacturing Ce., of Winston-Salem, N. C,
filed a brief with the Ways and Means Committee, which may
be found on page 4428 of the tariff hearings, in which the presi-
dent, in a letter dated FJanuary 31, 1913, states:

The present duty on weol and on blankets is entirely too high from
my viewpoint as a Pemocrat standing on the platform and also as an
American citizen. I think the country could stand free wool.

He further says:

If noils were made free, we could give the American people wool
blankets at a price they are now paying for the best grades of eotton
blankets. As I understand it, there are practically none imported now.

This manufacturer is right. Free wool means that the con-
sumer will get better goods at a lower cost. He will buy for
his wife and children better blankets and flannels, and clothing
as well, which will contain more wool than those goods have
to-day. There will not be so much cotton used in making cloth-
ing as at the present time. The consumer can secure for his
wife and children warmer wool clothing than before, better
adapted to withstand the cold winter weather. Thus clad the
family will be, I believe, both healthier and happier.

Mr. Chairman, the Democrats have tried to keep faith with
the people by reducing the duty upon some of the necessaries of
life. They have reduced the ad valorem rate from 99.70 per
cent upon women’s and children’s dress goods to 35 per cent;
from 79.56 per cent upon ready-made woolen clothing and wear-
ing apparel to 35 per cent; from 93.29 per cent upon flannels for
underwear to 25 and 35 per cent; from T72.69 per cent upon wool
blankets to 25 per cent, and so on all down the line.

In making these reductions the Democrats have kept their
pledges. They have written this schedule with the purpose of
removing some of the burdens from the shoulders of those who
have not the money to clothe their families in linen and fine
raiment, but who, out of their limited means, wish to buy good
woolen fabrics at the lowest possible cost. These reductions
and the other reductions made in the duties upon the necessaries
of life te be found all through the bill will help to lighten the
load resting on the shoulders of the consumer. Mr. Chairman,
I give my most hearty support for free wool beeause it will
benefit the great masses of the American people.

APPENDIX,

This petition, made to Congress In 1889, asking for free wool
on pages 4241-4244 of the published hearings before the Wm
Means Committee held In Janunary, 1913 :

[Copied from the Amerlican Wool rier, 1161, issue of Dee,
19, 1889.) e

in Congress

To the honorable Semate and House of Repr tati
assembled:

The undersigned, being h growin
manufaeturing, or &eﬂh:g hmmlﬂdmp%hu;em:?m duth‘l'
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on raw wool

may now be removed or greatly reduced for the benefit

of our domestic woolgrowers and woolen manufacturers alike. At a
recent meeting of woolen manufacturers in Boston it was col

stated * that the wholesale introduction into the United States of
foreign wools in the form of finished fabries, thereby displacing Amerl-
can wool, which wounld otherwise be consumed in American mills, is
due to the unjust and illogical arrangement of the tariff. While the
imports of clothing and combing wools have not materlally increased,
and the American production is mnterla!ly decreasing of late years,
notwithst:mdlng the rapid growth in our ulation and the Increas-

Fltn consumption of wool by this increasing tion, the
quanuty of foreign wool introduced into this country 1n he shape of
goods and nms has increased to the enormous total of 141,474,144

pounds in

ualing 44 per cent of our total home productkln of

wools of nll deser ptions, The wholesale market value of our annual

importations of manufa

ed wool exceeds by nearly 50 per cent the

value of our annual wool clip.”

As the only clivilized country In the world, so far as we are informed,
which levies a duty on raw wool, we ask that American industry ma
be relleved of this unnatural burden, and that our domestic woo.
interests may now be put upon the same wholesome basis as the cotton
manufacturing industry, with free raw materinl

Jesse Metealf g'eul Wanskuck

Geo. B. Nichols, of
Nichols, Dupee & Co.; Wm. J, Ii‘ollettb of George Fol-
lett & Co.; ll\[ T. Btevens, of M tevens & Sons;
Robert Bleakie, of Robert Bleakie & Co.; Henry c
Weston, of Weston, Whitman & Co.; Eben Sutton, of
Sutton's N. A. Mills; B. W. Evans, treasurer Black-
gtone Woolen Co.; vanns. Seagrave & Co.; Rowland
Hazard, treasurer Peacedale Manufacturing Co.; Walter
Stanton, of Converﬁe. Stanton & Cullen ; Henry Martln,
of Martin, Lawrie & G. Z. Bi bee. treasurer Mid-
dlesex Co.; Noah S}fggndorph East Brookfield, Mass. ;
Arthur T, i.ymnn Hooker. assistant treasurer
and secretary Broad Brook Co.: T. B. B
Beacon Falls Mill & Power Co,; + John W. Croft, of
Howland Croft, Sons & Co., Camden A. Priestly & ‘Co. it
Priestly Worsted Mills, Camden: Wm. M. Ayres, of Wm.
Ayres & Sons, Philadelph Iphia ; éeo W. Patton & Co.
8% North Front Stree ladelphia ; John Elliott, 1158
Sonth Broad Street, iladelphia ; James Kitchenman,
Huntingdon and Jasper Btreets; 8. Wood & Ward,
Howard and Lehigh Avenues; Geo. W. Emlen, Third and
Cumberland Streets; Z. Talbot, treasurer Holliston
Mills; J. B. Little, treasurer Ba Stnte Fe]t Boot &
Shoe Co.; C. J. Amidon & Sons, 3 Thos.
Radcliffe, Radeliffe Bros.,, Birmin ham nn. " Jose h
Dews, treasurer Phoenlx "Woolen 0., East Greenwie
Chas, Dawson, Dawson Manufacturing Co. n,
Mass, ; Walter Afken, k‘ranklln. N. H.; Frank H Col-
ony Bros.. Wilton, N. H.; Edwin Farrell, Woonsoﬂet
Worsted AMills; Geo. W. Olney. Cherry Vaﬁe:r. Mass. ;
E. D. Thayer, Worcester, Hm ;y 0. H. {l ag‘ent
Mtddlesex o. Lowell, Mass,; Connor B olyoke,
Mass. ; Ral & Damon, pres ident Damon Manufactur-
ing Co., lem C. Moses, treasurer Worumbo Manu-
facturing Co., Bath, Me,.; S. E. Lee, agent Vassalboro
Woolen ln' H. Strnsberg. jr., agent Germania Mills;
C. Fox & Co.. Stafford Bprings, nn.; Geo. H, N;re.
Nya & Wa!t Cm,'get Co., Auburn, N. Y¥.; Wm, F. Wait.
oburn ead treasurer Read Carpet Co.; ;
Owen ﬁ agents “Atlantie Mills, Provideuce. e
Saxony Woolen Mills, Newbur; N. Y.: Michael Col-
lins, Collinsville, Mass.; C. L. lsnd!ng 'Mnnutacturmg
Co., Providence, R. I} Hudson River Woolen Mills,
Newhnrﬁ‘h N. Y.: Lawrence, Webster & Co., Malone,
Howarth Oxtord uass. Chaa. Bench
treasurer Bmad Brook Co., Broad Brook, Conm.; W.
E. Delabarre & Co., Conway, Mnass.; ‘Elllson Tlnkham.
resident Carolina Mllls o., B. L: P. 8
eckhnm r., of P. 8B. Peckham & Washington.
R. L; Benjamin Lucas, of B, Lucas a: Go oquetannock
Conn Geo. Mahbett, agent Central Fal . L) Woolen
Hi.lln, Frank BE. Smrave. treasure tral Falls
(R. 1.) Woolen Mills; F. Phettep!n. president Cen-
tral Falls (R. 1.} W’oolen Mills; Stephen 0. Metealf,
treasurer Steere Worsted Mills; Berwick Woolen Hil!s.
West Fltchbur Mass. ; James Mc’l‘a;%ut, West Fitch-
h‘.]rf Mass. Perseverence Worsted o,. Woonsocket.
Horace A. Kimball, Manton, R. L ; rd How-
ard & Son, Apponni]ﬁi R. I.: Horatlo Colon}r, Keene,
N. H.; We ybosset l.s Tatt Weeden & a@ents,
Providence, R. L; E & Co,, New
Francis & Muller, New York ills & Davenport, New
York; Schoff, Fairchild & Cn. New York; neva
Worsted Mills, by M 8. Ulman, treasurer, Providence;
Rockfellow & Shepa New York; Jobn Lunn, FPhila-
delphia ; Esterhel % éo Pekin Mills, Manayunk, Pa..
James Legg & Co., M leville, R, I.; W. R, Lawfer &
Co., Allentown, Pa.; W. a w’oodman. Allentown, Pa.;
Retna[ Mills, Allentown. Lawfer, Allentown.
B Thacher, of H d Thacher & Co.; Franz &
Pope Kn*ttlng Machine Co., Wm.. Pope, preddnnt Bu-
eyrus, Ohio; John J. Curr{er, treasurer and director
Bs.iley Hat Co., hewbury‘port. Mass,

And 131 others on the first I!st of signatures as printed in our Issue
November 28, Bince that time the following additional signatures
vé been obtained :

Swm;rtﬁn & Kelser, New York; Mills & Co., New York;

Valentine & Co., New York: T. B. Snow, New
York ; Rochester Kntttlns: Works, ﬂ‘ax Lowenthal pro-
rietor Rochester, Alfred Bayl ss, ot Bnyilsa &
randall, Utica, iv 1' ‘. P. Cran &
Crnndall Utlca. N. ‘I.; Bmpire Scotch Ca F{ictur:r,

N. mn n Allegheny cu Pa.;

wunm Barker. f 8. Bradley & Sovs, A egheny
lty. James Bradley, of 8. Bradley & So Allo-
cﬁy Pa. ; Wmmm - Bradley, s Bradl
ns. Alleghmg t‘i Smi mlth &egon-
field, Delhi 11 T J of
Rossman Kn ttl , of RRossman n Knit:
ting Co.; Wllliam Oll\rer secre s _treasurer, and
general manage lasi'p Mills, Weeson, illss H

Ww. P, Shnrp, of Home Knitting Works ;
nitting

C. B. Sharp, of Homa
Works; 8. A. Sharp, of Home Knitting Works ;
Jeﬁemn Woolen H.!i!s. by Frank Stoppenbach, man-
ager, Jefferson, Wis.; Robert A. Allison, secretary Jack-
gson (Tenn.) Woolen Mannfnctnrlng Co.; + W. T. Earn-
shaw, s Cperintendmt Jackson (Tenn.) Woolen Manufac-
tnrlng i Murra{ manager oil mills, Jackson,
Temn.; N. '8, er, Jackson, Tenn.; John Y.
Keith, wool raiser, J’ackson JI‘enn. W, 8. Small, farmer
and sheep raiser, Jackson, Tenn.; W. P. Robertson. mer-
chant and planter, Jackson, Tenn. 1 M., V. B. Exum,
farmer an wootgmwer. J’ackson, Tonn John W.
Theuz, banker and farmer, Jackson, Tenn Ashle Ston-
fleld, sheep raiser, .Ta.cksnn Tenn. ; Miles Smndlsh,
farmer, Jackson, Tenn.; Bruce Dnuglas farmer, Jack-
gon, Tenn.; Manley Armfield, lanter, Jackson, Tenn.;
n AT o Gooch. Jackson, Tenn.; A. C. Treadwell, Jackson.
Tenn : John Goodrich and 100 others, Jackson, Tenn. ;

. Crowther & Son, Germantown, Pa.; Thomas P. Cope,
% , of Cope Co.. Phlladelph!a Pa.; Alfred Co
ono & (‘o Phlladelphia, Pa.: F. Hazen Cope, ope

Philadelphia, Pa.; Howland Croft, of Howland
Cro t ‘Sons & Co.; Smith I..I‘thbottcm George Bustle,
hllcm.el Collins, Collinsvi Ie, Mass. ; Christian Hess;
sanc Reldon ; John Hammond; Jmpi: B. Underwood ;
A. Helliwell ; Benjamin L-oble 3 Joseph Lobley; L. D.
Rodibaugh, New Paris, Ind.; Cland Nellson, New Paris,
Ind.; W. H. Relnoehl, of W. H. Reincehl & Co., Reading,
Pa.; 0. B. Wetherhold, of W. H. Reinoehl & Co., Read-
lng. Pa.; O. R. Delurt of W. H. Reinoehl & Co., Read-
ing, Pa.; Montgome Merritt, of Hendemn ‘TKE
Woolen Mills ; James Alves, woolgrower ; n-
gon, of Hendérson (Kv) Woolen Mills ; Pnn[ J “Marrs,
of Henderson (Ky& Woolen Mills; James R. Barich, of
Henderson (Ky) oolen Mills: Dr. B. Alors, secretary
of Henderson } ﬁ) Woolen Mills; James Morning, su-
rintendent o enderson (Ky.) Wnolen Mills; D. W.
one, subsuperintendent of Ienderson (Ky.) Woolen
Mills; A. N. Taylor, carder boss, Henderson (Ky.)
‘Woolen Mills; John Gust spinner boss, Henderson
(Ky.) Woolen Mills; B. T. Linton, loom boss, Hender-
son (Ky& YWoolen Mills: Philetus’ Beal, ﬁnlaber Hen-
derson ¥.}) Woolen Mills: Edward Oberodorfer, wool
dealer, Ien erson (Ky.) Woolen MIills; George Metz,
wool dealer, Henderson (Ky.) Woolen Mills: Morris
etz, wool dealer, Henderson (Ky.) Woolen Mlills;
Mann Bros.; Morris Baldnuf. merchant ; Edward Starr,
clothier, Henderson Berry & Co.. dry-goods mer-
chants, Henderson, 'K ﬁchles nger & Geibel, dry-goods
merchants, Hendemn. }{ Thomas Soaper, Hender-
gon, Ky.: I. W. Lemn eading, Pa.; I. W. Levan &
Son. Reading, Pa.; Erekine, manufacturer of blan-
shawls, ete. “iwira and Cumberland Streets, Phila-
delphia, Pa.; Thomas Duston, North Salem,
W. P. ‘Hewift & Co. Menasha (Wis) Woolen Mills:
Shnttleworth Bros., Amsterﬁnm N. ;3 0. H. Nord-
straw, South Bide, Ptmxsutawney, Pa. "D, W. Arealls-
ter, overseer, Punxsutawney, JF. W Cheney, agent
Athens (Ga.) Manufactu n Co Kanawha Woolen
Mills, Frank Woodm.n.n. Fro etor Charleston. W Vals
Cameron & ew York and Philadelphla.
C B Robinson, for Bearmas Woolen Mills, Louisville,
Ky.; Lippit Woolen Co., by C. H. Merriman, treamrer,
Provld.ence, H'.. ) Bl Reedsburg Woolen AMill Co, W. H.
Fren Wis. ; Turner & Sons
hhnnrncturing o Cleveland. Ohlo. Joshua Turner,
fo; John Tuarner, Cleveland, Ohio;
Cleveland, Ohto N. H. Turner, Cleveland,
Ohlo. C F. Keatley, mnnager of the Keatley Hosiery
Manufncturln% Co., Galena, TIL; Stewart Bro. Co.
1219 Temple Btreet, Philadelphia, Pa.; James 8. Coch:
rnn, Tent Street and Columbia Avenne. Ph!!ade!pma.
Bean & Co., Manayunk, Pa.; Fitzpatrick &
Holf. Maxm{ Pa.. D. Levis Moore, Moore Alpaca
Co., Philad phia. Thomas A. Pearce, Pennsyhanin
Bos‘lery Mills; D. Edwards & Sons, Ithaca, N. Y. = 0.
Edwards lthnca N DBy Edwards, Ithaca, N Y H

David Ellwood’s Sons, ltl:u;ca1 N. H. Sanford,
. Glover, Banford & Sons. Brldgeé)ort C'onn [-I B. San-
ford (’;lover. Sanford idge onn.' B. G.

ford, Glover, Santord & Bons, idgeport, Conn. ;
Chnrles G. Sanford, Glover, Sanford & Sons, Br!dﬁ riwrt
Conn.; T. H. Sanford, Glover, SBanford & Son dge:
ﬁ éomt CGloverH 1I;.rm-ltol'n‘l glovea-él?a;f% &(Lstodn)
ridgepor onn. ; Halfpenny, Camp 0.
Antes Fort, Pa.; H. T. Doeb!ng manager veuporll.
Woolen Mills, Davenport, Iowa; 8. A. Jennings, presi-
dent Davenport Woolen Mills Co 3 J. M. Rldridge, stock-
holder in Davenport Wooien Mills; W. C. Wadsworth &
Co., wholesale dry %0 avmport Iowa ; Robert
Kraunse, jobber of woplens, Davenport, llowtz N. Moritz
& Bro., jobber of woolens, Davenport, Iowa; M. Neide-
mann, l.lber of woolens, Davenport, Towa; A. B.
Halpke, manufacturer of knit goods, Davmpori Town ;
Auﬁlst Steflin, jobber of dry goods, Davenport, Towa ;
Petersen's Bons, dry qnoda Davenport, Iowa;
W. D. Peternen, Davenport, H. F. Petersen,
Davenport, Iowa; Joseph Froehlich, dealer in woolens,
Davenport, Towa; Isaac Rothchlld, dealer In woolens,

ven Towa; W. 8. mteher direetor Davenport
Iowa ‘t‘f"ooien Mills Co . Sears, Davenport
Iowa) Woolen Mills Co.; f.- Ficher, sheep raiser;

A. Stratliek, dealer in dry goods. Dnvenpo lowa,
J. H. Hiner, dealer in dry goods, Davenport{ Iowa;
John Dutton, overseer in woolen mill, Dave Iown.'
James w. Robertson gmernl manager Porter M'anutac-
James Willlamson & Co.

Willi.am Ja.meno Germantown, I’a

A. Begnolda King Philip Mills: Davisville, k.
Pe: president Forest Milla Co., Brid
L3 W Heailier superintendent Forest Al
Bmi]ﬁton, Me.; Louis Kraemer

Reading, Pa.; W. Ward, ruperlntzndent
r;lde and Oswego Mills, Providence, R. IL.;
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Seth Humphrey, Lower Merlon, Montgomery County, Pa.,
owner ; Charles Ohara, superintendent Mllla & Co., New
York ; Swenarton & Kiser, New York; J. W. Dodgo, Sres-
ident Dodge-Davis Manufacturing Co., New York; C. H.
Proctor, overseer, Dodge-Davis nufacturing Co., New
York; H. C. Wh’ipple. treasurer -Davis Manufac-
turing Co., New York; H. Beckman, North Ohio Blanket
Mills, Cleveland, Ohio; Samuel Lea & Son, 1148 Bt
John' Street, Phlladelphia, Pa.: M. H. Heynemann, of
Heynemann & Co., San Francisco, Cal.; léa Greene-
baum, of Greenebaum & Co., San Francisco, Lid. R
Manury & Co., Philadelphia, Pa.; J. R. Sullivan, dry
goods, Oswego Falls, N. Y.; Connell & Patterson, dry

s, Oswego Falls, N. Y.; Bennett & BStewart, dry

8, Oswego Falls, N. Y.; Farrell & Son, merchant

tailors, Oswego IFalls, N. Y.; H. Amdursky, clothing,

Oswego Falls, N. Y.; J. C. O'Drien, dry , Oswe

Falls, N. Y.; A. R. Nery, dry goods, wego Falls,

N. Y.; H. Rosenbloom, dry goods and clothing, Oswego

Falls, N. Y.;: H. J. k’eoptes. clothing, Oswego Falls,

N. Y.; J. H. Lee, department overseer, Rlverside and

Oswego Mills; W. R. Hamilton, department overseer,

Riverside and Oswego Mllls; J. B. P nu%s, department

overseer, Riverside and Osw: Mills; J. H. Wilson,

department overseer, Riverside and Oswego Mills;

R. Harrison, department overseer, Riverside and Osw

Mills; Charles B. Sheard, overseer, Riverside and Os-

wego Mills; A. F. Willlams. overseer, Riverside and

Oswego Mills; Henry Pollard, sectlon overscer, River-

side and Oswego Mills; Wﬂgf:t Motham, section over-

seer, Riverside and Oswego Mills; Thomas G. Gill, sec-
tion overseer, Riverside and Oswego Mills; Crossley

Holmes, section overseer, Riverside and Oswe Mills ;

Willlam Bower, section overseer, Riverside and Oswego

Mills ; Joseph Bower, section overseer, Riverside and

Oswego Mills; John Burns, sectlon overseer, Riverside

and Oswego Mills; C. A. Van Leuvan, section overseer,

Riverside and Oswego Mills; C. H. McCaffray, section
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overseer, Riverside and Oswego Mills; David Hartigan,
section overseer, Riverside and Oswego Mills; James
Winters, sectlon overseer, Rlverside and Oswego Mills;

J. H. Fairguere, section overseer, Riverside and Oswego
Mills; Willlam F. Read, Victorin Mill, Phl]adclfhlu,
Pa.; George Grayson & Co., Philadelphia, Pa.; J. A.
Bugﬂuey. 8 Perintendent Waumbeck Co., Milton Mliils,
N. H.: Carl Freschel, of Kalamazoo EKnitting Co., Mil-
L. Tabor, of Kalamazoo Knitting Co., Mil-
H. Elbromer, of Kalamazoo Knitting

G. (’:‘rangﬁ{, 22 Broad BStreet,

Boston, Mass.; B. C. Caswell, of C. Caswell & Co.,
Blaoms‘burg, Pa.; J. M. Staver, of B. C. Caswell & Co.,
Bloomsburg, Pa.; John F. Hayle, carder for H. C. Cas-
well & Co., Bloomsbm& Pa.: C. W. McCaslin, spinner
for B. C. Caswell & ., Bloomsburg, Pa.; H. L. Cas-
well, boss weaver for E, C. Caswell & Co., Bloomsburg,
Pa.; George W. Yost, englneer for E. C. Caswell & Co.,
Bloomsburg, Pa.; Miles M. Bet, finisher for E. C. Cas-
well & Co., Bloomsburg, Pa.; Elias E. Bhaeffer, weaver
for B. C. Caswell & Co., Bloomsburg, Pa.; Joseph
Ruckle, dresser for H. C. Caswell & Co., Bloomsburg,
Pa.; John Custred. weaver for H. C. Caswell & Co.,
Bloomsburg, Pa.; Daniel L. Jones & Co., Philadelphia,
Pa.; Concord Woolen Mills, Nicojack, Ga.; Porter Man-
ufacturing Co., Clarksville, Ga.; Sulloway Mills, A. W.
Bulloway, treasurer, Frankliln, N. H.; John 8. Collins,
N. H.: L. Farr & Son, of Ogden Woolen Mills,

Gllsum, N.
Ogden C!tﬁ. tah; Newton Farr, Ogden City, Utah;

and Ezra Farr, Ogden City, Utah

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN].

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. Chairman, I was somewhat amused at
the speech of the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoNDELL],
the gentleman whose State has, I believe, 4,000,000 or 5,000,000
sheep; and, if I remember correctly, evidence has been sub-
mitted which shows that it cost 12 cents a pound to produce
wool in Wyoming, while it cost less than one-twentieth of a cent
per pound to produce it in the State of Washington. Does the
gentleman believe that the American people ought to be taxed
to continue the wool industry in Wyoming, when wool can be
produced for one-twentieth of a cent a pound in Washington?
What is done for the lawyer if he falls in the practice of law?
He quits the practice; he goes to selling goods, teaches school,
or he farms. What becomes of the blacksmith if he fails at
the forge? He goes into some other business. What becomes
of the banker if he fails? He must do something else. But
what shall we say of the woolgrower in Wyoming, where it is
said it costs 12 cents a pound to produce wool? Shall the
American people be taxed, and heavily taxed, in order that the
sheep may continue to graze along the babbling brooks of
Wyoming? [Laughter and applause on the Democratic side.]
Is that the doctrine of the Republican Party? It is, and has
been all these years.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas rose.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. Chairman, I have not the time to yield
now, although I would be delighted to yield to my friend. The
gentleman speaks of 57,000,000 sheep in the United States, and
suggests that great injustice is about to be done these sheep.

I want to remind the gentleman that in this Republic of ours
there are nearly 57,000,000 of human beings who do not own
their homes. On which side are you; for your sheep that
graze by the babbling brooks of Wyoming, or are you on the side
of these homeless human beings that God has with His image
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blessed? [Applause on the Democratic side.] You stand here
clamoring for protection for sheep and protection for varlous
other things. It is dimes and dollars, dollars and dimes——

Mr, MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HEFLIN. No; I am sorry, but I can not yield. This side
of the House pleads for human welfare; this side of the House
pleads for the rights of the plain people; this side of the House
has determined to cut the profits of your trust magnates and your
tariff barons and to give the under man a chance in this
country. [Applause on the Democratic side.] While you are
begging for protection for your sheep we ask for protection to
the American boy. We pit the American boy against your
Wyoming sheep, and the Democratic Party is on the side of
the boy. You may stand by your sheep. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Fess].

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, we are told that the sheep busi-
ness is dwindling and we can not afford to profitably raise
them; that the business has gone out of existence because the
farms can more profitably raise other products than sheep. I
would like to have the gentleman who thus speaks go into the
State of Ohio that produced in 1910 almost 4,000,000 of sheep
upon acres of ground that are certainly worth as much in the
market as the acres npon the farms of the State in which the
gentleman lives. I would like to have him go through the
county in which I live, that has a premium for live-stock raising
that was won at 8t. Louis, and yet going through these counties
you will see sheep upon the various farms; instead of shcep
being in opposition to modern methods of farming——

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FESS. I only have five minutes.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Ohio produces a large amount
of Democrats, too.

Mr. FESS (continuing). Instead of the sheep industry be-
ing in opposition to the fertility of the soil, T assert that the
sheep industry helps to fertilize the seil. If that is not true,
then how does it come that in Great Britain, with a soil but 4
inches deep, you have a more fertile soil in many respects than
we do in our own country, stated to be due to the sheep busi-
ness there in Great Britain? The Member from New York
[Mr. Harrison] said we should not continue the sheep-raising
business in this country because we can buy the sheep from
Australin and from South Afriea and from South Ameriea.
He stated in the same breath that the demand for sheep was so
great in Europe that the price of sheep in Europe was almost
equal to what it is here. Let me ask him this question: If the
price of sheep in the foreign markets is equal to what it is here
under a protective duty, then, in the name of God, what will it
be when the American sheep-growing industry is destroyed and
our country subject to the monopoly of a foreign market? That
is the only thing that prevents the continued rise of the price
of wool. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Here is a proposition, presumably in the interest of the con-
sumer, that proposes to displace the American woolgrower for
the sake of the woolgrowers of Australin, South Africa, South
Ameriea, Europe, and Asia.

The pitinble 11 cents duty for the protection of this great
American industry must be removed. This woolgrower must
compete with the foreign woolgrower, whose labor cost is small
in comparison. The woolgrower of Australin can market his
wool as entire profit from his sheep, the actual cost being met
from other sources, as meat, and so forth. From his wool he
realizes $1.31 per head, while the American grower has a
charge of from 11 to 19 cents per pound for his wool. If wool-
growing is not a legitimate industry because, as you say, we can
not compete with the foreign grower, and ought therefore to
cease raising wool and employ cur farms in other products,
then you can not deny that the purpose of this bill is to Hisplace
woolgrowing for some other product of the farm. That means
the 300,000.000 pounds annual production of the United States,
the 50,000,000 pounds from the 4,000,000 sheep of Ohio—the
farmers’ Shropshire, known the world over not only for its
fleeces but for its meats—must be lost to the American grower
in order that you may satisfy an un-American theory, namely,
go to other lands for your wool, and this at a time when the
prices of meat are still increasinz to the consumer. It goes
without saying, if you make woolgrowing unprofitable by a law
in favor of the foreign grower, you will not only lose the home-
grown wool but the meat on which the wool grows. You, in the
interest of the consumer of meat, are here proposing to decrease
the meat production.

This new theory, this Democratic theory, that estimates the
wealth of our country by what we are compelled to buy rather
than by what we produce—in other words, the theory that
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measures your wealth by what you do not have rather than by
what you do have—proposes to lower the cost of living by re-
ducing the production of the things upon which we live. And
all this in the hope that free wool will mean free clothes and
free sheep will mean free meat.

The small amount of wool in the make-up of any suit will
make a very slight difference in the cost by virtue of the 11
cents duty. Who will get this reduction? Do you suppose for
a moment the consumer will get it? You know that a suit that
costs $25 now will not sell for $24.10 by virtue of 90 cents saved
by the reduction of 11 cents duty on wool. In order to save the
90 cents to the consumer you are proposing to destroy this
great industry.

But we are told it will not destroy it. My answer to all such
statements is a simple reference to the free-wool provision of
the Wilson tariff, when the price of sheep would not pay for the
transportation rates from the city of Xenia to Buffalo. The
woolgrowing industry has never yet recovered from the effects
of that law.

Reports declare that the acreage for woolgrowing in foreign
countries is not increasing, which, if true, means you will not
by this measure cheapen the price of foreign wool, but, on the
other hand, this bill will inerease the price at the expense of the
consumer. It would be wisdom for this Government to stand
by the policy of encouraging sheep growing in this country, not
only to clothe our people but to feed them as well. I know that
an argument designed to encourage American enterprise has no
place in this House in these days. This majority has in a
hundred instances, both by speech and vote, declared that an
appeal on behalf of the American producer for the sake of con-
tinuing the existence of the American consumer, the great
laboring class of our population, is out of place here. Here in
the National House of Representatives we are faced with this
un-American policy that looks to the cash balances of the
importer rather than to the condition of our producers.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. HELM].

Mr. HELM. Mr. Chairman, hitherto I have succeeded in not
yielding to the temptation to talk to this committee, but through
all of these ramifications of talk I had hoped that there might
come a lucid interval to the membership of this House on the
left-hand side of this aisle in this discussion, and I want, if I
can, to draw a parallel on this paragraph to a condition that has
prevailed for a number of years in the State from which I come.
Kentucky is the great producer, as you know, of tobacco. For
over 25 years the tariff rates on imported tobacco that are car-
ried in this bill have been in the bills that have been upon our
statute books. The price in former years that the growers of
tobacco were enabled to realize ranged from 3 to 6 and 7 cents
a pound for their tobacco. The tariff tax on tobacco ranged
from $2.45 a pound down to 25 cents a pound, and that tax
rate in the law has been in the statute for 25 years, and
during that time the price of tobacco has been as low as 3
cents. It now ranges as high as 15 cents a pound. If this 11-
cents-a-pound tariff on wool helps the farmer one cent, answer
me, some man on that side of the aisle, why it is that the farm-
ers raising tobacco in Kentucky, with this tariff customs tax
ranging from 25 cents a pound to $2.45 per pound, were only able
to realize 3 cents a pound for their tobacco? Why did they not
realize a price commensurate with the protective tariff rate on
tobacco?

If your argument is a sound argument and an unanswerable
one, that this 11 cents a pound finds it way into the pockets of
the farmer, why was it that the farmers who raise tobacco
could not realize some of the alleged benefits from the protec-
tive duty on tobacco? He does not and he did not do it. The
tobacco raiser in Kentucky went down into the very shadow of
the Valley of Death, because there was but one buyer—the
Tobacco Trust. The Kentuckians went into that fight and won,
as they usually do. They fought the trust, and to-day the price
of that product, as I have sald, ranges from 10 to 20 cents a
pound. Your tariff tax on tobacco has been the same during
the entire period—a fixed quantity. Through all that time not
a cent of it found its way to the pockets of the tobacco raiser.
Just 8o not a cent of the 11 cents finds its way into the pockets
of the woolgrower. Why? Because of your Woolen Trust
We raise in my district the same type of wool that is raised in
Ohio, and it commands the highest price, ranging from 15 to
cents in the last decade, more often under 20 cents than above
it. But where is our enemy? Where is the enemy of the wool-
grower? It is the Woolen Trust. Put this tax as high as the
dome of this Capitol, if you please, and the farmer will never
realize anything more for his wool than the trust is compelled
to pay. He will simply pay the price at which it can be ex-

ported at a profit. The Woolen Trust gives the farmer the
same kind of a deal on his wool that the Tobacco Trust gives
the tobacco grower for his tobacco.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. HeLm] has expired.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr, WirLis].

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, the difference between the
theorists upon that side is illustrated by the remarks of the
gentleman who has just spoken. I understood my friend from
Kentucky to say that the farmer realizes nothing at all as the
result of the tariff on wool, and I understood my friend from
New York to say, openly and frankly, that if this bill went into
effect he contemplated that the present woolgrowing and sheep-
raising industry of the State of Ohio would practically be wiped
out of existence. The best test, Mr. Chairman, of mere vapid
theories is the statement of the facts. It has been said in this
debate there was not any difference between the price of wool
here and the price abroad. Let us see what the facts are. The
actual facts are shown in the following table, setting forth the
differences in prices between the London and Boston markets.
The comparison is made on the basis of the price of wool in the
grease and for the period from September, 1912, to February,
1913. Probably the difference would not be so great to-day, for
the price of the farmers' wool has fallen very rapidly of late
under the impending threat of free trade as exemplified by this
bill. The table is as follows:

Shrink-| Lon- :
Grade. age. i Boston.
| 5
1 20 =
18 22 =4
1ot Ziet
17 25 =8

The facts are that in last February a fleece of Idaho wool, a
fine staple wool, sold on the London market at grease prices,
at 15§ cents a pound, and that the same fleece sold in Boston
at 204 cents a pound, a difference of 51 cents per pound. And
yet it is said that the tariff makes no difference in the price
that the farmer gets. Half-blood wool sold on the London
market at 18 cents a pound; it sold on the Boston market at 22
cents a pound, a difference of 4 cents. Three-eighths blood
wool sold on the London market at 16% cents; on the Boston
market at 234 cents a pound, a difference of 7 cents a pound.
And so on with the different grades, making an average of be-
tween 6 and 7 cents a pound.

The same thing is shown by the following table explaining
the difference in prices between London and Boston markets
on the bopsis of the grease pound. A fleece of Ohio wool was
cut in two, one half being sent to the London market, the
other half to the Boston market. The same thing was done
with fleeces of Oregon and Wyoming wool, respectively.

The results obtained are shown in the table.

I.Lond.nn Boston | Differ-
price. | price. | ence.
(,'a;:s. % a'ﬂc_?

1 20
o1 A

There is not any question about it, Mr. Chairman, and when
gentlemen are frank they admit it.

I compliment our friends on the other side of the risle for
having been frank at least occasionally. They said in their
report, when the wool bill was up before, that it was estimated
that eventually wool would be put on the free list. In their
report on the wool bill of 1911 the Democratic members of the
Ways and Means Committee said, page 26:

It is maintalned by a very large number of our best economists and
statesmen that the economic situation Involved In our rapid progress
as a Nation regquires that our ports should be thrown open to the im-
foort,ntlon of wool free of duty; and this view, based on the most pro-
ound eonsideration of the public welfare, has found exBresaion in Demo-
cratic legislation. It is the constant intent of the Democratic Party
to make the burden of tariff taxes as light as possible for the ple,
and to levy tariff taxes on a revenue basis as promptly as possible, for
the party recognizes no justification whatever for taxes except the
necessity of revenue.

In some remarks that I made then I prophesied if the Demo-
crats had control of the Government wool would be placed on
the free list. On that oceasion I said:

In other words, it is perfectly clear that there is no intention to main-
tain any protective duty whatever on wool. I think I am perfectly fair
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in making that statement and am not misrepresenting anybody. So the
woolgrowers of the country ought to understand that they are face to
face with the proposition of free wool. We have torn the mask aside,
and we know where our good friends, the cnemy, are located on this
proposition.

Various able, eloquent gentlemen on the Democratic side said:
“ No; that is not a doctrine of our party.” HEven so late as
last October, the President of the United States said at Pitts-
burgh :

The Democratic Party does not propose free trade or anything ap-
proaching free trade.

And even when the Ways and Means Committee went into
the discussion of this subject, as we learned this morning from
the able and eloquent gentleman from Texas [Mr. GarNEr], the
alert protector of the goat industry, the committee itself decided
that there ought to be a duty on wool of 15 per cent ad valorem.
Yet, though that was the judgment of the committee, when
certain conferences were held, and when the pie counter was
in sight with the viands distributed upon it in plain view of
the hungry and assembled host, and when the brethren were
given to understand that access thereto would not be easy to
them and their friends unless there would be a change in
this rate, these gentlemen said: “Our opinion amounts to
nothing.” They said: “ We will abandon all we have recom-
mended and put wool on the free list, but goat hair must still
be protected 20 per cent ad valorem.” The able gentleman
from Alabama, who spoke a few moments ago, worries a good
deal about the farmer's boy. Ah, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Herrix] is not talking in favor of the
farmer’s boy. I am here to speak in favor of the farmer's boy
of Ohio, and the gentleman from Alabama is talking in favor of
the half-naked sheep herders of South Afriea working for $2
per month, with whom he wants to bring our boys into compe-
tition. [Applause on the Republican side.]

I am speaking in favor of the small farmers of Ohio. Mr.
Chairman, I had not intended to say anything more upon this
bill. I had already expressed at some length my views con-
cerning it. But I did not feel that I could fulfill my duty to the
people who sent me here if I should sit here silent in the face
of the avowed proposition that a great industry of Ohio is to be
stricken down, that the market which the American farmer has
had for his product is to be taken from him, and sheep raising
and woolgrowing are to be driven from the land, without any
benefit to consumers or anyone else. This bill takes all the
tariff off the farmers’ wool, but the product of the Woolen Trust
is protected. If we are to have free wool, why not free clothes?
I did not feel that I could fulfill my duties if I said nothing at
all, and so, Mr. Chairman, in the name of the small farmers, in
the name of the farmers' boys of Ohio, in the name of American
labor, in the name of 600,000 woolgrowers in the United States,
I protest against the passage of this infamous, ill-considered,
illogical, unfair free-trade bill. [Applause on the Republican
gide.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, how much time have I remain-
ing?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 16 minutes.

Mr. MANN. May I ask the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Unperwoopn] if he intends to have any more speeches on that
side?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. There will be only one more speech on
this side.

Mr. MANN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. LENroOT].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
LENRooT] is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, during the course of this
debate we have heard a great deal from the Democratic side
as to their keeping the pledges that they had made to the
American people. Whenever some item has been discussed
where they have admitted that their rates are an injustice to
the producer, they have said that it was necessary because they
had promised in their platform to reduce the cost of living to
the American people.

And now I want to direct the attention of that side of the
aisle for a moment to a consideration of this schedule and to
ask whether they have kept the promises they made to the
American people in the framing of it. I read from the Demo-
cratie platform of 1912:

Articles entering into competition with trust-controlled products and
articles of American manufacture which are sold abroad more cheaply
than at home should be put upon the free list. .

You promised that articles entering into competition with
trust-controlled products would be put upon the free list the
first time you had an opportunity to write a tariff law.

Now, Mr. Chairman, is there a Woolen Trust in this country?
I do not know whether there is or not; but if there is, you
promised to put their products upon the free list. I would not
vote to do so if I believed there was a trust, because I would
not be willing to destroy the industry for the purpose of
destroying the monopoly. You said you would. Is there a
Woolen Trust?

Mr. Chairman, upon that question T want to call a most con-
vincing witness to the Democratic side, a man whose word is
absolute law to them, and it is the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. UxpErwoop]. On the Tth day of June, 1911, Mr. UNDER-
woop used this language:

There is nobody in this country who does not know that the Amerl-
can Woolen Co. to-day fixes the price of woolen goods; that is a
monopoly ; that is a trust.

Now, have you kept your promise? Or have you repudiated
the gentleman from Alabama? If you have repudiated him, it
is the first time that you have done so. His word has been
absolute law unto you, and the gentleman from Alabama may
well say, paraphrasing the epigram credited to Louis XIV,
“The Democratic majority—I am the Democratic majority.”

And, Mr. Chairman, I want to direct an inquiry to the Mem-
bers of the Progressive Party in the House. There have not
been many of them present during the debates upon this sched-
ule—and I am not surprised at that, because two years ago
their leader, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Murbock], when
we were considering this very schedule, used this language:

Believing as 1 do that the duty carried on worsted for men's and
women’'s wear in this bill is indefensible, that it is an outrage upon the
entire population, I am firmly convinced that if the Members of this
House should come to understand the facts In the case a majority
of the Members could no more be Induced to put a duty on warsteds
than they could be to put it on coal oil,

A little later he said:

I can not see for the life of me how anyone in the American Con-
gress can aid the Worsted Trust by putting a tariff on worsteds, either
as a frankly avowed measure of protection or under the pretense of
a tarlff for revenue only.

The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Murpock] in this debate
so far has been as silent as the grave. Neither has he offered
the amendment that he offered two years ago to put tops and
worsted goods upon the free list. I wonder why? Have the
Progressives repudiated their leader upon this proposition, or
as a condition of admission to the new party was he compelled
to recant this heresy upon his part? [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.] I hope, Mr. Chairman, that the latter was the case.

I want to congratulate the Democratic side upon the fact
that they have broken this promise that they made to the
American people, even though there be a Woolen Trust, for I do
not want to see the woolen industry destroyed. Destroy the
monopoly, but save the industry.

Now, Mr. Chairman, just a moment with reference to these
two bills. The substitute bill offered by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Payxe] is a protective measure and at the
same time reduces every rate in the present Schedule K. It is
consistent, and in accord with the report of the Tariff Board.

