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SENATE.
THURSDAY, August 14, 1890,

The Senate mef at 10 o'clock a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BuTLER, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNTCATIONS.

The PRESIDENT pro fempore laid before the Senate a communica-
tion from the Acting Becretary of the Treasury,transmitting, as request-
ed by the attorney for Daniel J. Snow, a copy of the opinion of the
First Comptroller relative to the claim of Daniel J. Snow for the pay-
ment of a sum of money due him from the United States as proceeds
of sales of certain lands; which, with the accompanying papers, was
referred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered fo be printed.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

Mr. EDMUNDS. I present the petition of Edgar H. Horton, of
Clarendon, Vt., as a friend and neighbor, in behalf of Hannah J. Mor-
gan, praying for the passage of an act granting her a pension. I move
that the petition be referred to the Committee on Pensions.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. QUAY ted a petition of George G. Meade Post, No. 1,
Grand Army of the Republie, of Philadelphia, Pa.. praying for the re-
moval of the remains of the late Ulysses 8, Grant from Riverside Park,
N%;r York, to Arlington, Virginia; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

He also presented a communication from a committee ting
the African Methodist Episcopal Church of the New England States,

New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and Delaware, advocating the

e of the bill (H. R.11045) to amend and supplement the election

ws of the United States, and to provide for the more efficient enforce-

ment of such laws, and for other purposes; which was ordered to lie
on the table.

Mr. QUAY. I present a resolution of certain river transportation
companies centering at Cincinnati, Ohio, favoring the passage of the
river and harbor bill. As the resolution is very brief, I ask that it
may be read and referred to the Committee on Commerce.

There being no objection, the resolution was read and referred to the
Committee on Commerce, as follows:

CixcrxsATI, OH10, August 8, 1890,

DeAr Ste: At o very Jarge and enthusiastic meeting held here this day by
all the river I'.rnus’pomliun companies eentering at this ¢ity the subjoined res-
WaS npan ted by the following companies, namely ;
The Cincinnati, Porl.nnnuth Big Sandy and Pomeroy et Company.
The Plllnbum'h Wheeling and Cincinnati Packet Company.
The Kanawha River Packet Company.
The Tacoma Packet Company
The Cincinnati and Lm:la\ il!.o United States Mail Line,
The Cincinnati and Dayton Packet Company.
The Memphis and Cinecinnati Packet Company.
The Cincinnati and New Orleans Packet Company,
T‘he material welfare and interests of the enlimOhio Valley urgently demand
ale passage of the river and harbor bill now before the honorable
Sennl& of the United States, and also earnestly urge the adding to said bill an
amendment transferring the snag and dredge boat services of the Ohio River
and its tributaries from the Treasury Department to the War Department, to
facilitate I.he continuous use of both sery 1ces at all times.
JOHN B, PATTERSON,
PARIS C. BROWN,
J. D. HEGLER,

Commilles,
Hon, MATTHEW 8. QUAY,
United States Hemuer. United Staies Senate, Washington, D. C.

Mr. CAMERON presented resolutionaadopted by the Flour and Grain
Exchange of Pittshurgh, Pa., favoring an appropriation to complete
the public building at that place; which were referred to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations,

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES,

Mr. VEST, from the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds,
to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 571) extending the limit of cost
for publie building at Hoboken, \T J., to meet requirements of site,
reported it without amendment. '

Mr. JONES, of Nevada, from the Committee on Contingent Ex-
penses, to whom was referred an amendment intended to be proposed
to the deficiency appropriation bill, reported it favorably, and moved
its reference to the Committee on Appropnatmns which was agreed
to.

Mr. MITCHELL, from the Committee on Post-Offices and Post-
Roads, reported an amendment fo the deficiency appropriation bill;
which was ret‘erred to the Committee on Appropriations, and ordered
to be printed.

PRINTING OF A DOCUMENT.

Mr. MANDERSON. The Committee on Printing were instructed
by a resolution of the Senate to report as to the necessity and pro-
priety of printing for the use of the Senate as a miscellaneous doen-
. ment a paper prepared by Adolph Hepner, esq., of St. Louis, Mo., on
» the subject of extraterritorial criminal jurisdietion and its effect on

American citizens. The committee has made the inv tion re-
glnind by that resolution and reports recommending the adoption of
oxderthntthannualnumbero”hedocmentsbapﬂnhdlndl 000
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additional copies for the use of the Beuah, to be placed in the docu-
ment-room. I ask that that order be made.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Nebraska, from
the Committee on Printing, reports a resolution, which will be read.

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to,
as follows:

Resolved, repared . of
the suh]eut thtr‘:um:-rmrlfl u-imi.nn?ﬁ Adolph Hepnur“.o e?!tecthg:li;‘:ﬂn::
citizens be printed, and that 1,000 add ionsl uoptes be printed for the use of
the S and placed in the doot room.

R. ALLEN M'CORMICK.

Mr. SAWYER. Iam instrocted by the Committee on Pensions, to
whom was referred the bill (H. R. 78%5) granting a pension to R. Allen
MeCormick, with the amendment of the Senate thereto, disagreed to
by the House of Representatives, reducing the pension from $50 to $45
per month, to report it back with the recommendation that the Sen-
ate recede from its amendment made to the bill.

The report was agreed to.

NEW YORK AND PENNSYLVANIA BOUNDARY,

Mr. EVARTS. I am instructed by the Committee on the Judiciary
to report without amendment the bill (H. R. 7058) to ratify and con-
firm an agreement entered into by commissioners on the part of the
States of New York and Pennsylvania in relation to the boundary line
between said States, with a written report, and I ask that the bill be
put upon its passage at once. It is giving the consent of Congress to
an agreement that has been made between the State of New York and
the State of Pennsylvania and eoncluded by the authorities of those
two governments, but requiring the assent of the Government of the
United States.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New York asks
unanimous consent that the bill may be now considered. The bill will
be read for information subject to objection.

The Chief Clerk proceeded toread the preamble and bill and was in-
terrupted bhy—

Mr. BLAIR. Ts it necessary to read this account of William Penn
and his ancestors?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.

Mr. BLAIR. All right.

Mr. BUTLER. It is interesting historical information.

Mr. EVARTS. . It is a part of the bill.

Mr. BLAIR. I was going to ask, in behalf of the tariff discussion,
that the reading be dispensed with,

Alr. PLUMB. Can it not be printed in book form at the expense of
the Government just as nsefnlly ?

The PRESIDENT pro fempore. It is a bill that is being read for in-
formation at the request of the Senator from New York, who desires to
ask unanimous consent that it may be put on its passage. Is there
objection ?

Mr. BLAIR and others. No objection.

Mr. EVARTS. What is being read is a part of the bill, and it is
necessary that it should pass; and it will occupy the Senate as little
time now as on any other occasion.

Mr. BLAIR. I suggest that it be passed without reading.

Mr. EVARTS. It ean not be passed withont reading.

The reading of the bill was concluded; and, there being no objection,
the Senate, as in Committee of the Whola, proceeded to its considera-
tion.

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, ordered to
a third reading, read the third time, and passed.

The preamble was agreed to.

BILLS INTRODUCED,

Mr. JONES, of Nevada, introduced a bill (8. 4327) granting a pen-
sion to Mrs. Lounisa Kearney; which was read twice by its title, :u:ige
ferred to the Committee on Pensions,

Mr. TELLER introduced a bill (8. 4328) to increase the pension of
Charles H, Hinman; which was read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Penmons

AMENDMENTS TO DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. FAULKNER submitted an amendment intended to be proposed
by him {o the deficiency appropriation hill; which was relerred to the
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered 'to be printed.

Mr. PLATT submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the general deficiency appropriation bill; which was referred to
the Committee on Appropriations.

RELIEF TO OKLAHOMA.

Mr. PLUMB. I introduced yesterday a joint resolution (S. R. 120)
appropriating money to the Territory of Oklahoma to relieve destitu-
tion therein, which I gave notice I should ask the Senate to consider
this morning. I now ask unanimous consent that the joint resolution
be laid before the SBenate for final action.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The joint resolution wili be read for
information.

The Chief Clerk read the joint resolution, as follows:

, Thatthe une: edh.lanmnfl.n riation made by pub-
lhmﬁan No.15, approved April 25,1890, for thorempot psmnalnthep;b -

It is.
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‘trict overflowed by the Mississippi River and its tribularies, be,and the same is
herehy, reappropriated to the of Oklahoma, to be .ed nonder the
ﬂlreu&fon nf?n. governor thereof for the relief of the citizens of that Territory

who have been rendered destitute by the unexampled drought of the present
season, The governor of Oklahoma shall make full and detailed report of his
expenditure of the foregoing sum to the President, tobe by him transmitted to
Congress atits next session.

By unanimous consent, the Benate, as in Committee of The Whole,
proceeded to consider the joint resolution,

The joint resolution was reported to the SBenate without amendment,
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, and

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. MCPHERSON,
its Clerk, announced that the House had passed the bill (H. R. 10080)
for the erection of a bridge across the Missouri River between the city
of St. Charles, Mo., and the county of St. Louis, Missonri; in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate. /

THE REVENUE BILL,

The PRESIDENT profempore. If there be no further mM busi-
ness, that order is closed.

Mr. ALDRICH. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of Honse bill 9416. ¥

The PRESIDENT pro fempore. The Calendar under Rule VIII
being in order, the Benator from Rhode Island moves that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of the bill (H, R. 9416) to reduce the rev-
enue and equalize duties on imports, and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The pending amendment, offered by
4he Senator from Missouri [ Mr. VEsT], will be stated.

The CH1EF CLERE. In paragraph 137, on page 29, line 6, alter the
word ** pay,’’ it is proposed to strike ont *‘two and two-tenths cents '’
and insert ‘‘one cent;’’ 8o as to read: "

And on and after July 1, 1891, all iron or steel sheets or plates, or taggers fron,
coated with tin or lead or with a mizture of which these metals or either of
them is a component part, by the dipping or any other process, and eommer-
chllydknown as tin-plates, terne-plates, and taggers tin, shall pay 1 cent per
pound,

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the purpose of the pending bill is
to reduce the revenne and equalize dnties on imports, and thus, while
regulating trade with foreign nations and providing enough but no
more than the necessary amount of revenue to meet the reasonable de-
mands of the Government, to afford more equal and adequate protec-
tion to American industries and American labor.

In the consideration of this measure we are proceeding under grants
of power contained in those clauses of the Constitution which ?mvida
that the Congress shall have power, among other things, first, ‘‘to lay
and collect taxes, daties, imposts, and excises, to pay the debts and
provide for the common defense and general welfare of the United
States”’ aud;secondly, ‘“to iate commerce with foreign nations,
and among the several States, and with the Indjan tribes.”’