How is it with your bill? Like your cotton bill it is not con-
sistent at any point in it. You put wool upon the free list, but
so far as protection to the woolen manufacturer is concerned you
have given him upon the coarse and cheap woolen cloths a
greater amount of protection than this Republican bill gives to
them. But how many times in the past have you upon the other
side, in your well-deserved denunciation of Schedule K, said,
“If you put us in the majority we will reduce the rates; we will
cut the rates to the very bone upon these woolen cloths that
the poorest people in the United States must buy and use.” And
yet in this very bill your rates upon the cheapest woolen cloths
are 5 per cent higher than are the protection rates in the Repub-
lican bill.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moorg]
is a high protectionist. He is honest; but I am glad that the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore] made the speech
that he did, so long as he holds the views that he does with
reference to Schedule K, in his defense of the present schedule.
I have thought sometimes during this debate, from his much speak-
ing and his high protective tariff views, that the country might
be led to believe that a considerable number upon this side of
the aisle were in accord with him. But honest as he is and
industrious as he is, there are not a handful upon this side of
the aisle who hold the views that he does, and in voting upon
this woolen schedule we will have an opportunity of demon-
strating to the country that the Republican Party is sincere in
its advocacy of honest protection based upon the report of a
tariff commission. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Now, Mr. Chairman, we have heard upon that side of the
aisle a great many times the cry that their purpose in all tariff
legislation is to give equal rights to all and special privileges to
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none. And yet this very bill, and your method of framing tariff
bills, is more open to favoritism and discrimination and special
privilege than the Republican protective position can possibly be.
You put wool on the free list, but a 20 per cent duty upon the
hair of the Angora goat. You put flour upon the free list, but
you keep a high duty upon rice. And so I could go on picking
out items of necessity to the American people where you have
arbitrarily said, “ Free trade upon this article, but a high tariff
on another article.” Can there be any worse kind of favoritism
than that? The Republican position of protection, equaling the
difference in cost of produetion at home and abroad, if it be a
special privilege at all, applies to all alike, protecting them only
from unfair competition from abroad, and I say there can not
be such a thing as special privilege when the vast majority of
the people of the country have equal benefits from the privi-
lege, whatever it may be. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, the Republicans made an ap-
propriation under which President: Taft appointed a Tariff
Board, consisting of three Republicans and two Democrats,
who brought in a unanimous report as to the facts involved
in the production of wool and woolen goods, both in this and
other countries,

We on this side of the House stand by our guns, stand by
the report of the Tariff Board, and we present a woolen sched-
nle, based upon the information ascertained by this Tariff
Board. [Applause on the Republican side.]

For years the woolen schedule has been a point of contro-
versy in the country, and for probably the first time in the
history of tariff making in this country we now propose a
scientific adjustment of Schedule K, and we will confidently
appeal to the country in favor of tariffs based upon information
rather than tariffs based upon guesswork. All through indus-
trial life to-day people are learning the necessity of scientific
information and scientific processes. Even in this legislative
body we are learning it, although the learning so far has only
permeated this side of the House, and has not penetrated to
the Democratic majority. [Applause on the Republican side.]

I believe we will present a solid front, and I hope on this
proposition we may have the support of those Republicans
temporarily estranged from our party, soon to return, who now
call themselves Progressives, as we call ourselves Republicans,
because in the end Republicanism means progression. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

Mr. Chairman, a few moments ago the distinguished gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Harrisox], always candid and
always a free trader, logically in the process of his reason-
ing, said that free wool meant the death knell of wool-
growing in the United States, which he declared ought to be
because it was logical.

Mr. HARRISON of New York.

Mr. MANN. Certainly.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I am sure that my good
friend does not wish to misrepresent—

Mr. MANN. Well, cut that part of it out; I never misrep-
resented anybody.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I said no such thing, but I
tried to show just the contrary—that the tariff on wool does
not now protect the woolgrowers.

Mr, MANN. The gentleman from New York declared—and
I know he will not change his remarks—that free wool meant
the death knell of the woolgrowing industry in the United
States for the purpose of growing wool. Only a few days ago
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Hagpwick] the former chair-
man of the special committee on sugar, declared that this
bill meant the death knell of sugar growing in Lounisiana and
Texas. One by one they admit that they propose to kill the
industries of the country. One kills the sugar industry to-day,
another kills the woolgrowing industry to-morrow, another kills
the wool manufacturing the next day. Do they think that
as they kill these off one by one they are not killing them
off altogether? The injury comes to the country all at once,
We might do it if it was only wool; we might do it if it
was only the cotton manufacture, or if it was only the
woolen manufacture, or one kind of any other kind of mafiu-
facture; but when we propose at one time to do injury to the
great mass of industries throughout the country, you and I
will learn that that can not be doune and retain the prosperity
in the land, for God knows I hope prosperity will remain in
spite of your legislation; and I know that in the long run the
American people, with their common sense, will return to such
economic policies as will make sure of the prosperity which God
and nature entitle us to have. [Loud applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
Mr. Chairman, the distinguished leader of the Republican Party

Will the gentleman yield?

congratulates himself and his party on the fact that they are
learning something. We are glad to join with them in these
congratulations, but I would like to inquire which part of the
Republican P'arty is learning something in view of the substi-
tute you offer?

It is a well-known fact, and neither the gentleman from
Illlno!a nor the proponent of the measure, the gentleman from
New York, will deny the fact that the members of the Ways
and Means Committee representing your side of the House are
not united on this sobstitute. Why, the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Moore] this morning repudiated your bill, and
there are other Republican members of the Ways and Means
Committee besides the gentleman from Pennsylvania sitting
before me now that you know repudiate your bill and spurn it
as not Republican and not scientific.

I would like to know which of your representatives on the
committee and on the floor are learning something, since they
occupy two different positions in reference to the substitute the
gentleman proposes. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. MANN. We are all learning on this side of the House
[applause on the Democratic side], which can seldom be said
of the other side of the House. [Applause on the Republican
side.] There is much greater unanimity among the minority
members of the Ways and Means Committee on the Payne substi-
tute than there was among the majority members on the wool
proposition when it was in committee. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is where the gentleman is mis-
taken. The Democratic Party never has levied a duty upon
raw wool for protection. In 1911 and 1912 it brought a bill
before this House taxing raw wool, and then I stated to'the gentle-
man from Illineis in answer to his question that that tax was
levied for revenue. When you levy a revenue tax it is within
our principles that it should be levied at a revenue rate. It
is not a matter of principle as to the article on which that
revenue rate shall fall, it is a matter of economy and a matter
of selection.

I will say to the gentleman that when this bill was reported
to- this House it left the Ways and Means Committee with a
unanimous vote of the majority members of the committee.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a
question?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Just a question.

Mr. MANN. Is it not, or is it, a fact, as eurrent romor re-
ports, that a majority of the present Ways and Means Commit-
tee, including the gentleman from Alabama, were in favor of a
tariff on raw wool, and only changed their minds at the request
of the President of the United States? °

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman knows
that we were in favor of a tax on raw wool at one time, because
we reported two bills to the last Congress containing a tax on
raw wool.

Mr. MANN. My question related to this Ways and Means
Committee at this session of Congress,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will state to the gen-
tleman candidly——

Mr. MANN. Oh, I have no desire to embarrass the gentle-
man and am willing to relieve him from responsibility. 5

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It is no secret. I will state it candidly.
Yes; the bill when originally written had a tax of 15 per cent
on raw wool. The difference between the gentleman’s party and
our party is that we can get together and you can not. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] We got together for the benefit
of the American people. The gentleman from Illinois says that
that side is learning. Yes; it is learning something. It is
learning that the sentiment of the American people is behind
the principles of the Democratie Party, and it is learning to fol-
low Democracy and is following it in this schedule. It was only
four years ago when you reported a bill to this House and
refused to revise or cut down the iniguitous tax that you had
maintained on the clothes of the American people for 50 years,
and it was not until we had been given control of this House
that we taught you a lesson and taught you the way to go.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Now, you contend that you have written this substitute bill
in conformity with the report of the Tariff Board. Mark you,
these rates, when raw wool is eliminated from the equation,
are substantinlly the same as those in our fitst bill, introduced
before the Tariff Board made a report. Eliminating raw wool
from the equation, they are on an equal basis. What do you
do? You no longer maintain the prohibitive rates on tops and
yvarns and cloths and woolen goods. Of course, I recognize the
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fact that you were ashamed to copy exactly our rates, but you
tried to do it, and approached it in an indirect way. We levy
a tax of 15 per cent on tops from which the yarn is spun. You
levy a rate of 18 cents a pound on scoured wool, and you carry
into the top paragraph 20 cents a pound on the wool contents
and 10 per cent ad valorem. In other words, on the tops you
add 2 cents per pound more than you say is the rate that should
be charged on scoured wool. I recognize the fact that the
Tariff Beard estimated that this was the necessary compen-
gatory duty. Instead of putting this at an ad valorem rate in
your 10 per cent, you earry it in your specific rate. Do you
menan to say, as the gentleman from New York said, that on tops
there is a difference between the substitute and our bill of 10
and 156 per cent? When you increase the charge on scoured
wool, that goes into the 2 cents per pound?

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I do not like to interrupt the
gentleman, but I desire to correct him. The duty on scoured
wool is 19 cents a pound.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. And on grease wool you have 18 cents
and on scoured 19,

Mr. PAYNE. Oh, no.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Nineteen cents. Of course, you can
allow for the 1 cent per pound if you want to in a specific
rate or in the ad valorem rate. We would allow for the com-
pensatory duty in the ad valorem rate, while you allow for it
in the specific rate, where you put it in as an equivalent for
the duty on raw wool. That raise of 1 cent per pound on
scoured wool approximates 2 per cent ad valorem.

And what is the result? In a comparison of the two bills on
a free-wool basis the real result is that the duty amounts to
about 12 per cent against our 15 per cent. Now, I say you
were ashamed to come right up and accept our figures. Now,
when you come down to yarns, instead of earrying 19 cents per
pound on scoured wool in the yarn you increase this specific
duty on yarns to 213 cents per pound and then add an ad
valorem rate varying from 10 to 25 per cent, according to
value, increasing the duty for raw wool from 19 to 21} cents
per pound and again raising the ad valorem equivalent in the
same way, following the old process that has marked the in-
iquities of the woolen schedule in the last 40 years. On cloth
they do the same thing, except raising it higher and higher.
They put on cloth valued at more than 40 cents and not more
than 60 cents a pound 26 cents a pound on the wool content
therein, although they say 19 cents is a falr tax on scoured
wool, and then add 35 per cent. On cloth valued at more than
60 cents and not more than 80 cents they place 26 cents
per pound and 40 per cent ad valorem, and on those above
80 cents and not more than §1, 26 cents per pound and 45
per cent, and so on, ralsing the schedule as they go; and yet
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor], knowing that,
actually stated to the House that our bill was higher than the
rates in the present law. But, of course, I know what he
meant.

Mr. LENROOT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman means this substitute.

Mr. LENROOT. Does not the gentleman know that that
merely takes care of the loss in the wool?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course I do. If the gentleman had
been listening for the last 15 minutes he would have heard me
say that it takes care of the loss of wool, and that the Tariff
Board estimated it——

Mr. LENROOT. But with free wool you do not have to do
that and you would not if you had free wool—

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I did not yield to the gentleman to
make a speech. Of course, when you are comparing it on a
free-wool basis, free wool loses as much in the manufacture as
taxed wool. Does the gentleman think because wool comes
in free at the customhouse that there is not as much waste as
when it comes in taxed? Of course not. I can not yield to
the gentleman to make a speech. There is no difference, ex-
cept that you are trying to hide some protection in this bill that
you do not want the American people to find. That is it.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] Now, you say that you
have written this tax in conformity with the report of the
Tariff Board. I admit that when you cut out your tax on raw
wool that on tops and yarns there is very little difference in
the bill. On the lower grade articles—woolen goods—you are
about the same as we are, but when you go to the higher grade
articles you go very much higher than we do, but you are
approximating the.basis that we made. You follow the way we
* gshowed you to go. But the real question involved is whether
or not you should levy this tax on raw wool in conformity with
the Tariff Board's report. Now, there is not a man on the
floor of this House who ever read that Tariff Board report who
does not know that the Tariff Board reached a Sc verdict

on raw wool. You know it and I know it. There is not one
line in that report that says you should tax raw wool, or you
should not, and it is an open secret that the board divided on
that question as to whether or not raw wool should be taxed.
Now, which side of this Tariff Board are you following? That
is the question. You are writing this tariff bill, you say, in
conformity with the report of the Tariff Board, a scientifie
Tariff Board report, but you can not say which side of it you
are following.

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Not right now. I want to give you
some information. [Applause on the Democratie side.]

Mr. MONDELL. I shall enjoy it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Thomas Walker Page, a distin-
guished member of that board, recently wrote an article in the
North American Review, giving his position in reference to the
question as to whether or not raw wool should be taxed. He
was a member of the board, and he wrote this article as a re-
view of his work. I will ask the Clerk to read the portion of
this memorandum that I have marked.

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

E“ the North American Review for April, 1913, Mr. Page says:

To the average American sheep raiser the wool duties are only an in-
cidental aid; to the genuine woolgrower they are of real assistance, but
they are inadequate to prevent the gradual merging of this industry in
that of the mutton producer. To neither, therefore, do they bri a
beneflt that economically justifies their retention. From the standpoint
of the manufacturer these duties are undemiably an evil. They raise
the lJﬂ:‘l.‘:e of his raw material, increase the amount of capital necessary
in business, enhance his costs of production, and make it impossible
for him to compete for trade in neutral markets. More than they
completely bar him from the use of Important varleties of woosl' that
are avallable abroad. Bouth Afri for example, exports about 1235,-
000,000 pounds of wool as fine and, for many punigeea, as useful as
any that is grown, but the amount we take of it negligible. The
explanation of this is found in the fact that the duties are specific
payments on & pound of wool ‘In the grease'—that is, in its natural
condition as it leaves the sheep's back. But In each class of grease
wool there are many varieties which differ not only in length, strength,
luster, and fineness, but also in the quantity of oll and other impurities
they con so0 that some varleties when scoured yleld much less clean
fiber than do others. These varlations ugpear not only in sheep of
different breeds or from different regions, they are also found in differ-
ent parts of the same fleece, Thus wool from the neck, breech, or belly
shows a different shrlnkage in scouring from that of wool on the rest
of the body. Naturally the American buyer abroad can now take only
wool of a good yield. The heavy shrinking wool is often excellent for
his purposes, but when the duty ls estima on its clean content he
finds that he can not afford to import it.” Prof. Page charges that the
reason why the duties on woolen cloth have continued so high has been
the disposition of American manufacturers to profit by compensatory
duties Imposed for the furnou of offsetting the tariff on raw wool, but
fixed at so high a point as to be much more than compensatory. Fur-
thermore says he, * It 18 well known that the
fabrics that enter commerce are not all wool.” In summing up he uses
the following strong language: “ It must be admitted that there is good
reason why this rticular raw material should not be taxed. In all
other countries with any industrial development except Russia the im-
ggrtnuon of wool is free. Our tax on it, therefore, puts our manufac-

rers at an insn ble disadvantage in neutral markets, and it would
have the same effect in the domestic market but for the cogpensat.ory
duties. The Ilmportance of properly adjusting these dutiecs becomes
evident when it is remembe that while the annual output of our wool
crop 1s less than $60,000,000, the annual output of our wool-using in-
dustries is more than $700,000,000. As they now stand our compen-
satory duties are a glaring abuse in our tariff system, and are respon-
sible for much of the popular ountery against it. It seems, however, to
be Impossible to adjust them taiﬂ{, and to repeal them involves the
total repeal of the duties on wool. It follows from what has been
sald that whether they are studied with regard to thelr effect on th
production or the manufacture of wool the wool duties are withou
economic justifieation ™

Even with reference to the business side of the sheep-raising industry
Mr. Page says:

“The industry as a whole would not materlally suffer ; it would even
make a substantial gain in being freed from the necessity of playing
Potiﬂcs and relieved of the uncertainty and anxiety that will hamper
t as long as the duties are there to defended. There would be a
tem];mmry setback owing to panic, but forces that are already at work
;mu él :‘oon"bulld up the industry along new lines and on a more stable
oundation.

[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. UNDERWOOD. They say that the tax on raw wool 18
written in conformity with the Tariff Board’s report in this bill
There is a witness which I present to you, a distinguished
megnber of the Tariff Board, who says that the duties-on raw,
wool are without justification. And, more than that, it is a
well-known fact that the chairman of the Tariff Board did not
believe in levying duties on raw wool

And yet you come before this Congress, not asking to legis-
late on your judgment, on your own ability, but you come here
to-day and tell us that you have been taught a lesson and you
want to write that lesson on the statute books, and when we
call your teacher to testify he refuses to stand for a statement
that you have made to the House. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

Mr, MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I will not yield.

greater part of the woolen
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Of course he will not. He does not dare to

Mr. PAYNE.
Yyield.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I can not have the gentleman taking my
time. It is too valuable right now.

Mr. MONDELL. It would be embarrassing.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I have a very great admiration for the
distingunished gentleman from New York [Mr. PAy~Ne], a man
of the highest character and fearless honesty when it comes to
anything else but the tariff; but he has been so badly trained
as to the way in which he should go on the tariff that he could
not write a wool schedule, even if he tried, without putting
jokers in it. [Laughter.]

Now, he has told the people of the United States that al-
though he taxed the wool from which clothes were made he is
going to give them free wool carpets. He will tax the material
that keeps them warm from the winter's snow, but he will give
them untaxed carpets to walk upon. He did not do it; he just
told them he was going to do it. He has two classifications in
this bill, first and second class wool. On second-class wool he
puts the rate of T cents per pound, and then follows it with a
proviso and says that it shall come in free if it is used for
making carpets. But he also says in this bill:

Whenever wools of class 2 shall have been improved by the admixture
of merino or English blood, from thelr present character, as repre-
sented by the standard sampiea now or hereafter to be deposited in the
grjnc&pa customhouses of the United States, such improved wools shall

e classified for duty as class 1.

And that means they have to pay 19 cents per pound on
scoured wool. But he goes on further and says:

If any bale or package of wool or halr speclfied in this act, involced
or entered as of class 2, or claimed by the importer to be dutiable as of
class 2, shall contain any wool or hair subject to the rate of dutg of
class 1, the whole bale or package shall be subject to the rate of duty
chargeable on wool of class 1.

Now, I am informed by men who buy wool, who import wool,
that it is almost impossible to-day to find wool that is all class 2,
without some of the finer grades of wool being mixed with it.
Why? Because everyone is trying to improve his sheep.
Everyone is mixing the high-bred sheep with the low-bred sheep.

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

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will answer it for you.

Mr. PAYNE. The gentleman is not talking to the Democratic
caucus; he is talking to the House of Representatives.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will tell it.

Mr. PAYNHE. You do not tell it to anybody.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I got this information only a day or
two ago, although I knew it to be a faect before, from a manu-
facturer of carpets in your own State.

He told me that he hoped that this distinction that you were
trying to draw wounld not be maintained, because it was ounly a
frand. [Applause on the Democratic side.] He said it was
only a fraud; that it was almost impossible to find a bale of
second-class wool, and that carpet wool, or a large proportion
of it, under this bill would be classed as wool of class 1.

Mr. PAYNE. Is that the situation in the present law?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not through with the gentleman
yet.

Mr. PAYNE. You are not proving anything.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Now, here is the bill that I hold in my
hand, the bill that the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE]
offers as a substitute, and he says that it was prepared by the
Tariff Board. My friends, I am sure that the gentleman from
New York should not charge this to the Tariff Board. The
Tariff Board already has enough sins to bear. You should not
send it down into history, or try to do so, bearing the errors
and iniquities of this substitute that you have offered to-day.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Listen to this. Here is the way they class wools, or try to
class them:

The duty on all wools of class 2, including camel's hair of class 2,
imported In their natural condition, shall be 7 cents per pound, I1f
sgcoured, 19 cents per pound.

‘Now, mark: Imported in their natural condition, the duty
shall be 7 cents a pound, and if scoured, 19 cents a pound. It
will be noted that there is no provision for washed wool of class
2. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has expired. All time has expired.

_Mr, PAYNHE. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Alabama may have half an hour and that I may have five
minutes afterwards.

The CHATIRMAN,., The gentleman from New York [Mr.
PAYNE] submits a request for unanimous consent that the gen-

tleman from Alabama [Mr. UxpErwoob] may have half an hour
and that he may have five minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Chairman, I thank the gentleman
very much for his courtesy, but inasmuch as the country expects
us to do business I must decline to accept it and must insist on
our going on.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is made.

Mr, PAYNE. The gentleman does not dare to do it.

Mr. ONDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will insert as a part of
my remarks, under the leave already given, a comparison of
the rates in the Payne law with the proposed bill

Following is the comparison referred to:

Comparison of the imports for the flacal year ending June 30, 1912, with
the estimates for a 12-month period under H. R. $910.
7. CLASS I,)] WOOL ON THE SKIN, UNWASHED,

Estimate for a
12-month pe-
riod under
H. R. 3910.

Pa; tariff,
Moz

700,192
$124, 642.00
$0.178
§70,019. 00
10c. per lb.

56.18

1 Classification of 1909.  * Shrinkage 55 per cen, p. 383, Tariff Board report.
7. WOOL, NOT ON THE SKIN, UNWASHED.

68,645,100.00 | 100,000,000
$15, 185, 704,00 | $20,000, 000. 00
$0. 221 $0. 20
$7,530,072.00 | $8,100,000.00 |...... .l 1110
1lc. perib. | 18, per 1b.
gvool con-
nt).

49.72 40. 50

- 7. WOOL, KOT ON THE BEIN, WASHED,

Imports:
‘Ofuaniﬂ.y (poumds):..ccaieasns
alue =

Average unit.
Dutles...
tent).

.70

1 Shrinkage of 45 per cent.
7. WOOL, SCOURED.

Im

Baby, oo oot
Equivalent ad valorem (per
1 PR A e

7. CLASS II,! WOOL ON THE SKIN, WASHED AND UNWASHED,

70,000 ...

£16, £00.00
£0.24

1, B
. per Ib.
{wool content).

£0.00

$7,789.00
11¢. ‘per Ib.

46. 60

1Classification of 1902,
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Comparizon of the imports for the flscal year ending June 30, ms, with Oon?aru of the imports the flsca
he estimates for g 12-month geriod under H. R. 39160—Con he uﬂm{tes for a Iz-mrg:';h period Lm fl’n %“?wfmg%t{ugﬁdmm

7. WOOL, NOT ON THE SKIN, WASHED OR UNWASHED. 8. CAMEL'S HAIR, WASHED OR UNWASHED, NOT ON THE BEIN, VALUB
EXCEEDING 12 CENTS FEE FOUND.

Estimate for a
Payne tariff, | 12-month Rate under
e Tod ondee” | Underwood

Estimate for a
1912, un Rate under
H. R. 3010. bill. Paype tocifl, | 12monthpe- | fnderwood
H. R. 3910, bilL.
Imports
o
- 30, 084, 658 45, 000, 000
n,m,nﬁfg N $5,508,034.00 | $8,100, 008, 00
18¢. per Ib. $0. 183 $0. 18
(wool content). $2, 105, 926. 00 $31, 500. 00

5192

1 8hrinkage 25 per cent, Tarifl Board report, pp. 399, 400.
8 CAMEL'S HAIR, RUSSIAN, WASHED OR UNWASHED, VALUE EXCEEDING

7. WOOL, SCOURED, 12 CENTS PER POUND.
40
m.m
$0.30
$14. w
120.00 A e s E““"?’?".‘..‘f‘.t. Mo 851
7. CAMEL'S HAIR, WASHED OR UNWASHED. 1 Sge hearings, p. 4311—used for press
10, 11, 14, AND 15, m, SLUBBING, ROVING, BING, GARNETTED, THREAD, YARN,
i el D ALL OTHER WOOL WASTES, N. 8. P. ¥.
4
$14,301.00
"
[ .
12¢c. per 1b.

46.62

1 Shrinkage estimated at 40 per cent,
7. HAIR OF THE ANGORA GOAT, BTC., WASHED OR UNWASHED.

12 AND 13, NOILS, CARBONIZED AND XOT CARBONIZED.

12,029,925 1, 800, 000
$632, 330. 00 $576, 000. 00 1
£0.312 $0. 32
gl E Rt o
per per lb.
(wool content).
Equivalunt ad walorem (per
cent). . S A 38.52 L% A S PR i

1 Bhrinkage, 14 per cent; see p. 612, Tariff Board report.

8. CLASS III,! WOOL ON THER SKIN, WASHED OR UNWASHED, VALUED AT 12 X
] CENTS OR LESS PER POUND. 3 Includes wool extract.

16. BHODDY AND MUNGO,

ris:
gusntity (pou.nds)............ No imports. R
F ...| No imports. b3
Avmgeun.tt ......... No imports.
Duties o .| . No imports.
25¢. onshoddy
per Ib. 10e.
on R:m‘mgn
11909 elassification. per Ib.
2 Shrinkage 45 per cent, p. 413, Tariff Board raport. Eq‘-"“lm‘ “d valomm (lm'
1 When imported and manufactured into carpets. Lt R e i L i1 B SR
8, WOOL NOT ON THE SKIN, VALUED AT 12 CENTS OR LESS PER POUND,
WASHED OR UNWASHED, 17. WOOLEN RAGS AND FLOCKS,
T Q’l tity( ds) 76,353, 267
nm pounds)..ceeaeean-- 033
............. -] $8, 401, boi. % $26,303.
.Avez_'ngeurut 3 £0.1 $0. 206 .28 |.. .
%l;es_. = ﬂ-,ﬂ&l, 131. (tI'O m?,.migl %0,000.&0 ...............
Eqn]\alent ‘ad valorem (]‘le'l.' ey W ¥
ety 36.35 82.67 9 A SRR

1 When imported and made into carpets, ete.
8. CAMEL'S HAIR, RUSSIAN, WASHED OR UNWASHED.

18. COMBED WOOL OR TOPS.

Tmports: A
$muty (pounds)..-..-..... 283 90001 T e et .
alu = $176.00 L0000 |
S s : $157.00 $300.00 |- =
T i L AR ) b. | 20¢, perIb. and 15.00
:aeaopatmt. 1&’1‘:‘&@&

Equivalant ‘ad’ valorem (pur ; - ¥ Equh‘;uant ad valorem (per
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Com
he catimates for a

10, WOOL AND HAIR, ADVANCED,

i the imports for the fizcal year ending June 30, 1912, with
et p%z—mgnm period under H. R. 2010—Continued.

Estimate for a

Rate under
Underwood
bill.

Imy

Oom&nmos of the imports far the fiscal year ending June 30, 1912, with

]

estimates for a 12-month period under H. R. 301—Continued.

21. ENIT FABRICS, VALUED ABOYVE 40 CENTS AND NOT ABOVE 70 CENTS PER

POUND.

Estimate for a
Rate under
Payne tariff 12-month pe-
1012. | riodunder | Underwood
H. R, 3910 '
Imports:
Quantity (pounds)....ccecen-n 1,007
i 1w
verage un. ;
ties $772.00
R e e L s 44¢. per Ib. and
£0 per cent.
E Nvﬁmt ad valorem (
gen .................... pl' 117. 44
21. ENIT FABRICS, VALUED AROVE T0 CENTS FPER POUND.
th tity ( ds) 7,0
uantity (pounds)............
ety 2l ﬁ'%g
verage 4 :
T 059. 00

Equivalent ad valcrem (per
Ceni wnas

1., s
44c. per Ib. and

55 per cent.

85.62

73.64

21, PLUSHES AND OTHER PILE FABRICS.

Equivalent ad valorem (per Equivalent ad walorem (per
A S I T e 79.36 48.37 20.00 Y e il 91.61 72.37 35.00
NOT OVER 40 CENTS PER POUND. 21, WOMEN'S AND CHILDREN'S DRESS GOODS, ETC,, VALUE NOT OVER 40
CENTS PER POUND.
10,123
£3,524.00
$0.348
- $5,103.00
e e o I
cent. and 30 per
=
n 5
Equivalent ad valorem (per E < Fo
quivalent ad valorem (per
(o o Pt o e IO 144.70 il g S ] 151,07 67.57 25,00

21. CLOTHS, VALUED OVER 40 CENTS, NOT MORE THAN 70 CENTS FER FOUND.

3,921,318
$4,513,581.00

$1.15
$4,207,£51. 00

mb.’?ferb'm

cent.

Equivalent ad wvalorem
qoen: (e ®8.23

21. ENIT FABRICS, VALUED NOT ABOVE

POUND.

21, WOMEN'S AND CHILDREXN'S DRESS GOODS, ETC., VALUED ABOVE 40 CENTS
AND NOT ABOVE 70 CENTS.

Im

104.22

content).

€8.62

35.00

21, WOMEN'S AND CHILDREN'S DRESS GOODS, ETC., VALUED ABOVE 70 CENTS

PER POUND,

Imports:

Equivalent ad wvalorem (per
cent)

100,000
£125,000.00

£1.25 |
$88, 200. 00 |
260. per Ib. and

&0 per cent.

70.80
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22, BLANKETS, VYALUED NOT MORE THAN 40 CENTS PER POUND. 23. READY-MADE CLOTHING AXD ARTICLES OF WEARIXG APPAREL, N. 8, P. F.
HATS OF WOOL.
Estimate for a Rate under
Payne tariff, | 12-month pe- N :
1912, | “rodunder | Underwood Payne tariff, | 1ommonth e | Rate under
H. R. 3910. 1912, ' | Triodunder | Underwood
H. R, 3910. bill.
1,821 2000 A B
: g080.00 |-Z12100IIIT £7.676 A e B i
£0. 332 £0.34 SI71,920.00 | 8175,800.00 |l
2%c. per 1b. ug 231c per’l?:n'ng = R e e
L paIn : Land .o $141,732. ou $128.700.00 | ool e eannes -
480 per cent, 20 per 44c. per 1b, | 2. per b fiaciiiiiiiiiia.
wool con- and 60 per and B0 per
). cent. cent (twool
06,54 .66 - 95.00 content).
Eqnivalent ad valorem (per
- ) e T g L £2.44 73.33 25.0)
22, BLANKETS, VALUED OVER 40 CENTS, BUT NOT ABOYE 60 CENTS FPER 3
. POUND,
23. ENITTED ARTICLES.
Imports:
uanﬂt pounds). ....ccassee 1,132 2000 | rvnasernsnanss -
Suentity ¢ §539.00 soaioy [ 293,478 i e amenis
. £0. $301,923. 00
588, ng:;:u
: 5. 00
35 per cent, 25 per cen s e m.per’lb.and
(wool con- 0 per cent.
tents).
; ; 25.00
104.28 Ce A6 Equ[vnlenl. ad valorem (per
. e L L 92.05 €6.43 35. 00
22. BLANKETS, VALUED OVER §0 CENTS FPER POUND.
23. SHAWLS, ENITTED OR WOVEN,

Im

B.......‘..-”..

Qu.amit)' (pounds)...........-
\'nl

Lol 3 R e e

Equivalent ad vn!orsm (per

25.00

22, FLANNELS FORI! UNDERWEAR

+ VALUED NOT

mports:
Qunntity (pound.s} —
Value

25.00

22, FLANNELS FOR UNDERWEAR

70 CENTS.

, VALUED ABOVE 40 CENTS AND NOT ABOVE

Imports:
Quantlty (pounds)....ccaeuuas

1 T

Equivalent ad valorem (per
cent)

B

49,26

35.00

22, FLANNELS FOR UNDERWE

PER POUKND.

Imports:
= ARy - e e e e
Aummﬁh—i't .............
b RN R Wit

Rata ..... asasssssnsaninan Freees

Equivalent ad valorem (per
cent)

3 $119, 749, 00

. y

. yd.p::ds&
per cent or
44c, per Ib.
and 55 per
cent.

98.26

150, 000
$150, 000. 00
£1.00

$80, 250. 00
je. p;g Ib.
and 30 per
cent (wool
content).

£3.50

Im

ports:
Quantity (pounds).

Valuoe. ...

(o3 P S e PR

18,930

§18, 035. 00
$1.06
$18,274. 00

-| 4e.per'lb. and
€0 per cent.

101.33

. ALL OTHERS.

Rate. ..o iaiiidanadaiiae

Equivalent ad valorem (per
cent).

576, 040

$1, 608, 156. 00
$2.79
$1,218,351.00

44¢. perlb.and
G0 per cent.

75.76

$1, 202, 500. 00

25¢. per 1b.and
G0 por ceat
(wool con-
tent).

67.27

50,000 |.
$1,757,500.00 |
£2

24,

MANUFACTURES OF WOOL,

BIXDINGS, ETC.

N. 8§, P. F,, WEBBINGS, GORINGS, BANDINGS,

p&:mnﬂty (pounds)......c.eenss

31,069 o H 1 R
ik e dred $72,430.00 $100,000.00 |....ovrenennnann
Avemgsunlt....‘...‘....,.... $2.27 20 e R e
Dbl il s £59, 448. 00 857, 800:00 - iaana i
b7 R —— 1 g LT T R
€0 per cent. 50 per cent
(wool con-
E lent ad val g
qulva t valorem (per
1+ o i e T 82,07 57.80 25.00
24, ALL OTHERS.
et tity (pounds) 259,043 360, 000
uantity Mt e h 5 Sl i g
$a1ue__‘__“.-.-..... ....... £328, 509. 00 468, 000.00 [...cuussinininnn
Average unit. $1. B e e
uties. ...... $201,972. $280,8C0.00 |........ e
3 R e R -s|2c.perib.and L. ool ool
50 per cent
(wool con-
tent).
E lent ad valorem (per
m..-..u.“....m ...... £8.74 £0.53 35.00

25. CARPETS, HANDMADE, AUBUSSON, AXMINSTER, ORIENTAL, ETC.

Impo

3lmnt[ty (pounds).
ua..‘..“.‘...

1,402, 800.00°
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Comparison of the imports for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1912, with
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25, CARPETS AND CARPETRY, N. S. P. F., WHOLLY OR IN PART OF WOOL.

Estimate for a

i Rate undar
P tarift 12-month etk
ny?gl& 7 riod undgb U
H. R. 3910.

""$i.,660,900.00 |-

""" " $480, 600,00
30.00

1 Estimated.

The CHATIRMAN. The guestion is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Pay~e] as a substitute
for the wool schedule.

The guestion was taken, and the Chairman announced that the
noes seemed to have it.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division.

The committee divided ; and there were—ayes 75, noes 188.

Mr. MANN. I ask for tellers, Mr. Chairman.

woobp and Mr. MANN.

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes |

74, noes 193.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SCHEPULE [—SILKS AND SILK GOODS.

319. Bilk Eurtially manufactured from cocoons or from waste sllk
and not further advanced or manufactured than carded or combed silk,
and silk nolls exceeding 2 Inches in length, 15 per cent ad valorem.

Mr, ELDER Mr. Chairman, being a new Member, I have
not bothered the committee any heretofore. But there is ene
doctrine that our Republican friends have persistently and con-
tinuously argued which seems to me an apparent fallacy, and
yet it has been the backbone of the Republican vote for many
years—that is, that protection is a help to the workingman.

On the one hand, we admit that it has largely increased his
cost of living. But, my friends, I believe that a large reason
for the high wages in America is this, that we have had great
undeveloped resources in this country, and that immutable law—
the law of supply and demand—has forced up the rates of wages.

You can go into Canada, into Australia, or into any other
new country where they have these great undeveloped resources
and you will find high wages in analogous cases.

But In order to see that protection is not a benefit, go into
the old countries of England and France and Germany, and
what do you find? In the protected countries, such as Germany,
you find lower wages than you do in free-trade England. You
can come into this country and under the schedules where they
have the highest protection you find they are paying the lowest
rate of wages.

Take the woolen schedule that we have just passed, as an ex-
ample. In the New England States, in their sweatshops, you will
find perhaps the lowest rate of wages that is paid in Amerieca.

Being from Louisiana, my friends, perhaps it is not amiss
for m?tomy that I did not agree with several of the items in
this bill.

1 do not believe any man could draw a bill on a competitive
basis that necessarily contains discerimination for and against
that would satisfy me, and I do net believe that I could draw
a bill that would satisfy any man on the floor of this House.

I do not think it would be wise for this country to go im-
mediately into free trade, because our economic system is so
finely balanced that it would perhaps cause a panic to change
our system, but I hope to see the day come in the course of
the next 20 or 30 years when we will raise our entire revenues
on noncompetitive articles, on an income tax, an inheritance
tax, and the excise tax, when this system of robbery and of bur-
dens upon the sweating masses of the American people will
come to an end. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

I have no cause of guarrel with those other colleagues—or a
portion of them from my State—who will not heed this appeal.
They are honest and sincere gentlemen, perhaps sent here to
defend the large industries in their districts, but I believe that
as sure as fate within the mext 15 or 20 years no tariff wall
could preserve and protect the Louisiana ecane grower, but
that the beet indusiry of this country would remove him.
And, my frlenﬂs. perhapa it ‘is better to let it come mow, and
let our people end the pretection theory and the idea that
they can obtain their living from the sweat of some ether poor
man's brow. We have a great State, rich in resources. Our
soil is most fertile; and though you have struck down a

great industry of our State, you have not ruined our people,
because they are brave and courageous, and they will turn
these fertile lands and these large plantations into smaller
farms. Instead of being in the future a State of sugar barons,
I hope we will be a State of small farmers; and we will be as
we ought to be, one of the brightest stars in the galaxy of
the States. [Applause.]

-Mr. PAYNE. I move to strike out the last word. We seem
to have gotlen back to a political debate, and I want to say a
word or two in answer to some of the remarkable statements—
the marvelous statements—made by the chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee [Mr, UxpErwoon]. I can not understand
how the gentleman could make such statements as that and be
so ignorant about them. I say that because I have always re-
garded him as honest. He says I have removed the favor of
free wool from the manufacturers of carpets—if it may be re-
garded as a favor to them—by another provision in this sched-
ule, and that some carpet manufacturer told him so. Well, if
somebody did tell him so the gentleman ought to have known
better. That same provision has been in the law heretofore.
There has been a different duty on earpet wools and wools of
the first class all this time, and yet no carpet manufacturer in

1 the United States has failed to get his wool at the carpet wool

| rate of duty. The tleman might have lained that to the
Tellers were ordered, and the Chairman appointed Mr. UNDER- t’ gt & exp

House, but he thought he was talking to a Democratic caucus
and that there was nobody here to pick him up on the proposi-
tion. It is a good deal like his talking to that man in Con-
necticut on the Wilson and Dingley schedules on metals and
telling him that there was not anything in the Dingley schedule
that was not as high in the Wilson schedule, and then handing
him a copy of the comparison of the two. I have in my hand
the comparison. It is a book issued by the Senate 8 years ago
or 12 years ago, I do not know when. It is absolutely the
worst document that was ever issued by any body of men. I
am ashamed to say that it was a Republican Senate that issued
that book. There are three volumes, and if you take the first
volume by itself you can not get any more information out of
it on the subject of the tariff than you could out of some of the
gentleman’s speeches on some other questions.

He says Mr. PacE is for free wool. Well, I knew that. So
is Mr. Emery for free wool. I have never said they were not,
but the facts they reported showed what the duty should be
if it was to be a protective duty, and those gentlemen approved
of those duties if they were to be protective. And they did ap-
prove of them. Even Mr. Pace thought if we were going to
put a protective duty on wool they had not got it guite high
enough at 18 cents a pound, that it ought to be 21 cents; and
after he had studied the subject some more he approved these
duties. So it goes all along the line. But what is the use,
gentlemen? The gentleman from Alabama takes the last two
minutes in debate. He will not allow any interruptions; he
will not allow a word to be said; he will not allow his state-
ments to be punctured at the time they are made. He seems
to be intent on nothing except to win the applause of gentlemen
who do not know but what he is telling the exact truth about
the matter and is not misrepresenting anything or drawing on
his fancy. [Laughter on the Republican side.] If it pleases
him and amuses you, I suppose the whole thing is accomplished.
And yet I wonder that the gentleman from Alabama does not
raise his debate on this great subject, on this great bill, to a
higher plane and not let it result in what appears to me—1
say it with all politeness to the gentleman—to be the purest
demagogy that I ever heard him utter. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.]

The CHAIRMAN. If there be mo objection the pro forma
amendment will be withdrawn and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

224. Ribbons, ban lm:ludin hatbands, beltin fa bindings, all
of the foregoing not exme ng 12 ]n in width and if with fast edges,
bone casin ces, cords, cords and tassels, garters, snspenders, tub-

and wi and webbing ; all the torego]ng made of silk or of which
silk or sllk and india rubber are the component materials of chief value,
if not embroidered in any manner, 40 per cent ad valorem.

Mr, PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I want to say a word about this
silk schednle. The schedule in the present law is new and dif-
ferent in principle from any one ever made before. Up to 1009
the silk schedule had been on an ad valorem basis. The ques-
tion of putting it on a specific basis was taken up by the com-
mittee. Several experts went over the schedule; the importers
were represented among the experts, and the manufacturers of
the silks were represented. They brought in a schedule which
they said did not increase the rate of duty. After studying it
for a while I told them that I thought it did increase the duty
and I would not stand for any such rates. They brought in an-
other one modifying it and the House committee refused to take
it up. After the bill went to the Senate, I was in touch with

the same gentlemen, and they finally got up a schedule which I
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believed would not advance the rates, and I preferred a specific
duty if we could get equitable rates. The silk schedule is as
purely a luxury as anything in the clothing line in the bill.
Finally they got a schedule and presented it to the Senate and
the Senate agreed to it, and afterwards I went over it with some
of the gentlemen, cut down the rates in some instances, and got
a ratfe that I thought would not be larger than the ad valorem
rate in the old law, and it was finally put in the bill. It turned
out that it was substantially on the same level as the rates of
the former law, I am sorry that these gentlemen have changed
it. If they wanted to favor the wholesale purchaser and had
lowered the duty below 50 per cent, which is the ad valorem
equivalent; if they had taken the rates of 1909 and cut them 5,
10, or 15 per cent to bring them into conformity with their ideas
and leave them as specific rates, it would have been better. I
think it would have been a great improvement in the bill. I
would not offer an amendment, for I might as well throw it to
the east winds. There is no use in trying to amend the bill
You have heard a one-sided statement in your caucus, with no
one to dispute it or to give you information on a great many
items. Your minds are made up and the President has approved
the bill, and so on to the end of the chapter.

I simply wanted to call the attention to the schedule which
these gentlemen sgo ruthlessly break up and destroy, represent-
ing a great deal of labor, probably ten times that which was
put upon it in their committee. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the
pro forma amendment.

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
two words. I want to say a word as to my vote against the sub-
stitute of the gentleman from New .York [Mr. PaAYNE] on the
woolen or Schedule K. I believe I was the only Republican to
stand up and pass between the tellers and vote against the prop-
osition. I have no apologies to make for it. I am a Repub-
lican and I believe in a protective system, and I will not stultify
myself by voting for an amendment offered from this side of
the House which will increase foreign importations of woolen
goods from what it is now—§15,000,000—to over $9,000,000 per
annum, or a total of $24,000,000,

Then, I do not believe in a policy of voting on this or any
other schedule until the manufacturers and their employees have
been given a full, fair, and impartial hearing. We have ar-
raigned and condemned Mr. Uxperwoop and his committee for
failing and refusing to give hearings, and that is what Mr.
Payne has neglected to do with his substitute. I am opposed
to both the Payne and the Underwood Schedules K as a substi-
tute for existing law.

In the course of this discussion on the tariff I have from the
very start criticized the so-called Underwood bill because it pro-
posed to increase the importations of foreign-made goods at the
expense of the American manufacturer and the American wage
earner. I must be consistent. I can not stand here day in and
day out and take that stand and then turn around and vote for
a proposition to increase foreign Iimportations more than
$0,000,000 under one schedule of this bill.

On yesterday I inveighed against the action of the Demo-
cratic Party on Schedule I, which proposes to increase foreign
importations of cotton goods $12,000,000, and having condemned
the majority for doing that, I could not be consistent, fair, and
just to myself to-day to do practically the same thing on Sched-
ule K by indorsing and approving such an un-American and
anti-Republican policy. A man that has not the courage of his
convictions does not deserve a position on the floor of this House.
[Applause.] I must retain my self-respect; I must be consist-
ent in all these matters far above party friends or party con-
ferences.

I notified Mr. GreeNE of Massachusetts, chairman of the Re-
publican caucus or conference, that I would not support the
Payne substitute, in view of the discovery that if adopted
it would transfer £9,000,000 of our business to our foreign com-
petitors, injure our woolen mills, and turn many of their men
out of employment.

I believe in the prineiple that we should retain the American
market for the American mills and the American wage earners,
and by my vote and voice I shall stand here as long as I am in
Congress and oppose any bill, amendment, or proposition which
will take away from the woolen or cotton manufacturers and
wage earners of this country their business and employment and
transfer it to foreign shores.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
vield for a question?

Mr. AUSTIN. Yes.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I honor the gentleman for his convie-
tions, but in order that some of the rest of us may be put in a
proper light I wish to inquire of my colleague where he got the
information with reference to the amount of importations?

Mr. AI.'S'_I‘IN. I take pleasure in giving my colleague from
Iowa that information. When we had the Republican confer-
ence, which was open and aboveboard, I asked the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Payxe] if he could tell us what the in-
creased importations under that proposed schedule of his would
amount to, and he said he could not give me the information.

Mr. PAYNE. Why, the gentleman asked me in regard to the
Underwood schedule, not in regard to this.

Mr. AUSTIN. I asked the gentleman about his own proposed
substitute.

Mr. PAYNE. Obh, no,

Mr. AUSTIN. I did; and I can prove it by our colleagues
Messrs. ForpNEY, Moore, GreesE of Massachusetts, and others
who were present. The gentleman may not have understood it,
because he is a little hard of hearing, but that was my question.

Mr. PAYNE. I answered in regard to the Underwood
schedule.

Mr, AUSTIN. Then the gentleman misunderstood me. Then,
on the following day, not having received that information from
Mr. Payxne, I requested the gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
ForpNEY] to send a copy of the Payne substitute to the Treasury
experts in order to secure a report, and Mr. ForpNEY in a few
days showed me the report, and he again showed it to me on
the floor of the House to-day, in which it was stated that the
increased importations under that proposed Payne schedule
would amount fo'$9,000,000 over and above the present importa-
tions of $15,000,000.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Right there I want to say that T
question the accuracy of that statement, and I am inclined to
think that it is the same expert that reported—and they have
it in the Democratic handbook here—that under the Under-
wood bill, with free wool, there will be practically no more
importations of wool than there were before.

Mr., AUSTIN. The same experi——

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; the same expert that makes
those figures.

Mr. AUSTIN. We need not guess about this matter. It Is
the same Republican official or expert in the Treasury Depart-
ment who made the estimates on the original Payne bill and
on other tariff bills.

Mr. PAYNE. He never made any estimate for me. He may
have made it for the committee.

Mr. AUSTIN. I would like to have the gentleman tell me
how much the importations would be under this proposed
substitute.

Mr. PAYNE. I could not tell the exact amount. !

Mr. AUSTIN. The gentleman can give it to us as best he
can.

Mr. PAYNE. No man living can tell. It will be guesswork ;
but I say that this proposed substitute would furnish ample
protection for the American manufacturer.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that
the wool schedule has been passed.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend-
ment will be withdrawn.

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

825. Chiffons, clothing, ready-made, and articles of wearing apparel
of every description, Including 'knit goods, made up or manufactured in
whole or in part by the tailor, seamstress, or manufacturer: all the
foregoing composed of silk or of which silk or silk and india rubber are
the component materials of chief value, not specially provided for in
this section, 50 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 78, line 23, strike out the word *“ chiffons.”

Mr. PALMER. I would like to put in a word of explanation
in regard to that. Paragraph 325 is the wearing apparel para-
graph, while paragraph 326 is the woven fabric paragraph. While
it is a little difficult for us men to settle the question, I under-
stand that the expert testimony is that chiffons are woven
fabrics rather than wearing apparel, and they are changed to
that paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The guestion was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

326. Woven fabrics, in the plece or otherwise, of which silk 1s the
component material of chief value, and all manufactures of sllk, or of
which silk or silk and india rubber are the component materials of
clﬂel' value, not specially provided for in this section, 45 per cent ad-
valorem.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:
msl;gge“ ;g,"lino 9, after the word * section,” strike out “ 45" and
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Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, T call the attention of the gen-
tleman from Alabama to the fact that a reduction is proposed
by this amendment. I proposed to reduce the ad valorem rate
from 45 per cent to 35 per cent on woven fabrics. I do not do
that because I want to deprive the sllk industry of any protec-
tion it may have, but in order to assist the commiitee to be
consistent in its arrangement of the duties. The peculiar situa-
tlon that confronts us here is this: That silk used in the manu-
Tacture of umbrellas is rated at 45 per cent ad valorem, while
umbrellas are dutiable under this bill at 35 per cent ad valorem.
The foreign umbrella may therefore be brought into the United
States for 10 per cent less than the raw material from which it
is made. It is manifestly impossible for any man to manu-
facture umbrellas in this country if these rates as written in
the bill prevail. One of the largest manufacturers of umbrellas
and parasols, who does not live in my distriet, writes:

" We are the largest manufacturers of umbrellas and parasols in the
country, but did not think it necessary to ask for a hearing or file a
brief while the bill was being considered because never heretofore has
the duty on parasols and umbrellas been less than the duty on the com-

onent parts, and we did not for an instant imagine that in the new
gill there wounld be a departure from this practice. We believe that
there was no desire upon the part of the framers of the tariff act to
ruin any legitimate industry, and that it is only necessary to call your
attention to this matter to have your committee see the mistake and
correct same.

There Is absolutely free and keen competition in the umbrella and

rasol Industry, and while it ean doubtless meet forelgn competitors
Frathe duty on the finished product is no more than that of the parts,
yet we can not survive with a duty of 25 per cent on ribs, rods, and
other metal g:‘rts. a duty of 45 per cent on silk cloth, and only 30 per
cent on the finished product.

It seems to me that the commitfee in all fairness, if it does
not mean to destroy this industry, as it will by this enactment,
ought to accept this amendment for a lower rate, especially as
it comes from onc who believes in protection.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

827. Yarns, threads, filaments of artificlal or imitation silk, or of
artificial or imitation horsehair, by whatever name known, and by
whatever process made, 35 per cent ad valorem ; beltings, cords, tassels,
ribbons, or other articles or fabries composed wholly or in chief value
of yarns, threads, filaments, or fibers of artificial or imitation silk or
of artificial or imitation horsehair, by whatever name known, and by
whatever process made, 60 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following com-
mittee amendment,

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report it.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 79, line 16, after the word “ horsehair,” insert the words “or
of yarns, threads, filaments, or fibers of artificial or imitation silk, or
of artificial or imitation horsehair and india robber.”

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

Mr, MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. Mr. Chairman, unfortunately we have not any scientific
information from a tariff board or any other source as to the
difference in the cost of production at home and abroad of
the articles covered by this paragraph. My information is that
if we had such a report it would show that this paragraph, so
far as many articles are concerned, is highly protective. I was
very much surprised some moments ago by some statements made
by the genial and generally fair gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
UxpeErwoob], touching a tariff board report. If I understood
the gentleman correctly, he said that some one on this side
had said that our wool schedule was prepared by the Tariff
Board. If anyone said anything of that sort I have not heard
it. There is no omne on this side who ever expected a tariff
board to fix rates, nor do we ever expect to ask the opinion
of a tariff board or commission as to what the rates should be,
based on the facts they find. .

Mr. BRYAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONDELL. I can not.

Mr. BRYAN. Do not speak for everybody on this side, then.

Mr. MONDELL. Well, I am speaking of Republicans.

Mr. BRYAN. T am sitting right in front of you.

Mr. MONDELL. I am speaking of protectionists, at least
I am speaking for those who believe in the principle of pro-

tection, protection to the labor and industry of every man under
the flag whether he lives on the Pacific coast or on the rock-
bound coast of Maine, by the waters of the Gulf, or up yonder
on the border of Canada. The gentleman said that we claimed
that our woolen schedule was approved by the Tariff Board,
and then proceeded to attempt to prove that—that the mem-

‘bers of the Tariff Board or some member of it was opposed to a

duty on raw wool.
" Mr. UNDERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman would not yield to me.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman from New York stated—
I merely quoted from the gentleman from New York——

L——6T

Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman will find nothing in any
statement made by any gentleman on this side that we have
asked the Tariff Board to make rates for us.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I asked him.

Mr. MONDELL. Neither to-day nor any other time has the
Republican Party or any member of it expected a tariff board
to fix rates or frame schedules.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is not what I said.

Mr. MONDELL. So far as I am personally concerned, I
should be perfectly content to have my friend from Alabama a
member of a tariff board or commission. He would endeavor
honestly to ascertain the facts; it would be a matter of abso-
lute indifference to me what his view was as to what rate
should be fixed on the facts thus ascertained.

This has been so often stated on this side and made so plain
that T am surprised that my friend from Alabama [Mr. Uxprz-
woop] does not understand it. I think he must understand it.
The duty of a tariff board is to ascertain the facts, and if the
men on a tariff board or commission are honest men, it mat-
ters little what their political views or opinions may be.as to
the policy to be followed in fixing tariff rates. If they will
honestly present to us the facts, we on this side will endeavor
to fix rates based on those facts in accordance with our under-
standing of them, measuring the difference in the cost of pro-
duction at home and abroad.

Mr. KITCHIN. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman from Wyoming yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KrrcHIN] ?

Mr, MONDELL. In a moment,

It proves nothing to say that some member of the Tariff
Board, or all the members of the Tariff Board, may have held
to the opinion that wool should or should not have been made
dutiable.

Mr. KITCHIN. Did not the members of the Tariff Board
and the Tariff Board experts help to write and to fix the rates
in the cotton bill which you voted for last session and in this
wool bill?

Mr. MONDELL. I do not understand that any expert of
any tariff board has ever been called upon; neither will they
ever be called upon by a Republican believing in protection to
do anything but give information’ relative to the facts their
investigations develop, and on the facts thus developed they may
be of assistance in figuring what rate will cover the difference
in cost at home and abroad. As to thelr opinions as to what the
rate should be, whether protective or otherwise, it matters not
to us.

It is the function of a tariff board or commission to ascer-
tain the facts. As to whether the rate should cover the differ-
ence in cost thus ascertained is a matter of opinion depending
on whether one believes in the principle of protection or not.
I and my friend from Alabama could agree on facts; we could
not agree as to the rate those facts warrant.

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Chairman, I would like two minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Krreain] is recognized.

Mr. KITCHIN, The gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. Mox-
peELL] and, I believe, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ManNx]
and the gentleman from New York [Mr, Pay~E] disavowed that
the Tariff Board or the Tariff Board experts helped to write
the Hill cotton bill, for which the Republicans voted last Con-
gress, or helped to write this wool substitute bill, which the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York introduced and for which
Republicans voted this afternoon. I want to say to the gentle-
man from Wyoming [Mr. Moxpern] that the gentleman from
Alabama was nearer right than he thought—and he did not
have to take the word of the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Payxe]—that the Tariff Board, or the members of the Tariff
Board, and their experts assisted in preparing this substitute
and fixing these rates. The Republican campaign textbook
last campaign expressly declared that this wool substitute bill
and the Hill cotton bill, for which yon voted last session, were
prepared by the Republicans in conjunction with the members of
the Tariff Board and the Tariff Board experts, and those rates
were fixed by them. So the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Uxperwoop] is entirely right.

Mr. MONDELL. The statement made, if that was the state-
ment made in the campaign textbook or elsewhere, is absolutely
correct. The rates were fixed by the Republican members of the
committee, assisted in the matter of ascertaining facts by the
experts of the Tariff Board.

Mr. KITCHIN. No; that these substitute bills were written
by the House Republicans and the Tariff Board members; and
it is a fact that on the cotton bill the gentleman from Connecti-
cut [Mr. Hill] was working in its preparation for six weeks
in conjunction with Mr. Page and the experts who aided the
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Tariff Board in preparing their report on the cotton schedule,
And you gentlemen ought to know that. You gentlemen know
that there is not a Republican committee or a Republican Con-
gress that has written a Republican tariff bill since the Civil
War. The manufacturers and tariff beneficiaries have written
the bills for you. [Applause on the Demoecratic side.]

Mr. LENROOT. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KITCHIN. Certainly.

Mr. LENROOT. Does the gentleman know of any manu-
facturers that were in favor of either the Hill cotton bill or the
woolen bill? He says they have written all the bills,

Mr. KITCHIN. I say thig, I never heard of a manufacturer
opposing this wool bill that you voted on here to-day. And I
want to tell my friend from Tennessee [Mr. Austin], if I have
the time, that in the debate on this wool bill last year—and you
all remember it—Mr. Hill, in answer to a question from me, ad-
mitted that the wool bill for which you voted then, and for
which you voted this afternoon, would not admit a penny's
worth more of importations into this country and would not
reduce the price of woolen goods one penny to the consumer.
It was not written for that purpose.

I then replied to him that the Republican bill was a sham
revision, a bill to fool the people and at the same time to
satisfy the woolen manufacturers in this country. [Applause
on the Democratic side.] And I do say it does satisfy the
woolen manufacturers of this country, and there is not a woolen
manufacturer in the United States who opposes the bill for
which you voted this afternoon. Not a dollar more of importa-
tions will be admitted under the Payne bill of this afternoon
than under the present Payne Act, and if I had the time I
think I could show it.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman jyield
right there?

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman yleld?

Mr. KITCHIN. I do.

Mr. LENROOT. The gentleman from North Carolina is a
member of the Ways and Means Committee, and he knows that
no woolen manufacturers appeared before his committee and
indorsed either of these bills. They say it is too low.

Mr. KITCHIN. I never heard of one saying it was too low
and not satisfactory to him last Congress. On the contrary,
the members of the American Woolen Manufacturers’ Associa-
tion indorsed the bill then. Their representatives, as well as
representatives of other manufacturers, had examined care-
fully into the report made by the Tariff Board, and while the
board was preparing its report wrote a letter commending
the work of the board. They indorsed it, and Mr. Taft, your
President, sent a communication to Congress, including this
very letter in which they indorsed the work of the Tariff
Board and its work upon the woolen schedule. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

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

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the
last word.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask unani-
mote consent that all debate on this paragraph close in five
minutes.

The CHATRMAN, The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woopn] asks unanimous consent that all Cebate on this paragraph
close in five minutes. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. FORDNEY rose.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN]
can take time on the next paragraph.

Mr. FORDNEY. I will yield to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. GrEEN] if Lie desires.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Never mind. I will take the oppor-
tunity to speak on the next paragraph.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I did not believe that the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr, KrircHiN] would attempt
to do any man an injustice. In fact, I do not believe that
any Member of this House will misrepresent another man on
the floor of this House. Gentlemen may sometimes, for the
purpose of gaining political advantage in argument, make a
wild-eyed, fire-eating statement [laughter], such as that which
the gentleman from North Carolina has just made, thought-
lessly. He states that the Republican Party never wrote a
tariff bill. ITe- says the manufacturers of this country have
always written Republican tariff bills.

Mr. Chairman, I have had the honor to take. part in the
writing of a tariff bill, and I want to say to the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. KircHix], who never made a more
untruthful statement in his life, that he is entirely mistaken

when he states that the manufacturers, or any other interest
in this country, great or small, wrote the tariff rates in the
Payne tariff law. The Republican members of the Ways and
Means Committee heard everybody that came; heard what
they had to say, for and against a revision of the tariff, up-
ward or downward, at that time, and from the information
presented them, in their best judgment, they fixed the rates as
best they could agree among themselves, as you gentlemen
h.alve fixed the rates as best you could agree among your-
selves.

I venture to say that there was not a man on the Democratic
side of the Ways and Means Commitiee in writing this bill
who voted for every rate that is in your bill. No one man
on that committee is satisfled with everything written In this
bill. You have agreed upon a compromise. You have gotten
the best rates you could get among yourselves. You went into
caucus and you agreed to stand by the will of the majority.
There is no other way to pass your bill. There i8 no other
way for the Republicans to pass a bill. There is no way for
any party but to stand by its majority and vote for whatever
dt];at majority of the party believe to be the best thing to be

ne.

I admonish the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr, Krromin]
you should withdraw your remarks from the REcorp; and no
other Member of this House of Representatives should cast
such insinuations and aspersions upon other men as to say that
they are so dishonest as to write a tariff law solely in the
interest of the manufacturers.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield
to the gentleman from North Carolina?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes; I shall be glad to yield if I can get
time to answer the gentleman.

Mr., KITCHIN. I believe the gentleman will admit that the
most important schedule is Schedule K. Did not the gentleman
hear Mr. Wood, president of the American Manufacturers’
Association, admit that the woolen manufacturers and the wool-
growers wrote Schedule K?

th:lt.r' FORDNEY. No; and neither did you hear him admit
Mr. KITCHIN. He did admit it.

Mr. FORDNEY. He did not; and neither has any other man
admitted that any special interest in this comntry wrote Sched-
ule K in the Payne tariff law; and when any man makes a
statement to that effect he is sadly mistaken—purposely or
otherwise,

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Wood is my constitnent and my per-
sonal friend, and he protested to me against that schedule,
He never helped to write it.

Mr. KITCHIN. The fact that he is the gentleman's con-
stituent does not make him any more truthful or any more
competent to write a tariff law.

Mr. BUTLER. I know the gentleman and I know he is
capable of telling the truth, and that he does tell the truth.

Mr. KITCHIN. I think I am capable of telling the truth,

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will be in order and gen-
tleman will observe the rule.

Mr. FORDNEY. I hope this colloquy will not be taken out
of my time.

Mr. GARDNER. Did not the chairman of the Ways and
Means Committee, the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-,
woopn], on the opening day of this debate, say that Schedule K
was not changed in the Payne law from what it was in 1897,
in the Dingley law?

Mr. FORDNEY. I think he did, but the gentleman was
mistaken when he made that statement. I will say that in
Schedule K there were, as I now remember it, three slight
changes, slight reductions, but no increases at all in Sched-
ule K. \

Mr. PALMER. Will the gentleman yleld?

Mr., FORDNEY. Yes; I will be glad to.

Mr. PALMER. Does the gentleman remember that before the
Committee on Ways and Means, in January last, Mr. Chaney,
the witness who appeared on behalf of the silk manufacturers,
declared that the former president of the Silk Manufacturers'
Association wrote the silk schedule for the same committee?

Mr. FORDNEY. I know that the gentleman made a state-
ment that he was asked by the members of the Ways and Means
Committee or somebody to prepare rates and present them to
the committee, but it has not been shown——

Mr. PALMER. That is what the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. KitcHIN] said.

Mr. FORDNEY, Oh, no; be fair with me.

Mr. KITCHIN. I have several others here.
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Mr. FORDNEY. It was not shown that the rates suggested
by that gentleman were written into the law. You members of
the Ways and Means Committee last January asked gentlemen
to prepare schedules to present to you, and, among others, yon
asked Mr. Parker, of South Carolina, to present to you rates on
the cotton schedule. Mr. Parker presented rates for you to
consider. I would not misrepresent you by saying that you
accepted just what Mr. Parker prepared, and you have no right
s0 to misrepresent me, to say that I would accept anybody's
opinion unless, in my judgment, it was for the best.

I thank you, gentlemen, for your attention. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
If there be no objection, the pro forma amendment will be
withdrawn and the COlerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

SCHEDULE M—PAFPERS AND BOOKS.
828, Sheathing paper and roofing felt, 5 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word.

I do not believe that the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Krroain] intended to misstate any facts with reference to the
Tariff Board, but in some respects he has altogether misrepre-
sented their action. The Tariff Board never had any manufac-
turers appear before them. The Tariff Board never had any
hearings where any manufacturers or other parties could ap-
pear before them. They sent out their experts to examine their
books and factories and took their word for nothing. I think
the gentleman is aware of that, but in the heat of debate he
said something he did not mean.

Mr. KITCHIN. I did not say they had any manufacturers
before them at the hearing, but I said that a group of manufac-
turers, including the Woolen Association, appointed a commit-
tee of manufacturers to go down and see how they were
progressing with their work and the method of their work on
Schedule K, and that those manufacturers did report—and Mr.
Taft sent it to Congress—that they were just doing it all O. K,,
to the queen's taste of the manufacturers. -

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I am glad the gentleman has relieved
himself of those facetious expressions, which he knows does not
express any fact. The real fact about it is that what the Tariff
Board did down there at the Treasury Department was open to
anybody and aboveboard, and anyone could go there and exam-
ine it and see just exactly what they were doing.

Mr. HARDWICK. That statement is not correct. I know
I wished very much to find out some things they were doing,
and although I had a very good personal friend down there, it
was not considered that it was proper to let me know about it,
and I thought that was proper.

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Towa. I will

Mr. MANN. Does the gentleman from Georgia mean to say
that the Tariff Board did not openly show the methods they
were pursuing?

Mr. HARDWICK. Oh, yes; after they were through.

Mr. MANN. While they were at work.

Mr. HARDWICK. I will tell the gentleman what happened.
I made some effort to find out what they were doing or intend-
ing to do on the sugar question and the method that they were
adopting and the conclusions they arrived at, and officials of
the board did not think it was proper, as they understood the
gituation, to give me such information, and I did not, of course,
question the propriety of that course.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The information on both the wool and
the cotton schedule was open to the publie.

Mr. HARDWICK. Yes; so far as a schedule of questions they
were sending out, as I understand it.

Mr. MANN. They did not give secret information that they
had obtained from certain manufactories, and never have.

Mr. HARDWICK. I understood the gentleman from Iowa
to say that any Member of Congress could go there and find
out what they were doing, and I think the gentleman was clearly
in error. )

Mr. MANN. The gentleman was not in error.

Mr. HARDWICK. They would not tell you how far along
they had got with the investigation, nor to what extent they
had arrived at conclusions.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Very true. I am talking about facts.

Mr. GARDNER. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes.

Mr. GARDNER. I would ask the gentleman from Georgia
if he would consider it proper for an individual member of that
board, even if a Member of Congress of the gentleman’s party
came to him, to give to him information without consulting
the board?

Mr. HARDWICK. Certainly not; but the gentleman from
Towa said that any Member of Congress could go there and get
Jjust such information from the board, as I understood him.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I say that any Member of this House
could have gone to the office of the Tariff Beard and found out
what they were doing there as far as the facts were concerned.
If they did not apply for facts but conclusions, they would not
give them out until they were completed and ready to be given
to the President. Of course, if they wanted to find out where
the reports came from, they could not get that.

Now, Mr. Chairman, as to the Payne schedule being satis-
factory to the manufacturers of wool, I know that there are
manufacturers engaged in the business that have objected to
it. I know as a member of the Ways and Means Committee in
the examination of that schedule that these manufacturers
had nothing whatever at any time to do with reference to the
preparation of the schedule. It is true that it was prepared
before I was a member of that committee, but I knew that it
was being prepared at the time, and I know that the manufac-
turers had nothing to do with it. I can not understand why
Ehe dﬁzntleman from North Carolina should make the statement

e i

Mr. GARDNER. If the gentleman will permit me, I want
to call attention to the fact that I had a strong protest from
Mr. Frank P. Hobbs, treasurer of the Arlington Mills. I think
he is at the head of some woolen manufacturers’ association,
and he is a son-in-law of Mr. Whitman.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; and there were protests from
others engaged in this business, partly because they did not
understand the schedule and partly because they were in the
habit of protesting against everything.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, I do not think that some
of the statements made by the gentleman from Iowa ought to
go unchallenged. I know some members and high officers of
the Tariff Board thought, and I believe they were right about it,
that acting under the law which made them appointees of the
President of the United States that they could not allow Mem-
bers of Congress to know anything about what they were doing
or what the reports were until they were reported to the Presi-
dent of the United States. In this I thoroughly agreed, and I am
sure that as to some of the members of the board, if not all, the
rule was uniform,

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.
reports were completed.

MIE HARDWICK. Then they were published to all the
world.

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Chairman, I think I can make this thing
plain. On January 10, 1912, while we were working on the
tariff bill, Schedule K, Mr. UspErwoop, chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee, addressed a letter to Mr. Emery, chair-
man of the Tariff Board, in which he asked him for certain
information the board had concerning the wool and woolen
schedule. The board refused to give Mr. Uxperwoop and the
committee the information desired.

I will put into the Recorp the correspondence between Mr.
Uxperwoop and Mr. Emery relative to this matter:

WasHINGTON, D. C., January 10, 1912,
Hon. Hexry C. EMERY,

Chairman Tariff Board, Washinglon, D. C.

Biz: In the course of my examination of your
manufactures of wool, I require further information
derstanding of it. It mn{l be that this information is contained in
portions of the report which have escaped my attention, but I have been
unable to find it, 1f the data desired are contained iIn the report, I
shall be under obligations to youn todpo[nt it out to me, and In the
event that they are not given, I would thank you to kindly supply me
with the same. I do not, of course, desire to request any data that
mlﬁ( be considered as confidential in the way of maklnf publlec names or
addresses of persons who have suﬁ lied you with detalls. If any of the
material sought by me comes within this scope, I take it that it wliil be
possible for you to designate by numbers such returns, retaining your
own memoranda which show the names of the concerns to which given
numbers refer. I desire the detailed data suught only for the purpose
of informing myself and this committee with regard to the general
meanluf of certain features of the report and no
examin minthe sources which you have used.

The ts which I have in mind and about which I would thank
you to furnish me additional information are:

BRaw woo

(1) will

That is what I stated—until after the

rt on wool and
or a complete un-

for the purpose of

1_
{]ou kindty loan this committee the original tables or work-
ing sheets showing the full and detailed returns from the reports of
field agents with regard to raw wool, you reserving, If desired, names
and addresses of the persons whose returns to you are involved?

(2) If no such sheets were complled for the investigation in Aus-
tralia, New Zealand, an® South Amerieca, i};lease inform me more fully
as to the conditions ucder which the inquiry was carried on there and
the number of growers visited.

3) Were general tables compiled showing the data obtained from
each and every mill with regard to woolen manufactures? If so, have
these been printed ; and if not, could you lend these to this committee?

(4) Have you a record of the number of conecerns from which costs
E'.:am 0btn13ﬁ and each sample of cloth, and can you lend the committee
t recorr?

I wonld like the record in this connectlon both for forelgn and
domestic mills, with an indication in connection with each of the de-
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gree of efficiency of the foreign mlills furnishing such costs compared
with the efliclency of the mills in the United States furnishing similar
costs, If possible, I would be pleased to have these same data for each
of the groups of samples which are discussed in your report, together
with a memorandum of the location of the mills involved.

(5) Can you supply the committee with a tabular view or statement

showing how many ready-made cloth concerns were asked to furnish
costs on imen garments of each given kind, thereby creating the
basls for the tables In which typlcal costs are yzed ?

These are some of the points which have occurred to me in the course
of my examination of your reﬁgrt, and if you can put me In possession
of the data outllnmed I shall especially gratified, and thank you in
advance for your prompt reply,

Very respectfully, 0. W. UXDERWOOD,
Chairman.

Toe TArt¥F Boarp, TrEASURY BUiLDING,
Washington, January 18, 1012,
Hon. Oscar W. UNDERWOOD,

Chairman Ways and Mcans Commitiee,
House of Representatives.

Dear Me. UxpErRwooD : I have the honor to acknowledge your letter
of January 10, which reached us on the 18th., The delay since then in
reglylng to it is due to absence from the city.

regret that it is im ble to meet your five requests fully. You
will realize that a very large part of the information we received was
given us only on eondition that the material should not be made g:bllc,
except in the form of summaries and conclusions to be printed our
report. It was st{gnlateﬂ that individual figures should not go beyond
the D ssesslon of the board. We are obliged to respect these pledges of
confidence.

Taking up your requests seriatim, I beg to say:

1. The original edules on raw wool were secured on the under-
standing that they should be held confidential by us. These could not
be submitted in a form which would not make identification possible,
The same is true of the working sheets, which are arranged on the basis
of countles, givin amapfe, size of flock, ete., in a mammer which would
make it possible to identify the individual sheep owner.

. As to the investigation in Australia, New Zealand, and South
America, this was carried out by wide traveling and consultation with
many growers and buyers. You will find on paﬁ: 519 of Volume II a
description of the course pursued by our agent Bouth Ameriea., He
visited over 100 leading growers. 8Similar methods were followed by
our agents in Australia and New Zealand.

8. The compilations on wool manufactures were not made by mﬂlx‘
except in the case of those covered by that part of the Investigation o
which the results are given in Volume IV. The information there is
glven by establishments.

4, It is not possible for us to give the exact number of mills from
which figures were obtalned abroad on the different samples, since the
results were in some measure summarized by experts employed by us
before being submitted. Furthermore, information was secured as to
the cost of certain processes from a large number of mills from which
complete res as to total cost were not . In the case of Amerl-
can mills the costs given on the 55 samgrl‘es cover a range of from 3 to
15 mills per sample. In all cases we aimed, both at home and abroad,
to take costs on the basis of mlills of good efficiency running full time.
In the case of the 55 samples of cloth Inefficlent were eliminated.
‘Where, because of unus success on particular fabries, one or two
mills are able to make a given sample at a distinctly lower cost than
other mills of the same general clency, that fact is noted in the
report. A statement of the locality of such mills would easily identi
the particular estab ent. However, you will find on page 620,
Volume III, a complete list of the 174 mills from which Information

was recelved,

5. I think fou have misunderstood the table as to costs of “ specimen
garments.” In the case of the ready-made clothing investigation we did
not establish a definite number of sample suits, but took costs from a
number of manufacturers on actual suits turned out by them, That is,
in the table of costs of en garments gahlea 14 to 17, in Vol. III,
pp. B70 and following) each one represents the cost of an actual suilt or
garment made by one manufacturer, These are then grou in varlous

ways to bring out the essential facts as to prices and costs. Alto-
gether they cover 169 suits, 45 overcoats, ang 10 pants made in 40
establishments.

1 appreclate your statement that you do not wish to examine the
sources on which our report is ba in such n way as to reveal the
identity of establishments who have given us confidential information.
However, the original material is of such a nature that if made public
such identification would be possible.

As your desire for information regarding “ the general
meaning of certain features of the report,” we are entirei{t at your serv-
fce or at the service of any member of the committee. the menning

otan:i)artofou:reportlsmtcleu. we are anxious to make it so an
will welcome a call at any time from any member of the committee or
of Coni;esa and further explain any question that may arise,

ery

respectiully,
4 Hexry C. EMERY, Chairman.

Mr. HARDWICK. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to yield
any further at this time. So that the gentleman’s statement—
if he will not change the record, and I know he will not since
the controversy has arisen, and I know that he would not
change it, anyway, without consent—was that while this board
was doing this work any Member of Congress of any party
could go to them and get the information.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No, no. You will not find that state-
ment in the record. Any Member of Congress could go down
there and find out what they were doing. That is what I
gaid, and the record will show it.

Mr. HARDWICK. The gentleman will find that they could
not do it. They said, and they sald properly, I think, that
under the law they were appointees of the President of the
United States, and they reported to him, and until did
report to him they could give no information whatever to
anybody else. Yet you say the work was open and above board,
and that was one of the vital reasons why the Democratic
minority at that time, the great majority of it, rejected the

leadership of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoop]
and the gentleman from Missourli [Mr. CrArx] on this ques-
tion and declined to permit a tariff board to be provided for
by law, because we knew that that very thing would happen
if we got a presidential tariff board that under the law re-
ported only to the President and not to Congress,

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do say the work was open and above-
board so that everybody could go down there and find out what
they were doing, and that no manufacturer was appearing
before them or having anything to do with their findings.

Mr. HARDWICK. I want to say to the gentleman that I
disagree with him. Of course I do not mean that their work
was underhanded or unfair, because I had a very dear per-
sonal friend who was a member of the board; but we did not
have any access to their work. Those gentlemen did not feel
they had a right, as I do not think they had, to give individual
Members of Congress any information about the workings of
that Tariff Board before its reports were made to the Presi-
dent and he had made them publie.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgin
has expired.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. Chairman, if I may have the attention of
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Krrcain] for a meo-
ment, he stated a while ago that the woolen manufacturers and
the American Association of Woolen Manufacturers indorsed
the Hill woolen bill.

Mr, KITCHIN. I did not say anything about the associa-
tion. I said the woolen manufacturers.

Mr. LENROOT. If the gentleman will consult the record,
Just as it appears, he will see that he referred to the American
Woolen Association.

Mr. KITCHIN, Go ahead.

Mr. LENROOT. I want to call the gentleman's attention to
the fact that the American Woolen Association presented a brief
to the committee of which the gentleman is a member at the
hearings last winter. It is found in the hearings, and I hold
a copy of it in my hand. I want to read from it some sug-
gestions the American Woolen Manufacturers’ Association made
as to what the rates in this woolen bill should be. They say—

Subject to the qualifiecations, we suggest the following as the mini-
mum rates under which the greater part of each branch of the industry
concerned can continue—

And so forth—

Bhould a duty be Imposed upon wool the rates hereafter given must
be inecreased to cover the greater cost of raw material.

And so the figures they now give are upon the basis of free
wool, just as your bill is—

Taps, 15 per cent ad valorem,

The Hill bill provided for 10 per cent ad valorem and the
bill you have just adopted provides for 15, just as suggested by
the American Association of Woolen Manufacturers. [Applause
on the Republican side.] Now, who has written the bill, so far
as tops are concerned? The woolen manufacturers’ rates on
tops are In your bill, and I say you have given the Woolen Trust,
if there be such, a protection that can not be justified from any
standpoint upon tops. “Yarns.” Their suggestion upon yarns
is “a rate equal to one quarter of a cent per pound plus the
duty on the top, the same being approximately equal to 35 per
cent ad valorem.” In our bill the rate is from 10 per cent ad
valorem to 25 per cent ad valorem. Does the gentleman still
say that the woolen manufacturers indorse the Hill bill when
the rates you have written upon yarn come very much nearer
the suggestion of the woolen manufacturers than do the rates in
the Hill bill? Upon cloth they suggest a rate of 55 per cent ad
valorem, and say:

We make no distinction between cloths, flannels, blankets, and dress
goods, because no simple classification exists.

Is that indorsing the rates in this Hill bill, so-called, when
the lowest rate on cloth in that bill is 80 per cent, 5 per cent
lower than your own bill? Now, if my friend will be fair he
will admit that if there has been any influence exercised upon
these bills by the American Woolen Manufacturers’ Association,
the Democrats have been more susceptible to that influence than
have the Republicans. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Chairman, I made the statement that
the woolen manufacturers throughout the United States had
approved and indorsed the Payne woolen bill in the last Con-
gress, the same that was introduced here and voted on this
afternoon by the gentleman from Iowa and other Republicans,
and that statement is absolutely true. Not a word the gentle-
man read here showed anything to the contrary.

Mr. LENROOT. There is not a single rate that is not higher
than this bill.

Mr. KITCHIN. B8it down and let us see. Now, here are
40 or 50 Republican gentlemen present. I challenge a single
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one of them and the gentleman himself to stand up here and
say if you got a single protest or a single line or word of
objection from a single woolen manufacturer throughout the
United States against the Payne bill introduced at the last
Congress as a substitute for the Underwood bill.

Mr, GARDNER. Yes.

Mr. BUTLER. The one filed here to-day?

Mr. KITCHIN. I said the last Congress; certainly you
might get them to-day, as they are against any change now.

Mr. BUTLER. I have. I have had protests threatening to
read me out of the party if—

Mr. KITCHIN. When did you get them?

Mr. BUTLER. Last year.

Mr. KITCHIN. When did a Republican ever disobey an
order from his superior? When did a Republican ever votfe
against a manufacturer's demand?

Mr. GARDNER. When did the gentleman ever vote against
any importer?

Mr. KITCHIN. Well, now, I am going to wind this up—

Mr. BUTLER. The gentleman asked us to stand up.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. And somebody called the gen-
tleman’s bluff; that is all,

Mr. KITCHIN. What did the gentleman from Massachu-
setts say?

Mr. GARDNER. I said when did a Democrat ever vote
against an importer or the press?

Mr, KITCHIN. An importer or the press?

Mr. GARDNER. An importer or the press.

Mr. KITCHIN. So the gentleman by asking that guestion
refuses to answer me in asking if a Republican ever voted
against a manufacturer.

Mr. GARDNER. My question was in reply to the gentle-
man’s.

Mr. KITCHIN.
bills in the interest of all the people and not of the few.
plause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KITCHIN. Yes.

Mr. MANN. I was Republican floor leader in the last Con-
gress at the time that the Payne bill or the HIIl bill was voted
for on the Republican side of the House. I will say for the
gentleman’s benefit that as the Republican leader in the House,
and because of that faet, I received a good many protests from
woolen manufacturers against the Payne bill

Mr. CLINE. Mr. Chairman—-

Mr. KITCHIN. ‘' Well, gentlemen, that is the strangest thing
in this world that these wiitnesses never so testified until 12
months after they voted on it. In that connection—some page
get me the Republican campaign book—the Republicans in their
campaign book last year boasted that it was a bill in the in-
terest of and as protection to American manufacturers, and it
declared

Mr. MANN. And we still will.

Mr. KITCHIN. And it showed that the reductlon you did
make was the excess of rates that the manufacturers were not
utilizing, that they were “ useless and ineffective,” and that in
the Payne substitute bill the rates made would keep out im-
portations to this country and would protect the manufacturers
from foreign competition. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
tiMr. HARDWICK. Will the gentleman yield for a sugges-

on?

Mr. CLINE. I want to inquire if the President did not de-
fend the rate of the woolen schedule as placed in the Payne
bill on the ground that the manufacturers had so many friends
on the Republican side that the rates could not be reduced with-
out endangering the whole bill.

Mr. HARDWICK. He said they were indefensible.

Mr. KITCHIN. The truth is that the substitute then offered
and now offered was a sham revision. This is the first time any
man on this floor, either Democrat or Republican, declared or
intimated that the woolen manufacturers were not content and
did not approve of the Payne Act.

Why, that Payne substitute is written, not in the interests of
the American public, not in the interests of the men, women, or
children who buy woolen clothing, but in the interests of the
woolen manufacturers. And every speech that you made in the
Itlilst Congress and to-day in its behalf is conclusive proof of the
charge.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. KrrcHIN] has expired.

Mr. GARDNER. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANN]
sought recognition a few moments ago.

Mr. EITCHIN. I can get in on another paragraph and finish
what I have to say.

The Democrats have always supported tariff
[Ap-

Mr. GARDNER. T ask recognition as a member of the com-
mittee, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state the situation. The
Chair, of course, has tried to be fair, and thinks everybody will
admit that. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. LENroor] rose
a moment ago and desired recognition, as did the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. Harpwick]. The gentleman from Georgia
was recognized. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor]
and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MANX] rose at the same
time, and the Chair recognized the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, at the request of the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoob], I desire to ask unani-
mous consent that debate on the pending paragraph shall close
at the end of five minutes.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Garp-
NERr] desires five minutes and I desire five minutes.

Mr. PALMER. Then we will say 10 minutes.,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks
unanimous consent that all debate on the pending paragraph
and amendments thereto close in 10 minutes. Is there objec-
tion?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. GArDNER].

Mr. GARDNER. Now, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
North Carolina asks whether there have been any protests re-
ceived by the Members on the Republican side against the
Payne woolen bill for which we voted to-day. I said that I
had received such protests. I did not say that I received them
last year, because I do not recollect whether I did so or not.
I have this year received telegrams and letters from wvarious
manufacturers protesting against the Payne woolen bill, some-
times called the Hill woolen bill.

Now, Mr. Chairman, you heard the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. KircuHIN] read a letter from Mr. UNpErRwoob to
Prof. Emery, president of the Tariff Board, and you heard him
gay that the answer was a prompt denial. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman did not read President Emery’s answer. I find that,
far from being a prompt denial, it was a partial acceptance.
I am going to read some passages from it.

Mr. KITCHIN. Read his refusal, which I read.

The CHAIEMAN, Does the gentleman yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina?

Mr. GARDNER. I yield.

Mr. KITCHIN. Suppose you read his refusal there.

Mr. GARDNER. Suppose the gentleman lets me read it in
my own way. -

Mr. KITCHIN. Read the fact that we got nothing from him.