In view of one of the vital causesleading up to the Revolution—that
of the contest for industrial freedom—and which stands prominent,
historically, side by side with that other controlling influence, political
liberty, in connection with the great events of those eventful years
into which were crowded the Revolationary war and the establishment
of our Government, and the influnence it exerted on the formation of
the Constitution and on the consequent interpretation placed on that
instrument by the fathers without a single exeeption for over a quarter
of a century, it seems marvelous and to many wholly incomprehensi-
ble that there should at the present day be found any considerable
number of prominent, intelligent statesmen in this country, much less
a great party of intelligent voters, who shonld advocate the doctrine of
free trade, or, whatis its equivalent, a tariff for revenue only, and thus
annonnce and express their disbelief, not alone in the policy were the
power undisputed, but also in the constitutional power of Congress to
impose import duties upon foreign products imported into this country,
as a means of protection to home industries and home labor, as contra-
distingnished from that policy which gives merely incidental protection
by the levying of only sueh eustoms dutiesas may be necessary for the
‘purposes of revenue only, and insuch manner as to wholly ignore every
ﬁmidemtion of protection to either industrial enterprises or manual

Tor.

But yet snch is the fact, and it was upon this great issue joined be-
tween the two great political parties that the Presidential contest of
1888 was ‘‘fought to afinish ”’ and won by the Republican party. The
pledges made to the people in that contest by the Republican party,
not only in its national platform,; but on every stump throughount the
length and breadth of the land, are in the eonsideration of the pending
bill in proeess of faithful redemption. Already one branch of the
-national Congress, whose constitutional duty it is-to speak first on all
gquestionsinvolving the raising of revenue, has spoken.

That action having been under careful review and revision by the
proper organ of the Senate—the Committee on Finance—has been sub-
mitted by that committee for the consideration of the Senate with eer-
tain amendments, not one of which, however, it is believed controverts

the grand central idea which is fandamental, pivotal, and controlling
in the Honse bill, that of protection to American industries and Ameri-
can labor, but all of which relate rather to matters of arrangement
and detail, and in some instances to the rates that should, all interests
being considered, be applied in certain cases arising from differences
in judgment among those all of whom agreeas to the general policy to
be enforced. That thereshould be differences of opinion among leaders
of the same great political party in reference to what iz a proper appli-
cation of a great prineiple, that of a just and adequate protection to
our various industries in so complieated a matter as the levying of im-
posts upon a great variety of articles of foreign importation, isnot sur-
prising.

Indeed, it is most astonishing that all should finally be able, as will
the representatives of the Republican party of the two Houses of Con-
gress be able, as it is to be hoped and believed, at no distant day, in
the redemption of their solemn pledges to the people, to meet on com-
mon ground and submit to the Executive a bill which, while it will
reduce the annual revenues of the Government from $25,000,000 to
$35,000,000, perhaps mnch more, will, in the rearrangement of its
various schedules, be more in accordance with equal and exact justice
to all interests—those of the producer and consumer— is the ex-
isting law. The great difficulties involved in arriving at correct legis-
lation on this subject are truly indicated by the President in his annual
message, wherein, after recommending a revisionof our tariff law, both
in its administrative features and in the schedules, he said: 3

The preparation of a new schedule of customs dulies is a malter of great del-
icacy because of ils direct effect upon the busi of the . and of great
dificulty by reason of the wide divergence of opinion as to the ogjem that may
properly be promoted by such legislation. Some disturbance of business
perhaps result from the ideration of this subject by Congress, butm
temporary ill effect will be reduced to the minimum by prompt action and by
the assurance which the country already enjoys thatl any neeesu:}y changes
iwiﬂl'l I):z?o made as not to impair the just and reasonable protection of our home

naasiries,

The inequalities of the lJaw should be adjusted, but the proteetive prineciple
should be maintained and fairly applied to tha&mdm of our farms as well as
ofour shops. These duties necessarily have relation to other things besides the
public revenues. We ean not limit their effects by fixing our eyes on the pub-
lie Treasury alune. They have a direct relation to home produ: , o work,
to wages, and to the commercial independence of our country, and the
?‘-‘11“1 patriotic legislator should enlarge the tield of his vision to include all of

e ;

The necessary reduetion in our publie revenues can, Iam sure, be made with-
out making the smaller burden more onercus than the larger by reason of the
disabilities and the limitations which the process of reduction puts upon both
capital and labor. The free-list can very safely be extended by placing thereon
articles that do not offer injurious eompetition to such domestic products as our
home labor can supply.

THE POWER AND DUTY UNDER THE CONSTITUTION TO PROTECT AMERICAN IX=-
DUSTRIES AND AMERICAN LABOR THROUGH TARIFF LEGISLATION.

But before proceeding to the consideration of any of the provisions
of the pending bill it may not be inappropriate, in view of the conten-
tion of the Democratic party, to refer to some guestions, both elementary
and fundamental, and consider them in conneetion with our constitu-
tional power and duty as well as bearing upon the guestions of cus-
toms ‘taxation. Tt is of vast importance that we should inquire as to
who is right and who wrong in the interpretation placed upon the terms
of the Constitution in so far as they relate to the powers of Congress in
regulating commerce with foreign nations and in the power to Jay and
collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises.

It is npon the correct interpretation of these clauses that the posi-
tion of the one or the other of the two great political parties of this
country must find animmutable and impregnable foundation, whileto
that of the other it will prove as insecure and as perishable as a foun-
dation of melting snows.

It is insisted by onr Democratic
there is only a grant of power to Congress fo levy such cnstoms taxes
upon foreign imports as may be necessary for the purposes of revenue,
and that there is no power given, either direct or implied, to im

duties npon foreign importations as a means and for the parposeof en-

eouraging the establishment of a diversity of home industries and of
affording protection to these, and to thusstimulate and advance the in-

terests of American production and American labor; while upon the

contrary the Republican party hold to the very reverse of this; that

is, they believe that clearly embraced within, if not, indeed, the pri-

mary purpose and power involved in, the constitutional clauses re-

ferred to, as distinet and substantive items in the ennmerated powers
of the instrument, are the right and, indeed, the duty upon the partof
Congress to encourage, by the imposition of duties, prohibitions, and”
restrictions on foreign imports, the American productions of farm, and

mine, and shop, as also the interests of American labor.

To arrive at a correch interpretation of these constitutional provis-
ions they shonld be read and stndied, not alone in the light of the
words and phrases themselves, considered in connection with other
portions of the instrument, but in the broad and more comprehensive
light of the canses which led the colonies first to legislative protest and
resistance against what they deemed the unjust aggressions of the
mother country, and then to open rebellion, the war of the Revoln-
tion, the creation of the Confederacy, and finally the establishmentof
the -national Union, with the Constitution as its fundamental charter,
and the interpretation placed on that instrument throngh more thau a

d

brethren that m;ﬂer these clauses -
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quarter of a century subsequent to its establishment by the very
statesmen who participated in its formation.

Viewed in the light of the history of those historic times, can there
be any doubt as to the correctness of the interpretation of those clanses
of the Constitution now placed upon them by the adherents of the pol-
icy of protectipn; and, moreover, is not such a construction one vital
to the present and continued welfare and p ity of ‘the Republic?
A glance at the history of thecolonies reveals the important fact that it
was the infringement by England on the industrial independence of the
people of the American colonies, quite as much as interference with
their political rights, which led first to colonial legislative protest, then
to revolution, and then to independence.

Nosooner had the people of the North American provinees commenced
the manufacturing of cloth in this country, which was initiated about
the year 1710, than England protested long and loud and a resolution
was unanimonsly adopted by the English House of Commons declar-
ing that the erection of manufactories in the colonies had a tendency
to lessen their dependence on Greal Britain. Mr, Henry C, Carey, in
his work (The Slave Trade, Domestic and Foreign, page 95), after re-
ferring to this fact, says: . !

Boon afterward complaints were made to Parliament that the colonists were
establishing manufactories for themselves, and the House of Commons ordered
the board of trade to report on the subject, which was done at great length, In
17382 the exportation of hats from province to provinee wus prohibited, and the
number of apprentices to be taken by hatters was limited. In 1750 the erection
of any mill or other engine for splitt ngor rolling iron wasprohibited; but pig-
iron was ailo to be imported into England duty free, that it might be there
manufactured and sent back again. Al a later period Lord Chathamn declared
that he would not permitthe colonists to make even a hobnail for themseives;
and his views were then and subsequently carried into effect by the absolute
?mhihlt[un, in 1765, of the export of artisans; in 1751, of woolen machinery; in

782, of cotton machinery and artificers in cotton; in 1785, of iron and steel mak-
ing machin and workmen in those departmentsof trade; and, in 1799, by the
prohibition of the export of colliers, lest other couniries should acqnire theart
of mining coal.

So studiously and yetso remorselessly did these industrial encroach-
ments proceed that Thomas Jefferson, over two years before he penned
the Declaration that rendered his name immortal, wrote as follows:

That to heighten still the idea of parliamentary justice, and to show with
what moderation they are likely to P where t Ives are to
feel no partof its weight, we take leave to mention to His Majesty certain other
ncte of the British Parlinment by which we were prohibited from manufictur-
ing for our own use the articles we raize on our own lands with our own labor,
By an act passed in the fifth year of the reign of his Iate Majesty, King George
H{nn American suhject is forbidden to make a hat for himself of the fur which
he bas taken, perhaps, on his own soil—an instance of despotism to which no
parallel can be produced in the most arbitrary ages of British history.

By one other act, passed in the twenty-third year of the same reign, the iron
which we make we are forbidden to manufacture: and, heavy ns that article
js and necessary in every branch of hushandry, besides commission and insur-
ance, we are to pay freight for it to Great Britain, and freight for it back again,
fﬁ::l the purpose of supporting, not men, but machines, in the island of Great

tain.

Does any one believe that if Thomas Jefferson were alive to-day, en-
tertaining, as he did, such views in reference to the right and duty of
a seParnte people, whether colonial or independent, to resist the indus-
trial encroachments of a foreign country and to encourage and protect
by appropriate legislation the industries and labor of the people of his
own country, he wounld indorse the views of those who to-day hold in
effect that, so far from protecting these against foreign importations, we
should remove every restriction to foreign trade, swing open the gates
of our ports to the ships of the world, and offer a free market to the
cheap machine and pauper-produced products and servile labor of all
the natiops of the earth? But further as to the trade and encroach-
ments of England against her own colonial people and the causes lead-
ing up to the Revolution and which shed light on the clanses of the
Constitution under interpretation, these are clearly indicated in the
various acts of protest and resolutions of the Colonial Congress during
the years 1774-1776, both inclusive, These will be found collated in the
first volume of Elliot’s Debates on the Federal Constitution, in a
preliminary paper entitled **Gradual approaches to independence,’’
and are as fdllows:

On the 10th of September, 1774, it was unanimously resolved that the Con-

ress request the merchants and others in the several colonies not to seand to

reat Britain any orders for goods, and to direct the execution of all orders
already sentto be delayed or suspended until the sense of the Congress on the
means tohrl:ie taken for the preservalion of the liberties of America should be
made public,

On the 27th of September the Congress unanimously resolved that, from and
after the 1st day of December, 1774, there shouid be no importation into British
Ameries, from Great Britain or Ireland, of any goods, wares, or merchandise
exportied therefrom ; and that they should not be used or purchased if imported
after that date. On the 30th of September it was further resolved that, from and
after the 10th of September, 1775, the exportation of all merchandise and every

ity what Ver Great Britain, Ireland, and the West Indies ought
to cease, unless the grievances of America should be redressed before that time,
On the 6th of October (1774) it was resolved to exclude from importation,
after the 1st of December following, molasses, coffee, or pimento from the
British plantations or from Dominica, wines from Madeira and the Western
Islands, and foreign indigo.