Mr. GARDNER. He says:

THE TARIFF BoARD, TREASURY BUILDING,
Washingion, January 18, 1912,
Hon. Oscar W. UNDERWOOD,
Chairman Waye and Means Commitiee, \
House of Representatives.

DrAR M. UspERWOOD: I have the honor to acknowledge your letter
of Janvary 10. which reached us on the 13th. The delay since then in
regtying to it is due to absence from the ecity.

regret that it is im ible to meet your five requests fully. You
will realize that a very large part of the information we received was
given us only on condition that the material should not be made publle
except in the form of summaries and concluslons to be printed in our
report. It was stipulated that individual figures should not go beyond
then%nesesslon of the board. We are obliged to respect these pledges of
confidence, .

Taking up your requests seriatim, I beg leave to say:

1. The original schedules on raw wool were secured on the under-
standing that they should be held confidential by us. These could not
be submitted jn a form which would not make identificatlon possible,
The same ls true of the working sheets, which are arranged on the
hasis of countles, giving acreage, size of flock, ete., in a manner which
would make it possible to identify the individual sheep owner.

And so on throungh all the five requests. And now ecome
the .last two paragraphs, in whieh the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. Krrcuin] is especially interested:

I appreciate {our statement that you do not wish to examine the
sources on which our report is ba In such a way as to reveal the
identity of establishments who have given us eonfidential Information.
However, the original material is of such a nature that, if made public,
such identification would be possible.

to your “?.nm desire for information regarding “the general
meaning of certain features of the report” we are entirely at your
gervice or at the service of any mem of the committee. If thae
meaning of any part of our reBort Is not clear, we are anxions to make
it so, and will weleome a call at any time from any member of the
commiitee or of Congress and further explain any question that may
arise.

Very respectfully, Hexny C. EMERY, Chairman.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, while I made the statement that
a good many of the woolen manufacturers were not satisfied
with the Republican substitute which was offered a year ago,
and again offered to-day, I do not make that statement with
the idea that the substitute is not a protective measure or does
not meet the approval of Republicans generally. The gentleman
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from North Carolina [Mr. Krrcein] has been so in the habit
of making stump speeches throughout the country, in which he
says that the Republican tariff measures were all written by
the manufacturers, that he has really almost come to believe
that the Republican side of the House does not act upon its
own volition or its own judgment.

There never was a tariff law written that was high enough
to suit many of the manufacturers, and there never will
be a tariff law written that will be low enough to suit many
of the importers. The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Krrenin] is very likely to be influenced by the importers. Pos-
sibly I am more likely to be influenced by the manufacturers;
I do not know. I believe in giving proper protection, reasonable
protection, not unreasonably high protection; and whether the
Payne bill satisfies the manufacturers or not is not the question
that comes into our minds. The question is, Does the substitute
proposed conform with the facts found by an impartial tribunal,
the Tariff Board, and do we write the law or the bill based
upon the facts so as to provide reasonable protection for Ameri-
can industiries? And when we say that we believe we do we
support the bill.

It is impossible, possibly, for the gentleman from North Caro-
lina to understand that attitude of mind; and yet when he has
written more tariff bills he will come to the conclusion, as I am
sure is the fact, that he will endeavor to do what he thinks is
right, regardless of what some importer or some manufacturer
may think or say.

Mr. Chairman, in reference to the Tariff Board, the Tariff
Board acted in the open. It could not have concealed, if it
wanted to, the schedules upon which it had obtained its infor-
mation, because those schedules went into thie hands of many
people throughout the country. No one expected that they
would give out special information, and they did not endeavor
to do so. 3

But gentlemen seek to cast odium upon the Tariff Board and
say that the Tariff Board would not furnish information.

Why, Mr. Chairman, I remember, when the chemical schedule
bill was before the House a year ago the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HarrisoN] in charge of the bill, had at his side—
not in strict accordance of the rules of the House, but by the
common consent of the House—had at his side an expert of the
Tariff Board whom he brought on the floor of the House; a
gentleman, an expert who had helped to write the chemical
schedule, who sat on the floor of the House ready to furnish
information which would defend it. Nobody objected to that.
That was the purpse of the board—to furnish information if it
could.

The only trouble on the other side of the House in reference
to the Tariff Board is that, having the information, it refuses
to pay any attention to it and prefers to write tariff legisla-
tion out of ignorance rather than out of knowledge. [Applause
on the Republican side.]

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend-
ment will be considered withdrawn, and the Clerk will read,

The Clerk read as follows:

329. Fliter masse or filter stock, composed wholly or in part of wood
pulp, wood flour, cotton, or other vegetable fiber, 20 per cent ad valorem,

Mr. KITCHIN., Mr. Chairman, just to get straight this
matter of the manufacturers’ indorsement of this bill, I want
to say that I never heard of any manufacturer in the woolen
interest profesting against it, and I have no doubt in the world
that typical standpatters like my friend PAYNE and my friend
ForpNEY and my friend Moore would never have voted for it
if they had ever had any protest against it from the manu-
facturers,

Mr. FORDNEY.

Mr. KITCHIN.

Mr. FORDNEY.

Mr. KITCHIN.

Mr. FORDNEY.
to me.

Mr. KITCHIN.
down, [Laughter.]

Mr. FORDNEY. I rise to object, Mr. Chairman, because the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KircHIN] is not addressing
himself to the paragraph now pending before the committee. I
shall object unless the gentleman allows me to make a statement.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forp-
NEY] can make a point of order.

Mr. FORDNEY. I will make a point of order if the gentle-
man from North Carolina does not address himself to the pend-
ing paragraph.

The CHAIRMAN. The genfleman from North Carolina will

roceed. :

! Mr. KITCHIN. The Woolen Manufacturers’ Assoclation in-
dorsed it because it was to the interest of the American woolen

Mr. Chairman—

Wait a minute.

No; you wait a minute. [Laughter.]

Mr. Chairman, I will yield to the gentleman.
I am 1ot asking the gentleman to yield

Then if you do not ask me to yield, sit

manufacturers, and the Republican campaign book indorsed it
because it was in the interest of the American woolen manu-
facturers.

* Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from North Carolina
¥yield to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. KITOCHIN. Yes.

Mr. MANN. The Republican campaign textbook indorsed it
last year, and we indorse it to-day.

Mr. KITCHIN. That is the strongest evidence,
that the manufacturers indorse it to-day.

Mr. MANN. That only shows the peculiar character of the
gentleman’s mind.

Mr. KITCHIN. In 1867 the woolen manufacturers—and my
friend the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNEY] will not
deny this—the woolen manufacturers and woolgrowers, by agree-
ment, fixed up the rate and a Republican Congress adopted it.
Mr. Wood, president of the Woolen Manufacturers' Association,
before our committee admitted this.

Mr. FORDNEY. When?

Mr. KITCHIN. In 1867. It went into the next tariff act.
I asked Mr. Wood if that was not practically the same rate
that had been in existence since then, with no material change,
and he said, *Yes” The gentleman from New York [Mr.
PaynE] In his speech last year admitted that Schedule K had
not been changed materially in 50 years. We all do know—it
is a maftter of record and has been proven—that Mr. North,
who at the time was secretary of the Woolen Manufacturers'
Association, prepared the woolen schedule of the Dingley Act.
The testimony before the committee this year shows that the
harness and saddlery manufacturers fixed or suggested the
rate on saddlery and harness that went into the Payne Act.
We do know that the lemon growers of California came down
here and fixed or suggested the lemon rate, and they fixed it
at 14 cents, and into the Payne Act it went. We do know that
Mr. Littauer, the great glove manufacturer, fixed the glove
schedule. We do know the gentleman who appeared before us
representing the silk industry told us that he had suggested
to the committee the rates, which they changed, in the silk
schedule in the Payne law. And we know, too, that many of
the reductions were not made until the manufacturers them-
selves asked them to reduce the rates.

Now, I ask the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] to
name a single rate on any article except lumber that the people
use that was reduced except at the request of the manufac-
turers themselves. Take boots and shoes. Why, the boot and
shoe manufacturers themselves came here and said that 25
per cent was too high; that if they were given free hides they
would consent to a reduction of 10 and 15 per cent. Some, how-
ever, said they could stand free boots and shoes, and in the
Payne Act the rate was reduced to 10 and 15 per cent.

In regard to machine tools the manufacturers themselves
came down here and went before the committee and said,
“While we have 45 per cent on machine tools, that is too high.
We do not want that. It is interfering with our foreign trade.
If we keep this high rate npon our goods other nations will
retaliate and keep us out of their markets,” and they asked Mr.
PAYNE and his committee to reduce the rate on machine tools
down to 30 per cent, and it was reduced down to 30 per cent.
They always raise the rates when the manufacturers ask them
to do so, and they never reduce rates until the manufacturers
ask a reducilon. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. PALMER. I move that debate on the pegding paragraph
be now closed.

Mr. FORDNEY. I hope the gentleman will not do that.

Mr. PALMER. Can not the gentleman get in on the next
paragraph?

Mr. FORDNEY. I reserved a point of order for the purpose
of getting an opportunity of making a reply.

Mr. PALMER. I ask unanimous consent that debate on the
pending paragraph and all amendments thereto close in five
minutes.

The CHAITRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Parmer] asks unanimous consent that debate on the pending
paragraph and all amendments thereto close in five minutes. Is
there obhjection?

Mr. GARDNER. Will the gentleman allow me one minute
to read three telegrams from woolen manufacturers?

Mr. PALMER. Can not the gentleman read them on the next
paragraph?

Mr. MANN.
gix minutes.

Mr. PALMER. Then I will make it six minutes.

to my mind,

Oh, let the gentleman do it now, and make it
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Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to-object, I wish to call
attention to the faet, after this is over, that we had an under-
standing this morning that we would endeavor to proceed as
rapidly as we could with the bill, without too much side politi-
cal debate. I hope both sides of the House will endeavor to
observe that understanding as far as practicable.

Mr. PALMER. The gentleman from Illinois should not have
insisted on this six minutes’ debate, beeause I suspect that the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr., FospNey] is going to make a
political speech.

Mr. MANN. He is only going to reply to one that was made
a moment ago.

Mr. PALMER. That is what T said.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
GArDNER] I8 recognized for one minute.

Mr. GARDNER. I have here a telegram from Mr. Frederic
8. Clark, president of the Talbo: Mills, which reads as follows:

NorTH BILLERICA, MAass., April 21, 1913.
Hon. A. P. GarRDN

ER,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.:

Although the Underwood Schedule K would be very objectionable, the
Payne-Hill bill would not be a satisfactory substitute. here are many
grave objections to it

FREDERIC 8. CLARK

President Talbot Afills.
Here is one from Edwin Farnham Greene, treasurer of the

Pacific Mills:
BosToxN, Mass., April 21, 1913,
Hon. AuGusSTUS P. GARDNER,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.:

Consider it a vea great mistake for Republicans to reintroduce so-
called ITill bill on Schedule K as representing their views. The bill is
inconsistent and guite inadequate to properly protect the industry.

EpwiN FARNHAM GREENE,
Treasurer Pacific Aills.

Here is one from Franklin W. Hobbs. Mr. Hobbs is the son-
in-law of William Whitman; he has recently been elected to
succeed him as president of the Arlington Mills. Whitman
was formerly president of the National Association of Wool
Manufacturers, but it appears that that office is now held by
John P. Wood, of Philadelphia :

Sourn Bostox, Mass., April 16, 1913,
Hon. Aveustus P. GarD

NER,
House of Representatives, Washington, D, O.:

Referring to your telegram 15th, my objections to so-called HIIl hill
are wool duty impracticable, compensatory duties utterly inadequate,
Srotecti\ﬂe duties absurdly low. he whole trade believed such a bill

isastrous, and was amazed last year that the Republicans introduced
it. The party must not repeat the blunder. The new Democratic bill,
radical and disastrous as il will be, Is more protective to the woolen
industry. We would be handicapped in tmi to secure improvements
in Democratic bill if measure introduced by Republicans was actually

worse, .
Fraxkrix W. Homes,
Pregident Arlinglon Mills.

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I am not surprised that the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KircHiN] should make
such rash statements as he did in his remarks a few minutes
ago about who wrote the rates in the Payne tariff law. He was
not a member of the Ways and Means Committee at that time.
He says he has read the hearings. He states that Mr. Littauer
wrote the glove schedule. He is just as near the mark as the
Irishman was that shot at a pigeon with both barrels of his
gun. He torned his head in the opposite direction, pulled both
triggers, and let go, and when the gun went off the pigeon flew
away. Mr. Littaner came before the committee and gave testi-
mony. Mr. Littaver asked for a higher rate of duty on ladies’
gloves. He pointed out that in the Dingley law the rate of
duty on men’s gloves had been increased from $2.50 to $4 a
dozen pairs, and that before the adoption of that rate Germany
furnished us with 95 per cent of the men’'s gloves consumed
here. But after the rate was advanced to $4 a dozen pairs, the
people of the United States are manufacturing 95 per cent of
the men's gloves consumed in this country. Mr. Littauer wanted
the same rate of duty on ladies’ gloves that was written in
the Dingley tariff law on men’s gloves. He did not get it. I
was one of the members of the committee that wanted to give
that higher rate, so that ladies’ gloves consumed in this country
might be made by American labor and American capital.

Now, it is not true that Mr. Littauer wrote the glove sched-
ule. It is not true that any man or set of men wrote the sad-
dlery schedule. It is not true that any man or set of
wrote the wool schedule, except the Republican members of
that Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. EITCHIN. Will the gentleman permit an interruption?

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes

Mr. KITCHIN. How about boots and shoes? .

Mr. FORDNEY. It is not true that any man wrote the
schedule on boots and shoes. It is true that Mr. Jones, of Mas-

sachusetts, came before the committee and stated that if the
committee would give them, the shoe manufacturers, free raw
hides he would be willing to have boots and shoes put on the
free list. I doubted the correciness of his statement and the
sincerity of that statement, and so told him then and there. He
came back afterwards on his bended knees and begged the
pardon of the committee and said that he did not mean just
what he had stated. He did not recommend any rate of duty
on shoes. The rates all through the bill were fixed by a_ma-
jority vote of the 12 Republican members preparing the bill.

Mr. KITCHIN. Did not they in their brief suggest that if
you would give them free hides that 10 or 15 per eent would be
the proper rate and they would stand for that? :

Mr. FORDNEY. I did not read their briefs. I listened to
the statements of the gentleman himself.

Mr. KITCHIN. I did read the brief, and it shows that.

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not care a ha'penny what they wrote
or what the brief states; I listened to the words of the man's
own mouth.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman said that the woolgrowers——

Mr. FORDNEY. If the gentleman is going to read from a
report I can not yield.

Mr. KITCHIN. I am going to read what they said.

Mr. FORDNEY. Not in my time. I say that I can go
through the hearings of January last and find any amount of
such reports or testimony before the committee, taken in the
hearings that yon lent a deaf ear to; and you have no right
to say that because such things are in the hearings that any
man wrote these schedules. It is true that way back in 1867,
when a Republican tariff bill was being prepared on wool, a
committee was appointed. It selected a committee of manu-
facturers to get information; months and months were spent
by that committee in fornishing information, as the Tariff
Board has recently done, and upon the report of that com-
mittee the Ways and Means Committee prepared their report on
wool. I have that information at my office, and if the gentle-
man doubts what I have said on this subject I will at a later
time present it to the House, showing exactly what was done
by that committee at that time. The country was uninformed
as to the cost of production at home and the cost of production
abroad right after the Civil War.

They therefore appealed to the men in the business to give
them an intelligent estimate of the cost of production of the
various kinds of cloth made from wool—made in this country
and made abroad. That was the only time in the history of
the Republican Party that a committee of manufacturers or any
manufacturer has been asked to furnish information except to
come before the Committee on Ways and Means and make his
statement and furnish his views on the cost of production at
home and the estimated cost abroad. You have prepared your
bill along those lines. I do not impugn dishonest motives to
you, and you should not to me, for doing the same thing your
committee have done.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michigan

has expired.
The Clerk read as follows:
330. Printing paper (other than paper eommercially known as hand-

made or mach andmade paper, japan paper, and imitation japan
paper by whatever name known), unsized, sized, or glued, sultable for
the prlntln.F of books and newspapers, but not for covers or bindings,
not specially provided for in this section, valued above 23 cents per
po 12 per cent ad valorem: P . however, That any coun-
try, dependency, province, or other subdivision of government shall
impose any export duty, export license fee, or other charge of any
kind whatsoever (whether in the form of additional charge or license
fee or otherwise) upon printing paper, wood pulp, or wood for use in
the manufacture of wood pulp, there shall be imposed upon printing
paper, when imported either direftly or indirectly from such country,
dependency, province, or other subdivision of government, an addi-
tional duty equal to the amount of such export duty or other export
charge im by such country, dependency, province, or other sub-
division of government, upon rfntlng paper, wood pulp, or wood for
use in the manufacture of wood pulp.

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment which I send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 80, at the end of line 13, insert the words * valued at above
2% cents per pound.” #

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman. from-Minnesota.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr, HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I offer a further amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 80, line 19, after the word “ paper” insert the worda “‘or
upon an amount of.” »

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, in reference to the amendment
which was just agreed to, would not that leave the matter in
such shape that if Canada should impose an export duty upon
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print paper, valued at less than 2% cents per pound, we would
have no recourse against that? . There is nothing in here to
prevent that, except where you have the free list. You impose
a duty on chemical pulp which we do not import to any extent
from Canada.

Mr. HAMMOND. The effect of this amendment is simply to
limit the retaliatory duty to paper valued at more than 23
cents a pound, because in the free list we have paper up to 2%
cenfs a pound.

Mr, MANN. I understand. This bill carries news print
paper, which is the term usually used, at less than 2} cents
per pound on the free list.

Mr. HAMMOND. Yes.

Mr. MANN. But supposing Canada imposes an export duty
on that paper.

Mr. HAMMOND. There is no retaliatory duty.

Mr. MANN. Of course not in the free list. There is a
retaliatory duty on chemical pulp.

Mr. HAMMOND. But not upon print paper.

Mr. MANN. Is not the gentleman afraid that is rather a
dangerous proposition?

Mr. HAMMOND. The purpose of it is to have print paper
up to 2% cents per pound admitted to this country without the
imposition of any duty here. Of course if we should impose
a retaliatory duty we would make it cost that much more.

Mr. MANN. I think not. If we impose a retaliatory duty
there will be no possibility of their imposing in the near future
an export duty, because the paper could not stand the export
duty and our import duty.

Mr. HAMMOND. That would depend on the size of the export
duty.

Mr. MANN. T think it would not depend upon the size of the
export duty. On 2i-cent paper you would have to make some
duty. Of course, if they put one one-thousandth of 1 per cent,
that would not mean anything.

Mr. HAMMOND. If they put it 10 per cent—— b
Myr. MANN, If they put a 10 per cent export duty on it an
we had a retaliatory duty, that would be 10" per cent import
duty here. That paper could not stand that, coming from

Canada, and hence they would not do it.

Mr. HAMMOND. It is very difficult to determine just what
Canada will do or will not do under certain conditions. At one
time we contemplated a retaliatory duty in connection with the
provision admitting news-print paper under 2% cents free of
duty, but later on it was thought that by so doing we would
simply make it more difficult to bring that paper into this
country. For that reason the committee decided to strike out
the retaliatory provision. Of course, the gentleman understands
ithat the amendment that was just adopted has nothing to do
with the question we have been discussing.

Mr. MANN. I do not so understand; quite the contrary.

Mr. HAMMOND. I think it bas nothing to do with it for
this reason, that we are now engaged in perfecting the para-
graph that contains retaliatory duties upon paper valued at
more than 2% cents per pound, and this amendment which was
agreed to simply proposes that the retaliatory duty shall be
levied on paper valued at above 2% cents a pound.

Mr. MANN. The dutiable part of this paragraph has not
affected paper valued less than 2% cents a pound.

Mr. HAMMOND, Yes.

Mr. MANN. The proviso is one which I wrote some years
ago, I think in practically the same language; perhaps exactly
the same.

Mr. HAMMOND.
bill.

Mr. MANN. That applies to print paper regardless of value.

Mr. HAMMOND. Yes.

Mr. MANN. And the gentleman’s amendment is designed not
to apply to print paper valued at 2% cents or less per pound.

Mr. HAMMOND. Yes.

Mr, MANN. That is the danger in the matter., With print
paper admitted free of duty from Canada, Canada having a sup-
ply of the raw material, the spruce wood, it is almost sure that
the development of the industry will be mostly in Canada.
When they have acquired the development of the industry and
possess the mills, possessing the raw material, the danger is that
they will do in some form what Brazil did in regard to coffee.
We do not get any benefit from taking the tariff off coffee and
if they shall in the end have an incidental development in Can-
ada, then, they having the industry, impose an export on paper,
we will be in a worse position so far as paper is concerned than
now. I do not think they will do that if we had an import duty
based upon the export duty, if they make one, of the same
amount.

Mr. HAMMOND. The gentleman states that if they develop
the industry there and practically control it then they may put

It is very like the language of the Payne

an export duty upon print paper. I faney that he is not far
out of the way in such speculation. If they secure that control
of the market and then put an export duty upon paper and we
have to have that paper we must pay that export charge, and if
there be an additional retaliatory duty here we must pay more
for it than if we took it at their export duty.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman understands it would not have
any practical effect now either one way or the other. It is a
mere declaration of policy written into the law, as far as that
is concerned. I think in the interest of the paper manufactur-
ers, and principally the paper consumers of the country, we
ought to declare our policy that if Canada at any time pro-
poses to impose an extra duty we will impose an import duty of
the same amount, and therefore would prevent an export duty
being imposed.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota.

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

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I offer another committee
amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 80, line 20, after the word * ulp,” strike omt the perlod and
insert the 'words “’necessary to manufactt;re such printing %Zper."

Mr. DONOVAN. Will the gentleman yield for a question for
information in regard to this paper? Do I understand paper
at the present time up to two and a half cents a pound is ad-
mitted free of duty from Canada?

Mr. HAMMOND. At the present time all paper from Canada
valued at not more than 4 cents a pound is admitted free of
duty, if it is made of wood or wood pulp, subject to no export
restrictions. We in this bill have a provision admitting news-
print paper, valued at not more than two and a half cents, free
of duty, and I suppose the effect of this provision, if it is
adopted and enacted into law, will be to repeal or at least ren-
der nugatory section 2 of the Canadian reciproecity act,

Mr. DONOVAN. Now, my next question is, At the present
time what is the export duty on paper up to two and a half
cents a pound from Canada?

Mr. HAMMOND, The export duty on paper going into
Canada?

Mr. DONOVAN. No. What duty does Canada impose upon
a similar grade of paper, say, of 2% cents a pound?

Mr. HAMMOND. I am unable to inform the gentleman.

Mr. MANN. Perhaps I can give some information.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Hamyonp] yleld to the gentleman from Illinols [Mr. MaNx] Y

Mr. HAMMOND. I do.

Mr. MANN. There is no export duty on -paper from Canada.

Mr. DONOVAN. No export duty; buf what does Canada
impose on paper from this country?

Mr. MANN. I do not know; but it is quite a duty..

Mr. DONOVAN. The point I want to make is to show
what a foolish transaction it is upon our part to allow print
paper into this country practically free, at 23 cents a pound,
and we pay $6 or §7 a ton to ship paper there. In other words,
we have performed a fool business act in connection with Can-
ada. [Applause.]

Mr. MANN. The observations of the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. DoNovan], of course, not only apply to paper,
but a good deal more strongly to other articles in the bill.
Print paper coming from Canada now under the Canadian
reciprocity laws is admitted free of duty under certain condi-
tions. Those conditions are such that more than half of the
news-print paper which is imported from Canada is actually
now admitted free. That paper is made from pulp wood cut
upon what are known as the private lands, and comes in free
because there is no restriction in Canada upon the exportation
of the pulp wood. Most of the forests in Canada are owned
by the Provinces, and are called * Crown lands.” The right of
stumpage is leased or sold, and there is a restriction in all the
leases or sales providing that the wood shall be manufactured
in Canada. That is considered a restriction. Paper made
from that pulp wood, or from pulp that is made from that
pulp wood, does not come in free. The Treasury Department
has ruled where paper is made partly from pulp wood that is
cut on Crown lands and partly from pulp wood that is ent on
private lands, they will ascertain the proportion of the pulp
wood that was had in the manufacture of paper and admit
free the proportionate part made from the pulp wood cut on
the private lands, and impose a dnty on the proportionate part
made from pulp wood cut on the Crown lands.

This bill provides for the admission of the news print paper
up to 2% cents a pound free. As I understand, the real pur-
pose of fixing this at 23 cents a pound—and I originally made
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the limit in the law which this follows—was in order to pre-
vent the Canadians taking advantage of the American con-
sumer by charging more than 21 cents for the ordinary news-
print paper. As long as they keep the price down to 2% cents,
they get it in at a lower rate of duty, or, by this bill, free.
The minute that goes up above 2} cents, there is an import
duty on it. \

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chalrman, I should like
to make a very brief observation in reply to the remarks of the
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. DoNxovan]. He comes from a
section of the United States that has always been famous for
its ability to make trades. The Yankees are the best traders
probably in the world, and his natural view of tariff making
as a good Yankee is that we ought not to give away something
to another country without getting something in return from
them—— .

A MewmBer. Even nutmegs.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Even nutmegs, as some gen-
tleman prompts me to suggest. But his remarks are in line
with the message recently sent to the Legislature of the State of
Massachusetts by the governor of that State, in which he depre-
cated the proposed Democratic tariff revision upon the ground
that the only proper way to proceed to revise the tariff was to
do so by making a reciprocal trade or bargain with some other
nation, and that seems to be the opinion also of my good friend,
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. DoNovax].

Now, I agree that it would be very desirable, indeed, if we
could get other countries to make reciprocal bargains with us,
g0 that in reducing our own tariff duties for the sake of our
constumers, we might also get them to reduce theiy tariff duties
so as to give extended markets to our producers.

But the trouble with that arrangement is that if we wait for
that time we shall never get any revision of the tariff down-
ward at all. We have just been through a great campaign in
which we wrote upon our own statute books a law offering
reciprocal bargains to the Dominion of Canada, and instead
of accepting them the Canadians rejected their own side of the
agreement, so that the proposed reciprocity fell to the ground.

Sent here, as we were, commissioned by the consuming public
of the United States to give them relief from tariff burdens,
against which they were justly complaining, what assurance
have we of giving relief to that situation if we pay no heed to
that cry and, instead, offer to them a bargain with some other
country? If I were confident that we could get those bargains
and write them immediately into law I would desire, for the
sake of the manufacturers in the United States, to do so.

But a burned child fears the fire, and we have just been
burned in our endeavor to make a trade with the Dominion
of Canada, our nearest neighbor, the country meost like our-
gelves in habits, commerce, and business manners; and my con-
viction as the result of that experience is that unless we our-
selves proceed immediately to revise the tariff for the sake of
the American consuming public we shallhave to wait until the
cows come home. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I would like to answer
briefly the inquiry of the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
Doxgvax]. I agree with him in the main, but I think that he
does not quite appreciate the situation that exists at the present
time. In order to obtain the pulp to make news-print paper
there must be a large supply of spruce wood. It so happens
that Canada has that large supply. We do not have it in the
United States, but we have a great demand for the paper itself,
so we are hardly in a position to retaliate against importations,
under any terms, of news-print paper from Canada.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a vote.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. HaAMMoND].

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

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

331. P ommonl
bibulous paper, Hiastis DADGE, Dottery DABr: Jotioeopying Taote. whots
or partly manuofactured, crépe paper and filtering paper, and articles
manufactured from any of the foregoing papers or of which such paper
is the component material of chief value, 30 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment,
which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Haaumoxp].

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 80, line 24, after the word “ paper,” insert the words * weighing
not more than 10 pounds per ream of 480 sheets.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. HAMMOND].

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to be allowed to make
an observation,

izlglie CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut is recog-
n -

Mr. DONOVAN. The passage of this bill, if so amended, will
result in this: That the Canadians will receive all the benefits
of the so-called reciprocity act without giving anything in re-
turn. That is true, is it not? [Applause on the Republican
side.]

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to make an observation, too. I represent in part a State that
has the spruce and also has the paper mills for the manufacture
of paper. This industry is only one of many which will suffe
in the great State of Washington. )

While T am on my feet I want to suggest to my good Demo-
cratic friend, the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. DoNovax],
that, following up the discussion that was had on this gide
this afternoon as to who wrote the items of the wool schedule,
we ghall be indebted to him if he will disclose to the House
who wrote the little item concerning gun wads which will soon
be reached. Taxed gun wads under any tariff bill have never
produced more than $300 of revenue per year to the United
States, While my Democratic friend from Connecticut is be-
wailing the loss of protection for his paper mills, for his hat
makers, and for his makers of notions of a thousand kinds, it
must console him to know that the gun wads, made only in his
State, are protected, and that protection is certainly not for
revenue. [Laughter on the Republican side.]

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I will answer no; of
course Canada does not receive all the benefits of reciprocity.
Neither does Canada receive all the benefits under section 2 of
the act. Canada, under section 2, might send us paper under 4
cents free of duty. Under this bill all paper valued over 2%
cents a pound is subject to a duty.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there
for a question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAMMOND. Yes.

Mr. MANN. What is the construction of this committee, if
this becomes a law, upon section 2 of the reciprocity act?

Mr. HAMMOND. Well, of course, the Committee on Ways
and Means is not a judicial body. I do not know that the com-
mittee as a whole has expressed any opinion upon this matter.
I stated a moment ago that it was my own opinion that the
effect of this legislation would be to render nugatory section 2
of the Canadian reciprocity act, and I assume that if section 2
is rendered nugatory it would be practically impossible for
the Canadian reciprocity act to become a law without being
reenacted here. {

Mr. MANN. Of course, so far as paper under 2} cents being
admitted free is concerned, that would not necessarily conflict
with section 2 of the Canadian reciprocity act, because that is
giving something more than is given there,

Mr. HAMMOND. Yes. )

Mr. MANN. But as to paper between 23 and 4 cents, where
You impose a duty upon it in this bill that would be in direct
conflict with the provisions of section 2 of the reciprocity act?

Mr. HAMMOND. Yes; it would.

Mr. MANN. I take it that if that act is a practical repeal of
section 2 of the Canadian reciprocity act it acts practically as a
repeal of the entire act.

Mr, HAMMOND. That is my opinion.

Mr. MANN. Then why not repeal it, and not leave it as a
matter of uncertainty? :

Mr, HAMMOND. I shall be very glad to vote to repeal it.

Mr. MANN. I have always voted for the Canadian reciproc-
ity act.

Mr. HAMMOND. I have always voted against it, and I voted
to repeal it

Mr. MANN. T understand. I voted the other way: but if it
is to be repealed in this way by implication, it would seem to
me that for the purpose of avoiding possible international dis-
putes or questions in court it would be advisable to do directly
that which otherwise would be done indirectly. In other words,
when you are writing a law it is better to make it clear on those
things concerning which you know questions will arise, if you
can do so, than to leave it until after the questions have arisen.

Mr. HAMMOND. If the gentleman from Illinois has an op-
portunity and does move to repeal the Canadian reciproecity act,
I will assure him of one vote.

Mr. MANN. As far as I am concerned, I do not intend to
move to repeal it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman from
Illinois that I do not think myself that this law will repeal
the entire Canadian reciprocity treaty. It will have that effect
as to section 2 undoubtedly, in my opinion, but I think the
balance of the act will stay on the statute books. Of course,
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whether Canada will at any time accept the balance of it with
that portion out, I do not know.

Mr. MANN. Baut, if the gentleman will pardon me, it may be
that we can change our position with that degree of celerity
which would fit the case. We are now claiming that section 2
is a part of the whole Canadian reciprocity act, and hence that
where we grant free paper coming from Canada, that does not
grant free paper coming from Sweden under the clause that
gives Sweden the same rate of import duty that any other
country has, on the ground that this is a reciprocity treaty
with Canada and is to be treated as a whole. Perhaps we
could switch around. I do not know.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But my friend from Illinois overlooks
the faet that Canada has not ratified this reciprocity treaty,
and thérefore it is not a question of repealing a treaty. Of
course, if we sghould leave the law on the statute books and
Canada should then accept the whole of it, it will then become
in the nature of a treaty; and being ratified after this law
goes into effect, the only effect it would have would be so far
as this particular bill changes the terms of that act. .

Mr. MANN. I think the gentleman is mistaken in that.
We would not ratify it after this bill went into effect. We
have passed the law, as far as we are concerned. It is on the
statute books. Now, suppose we in effect repeal one section
of that law and then Canada passes a law in the same terms
as the one which we originally passed, we would not either one
of us get together. The minds of the two Governments would
not meet. It would not amount to anything. It seems to me
it is a practieal repeal.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. The gentleman was genuiqeiy
in favor of the Canadian reciprocity act, as I was. And having,
after a great congressional convulsion, secured the passage of
our side of the law, does not the gentleman think that instead
of endeavoring to repeal the whole law we might leave it on
the statute books, with the hope that, should Canada change
her mind about it, this one trifling point might easily be ad-
justed between the two countries, and we could get all the bene-
fits we hoped for from the whole reciprocity act?

Mr. MANN. I should say it would be desirable either to
repeal it, or else put into this law a saving clause that if the
Canadian reciprocity act should be accepted by Canada section
2 should remain in forece.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment pro-
posed by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. HAMMOND].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. With all this talk I have not received a satisfactory
answer on the point I wanted to bring out. My elaim is that
if this Underwood bill reported by the committee goes into
effect paper will be allow to be brought into this country free
of duty up to 2} cents. That is, when we take it off it comes
in free from the Canadian Province, and paper going out of this
country must pay a duty. Now, the gentleman from Washing-
ton asked me a guestion, and I did not answer him, because
I did not know. I do not want to appear discourteous to the
gentleman. I suppose that the chairman of the committee ought
to answer the question. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the pro
forma amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

332, Tapers, including mp’isr s&nger,with coanted surface or surfaces,
not specially provided for in t on, ineluding wrnﬁping paper with
the surface decorated or eovered with a design, fancy effect, pattern, or
character, whether produced in the pulp or otherwilse, but not by litho-
graphic process, whether or not wholly or partly covered with metal or
its solutions (except as hereinafter provided) or with gelatin or flock, or
em or printed, cloth-lined or reenforced paper, garchment papers,
and grease-proof and imitation parchment papers which have been super-
calendered and rendered transparent, or tsnn-i.lan.\}' 80, by whatever name
known : all other g-reaseli:!rno'r and imitation parchment papers, not spe-
cially provided for in thls section, by whatever name known ; bags, en-
volopes;)aprinted meatter other than lithographic, and all other articles
composed wholly or in chief valoe of any of the foregoing papers, not
ally provided for im this section, and all boxes of r or wood
covered with any of the foregoing paper, 85 per cent ad walorem;
albuminized or semsitized ’pnaﬁr or paper otherwise surface-coated for
E:utamphlc purposes, pla gle papers for albuminizing, sensitizing,
ryta coating, or for photographic or solar printing proceszes, 25 per
cent ad valorem.

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following com-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

I'age 81, line 3, strike ont all after the word * * and down to
and including the word * printed,” in line 10, and rt the words “ in-
cluding wrnﬂplug paper, with coated surface or surfaces, or with the
surface wholly or partly covered or decorated with a design, fancy effect,
pattern, or eharacter, whether produced in the pulp or o ise ; all of
the foregulnﬁg not 1y provided for, whether or not wholly or
covered with metal or its solution or with ’gelati.n or flock or amm
or printed except by lithographie process.”

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota.

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

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 81, line 20, amend by inserting after the first rd “ H
the beginning of the line, thg words ** papler m&ché}' e Repen ac

The CHATRMAN. The guestion is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

M:‘. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

2 Page 81, line 11, after the word *“ paper,” strike out the words
parehment papers.”

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I have a letter addressed to
me by the Glen Mills Paper Co. protesting against the reduc-
tion of the duty upon what is known as vegetable parchment
paper. I move to strike out the two words. If I should be

| successful, that I may keep the record straight, I would like

to give notice that I shall move to substitute for the duty on

parchment paper the rates that we find in the present law.

Mr. Chairman, in my time, I ask to have this letter read.
The Clerk read the letter, as follows: :

Hon. 7. 8. Borres, PHILADELPHIA, April 21, 1913.

House of Representatives, Washington, D, O.
DEAr B1R: We write yon in regard to the pro change of du
on vegetable parchment paper. - Pesuaped Sheng v
The rate In force at the present time Is 2 cents ger pound and 10
per cent ad valorem. The proposed change (H. R. 10 of Apr. 7, 1913,
p. 81, par. 336) by the Hoose committee is per cent ad valorem duty
on parchment’ paper, including it with a number of other papers.
his change would be a most disastrous one, because It would not
only reduce the rate to a point which would enable German competition
to practieally undersell the entire market in this country, but it would
further continue this paper in a class with a lar number of other
]Japm. and for this reason and .also by making the duty ad valorem,
t would render frauds by undervaluation and misdescrlvptlon as pre-
valent as they were in prior years, and almost impossible of de on.
Ad wvalorem duties are generally conceded to be a frultful source of
fraud. Misdescription and undervaluation are almost impossible to
follow up, and it would be but a very short time before the Ameriean
manufacturers of this paper would be driven out by the Germans.
Practically the only foreign country making this paper is Germany,
and none of the German paper has been imported since 1909,
Parchment paper of domestic manufacture formerly sold in this
country at 12 cents per pound, and its ‘?r!ee has eontinuously declined
until it Is now 7§ eents per pound, and this has been entirely under
stress of domestic competition. In the meantime, the efliciency of
labor has declined, and the wages have been increased so that the
economies and the better methods of manufacture bave been partly
offset by the inefliciency and hlfh cost of labor, .
We 11y uest you to use all possible means—
(1) To prevent the inclusion of vegetable parchment paper in a
class along with other ;;;pers.
2; To prevent any change in the existing specific duty.
:3 in e event of change, to prevent it being placed on an ad
valorem basis.

The present duty is 2 cents per pound and 10 per cent ad valorem.
We think that if it were necessary to make any reduction that the
reduction wcenld be soffielent if the 10 per cent ad valorem were
stricken out.

Thanl::ligf you very much fer your favor, we are,

Troly, yours,
Tae GLex MiLLs Parer Co.,
Per J. M. DoLax.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, the letter has been read and
the views of my constituents will appear in the Recogp. I now
await the operation of the committee upon the request of my
constituents. I have endeavored to comply with their request.
They will not hold me responsible for the failure, but they will
charge it properly to the Demeocratic side of the House.

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, in the letter just read, if I
understood correctly, the writer stated that 10 per cent ad
valorem might be dropped and the specific rate continued. The
present rate upon parchment paper, reduced to an equivalent ad
valorem, is 47 per cent. Dedueting 10 per cent would leave an
equivalent ad valorem of 37 per cent. The rate we have fixed
at 35 per cent, so that there is not a great difference between
what the gentleman says might be done with safety and what we
have done.

Mr. BUTLER. The principal protest is agalnst the ad va-
lorem duty. My constituents want a specific duty. I am not
criticizing the gentleman beecause he does not accept the amend-
ment. The gentleman will reeall that while the principal pro-
test is against the specific duty, it is also against the reduction
whiech the gentleman’s committee has made.

Mr. HAMMOND. The reduction is only about 2 per cent
from what the gentleman would be content with if it was a
specific duty.

The CHATIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BuTLER].

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.
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, The Clerk read as follows:

Page 81, line 25, after the words “ ad valorem,” strike out the period
and idngert a semicolon and the words * parchment paper, 2 cents per
pound,

Mr. MOORE. This is merely reenforcing the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BuUTLER],
and slightly reduces the Payne rate.

The CHAIRMAN. The question igs on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The amendment was rejected. i

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 81, line 11, after the words * reenforced paper,” insert the
words * parchment and vellum.”

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, this is to encourage Americans
to manufacture parchment and vellum. It all comes in from
foreign countries now, and it could be made here if there were a
duty upon it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman,
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 81, line 22, after the word ' purposes” insert “ 30 per cent
ad valorem.”

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is in order
to make a compensatory duty between paper to be prepared for
photographic process and the actual paper ready for the photog-
rapher’'s use. It seems that there should be a distinction
between the two, as testified to by some constituents of mine.
The following message I received to-day:

Rate on sensitized or surface-coated photo paper should be higher
than on plain. It is a luxury; benefits stman only.

We have heard a great deal about hitting at the trust, and
at the request of these constituents of mine I beg to solicit the
assistance of the Democrats in an endeavor to hit the trust in
one particular. This seems to be a very good means of giving
the trust just a little bit of a knock, or, rather, letting one of
them have a little of the kind of treatment which it has been
agreed we ought to give to them.

Further, I would ask the gentleman from Minnesota in
charge of this section if there should not be a compensatory
duty between these two kinds of paper. I also wish to submit a
brief that has been sent to me that was prepared for submission
to the House Committee on Ways and Means during their ses-
sions last winter, but which was not submitted, in view of the
fact that a general appearance was put in on behalf of the
paper manufacturers in my section rather than for this special
kind of paper. I would ask the Clerk to read this in my time.
May I ask the indulgence of the gentleman from Minnesota,
also, that he answer the question which I have asked?

The Clerk read as follows:

Hon, Oscar W. UNDERWOOD,

Chairman Committee on Ways and Mecans,
¥ House of Recpresentatives, Washington, D, C.:

The undersigned, B. D. Rising P!hl&el' Co., are manufacturers of pafper
at Housatonic, Berkshire County, 88. We joln with other manufac-
turers In the request that there no radical change in the classification
of papers as it appears in the tariff act of A st 5, 1909. Manufac-
turers and importers have become familiar with the classification, and
g0 have the inspectors and appraisers. Any change would necessitate
much labor and argument and the loss of valuable time in determining
the duty on different kinds of paper under a new classification. We
are urticulaﬂg interested in—

¥ Bu. 411. Plain basic papers for albuminizing, sensitizing, baryta
coating, or for photographic or solar printing processes, 3 cents per
pound and 10 per cent ad valorem.™

Very little of this kind of paper was made In this country previous
to the enactment of the tariff of 1807, and even afterwards, as that act
imperfectly described the padper; ls.rqe quantities were broufht in as
* printing paper.” This undervaluation was made impossible by the
act of 1909, and under the protection thus afforded a large business has
been developed, affording employment to many feop!e.

Any reduction in the duty on this paper will result in the business
golng entirely to forelgn mills, because they are able to produce the
oods much cheaper than in this country. he supply of raw material
for the manufacture of blue-print and photographic papers in this
country is not sufficient, and very large quantities are imported from
Europe. American manufacturers must pay more for these materlals
than the foreign manufacturers or they can not obtain them. When
they have done so and have pald freight and other charges to b the
materials to their mills, and added the high labor rates prevailing here,
tlge c?lst of the finished product must be greater than if manufactured
abroad,

That the present duty on these papers is nome too high is further
ghown by the fact that importations are lucrenslnf rapidly, as will be
geen by the attached statement from the records of the Treasury Depari

ment :
Pounda.

Plain basic photographic paper imported year 1907 . - 2, 218, 496
Plain basic photographic paper imported year 1911_________ 8,550, 510

Note the increase of 60 per cent in four years.

I offer the following

All phot hi imported year enc T e O S
pho Ta) ¢ paper 1lmpor ear ending June ¥
All ph :’H ph[' s mm ed d di - June 30, AR08
photographic paper rt ear ending June 30,
ographic paper impo ¥ g o0

Note the steady increase and that the value of tpa r imported in the
ear endl.ngﬂgune 30, 1911, is nearly double that for the year ending

une 30, 1
all this paper should not be made in this

There is no reason wh |
country except that the foreign manufacturers have the advantage of

lower costs of labor and material. .

It should further be noted that photographic paper, either plain or
coated, Is not one of the necessa-ies of Iif II)mt is sold at an enormous
profit by one of the biggest and worst trusts in the country.

Any reduction In duty will benefit nobody but the manufacturers of
camera supplies, who send large sums of money out of this country,
and cause a loss of employment, which will greatly injure the wuage
earner.

B. D. RisiNc Parer Co,,
CHas, McKExNON, Treasurcr.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts. ;

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. J. M. C. SMITH. Mr. Chairman, when the question was
asked by the gentleman from Connecticut a few moments ago,
whether or not section 2 of the Canadian reciprocity is repealed
by this act, no one seemed to be able to give the information.
The reciprocity act that was heretofore passed by this House
and enacted into law did not conform with any of the principles
that are advocated by the Republican Party, in that it provided
for the importation of the products of another country into this
country without duty, whereas that country charged us a duty
when we shipped our products into that country. That is not a
good business policy. I do not think that conforms to the best
interests of America, and I think that the people of this coun-
try and the manufacturers of paper are entitled to know whether
or not, by the enactment of this into law, that particular sec-
tion will or will not be repealed. It is reported by the Tariff
Board that it costs $3.50 a ton more to manufacture paper
in this country than it does in Canada. But there is nobody
who need say that Canada would put an import duty upon rhe
products that we ship into that country, providing they were
not opposed to the import or to our export. According to the
information. I have, we have 40,000,000,000 feet of fir spruce
and other paper timber in this country, sufficient to supply
the need for all time, if it is properly conserved, for the manu-
facture of paper. One of the purposes for the enactment of the
Canadian reciprocity treaty and for this particular provision
was, according to Democratic principles, that we would get
our product cheaper, and I leave it to the House or any Mem-
ber here to say whether or not that condition has come about,
and I stand with the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Ham-
moxp] to repeal that act in toto from top to bottom, and I
hope before this Congress adjourns that that will be done.
The reciprocity treaty with Canada was rejected by that coun-
try, and belittled us in the eyes of the world. The Republican
Party heard from the American farmers in the election of 1912
because of having promulgated reciprocity with Canada, and by
the passage of this act promulgating free trade and one-sided
reciprocity with the world the Democratic Party will hear
from the people in 1914.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. J. M. C. SarH].

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

333. Pictures, calendars, cards, labels, flaps, cigar bands, placards,
and other articles composed wholly or in chief value of paper litho-
graphically printed in whole or in part from stone, metal, or material
other than gelatin (except boxes, views of American scenery or objects,
and musle, and illustrations when forming part of a periodical or news-
paper, or of bound or unbound books, accompanying the same, not
specially provided for in this section) shall pay duty at the following
rates : bels. flaps, and cigar bands, if printed entirely in bronze

rinting, 15 per cent ad valorem: if printed otherwise than entirely in
ronze grl‘.ntmg but not printed in whole or in part in metal leaf, 25
per cent ad vaiorem; if printed in whole or in part in metal leaf, 30
per cent ad valorem; booklets, books of paper or other material for
children’s use, not exceeding in welght 24 ounces each, fashion maga-
zines or periodicals, grlnted n whole or in part by lithographic process
or decorated by hand, booklets, decorated in whole or in part by han

or bf spraying, whether or not lithographed, 12 per cent ad valorem ;
decalcomanias in ceramic colors, whether or not backed with metal leaf,
and all other decalcomanias, except toy decalcomanias, 20 per cent ad
valorem ; pletures, calendars, cards, placards, and all other articles
than those hereinbefore specifically provided for in this paragraph, 20
per cent ad valorem,

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I offer a committee amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report it.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 82, line 4, strike out the words *other than gelatin,” and,
after the word *or,” insert the word * other.”

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.
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Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report it.
The Clerk read as follows: -
Page 82, line 25, after the words “ad wvalorem,” strike out the
period and insert in lleu thereof the following:-
“Provided, That articles com wholly or in ehief value of ‘pcpg
or

printed by the photogelatin process and not special ovided

- 11
this act shall be dutiable at 8 cents per pound nng ﬁ per cent ad

valorem.”

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, this is lower than the Payne
rate and is simply intended to protect the American manufac-
turers against foreign competition.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

234. Writing, letter, note, handmade paper and paper commerciaily
known as handmade paper and machine handmade paper, japan %:per
and imitation japan paper by whatever name known, and ledger, bond,
record, tablet, typewriter, manifold, and onlonskin and imitation onion-
gkin papers ecalendercd or uncalendered, whether or not any such
paper is ruled, bordered, embossed, printed, lined, or decorated in any
manner, 25 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 83, line 8, after the word * manner,” strike out “25 per
cent * and insert * 35 per cent.”

AMr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, the paper industry is one
of the largest industries in western Massachusetts, and the
mills feel that the rates proposed in the Underwood bill are
very detrimental to their interests. They consider that the
lowest rate in this section should not be under 40 per cent.
This rate of 35 per cent which I have proposed is a reduction
from the existing rafe, as I understand it, and it seems to me
that it is not more than a fair return on the industry that it
represents. You will note by the brief filled by the Paper
Makers' Association that the comparative rate of wages in this
country and in Germany is as follows: The skilled labor in
Germany receives from 8 to 16 cenfs per hour and in Ameriea
from 25 to 50 cents per hour. Unskilled labor in Germany re-
ceives from G to 11 cents and in America from 13 to 25 cents
per hour,

Mr. AUSTIN. What about the length of hours they work?

Mr. TREADWAY. Both the skilled and unskilled laborers
work shorter hours in America than they do in Germany. This
is very sirong proof that labor will cobtain a large share of
any benefit of a tariff act, and if the tariff is reduced on these
papers labor must eventually give up a portion of its gain. We
have been over this subject with our friends on the other side
so frequently that I do not care at this time to transgress upon
the time of the House. We make this appeal in behalf of the
men employed in the paper mills of western Massachusetts,
not in behalf of the manufaeturers.

The competition between the paper mills there is such that the
profits have been extremely low, and I could furnish, if you
desired it, statistics eorroborating these statements. It seems
to me that we ought to comsider the welfare of the employees
in these great mills and not compel them to accept a lower scale
of wages in competition with foreign labor.

Mr., NORTON. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TREADWAY. I have buot 2 moment. I do not intend
to go into any lengthy discussion, as I realize it is useless, the
Democratic eaucus having settled in advance and without con-
gideration of the merits of the case what action is to be taken
upon every amendment offered in behalf of the great industries
of my State. )

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Austin], I think, started
to interrupt.

Mr, AUSTIN. I was simply going fo ask the gentleman not
to be discouraged. This side has sueceeded in getting so many
amendments on the bill that if you talk a little longer you may
get another.

Mr. TREADWAY. I will appreciate your cooperation in
behalf of the men I am speaking for.

Mr. AUSTIN. You will get it.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY].

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.
The Clerk read as follows:
or H8E, Dopdercd, eupoused. Delnted,

cent ad valorem.

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
Haurmoxsp] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report,

rovided for in this sectlon, folded
ted, decorated, or lined, 15 per

The Clerk read as follows:
vﬁpo:lgatorssih 1tlﬁie: s?.\c?igg_"m' strike out the words *“‘not specially pro-

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. HamMMORD].

Mr. MANN. May I ask the gentleman a question?

The CHAIEMAN. Does the gentleman from Minnesota yield
to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. HAMMOND. Yes.

Mr. MANN. I notice that this makes a very severe reduction
in fancy envelopes. I am not very well informed in reference
to the business. Embossed, printed, tinted, decorated, or lined
enve}opes are reduced from 25 to 15 per cent, the same as plain
envelo

Mr. HAMMOND. The average rate upon envelopes, I think,
is 27 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. MANN. Plain envelopes now come in, I think, at 20
per cent, and fancy envelopes at——

Mr. HAMMOND. Thirty, is it not?

Mr. MANN. Thirty-five per cent. Of course, whatever the
average is does not make any difference as to my inguiry of
whether there ought to be little higher rate, either as a pro-
tective or a revenue measure, on fancy envelopes.

Mr. HAMMOND. I will say to the gentleman that he has
undoubtedly noticed an apparent inconsistency in the rate upon
writing paper and the rate upon envelopes. That was sug-
gested to the committee, and it was proposed at one time to
increase the rate upon envelopes. We have not done so, how-
ever. The difference in rates has been earried for a number of
yvears, and is in the present law. Belleving the ad valorem
would take care of the different values of the envelopes, we did
not feel like going over 15 per cent. We desire to make a re-
duction, and if we did not go below 20 per.cent, there would be
no reduction on plain envelopes.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Haamuoxp].

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

Mr, HAMMOND, Mryr. Chairman, I offer another amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota offers a
further amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 83, line 10, after the word * flat,” insert the word ® plain.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

83, line 9, strike out paragraph 335 and insert in lieu thereof

the fottowd

e fo ng:

* 335. Par?er envelopes not specially rnﬂdedufub?’ égr eicrlhls section,
orem ; T , embossed,

folded or flat, if plain, 20 per cent ad wi
printed, tinted, decorated, or lined, 35 per cent ad valorem.”

Mr. MOORE. This restores the Payne rate, and the reason
for it is this, that the duty fixed upon envelopes is here fixed
at 15 per cent while the duty on the paper from which the envel-
opes are made is fixed at 25 per cent. These figures would make
it almest impossible for the manufacturer of envelopes to suec-
cessfully eompete with the foreign manufacturer.

Mr. PAYNE. I am afraid the gentleman does not understand
the theory. They put them all at the low rate of duty in order
that it may benefit the impecunious consumer of the United
States. The gentleman does not understand the theory.

Mr. MOORE. Evidently I do not. *

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore].

The guestion was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

337. Books of all kinds, bound or umbound, including blank books,
glate books and pamphlets, engravings, photographs, etchings, maps,
charts, music in bocks or sheets, and printed matter, all the foregoing
and not specially provided for In this section, 15 per cent ad valorem.
Views of any landseape, scene, bullding, place, or loeality in the United
States, on tardboard or paper, not thinner than eight one-thousandths
of 1 inch, by whatever process printed or produced, including those
wholly or in part produced by either Iithographic or photogelatin
process (exgept show cards), occupying 35 square inches or f
surface per view, bound or unbound, or in any other form, 43 per
cent ad valorem; thinner than eight ome-thousandths of 1 inch, §2
per thousand.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment.
The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Page 83, line 22, after the word * section,” strike out ““ 15 per cent
ad valorem " and insert in lieu thereof * 25 per cent ad valorem."”

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. Usperwoop] if this paragraph, re-
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ferring to “ books of all kinds,” will also include Bibles, which
have been transferred to the free list?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It would if they were not on the free
list.
Mr. MOORE. Then Bibles are to be distinguished from
“books of all kinds” as referred to in this paragraph?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes. The committee is of the opinion
that there is one Book in all the world that ought not to be
taxed. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MOORE. I am glad the committee is of that mind, for
this is the first time they have displayed any religious feeling
since this discussion began. [Laughter on the Republican side.]

But, Mr. Chairman, not desiring to delay the committee fur-
ther, I wish to say that the printers’ and pressmen’'s and
binders’ unions, and union men generally, are opposed to this
transfer of books to the free list. They are also opposed to the
reduction of duty from 25 per cent to 15 per cent. I shall
extend in the Ricomp some things they have to say on that
subject. I think this paragraph is decidedly against the inter-
ests of union Iabor, of which we have so many champions on
the other side of the House.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moozre].

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman from
Pennsylvania allow me a question right there?

Mr. MOORE. Yes

Mr. DONOVAN. Did I understand the gentleman to eay
that he objected to the passage of this schedule?

Mr. MOORE. I object to the passage of the schedule; yes.
I object also to the passage of the bill.

Mr. DONOVAN. Is it because the gentleman thinks that
the work on the books—the work of the printers and all—will
be done on the other side, and that that work will be given
to labor of that class on the other side?

Mr. MOORE. I say that if we had the printing done on the
other side, and employed the pressmen on the other =side,
and employed the bookbinders on the other side, and all the
other labor of diversified character entering into the making
of books of all kinds, whether Bibles or not, included in this
paragraph, it would transfer the industry to the other side of
the water, and we would have to buy what they send to us. I
thick it would be far better to have this work done in the United
States, rather than have it sent over to Canada or Europe or
Germany or England and have their people make them. T
think it would be better, if we had money to spend, to spend
among our own people, in our own country, and I think that
it would be better, even in the case of Bibles, for which there
is a demand, and in which, for the first time, there seems to
be an interest on the Democratic side. I think it would be a
gplendid thing for our people to buy them from American pub-
lishers. The truth is that Bibles are being distributed all
over the world, and they are being printed in the United States,
and the printing and circulation of the Bible gives our people
employment and helps to civilize the nations of the world, and
that civilization brings money to the United States. [Applause
con the Republican side.]

Mr. AUSTIN. Mr. Chairman, allow me to say to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania that we are going to have so much
money in the near future under the operation of this bill
that we shall not be able to spend it all at home, and here is a
provision under which we may be able to spend some of it
abrond. [Laughter on the Republican side.]

Mr. MOORE. I know my friend from Tennessee [Mr. AUs-
TiN] is speaking satirically in this instance, although he is
right in his opposition to the bill.

Mr. MANN. If the gentleman will permit, I would like to
ask if he knows why they propose fo place Bibles on the free
list in this bill?

Mr. MOORE. No.

Mr. MANN. It is probably because they know the people
throughout the country will have so much spare time on their
hands, not having anything else to do, that they will have
ample leisure in which to read the Bible, and they think they
ought to be furnished with it cheaply. [Laughter on the Re-
publican side.]

Mr. FOSTER. On the contrary, I think the people have
been enduring so much suffering on account of the operations
of the Payne law in the last four years that they should be
permitted to get comfort from reading the Bible, and to that
end they should be permitted to buy it cheaply. [Laughter on
the Democratic side.]

Mr. PAYNE. They will have to do something more than
merely read the Bible if they want to make a living.

I011!1:{1'. MOORE. The communications I referred to were as
owWs :

ALLIED PRINTING TRADES COUNCIL, PHILADELPHIA, PA.

Hon. J, HANMPTON Moonn,

Washington. D. 0.
Desr SIn:

‘Whereas it has been brought to the attention of the Allied Printing
Trades Council of Philadelphia that the Presbyterian Publication
Committee is advocating the removal of the Present duty on Bibles of
foreign manufacture and the placing of religious publications of all
kinds on the free list; and

Whereas the universally accepted theory of tariff protection compre-
hegds the equalizing of opportunities for American and foreign labor;

an
Whereas there has been placed before committees of the Congress Indis-

putable evidence that the d?rmting industry of the TUnited States

stands in great need of additional protective legislation In order to

suecessfully compete with forelgn markets: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Allied Printing Trades Council of Philadelphia,
in regular meeting assembled on Friday evening, February 21, 1913, does
hereby earnestly protest agalnst any reduetion of the present import
duties on nted matter; and be it further

Resgolved, That Members of the Congress be fervently petitioned to
promote legislation designed to such additional duties on Imports
of printed matter as they, from their investigations, shall find to be
just and proper,

RopErT L. BARNES, Sccretary.

ALLIED PRINTING AND BOOKBINDING
ES ASSOCIATION OF AMERI
New York.
The following was adopted at a meeting of the representatives of the
Allied Printin¥ and Bookbinding Trades Association of America at the
National Hotel, Washington, D. C,, April 20, 1913:
“Resolved, That we earnestly petition the United States Senate to
t l?l'ilfuc hearing to American ecltizens en the revised and amended

“As members of trades who are threatened with loss of employment

?}r redigﬁllon of Scm{lftd}uleru, w‘& sskmth:t t!miﬂgltetgy Sf;tg i!ennttod;unt
0 us the oppor of proving tbat our indus great danger
if the revl bill should gecoma a law. e

“ We ask this privilege as American citizens to lay before your body
evidence which will disclose and prove to you the dangers of this legis-
lation to the American workman.”

PHILADELPHIA PRINTED Booxk BINpeErRs’ UNION,
Philedelphia, February 17, 1913.
Hon. J. HAxrTOoN MoORE, M.

C..
Washington, D. O.

My DeAr CoNGRESEMAN : Find inclosed copy ef a resolution adopted
'Ig our o tion, which is self-explanatory. We are seeking your
d in this matter, which means so much to our eraft, nmot only in

Philadelphia but throughout the eountry.

Our committee will be pleased to eall upon you while in Philadelphia
to explain any feature that you should want explained.

T Thanking you for any aid that you may extend to us in this matter,
am,
Yours, sincerely, J. HowArDp BeerY, Sr.
P. 8.—Find inclosed copy of our agreement and scale of wages that

we have with our employers, showing our rellability, 2

Whereas it has been brought to our attention that the Presbyterlan
Publication Committee appeared before lyom- honorable body, request-
that all religious publications be &aced upon the free list, also
asking that the 25 per cent duty on Bibles be taken off ; and
Whereas we, members of Local No. 2, International Brotherhood of
Bookbinders, whieh have a membership of over 15,000 mechanies,
both male and female, throughout the United States who are em-
ployed in making these Bibles and religious and who are a
rt of this great constituency, endeavoring to bulld up our in-
gstrles by baving uniform laws maintained, where the journeymen
and s?prent%cea can earn living wages and support thelr familles
roperly ; an
YWhereas at the present time here in Philadelphia the largest Bible
publication house in America, employing hundreds of illed me-
chanles, and having done abroad thousands of dollars’ worth of
Bibles and religious lpublieat:lona each year under our existing tariff
laws, by having Bibles and all rellgious publications upon the free
list, as advocated by the Presbyterian committee, would mean throw-
ing out of work thousands of employees throughout the United
States and closing down our workshops, for if American mechanices
can not compete with the foreign labor under our present tariff laws
it would mean the elimination, so far as the American workmen are
concerned, of our present book industry if all books were placed upon
the free list; and
Whereas at the present time figures taken from statisties showing the
difference between the American and foreign paid labor and hours’
work per day, with almost the elimination of child labor, In Amer-
iea, but not in force in some of those foreign competitive countries
which American labor must compete inst, also in foreign countries
operating our American-manufactured labor-saving machines, same as
are operated in our country:

Maxi-
it Hours | mum
Ti

R

o | weak.
Germany (work home at nlghts) . . .o ciciiiiiiiiaannannncsisns 9 £4.00
France (work home at nights) ¥ 9 7.00
England (child labor)....... 9 12.00
gium (sweatshop system 110 6.00
Russia (swea system). .. . 110 5.00
Austria (sweatshop System).. ...ceeveciosscsnasnsscssnncacascsnas 110 5.00
LIplY. (SWeataBoD SYStOL ) oo oo sy st r o e RS B S s mm 110 4.50
Spa{n (Bwestshop BYSIAIN). . . o\ iiiciisinsairassannr i asamn s s e dns 110 4.50
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Also in some of these countries the mechanics’ families are working on
book covers during the day while the fathers and brothers are in the
binderies. In Belgium, Russia, Austria, Italy, and Spain children are
employed in these workshops 10 and 12 years old, while in the
United States our child-labor laws in most States prohibit girls and
boys from working in factories under certain ages, which, at an
average, is four to six years above those in foreign countries. These
are the conditions confronting the American mechaniecs and workmen,
who receive most universally the eight-hour day and wages ranging,
in the book industry, from $18 to $22 per week, along with our great
cost of living here America: And be it

Resolved, That Local No. 2, International Brotherhood of Bookbind-
ers, do hereby unanimously protest against any such reduction, know-
mﬁ the deplorable calamity it would cause, not only to the bookbinding
in ustrty but throu{,"hout the printing trades ; and be it further

Resolved, That Local No. 2, International Brotherhood of Bookbind-
ers, recommend an increase on the present tariff on Bibles and religious
books, also all books bound in forelgn countries, printed sheets flat or
folded, books partly bound, covers for books, either leather or cloth
covers for books, with or without any labor upon the same, pieces of
leather or any other materials, stamped or printed, for books or book-
cases, should have sufficient duties added to equalize the dilference
between American and foreign-pald labor: and be it further

Resolved, That Local No. 2, International Brotherhood of Bookbind-
ers, wish to present the deplorable conditions of their industry cansed
by the unj discrimination of our import laws, not only upon Bibles
and religious books, but our fine bindings that have left our shores to be
done in foreign binderies, which it has forced in America the closing of
our flne binderies and forcing our mechanics into other fields, after
spending their lives in becoming masters of their respective trades; and

be it further
Resolved, That we ask for no a{l\'nntai:e over our foreign competitor,
t will equalize the difference

but place the tariff h!ﬁh enough that

between paid labor in European countries and the United States, and
if the foreign countries can produce a superior and cheaper book after
all conditions are equal, then they should have the trade on supremacy.

[8BAL.] A. NorMAN HANNINGS, President.

WiLLiaM J, LEwis, Secretary.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore].

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. PAYNE. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moorg]
is exercised over the rest of this paragraph. I remember four
years ago there were brought before us barrels of post-card
pictures of scenery in this country “made in Germany.” It
seemed to be one of the chief occupations of people in Germany,
and it was impossible to find any such views of American
scenery made in the United States. I recall that a contract
was made in my own town for the production of such plctures
in Germany. We put the duty up so there was a 75 per cent
rate on those things, and thereby we stopped that German busi-
ness. As a result the retailers and the public here are now get-
ting them for about the same price as they formerly paid for
the foreign-made pictures of our home scenery, and our people
do the work.

Pictures of that character are used on various other things
besides post cards. They are used in many instances on the
calendars which newspapers sell to the newsboys once a year,
on New Year's Day, when the boys come around and tax us a
guarter or half a dollar apiece for calendars. There is no
excuse for allowing the newspapers to procure these calendars
more cheaply. Of course there is no connection between the
newspapers getting these a little cheaper under this change in
the tariff and a desire on the part of Democracy to “ snuggle
up " closer to the press. Perish any thought of that kind! And
still it is difficult to see what other motive there was on the
part of the committee in making such a severe cut, unless they
prefer to see the legend on American landscapes, “ Printed in
Germany.” That may be a dear thought to them, although it
causes the cheek of our worthy President to blush with shame
every time he sees it. Perhaps they want to shame him. I
do not know but they want to get even with him for changing
the bill from what it was when the Ways and Means Committee
had it. [Laughter on the Republican side.] Possibly it may
pe chagrin because the pie counter has been kept from so many
and they want something to bring him to a realizing sense of
their gnawing hunger. But, Mr. Chairman, I will not interfere
with the harmony of the bill by even offering an amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

339. All boxes made wholly or In chlef value of paper or papier-
milché, if covered with surface-coated paper, 35 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. HAMMOND. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page "84, strike out paragraph 339.

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

840, Playing cards, 60 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 84, line 14, after the word * cards,” strike out “ 60" and insert
in lieu thereof * 50."

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the com-
mittee has treated playing cards as a luxury. They have put
the rate so high that it is impossible for the poor man to obtain
a pack of cards to while away a winter evening. Having infor-
mation that cards are used by the other side who are largely
in the majority, and that there will be ample time after the bill
goes into effect for them to spend their time as pleasantly as
possible, I have moved to reduce the rate.

Mr. MANN. Does the gentleman use playing cards himself?

Mr. MOORE. Not at all.

Mr. MANN. If he did he would know that the cost of cards
does not cut much ice—at the end of the game. [Laughter.]

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. MOORE. Yes.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I suppose the gentleman will
follow up this amendment when we come to the paragraph
relating to poker chips, making the blue chips a luxury and the
white ones a necessity. [Laughter.] -

Mr. MANN. He would if he knew the difference. [Laughter.]

Mr. MOORE. I knew some gentlemen on the other side
would give me some expert information. [Laughter.] If any-
body knows anything about cards, the gentlemen on the other
side of the House do. Now, in the interest of the * downtrodden
and the poor” I have offered this amendment, and I hope it
will be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The question was taken, and the amendment was lost.

The Clerk read as follows:

Schedule N—Sundries.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com-
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the commiftee rose; and the Speaker having
resumed the chair, Mr. GARrReTT of Tennessee, 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. 3321—the tariff bill—and had come to no resolution
thereon.

RECESS, -

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama moves that
the House take a recess until 8 o’clock.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 50
minutes p. m.), the House stood in recess until 8 o'clock p. m.

EVENING SESSION.

The recess having expired, the House was called to order by
the Speaker.
THE TARIFF.

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.
3321—the tariff bill.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Commitiee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 3321) to reduce tariff duties and
to provide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes,
with Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee in the chair,

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will proceed with the reading
of the bill.

The Clerk read as follows:

343. Draids, featherstitched braids, fringes, gimps, gorings, all the
roreﬁomg of whatever material composed, and articles made wholly or
in chief value of any of the foregoing not speelally provided for in this
section, B0 per cent ad valorem.

M:. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers
an amendment which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 85. line 1, strike out the letters “ ed™ in * featherstitched,” so
that it will*read * featherstitch.”

The amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk read as follows:

344, Braids, plaits, laces, and willow sheets or squares, composed
wholly or in chief value of straw, chip, grass, palm leaf, willow, osier,
rattan, real horsehair, cuba bark, ramie, or manila hemp, sultable for
maki or ornamenting hats, bonnets, or hoods, not bleached, dyed,
colored, or stained, 15 per cent ad wvalorem ; if bleached, dyed, colored,
or stained, 20 per cent ad valorem; hats, bonnets, and hoods com-
posed wholly or in chief value of straw, chip, grass, palm leaf, willow,

r. rattan, cuba bark, ramie, or manila hemp, whether wholly or
partly manufactured, but not blocked or trimmed, 25 per cent ad
valorem ; if blocked or trimmed, 40 per cent ad valorem. But the
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terms “grass” and “straw ' shall be understood to mean these sub-
E;nnceg in their natural form and structure, and not the separated fiber

ereol. 1

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

+ The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers
an amendment, which will be reported by the Clerk.

The Clerk read as follows:

FPage 85, line 16, at the end of the line insert the words “and in
chief valone of such materials.” s

The amendment was agreed fo.

The Clerk read as follows:

345. Brooms, 15 per cent ad valorem ; brushes and feather dusters of
all kinds, and hair pencils In quills or otherwise, 85 per cent ad
valorem,

-Mr., PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The genfleman from Pennsylvania offers
an amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Strike out the paragraph and insert the following in lleu thereof :

* 345. Brooms, made of broom corn, straw, wooden fibers, or twigs,
15 per cent ad wvalorem ; brushes and feather dusters of all kinds, an
hair pencils In quills or otherwise, 85 per cent ad valorem.”

The amendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

348. Buttons or parts of buttons and button molds or blanks, finished
or unfinished, not specially provided for in this section, and all collar
or cuff buttons and studs composed wholly of bone, mother-of-pearl, or
ivory, 40 per cent at valorem.

Mr. AVIS. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from West Virginia offers
an amendment, which will be reported by the Clerk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Insert as a mew paragraph :

‘3483, Bituminous coal and shale, 40 cents per ton of 28 bushels,
£0 pounds to the bushel ; goal slack or culm, such as will pass throu
a half-inch screen, 15 cents per ton of 28 bushels, 80 pounds to the
bushel : Provided, That the rate of 15, cents per ton herein designated
for ‘coal slack or culm’ shall be held to apply to importations of
coal slack or culm produced and screened in the ordinary way, as such,
and so sh?}ped from the mine; coke, 20 per cent ad valorem; composi-
tions used for fuel in which coal or coal dust is the component
material of chief value, whether In briquettes or other form, 20 m
cent ad valorem : Provided further, That on all coal imported into
United States, which is afterwards used for fuel on board vessels pro-
pelled by steam and engaged In trade with foreign countries, or in
trade begwe&n the Atlantic and Pacific ports of the United States, and
which are registered under the laws of the United States, a drawback
ghall be allowed equal to the duty imposed by law upon such coal,
and shall be paid under such regulations as the Becretary of the
Treasury shall prescribe.”

Mr. AVIS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the attention of
Members of the House, and particularly of Democratic Members,
io the fact that at no time in the history of this Government,
except during the anthracite strike of 1903, when all coal was
admitted to this country by law free of duty for one year,
which was a measure of emergency and expediency, has bitumi-
nous coal ever been placed upon the free list.

Itecognizing that there is a popular demand for revising the
tariff downward, it will be noted that I have fixed the duty on
bituminous coal at 40 cents per ton, on coal slack or eulm at 15
cents per ton, and on coke at 20 per cent ad valorem. The
duties provided in the present law are 45 cents per ton on
bituminous coal, 15 cents per ton on coal slack or culm, and
20 per cent ad valorem on coke. I do not know whether it will
have any weight or influence with the distingnished gentlemen
on the other side of the aisle or not, but permit me to inform
you that the amount of duty on bituminous coal named in the
proposed amendment is the same as that provided in the Wilson-
Gorman law. While I think the present duties on bituminous
<oal, coal slack, culm, and coke are none too high to adequately
protect our great and growing bituminous-coal and coking in-
dustries and the many thousands of hard-working miners and
their families, who are dependent upon these industries for
their livelihood and daily bread, yet I have proposed to lower
the duties provided by existing law to the figures named in the
amendment which I have offered.

The great bituminous-coal and lignite producing States of
this Union are Pennsylvania, West Virginia, Illinois, Ohio,
Indiana, Kentucky, Alabama, Virginia, Colorado, Wyoming,
Washington, and Montana.

The Nation's annual production of bituminous coal and lg-
nite is about 406,000,000 tons, the value of which, in round
numbers, is $450,000,000, and in which production 555,000 men
are engaged. A higher wage scale and a higher production
cost prevail in this country than in any other country in the
world. In British Columbla and Vancouver wages are from

30 to 50 per cent lower than in this country; in Nova Scotia
wages are from 20 to 25 per cent lower than here; and the
average wages paid to conl miners in this country are more than

double those paid in England, while the hours of labor are
much shorter,

I for one am unwilling to and will never vote to reduce the
wages, to lower the standard of living, or increase the hours
of labor of our American miners to those or that, as the case
may be, of foreign countries. While the wages of coal miners
in this country and in the State of West Virginia, which I have
the honor to humbly represent, exceed those of any other see-
tion of the universe, I earnestly desire our bituminous coal
and coking industries to be made and kept so prosperous that
coal miners will be, as they should be, the best paid laborers for
the least number of hours work of any of our industries. And
why not? The coal miner is certainly a laborer worthy of his
hire. No employment is more hazardous or fraught with more
danger, no work more exacting and uncomfortable, and no occu-
pation more conducive to physical infirmity and loss of health
and limb than his. Yet our Democratic friends would place
bituminous ceal and coke on the free list and place in jeopardy
the industries in which he is engaged.

Since I have been here I have heard it asserted that with
coal on the free list there would be no danger to our bituminous
coal and coking industries from abroad ; that with the exception
of Canadian coals, no uther coals ean be brought into competi-
tion with our conls. Let me remind you in this connection that
during the great anthracite strike when all coals were placed
upon the free list, coal was imported from England as well as
from Canada, and that the prices of coal in this country fell to
such an extent that the bottom virtually dropped out of the
domestic market. While this country exports very little bitu-
minous coal other than to Canada, the importation of coal from
Canada is increasing, particularly from Nova Scotia, British
Columbia, and Alberta, Canada imposes a duty of 45 cents per
ton on all bituminous coal and lignite imported from this coun-
try, yet the gentiemen on the other side would open, without
any reciprocal arrangement, our markets free of duty to Cana-
dian coals. The coals of British Columbia and Alberta directly
compete with the coals and lignite of Montana, Washington, and
Wyoming, and indirectly compete with those of Utah, Alaska,
and North Dakota, while Nova Scotia coals compete with the
coals of our eastern coal-producing States, and particularly with
the coals of West Virginia.

A reciproecal arrangement with Canada might be of benefit to
the coal operators of western Pennsylvania, eastern Ohio, and
perhaps northern West Virginia, because a considerable guan-
tity of coal is shipped from the United States into Ontario and
that section of Canada between Montreal and Winnipeg.

Canada has no coal tributary to that area and is largely
dependent upen coals produced in the United States for the
adequate supply of that area. The distance to said seetion is
too great and the cost of transportation too high for suceessful
competition by the coals of Nova Scotia. An investigation will
disclose, however, that no coals produced in this country can
pay the Canadian duty and successfully compete with the coals
of Nova Scotia in the St. Lawrence market.

While my remarks so far have more particularly related to the
country at large, I desire to say a few words, before the expira-
tion of my limited time, as to the probable effect of free bitumi-
nous coal on the sonthern part of West Virginia and the district
I represent.

Tke gentlemen on the Democratic side seem to have some
unsatisfying grudge against the great State of West Virginia, as
wonld appear from the duties that they have agreed upon in
the Underwood bill. To the New England manufacturers they
have said: “ We have partly compensated you for excessively
lowering the duties on your manufactured products in this bill
by giving you free raw wool, free coal, free lumber, cheap raw
cotton,” and so forth, but no compensation do they offer or give
to the Siate of West Virginia and her people. I want to call
the attention of the gentlemen on the other side to the faect
that nearly everything West Virginia produces has either been
placed on the free list or the duties thereon lowered to such a
great extent that her industries will be either completely
destroyed or seriously crippled. In my humble opinion West
Virginia will be more severly hit and injured by the provisions
of this bill than any other State in the Union. They propose to
put coal, wool, and lumber on the free list and to reduce far
below the protective principle duties on iron, steel and tin plate,
glass and pottery, cattle, sheep, wheat and other farm products,
besides other things which West Virginia and ber people largely
produce and are vitally interested im.

West Virginin has 8206 coal mines and 36 eoking plants, em-
ploying over 73,000 people, with an annual production value of
about $60,000,000, upon which nearly one-third of the people of
West Virginia are dependent and direcily sustained; she has
62 glass and pottery plants, employing over 11,000 people, with
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an annnal production value of $11,000,000; she has 104 lumber
plants, employing 7,700 people, with an annual production value
of exceeding $18,000,000; she has 600,000 cattle and 900,000
sheep, and the value of her stock and farm products exceeds
$71,000,000. The Democratic Members of Congress now pro-
pose to take away from her, by admitting bituminous coal free
of duty, her New England coal market and to give the same
unconditionally to Nova Secotia.

While the States of Ohio and Pennsylvania are very rich in
bituminous coal, yet West Virginia contains more than both of
them, with that of Virginia thrown in for good measure. In
southern West Virginia there are three great bituminous coal
fields, namely, the New River, the Kanawha, and the Poca-
hontas fields, producing the highest grade of bituminous and
semibituminous coals produced in the United States. West
Virginia ranks second in the bituminous coal producing States,
and her annual production is about one-sixth of that of the
entire Union. The maintenance of West Virginia's coal pro-
duction is largely dependent upon her retention of the New
England market, in which market over one-third of the entire
coal production of the Pocahontas and New River fields is
consumed. Nova Scotia Is now contending vigorously for that
market. Her mines are in their younthful period, and although
her coals are not as excellent as West Virginia coals, the lat-
ter's coals can not successfully compete in New England against
Nova Scotian and other foreign coals coming into this country
free of duty. In addition to the water haul on her coals to New
England markets, West Virginia has to pay an overland haul
of about one-third of 1 cent per ton per mile, while Nova Scotia
has very little overland haul to pay on her coals.

From the best figures obtainable it costs Nova Scotia only
about 55 cents per ton to transport her coals to Boston, while
it costs West Virginia about $2.10 per ton to transport her
coals to the same market. While in heating units the New
River and Pocahontas coals of West Virginia have an ad-
vantage of about 17 per cent over the coals of Nova Scotia, yet
this advantage will be quickly overcome by Nova Scotian coals
in lower selling prices if Nova Scotia is not required to pay any
import duty thereon. Canada evidently does not think that
there is any great disparity in the value of the coals of West
Virginia and Nova Scotia, because she burns the coals of Nova
Scotia in preference when she can get them as cheaply as she
can the coals of West Virginia.

I would like to see West Virginia lessen the hours and in-
crease the wages of her miners. If West Virginia is to be
deprived of the New England market for her coals, I am very
much afraid that such deprivation will result in a reduction in
wages of the miners of West Virginia, as well as in the number
of days work.

When all of the foregoing matters are taken into considera-
tion it seems to me, although I can not hope for or expect it
from the gentlemen on the other side, that this amendment
should recelve serious consideration and should be adopted. I
again remind Members of the House that the dutyon bituminous
coal provided in this amendment is less than the duty imposed
upon bituminous coal by Canada, and that to put bituminous
coal, coal slack or culm and the products thereof, and coke on
the free list means the annual loss of hundreds of thousands
of dollars in revenue, besides leaving the great bituminous coal
and lignite industries, and the many thousands engaged therein,
without any protection whatever.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. AVIS. Yes.

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. How does the duty in the proposed
amendment compare with the present rate?

Mr. AVIS. [It.is 5 cents a ton less.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
gent that all debate on this amendment close in 10 minutes.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, so far as 99 per cent of the
people of the United States are concerned, so far as nearly that
much of our territory is concerned, it makes little difference
whatever whether bituminous coal has a duty upon it or is free,
for there are but very few regions in our country to which bitu-
minous coal can under present conditions be profitably shipped
from abroad. By placing coal on the free list we lose near half
a million of revenue and we do not make coal cheaper for any
man under the flag. Our good friend from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woob] suggested the other day that it was a self-denial upon
his part, coming from a great coal region, to stand for free
conl. He knows, of course, as we all know, that it does not

make a particle of difference go far as Alabama is concerned
whether coal is on the free list or carries a duty.

No foreign

bituminous coal ean reach Alabama or her markets. Of our
total importations of bituminous coal last year—1,761,000 tons—
724,000 tons, or nearly half, came into Montana, Idaho, and
Washington. It so happens that the State of Wyoming ships
nearly a third of its coal production northward, and nearly that
amount of the coal output of our State will be lost to American
miners and mine owners by the placing of coal on the free list,
and not a single, solitary small American consumer will, in my
opinion, receive coal a particie cheaper after we have lost the
revenue and our miners have lost their employment and our
mines their markets. We had an illustration of that one year
when we provided for a rebate of the duty.

At that time there was one mine In our State that had a
contract of 750 tons per day with a great smelter. Immedi-
ately after that contract expired the Canadian coal mines se-
cured that contract by reducing the price, not 65 cents, the tariff
rate, but 10 cents a ton. The Canadian gains our market not
by reducing his price the amount of the duty, but by a few
cents a ton., So far as the ordinary consumer was concerned in
that territory, he did not get ¢oal any cheaper.

I realize that the gentlemen on the other side of the aisle will
on the stump make much of the fact that they placed coal on the
free list. They have given the poor man free coal, they will claim,
and yet there is not a man over there who knows anything about
it—and I see my good friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. PALMER]
smiles—who does not know that there will not be a citizen under
the flag, unless it be some great mining or manufacturing corpo-
ration, that will get a pound of coal a penny cheaper by plac-
ing coal on the free list. But you will close the mines or change
the direction of at least a third of the tonnage of my State,
you will crowd that coal southward in competition with coals
mined elsewhere. We are entitled to this market, and we are
certainly entitled to it when that coal is sold under the active
conditions of competition that now exists; our miners are en-
titled to the employment; our mines greatly need that market.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wyoming
has expired.

Mr. MADDEN. AMr. Chairman, everybody who knows any-
thing abont the matter knows that the miuer of bituminous coal
who makes 5 cents a ton makes a lot of money, and most of the
miners of bituminous coal make nothing whatever on the coal
they mine. To put coal on the free list and destroy this enter-
prise in the State of West Virginia adds but one more to the
difficulties under which the American people will be obliged to
labor when this bill becomes a law. If the bill does become a
law, it will add fouror five hundred million to the imports of this
country, to come into competition with the labor of the factories
of America. If we add anything like this amount to what is
already imported from European nations, where the 1-Jor cost
is anywhere from 25 to 50 per cent of what it is here, we are
bound to displace that much American labor

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. I will not yield.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. I would like to ask the gentle-
man something about the condition in West Virginia, where they
have set aside the civil law there——

Mr. MADDEN. I wish to say to the gentleman, my colleague,
I know that there is no labor in America that is not protected
which is as well paid as the labor employed in the construction
of buildings throughout the United States——

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Mr. Chairman——

Mr. MADDEN (continuing). And if we place the factories
and the great industries of the United States——

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN (continuing). At the mercy of the European
nations, where the people are upon a starvation basis, in com-
petition with the labor of this country we are bound to destroy
the opportunity which otherwise would be afforded in this coun-
try for them to live as human beings should live.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinols. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield?