On the 20th day of Octeber, 1774, the non-im;mr!.ltion. non-consumption, and

n-exporiation agr t was adopted and signed by the Congress. This
ag t tained a ol to di i the slave lrade and a provision not
to import East India tea from any part of the world: In the article respecting

non-exportation, the sending of rice to Europe was excepted. In general, the
association expressed a determination to supp loxury, TAZS frugl‘lity
and to d fe manufact e ag t'was dated the 2ith of

October.
On the 17th of May, 1775, it was unanimously resolved that all exportationsto

‘as the States could not agree n

ﬁemNﬂiw Bcotia, the Island of 8t. John's, Newfoundland, Georgia (exceph
tl sh of 8t. John's), and to East and West Florida immediately cease, and
that no provisions of any kind, or other necessaries, be furnished to the British
fisheries on the American coast until it be otherwise determined by the Congress,

At the same time E.Tnty 381,1775) it was made the duly of a commiitee in the re-
cess of Congress toinquire into the cheapest and easiest mothods of making salt
in the conntry, and to make inquiry after virgin lead and leaden ore, eto.

On the 18t of August Congress adjourned to the 5th of September, 1775, hav-
ing first d a resolution declaring the tation and importation
nssociation to comprise the islands of Jersey, Guernsey, Sark, Alderney, and
Man, and every European island and settlement within the British dominions,
as well as all the West India Islands, British and foreign, to whatever state,

wer, or prince belonging, or by whomsoever governed; and also Somers's
slands, Bahama Islands, Berbice, and Sarinam, on the Main, and every isl-
:ﬂ:d and settlement within the latitude of the southern line of Georgia and

e equator, .

On the 21st of March, 1776, Congress recommended to the several provinelal
assemblies to exert their utmost endeavors to pr te the culture of hemp,
flax, and cotton, and the growth of wool in the United Colonies; to take the
earliest measures for erecting and establishing in each colony a society for the
improvement of agricuiture, arts, manufactures, and commerce; and forthwith
to consider of the ways and means of introducing and improving the manu-
actures of duck, sail-cloth and steel.

But while the one great purpose of the people of the colonies was fa
establish industrial independence—the other being political independ.
ence—it is a most remarkable historical fact that the fruits of the vie.
tory in this respect achieved by the sucecess of the Revolution were not
only not preserved by the Articles of Confederation, but, on the contrary,
were actoally frittered away and in so far as the confederation of tha
States was concerned forever lost by the failure to confer on Congress
the power to regulate trade and commerce with foreign nations. This
right by the Articles of Confederation was reserved to the States respect-
ively, but unfortunately denied to the Congress. It was a fatal mis-
take, one resulting from that fearful fallacy of according to the several
States of the Confederacy powers which alone should have been con.
ferred on the General Government. The economist Young, in dis.
cussing this subject in his work on National Economy, says:

Although the States were politically independent, it wasimp ble to counter-
vail the policy of other nations, Each State having, under the Confederation
the right to regulate its own trade, it itnposed upon foreien productions, aswell
as Lhose of its sister States, such duties as its own inte: 515 seemed to dictate,
The States attempted by their separate navigation laws to secure their trade to
their own vessels; and the selfish policy of some States counteracted the efforts
of otliers, Asthe Congress had no power to lay duties or regulate trade and

n & uniform rate of duties, foreign nations
most likely to destroy our commerce and ex-

passed such laws as they judge
tend their own,

Especially was this the policy of Great Britain. Our trade with her West In-
dia colonies was prohibited; and, by the enforcement of her navigation acts,
our navigation was nearly destroved. Foreign vessels and goods being freely
admilted into the States, while ours were burdened with heavy duties in for-
eign ports, both the prices of goods Imported and the prices of our exports
were subject to the will of foreigners; and the money of our citizens was rap-
idly ing into the kets of British manufacturers and merchants, In de-
serilﬁ ng the state of the country ai that time, a distinguished American states-
man thus remnrks:

**In the comparative condition of the United States and Great Britain, not a
hatter, a boot or shee maker, a saddler, or a brass founder could carry on his
business, except in the coarsest and most ordinary productions of their various
trades, under the pressure of this foreign competition. Thus was presented
the extraordinary and ealamitous spectacle of a successful revolution wholly
fuiling of its ultimate object, The people of America had gone to war, not for
names, but for things, It was not merely to change a Government adminis-
tered by kings, princes, and ministers for a Government administered by pres-
idents, and secretaries, and members of Congress; it was to redress their own
grievances, to improve their own condition, to throw off the burden which the
colonial system laid on theirindustry. To attain these objects, they endured
ineredible hardships and bore and suffered almost beyond the measure of hu-
manity. And when the independ W ttained, they found it was a piece
of parchment. The arm which had struck for it in the field was palsied in the
workshop; the industry which had been burd 1 in the colonies was crushed
in the free States; and, at the close of the Revolution, the mechanics and man-
ufncturers of the country found themselves, in the bitterness of their hearts, in-
dependent—and ruined.”

And what was the lamentable resuit that followed this failure upon
the part of the colonists to securely garner in the formation of their
new Government the {ruits of their suceessful revolution in respect of
industrial freedom and industrial protection, and in the right to compel
protection to home industries and home labor? For six years follow=
ing the declaration of peace, the Statesnot acting in concert inlevying
imposts on foreign importations and Congress being powerless in the
premises, our ports were virtually free to the importation of all foreign
countries; and England, smarting under defeat and seeing an oppor-
tunity to recover from her rebellions but victorious children some of
the millions expended in her vain efforts to compel submission through
the instrnmentality of war, flooded this conutry with every conceivable
form of foreign produet. :

During the first two years succeeding the close of the war (1784 and
1785), the importations from England alone were of the value of over
$30,000,000, while our exports during the same time were less than
$9,000,000, and the result was that every American industry was pros-
trated. ‘The country was drained of its specie to pay for foreign im-
portations. The cirenlating medium of the country was thus neces-
sarily contracted; the price of labor and of farms and farm products,
the inevitable result of exceaa'i‘:a importations gnd currency contrac-
tion, was depressed, and financial ruin and universal discontent and
bankruptey reigned supreme throughout the confederated States from
one end of the land to the other. Free trade in all its disastrous con-
sequences ran riot and reigned supreme, and its blighting influencea
filled the land with desolation.
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Hildreth, in his History of the United States, in speaking of thisera,
saAys:

The fisheries, formerly a chief resource of New England, broken up by the
war, had not yet been re-established. The farmers no longer found that
market for their produce which the ¥rench, American, and British armies
had furnished. The large importation of foreign goods, subject to little or no
duty and sold at E:aoe rices, was proving ruinous lo all those domestic manu-
factures and meel n!cnremplaymenu which the non- ption agr t
and the war had created and fostered. Immediately after the peace the coun-
try had been flooded with imported goods and debis had been unwarily con-
tracted for which there was no means to pay. * * * The excessive importa-
tion of foreign goods had drained the country of specie.

Belknap, in his History of New Hampshire, in speaking of this epoch
and of the disastrous effects of unrestricted free trade, says:

Bilver and gold which had cireulated largely in the latter years of the war
were returning by the usual course of trade to those countries whence large
quantities of vand un ry commodities had been imported. Had
any general system of imposts been ndopted some part of this money might
have been retained and some part of the public debt discharged; but the power
of Congress did not extend to this object and the States were not uaited in
the expediency of delegating new and sufficient powers to that body. The par-
tial imposts laid by some of the States were ineffectual as longasothers found
their interests in omitting them. v

Massachusetts, Rhode Island, South Carolina, and other States of
the Confederation were driven into the ge of acts making cattle
and other species of property a legal tender for the payment of private
debts, while in some of these States open revolt assnmed material shape
as well as formidable proportions, and the spirit of anarchy was abroad
in the land. In New Hampshire the members of the Legislature were
met and held prisoners by armed mobs who demanded that certain
legislative action be taken in the interest of the people before they were
released, Shay’s rebellion in Massachusetts drenched the historical
fields of that great State with blood. Belknap, in his History of New
Hampshire, after speaking of the troubles in New Hampshire just re-
ferred to, speaks of the laws passed by the Legislature of the State of
Massachusetts in these words:

Similar difficulties at the same time existed in the neighboring State, Massa-
chusetts, to remedy which among other palliatives a law was passed called a
““tender act,” by which it was provided that executions issued for private de-

mands might be satisfied by cattle and other enumerated articles at an appraise-
ment by impartial men under oath.

Similar laws were passed in South Carolina and other States. Ram-
say, in his History of South Carolina, (volnme 2, page 428), among
other things, says:

Laws were passed in which property of every kind was made a legal tender
in the payment of private debts, although payable according to contraet in gold

or silver, Other laws installed the debt so that of sums already due only a
third, and afterwards only a fifth, was annually recoverablein the courts of law,

Mathew Carey, in discussing the history of these times and the effect
upon the prosperity of the country of this system of unrestricted free
trade, says, on page 45, in The New Olive Branch:

The ports of this country, I repeat, were open to the commerce of the whole
world, while with an impost so light as not even to meet the wants ofthe Treas-
ury, the consequences followed which have never failed to follow such a state of
thrirugs. Our markets were glutted. Prices fell. Competition on the part of
our manufacturers was at an end. They were beggared and bankrupted. The
merchants whose importations had ruined them were involved in the calam-
ity and the farmers who had felicitated themselves on the grand advantage of
= {nying foreign merchandise cheap’ sunk likewise into the vortex of general
destruction.

8o, Mr. President, it will be seen that in the opinion of nearly every
historian of these tronblons times the period of free trade under the Con-
federation—the six years following the declaration of peace, the period
between the date when the Revolution succeeded and the Constitn-
tion was adopted—the one great cause assigned for the financial and
industrial disasters that overtook the people of the new Government,
was the lack of power upon the part of the Confederate Congress to
regulate trade and commerce with foreign nations, and by reason of
which this conntry was flooded with foreign importations, thus crush-
ing out the life-blood from American enterprise, American induastries,
and American labor, and brigging paralysis on the arm, and energies,
and heart of the whole country.