Mr. MADDEN. I decline to yield.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield.

Mr. PAYNE. I made the point of order that the gentleman
from Illinois is out of order and has been continuously for 10
minutes.

Mr. MADDEN. I see no reason why the people who are
employed in this country should be embarrassed by having
dumped on the American market the products of European
labor. Everyone who gives any consideration to this question
must agree that when you bring a dollar's worth of finished
products from abroad and place it in competition with the fin-
ished products of American labor you are going to reduce
the opportunity of the labor of this country by that amount,
If 1,000 men could make all the shoes used by American people,
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and the factory in which those men are engaged was trans-
ferred to England or Germany or France, why, as a matter of
course, the factory in the United States would have to be closed,
and thereby the opportunity for employment of American eiti-
zens to make goods for American consumption would be de-
stroyed; and I can not undertsand why the Democrats insist
upon placing the people of this country in competition with the
people abroad. I have always been educated to believe that
the first consideration with American legislators was for the
good of the people of the country for whom they were legis-
lating.

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

Mr, MADDEN. With pleasure.

Mr. AVIS. I want to ask the gentleman if he was aware of
the fact that the present strike in West Virginia was not on
the ground of wages; that West Virginia pays the highest
wages of any State in the Union and pays 25 per cent increase
in wages over that of Nova Scotia, and that on an 8-hour
day whereas in Nova Scotia they have a 10-hour day. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Then what do they strike for?

Mr. MADDEN. When they have a strike under Republican
rule they go on strike because they want more wages, and they
want more wages because there is more opportunity for employ-
ment; but when they go on strike under Democratic rule they
go on strike for a job, and they do not care anything about
wages. [Applause on the Republican side.] And I, for one,
wish to protest against the passage of this bill. [Applause
on the Republican side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. Avis].

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

349. Cork bark, cut Into sgquares, cubes, or quarters, 4 cenis per
gonnd: manufactured cork stoppers, over three-fourths of an inch in

iameter, measured at the larger end, and manufactured cork disks,
wafers, or washers, over three-sixteenths of an inch in thickness, 12
cents per pound; manufactured cork stoppers, three-fourths of an ineh
or less in dlameter, measured at the larger end, and manufactured cork
disks, wafers, or washers, three-sixteenths of an inch or less in thick-
ness, 15 cents per pound; cork, artifielal, or cork substitutes manufac-
tored from cork waste, or granulated corks, J not otherwise pro-
vided for In this section, 3 cents per pound; cork insulation, wholly or
in chief value of granufnted cork, in slabs, boards, planks, or molded
forms, } cent per pound; cork paper, 35 per cent ad valorem; manu-
factures wholly or in chlef value of cork or of cork bark, or of arti-
ficlal cork or bark substitutes, granulated or ground cork, not specially
provided for in this section, 30 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike
out the last word. I will say, Mr, Chairman, when my colleague
and good friend from Chicago gets himself exercised over giving
protection to the coal operatives in the State of West Virginia,
where, due to the unfairness to the employees there exists a
condition which should bring the blush of shame to the face of
people of public spirit, that it does seem to me indeed that he
needs to be educated.

Mr. AVIS. Will the gentleman yleld for a question?

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia?

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. I have not the time just now.

The gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. Avis] says they
pay the coal miners there better than anywhere else in the
country, but I deny that. I know something about what coal
miners receive for mining coal, and I know they do not only
refuse to pay them as other miners are paid in other parts
of the country, but they have a condition now, as I am in-
formed, that is a condition of peonage, and probably it will be
investigated in the near future and the facts brought out in
regard to it.

It is quite a spectacle, indeed, to see our friends on that side
of the House getting up for the purpose of protecting corpora-
tions that are trying to take the legal, constitutional, and nat-
ural rights from their employees and then rob them by selling
them their supplies at an abnormally high price. The coal
miners of West Virginla are a good deal like the negro's coon
trap: It catches them both ways—in the first place, by giving
‘them low wages, and, in the second, making them buy every-
thing they need from them, thereby taking away all the little
pittance they do get.

Now, the argument that is given on -that side in regard to
‘the protection on coal is that it does not affect the price; it
does not make any difference to the consumers of this country,
because the tariff does not keep up the price. At the same
‘time, if you take the tariff off the low-priced Canadian coal
and that of other places, it is going to put the American coal
operators out of the business. That is about as consistent as
any argument that is given for a protective traiff. This is,
indeed, as I said before, a spectacle showing how much those
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who are defending the protective-tariff system care for the
American workingman. All they care for him is to get out of
him what they can for the least possible amount in return for
his work. This has been true everywhere. The people that are
clamoring the loudest for this high-protective tariff are the
ones who are using their influence everywhere and all the time
t;)dkeep down the price of labor. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

Mr, AVIS. Mr. Chairman—

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Will the gentleman allow me a mo-
ment? I ask unanimous consent that general debate on this
paragraph and all amendments thereto be closed in 5 minutes.

Mr. MONDELL. Will not the gentleman make it 10 minutes?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the gentleman desires to speak; yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that general debate on this paragraph and all
;megdments thereto be closed in 1¢ minutes. Is there objec-

on?

There was no objection.

Mr. AVIS. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
BuoraNAN] does not know anything more about the provisions
of this tariff bill than he does of the wages and strike conditions
in West Virginia, he iS not competent to vote on the bill. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.] I want to call his attention
to the fact, when he speaks of the gentlemen on this side of
the House, if he will go back into the history of legislation on
this subject, that he will find that ex-Senator Henry G. Davis,
who was at one time the vice-presidential nominee of his party,
appeared before the Ways and Means Commiitee when the
Wilson-Gorman bill was under consideration and stated that the
placing of bituminous coal on the free list would ruin the coal-
mining industry in the State of West Virginia.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. AVIS. I will not yield now, sir. You would not show
me that courtesy, and I can not show it to you.
the Republican side.]

He, the gentleman from Illinois, speaks of the coal opera-
tors. I am not here at this time to discuss strikes between coal
operators and miners. I am here to discuss a business propo-
sition, and, in stating that business proposition and in discussing
it, I want to emphasize the fact that nearly every miner in
the State of West Virginia, or, at least, in my section of the
State of West Virginia—and I live in the strike zone—whether
he be a Democrat, Socialist, or Republican, favors a protective
duty on bituminous coal. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Why, the members of his own party in the mining sections
of West Virginia would hardly listen to him if he argued for
free bituminous coal. Not only that, I want to emphasize a
statement enunciated a moment ago that this strike trouble in
West Virginia was not solely over wages. It was largely over
two questions. It is true that among the miners doing work
other than digging coal there was a strike over the hours of
labor., They wanted the reduction of an hour, but the main
trouble in that strike was for recognition of the union and for
what was known as a check weighman. All the other elements
that entered into the strike were practically agreed upon, and
it would have been settled a year ago but for the two principal
questions. But, I say, with that I have no concern at this time.
I think that some mistakes were made on both sides. But I
do want to say to you that the people who live in the Poca-
hontas field and the people who live in the New River field
want a protective duty on coal.

Mr. RUCKER. Will the gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Virginia yield
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. RUCKER]?

Mr. AVIS. Wait until I finish my sentence, and I will be
very glad to answer. I started to say that the operators of the
Pocahontas and New River fields ship a large percentage of
our coal production—at least 12,000,000 tons each year—into
New England.

I understand and am informed that the nearest thing to a
coal trust in this Union is the Boston Gas Co., which, I under-
stand, controls the output of the Nova Scotia mines, and by
placing coal on the free list you are legislating in favor of 10
hours' labor and lower wages, and in favor of the only coal
trust in the United States, if there be one. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Now I yield to the gentleman for a question.

Mr. RUCKER. A few moments ago the gentleman was
speaking of a strike in West Virginia.

Mr. AVIS. Yes, sir.

Mr. RUCKER. I understood the gentleman to say that ths
ﬁusgn;)f the strike was the failure of the operators to recognizs

e on.

[Applause on
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Mr., AVIS. ' Yes; that was one cause, but that was not the
only cause. Aunother cause was the gquestion of having a check
weighman.

Mr. RUCKER. Was not the other cause the fact that the
company refused to pay the men oftener than once in 30 days,
and the men demanded that they should be paid every 15 days?

Mr. AVIS. I said that.

Mr. RUCKER. And another cause was that the corporation
required the men to spend their money at the company's store,
and on their side they asked the right to buy wherever they
pleased. :

Mr. AVIS. No. I am informed that they already had the
right to buy where they pleased. i

Mr. RUCKER. Is not that one of the things that the Re-
publican governor exacted of the operators in the settlement of
the controversy?

Mr. AVIS. The Republican governor of West Virginia sug-
gested that they already had that right in the State of West
Virginia.

Mr. RUCKER. I understood further that some distinguished
Democrat appeared before the Commiftee on Ways and Means
and said that the cost of labor in the West Virginia coal fields
was about 80 per cent of the cost of mining coal?

Mr. AVIS. Yes, sir. Senator Davis said it was 95 per cent.

Mr. RUCKER. What is the rate that the miner gets in the
New River country, on the Norfolk & Western and on the
Chesapeake & Ohio road?

Mr. AVIS. The report for this year is not in yet, but it is
shown that the average wages paid to the coal miners in West
Virginia is about 44} cents per ton and about $575 per annum.

Mr. RUCKER. It is about 75 or 80 cents a ton, is it not?

Mr. AVIS. Total labor cost exceeds that.

Mr. RUCKER. Do they not sell it for $1.50?

Mr. AVIS. No, sir. In the last few years it has sold below
$1 per ton, and the average last year was 98 cents per gross
ton of run-of-mine coal.

Mr. LANGLEY. The labor cost-is 95 per cent, according to
the statement of ex-Senator Davis.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from West
Virginia has expired.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. BucHANAN] appears again in the rdle of the professional
friend of labor. I want him to hear me.

Mr. BUCHANAN of Illinois. I hear you.

Mr. LANGLEY. Come a little closer. [Laughter.]

Mr. MONDELL. But the unfortunate thing for American
labor is that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BucHANAN]
appears in this case as the friend of Canadian labor and not of
American labor. [Applause on the Republican side.]

I believe the gentleman is a labor-union man. The mines in
my State which will suffer from free coal are unionized; and,
without desiring to contradict my good friend from West
Yirginia [Mr. Avis], the wages of miners in Wyoming are
considerably higher, if T am correctly informed, than any-
where in the eastern fields, and higher, I believe, than wages
paid to coal miners anywhere except, perhaps, in our neighbor-
ing State of Montana. [Applause on the Republican side.]

We have miners—scores of them; and I have the good for-
tune of a personal acquaintance with many of the miners of
my State—who never go into a mine without making from
$3.50 to $5 a day before they leave the mine, and ordinarily
they work no more than seven hours. And these are the
miners whose opportunity for work is to be reduced by the
placing of coal on the free list.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BucHANAN] has given so
little attention to this question that he does not understand that
when a mine operator in Canada has an opportunity, without
loss, to make a reduction of the entire amount of a 45-cent duty,
he need not cut his price 45 cents—it is not necessary for him
to cut it more than 10 or 12 cents a ton in order to drive
the American out of the market—and when he has reduced
his price by that amount and driven our mines from the
market, he can raise his price again to the old figure, and our
people can not get in, because there is the potentiality of the
opportunity to control and still have a profit.

When we reduced the duty on coal from 65 cents to 45 cents
under the Payne bill, the Canadians drove us back just about
100 miles. We lost all of our markets along the line of the
Great Northern Railway. That great railway has been get-
ting cheaper coal, perhaps, transported over its own railroads,
but if there is anyone else on earth except this great railway in
that northwestern country who will be benefited by reducing
the rate on coal, I do not know who it ecan possibly be.

Free coal means that one-third of the produet of our State

will lose its market, and one-third of the miners—union miners,

working reasonable hours, content with their employment, who
have had no recent serious disagreement with the operators—
must either lose their employment or wages be threatened.

‘We have froubles enough in our country through this bill
without losing our coal markets; wool on the free list; sugat
going to the free list; and now a third of the market for our
coal mines taken from us by this Democratic Congress. Yet,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. BucHANAN], who ecalls him-
self a friend of union labor, is going to vote for this bill. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

As matters now stand the competition among our northern
mines is so intense, the summer trade so small that even
though our miners receive good wages while working, the work-
ing days are often so few, the idle days so frequent, that their
yearly income is much too small to comfortably support a fam-
ily. We need more rather than fewer markets, for it is of the
utmost importance that our miners have steadier employment
as a good or fair wage per ton or day helps little if work is
slack. I ecall on my friend from Illinois, who, I think, is a
friend of labor, to help preserve the American market for coal
mined by union American labor.

The CHAIRMAN, If there be no objection, the pro forma
amg&dment will be considered as withdrawn, and the Clerk will
rea

The Clerk read as follows:

350. Db dominoes, draughts, ch , s

1, bagatelle balls, and pokegrhcilps. e:rm;:ry.cmbo?%mgdmﬂw&ﬁ.

per cent ad valorem.

Mr. MANN. Where is the gentleman from Pennsylvania?
[Laughter.]

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman——

L:g: CROSSER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
wo

During political campaigns we are not greatly surprised
to hear much political buncombe which the speaker himself
does not expect the audience to accept very seriously; but
when I came to the Congress of the United States, the place
where we are supposed to find the greatest debafers, the most
earnest men, I expected to find something a little different.
But lo, and behold, we find here raised to the nth power all
of the political balderdash that we hear from one end of the
counfry to the other every two years. We hear the self-ap-
pointed agents and guardians of the downtrodden, as they
would have us believe, pleading piteously for the Amerlean
workingman. Who gave them their commission? I would like
to see the captions of those letters to which they so continually
refer. I know that those which I have received—not very,
many—are not from those labor organizations to which they,
have been so fond of alluding.

Let us consider briefly the fundamentals of the minority’s
tariff position. It is and always has been simply a proposition
to levy a tax on the American people, the whole people; a
scheme to require them to pay bounties to a few people for their
enrichment and then to insist that it is for the benefit of all.
They tell us it is for the benefit of the American workingman.
How solicitous indeed our Republican friends have become
about the American workingman since they have gone out of
office. [Applause on the Democratic side]. Just think how
ridiculous is the proposition that because there are poured into
the hands of a few men, into the hands of a privileged class,
great fortunes which are wrung from all of the people by
means of a taxation which they euphoniously call protection;
that by virtue of the fact that you have put these benefits into
their hands they suddenly become philanthropic, and are going
to hand over the money so acquired to their workmen. [Laugh-
ter on the Democratic side.] My friends, labor will receive, ag
wages, just so much as its employer is compelled to pay In
order to procure that labor and no more, wheiher or not the
tariff be high or low. That is only human nature.

Mr. ANDERSON. Will the gentleman yield? ,

Mr. CROSSER. No; I do not eare to yield. I have not taken
any of the time of the committee up to this moment.

Why, gentlemen, I claim that instead of the tariff beinz an
advantage to the American workingman it is a positive dis-
advantage even as to his wages. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] Because it does nothing more nor less than give to the
tariff beneficiaries of the United States an opportunity to com-
bine among themselves, and then say: *“ We have it all fo our-
selves anyhow. We will therefore demand just such a price
as we see fit for our products and we will pay just as much as
we see fit to the men whom we employ.” Is not that the coms-
mon sense of the proposition? Would you or I or anyone else
pay more than we were compelled to pay for labor? Not very
likely. Oh, the high priest of protection from Michigan in-
formed us yesterday, by having the Clerk read the clever little
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letter from his farmer friend, how this friend of his is getting
$1 apiece for his chickens, 50 cents a dozen for his eggs, 50
cents a pound for butter, and all that sort of thing. But has
the gentleman stopped to think about the man who is buying
these things? There are two sides to his proposition——

Mr. FORDNEY. He told you in the letter what the men were
getting.

Mr. CROSSER.
but little time. ’

Mr. FORDNEY. I did not ask the gentleman to yield, and
I would not if I was in his place.

Mr. CROSSER. There are but two sides to that proposition—
the buyers’ and the sellers’. But, Mr. Chairman, while I am
bitterly opposed to all kinds of tariff privileges, I do not ad-
vocate the immediate removal of all tariff duties any more than
I would advocate the immediate taking away of all opium or
morphine from the slaves to these drugs. [Laughter on the Demo-
cratic side.] We must give industry an opportunity to settle
its nerves, which have been shattered by the drug of tariff
privilege.

Mr. Chairman, I contend that the tariff question has very lit-
tle to do at the present with the matter of wages. The gentle-
man from Michigan himself proved that conclusively the other
day. He told us that he had employed labor in the wilds of
the State of Washington at $3.50 per day, and that he had em-
ployed in Mississippi labor of the same character for $1.75 per
day. [Applause on the Democratic side.] And yet, my friends,
both of these States are favored with the same beneficent tariff
laws.

I have no doubt that the statement of the gentleman is abso-
lutely correct, and it is gquite likely that all labor in the newer
countries of the West is better paid. Then it is also true that
the colored man of the South is not so easily organized. But
tell us why the wages in free-trade Britain are almost double
the wages paid for the same class of labor in high-tariff Ger-
many. Tell us why it is that the industries which enjoy the
highest tariff privilege in the United States pay the lowest
wages. The woolen industry, for example, enjoys the benefits
of the highest tariff, and yet the employees of the woolen manu-
facturers at Lynn, Mass., received but a miserable pittance for
their long hours of toil. So it is with the employees of the
cotton industry and those employed in some of the metal trades,
The fact is it is the veriest nonsense to suppose that because we
give certain concerns the right to levy a tax upon the whole
people for the purpose of increasing their profit these concerns
will forthwith transfer this profit to their employees. How many
of the gentlemen on the other side of the House would support
a proposition to permit the present beneficiaries of the tariff to
levy a direct tax upon the people for the purpose of collecting
a sum equal to that derived from the present tariff law? Why,
not a single man of you would vote for such a bill, although it
would be much fairer than permitting these men to mulet the
publie by means of an indirect tax. Why do men cling so fondly
to the plan of granting bounties to the few through this in-
direct taxation? Simply because, as the old woman said, “It
is the best way to get the most feathers with the least squawk-
ing.” And yet we hear men again and again blandly asserting
that the purpose of the tariff is to raise wages, although they
make no pretense at showing any casual connection between the
tariff and wages. As their authorities to support different tariff
rates they read us letters, petitions, and briefs ffom this inter-
est und that. I am frank to say that I believe ecapital in the
true sense of the word has suffered along with labor. The real
dog in the manger that robs both eapital and labor is the monop-
olist of the natural resources. Break the stranglehold of pri-
vate monopoly of the natural resources and then both labor and
capital will thrive and become healthy again; but until we do
break the hold of such monopoly, all your high tariff will serve
bat to increase the tribute it may exact from ecapital and labor;
and if such private monopoly of natural resources is permitted
to exist you may establish absolute free trade without improv-
ing greatly the condition of our people.

It is undoubtedly true, however, that by reducing the tariff
low enough to make competition possible we shall to that ex-
tent weaken the hold of monopoly and thus compel it to give
up part of its booty. The country therefore has great cause to
rejoice over the prospective passage of the pending bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, it is a wise man who knows
himself, and it is a very wise man who is able to judge of his
own speeches, I congratulate the last speaker that in his open-
ing remarks he so aptly characterized the speech he was about
to deliver. [Applause on the Republican side.]

I can not yield to the gentleman, for I have

Mr. CROSSER. I thank the gentleman from Illinois.
courtesy is like the one he showed me the other day.
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MANN. I do not know what courtesy I showed the gen-
tleman the other day, for frankly I have not become acquainted
with the gentleman until now.

The Clerk read as follows:

356. Matches, friction or lucifer, of all descriptions, per gross of 144
boxes, containing not more than 100 matches per box, 3 cents per gross;
when imported otherwise than in boxes containing not more than 100
matches each, one-fourth of 1 cent per 1,000 matches; wax matches,
fuses, wind matches, and all matches in books or folders or having a
stained, dyed, or colored stick or stem, and tapers consisting
coated with an inflammable substance, 25 per cent ad valorem

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following com-
mittee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On page 88, line 13, after the word *“substance,” insert the words
“and nxﬁt lights.”

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

The Clerk read as follows:

857. Percussion caps, cartridges, and cartridge shells empty, 15 per
cent ad valorem ; blastlng -:aga. 75 cents per thousand; mining, blast-
ing, or safety fuses of all kinds, 15 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows: -

AT A 52 A0 e ond apy; ke ont the e

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, this amendment proposes to
substitute the present tariff on blasting caps for that con-
tained in the bill. I have introduced this amendment at the
request of a number of gentlemen who are interested in a
blasting-cap factory at Stege Station, in the city of Richmond,
in my district, who inform me that if this tariff is reduced from
$2.25 to 75 cents a thousand the blasting-cap industry in this
country will cease; that they will close up their factory. Nearly
all the blasting eaps imported into the United States come from
Germany, and the German article is one that can not be de-
pended upon. Blasting caps are used for the purpose of set-
ting off blasts of dynamite and powder.

The United States Bureau of Mines and the mining bureaus
of the mining States in a number of their pamphlets and
bulletins have called the attention of the mine operators to
the fact that a great many of the accidents in the mines have
been caused by defective blasting caps, and to be careful to
use none but the best, and those manufactured in the United
States are the best, There are but three blasting-cap factories
in the United States—one in_California, one in Pennsylvania,
and one in New Jersey.

Now, in the event of war, it would be a serious matter if we
had to depend on foreign importations for Army and Navy use,
as blasting caps are contraband of war. I do not expect that
the Committee of the Whole will accept this amendment, but
I am presenting it to bring it to the attention of the Ways and
Means Committee in the hope that when the bill reaches the
Senate it may be given a reasonable and proper rate that will
permit this industry to be continued. During reecnt years the
price of the American article has decreased and the quality
has been improved until weé manufacture the best blasting
caps made in the world, while the imported foreign article
continues to be unreliable and unsatisfactory.

Under the Wilson bill the tariff rate was $2.07 per- thousand,
with an ad valorem equivalent of 85.24 per cent. Under the
present law the tariff is $2.25 per thousand, with an ad valorem
equivalent of 46.55 per cent. Manufacturing these caps is a
dangerous occupation, and the wages paid operatives in this
country is from $2.50 to $10 a day, according to the skill
required and the danger encountered in the different depart-
ments of the factory in which the operative is employed. In
Germany the highest wages paid is less than $2 a day.

Mr. J. R. KNOWLAND. Mr. Chairman, in support of the
amendment of my colleague I desire to call attention to a re-
cent report of Consul General Robert P. Skinner, at Hamburg,
published in the Daily Consular and Trade Reports, dealing with
the blasting-cap industry in Germany. This report calls at-
tention to the wages paid in Germany in the blasting-cap fac-
tories, which I wish to contrast with the wages paid in these
factories in the United States. It shows that in the German
factories the wages paid for men are 15.5 cents per hour, for
women but 6.7 cents per hour, and for the children but 5.2
cents per hour. For an eight-hour day that would be $1.24
for the men and 53.6 cents for the women. In the blasting-cap

That
[Applause

of a wick

factory in the district of the gentleman who has just spoken,
the wages range from $2.50 to $10 a day. There is not a man
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or woman employed there who does not receive a minimum
wage of $2.50 or a maximum of $10, as against a little over $1.24
and 53.6 cents. This is another illustration of the neecessity
for obtaining information from some reliable body so that when
a tariff bill is before the House we will have information that
is reliable and upon which we can base schedunles that will pro-
tect the industries of this country. This is another instance of
where the committe strikes at a California industry. I will
insert an extract from the report of Consul General Skinner:

German manufacturers of blasting caps employ women for drawing
the detonator tubes and for charging and pack the finished produect,
They are also employed in the manufacture ef electric fuses and fuses
for war purposes.

Probably one-half of the employees in German factories of this class
are adult men, one-third women, and one-sixth minors. It is impossible
to obtain absolutely correct figures relating to this speeial tndustrf as
a whole. In regard to one very important concern manufacturing blast-
ing caps, the following entirely dependable fizures have been obtained:
Number of men employed, 96 ; women, 59 ; boys, 15: Is, 7 ; total, 177.
The men are paid at the rate of ﬁfnénfenniss (15.5 cents) per hoar,
the women 28 pfennigs (6.7 cents) the boys and girls 22 pfennigs
(5.2 cents)-

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, just a word or two in rela-
tion to this blasting-cap proposition. In the interest of labor
again we hear the distingnished Representatives from the
State of California asking for a return to the Payne rates, and
the gentleman who has just taken his seat has compared the
cost of labor in the production of these articles in this country
and abroad, and he would return to the duty of $2.25 a thou-
sand in order to protect that difference in labor cost. Yet he
must know that upon the value of this article in 1811 the rate
of $2.25 would be over 95 per cent ad valorem of the import
value of the article. He certainly has qualified as a friend of
labor when he would protect the difference in cost of pro-
duction to within 5 per cent of the entire cost of our produe-
tion, material, labor, and everything else. It seems to me to
be a suflicient answer to all these arguments to say that as to
this line of goods our exports, including kindred articles like
cariridges, mining, blasting, and safety fuses, and percussion
caps amount to $2,204.000 per annum, while our imperts amount
to $173,000. There can not be this startling difference in the
cost of production, which is going to drive the American pro-
ducer out of existence, if he can take abroad two millions and a
guarter of his goods and compete with the foreigner in his
market, while the foreigner brings here less than $175,000
worth. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I do not know where the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania got his figures, but I notice from the
report which he submitited to the House on this bill that he
gave the import value of blasting caps at $4.83 a thousand, and
I am guite sure of my arithmetic when I say that $2.75 is not
00 per cent of $4.83,

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

Mr. MANN. Yes.

Mr. PALMER. I said on the price which prevailed in 1911.
The price has since risen.

Mr. MANN. The gentleman is begging the guestion.
was not correct, as to the price in 1911.

Mr. PALMER. Well, I am stating the fact. The gentleman
is speaking of another year.

Mr. MANN. On this subject T ask to have read in my time
a letter from the president of the Aeina Powder Co., which
does not manufacture blasting eaps.

The Clerk read as follows:

CHICcAGO, February 18, 1913,
Hon. JAMES R. MANY

£
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Drar Sir: Relative to the duty on blasting caps, paragraph 437 of
the tariff act 1000 :

We consider the maintenance of the present tariff om blasting caps a
matter of great importance to the welfare of our industry in this coun-
try. We manufacture and sell dynamite. We belleve that when our
product leaves our mill it earries with it that de; of perfection which
the exereise of the highest degree of skill and the application of sound
sclentific principles can give It. But when It passes into the hands of
the consumer its ability to do the work ex of it is dependent in
gome measure upon other elements, chief of which is the blasting cap.
The best dynamite ever made will fail if used in conjunction with a
poor cap. ither the charge will not be set off at.once, thereby enor-
mously increasing the hazard to the user who is apt to belleve that it
will not go off at all, or the combustion will be incomplete or retarded,
thereby falling to develop all of the disruptive force of the dynamite.
In either event the average consumer condemns the dynamite and the
manufacturer thereof must contend with a criticism which s unjust
and undeserved.

We do not manufacture eaps; the margin of profit is so small and

risk so great that we prefer to buy. We buy caps from domestie
manufseturers and urge our eustomers to buy the caps from ﬁutnus
murlng ourselves, as far as we are able, that our dynamite de-
(]

That

velop the highest efliciency.
Ddmestic manufacturers have given us an efficlent cap at a reasonable
price. In fact, the cost of the cap to the consumer, ially in view

er
of the Importance attached to the work it is required to is insignifi-
eant. The dypamite costs the comsumer from $12 fo gﬁ a hundred
pounds, while 100 caps will cost him only 75 cents.

in this eountry are of a qnality decidedly in-
We from experience. We have handled
That It Is whotly Wnit. g0 develop the
5 W un velop !

of the high-grade explesives now produced in this eountry.
roposed now to reduce the tariff on blasting caps. Domestic
manufacturers us, and we believe that we know enough about the
manufactare- of explosives to vouch for the accuracy of the statement,
that if the tariff is reduced they will be forced either te retire and to
leave the field to the weak and ¢ eng forelgn cap or to lower the stand-
ard of their to the level of the inefficlency that now comes from
abroad. Either event would surely work serious harm to both the
maker and the user of dynamite.

We feel the strongest interest In the maintemance of the prosent
high efliciency of the domestic blasting eap. .Necessarily, therefore, we
are much concerned in the p:éggoslthn now being advanced that the
tariff on blasting eaps be reduced. We belleve that such action on the
g{t of Congress would have a most damglngﬂ'ect. We are therefore

ing the bertr of addressing this commmnication to you for the pur-
pose of sequainting you with our views on the subject.
Yours, very truly,

Fo
fer‘lo:elt.bm mgr

THE AETHNA PowDER COMPANY,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California. '

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

358. Feathers and downs, crude G
advanced or manufactured In .ny°&:§§m-df°§§§ds§§§°ufﬁ§' 35035335“:%
in this sectlon, 20 per cent ad valorem; when dressed, colored, or
otherwise advanced or manufactured in any manner, including quilts of
down and other manufactures af down, 40 per cent ad valorem: arti-
ficlal or ornamental feathers, frufts, tegra!ns. leaves, flowers, and sfems
or parts thereof, whatever material mposed, not cially pro-
vided for In this section, GO per cent ad valorem; boas, boutonnleres,
wreaths, and all articles not specially provided for in this sectionm,
composed wholly or in chief value of any of the feathers, flowers, leaves,
or other materials or articles hereln mentioned, 60 per cent ad valorem:
Provided, That the importation of egret plumes or so-called
osprey plumes, and the feathers, quills, heads, wings, tails, skins or
parts of skins, of wild birds, elther raw or manufactured, and not for
'ﬁﬁgﬁi t;%n?; nﬁ“ﬁ%ﬁﬂ“ﬁ: ;‘.“f:e feat ell".s ?;ﬁmgoﬁbm&? t.hlg IWt.!l.c(i—
feathers or plumes of domestic fowls of any kind. S

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

88, line 18, after the word “ downs,” insert the words “on
the s or otherwilse.”

Trze CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
men

The amendment was agreed to.

M;. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimouns con-
sent that debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close In five minutes.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I would like fo ask the gentle-
man from Alabama if he would consider an amendment strik-
ing out the proviso.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman that I can
not help considering it if he offers if. I do not think it is
probable it will go through.

Mr. MOORE. It is not probable such an amendment would
pass. Mr. Chairman, of course this is a matter in which I
must submit to the chairman of the majority, but I am very
much surprised at this method of reducing the cost of living.
There is a certain element of selfishness about this entire para-
graph. In the first place, it is proposed that notwithstanding
birds of high plumage may be killed in foreign couniries and
that the meat of the bird shall be admitted into this country,
the feathers of the bird, which the ladies of America would like
to have for ornamental and millinery purposes, must be ex-
cluded. To be sure, there are some societies of ladies and gen-
tlemen endeavoring fo preserve the song birds of this country,
and who are also extending their influence to foreign countries
in order that no one shall kill birds beyond our borders, but
the fact still remains that the birds are killed and that we
admit, in one of the foregoing paragraphs of this bill, the meat
of the bird after it is killed, while we deny the right of admis-
sion to the plumage of the bird, which adds so much to the
adornment of the ladies of this fair country of ours. Now, it
appears——

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yleld for a question?

Mr. MOORE. Yes.

Mr. MANN. Does not my friend from Pennsylvania think
that the ladies are now ornamental enough without requiring
this additional degree of ornamentation? [Laughter and
applause.]

Mr. MOORE. Yes; there is no doubt about that. Added to
the attractive personality of the gentleman from Illincis he
is a good judge of beauty and does not hesitate to express him-
self freely on that subject. But the truth of the matter is that
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the elimination of these feathers may be in the interest of the
Ribbon Trust of the United States [laughter}, and at the same
time ald in the depopulation of the feathered flock both of
the barnyard and the pigeon cote. But what I object to par-
ticularly is that the gentlemen who are now in control of this
House and the country, many of them pushing women's suffrage
with the loudest possible acelaim, propose by this bill to reduce
their personal expenses in the purchase of these high-priced
feathers for the ladies whom they so much admire. [Ap-
plause.] Not only do they do that with respect to feathers—
and in this particular I am surprised at my bandsome and
well-groomed friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. Parumer], who
conducted the steel schedule through the House the other day
and then admitted himself to be an expert on arborculture—
but they also intend to reduce the cost of living for them-
selves personally by reducing the rate upon the trimmed hats
that come inte this county. It is economy at the expense of
the fair ladies of the land. [Applauwse.] You are putting out
of business three or four concerns that are dependent upon the
manufacture and the sale of this sort of plumage, but as the
responsibility is all yours I suppose we will have to submit.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

359, Furs and fur skins of all kinds not dressed in any manner,
except undressed skins of hares, rabbits, dogs, goats, sheep, and nof
specially provided for in this section, 10 per cent ad valorem ; furs
dressed on the skin, not advanced further than dyeimg, 30 per cent
ad valorem; manufactures of furs, further advanced than dressing
and dyeing, when ?repa.red for use as material, joined or sewed to-
gether, including plates, linings, and crosses, and articles manufac-
tnred from fur not specially provided for in this section, 40 per cent
ad valorem; articles of wearing apparel of every description partly
B TR TR i it Salorcy. Fury ot o
:zf: ts:;:,t e;lr‘:!!p:;]rted for hatters’ use, including fur skins earroted, 15
per cent ad valorem.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word simply for the purpese of saying that my distinguished
friend, the gentleman from Philadelphia—

Mr. MOORE. Will the gentleman correct that?

Mr. PALMER. Has, per his usual, spoken upon all sides
of the question which was involved in the feather schedule;
and, inasmuch as he is, as usuval, the anthor of all the news-
paper reports of his speeches which reach the Philadelphia
press, I want him now to interpret his remarks. I want him
to stop and not sidestep and go upon record and say whether
lie stands with the good women of Philadelphia who would
save bird life by restricting the Importation of bird plumage
of this kind, or whether he stands on the side of those who
would kill birds in order to ornament themselves. I want him
to say whether he is in favor of this proviso er whether he is
against it

Mr. MOORE. If the gentleman will take back what he said
about the speeches I will answer him.

Mr. PALMER. I am so anxious to get the answer that I
will take back anything.

Mr. MOORE. I admit that I am the author of the speeches
I make. [Laughter.] I also contend that the gentleman has
no right to be envious if my speeches are reported and his are
not. Merit in this matter will count as in all other things
[laughter], and if the speeches of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. ParmEer] are not sufficiently interesting to be
reported, that is his misfortune and not my fault. I will con-
tinue to have published as widely as possible everything I am
able to say about the inconsistency of the Democratic program,
all it is possible for me to construct and make public. And so
far as the gentleman’s question is eoncerned, I will say to him
that when I have an opportunity to meet the fair ladies of
Philadelphia I will tell them in confidence what I think upon
this subjeet, and I will not unbosom myself to the gentleman
at this time. [Laughter.]

Mr. ST N, Mr. MANAHAN, and Mr. STEVENS of
Minnesota rose.

AMr. STEENERSON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an
amendment.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this paragraph and amendments thereto close
in 10 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent——

Mr. MANN. There is quite a contest on this——

Mr. STEENERSON. The gentleman better make it 20 min-
utes. I would like fo speak 10 minutes myself.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I can not agree to that.

Mr. MANN. There are three gentlemen here who wish to
speak, and I would like to speak myself.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would like to reserve 5 minutes to
this side. Can we not make it 20 minutes, and I will yield 15
minutes of that time to the gentleman from Illinois?

Mr. STEENERSON. I do not propose to agree to anything
unless I have 5 minutes. This is the only thing I have argued,
and it seems to me if you parcel it out that way I will have
to beg for more time.

Mr. PAYNE. He may lose his amendment if he does not have
5 minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNpER-
woop] asks unanimous consent that debate on this paragraph
and all amendments thereto be closed in 20 minutes, 15 minutes
of the time to be controlled by the gentleman from Illincis [Mr.
Maxx] and 5 minutes by himself. Is there objection? [After
a pause.] The Chair hears none.

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. STeExeErRson] offers an
amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 89, line 15, after the word “ sheep,” insert the following:

* Marmot, wolf, raccoon, red fox, kitt fur, pony, bhouse cat, wildeat,
opossum, muskrat, Japanese mink, Chinese weasel, kangaroo, hair seal,
wool seal, wombat, vellaby, squirrel, black bear, brown bear, badger,
civet cat, beaver, kolinsky, mink, fitch, nutria, skunk, wolverine, otter.
cross fox.”

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSON].

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Chairman, the furs named in this
amendment constitute the materials out of which the fur cloth-
ing and the fur robes of the people of the Northern States,
where it is cold and these things are needed, are made. Now,
raw fur, or fur undressed, has been on the free list ever since
this Government was founded. For 124 years they have been
free of duty. It has always been recognized by the Itepublicans
and Democrats alike that these things are a necessity, and if
the gentleman who is chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means and the other eloquent gentleman from New York [Mr.
Hagnisox], and the others, would come up into northern Min-
nesota, where the thermometer goes down as low as 45 or 50
degrees below zero, and then ride 30 or 40 miles in a sleigh, I
will guarantee that they also would admit that this kind of fur
is a necessity.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEENERSON. I decline to yield to the gentleman.

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Harrisox] has stated
in the hearings that he has observed the ladies on Fifth Avenue
wearing sealskin coats, and therefore he thinks that they are
a loxury. [Laughter.] I do not eare how fashionable ladies
are adorned on Fifth Avenue. They may wear what they please,
but coon-skin coats are an absolute necessity in the northern
country. [Laughter.] If the majority members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means do not know that fact it is much to
be regreited.

Every now and then some majority member of that committee
comes in here and s he pleads for “ the elothing of the poor.”
[Laughter.] Anether comes in and says he pleads for “the
food of the poor man.” [Laughter.]* You heard it stated and
repeated and reiterated over and over again that they are faxing
luxuries. I say that a greater injustice was never perpetrated
upon humankind than is now attempted to be perpetrated in this
paragraph that proposes to tax the fur clothimg which is neces-
sary to keep people of the Northern States warm in the winter
on the Democratic theory which comes from Alabama that fur
is a luxury and has to be taxed. [Laughter and applause.] !

You have stripped my people, gentlemen, of every vestige of
protection. You have taken away the duties on what my people
produce. Everything produced on the farm is opened to the
competition of the world. And when you have done that and
have deprived the Government of thirty or forty or fifty or a
hundred million dollars of revenue, now you pretend, for the
sake, as you assert, of a million and a quarter dollars of reve-
nue, to place a tax on the eoon-skin coats which my people wear
in the wintertime. [Laughter.] The only thing that you have
left on the free list, so far as furs are concerned, are a few
measly rabbit skins and dogskins. [Laughter on the Demo-
eratie side.]

Gentlemen, do you think any farmers in the northern part of
the country will vote the Democratic ticket when the only thing
that they ean wear in the winter is dogskins? [Laughter.]
Even the beautiful hair that grows upon the back of the Angora
goat of Texas bears a duty of 10 per cent ad valorem, because
they do not come in under your classification of goatskins.
Goatskins, you know, are pretfy smooth. [Laughter.] You do
not get any hair on them unless it is from these long-haired
goats in Texas. [Laughter.]
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Now, I will say to my friend from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woon], who =poke about fuis the other day, that if he thinks
these things are not a necessity I will meet him in any mass
meeting in the winter or in the fa.l in Minnesota, and if 90
per cent of the farmers who come out to that meeting do not
wear far coats I will give him a certificate of election as long
as he lives. [Laughter and applause.] You can not hold a
meeting or go into any town in the northern part of this coun-
try in the wintertime without seeing the farmers wearing
these very same furs that are mentioned in that amendment of
mine, Fur clothing and fur robes are also necessary to the
thousands of rural carriers in the North and street-car drivers
and all who are exposed to the weather.

You call these things luxuries. A muskrat cap is a luxury,
according to your idea. [Laughter.] At the same time that
you have placed a tax on the raw fur and compensatory duties
in proportion—a tax on the raw material—you have in this
same bill eontinued curling stones and curling-stone handles
free as a necessity. [Laughter and applause.]

These things are all imported from Scotland at the high price
of fifteen or twenty dollars for every stone used in fashionable
winter sport by the idle rich in New York and other large cities.
Instead of being necessities, those are luxuries. [Laughter and
applause.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. STEENERSON. No, Mr. Chairman; I do not think I
used up all my time. 1 ought to have about one minute left,

according to my count. [Laughter.] Just imagine how a man |.

will feel standing in a dogskin coat watching those fashionable
people on the ice at a bonspiel playing with curling stones.
{Laughter and applause.]

Mr. MANAHAN. Mr. Chafrman, I am impelled by a feeling
of sympathy for the majority to make an observation in their
behalf. The onslaught of my Viking colleague [Mr. STEENER-
soN] so absclutely destroyed every semblance of justification
for this schedule that I hardly feel it necessary to say anything
to sustain his amendment. I am more inclined to think it
would be the charitable and proper thing for me, under these
circumstances, to enter into a defense of the majority and its
misguided committee. I think we have been unnecessarily
severe with them in our discussion to-night. There is needed a
defense of this schedule from some one, and the committee
is silent.

Now, I am not going to defend the whole bill. I am not a
criminal lawyer. [Laughter.] I only wish to defend this com-
mittee, who for the first time that I have observed in this dis-
cussion have seen fit to protect one of the industries of my
State. They put a protective tariff on the gopher skins of the
Gopher State, and for this small favor we are thankful and
appreciative.