And then it was, moved irresistibly on to remedy the great evil
which overwhelmed them as they were compelled originally to resist
the trade ions, as also the political tyrannies of the English king,
the people of the several States of the Confederation in constitutional
convention assembled made the famous declaration that—

We, the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect Union,
establish justice, insure domestic tranqulillity, provide for the common defense,
promote the general welfare, and secure Lhe Elr‘_wsings of liberly to ourselves

and our rity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States
of America—

And, educated by the bitter experience of the past, the men who framed
that immortal instrument and the Legislatures of the States, respect-
ively, that breathed intoit the breath ofnational life, were determined
that the Congress of the new nation, unlike that of the Confederation,
should not be left powerless or the people who lived under it remedi-
less against the disastrous and withering consequences of British free
trade; and hence it was provided in that great fundamental charter
that t51ie Congress should bave power not only ‘‘to lay and collect
taxes, duties, imposts, and excises, to pay the debts and provide for
the common defense and general welfare of the United States,’’ but

should also have power ‘‘ to regnlate commerce with foreign nations,”
as well as among the several States.

And will it now be said, in view of the historieal facts fo which at-
tention has been directed, thatall that is meant by these provisions of
the Constitution is that Congress shall have power simply to lay and
collect duties and imposts solely with a view of raising revenue to meet:
the wants of the Government? Can it in view of what has been said -
be successfully contended that there is in these provisions no power in
the American Congress to so levy customs duties as to restrict foreign ~
importations and thus afford encouragement and protection to the in-
dustries and labor of this country? How did the statesmen of thab
day and of snbsequent years regard the new Constitution considered
in relation to the subject of the principle of protection? Daniel Web-
ster, in his speech at Buffalo, in June, 1833, among other things, said:

The protection of American labor against the injurious competition of for-
eign labor so far as resxects general handicraft production is known historieally
to have been one end designed to be obtained by establishing the Constitution,

But still further, and I quote from Mr. Daniel H. Mason’s valuable
Tariff History of the United States, page 67, as I have made other
quotations from that valuable work, as follows:

Mr, Webstler gave forth his views with more emphasis, directness, and detall
in his speech at the Albany muass meeting, August 27, 184. He then said:

“The ters [regulation of commerece] were well understood in our colonial his-
tory, and if we back to the history of the Constitution and of the convention
which adopted it we shall find that everywhere, when masses of men were as-
sembled and the wauts of the people were brought forth into prominence, the .
idea was held up that domestic indusiry could not prosper, manufactures and
the mechanic arts could not advance, the condition ol the common country
could not be carried up to any considerable elevation, unless there should be
one government to lay one rate of duty upon imports throughout the Union,
from New Hampshire to Georgia, to be had in laying this duty to the
protection of American labor and industry. I defy the man in any degree con-
versant with history, in any degree acquainted with the annals of this country
from 1787 to the adoplion of the Constitution in 1759, to say that this was nota
leading, I may almost say, the leading motive, South as well as North, for the
formation of the new government. Withoutthat provision in the Constitution
it never could have been adopted.”

Mr. Mason further quotes from Mr. Rafus Choate on this subject,
who, in his great speech in the Senate of the United States, delivered
March 14, 1842, among other things, said:

A whole people, a whole generation of our fathers, had in view as one grand
end and purpose of their new government the acquisition of the means of re-
straining, by gover tal action, the importation of foreign manufnot
for the encouragement of manufactures and of labor at home, and desired a
meant to do this by clothing the new government with this specific power of
regulating commerce,

But not the least conclusive argument in favor of the construction
now claimed for the provisions of the Constitution under consideration
is the fact that one of the first great measures adopted by the Congress
after the adoption of the Constitution was a tarifl’ act based upon the
purpose and fonnded on the lines of protection to American industry
and American labor. It was in the discussion of that bill in the na-
tional House of Representatives in 1789 that Representative Fisher
Ames used these significant words:

I eonceive, sir, that the present Constitution was dictated by commercial ne=
cessily more than by any other cause, The want of an official government to

e aufi ing interest and toadvance our commerce was long seen
by men of judgment and pointed out by patriots solicitous to promote our gen-
eral welfare.

Scarcely had the present Government been inaugurated until the new
Congress was flooded with petitions from all sections of the country
praying the enactment of tariff laws based nupon the theory of protec-
tion. From among others these petitions came from the tradesmen,
mechanies, and others of the town of Baltimore; from the mechanics,
shipwrights, and laborers of the city of Charleston, in South Carolina;
from the manufacturers and laboring classes of the city of New York,
and from those of Boston, Providence, and other New England cities.

These petitions felicitated Congress and the country on the fact that
by the change from the Confederation to the Union a happy effect had
been realized and a new era had dawned wherein the interests of the
manufacturer, the laborer, the producer as well as the consumer in this
country were no longer imperiled by being subject, in so far as pro-
tection against excessive importations and restrictive foreign trade laws
were concerned, to the will of the Legisiatures of the States, respect-
ively, but that all these sacred interests were now committed to the
protecting care and guardianship of one sovereign legislature, the Con-
gress of the United States, possessed of the sole and exclusive power
to levy duties on imports.

It was in response to these resolutions and the universal wish of the
leading statesmen of the country that James Madison in the very morn-
ing of the new Union made the subject of tariff legislation on the lines
of protection the first and main topic of consideration in the American
Congress; and among other things, while advocating this measure in
1789, Mr. Madison said:

The States that are most advanced in population and ripe for manufactures
ought to have their particular interests attended to in some measure. While
these States retained the power of making regulations of trade, they had the

wer to protect and eherish such institutions. By adopting the present Con-
stitution they have thrown the exercise of this power into other hauds; they

must have done this with an expectation that those interests would not be neg-
lected here, (See Gale & Seaton’s Debates, O, 8., volume 1, page 116.) .

A study of the history of those times will show conclusively that all
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the great statesmen of that day, from Washington down, favored and
approved the construction that Congress had the clear and undeniable
power under the Constitution and moreover that it was a solemn duty
on the of Congress to enact such tariff legislation as would give
Teasonable and adequate protection to the American manufacturer, ar-
tisan, laborer, and farmer. This view is strengthened by a reference
to the great speech of Rufus Choate delivered in ihis body March 14,
1842, and from which I beg to guote as follows: Hesaid:

. And who inthat assembly of men—many of whom satin the convention whick

framed the Constitution, all of whom had partaken in the discussions whioh
preceded its adoption—bresthed a doubt on the competence of Congress to re-

it is difficult to the existence of the one without the other. The States
have delapud their whole authority over imports to the Gen Government,
without limitation or restriction, saving the very inconsiderable reservation

relating to their inspection laws,
s 1 e s DA OF GBI e it A M T ;hewmaanmﬂsm cotly 1f
or the of p on does not ex enm, an

it be not p the G 1 G t, itmust be extinet. Our pol‘ttp
ical system would thus present the anomaly of a people stri of the right to
foster their own ind and to counteract the most and destructive
policy which might be adopted by foreign nations. This surely ean not be the
case; ispensable power, thus surrendered by the States, must be within
ithe of the authority on the unhjmtexgmuty delegated to Congress,

In conclusion I am confirmed as well by the opinions of Presidents Wash-
lngtt;n:' .{gﬂ‘zrson. Mnadison, and Monroe, who have each re recoms-

ceive such petitions as these, and to grant their prayer? *'I ive” (=aid
the most eloq t of the elog t, Mr. Ames)," I conceive, sir, that the present
Constitution was dictated by commercial necessity more than any other cause,
The want of an eficient government to secure the manufact g interest and
to advance our commerce was long seen by men of judgment and pointed out
by patriots solicitous to promote our general welfare.” But I have more tosay
hefg:a 1 have done on the proceedings of that Congress, and leave them forthe
present. In the mean while Isubmit to you that the proof is complete that the
ple who adopted the Constitution, universally and without a doubt, be-
eved that il embodied this power. It was for that they received it with une
wide ncolaim, with tears of exultation, withcer ies of pici signifi-
cance, befitting the dawn of our age of pacific and industrial glory. Eventhose
who feared its imperial character and its other powers, who thought they saw
. the States attracted to its center and absorbed by its rays, did not fear this

Wer.
poAnd now, sir, I wonder if, after all, the people were deluded into this belief?
I wonder if that heroio and energetic generation of our fathers which had
studied the controversies and had gone through the tasks of the Revolution,
which had framed the Confederation, proved its weakness, proved its defects;
which had been trained by a long and dreary experience of the insufliciency of
a nominal independence to build up n diffused and massive and national pros-
perity, if the trade laws of foreign government, the combinations of foreign
capitalists, the necessitiesof foreign existence, are allowed to lake from the na-
tive laborer his meal of meat, and from his children their school, and depress
his standard of comfortable life: which had been trained by experience, by the
discussions of its ablest minds, in an age of extraordinary mental discnssions
of its ablest minds, in an age of extraordinary mental activity, and yet of great
roorality, sobriety, and subordination, peculiarly favorable to the task, trained
thus to the work of constructing a new government—I wonder if such a genera-
tion were deceived after all.

I wonder if it was not living water, that which they supposed they saw gush-
ing from the rock and sparkling and swelling at their feet, but only a delusive
hrﬁln.u struck out the wand of an accursed enchantment. No, sir; no
man who believes that the people of this country were fit lo govern themselves—
fit to frame a constitution, fit to judge on it, fit to administer it—no such man
can say that the belief, the popular belief in 1789, of the existence of this power,
under the ecircumstances, is not absolutely conelusive rroof of its existence,

And then, in addition to this, how do you deal with the fact that all the fram-
ers of the Constitution themselves, as well as every public man alive in 1789,
and l.!:ie ?n;.Im intelligence of the country, supposed they had inserted this

wer in it

.pochl not those who made it know what they had done? Considering their
eminent general character, their civil discretion, their preparation of much
gtudy, and yet more experience of arduous publie affairs for the task; their
thorough uaintance with the existing systems, State and national, and with
the public mind and opinions of the day: the long, paiient, and solitary labor
which they bestowed on it; the im linte ity i d on them of ex-

laining and defending itto the country—in view of this, if you find them unan-
gnuusl.y econcurring in it, ascribing this power to the instrument, is it not the
transcendentalism of unbelief to doubt? Do we really think we are likely to
understand their own work now better than lhll!g did the day they finished it ?

Well, sir, we have satisfactory evidence that the members of the convention
went, all of them, totheir graves in the bellef that the Constitution contained
this power. Alr. Madison's opinion I have read, Wehave it on unguestionable
aunthority that Mr. Gallatin has repeatedly said that upon his entrance into po-
litical life in 1789 he found it to be the universal opinion of those who framed
the Constitution and those who res its ndogtlon—l-he opinion of all the
statesmen of the day—that Congress possesscd the power to protect domestic
industry by means of commercial regulations.

And when more than half a century had passed away Daniel Web-
ster, in referring to these petitions in his great speech at Albany,
Aungust 27, 1844, and to the eonstruetion placed upon thmn_by the states-
men of that day and the credit, moreover, accorded themin view of the
changed powers of Congress in virtue of the clanse in the new Consti-
tution, used these memorable words, plainly indicating his views as to
the powers and duties of Congress in reference to this important sub-
ject. He said:

Now, Task you again, how weré these pelitions for protection treated? Did
Congress deny its power? Did it say that it could not possibly give them this
protection unless it should happen to be incidental 7 d it say we have only
a revenue power in regard to this matter? That is, we have the clear and un-
doupled power to take so moch money out of your pockets and apply it Lo our
pwn purposes, but God forbid that, in doing so, we should do zou any good at
the same time. Were these petitioners told that they must take care of them-
selves: that these were days of free trade and everybody must have a right to
trade on equal terms with evnribody else? Far, far from it.

In to the subject of these petlitions, we all know that the very first
Congress secured to the navigation of the United States that which has been,
from that time to this, the great foundation, not only of preference, but of mo-
nopoly, the wholecoasting trade of the Union ; andthe shipwrights of America
enjoy that monopoly to the present day, and I hope they will enjoy it forever,
Look at the coasting trade of the United States, so vast in its extent. It isen-
tirely confined to American shipping. * * * But how did Congress treat
these petitions from the cities of New York and Baltimore toextend protection
tothe mechanicarts? It granted them. It yielded it. And, except aformal

; act for taking the oaths, the very first act passed by Congre<s was Lo secure the
coasting trade and protect the mechanic arts by discriminnting duties, and thus
ecarry out the clear and, according to historical testimony, the most manifest
object of the Constitution.

But hear what that great Democrat Andrew Jackson had to say on
‘this important subject. In hissecond annual message to Congress (De-
cember 7, 1830) he said:

‘The power to impose duties on imports originally belonged to the several
States. The right to adjust those duaties with a view to the encouragement of
d tio b hes of industry is so completely identical with that power that

edl

e exercise of this right under the Constitution, as bytg?lunﬂgrm prac-
tice of Congress, the continued acqui of the States, and the g un-
derstanding of ﬁ:epeopie. : v

But further evidence on this pointis superfiuous, as it isall one way.

And yet in the light emanating from all the publie declarations, not
only of the founders of the Government, but also of the expounders of
the Constitution, including those of every statesman of this country
worthy of the name during the first quarter of a century of the exist-
ence of our Government, we find the distinguished and erndite junior
Senator from Indiana [Mr. TurpIE], in his scholarly speech of a few
days since, characterizing the honorable Finance Committee’s recapitu-
lation of the pending measure as a gilded cenotaph, marking the sepul-
chral abode of all the respect, traditional regard, and reverence which,
according to the distingnished Senator, had in the first century of the
Republic been paid to the law of the people. g

The distingnished Senator is mistaken. The cenotaph to which he
so eloguently points dpes not mark the burial-place of the principles of
the foundersand builders of the Republic on this great question. These,
thank God, still liveand will continue to survive, commanding the re-
spect, traditional regard, and reverence accorded them, and the funda-
mental law from which they are evolved by the statesmen of earlier
days; but, if they ever do perish and die, on the monument which shall
shadow their tomb shall be inseribed, ‘‘Strangled and entombed by
the free-trade, tariff-for-revenue-only tinkers of modern Democracy 1?7

Notwithstanding this wealth of evidence contributed by the founders
of our Government, and to which I have attracted attention, notwith-
standing this “‘great eloud of witnesses’’ from among the illustrious
men who framed the Constitution and gave to its varions clanses in-
terpretation in the primal days of the Republic—all vindicating and
securely establishing the very policy songht to be enforced and per-
petnated by the pending bill—our distingnished and eloquent colleague,
the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. VoormEgs], the peerless spokes-
man of his party, the impetuous champion of free trade from the syca-
more-lined shores of the Wabash, in his eloquent speech a few days since
proclaimed in his nsual, inimitable, eaptivating, and magnetic manner
that *‘the bill under consideration is the result of a system of progress-
ive evil, the offspring of a long-continued evolution in unjust taxa-
tion,” a bill “*springing from a parent stock whoselife-germ is vicious,
whose sap and vitality are imbued with a venom fatal to liberty and
equality, the bold culmination, the climax of a series of oppressive en-
actments, * * % g financial monster’”’ equipped with ‘ claws
with which to tear the fruits of labor from the farmer '’ and with ** teeth
with which to rend and crush his snbstance ’—a measure, according
to the distingnished Senator, whose authors are described as unlike
““ the romantic robbers ot brilliant fiction,”’ who are depicted ‘‘some-
times in the colors of chivalry and as sparing the needy and distressed
while they politely preyed upon the opulent and the richly endowed,’
but who are, in the language of the senior Senator from Indiana, de-
scribed as *‘ the robber barons of this conntry, who do not belong to so
refined a type as predacions chevaliers,”’

Truly, Mr, President, if simple denunciation and invective, as dis-
tinguished from argument, clothed in well rounded periods of finished
rhetorie, is the standard by which the pending bilYais to be judged,
then indeed all will agree, without a dissenting voice, that the Me-
Kinley bill, as it passed the House and as modified by the Senate com-
mittee, must, before the irresistible avakanche of invective which lit-
erally saturated thes: of the Senator from Indiana, go down more
speedily and to still lower depths than ever went poor McGinty, and
I helieve it is confidently and vigoronsly averred that he went *‘to
the bottom of the sea.”” Indeed, in the absence of material for argn-
mentor justcriticism, so vehement in his terms of denunciation of the
measure did that distinguished Senator become that as he proceeded
the generous impulses of his nature, asserting their normal fonctions,
called a sudden halt, and he involuntarily injected into his speech an
apology to the Senate and the country for the use of terms in his char-
acterization of this bill which he himself declared might ‘* seem of un-
wonted severity.''

EFFECT OF A TARIFF FOR REVENUE ONLY, OR, IN OTHER WORDS, FREE TRADE.

Mr. President, let the doctrine of free trade or a tariff for revenue
only, which is the same thing, as insisted on by the Demoecratic party,
be enforced as our American policy and the result will be that only
those foreign produets which ean not be produced in this country will
be taxed, while all others will be permitted to come in by the ship-
load free; and while for a short time the cost of some of these articles,
both domestic and foreign, might and nndoubtedly would be reduced to
the consumer, very soon the tables would be turned, American pro-
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ducers wonld be driven to the wall, factories, mills, and machine-shops
would be closed, the fires of furnaces wonld die out, hundreds of thou-
sands of laborers wonld be thrown ount of employment, the agricult-
urist, the wool-grower, the cattle, hog, sheep, and horse raiser, the
dairyman, the manufacturer of butter, cheese, and kindred products
would all be compelled to compete with the unrestricted snd unre-
strained importation of these articles from foreign countries, for all of
which the United States would become the dumping ground—the free
and open market.

And then what wonld be theresult further? Simply this: Theexcess-
ive importations having crushed ont Americangroduction and having
wiped out American industries wounld at once control the markets in
this country, and immediately prices on the necessaries of life would
advance all along the line to the consumer, and, as a result, the great
masses—the mechanics, laborers, and artisans—would be menaced and
smitten with a two-sided, double-edged sword, one that would cut
down unmercifully and relentlessly the rates of wages, if not indeed in
many instances cause an entire deprivation of employment, while the
other would carve on the rate-board of the consumer a marked increase
in the price of every one of the necessaries of life. And not only so,
another lamentable fact, and one which must not be lost sight of,
would result from such a state of things, and that is the money thus
paid out by the American consumer in such a state of aftairs for the
necessaries of life wonld, instead of going to increase and aid in pay-
ing the wages of these same consumers, instead of going to our manu-
facturers and farmers, to the producers of this conntry, go to fill the
exchequer of foreign importers and to swell the coffers of the producers
of England, Canada, and other foreign countries,

The statement made and insisted on by Mr. Cleveland, and taken
up and repeated from every Democratic stump and by every Democratic
jonrnal in the land during the past four or five years, to the effect that
the tariff is a tax the amount of which is added to the price which the
consumer must inevitably pay for the article thus taxed, is misleading
in the highest degree and only occurs under the existing tariff law in a
very few instances, and in a carefully prepared and properly adjusted
revenue act should not occur in any instance after n sufficient time has
elapsed under its operation to bring into full growth and development
in this country the industry proteeted by the tariff referred to.

It is only when a customs duty is levied on an article of foreign pro-
duoction which we do not and can not produce here either at all oronly
in such limited quantities as to fall far short of the demand that it is
absolutely true that the tariff is a tax on the consnmer. In other
werds, when a tariff duty is imposed on articles which we can and do
produce in this country in competition with the foreign product, then,
while it is possible and indeed very probable a temporary advance in
prices may follow, the inevitable effect is, by building up and largely
developing the particalar industry, to reduce the price of that particu-
lar article to the consumer, and in such instances it is not infrequently
the case that the price of the article is thus reduced much below the
total amount of the duty.

This is clearly illustrated, as frequently instanced, in the case of the
doty on salt. Salt in this country is worth to-day 50 cents a barrel of
280 pounds; the barrel in which it is packed is worth 20 cents, so that
280 pounds of salt is worth just 30 cents, and that is the price it costs
the consumer, and yet the tariff on that amount of salt is 32 cents, or
2 cents more than the whole cost of the salt to the consamer. But it
is also true in a great variety of cases, especially of woolen fabrics of
the cheaper rates, and illustrated by the fact that these are as cheap
here as in England. I agree the duty should be so adjusted that the
amount of the duty, after an ar¥icle has been sufficiently stimulated
by the process of protection, would not be added to the price which
the consnmer must pay for the article, and in the case of a properly ad-
justed protective tariff’ this will always be the case.

But uader the system advocated by the Democratic party with a
tarifl for revenue only, then in every instance the amount of the tariff
is added to the price of the article which the cunsnmer must pay; and
the reason why this is so will be seen at a glance by a careful compari-
son of the principles upon which the two systems proceed—that is, a
tarift for protection and one for revenue only.

In the former case it is the aim to admit free of duty all those foreign
products which are necessaries of life and which we can not produce in
this country, and to levy duties only on those articles of foreign im-
portation which we can and do produce here, and which coms into com-
petition with the imported article, and hence the effect is to stimulate
competition, build npindustries, maintain for a timeuntil the industry
isfirmly established and then eventually reduce prices, and consequently
in such cases the tariff is not a tax, is not added to the price of the ar-
ticle, but tends in the end, by stimulating competition, to reduce that

Ce.

But in the other case, in imposing a tariff for revenue only, it is nni-
versally the aim of the legislator to obtain the greatest possible amount
of revenue from the least possible amount or rate of tax, and therefore
in imposing the tax for revenue only a free-trade legislator inevita-
bly seeks to impose his tariff on those articles only which we can not
and do not produce in this conntry, and hence in every such instance
it is true, as claimed by the late President Cleveland and his party,

that the amount of the tariff becomes a tax, purely and simply, and is
in such cases inevitably added to the price of the article which the
consumer must pay.

When, therefore, it is insisted that the tariff is a tax and is paid by
the consnmer, the answer is that this is only the case, or at least most
generally the case, when the tariff is a Democratic tariff, that is, one
for revenne only, and nota Republican tariff, or one primarily not only
for revenue, but which fosters and encon American production,
and the result of which is not to increase the price of the commodity
to the consumer to the amount of such tariff, or to any amount, but
which preventsa destruction of industries by a ruinons competition from

abroad, and which in fact, by stimulating competition at home, reduces’

it far below inmany instances,
it would be but for the tariff,

REDUCTION OF REVENUE.