But, Mr. Chairman, now that I am on this line of defense I
think this observation ought to be made in this conneection:
This particular paragraph represents very clearly the general
incongruity and inconsistency of the whole measure. It severely
taxes the consumers of the North on a sf{ern necessity of life
while pretending solicitude for consumers,

There was a debate this afternoon as to who was responsible
for this bill, and gentlemen went into ancient history to show
who was responsible for other bills in years gone by. To a new
Member this is mystifying and unconvincing. It does not make
any difference who is responsible for any bill that ever was
written. The bill must stand or fall upon its merits as a law.
If it is good, it will work out well. If it is bad, it will work
out ill. It does not make any difference who the author was
or is.

When they consider these obvious contradictions in this law,
I know that my colleagues have unnecessarily uncharitable
feelings toward the majority in regard to this measure. They
see in it so many glaring inconsistencies. They see a high and
noble purpose in one paragraph, and evidence of mendacity in
another, the good and bad confused and commingled without
sense, system, or sanity. I have been mystified for an explana-
tion. What is the cause of it? How did it happen? Who is
responsible? God only knows who was responsible for this
monstrosity of a law. But, Mr. Chairman, I think I understand
the forces in which the Ways and Means Committee drifted,
and I feel it my duty to my associates to offer them my theory—
my defense of the committee.

This "bill is not a result of the belief in the doctrines of
Thomas Jefferson, who was a protectionist—my colleagues know
that. They know also it did not result from a study of political
economy. Every political economist must condemn it. This
Underwood bill has no common or mortal parentage; nor
does it come from any particular or presidential source, as
some say.

I found this little book coming down on the street ear to-night,
and discovered in it the explanation and inspiration of this
law. It is not a campaign book. If is an almanac. The proof
is in the bill. It fluctuates like the changing seasons. It blows
hot and cold; is as inconstant as the moon, and as uncertain as
Venus in the morning.

Evidently this bill was written at different times and suffered
in the writing from the different conjunctions of the planets,
sometimes one force exercising itself and sometimes another.
I do not favor the more prosaic theory of some observers that
some days the committee ate too much meat and felt destructive,
and so on those days they put in schedules that would destroy
indnstries. They say that on other days probably the moon,
at least, was full. [Laugher.] Anyhow, they got it, T surmise,
from the almanac. I see the effect of all the signs of the zodiac
in this measure, There is Aries, the ram, ramming this bill
right through regardless of consequences. I see Taurus, the
goat [langhter]—no; not the goat

AMr. GARDNER. CQapricornus is the goat.

Mr. MANN. "The Angora goat? [Laughter.]

Mr. MANAHAN. Taurus is the bull, typical of the original
Bull Moose and of this bull-neck, stubborn committee that will
not yield to any argument; and, as I said, the ram is repre-
sented, and the lion. You beheld him yesterday in charge of
the ceremonies, with his bushy locks [laughter]—the lion of
the zodiac—with much more noise in his voice than intelli-
gence in his argument. [Laughter.]

Then there are the other signs of the zodiac—even the creep-
ing crab is represented, with all its mendacity.

Now I see my time is about to expire. I want to say, gentle-
men, that Minnesota needs cheap furs. It is not right to put a
tariff on this great necessity. It is not fair to the consumers,
and it is not fair to anybody. [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. SLOAN. Do you not think the majority will need pro-
tection on their bare skins when the people get after them?
[Laughter.]

Mr. MANAHAN. They undoubtedly will need bear skins on
their backs when the lash of public scorn scourges them from
the temple of this great Government.

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

Mr. MANN. There is an amendment pending, offered by the
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. SteENErsoN]. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. SteEveENs] desires to offer an amendment.
I do not know whether the gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Uxperwoop] desires to be heard upon the Steenerson amend-
ment or not.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, I regret very
much that the committee is not able to satisfy the various gen-
tlemen from Minnesota. As I was listening to the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MANAHAN], who addressed us =o elo-
quently the other day, and described what he called the pre-
historic Democrat, with long ears, it occurred to me to wonder
whether he was speaking of himself, for I understand that he
has only been in the Republican Party aboui two years.
[Laughter and applanse on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MANAHAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I can not. The gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. MaxNAnAN] is a little bit vague in his
zoology. His remarks upon the fur-bearing animals bear less
weight in this House since he has announced that he consid-
ered Taurus as a goat. [Laughter.] As to the other gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. SteeENErsoN], I was moved almost
to tears by his plea for the people of Minnesota. He announced
that we have stripped them of all protection, and in consequence
he wants fur to cover their shivering persons. He says that if
1 would come out to Minnesota I would have a different opinion
about the fur schedule. I visited his State last summer and
arove around that magnificent city of 8t. Paul, and I want to
say that his State in summer is a good deal hotter than Florida,
whatever it may be in winter.

I drove about the magnificent city and the eab driver pointed
out the palaces of the rich on the hill. I asked him * Whose
house is that?” He said, “Mr. So-and-so, a fur dealer.”
“ Whose house is that?” * That is Mr. So-and-so, who made a
great fortune out of Canadian furs.” Another man had a palace
built out of money he had made in furs. Why, gentlemen, the
Minnesota Members in this discussion defend the great rich fuor
merchants in the city of St. Paul and Minneapolis.

Mr., STEENERSON. There is no fur dealer in my dlistrict.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. I can not yield. They are
making pathetic appeals in behalf of the farmers of Minnesota,
whereas what they are really doing is to represent the great
rich men who live in palaces on the hills of the Twin Cities.
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T spoke about the furs on Fifth Avenue. Every man in this
House who is a member of the Husbands' Protective Union
ought to desire not only a 10 per cent duty, but a prohibitive
duty, so as to keep them out of the country. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

In New York the richest shopkeepers we have are fur dealers,
just the same as they are in your State, and the only difference
between the two gentlemen from Minmesota and myself is that
I believe these fur merchants ought to pay some fair share of
the taxes of the Government, and the contention of the two
gentlemen from Minnesota is that they ought to be allowed to
go without paying any of the burden of taxes.

I do not know why furs have always been on the free list. I
suppose that up to recent times the Hudson Bay Fur Co. of
Canada occupied a position of influence and power in that
country, such as the Canadian Pacific Railway does to-day. I
have no doubt they had sufficient influence with our Government
in the past to keep furs on the free list.

Mr. STEENERSON. Will the gentleman yield for a ques-
tion, just to set him right? [Laughter.]

Mr. HARRISON of New York. No; the gentleman will par-
don me. Just as I believe the Canadian Pacific Railway to-day
considers it has enough influence with our Government to make
us repeal the Panama Canal act providing free tolls in the Canal
Zone for American coastwise ships. I believe the day is past
when our tariff laws, or any other laws, ought to be written
for the benefit of any other nation or any powerful financial
influence in any other government. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] I believe the gentlemen from Minnesota, representing
as they do the powerful rich men of their State, are also indi-
rectly representing the Hudson Bay Co. of Canada. I am
willing to tax them; are not you? [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. HaypeN). The question is on the
amendment of the gentleman from Minnesota.

The question was taken ; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
SteExersox) there were 56 ayes and 102 noes,

So the amendment was lost.

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota, Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol-

lowing amendment. .
The Clerk read as follows:

Amend paragraph 359 by striking out all of sald paragraph down to
and including the words “‘ad valorem,” in line 22 sge“&l). and insert
in lieu thereof the following: “ Furs and fur skins of the Russian
sable, marten, ermine, mole, lynx, black fox, silver fox, sea otter, fisher,
fur seal, blue fox, white fox, chinchilla, polar bear, and griz:léabear.
10 per cent ad valorem; furs dressed on the skin but not made into
articles, 20 per cent ad valorem; furs not on the skin, prepared for
hatters’ use, 20 per cent ad valorem.”

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, this bill takes off the duty on
wool in order to destroy the sheep industry and puts a duty on
skunk skins in order to protect the skunk industry in the
TUnited States. [Laughter.]

I call the attention of the committee to the following com-

munications:
CHICAGO, April 15, 1913,
Hon. JAMES R, MANN,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.

DeAr Sir: We have your letter of April 12, together with copy of the
new tariff bill, and have noted recommendations of furs on Sched-
ule N, paragraph 363.

We are inclosing herewith a copy of a letter which we filed with the
Committee on Ways and Means on :muar¥ 27. We respectfuily ask you
to read the arguments put forth in this letter and then compare same
with the new recommendations in Mr, UNpEzwooD's bill. You will note
that the mew bill makes an exception of the skins of dogs, goat, and
sheep in the undressed class and leaves them to come in free, while the
other high-class furs are recommended for 10 per cent duty. The * rugs "™
and “ mats " referred to in our appeal are included in manufactures of
furs (see lines 21 to 25) of the new bill, and we conscientiously believe
that they should also be made an exception of under this listing and be
allowed to come undzr a duty of not over 20 %er cent as th;!} were under
the old D[ngleﬁ tariff, as per suggestion on the attached slip.

These are the roughest and lowest class of furs imported into this
country, and the coats and robes made from them are not a luxury
but are necessities to our farmers all over the co-.mtrﬁ. they belng the
only low-priced article of fur which they ean get. nder the Payne
tariff this class of goods was advanced from 20 per cent to 35 per cent,
and the new recommendation would advance them another 5 per cent
in the face of all the arguments which we, and we believe other manu-
facturers, have put forth. This is add 4 needless burden to the con-
sumer, and simply increases the cost of these rough fors, bringing them
up to a point wheve they are higher than at any time in the history
nF our business,

We firmly believe that even the present duty on this class.of goods
is unjust, and we ask you and your colleagues to lend every effort to
have the prepared material of dog. goat, and sheep skins put under a
separate heading at a lower rate of duty.

As the bill now reads a furrier ean import the finest grade of dyed
sealskin at 10 J)t‘r cent less than we can bring in the “rugs™ of a
common goat, dog, or sheep skin. We leave is to your own good
iudgement as to whether or not it is fair to the consumer of the cheap

oods which are a necessity as agalnst the article which is a luxury.

/e also call your attention to the fact that the skin can be imported
already dyed, while oor material, which is imported entirely in un-
dyed state, is 10 per cent higher.

If there Is anything about this matter which you are not qunite clear
on, the writer will be more than Pleued to give you further informas
tion you may need, and we sincerely hope that you will see that justlce
is done and that this revision is made, so that the farmer, who Is the
ll.lﬁmt consumer, will not have to pay this unjust tax.

e anﬁest the following addition to the proposed tariff bLill, to be
lns“erted ara[graph 359, Schedule N:

Furs of goat, dog, and sheep not further advanced than dress-
ing, when temporarily joined together for use as material In the form
of ‘plates,” ‘ mats, or ‘rugs,’ 20 per cent ad valorem ™

king youn for your attention io the matter and trusting to hear-
from you, we remain,
Very truly, yours, A. HOENIGSBERGER,
HarrY L. HoENIGSBERGER,
D. HOENIGESBERGER,
Members of Abave Firm.

P. 8.—We are writing you at the suggestion of a mutual friend, Mr,
Felix A. Norden, of Ch caygo. i =

—

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AXD MBAXNS,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O.

GESTLEMEX : Referring to paragmph No. 439 under Schedule N of
the present tariff, we beg to petition your eommittee in regnrd to the
roug 1;1,:|rs, which are commonly known as goat and sheep *rugs” and

mats " and dgf “ mats,” and ask that this class of furs be separated
from the general class and be put by themselves with a rating
of thelr own. We ask this for the reason that they are of an entirely
different class of material, being cheaper and rougher than what are
commonly known as ** fancy furs.” However, on account of not havl
a separate classification, they are incluoded in the second rt o
paragraph No. 439, under * Manufactures™ of furs further advanced

dressing and dyeing and prepared for use as material, including
plates, linings, and erosses, 35 per cent ad valorem, thus putting them
on an equal basis with goods which are already prepared in the greater
part for manufacture. e give you the following arguments in favor
of a separate listing and reduction :

First. We have no ax to grind. We mneither gain nor lose on account
of the higher durf. The only effect which It has is to make th
manufactured article ecost more to the consnmer without giving to any
one any added protection whatever, as this class of furs is used only
for the manufacture of carriage robes and a cheap grade of men's
fur coatis, none of which are imported into this country in the manu-
factured state.

Second. The term “rugs” and “ mats ™ is simply the trade name for
certain standard sizes of furs, and has no meaning in any other sense
than this. While they are not one separate gkin, they are simply
pieced out on the sides with a loose stiteh and basted to bring them
up to the standard of measurement. This stitch is absolutely worthless
as far as belng of any use in the manufacturing, it being necessary to
rip the sewing, cut the “rugs" and " mats' apart, rematch them, and
sew them before they are of marketable value, as far as manufacture
is concerned. The principal reason for these furs b imported in
these sizes is because the importer in this country is better able to
ascertain what amount of material he is getting than if he bought
these in the regular skin shape, the skins being of variable sizes.

Third. It requires just as much work to manufacture a robe or
coat from these “rugs' or “mats” as it would to manufacture from
natural-shaped skins.

Fourth. The natural-shaped skins, which are no further advanced
than these “rugs'" and " mats” can be brought in at 20 per cent,
even though they may be tged abroad. The fancy fur plates, such as
squirrel, ete., even though dyed, ean be brought in at the same rate of
duty (35 per cent) as our “rugs”™ and * mats,” which we import in
the nnd state entirely.

What we claim is that China goat and sheep “rugs" and “ mats”™
and dog ‘““mats™ loosely basted together to make a standard size,
ggt mscghmt dsetwed, should be under a separate heading, so worded, at

per cent duty. .

In making this appeal to your committee we beg to imEresu upon you
the fact that this will reduce this elass of skins to the old rate of
duty at whieh they were always entered under the old Dingley tariff;
that the advance of 15 per cent made in the last revision of the tariff
aimlpnly increased the cost of the manufactured article to the consumer,
glving no protection to any manufacturer in this country; and that
under the present tarlf it would be advantageous for us to have our
raw material dyed abroad instead of in this country, as we are doing
now, and importing it In the dyed state, being able to do so without
any increase in the tariff rate,

{ve beg you to take this all into consideration and give the matter an
unbiased dj;dsion.

Yery truly, yours,

—_—

CHicaco, April 23, 1913.
Hon. JamMEs R. MANN

House of Represcntatives, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: I have your letter of April 19, In reply to mine of April
15, and thank you for your attention. I am, however, taking the lib-
erty of writing to you again to once more call your attention to the
fact that the goods which we use, namely, goat, dog, and sheep, are not
the kind of goods which cammonif come under the heading of * furs.”
The latter inelude sealskin and all the other kindred grades, while curs
is of the cheapest kind of domestic animal.

In talking of this fur schedule, we trust you will keep the above fact
before you, and we sincerely trust that the suggested amendment sent
in our last letter will be offered when the bill is being put before (he

House.
Assuring you that your efforts will be appreciated, we remain,

Very truly, yours,
A. HOENIGSBERGER.
H. L. IHOENIGSBERGER.

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, the amend-
ment which I send to the desk should satisfy the gentlemen of
the committee—yes, even the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Harrisox]. It provides substantially two things:

First, it sets forth all of the high-grade raw furs used as
Juxuries by the people of this country, on ywhich there is placed
the duty provided in this bill of 10 per cent ad valorem. If
one agrees with the gentleman from New York [Mr. HAgrIsoN]
that furs used as luxuries ought to be taxed, then this amend-
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ment of mine is the proper and safe way to accomplish such
result without injury to the important fur industry.

Secondly, it provides that the provisions of the Wilson bill
and of the Dingley bill as to duties on furs dressed and par-
tially made shall be substituted for the remaining provisions
in this paragraph down to the part providing for the finished
article. It leaves the duties on the finished the same as in the
. bill, and as in the existing law, of 60 per cent on all finished gar-
ments. It is easy to perceive that the gentlemen of the commit-
tee do not understand the situation of this industry and the uses
of fur garments in the North. Nearly all of the rural free-deliv-
ery carriers in tha Northern States, and, I will venture to say,
more than 10,000 of them, are obliged to wear fur coats in
their daily journeys of 25 miles or so in the severe days of
winter. Nearly all of the teamsters up in our section of the
country are obliged to wear fur coats, or linings of fur or skins
of some sort. The street-car drivers who are exposed, the
inspectors of out-of-door work, the policemen, nearly all of the
farmers who can do so, and all chauffeurs and motorists are
cbliged to wear fur coats, costing from $25 to $50 each.

Under the provision of the existing law these furs as they
come into this country to be made over into garments are
taxed substantially 35 per cent on admission. - Under the
Wilgon bill and under the Dingley bill they were taxed only
20 per cent. Under the provisions of the Payne-Aldrich bill
they were taxed 35 per cent, but under the provisions of the
present bill these necessities of life are taxed 40 per cent, an
increase of 5 per cent.. That is why I think there should be
called to your attention the cruelty and the injustice which
you are doing to the people of the North, who are exposed
to the severities of the weather and need comfortable cloth-
ing to don. For that reason I have provided the list of furs
which are clearly luxuries and that ought to be taxed if you
decide on a policy of taxing raw materials in this industry.
The remainder, which are used by the people of moderate cir-
enmstances, are articles of entire necessity. We provide that
raw furs shall be placed upon the free list, and furs dressed
and partially made are placed back to the old provisions of the
Wilgon and Dingley bills at 20 per cent.

Four years ago we from the North objected to the increase of
the tax on our necessities—of clothing, from 20 to 85 per cent—
gince it did not protect anybody, and was only an unjuost exac-
tion from our people. We object now to the increase still
further of the taxes on our necessities of living from 35 to 40
per cent. You are in this way unfairly and unjustly taxing
the garments of our daily living. You are taking money out
of the pockets of the rural free delivery carriers, of the
teamsters, the farmers, the policemen, the firemen, the motormen,
the men of humble means who are exposed to the inclemency
of the weather. You are depriving them of clothing they need
for their daily use, and you are deoing this when there is no
necessity, because the revenue will not be increased. It will
rather diminish. In addition to that you are keeping away a
large business from that section of the country. The furs which
come down from Canada as a rule are the ordinary furs for
daily use and moderate-priced goods. They come in small
packages—5, 15, 20, to 100 pounds. They have been coming
down to St. Paul and Minneapolis for more than 50 years. They
are sent by the trappers and farmers of the extreme north;
and the moment you put a tax on the furs coming into this
country from that region it will divert those furs, because of
the trouble and difficulty of forwarding them, and they will be
sent east to Montreal and London to be made up, thus depriv-
ing our people of that work, depriving our people of the oppor-
tunity to get that sort of cheap furs for their daily clothing.

You do not understand the injustice you are doing, not only
to the wearers, but to a legitimate and helpful industry employ-
ing many thousands of our people in profitable employment.
You seem to think you are only taxing those people 10 per cent.

That fact is of small consequence. The fact that you place
any tax on raw furs at all dislocates this industry and prevents
gain and even competition with its foreign rivals. But, fully
as important, you must know that these furs, coming in under
the description of plates, crosses, and linings, as a rule, are
not suitable for use in that form, but have to be torn to pieces
and entirely remade. You are taxing in reality, at this rate of
35 per cent, articles which yon provide for in your bill which
shall be admitted free—skins of goats, dogs, sheep, and so forth,
your bill providing in terms for their free admission because
they are used as garments for the poorer man. As a matter
of fact, they will only be admitted at 40 per cent, under your
bill, because of the way they are and must necessarily be
imported, and if you gentlemen had the information before you
of the business as It is actually done and must be done you
would have omitted this provision from the bill.

The reason

substantially is that the Chinese and Siberians, who produce
these skins, prepare them in that way and can not be taught
or persuaded to change their customs of a thousand years, and
you are penalizing our poor people for it. Of course I do not
expect that you will accept the amendment, but I do want you
to understand in all sincerity and fairness what the condition
of our people has been and is and must be, and I have offered
you a practical amendment, which satisfies your conditions
and tries to meet what you are accomplishing, and I hope you
will see fit to adopt it. I will place in the Recorp a list of
furs classed as luxuries, as set forth in my amendment, an-
other class of common furs, and still another class which is
subject to change, and may be at one time expensive and again
cheaper, depending on the fashion of the day.

This statement is prepared by Mr. C. L. Kluekhohn, of St.
Paul, former president of the St. Paul Association of Commerce,
and of lifelong experience in the northern fur industry, and by
Mr. E. L. Ulman, of New York and St. Paul, who has devoted
his life to this business.

DeAr Sir: In compli -
beog €0, submit’ the Tollowlng Tt 0 Tare, wRIh e tass Aol i
various classes to the best of our knowledge and belief :
ly:}:‘:e bc[l:u:: %gxarstltlc‘!g: ?fxlumry tléé:rsalg;:h sable, marten, ermine, mole,
fox, ‘chinehilis, polar hear, ’g:i::lj? Bt s Bletas, Cwigits

We class as articles of necessityl,

‘which are Dbought by
small means, marmot, hare and rabb R Y. Prople o

, wolf, raccoon, red fox, kitt fox,
house cat, wild cat, opossum, muskrat, Japanese mink, Chinese weasel,
doﬁ" goat, sheep and lamb, hair, seal, wool seal, wombat, wallaby.

here are a number of articles that are used by people of moderate
means whenever Ericcs are low, but which sometimes are fashionable
and then are high in price. A duty on these would also be a serious
handicap to American merchants engaged in interstate trade: Squirrel,
black and brown bear, badger, civet cat, nutria, skunk, wolverine,
beaver, kolkinsky, mink, fiteh, otter, cross fox.

We respectfully submit that while certain raw furs can be elassed as
articles of luxury, the revenue derived from them would be small and
difficult and expensive to collect on aceount of the nature of the mate-
rial and the difficulty in classifying and valuing them.

All raw furs have been free of duty during the entire history of our
Government and none of the great commercial countries put a duty on
these articles, and any duty, great or small, will serionsly handieap. if
it would not entirely destroy, all international trade In raw furs on the

art of American merchants who have been for generations engaged
n the bullding up of a large business of this kintf on a basis {:g ﬁ'ea
trade and exchange of this material with all commercial countries.

We respectfully call Your attention to the fact that the small revenue
to be derived wounld result in serious injury to an important branch
of American commerce. -

As explained to Lfvou to-day, dogskins and goatskins used for fur pur-
Eloses are rarely, ever, imported as raw skins. On account of long-

me custom and habits it is impossible to induce the Chinese exporters
to sell them to us in any way, except as so-called mats, robes, or rugs,
which are never used in their original condition, but are only used in
the manufacture of the cheapest fur coats for farmers apd feamsters,
Until the passage of the Payne bill these have never borne a duty more
than 20 per cent.

Yours, respectfully, C. L. ELUEKHOHN.
E. L. ULMaAX,

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota.

The amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

360. Fans of all kinds, except common palm-leaf fans, 50 per cent ad
valorem.

Mr. MANAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. I do this, Mr. Chairman, only for the purpose of making
a personal explanation, confession, and apology. I know I can
not have redress outside of this Chamber against the gentleman
from New York for the grave accusation he made agninst me.
He says I was a Democrat two years ago. I confess it, gentle-
men; God forgive me [laughter], I was a Democrat. I was a
Demoerat until I became convineed that I could not do my share
for better laws in this country working in the ranks of De-
mocracy. 1 became convinced that its organization, its ideals,
and its handicap was such that it would not be possible for that
party to do the constructive work of legislation demanded by
the industrial conditions of this country. [Applause on the
Republican gide.] It was not easy for me; to be frank and sin-
cere, it was not easy for me to sever the ties that bound me to
associates for many years, and if I had not felt compelled by my
conscience to do so, and to do so at a time when every intelli-
gent man in the United States knew that conditions looked
favorable to party success at the polls, to do so when apparently
and in the judgment of my friends I was making a grave mis-
take so far as personal advancement was concerned, because if
I do say it, I held a high place in Democracy and the confidence
of some of its Dest men.

I was a Demoerat until I became convinced as a thoughtful,
enrnest student of political conditions that the only hope of this
country having laws that were right and fair to all was under
the leadership of the great progressive Republican, RoBerT LA
ForierTE, of Wisconsin, the ablest constructive statesman of
our day. That is why I became a Republican and enlisted in
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that great work. [Applause on the Republican side.] And, Mr.
Chairman, before I conclude let me make another personal ob-
servation, since it has been forced upon me here, and that is
that I am in sympathy with many things that those gentlemen
on the other side are dreaming about. It was not all sarcasm
on my part in aliuding to the astrology exemplified by the
makers of this bill. These men are stargazers, so far as the
Government is concerned, dreamers of noble dreams, but im-
practical executors of ordinary business, and so 1 say I will
admit I was for a long time a Democrat and a dreamer myself,
and possibly the gentleman from New York is correct when he
makes personal allusion to the size of my ears. Possibly it was
because I look like any ordinary Democrat; but I am surprised
that he took the chance of lese majeste when he considers the
appearance of the great leader of his party to-day in making
an allusion of that kind. Perhaps I, like many other Democrats,
elongated my ears listening for the impossible, but I saw in
time my error, and therefore I trust the future will not aggra-
vate my appearance. But I am not complaining about my
appearance any more than about my belated enlightenment. I
was not elected to represent the great State of Minnesota on
my looks. I was elected because more than two to one of the
people of that State believed that I stood for just and honest
legislation, and I have mnot taken the position in this tariff
debate on a single schedule that I did not feel impelled to take
by my convictions of right and wrong. [Applause.] There is
much good in this bill and, unfortunately, much evil also.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close in five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that all debate on the paragraph and amendments
thereto close in five minutes. Is there objection? [After a
pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. ADAMSON. Mr. Chairman, the difficulty which besets
a political flopper in explaining his frequent changes under
political exigency in a five-minute speech must be apparent to
everybody. [Laughter.] I presume, however, the gentleman's
apostasy from the Democratic Party occurred after he began
to derive his information from the almanac.

Since learning the book of his faith and authority our minds
are entirely enlightened and cleared up as to the origin of the
antiquated wit and wisdom with which gentlemen on that side
have illuminated the debate on this bill. I want to warn the
gentlemen, however, that their almanae authority is liable to
lead them astray. It does not even regulate the weather, much
less the politics, nor will it keep their consciences nor their
arguments straight. He prays forgiveness for having been a
Demoerat. Though he secured his own election by the flop to
the Republicans, his added weight on that old hack helped us
defeat the party. So we can easily forgive him if he will agree
not to come back and adulterate the party and handicap our
success in another election. [Laughter on the Democratic side.]
I want to tell him that we know the author of the almanac from
which he has been deriving his politics and inspiration for his
frequent changes, and he will not do. The author went clipping
by a farmer in Georgia one day, a fair, bright day, with no sign
of rain, there not being a cloud as large as a man's hand, and
the farmer said, * You had better gallop, Doe, or you will get
rained on before you get to town.” The doctor thought it was
ridiculous. He rode on; and sure enough, it rained pitchforks
and ladles before he reached -town. He was so disgusted he
would not dismount. He turned around and rode back, and he
said to the farmer, “ How in thunder did you know it was going
to rain on such a fair day?’ The farmer said, “I take old Doec
So-and-So’s Almanae, and he said it would be a fair, dry, beau-
tiful day, and I knew it was a lie.” [Laughter and applause on
the Democratic side.]

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend-
ment will be withdrawn, and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

361, Gun wads of all descriptions, 10 per cent. ad valorem.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Washington [Mr.
Jounson] offers an' amendment, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 90, line 3, strike out paragraph 361.

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
give notice that I shall ask to have gun wads placed on the free
list when the item is reached. They are here in the bill at
10 per cent ad wvalorem. For years they have never been at
less than 20 per cent, and they have never brought in over $300
revenie, but that tariff has been sufficient to keep German wads
out. I want to impress on my friend from Connecticut [Mr.’

Doxovan] that all business industiries everywhere will suffer
as those over which he is worrying. Gun wads are manufac-
tured by the Union Metallic Cartridge Co. and the Winchester
Arms Co,, two of the industries of Connecticut. Let them
wince with the rest of us. Further, I want to say that if all
the industries of my State are to suffer through free trade, then
I hope that we can have some free gin wads from Germany
with which to shoot a little game upon which to live. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.] I want to tell my Democratic
friend, Mr. DoxNovaN, that his hats are not hurt any worse
than our shingles.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment pro-
posed by the gentleman from Washington [Mr. JoaNsox].

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out
the last word. I have sat here since last Tuesday morning
listening to the tariff experts on the other side of the aisle, par-
ticularly to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Moore] and
the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoxpeLL], and I have won-
dered while listening to the learned arguments of those gentle-
men what would happen to the country if the Lord in His
wisdom should see fit at some time to remove them from among
us. But I have been consoled for my country by recollections
of a circumstance which once occurred in a cltg of my district.

A gentleman living in my district had for years been the
yardmaster for a railroad company. His name was Ashley
Girardeau, which was pronounced as though spelled * Jerrydo.”
Early in the spring of one year he decided that he ought to have
an increase of salary. So he went fo the superintendent of the
road and told him he had been with the road a long time
and thought his services were very valuable and that he wanted
an increase. =

The superintendent said to him, “ Well, Jerry, we have been
thinking of laying off a few people during the summer, and sup-
pose you just take a rest for two or three months and let us
see how things go.” He says, “All right. I will quit; that isg
what I will do.” He saw his wife that night and told her
what had happened. He said, “ Susie, I want you to go down to
the yard with me early in the morning and I want you to just
see them get a' train out of those yards. You get up earlier
than usual in the morning and get breakfast and go with me
and we will just see them do that thing.” They got up early
and went down and saw that the trains went out as usual. He
said, “ They can't do it again; that was just an accident."
The next morning they went down, and again the trains moved
out as usual, and for several mornings the same thing hap-
pened. He finally said to her “ You come with me and we will
visit with the folks up in Jefferson County awhile and then
we will come back. They can't keep this thing going without
me. They'll find out they ean’'t run this thing without me."
They spent the summer visiting his kin, and in the fall they
came back and he went down to the yard Everything seemed
to be moving smoothly. The day was hot. He did not see any-
body but an old one-eyed gray-haired darky hanging around,
but he seemed to be a person of some consequence. So he ap-
proached him. He said, “ Do you stay here?” The old darky
said, “ Yas, sir; yas, sir.” *“Did you ever hear of a man by
the name of Girardeau who used to be around here? Did you
ever know him?” * No, sah,” he said; “I didn’t zackly know
him; but I'se heerd of him. Yas, sir; I'se heerd of Mr.
Jerrydo. Yas, sir; I'se show heerd of him, becase I'se got
his job.” [Laughter and applause.]

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, I suppose it is a bit pre- °
sumptuous for me to suggest anything, to offer an amendment
even, when one is obliged to stop and think that one has to meet
the opinion of the distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr.
Uxperwoon], that of his associate in the chair right adjoining
him [Mr. HarrisoN of New York], and that of the gentleman
at the table, the distingnished gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Parmer]. But possibly we do meet them,-or they might
comprehend that they erred in finding, as they did, in this
particular schedule. It is the last schedule, Schedule N, Sun-
dries, which came late, after* several months’ work, when pos-
sibly they were out of temper and in no state of mind to
deliberate as fair men ought to. I am going to claim this,
gentlemen, that if the statement I make is true, that the treat-
ment of the subject in hand, the fur-felt hat industry, as they
treated it, was not fair treatment, the only way fo account
for it was that it was too much labor for a human being to
perform. .

I am probably representing a class of labor which, in my
opinion, is treated more cruelly than any other class from be-
g-l;ming to end of this report of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee,
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.But I am going to claim, too, that if this matter had been
considered at the beginning of the hearings there is no guestion
as to what the result would have been. You will appreciate my
point of view when I tell you that the distinguished chairman
of this committee, though campaigning in a strange State,
among a strange people, with the natural prejudices of those
people against him and his associates in his section of the coun-
try, when he went amongst my people practically carried—yes,
swepi—the State from end to end with his elognence. How?
By the same means that he carries this body whenever he so
desires—by his personality. When you think that misfortune
or errors may befall you, you have only to look upon that face
and you forget them all. [Laughter and applause.]

Unfortunately, I am occupying a position here formerly filled
by one of the most noted men of our country. Probably no man
ever came out of that State so well known, either favorably or
unfavorably [laughter] as my predecessor. At home he said
to his people since the election and within a few days that I
am a free trader. The distinguished gentleman who is chair-
man of this committee says to his associates here in this body
that the way I was returned and elected was that I accused Mr.
Hill of being a free trader. [Laughter.] But that is neither
here nor there. This can not affect our people.

The personality of the gentfleman from Alabama is what made
our people politically go to him. On the 13th day of March of
this year he repeated at the hearings of the Ways and Means
Committee, in yonder Office Building, what he said to them in
Connecticut. This is in his report as chairman, volume 4, page
8861: “ Of course,” says the distingnished gentleman from Ala-
bama, “of course none is in favor of reducing the tariff if it fs
going to injure any American industry.” That was on the 13th
day of March. [Applause.]

Mr. Chairman, the men who are working at this business for
a living are already hungry. The gentleman from Alabama
has cited the figures as to these hats, but if he had looked a
little further the figures would have spoiled his case. I have
the census figures here to show that out of the total amount of
business in fur-felt and wool-felt hats, fur-felt hats, generally
known as felt hats, form only 83% per cent. The fur-felt hats
should never have been classed with the wool-felt hats. They
are separate industries. The fur-felt hat industry is carried
on under many disadvantages, when you understand that the
fur of the rabbit and, in faect, everything that goes to make a
fur hat comes from the other side of the ocean, and this side
furnishes nothing except the water that comes from the heavens
and a little of the spirits to cut the shellac.

We claim that under the present conditions in the hatting
industry any reduction in the tariff is going to be a loss to
our industry. This is not like the great steel industry, which is
located near the source of its raw materials. And if there is a
loss it must follow that there will be a gain to some one, for
there is no loss without some gains. The gain in this case will
go to the workers who pay homage to the British lion and to
the coat of arms of the Italian house of Savoy.

The Italians and English are nearer the source of supply of
materials. Are you going to help them, and at the same time
put a profit into the pockets of the importer, while you do not
make it possible for the American consumer to buy a hat one
cent cheaper than he has ever purchased it?

There is merit, gentlemen, in the case of the American hatter.
His own country is his own market. There is great competition
among the hat manufacturers of this country. He has to com-
pete in this country, for in the majority of the great countries
of the earth, which are the fields of the exporiers of goods
other than hats, the people do not wear stiff hats. You could
not sell a stiff derby hat in the Far Bast. The people there
wear turbans. The Chinese do not wear the same kind of
headgear that is worn in this country. The Russian moujik
would not give up his cap for a black or brown stiff hat, while
in the South American countries the preference is for lighter
headgear of palm leaf, cork, and straw. What chanece has the
American hatter to expand his trade under a policy of trade
expansion? I dare say that the millions of people in the Far
East who buy our cotton goods end other manufactured goods
have no more use for an American fur felt hat than the Sultan
of Sulu has for a red flannel undershirt..

The census statistics now show that we have only eight
months’ work in the hatting industry each year. According to

these figures we have 25,900 people employed in the month
of January and in February 19,000, and these are two of the
eight months that the plants are supposed to be in operation.

Now, Mr.; Chairman, I should not feel that I had as good a
case as I -have if the consumer, the American millions who
wear derby hats, was going to be able under this change of
schelule to get the article one penny cheaper.

Who will get it? Why, the middleman. The committee has
changed the schedule so that it will represent about $1.20 a
dozen to labor, amounting to 10 cents a hat in labor when the
raw material is deducted. Will that 10 cents per hat reach
the public? No. If the committee had listened long enough
and with patience to get at the facts, they would have ren-
dered justice instead of giving the column of figures that they
have in their report.

It would seem from the spirit of things in this House that
only one class, and that the agricultural class, was represented
here. I want to say to you gentlemen who come from agricul-
tural districts that you have %,000,000 workers employed in
manufacturing in this country. They have made this land the
great market that it is. Now, I am speaking for 25,000 workers
and their families who are a large unit among the buyers of
the products of the farm. Do you wish fo cut down their buy-
ing power and put good American money into the pockets of the
subjects of two foreign princes? -

This bill as it is drawn means less revenue, less work for
American hat makers, more profit for the middleman, and money
for the European that he would get under no other conditions.

You will remember that the agriculturist that owns a place
nearest the city has the best market, and because of his location
he has the most valuable possession. When you injure the
market you are injuring yourself, and you ecan not afford to
do that by any sort of reasoning.

You have heard the gentleman from New York tell that out
of 400 farmers in his district 300 owned automobiles. This
bespeaks of the greater prosperity of the American farmer dur-
ing the past few years. The men who work at hat making are
not in the automobile class. Many of them live in tenement
houses with from 50 to 100 people. [Applause.]

I am not making this appeal for a great big money-bloated
industry such as some that have fattened under protection
without aiding anyone except the stockholders. I am speaking
for an industry that at this very time is suffering from a
panacea that is peculiarly all its own. The changing fashions
is the ailment that has struck the hardest at the foundations
of this industry that feeds and clothes nearly 150,000 people
in the United States of America. Motoring, the golf links, and
the young idea aping the manners, ecustoms, and clothing of
the rich are some of the things that have hurt the business,
Added to this the Democratic Party wants to take away a part
of the duty which fosters a poor class of workers who are on
their last legs, so to speak.

I have here in my hand a book which T have just picked unp
by the strangest coincidence. It tells of the recent trip to
Europe of Samuel Gompers, of the American Federation of
Labor, and he is discussing trade conditions in this country
with a fellow passenger. They are both agreed that the fur-
felt hat industry in this country is in dire straits. And mind
you, gentlemen, this condition exists under the present tariff
of 61 per cent.

In these days of civilization, in this day of fair play, I think
that we have an opportunity to say a word for the poor man
who ought to get from the Democratic Party, if nowhere else,
what he is justly entitled to.

All I am asking of you is 10 cents on every American made
fur-felt hat. The man who goes to market now to get a hat
pays $1.50, $2, $2.50, $3, and $4 for them. If this bill is passed
with this schedule unchanged I will wager that you are not
going to buy these hats for $1.40, $1.90, $2.40, $2.90, and $3.90.

Before the final vote is taken on this bill I want you to
imagine, if you will, the distressing predicament of the work-
man in Danbury, Conn. Usnally a man of family, a skilled
mechanie, with years of training, he hag perhaps saved enough
money to buy a home. Now, in middle life, he finds his trade
disappearing in this country. He can not seek other employ-
ment because Danbury is a city whose 25,000 inhabitants are
absolutely dependent on hat manufacturing, there being no
other industry in the town. He Is averse to leaving the city
to seek employment, because he does not wish to abandon the
house he has purchased. He is not earning sufficient to provide
the absolute necessities for his family—ecan not sell his house,
because the trade depression has depressed property values in
the town, and hardly able to make payments and meef taxes
on his home, his bank balance is depleted and rapidly becom-
ing exhausted—his savings of a lifetime are threatened.

With conditions no better than stated, the bat manufacturers
are making every effort to work out their own salvation, under
the most heart-breaking conditions, and they do not ask the
aid of the Government in the form of additional tariff protec-
tion. They do request, however, in the fight they are making
to recover their lost business that the Government shall not
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impose a further handieap and burden in the form of a reduced
tariff that will invite an influx of foreign-made fur-felt hats.

Are you going to forget the divine word, “ Love thy neighbor
as thyself "—and in the season of your prosperity forget the
skilled mechanic, the hatter? It is in your power to hold
up his arms in the hour of his need. :

It is simply a question, gentlemen, whether you will give
your aid to the workingmen of your own country, or to some
other workingmen who live. 3,000 miles away and have never
seen the Stars and Stripes flying to the breeze over American

institutions. Gentlemen this is not a gquestion of revenue, but

a matter of patriotism, and I appeal to you. I thank you.
[Applause.] ;

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Connect-
icut has expired.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments
thereto close in five minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Ux-
perwoon] asks unanimous consent that all debate on this
paragraph and all amendments thereto close in five minutes.
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered. -

Mr,. DONOVAN. Mr. Chairman, has my time expired?

The CHAIRMAN. Some time ago.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Con-
necticut is right when he says that I am not in favor of de-
stroying any legitimate industry. But I do not think that the

gentleman from Connecticut has much of a case in this instance.

The statistics show that the production in this country of goods
embraced under this paragraph, according to the census of
1910, was $46,952,000, and the imports for the year 1912
amounted to $875,000. It is readily seen that the amount of
imports, as compared to the American consumption, is less than
2 per cent under the existing rate of 51 per cent ad valorem.
The rate is a specific one, but the equivalent tax is 51 per cent
ad valorem. The importations are less than 2 per cent of the
consumption.

Now, the Democratic Party stands for a competitive tax.
They have reduced the rate from 51 to 40 per cent. The Treas-
ury expert who made up these figures in this handbook made
them up without my supervision. He estimates that the in-
creased imports under this reduction of duty will amount to
$125,000, or about a quarter of 1 per cent. Now, even if the
imports were doubled, that would only make them about 4 per
cent of the American consumption. Gentlemen who stand for
protection can very readily say: “ We do not want anything to
come in.” The gentlemen on this side of the House, who stand
for a revenue tariff and a competitive tariff, certainly could
not complain if the imports, as compared to American consump-
tion, were increased to a total of 4 per cent, being less than 2
per cent now. As I say, the estimate of the Treasury expert in-
dicates that the increased imports will not amount to more than
one-quarter of 1 per cent. This shows clearly that, so far as
this particular item is concerned, the committee certainly have
not been drastic in their action. The only thing I can say is
that the gentlemen who are interested in this hat industry have
been the most persistent, continual, insistent advocates of main-
taining a prohibitive tariff tax in their trade that ever appeared
before the Ways and Means Committee of this House.

Alr. DONOVAN. Will the gentleman yield? "
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will yield to the gentleman if I have

any time.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.
The Clerk will read. }

The Clerk read as follows:

366, Indurated fiber ware and manufactures of pulp, not specially
provided for in this section, 25 per cent ad valorem.

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

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment will be with-
drawn, and the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows: .