It is, Mr. President, important that the people should be advised as
to what reduction in the revenue is to be brought abount by the passage
of this bill. Any revision of the tariff at this time which does not in-
volve a very large reduction in the annual revennes collected, whether
by customs or internal tax, or hoth, wonld not meet the demands of the
people, and would be regarded by them as an abandonment of party
pledges. Let us inquire, therefore, what reductions are proposed and
likely to follow the passage of this bill. These depend of course in a
measure on the precise manner in which the differences of the two
Houses may be ultimately adjusted in a conference between the two
Houses, as the bill as it passed the House is somewhat different in this
respect from the same bill as proposed to be amended by the Senate
Committee on Finance, although this difference after all is not very
great in so far as it relates to the probable reduction of the revenue, as
under each proposition there will necessarily follow a very large re-
duction in the annual revenues.

Listening to some of the speeches made on the other side of the Cham-
ber, one not properly informed, not conversant with the bill and its
provisions as they really are, wounld naturally conclude the effect of
the passage of this hill wounld he to largely increase taxation, advance
customs rates all along the line, swell the annual revenue, and oppress
ihe people. Ifsuch were, in my judgment, to be the effect of the pend-
ing bill it never could receive my vote. Such, indeed, is not the pend-
ing measure. And in this connection it may be properly stated that
never, perhaps, in the history of legislation has there been such studied,
deliberate, persistent attempt to misrepresent any proposed legislation—
its nature, character, and probable effect, such determined, yet poorly
concealed, efforts to deceive and hoodwink the masses of the people as
there has been in reference to the pending bill. The bill is precisely
what it purports to be, a bill to reduce the revenue and equalize duties
on imports, the effect ot which will be, if enacted into law, most un-
questionably, to reduce the revenue to the extent of very many mill-
ions of dollars and to equalize the duties on imports, so as to operate
more equally and fairly in reference to all the industries of the country.

THE FREE-LIST,

The House bill, as it passed that body, transferred to the free-list
some forty-seven articles dutiable under existing law. This list has
been but slightly modified by the Senate committee; some four or five
new articles have been added. The guestion astowhat effect this will
have on the redunction of revenue is, of course, a matter of certain ascer-
tainment when considered in connection with the amonnt of duties
paid on these same articles the last fiscal Eenr

The value of the importations for the year 1859 of these arti-
cles transferred to the free-list by the action ot the House of Representa-
tives was $107,921,735.34 and the revenues collectgd thereon amonnted
to $60,736,896.12, while modified in this respect, as proposed by the
Senate committee, it covers articles the importation of which for the
same period was $108,919,907.15 and on which duties were collected
to the amount of $60,509,343.69. So it will pe seen that in any event,
no matter which list should finally be adopted, or even should there
be a compromise as between the two, by taking a fair average there
will by the proposed bill be a reduction of the customs revenue alone
by the one act of transferring articles heretofore dutiable to the free-list
of considerably over $60,000,000. ¥

This much iscertain. ‘The average asbetween the amounts proposed
by the two Houses being $60,668,119.90—and a great portion of this
has been collected heretotore from articles of general use in this conntry,
and which can not be produced in this country either at all or only in
very limited quantities—to what extent the annual customs revenues
may be further changed in amount by the proposed changes in the rates
of duties on dutiable articles, many of which have been reduced and
some increased, can not be so definitely arrived at except caleulation
is made on the assumption that the value of importations of these arti-
cles in reference to which daties are charged shonld continue the same
in the future as in the past. Estimating on this basis, the total redue-
tion would nnder the bill as it passed the House amount to $26,128,-
649.90, and under the bill as proposed to be amended by the Senate
committee, $20,318 283,40,

The average total reduction as between the proposition of the two
Houses is $23,223,465.50. These statements and estimates relate, of

and in fact in most instances, that which
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course, only to revenues arising from duties on foreign imports, and
have no relation whatever to the proposed reduction upon the part of
the House of $10,000,000 more in the revenues by changes in the in-
ternal-revenue taxes. In other words, the total value of dutiable
goods imported into the United States for the fiseal year 1889, and
which by the present bill are still retained on the dntiable list, was
$390,437,117.07, upon which duties were paid to the amount of §$161,-
408,846.49, while the estimated duties under the proposed legislation,
assuming that the gnantity and value of importations will be neither
reduced nor increased by the proposed change of rates, is, under the
bill as it passed the House, $206,344,977.77, and, as proposed to be mod-
ified by the Senate committee, $201,639,907.08.

It is but fair to state, however, that it is believed by the advocates
of this revision, and indeed such is the intention, that one effect of the
change of duties will, in respect of certain articles, especially where the
duty is largely increased, for instance the articles of wool and woolen
goods as notable examples, be to largely reduce both the quantity and
the total value of the importation of such articles, and thus, while the
revenue will doubtless be largely reduced, a more adequate protection
will at the same time be afforded to the producers of these articles in
this country.

But while this will be the effect in most cases where the rates of duty
are increased, just the reverse will generally be the effect in cases where
the rates of duty are lowered, as in such cases it is generally the case
that there is such a large increase in hoth the number of articles and
total valueofarticles imported as to materially increase the total amonnt
of annual revenues collected therefrom, although the rates of duties,
ad valorem or specifie, may be much less, This is almost invariably
the case nnless indeed the rate of duty is so largely reduced as to be
merely nominal.

But, notwithstanding the fact that the duties on some of the sched-
ules have been advanced in the bill under consideration for the purpose
of more adequately protecting certain American industries which have
been sorely pressed and in some instances their very existence threat-
ened by being compelled to compete with like articles the product of
European pauper labor, it is a fact nevertheless, clearly susceptible of
demonstration, thatthe present bill, both as it passed the House of Rep-
resentatives and under the modifications proposed by the Senate com-
mittee, largely reduces the average per cent. of duty rates when consid-
ered in connection with our total annual importations.

__ This last year, that is, the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, exclud-
ing gold and silver, they amounted in value to $745,131,652, includ-
ing those articles admitted free of duty as well as those that were
dutiable. The total amount of duties collected was $222,145,742, or
but a slight fraction less than 30 per cent. average rate on our total
importations; whereas under the present bill as reported to the Seuate,
in the event there should be no change in the amount and value of

" importations, the daties would be but $201,689,907.08, or an average

of but 27.15 per cent.

‘While,therefore, the rates on certain schedules are slightly advanced,
there is on an average, by the increase of the free-list to the extent of
$108,919,900.15 in value of importation and the reduction in rates on
certain dutiable articles, a8 marked decrease in the general average of
duties on our importations, amounting in all towithin a small fraction
of 3 per cent. on our total importations of the fiscal year ending June 30,
1880, $745,131,653. Our total importations, however, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1890, were $789, 335,855, or $44,204,203 in excess
of those of our importations for the year ending June 30, 1889 ; conse-
quently the average ad valorem rates of duty under the pending bill, if
applied to this latter amount, are but 25,}; per cent. In this state-
ment as to the probable reduction of revenue no account, of course, is
~ taken of the proposed reduction of internal-revenue taxes, which by
the bill as it passed the House is, asstated, $10,327,878,06,

FREE RAW MATERIALS,

Our Democratic friends have had much to say in the past, and the
contention is still kept up, in favor of the proposition that raw materials
should be admitted free. There is something in this, but in the de-
mand thus made unqualifiedly two considerations seem to be entirely
overlooked and lost sight of. First, a carelul distinetion is not noted
or indeed attempted as to just what articles may properly be classed
under the head of raw materials, and, secondly, the fact seems to be
entirely overlooked that already under existing law, enacted in 1883,
we have an extensive free-list, while the present bill pro to in-
crease that free-list to the extent of over $100,000,000 more, under
which (I now refer to the existing law) hundreds of millions of dollars’
worth of raw materials gre annnally beiug imported into this country
and here manufactured.

In fact, more than one-third of all the importations of merchandise
into this country are now admitted free. Of the $745,131,652 in valne
imported during the fiseal year ending June 30, 1889, but $498 355, -
852 was subject to duty, while $246,873,800 worth came in free, and
by the pending bill, as [ have stated, $108,819,907 more are tobeadded
to the free-list, giving us a free-list, shonld the pending bill become a
law, of not less, based on present imaomtions, than $355.793,707.
True, under the bill as it passed the House, some seventeen articles
are transferred from the present free list to the dutiable list, which will

yield arevenue, in the event the importations of these articles equal in
quantity and value thoseof last year, ot $2,456,030.14, while forty-seven
articles now on the dutiable list, and on which duties last year were
collected to the amount of 60,736,896, will by this bill be transterred
to the free-list.

And of the $246,873,800 worth of articles which ecame in free the
past year more than $125,000,000, or over one-half of the whole amount,
were articles that can in every proper sense be termed raw materials,
They were articles such as are Eescribed in the reports of the Burean
of Statistics as '‘ articles in a crude condition which enter inta the vari-
ous processes of domestic industry.’”” Should this bill, therefore, be-
come a Jaw, either in the shape it passed the House or as modified
by the Senate Finance Committee, the free-list will be increased to
nearly, if not quite, 50 per cent. of the total importations into this
country and nearly, if not quite, one-half of which will consist of what
may be properly termed ‘‘ raw materials.’’

So, Mr. President, when we come to define properly whatare *‘ raw
materials’’ and then take into consideration the fact so universally
overlooked that over $125,000,000 worth of raw materials are now ad-
mitted free of duty, and the other fact that this list is to be so very
largely increased by the proposed legislation, it would seem that there
is not much room left for just complaint or criticism on this score,

As already suggested one great difference between the two Housesin
a matter affecting a reduction of the revenne relates to the proposed re-
peal of internal-revenue taxes. By the bill as it passed the House a
total reduaction of $10,327,878.06 is proposed, as follows:

First, reg(:ﬂing the tax on dealers in leaf-tobacco.___ $48, 570.88
Second, by repealing the tax on retail dealers in leaf-

DR = e S I e S T e 270,84
Third, by repealing the tax on dealers in tobacco___. 1,280, 015. 93
Fourth, by repealing the tax on manufacturers of to-

T e A ST AN e S FAS 5,128.25
Fiith, by repealing the tax on manufacturers of cigars. 120, 195. 53
Sixth, by repealing the tax on peddlers of tohacco___ 12, 701. 88
Seventh, by reduncing the revenue from smoking and

manufactured tobacco from 8 to 4 cents per pound. 8, 538, 449. 97
And, eighth, by reducing the tax on snuff from & to 4

O e e e SO S e 322, 544.78
Making atotal of - - oo o iiiioais 10, 327, B78. 06

THE FARMER.

The effort, Mr, President, in the past few years npon the partof the
advocates of free trade or a tariff for revenue only to impress the
farmers of this country with the belief that their interests do not lie
in the direction of a protective tariff and that by such a policy they
are heing robbed and their interest sacrificed to those of the Eastern
manufacturers have been both persistent and able, if not to say pro-
digions, but never was a more untenable position assumed by any party
or set of men. It is a contention which flies directly in the face of the
whole history of this country from its earliest period to the present
time, and is an insult to the names and memories of those illustrions
men under whose inspiration and counsels our Government was brought
into existence.

All concede that any discussion of this question that omits, asa most
important and influential factor, entitled to the highest consideration,
the farming class is out of place. By the last census there were in this
country 7,670,493 persons engaged in agriculture, just about double
the whole number engaged in manufactures, mechanics, aud mining.
There were engaged in the last-named three occupations, all told, only
3.836,112. 1In all employments the number engaged was 17,392,099,
This was about the number who earned wages, The balance—33,000,-
000—earned no wages. Of these, 3,837,112 persons were engaged in
trade and transportation; 4,074,238, in professional and personal serv-
ices. and 7,670,493, in agriculture, or only 25,555 ns less than one-
half the whole number engaged in all the professions and occupations
known to man.

Any attempt, therefore, to ignore the interests of the farmers in any
proposed legislation is simply to repudiate and set aside nearly one-
half of all those who in the aggregate seek employment in the various
industries and professions of the United States, while any attempts
at deception must come under the head of political crimes, the just
penalty of which should be, if it is not, political ostracism and political
death. There are douhtless to-day in this country over nine million
persons engaged in the business of agriculture. The farmer, therefore,
being the great central column of the industrial structure, the keystone
of the great industrial arch, is, more than any other class—yes, more
than all other classes combined—entitled to protection. If the farmer
fails, every other person, whether manufacturer, artisan, laborer, or
professional man, must fail also.

Many things which ordinarily may be regarded as necessaries of life,
but which, after all, are more lnxuries than necessaries, may in an emer-
gency be dispensed with, but the products of the farm—bread, potatoes,
eatables—ean not be dispensed with. These are necessaries, and men,
and women, and children, too, must have them or die. This being so,
agriculture, more than any other industry known to man, should he,
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and und rour protective policy is, protected, if not more, at least to
the same extent and with the same care asany other industry in which
the citizens of this country engage. The farmer must have a market
for his surplus products; otherwise, while he may not die for lack of
bread, he may freeze to death for lack of clothing, shelter, and the other
absolute necessaries and comforts of life, g

Man can not live on bread alone, and it is only by means realized
from the sale of his surplus products that the farmer and his family

_may be properly clothel;ip, otherwise provided for, and live,

What special consideration, therefore, does the present bill give to
the interests of the farmer aside from those generul benefits that must
necessarily flow to all classes, the farmer included, from the applica-
tion of a general policy that shields us from the industrial tax of for-
eign nations, and thas promotes the general welfare of all our people?

It is presumed that the farmers themselves, as represented in the
mtioua? organization known as the National Grange, understand their
wants and wishes in reference to tariff legislation, and it is a further
fact, perhaps not generally known, bat I believe true and worthy of
note, that this organization, through its legislative committee, sub-
mitted early in the present session to the proper committees of Con-
gress, the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representatives
and the Finance Committee of the Senate, the schedules of rates
which they desired incorporated into tariff legislation.

And it is further worthy of note that these requests have been re-
spected almost literally; in fact, in but one or two instances have any
less rates of duty been imposed on farm products than requested, while
in nnmerons instances even much greater protection than asked for has
been given both by the action of the House and by that of the Senate
Committee on Finance. Some slight departures may be noted in the
amendments proposed by the Senate Committee on Finance, but on
the whole there has heen substantial favorable response, indeed, lib-
eral beyond the asking, to the suggestions thus made, and as a result
it will on careful examination be found that of the seyenteen articles
transferred from the free tothe dutiable list by the pending bill eight-
ninths of them relate to agricultural products, thus adding material
protection to the farmer which under existing law is not accorded him.

These inelude a great variety of articles, among them camel’s hair,
heretofore largely imported free and used in this counfry in direct com-
petition with-American wool; fruits, apples (green, ripe, and dried),
eggs, vegetables, flax, hemp, broom-corn, plants, trees, shrubs, straw,
macaroni, vermicelli, and various other farm prodnects, all of which can
e produced and are produced ‘largely in this country, and which.din-
der existing law suffer from competition with free foreign importdtion
of these articles, I happen to have in my hand a copy of the report
made by the national legislative committee of the National Grange, the
Patrons of Husbandry, to this national farmers’ association, which I
beg to incorporate in my remarks, and which shows specifically pre-
cisely what tarifi legislation was demanded. This committee is com-
g]amd of Hon. J. H. Brigham, of Delta, Ohio, worthy master of the

ational Grange; L. Rhone, esq., of Centre Hall, Pa.; and Jobhn Trem-
ble, esq., of Washington, D. C.

FATIONAL GRANGE, THE PATRONS OF HUSBANDEY,

[Legislative committee : J. H. Brigham, Delta, Ohio; L. Rhone, Centre Hall, Pa.;
John Trimble, Washington,D. C, Office of the legislative committee, 814 ¥

street, ]
WasHINGTON, D, C., March 24, 1890,

The committee appointed at the last sesaion of the National Grange to present
to Congress the various measures considered by that body as requiring legis-
lative action have endeavored faithfully to perform the duty assigned them,
Each member of Congress has been furnished with a copy of all resolutions
and reports adopted by the National Grange relating to legislative matters.
We bave also appen before committees and urged immediate legislation for
the relief of the farmers. Of the Ways and Means Committes we asked in
some cases & duty and in others an increase of duty upon agricultural imports
brought into this country to be sold in tition with the produeti of the
American farmer, In othercases we asked a reduction of ;uty upon some of
the commodities rs are compelled to buy,

The‘fol}?wing is substantially what was asked and what will {probnbly be re-

Tt o change was ask

1t is as follows:

p upon products not imported in considerable
amounis :
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS AND PROVISIONS,
Animals—live.
Horses and mules............oees
Valued at $150 AN OVETr.....cviues veserrassis revsrasnnane

Caltle, more than 1 year old
hmtle. less than 1 year old......

Breadsluffs.
Barley.. 30 cents per bushel,
Barley, malt ................ 40 cents per bushel.
Barley, pearled, patent, or hulled..........ccieieunenisveiesnsssresasasasss 1 cent per pound.
Buck wheat : 10 cents per hel,
Corn 10 cents per bushel.
Corr Lieiiaarnonsssosnsnyissispansanatabassssareesvunsnseni. sivmmes 10 cents per hushel,
Macaroni s 2 cents per pound.
Oats 10 cents per bushel,
Oatmeal......... ' 1 cent per pound.
Rice 1} cents per pound.
BY..ccivcrisersrenssosaissssianien 10 cents per bushel.
Rye flour 1 cent per pound,
Wheat......... 20 cents per bushel.
‘Wheat flour, ........ 20 per cent. ad yalorem,

Dairy products.
Butler and SubBE TS . oo e oiiiiot vieses aemsirissassmrtaassssierrsiaassess sirasd 6 eenis per pound. -
Ok 0 cents per p d
Milk..... 5 cents per gallon,
Milk, preserved or cond d 3 cents per pound,
Farm and fleld products.
Beans A0 cents bushel.
Beans, pease, and mush , prepared per cent,
Broom-corn $5 per ton.
Cabbages, each cneeed CETILE,
Cider b cents per gallon,
...... 5 cents per d

Egys, yolks of. 25 per eent,
Hay per ton.
Hides i i a8 NSO B AT RS S RO oA eD A s Tm a4 15 per cent,
T ETT e i e A 20 centa per gallon,
Hops 12 cents p d
oy o HONE A e e ..g;ar cent.,
Pense ....40 cenls per bushel,
B 6 DRI, ... icx cur aes 122 ¥4 ves wat s v rie i ba v 20 cents per bushel,
Potatoes 20 cents per bushel,
Flaxseed =gt .30 cents per bushel.
Garden seed per cent.
Vegetables, prepared 45 per cent,
Vegetables, natural state ahoma Shass e 25 per cenkb,
Straw £2 per ton,

1 30 per cent.
Tabacco, for wrappers $2 per pound

Fruits and nuls,

Apples, green........... RS s M 25 cents per bushel,
Apples, dried......cc-imis sises 3 cents per d
Duates, grapes, plums, prunes.... 1 cent per p d
Figs..... 2 cents per pound,
Oranges, according te gize of package .........oceennnnnn 25 cents to §1 per box or ease.
Raising.........cive0 cents per p d
Fruit preserves semesedl) PEr cent,
Almonds, not shelled...........oevnee 5 cents per d
Al ds, shelled G +ase:Th conts per pound,
1L e R T A R Ly D 2 ceuts per pound,
Peannts, unshelled .. wasne L cEML per pound,
Peanuts, shelled.............. 1} cents per pound
Nuts, not T A S L e S N S 1} cents per p

Meat producis,

Bacon and ham......
Beef, mutton, and pork......
ﬂ;adts of all kinds, prepared and preserved.

Pouliry, live.
TalloW ..icco s
WALBERY ..ot vesive iuisin sosnisnmnin seimsnisemres

There will be some Oﬁfosmnn to the increase of duty asked upon farm prod-

uets, particularly upon hides, and we said to the committee, * If you will make

leather and manufactures of leather free, we will ask no duty upon hides, If

imxhnr and its manufactures are protected, we want equal protection upon
es.'t

The duty upon sugar will be reduced 40 or 50 per cent., or it will be made free
and a bounty paid to American producers. Farmers shonld at once inform
their Represcutatives as to their wishes upon this point, as there is quite a di-
vigion among members of Congress on the subject. Jute will be made free, and
the duty will be removed or reduced upon cottou-bagging. Sisal and manila
will probably be put on the free-list, and bindez-twine will be free or the di
will be reduced. Some changes will be made in the wool schedule which w

revent fraud at the ports ofentry. The committee also went before the House
E‘ommiltee on Agricalture and urged the passage of pure-food hills, the bills to
prevent gambling in farm produce, the formation of trusts, and urged legisla-
tion to protectthe innocent purchaser of patented articles, ‘We have also urged
th:lDeparuneut of Labor to assist us in securing a reduction of the tare on
cotton.

The above is a synopsis of what the legislative commiltee has donwd re-
presents anxious and arduous labor upon our part. We now submit brief
report for your examination and consideration, We trust that our action will
meet with your approval and that you will at once write your Congressmen
nﬁd “m}:t?u indorsing what we have asked and urging speﬂiy action. Wehope
all w elp us. :

There is no political question involved in what we ask for farmers in regard
to tariff legislation; it simply means that we want the same policy Jmmﬂl
towards us that is adopted for others, We can consistently ask thisand still re-
main free to support any policy in future campaigns which best accords with our
opinfons, It will be well also for you to draught petitions asking for these
measures, procure signatures, and forward to your member of Congress. In
conclusion, we desire to thank all those who have in good faith responded to
our ealls for assistance, and hope that'we may continue to co-operate for the pro-
tection and promotion of the interests of the farmers.