367. Jewelry, commonly or commercially so known, valued above 20
cents per dozen pieces; rope, curb, cable, and fancy patterns of chain
not exceeding one-half inch in diameter, width, or thickness, valned
above 30 cents per yard; and articles valued above 20 cents per dozen
pieces designed to be worn on apparel or carried on or about or attached
to the person, such as and including buckles, card cases, chains, cigar
cases, cigar cutters, cigar holders, cigarette cases, cigarette holders, coin
hiolders, collar, cuff, and dress buttons, combs, match boxes, mesh bags
and purses, m[llinery. military, and hair ornaments, fpl.us, &owder cases,
stamp cases, vanity cases, and like articles; all the foregoing and parts
thereof, finished or partly finished, composed of metal, whether or not
enameled, washed, covered, or plated, including rolled gold plate, and
whether or not set with greclouﬁ or semiprecious st &. ca
coral, or amber, or with imitation preclous stones, per cent ad
valorem. Stampings, mesh and other materials of metal, whether or not

set with glass or paste, finished or partly finished, separate or in strips
or sheets, suitable for use in the manufacture of any of the foregoing
articles in this paragraph, 60sper cent ad valorem.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment,

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 01, line 2, after the word “ pieces,” insert the words “ 60 per
cent ad valorem.”

The amendment was agreed to. .

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the further amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 01, line 17, after the word * stomes,” insert the words “or
pearls.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the further amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 91, line 18, after the word “stampings,” insert the word
“ galleries.”

The CHATRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

369. Laces, lace braids, lace window curtains not specially provided
for in this section, coach, earriage, and automobile laces, and all lace
articles of whatever material composed; handkerchiefs, napkins, wear-
ing ap{;&rel. and all other articles made wholly or in part of lace or of
Imitation lace of any kind; embroideries, wearing apparel, handker-
chiefs, and all other articles or fabrics embrolderoé in any manner by
hand or machinery, whether with a}eglnl.n or fancy initial or monogram
or otherwise, tamboured, appliquéed, or scalloped by hand or ma-
chinery ; edgings, insertings, galloons, nets, nettings, veils, wveilings,
neck ruffilings, ruchings, tuckings, ﬁoancirll-ﬁ flutings, quillings, orna-
ments, all the foregoing, of whatever mate com ; woven fabrics
or articles from which threads have been omitted, drawn, or cut, leaving
ogen spaces In which figures or designe are formed by threads other
than the threads of the fabrie, and articles made in whole or in part of
any of the above materials; all the foregoing, 60 per cent ad valorem,

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follbwing amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

On p:dg_e 93, line 2, after the word *“drawn,” insert the word
“ punched.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following further
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 93, line 3, at the end of the line, strike out the comma and
insert the words * alone or In combination with the threads of the
fabrie, not Including hemstitching or poke stitching.”

The amendment was agreed to.

M-é': GARDNER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last
wor

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, there will be a little discussion
on this subject, and I will ask the gentleman from Alabama
if we can not agree upon some time?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Is that the leather paragraph?

Mr. GARDNER. The leather paragraph.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will agree to 15 minutes’ debate on the
subject, 10 minutes to be controlled by the gentleman’s side
and 5 minutes by our side.

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have five
minutes’ time.

Mr. MANN. Can the gentleman not give us 15 minutes on this
side?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto
close at the end of 20 minutes, 15 minutes to be controlled by
the gentleman from Illinois and & minutes by myself. It is
understood, of course, that this covers the leather proposition.

Mr. GARDNER. I shall want to discuss boots and shoes
when we get to the free list, but other leathers now.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. MANN. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. GARDNER].

Mr. GARDNER. .Mr. Chairman, as I said a moment ago,
it is my intention to discuss the boot and shoe item when we
reach the free list. If boots and shoes had been retained on the
dutiable list they would have been included with leather in
the paragraph which we have just reached.

To-night I shall confine myself to a discussion of the duties
on leather. The second largest shoe city in the world, the city
of Lynn, is situated in my home county. It is represented by
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Paeran]. The fourth
largest shoe city in the world, the city of Haverhill, is also
situated in my home county. I represent Haverhill. Essex
County, Mass,, is the largest shoe and leather district on earth.
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Now, I am obliged to admit that the gentleman who represents
the Lynn half of our county [Mr. PAEELAN] knows a great deal
more than anybody else in this House about boots and shoes,
and about the lenther schedule. Unfortunately to-night he is
suffering from caucus lockjaw and so I bear the burden.

In passing I desire to call the attention of the chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee to the duty of 10 per cent
on glove leather. I am of the opinion that with a duty of
10 per cent on glove leather and with the provision in the
free list that leathers in general shall enter free, many im-
porters will invoice glove leathers as dressed kid and goat
skins. Although I am not by any means sure that such will
be the case, yet such is my opinion. As a matter of fact I
telegraphed for information as to this point to a leather
manufacturer in Mr. PHELAN's district, to a leather manu-
facturer in my own district, and also to the Hon. Richard
Young, a former Member of Congress. The answers which I
have received contradict each other. I call the attention of
the chairman to the matter, in case he should wish later on
to consider it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will say that I con-
sulted several manufacturers of gloves in reference to the
question of whether “ glove leather ” was a sufficient designa-
tion. One of these gentlemen of whom I asked the question
was a former Member of this House and a well-known au-
thority on the subject. He said there could be no question
about that designation.

Mr. GARDNER. Still, as a matter of fact, there is a differ-
ence of opinion. The former Members of Congress whom the«
gentleman and I have consulted undoubtedly agree with each
other as to the matter. The point is that other manufacturers
do not take the same view.

In this bill yon have put most leathers on the free list. Prob-
ably you desire to make some compensation to the shoe manu-
facturer for the loss of the duty on boots and shoes. Probably
you feel that you are justified in your course because leather is
exported in such very great quantities., It is true, of course,
that we exported $40.000,000 worth last year, while only
$7,000,000 worth was imported. From the Democratic point of
view I can understand why you should put upon the free list
the kind of leathers we export in quantity. What I do not un-
derstand is why you should cut the duty off practically all
leathers, whether or not they are of the kinds which are ex-
ported. For instance, out of our $40,000,000 leather export,
just about one-half is glazed kid. Half of the remainder is sole
leather.

On the Democratic theory of lowering duties, I can under-
stand your action on glazed kid and sole leather, but I can not
understand why you removed all duties from patent leather and
calfskins.

We export a small guantity of patent leather—perhaps to
the amount of a million and a half of dollars. We import a
trivial amount of patent leather. The fact is that patent
leather manufacture in its present form is a comparatively
new industry in this country. I doubt whether it has been
oversuccessful. Patent leather to-day carries a protective duty
equivalent to from 25 to 830 per cent. No one can claim that
patent leather is a luxury. Even supposing that the negligible
amount of importations indicates too high a rate of duty under
the present law, is that any reason for cutting the whole strue-
ture .away with an axe instead of lowering it with a jack-
screw, as your chairman put it?

Now, as to calfskins. I understand that we export a few
specialties, but- that our great staple lines can not be ex-
ported. As a matter of fact, our calfskin leather export
amounts to one million and three-quarters dollars’ worth annu-
ally. A little calfskin leather is imported. The significant mat-
ter about calfskin leather is this: We used to be able to sell
calfskins in the English markets, but the Germans have come
along and driven us out.

There are likely to be serious results if you give the German
calfskin manufacturers the free run of our market. Skins for
morocco, tanned and unfinished. There are §2,000,000 worth of
those sking imported. I do not ecriticize the Ways and Means
Committee for putting them on the free list. Asa matter of fact,
those skins for morocco, tanned but unfinished, are what we
call “India tan.” They are raw material for our morocco
factories. I doubt wkether they compete with any American
preduct of like sort. What I especially criticize is the free
admission of calfskin leather and patent leather; perhaps also
of sealskin leather, pigskin leather, colt, and kangaroo. I know
mighty little about the last-mentioned leathers. Granting that
it is right from the Democratic point of view to put leather on
the free list, is it fair for you to reguire these leather manu-

facturers to purchase their raw materials in a profected mar-

ket? To be sure, you have put bark tannages on the free list.
You have also put indigo on the free list, but there are plenty
of articles used in tanning and currying which are not put on
the free list. In my district nowadays ealfskins are tanned by
the chrome process. It does not do the manufacturers the slight-
est good in the world to take the duty off of tan bark. Bichro-
mates are used on calfskins to-day, bichromates of soda and
potash being the largest item in tanning at present.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. . Will the gentleman yield for
a question?

Mr. GARDNER. Yes.

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Of course the duties on bi-
chromates of potash and soda are very much reduced, and as
a practical question does the gentleman from Massachusetts
know that to-day bichromates are selling cheaper in the United
States than they are abroad?

Mr. GARDNER. No; I did not know it; but that would
seem to require some explanation from the walking delegate of
the husbands' union as to what the duty is retained for. Bi-
chromates at all events are taxed at a rate equivalent to 15
per cent ad valorem. Dpyes are largely used in the manufacture
of leather. Ordinary dye woods are taxed at three-eighths of
a cent a pound. Sulphonated oil is the next largest item, and
that is taxed at 15 per cent ad valorem. Coal-tar dyes are
taxed at 30 per cent ad valorem. Blue vitriol comes in free.
Borax is taxed, bichromate of soda is taxed, sumac comes in
free, linseed oil is taxed, sal soda.is taxed, sponges are taxed,
degras is taxed, sulphuric acid comes in free. Soda sulphite is
taxed, bichromate of potash is taxed, soap is taxed, fusel oil is
taxed, and sulphonated oil is taxed. So you see that while the
upper-leather manufacturers are obliged to purchase in a pro-
tected market, you throw wide open to the world the market in
which they are obliged to sell.

As I have pointed out to you, the foreigner to-day, even over
a duty of 15 per cent on calfskins and over a duty of from 25
to 30 per cent on patent leathers, can send a certain amount
of leather into this country.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. STAFFORD].

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, all Members, after the
briefest session since the tariff bill has been under consideration,
recognize the futility of any amendment offered here being
adopted unless it originates with the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, and so I shall withhold submitting any formal amend-
ment covering the leather schedule. The briefest examination
of this schedule proves the necessity of an expert, nonpartisan
tariff commission fo ascertain the difference in the cost of pro-
duction here and abroad and conditions of manufacture gen-
erally in the different industries. Here leathers are reduced
from ad valorem duties ranging from 5 to 25 per cent without
any data whatever as to cost of production and placed on the
free list. All that is at hand is the extent of exportations and
importations, and this not as to the respective characters of
leather. In fairness to a great industry, where competition is
keen and prices are uncontrolled by any artificial agency, I
claim that these duties should not be abolished entirely and
leather put on the free list,

Considerable mention has been made in this debate from
time to time of putting hides on the free list in the Payne Act
and the increase in the price of hides that followed. But that
was the result of an increasing demand for hides in the world’'s
market and a want of a commensurate supply to meet that de-
mand. Those of us who served here four years ago recall well
the efforts of President Taft, as a result of placing hides on
the free list, to secure the very lowest reductions in the leather
schedule. The leather manufacturers reduced their schedules
as a result of this reduction-from 80 to T5 per cent in different
items. Heavy leather, such as sole and belting leather, was
reduced from 20 to 5 per cent ad valorem. As a result of that
reduetion, the importations of heavy leather have increased im-
mensely, until during the last 12 months they have aggregated
$2,000,000, where four years ago they were but $80,000. The
manufacturers of heavy leathers will be handicapped if you
admit this character of leather free of duty, because the tan-
ning industry is fast developing in Canada, and the Canadian
leather manufacturer has the advantage of the native hemlock
bark, and not only of the native hemlock bark but of free chem-
fcals which are necessary as a substitute in the tanning of
leather. More than that, the committee in their first bill,
and I take it that the schedule as found in H. I. 10 was
the deliberate judgment of the distingulshed majority of the
Ways and Means Committee, included a certain character of
leather carrying a duty of 15 per cent, namely, kangaroo,
sheep, and other skins, but these skins were eliminated in the
second bill, which is now before the committee. DBut in both
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bills they failed to include patent leather, which has been re-
ferred to by my collengue [Mr. Garpxze], and which requires
double the amount of labor than that employed in other kinds
of upper leather. £

Patent lenther not only requires the tanning process which
is necessary in other leathers, but it requires the japanning or
ennmeling process. Though under the present tariff act that
schedule has a tariff the equivalent of about 25 per cent ad
valorem, that is all eliminated here. Now, the mere fact that
we are exporting large quantities of these leathers is no abso-
lute criterion, I maintain, that the industry is so established
that we can compete with the world. There may be exigencies
in the commercial world whereby there may be extraordinary
demand for one character of leather which the manufacturers
of the world may not be able to meet, and this country, being
more able perhaps for the time being to produce that character
of leather to meet the world demand, would export it for the time
being. It is true we have exported one million and a half of pat
ent leathers. But Germany is making fast inroads with their
improved machinery into the manufacture of all kinds of leather
and competing with the American leather manufacturers in the
control of the world’s trade. The distingnished chairman said
to-night he does not wish to do anything to destroy legitimate
industry. But with the cost of labor in Germany one-half of
that which is required to produce leather in this country, with
improvements going on rapidly in the industry there and in
other countries, I claim there is continued need of a duty on
leather, and particularly on the highly manufactured leather,
such as patent and upper leathers. I ask the gentleman who has
this bill in charge why it was that in this industry all tariffs
were taken off and the industry exposed to the eompetition of
the world? It Is not suflicient to say that there has been large
exportations before, beeause if the labor market is so much
lower abroad than here, naturally it will be necessary to meet
that by some compensafory tariff when the industry becomes
establislied abroad, and the only available data we have shows
that enr exports are diminishing already, and those of other
countries, particularly’ Germany, increasing. So, Mr. Chairman,
representing a eity which produces more leather than any other
city in the United States, I feel constrained to raise objection
to this radical cut in the schedules, whieh, while it may be jus-
tified, or the industry may be able to adjust itself to the changed
duty so far as heavy leathers are concerned, as to the other
leathers, places the manufacturer in an unfair pesition in meet-
ing foreign competition here.

Myr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, in reference to the ques-
tlon that is raised as to glove leather, after hearing what the
importers and the Treasury experts have to say about it, I
am fully satisfied that this language fully describes the leather
used for gloves. There is ordinarily no question about this
leather, because ordinarily leather that is finished in the rough
is not a domestie production, although there may be a small
amount of glove leather that is made in this country. But the
principal glove leather that is made in this couniry is a prodnct
that is not finished in the rough. The balance of it is an im-
ported article that is not made here at all. I have no serious
guestion in the world as to the effect of this paragraph.

T ask, Mr. Chairman, that the Clerk read.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Byr~s of Tennessee). Without objec-
tion, the pro forma amendment will be considered withdrawn,
The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

371. Bags, baskets, belts, patchels, card cases, pocketbooks, jewel
boxes, pertfolios, and other boxes and cases, made wholly of or in chief
value of leather, not jewelry, and manufactures of leather, or of which
leather is the component material of chief value, not specially provided
for in thls section ; all the foregoing, whether or not permanently fitted
and furnished with traveling, bottle, drinking, dining, or luncheon and
gimilar sets, 30 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. BROWNING. Mr. Chairman, again I am constrained to
volece my feeble protest against the passage of this unfair bill,
and by reading the following letter from a manufacturing
establishment in my district I feel that I am appealing strongly
for an amendment to section 371. which should provide at least
the same rate of duty as is carried in the Payne Tariff Act:

Armin 29, 1913.
Hon., WiLLiaxM J. BROWNING, 2
Representative First District, New: Jersey.

Dean Smn: Referring. to your letter of the 8th, in which you want to
know the effect of the uced tari@ onm our industry, we can see no
bright prospects. We have this week had our first ous rebufl, which
}; cl;gly ta forerunner of many more to come. We mention the tailowins

cident :

In a leading Philadelphla department store, which places orders for
fall delivery in April, our representative sg?mched the buyer of a cer-
tain department with a request for the usual order, and the answer
“\We have strict orders not to buy anything for future delivery um
the tarif question is settled.”" Then he added: “ You can not expeet

us to buy goods from you, when we will be able to get them so much
cheaper from Europe.”
The above goods consist of school
in large guantities under the present
Very truly,

bags and are now being imported
tariff. s

CampEN. Ex1? Goops Co., INC.
Lovis BxgLe, Secretary.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the chairman of the Committee on
Ways and Means will offer an amendment that will properly
protect this industry.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will be
withdrawn, and the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

372, Gloves, not specially provided for in this section, made whgéldy
or in chief value of leather, whether wholly or par manufactured,
shall pay duty at the following ra the lengths stated in each case
be['u]_g the extreme length when stretched to their full extent, namely :

373. Men's, women's, or children’'s “ glacé” finish, Schmaschen (of
sheep origin), not over 14 inches im length, $1 per dozen pairs; over 14
inches In Ienqth 25 cents per dozen pairs for each nddl‘%lonui inch in
excess of 14 nci:ms-

}g: MANN. Mr. Chairman, I meve to strike out the last
WO

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Hlinois [Mr. Manx]
moves to strike out the last word.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, in this paragraph relating to
““Men’s, women's, or children’s ‘glacé" finish, Schmaschen (of
sheep origin), not over 14 inches in length,” the term *‘sheep
origin" is new, and I take it that it is intended to take the place
of the language formerly used, “lamb or sheep.” Has there
been any construction te the effect that the language * of sheep
origin ™ covers lamb or sheep gloves? I ask that question be-
cause a number of people interesied in the trade have asked
me in reference to it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I call the gentleman's attention to the
fact that the present law reads, *“ Women's or children’s glacé
finish, Schmaschen (of sheep origin), not over 14 inches in
length.”

Mr. MANN. The present law reads, “‘ glacé” finish, of lamb
or sheep, not over 15 inches in length.,” Is that paragraph 4557

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Paragraph 454,

Mr. MANN. I have not got that. Yes; paragraph 455 is
“Women’s or children’s glacé finish, Iamb or sheep, not over
15 inches in length.” That is what I wanted to inquire, whether
the term * of sheep origin " eovers what is eovered in paragraph
455, because this paragraph, I take it, is intended to cover it all,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I undersiand it covers the whole propo-
@ition. It is an imported glove, as a matter of fact. There are
no Schmaschen gloves manufactured in this country.

Mr. MANN. The point I was getting at was whether the
term “ of sheep origin” would cover gloves of lamb origin?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I should think it would.

Mr. MANN. I make the inquiry because several gentlemen
who are interested in the importation of these gloves on a large
scale ealled my attention to this matter, and they were unable
to say from the trade term whether that would be included or
no. If not, it is quite important, and I did not know whether
the Treasury Department had rendered an opinion or not.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. This amendment went to the Treasury
Department, and I also talked over this paragraph with some
of the leading glove manufacturers of the United States, some
of whom are known to the gentleman from IHinois.

Mr. MANN. I wish the gentleman would make an inquiry
about this.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I have already done so.

Mr. MANN. I doubt whether the gentleman has made the
inquiry from the Treasury Department as to whether there
would be any question that the term *“of sheep origin ™ would
include gloves made frem lambskin.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman that I did
inquire of a glove manufacturer, who stated that this proposi-
tion would cover it. And them, on the other hand, the amend-
- ment which has been submitted, ehanging the elassification, has
been submitted to the Treasury authorities and no comment
made on that language.

Mr. MANN. On the other hand, I will say to the gentleman
that several of the largest importers of glovés in Chicago—
where they import large quantities—have expressed the opinion
to me that it probably would not cover lambskin gloves under
the ruling heretofore made. I am sure that the gentleman from
Alabama does not want that construction put upon the bill,
and if it is necessary to change the language, I would be glad to
change it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am sure that the gentleman under-
stands that Schmaschen was originally suppesed to be made
from the stillborn lamb, but that there are now some other
lambsking used in the manufaeture ef these gloves, although
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originally that was not so. The orginal proposition was to
cover the other class of gloves. 8o I am satisfied that the
words “ of sheep origin” will cover the Schmaschen glove.

Mr. MANN. But if the gentleman will note, in the existing
law, paragraph 454, women's or children's glacé finish Schmas-
chen (of sheep origin) not over 14 inches in length, are $1.25
per dozen pairs, while women’s or children’s glacé finish lamb
or sheep not over 14 inches in length are $2.50 per dozen pairs.
The only difference between those is that in one place it says
“(of sheep origin) $1.25 per dozen,” and in the other it says
“lamb or sheep, $2.50 per dozen.” I think the first, “ Schmas-
;:he:ll’ (of sheep origin),” probably only includes the stillborn
amb.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It originally did, but subsequently
Schmaschen gloves, according to my information, included some
leather that was made from other lambskins besides stillborn
lambs.

Mr. MANN. That is troe, but the present law makes the dis-
tinetion. In the case where it is made from the skin of still-
born lambs, it says, “of sheep origin.” Where it is made of
lamb or sheep skins, it says, “lamb or sheep,” and the rate is
different in the existing law. The question is whether, under
the language here, you do not confine your rate to the gloves
made from the stillborn lambskins, I wish the gentleman
would inquire about that.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will make further inquiries into it;
but I will say to the gentleman that I had already discussed the
question with a man whom I considered was informed on the
glove schedule.

Mr. MANN. The only reason I call it to the attention of the
gentleman is that the people who -wrote to me about this are
as well posted as anybody in the country on the subject. I do
not know anything about it, and they were not prepared to say
definitely about this, but they were very much afraid of it.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows: :

377. Harness, saddles, saddlery in sets or in parts, finished or un-
ﬂnllg‘lfgg, not specially provided for in this section, 20 per cent ad
va s

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman,
ment.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota offers an
amendment which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows: .

Amend section 877, lines 18 and 19, by striking out the words “ n
spec!all? provided for in this section™ and insert in lien thereof t
words * composed wholly or in chief value of leather.”

Mr. STEVENS of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, the amendment
that I submit restores the language of the existing law, and in
terms provides for a 20 per cent ad valorem on leather goods
such as harness and saddlery, which has been the rate for many
years and under which a large business was developed. There
seems to be confusion in your bill which I have endeavored to
clear by my amendment.

Paragraph 377 provides as follows:

377. Harness, saddles, saddlery in sets or in parts, finished or un-
finished, not specially provided for in this section, 20 per cent ad
valorem.
® While on the free-list paragraph 535 reads as follows:

535. All leather not specially provided for in this section and
leather board or compressed leather; leather cut into shoe uppers or
vamps or other forms suitable for conversion into boots or shoes; boots
and shoes made wholly or in chief value of leather; leather shoe laces,
finished or unfinished; harness, saddles, and saddlery, in sets or parts,
finished or unfinished, composed wholly or in chief value of leather.

Now, there is a possible inconsistency, and my amendment
seeks to clear the difficulty by striking out the words in para-
graph 377, “not specially provided for in this section,” and
hereafter I will offer one to paragraph 535, placing a period
after the word “ unfinished” in line 19 and striking out the
words “ harness, saddles, and saddlery, in sets or parts, finished
or unfinished, composed wholly or in chief value of leather.” .

This will completely dispose of any possible confusion and will
correct any possible injustice.

I know there is some confusion in the minds of others as to
exactly what is the provision of the pending bill, but I have
submitted the amendment in this form so that the rates now
existing shall continue. -

As a reason for the adoption of this amendment I have
ventured to submit to the committee, and ask to have read
from the Clerk’'s desk, a letter from one of the leading citizens
of my city, Mr. William A. Hardenbergh. He is head of the
firm of P. R. L. Hardenbergh & Co., and probably is the leading
Democrat of my section. He is at present the Democratic
member of the St. Paul police commission and may be selected
to head the hosts of the Democracy in the next contest we will
have in my city. He is a man of the very highest character, of

an amend-

the broadest intelligence, and highest standing, and I am sure
that you will be proud of your leading representative in that
part of the country when you shall listen to his letter, and I
respectfully commend it to the serious consideration of my
Demderatic brethren. I have omitted all personal references.

Tdhe CHAIRMAN, If there be no objection, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

St. PAUL, MINN., April 10, 1913.

Hon. I'. C. STEVENS

House of Repraieuialivea, Washingion, D. C.

My DEArR Mgr. STEVENS : I note that the Ways and Means Committee
have placed harness and saddlery on the free list in the tariff bill
which they have introduced, and while I know from my experience of
the past two years as a minority member of the St. Paul police board
that a rank outsider finds it very difficult to help out any of his
friends, I am nevertheless writing to you to solicit your good offices
even if you are no lo:ger of the dominant parg.

When I went over this blll and found that the tari® on most of the
schedules from which vast fortunes have been made during the past
generation had been reduced, and in the case of saddlery had been en-
tirely removed, it seemed to me that they had picked out our industry
because it was so small in volume that it had no friends.

I have, rhaps, as wide an acqualntance with the conditions sur-
rounding this industry as any one man in the country, and I ask Eou
to accept my word for it that during the past 30 years in which I
have been connected with it there has not been one single saddlery
manufacturer who has retired from his business on a eompetency, nor
is there mow any one man en it who might be called rich.
With these two facts in mind it seems preposterous to me that only a
portion of the protective tariff should be removed from other schedules
while on our schedule the present tariff, which only represents the
dtl)ﬂleit;%:;t:; in the cost of labor here and abroad, should be entirely
abo E

The s.addleg industry bas not in the Past fattened on a protective
tariff, or, in fact, on anything else, and it does seem to me that even
with the radical legislation which is now proposed our little industry
is being made the goat.

With saddlery on the free list those cities near the Canadian border
are going to suffer tremendously from comgetition from that couniry,
and as far as the Twin Cities are concerned, which, taken together, fs
the largest saddlery manufacturing center in the United States, it is

oing to put some of us out of business. The largest saddlery manu-
acturer in the world is in Winnipeg, and the Canadian houses are
already approaching the salesmen of ourselves and neighbors with a
view of putting their men into Minnesota, North Dakota, and Montana.
If we could get into Canada without duty, this would be entirely satis-
factory to us, but as it bids fair to be, Canada will dump a tremendous
surplus of manufactured stuff into our territory and we will be utterly
powerless to strike back.

Under the very best conditions our industry is suffering from the
automobile and gas tractor development, and during the past year seven
large manufacturers have voluntarily liguidated and gone out of busi-
ness, and there is a country-wide movement to ounsolidi.ts those remain-
ing Into a less number of units, as with the decreased volume of busi-
ness the cost of distribution 18 becoming oppressive, and In every
naddlerg center in the country the manufacturers are working to cut
down the number of houses, either by purchase or consolidation.

Anyone who has observed the growth of motor vehicles and motor
tractors must appreciate that our industry is having a hard time, but
what we have encount in this respect is trlﬂi;:lg when compared to
the results that will follow the placing of our product on the free list.
I would like to impress upon you—and if you can consistently brin
the matter to the attention of any of your Democratic colleagues 1 wlﬁ
apfreeinte it—the one fact that during the past generation there has
not been one man who has been made rich in the manufacture of har-
ness, and that Canadian competition is golng to seriously affect an in-
dustry which is already fighting for Its life by reason of the develop-
ment of power vehicles. I feel that this industry has been selected for
slaughter because it is so small, and therefore has but few friends in
Washington and its well-being is of interest to but very few people;
but to me and my assoclates in the Twin Citles it is a tremendously
vital matter, and I sincerely hope that you may be able to interest some
of your Democratic friends so that we may have a good word spoken
for us when the consideration of that schedule comes ulla.

With kindest personal regards and trusting that have not con-
sumed too much of your time,

Yours, very truly, « W. A, HARDENBERGH.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Minnesota.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

379. Manufactures of bone, chip, grass, horn, india rubber or gutta-
percha, palm leaf, guills, straw, weeds. or whalebone, or of which any
of them is the component material of chief value, not otherwise specially
Trovlded for in this section, shall be subject to the following rates:
ndia rubber or gutta-percha, 10 r c¢ent ad valorem; palm leaf,
15 per cent ad valorem ; bone, chip, horn, quills, and whalebone, 20 per
cent ad valorem; grass, straw, and weeds, 25 per cent ad valorem ;
combs composed wholly of horn or of horn and metal, 25 per cent ad
valorem. The terms “grass” and “straw " shall be understood to
mean these substances in their natural state, and not the separated
fibers thereof.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 95, line 10, after the word * metal,” strike out * 25 per cent ad
valorem ” and insert “ 50 per cent ad valorem.”

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, in order to save time I propose
to withhold several amendments to this schedule, for I realize
that the gentleman from Alabama is under pressure. It seems
to me that this amendment ought to be discussed briefly. In
this instance it is proposed to restore the Payne rates on combs
composed wholly of horn or horn and metal. There are very
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few establishments cngaged in this industry in the TUnited
States. They are all of limited capacity but give employment
to a number of people. The product retails at from 5 to 10
cents, and the reduction of this duty threatens the entire indus-
try. It would seem a hardship on the men struggling all these
years to manufacture combs of horn to impair or destroy what
they have done, What they produce is put on the market so
low that it seems almost ridiculous to ask them to sell their
commodity any cheaper than now. The influx of foreign combs
would not result in reducing the cost price to the consumer,
It is almost absurd to think of combs being put on the market
at 3 cents or 2 cents, In this case there are three or four manu-
factories, one or two that have been in business for 60 years,
and they say that the business is positively imperiled by the
reduction of the duty from 50 to 25 per cent ad valorem.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment pro-
posed by the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com-
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. GArrerT of Tennessee, Chairman of the
Committea of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re-
ported that that committee had had under consideration the
bill H. R. 3321—the tariff bill—and had come to no resolution
thereon.

2 ADJOURNMENT.
_ Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 11 o'clock and 8
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Monday, May 5, 1913,
at 11 o'clock a. m.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo-
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. FREAR: A bill (H. R. 4615) to amend the general
pension act of May 11, 1912, as amended by act approved March
4, 1913; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

By Mr. ALEXANDER: A bill (H. R. 46168) to promote the
welfare of American seamen in the merchant marine of the
‘United States, to abolish arrest and imprisonment as a penalty
for desertion, and to secure the abrogation of treaty provisions
in relation thereto, and to promote safety at sea; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. HENSLEY: A bill (H. R. 461T) for the relief of
tobacco growers; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HINDS: A bill (H. R. 4618) to increase the limit of
cost for increased quarantine facilities at the port of Portland,
Me. ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. BRODBECK: A bill (H. RB. 4619) authorizing the
Secretary of the Treasury to sell the old post-office building and
the site thereof at York, Pa.; to the Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds.

By Mr. HARRISON of Mississippi: A bill (H. R. 4620) to
establish a fish-hatching and fish-culture station at a point in or
near the city of Biloxi, in the State of Mississippi; to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4621) for the erection of a military post at
or near the city of Guifport, in the State of Mississippi; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4622) providing for examination and sur-
vey of channel in Back Bay of Biloxi, Miss.; to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. FERRIS: A bill (H. R. 4628) to establish an agricul-
tural experiment station in the fifth congressional district of
Oklahoma; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ANSBERRY : A bill (H. R. 4624) for the distribution
of the cotton-tax fund collected in the State of Ohio; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. POWERS: bill (H. R. 4638) to provide for the
erection of a public bullding at Pineville, in the State of Ken-
tucky ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Alr. UNDERWOOD: A bill (H. R. 4639) for the purchase
of a site and the ereetion of a public building at Marion, Ala.;
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. HENRY : Resolution (H. Res. 88) creating a stand-
ing committee of the House to be known as the Committee on
Roads; to the Commitiee on Rules.

By Mr. HARRISON of Mississippi: Resolution (H. Res. 89)
to print 1,000 additional copies of the Soil Survey of the Biloxi
Area, Miss, for use in the House document room; to the Com-
mittee on Printing.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, priavte bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON: A bill (H, R. 4625) granting an increase
of pension to John Brin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. |

By Mr. ANSBERRY : A bill (H. R. 4626) granting an increase
of pension to Joseph O, Dickson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions. I

By Mr. BORLAND: A bill (H. R. 4627) granting a pension
to Fred A. Hecker; to the Committee on Pensions. i

By Mr. HARRISON of Mississippl: A bill (H. R. 4628) for
the relief of N. Ferro; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, & bill (H. R. 4620) to reimburse Gaston R. Poitevin
for property lost by him while assistant light keeper at East
Pascagoula River (Miss.) Light Station, as recommended by
the Lighthouse Board; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. HINDS: A bill (H. R. 4630) for the relief of Fred A.
Emerson; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. EINKAID of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 4681) grant-
ing a pension to Sarah Haynes; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. RAUCH: A bill (H. R. 4682) granting an increase
of pension to Lewis M. Osborne; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. SCULLY: A bill (H. R. 4638) granting an increase
of pension to Cornelia J. Ames; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4634) granting an increase of pension to
Annie E. Hawkins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4635) granting an increase of pension to
Melvina Bottles; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4656) granting an increase of pension to
Rebecea A. Clayton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 4637) granting an inerease of pension to
Loretto Roland ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. UNDE.RWOOD: A bill (H. R. 4640) granting a pen-
;Ion to Alrs. A. H. Bryant; to the Committee on Invalld Pen-

ons.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By the SPHAKER (by request) : Petition of Aug. G. Jabin
and F. William Wiseman, of State of Missouri, against mutnal
life insurance in income tax bill; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce, of Los
Angeles, Cal.,, favoring immediate change in banking and cur-
rency laws; to the Commitee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. AINEY : Petition of Henry C. Miller, Edd Payne, and
M. A. Hodgson, of Pennsylvania, against mutual life insurancé
in income-tax bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

Also, petitions of Workers of the Trade and Shoemakers, of
Honesdale, Pa., against any change in tariff on beots and shoes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 5

By Mr. ANSBERRY : Petition of the Chamber of Commerce
of Steubenville, Ohio, favoring the passage of legislation for an’
immediate reform in the banking system of the United States;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

Also, petition of Charles A. Morgan, Paulding, Ohio, protest-
ing against including mutual life insurance companies in the
income-tax bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. CARY: Petition of National Enameling & Stamping
Co., of Milwaukee, Wis, favoring reform in banking and cur-
rency laws at this session of Congress; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

Also, petition of Washington Millers’ Assoclation, of Tacoma,
Wash., against tariff on grain; to the Committee on Ways and
Means. '

Also, petition of Eureka Hill Mining Co., of Salt Lake City,
Utah, against reduction of duty on lead ore; to the Committée
on Ways and Means, \

Also, petitions of citizens of Milwaukee, Wis., against mutnal
life insurance in income-tax bill; to the Commitiee on Ways and
Means.

By AMr. CLANCY : Petition of Ernest Bohm and 101 citizens
of New York, N. Y., protesting against admitting Philippine
tobaceo and cigars free of duty; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of 42 citizens of Syracuse, N. Y., protesting
against including mutual life insurance companies in the income-
tax bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the Cigar Makers' Union, No. 6, of Syracuse,
N. X., protesting against the removal of the duty on all Philip-
pine tobacco and cigars; to the Committee on Ways and Means.
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By Mr. DALE: Petition of Willlam F. Bidwell and one
other citizen of New York, against mutual life insurance in in-
come-tax bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Eureka Hill Mining Co., of Balt Lake City,
Utah, against reduced rates of duty on lead; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Washington Millers’ Association, of Tacoma,
;}’ash., against duty on grain; to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of the State of New

ork, relative to income-tax provision of the new tariff bill; to

e Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FRANCIS : Petition of business men of Steubenville,
Bowerston, Carrollton, Brilliant, Sherodsville, Mingo Junction,
and Toronto, Ohio, all favoring the passage of legislation com-
pelling concerns selling goods direct to the consumer by mail to
contribute their portion of the funds for the development of the
local community, county, and State; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. GORMAN: Petition of A. G. Price and others, of
Chieago, against the free importation of cigars from the Philip-
pines; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GOULDEN : Petitions of sundry citizens of the twenty-
third congressional district of New York, against mutual life
insurance companies in the income-tax bill; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. HINDS: Petition of Aroostook County, Pomona
Grange, of Blaine, Me., against removal of duty on hay and
potatoes; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Androscoggin Local, No. 15, International
Brotherhood of Paper Makers, of Lisbon Falls, and Pejepscot
Loecal, No. 23, International Brotherhood of Paper Makers, of
Pejepscot Mills, Me., against removal of duty on paper; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Utah: Petition of Chapter of Utah of
the American Mining Congress and from the Rocky Mountain
lead-ore producers, favoring retention of tariff duty on lead;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of J. C. H. Steet and 1,335 resi-
dents of San Francisco, Compton, Anaheim, Marysville, Artesia,
Hynes, Colusa, Pleasanton, Huntington Beach, Guadaloupe,
Banta Maria, Santa Ana, Los Alamitos, Alvarado, Betteravia,
Oxnard, Hueneme, Orcutf, all in the State of California, pro-
testing against the proposed reduection in the duty on sugar;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. KIESS of Pennsylvania: Petitions of sundry citizens
of fifteenth Pennsylvania congressional district, against mutual
iife insurance companies in income-tax bill; to the Comniittee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MOORE: Petition of Manufacturers’ Club, of Phila-
delphia, Pa., against clause in sundry civil bill prohibiting use
of any money appropriated for prosecution of any labor or
farmers’ organizations; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. O'BRIEN : Petition of W, D. Wood, jr.; A. G. Brown;
M. Mahoney; and 112 other employees of the Moehle Litho-
graphie Co., Brooklyn, N. Y., protesting against the proposed
reduction of the tariff on lithographic work; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PLUMLEY : Petition of Hyde Lestie, of Plymouth;
1. W. Parker, of Chester; C. F. Boynton, of St. Johnsbury;
Hon. Henry D. Holton, H. F. C. Toldt, Della M. Sherman, C. C.
Crosby, E. C. Brigham, H. C. Brazor, E. C. Cook, W. M. San-
born, D. Cowles, and Thomas W. Crosby, Brattleboro; G. B.
Lamson, H. B. Salisbury, E. W. Tewksbury, D. E. Salisbury,
H. M. Wires, C. O. Osha, M. A. Tewksbury, A. J. D. Tewksbury,
Dr. Rumrill, J. W. Raymond, and L. H. Rumrill, of Randolph;
A. C. Hooker, of Hardwick; A. T. Davis, of Marshfield; C. 8.
Andrews and D. J. Morse, of Barre; Allan W. Martin, of Hard-
wick; Byron I. Bogle, C. (. Bogle, Edwin Davis, and O. E.
Bogle, of White River Junction; E. J. Hewitt, of South Royal-
ton; Byron Parker, of Rutland; George M. Gibson, of East
Thetford; A. II. Graves, of Waterbury; H. W. Sheldon, of As-
-cutneyville; A. G. Mausur, of Burlington; Byron Parmenter, of
Bethel; H. C. Stoddard, of Bellows Falls; C. A. Smith, of
Weston; W. T. Walker, of Lyndonville; W. J. Coates, of East
Calais; Gen. F. G. Butterfield, of Derby Line; F. L. Brigham,
M. D, H. B. Hawes, and E. H. Eaton, of Springfield; all of
Vermont, and all protesting against including mutual life in-
surance companies in the income-tax bill; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCULLY : Petition of W. T. Franklin and A. T. Mist.
against mutual life insurance in income-tax bill; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Sherer-Gilbert Co., of Chicago, Ill.,, against
duty on saffron; io the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of E. P. Bryan, jr., Bound Brook, N. I, relative
to tariff on horticultural products; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Also, petition of American Manufacturers of Steel Shears and
Secissors, against reduction of duty on shears, scissors, ete.; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Welsbach Light Co., of Philadelphia, Pa.,
against reduction of duty on monazite, ete.; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

Also, petitions of citizens of Massachusetts, favoring repeal of
clause for free tolls for American vessels through Panama
Canal; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

Also, petition of the Cult-a-lap Co., of Somerville, N. J.,
against increase of duty on jute cloth; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of Isaac Prouty & Co., of Spancer, Mass., against
reduction of duty on shoes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petitions of citizens of New Jersey, against mutual life
insurance in income-tax bill; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

‘By Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH: Petition of citizens of Detroit,
against reduction of duty on wheels for railway purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. UNDERHILL : Petitions of Cigar Makers Union No.
290, of Oswego, N. Y., against free cigars from the Philippines;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of citizens of the United States, against free cl-
gars from the Philippines; to the Committee on Ways and Means.
- By Mr. WALLIN: Petition of city council of Schenectady,
N. Y, favoring the passage of legislation for the Government
to acquire contrel and ownership of all telephones and telegraph
systems; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of New York City, against
free cigars from the Philippine Islands; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Also, petition of sundry citizens of the thirtieth district of
New York, against mutual life insurance in the income-tax bill;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Petition of citizens of the
United States, against free cigars from the Philippines; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE.
Moxvay, May 5, 1913.

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D.
The Journal of the proceedings of Thursday last was read
and approved.
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by J. C. South,
its Chief Clerk, announced that the House had passed Senate
concurrent resolution No. 1 for the printing of 6,000 additional
copies of House Report No. 1,593, Sixty-second Congress, on the
‘* Concentration of control of money and credit.”

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a joint memorial of the
Legislature of Connecticut, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Privileges and Elections and ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATE OF CONNECTICUT,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
General Assembly, January Session, A. D.
Senate joint resolution 40.

Resolution reqtuestlng Congress twropose to the States an amendment
to the Constitution of the United States for the election of the Presi-
dent and Vice President by a direct vote of the people.

Resolved by this assembly:

SectioNn 1. That the Congress of the United States is hereby re-
guested to propose for ratification by the several States an amendment
0 the Constitution of the United States abolishing the office of presi-
dential elector and substituting a mode of electing a President and a
Vice President of the United States by the direct vote of all the
electors In the several States, respectlvely ; but lgrovidln that In ascer-
taining the cholce of President and of Viee President, made by the
electors so voting in all the States, the persons receiv 1%'1 a l;ylumllty
of the votes so cast in any State for President and for Vice President
shall be credited with the votes of that Btate for such offices; such
votes of said State so eredited to be the number of votes equivalent
to the number of Senators and Itai:resentntlves to which, at the’ time
of guch election, It may be entitled Congress.

8EC. 5 The governor is requested send a certified copy of this
resolution, under the great seal of the State, to the President of the
United States, the President of the Senate of the United States, and
the S‘Pe”ker of the House of Representatives in the Congress of the
United States.

Passed the Senate April 0, 1913.

Passed the house of representatives April 20, 1913,

1913.
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