J. H. BRIGHAM,

On a careful examination of Schedule G of the pending bill {agricult-
ural products and productions), commencing with section 244 of the
House bill, section 232 in the bill as reported from the Senate commit-
tee, it will be found, on a comparison of these suggestions of the leg-
islative committee of the National Grange, that their unests have
heen more than met. In not a solitary instance has th;eguty on any
agricultoral article named been reduced by the bill W the
House, but on & number the duties were largely ine . For in-
stance, the committee of the Patrons of Husbandry asked a duty of 50
cents on hogs. The House bill and the Senate committee each gave
protection to the amountof $1.50. The committee asked 40 cents per
bushel on barley malt; the House gave them 45, the Senate commit-
tee 40 cents,

The farmers’ committee asked but 1 cent per pound on barley, vearl,
patent, and hulled. Both the House and the Senate proposed to protect
them on this article to the extent of 2 cents per pound, just double
what wasasked. On buckwheat the committee representing the Gran;
asked a protection of 10 cents per bushel. Both the House and
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Senate committee give 15 cents per bushel. The same on corn or maize;
. the committee asked 10 cents per bushel protection; 15 cents is ac-
. corded by both House and Senate committees. On corn-meal the com-

mittee representing the farmers asked protection to the extent of 10
cents per}l)mshel. e bill gives them just double that amount, 20
cents per bushel. :

On oats the committee prayed for 10 cents per bushel protection;
the bill gives them 15 cents. On rice, cleaned, the -committee ask 1;
cents per pound; the House gives them 2 cents per pound, the Senate
wmm?gm recommends 1}. On wheat the farmers’ committee asked

rotection to the extent of 20 cents per bushel; both the House and
te Committee on Finance propose to give them 25 cents per bushel,
On wheat flonr the committee requests 20 per cent, ad valorem; the
proposed legislation gives them 25 per cent. ad valorem.
DAIRY PRODUCTS.

On dairy products—butter, cheese, milk (fresh, preserved, and con-
densed)—the rates of protection suggested by the committee represent-
ing the National Grange have been accorded both by the Honse of Rep-
- resentatives and the Senate committee.

FARM AND FIELD PRODUCTS,

Not a single reduction was made in the rates of duty requested by
the committee of the National Grange in any of the farm and field
products except, I believe, on the single article of cabbages; while on
many the rates were materially increased over those suggested. For
instance, on potatoes the claim was 20 cents per bushel protection; it
is proposed to give 25 cents. On hops all that was demanded by the
committee of the National Grange was 12 cents per pound, while 15
cents per pound is accorded by both House and Senate committee. On
onions the committee demanded 25 cents per bushel; it is proposed by
the pending bill to give 40 cents per bushel, .

On split pease 20 cents per bushel was asked; 50 cents is granted. On
garden seeds 20 per cent. ad valorem was asked, while 50 per cent. ad
valorem is proposed by the pending bill. The only article on which
the Senate Finance Committee propose a reduetion is on cabbages, The
committee representing the farmers requested a protection of 3 cents
per head; the Honse granted it, whileegbz Senate committee propose 1
ceut per head.

FRUITS AXD EUTE

While no reduction below that recommended by the farmers’ com-
mittee is proposed by either on any article coming under this head, a
material inerease is proposed on many. For instance, the committee
suggest, modestly, 2 cents per pound on figs; the bill proposes to give
2} cents per ponnd. On oranges a large increase is made over that
claimed by the committee. The committee claim on the largest pack-
ages but $1; the bill gives them on these §1.50. On raisins the com-
mittee claim 2 cents per pound; the bill gives them 2}. On filberts
and walnuts the committee ask 2 cents per pound, whereas the bill
gives on filberts and walnuts, not shelled, 3 cents per pound; shelled,

6 cents per pound.
MEAT PRODUCTS.

On meat products the suggestions of the Grange committee have been
adopted by both the House and the Senate.

In discussing the question as to the consideration given to the farmer
in this bill Mr. McKINLEY, in his report in the House (H. Report No.
1466, first session, Fifty-first Congress), says:

‘We advance the rates upon the products of the soil which either dosupply or
can be brought to supply the home consumption. Horses, cattle, hogs, s! 3
R e A G S e
}:&m. m|§ mx;np;o&hrgf roducts are advanced with a view Lo save this entire

market to the American er.
As indieating I.Muunl line of policy pursued in changing rates in this
schedule, your co: ttee can only, in the scope of this report, note a few articles
illustrative of all.
HORSES, CATTLE? AND SHEEP,

In the last ten years not less than $60,000.000 worth of horses, cattle, and sheep,
ordinary marketable stock, has been imported. A faﬂion of these have paid
20 per cent, nd valorem on a fraudulent undervaluation. A very large portion
have come in free, professedly for breeding purgoaea. actually for the common
markets, The duty has been changed to a specitic rate and advanced toa point
where il will protect the market, while the paragraph in the free-list on ani-
mals for breeding purposes is so framed as to only admit animals which are
pure bred and properly registered.

WOOL.

But let us inguire what the pending bill proposes in the interest of
the farmers of this conntry engaged in the business of raising sheep,
and in turning out annually millions of dollars’ worth of wool and
mutton. This bill proposes to undo the great wrong done to the Amer-
ican farmer, in the matter of duties on wool, by the act of March 3,
1883, and fo virtnally re-enact the wholesome provisions, or what will
be their equivalent in effect, and correcting certain irregularities relat-
ing to combing and earpet wools of the former much more beneficial
act of March 2, 1867, under which this industry revived and flourished
for some sixteen years. That such legislation will revive the waning
sheep industry of this country and increase the price of wool to the
American farmer, all familiar with the subject will readily agree. Nor
will the effect of this be to increase the price of the manufactured ar-
ticle of woolen goods, but by stimulating and building up a great di-
versity of manufacturing interests will have precisely the opposite

effect, as the history of protective tariffs will prove since the commence-
ment of our Government.

But concede for a moment that a high protective tarift did not have
the effect of increasing the price of a pound of wool, that would nof
by any means be the end of the argument in favor of a protective tariff
as applied to the one article of wool. There are other considerations
of immense im ce that must not be lost sight of, and which it is
quite certain the great mass of intelligent sheep-raisers in this country
do not fail to understand or fully appreciate. It is not merely the
price of wool that is involved in the problem, irrespective of the ques-
tions as to the amount and kind of wool and the amount and kind of
mutton produced by the American farmer.

Who will deny that, under the operation of the protective tariff, not
only the number but the breeds of sheep and their capacity to produce
per head, not only a greater number of pounds of wool, but a better
grade and quantity, have been vastly increased, to say nothing of the
increase not only in quantity, butalso in ihe quality of American mut-
ton?

Thirty vears ago the average weight to each fleece of the then wool
produet of the United States wasless than 2} pounds, while to-day, un-
der the fostering care and energizing influence of a protective tariff,
the average weight of fleeces is abont 6 pounds. Thirty years ago the
number of sheep in the United States was but 22,471,375, while to-day,
notwithstanding the ferrible and almost fatal set-back to the sheep and
wool industry of this country by the reduction made in the tariff on
wool by the act of Maréh 3, 1883, and through which there was in the
past five years a reduction of nearly 7,000,000 head, the number is
now 42,599,079,

An historieal ohject lesson on this subject that onght to be not only
convinecing but absolutely controlling in the mind of every true Amer-
ican who has the interest of the agriculturists of the United States
at hieart, is found in the effect on the wool industry in the change of
the tariff on wool by the act of 1883. Although prior to that reduc-
tion the numbeér of sheep in the United States had, under the foster-
ing influence of protection afforded by the act of 1867 (March 2, 1867),
althoungh that act unjustly discriminated against combing and carpet
wools, increased from about 24,000,000 head in 1867 to 49,237,201
head in 1883. The number of head in the five years succeeding the
reduction of tariff rates of 1833, instead of increasing in like ratio, did
not even maintain itself, but was reduced to the enormous extent of
about 7,000,000 head, or to an extent equal to nearly 14 per cent., or
nearly one-gsixth of the whole number; whereas, under the ratio of in-
crease that bad taken place nnder the act of 1867, the number should
have increased in that time to about 60,000,000 head.

The number of pounds of wool produced in the United States in 1867
was only 70,000,000, whereas in 1883 it was considerably over 300,-
000,000, or an increase in pounds of about 350 per cent.; and yet, by
reason of the baneful influence of the reduction of 1883, the annual
product now is considerably less than 250,000,000, not more, perhaps,
than 245,000,000 at most, pos<ibly nof over 240,000,000 ponnds. And
in making this comparison of the different effects produced on the wool
industry of this country by the higher-rate tariff of 1867 and the lower
rates of 1883 it must not be forgotten that a most powerful influence
operated just prior to the passage of the act of March 2, 1867, which
tended strongly to neutralize for a considerable time the beneficial
effects of that act.

This was the dumping on the markets of this conntry of not only
an abnormal amount of importations of foreign wool, but also of im-
mense quantities of cast-off Army supplies as aresult of the closing
of the war, consisting of nearly two and a gunarter million of men's
large coats, ‘over one-quarter of a million of uniform ceats, over half
a million of sack-coats, nearly half a million trousers, over eight hun-
dred thonsand blankets, half a million shirts, besides great quantities
of other clothing and cloths of various kinds, *

‘What a terrible blow at an American industry in which are engaged
to a greater or less extent 10 per cent. of all the qualified voters of the
United States, or more than 1,250,0000f the 11,369,461 voters in the
United States in 1888; an industry in which in 1880 were invested
over $119,000,000 in sheep alone, to say nothing of the eapital invested
in addition in sheep lands, barns, sheds, and other things n in
carrying on the sheep industry, estimated at over $408,000,000 more,
making an aggregate investment of over $527,000,000; an industry
which furnishes the tables of rich and poor alike with a cheap and nu-
tritions meat in the 10,000,000 mutton sheep anuually slaughtered for
that purpose, of the farm value of over $30,000,000; an industry in
which are engaged, or were in 1880, 1,020,728 flockmasters, owners
of as many flocks, and giving employment at good wages, as herdsmen
and shearers alone, to over 100,000 men, to say nothing ofthe 320,-
000,000 pounds of wool produced in this country in a single year helore
the evil influnences of the act of 1883 hezan to operate, of the value of
over $91,000,000, produced from the bucks of 50,626,626 sheep—the
number we had in this country in 1884—of the estimated value of nearly
$120,000,000; an industry, moreover, whose importance and magnitude
can not be properly estimated unless note is also made of the fact that
we have in this country, or had before the mischievous act of 1883 was
enacted, 2,689 domestic woolen manufactories with an invested capital
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of nearly $160,000,000, employing 161,557 persons, paying them annu-
ally as vym’glaa the sum of 7{389,000, in working up wool and other
materials used of the value of $164,371,551—these were the figuresin
1880; they are much greater now—and turning out s product of the
value of $267,252,913.

But mark the further disastrous consequences of the reduction of the
tariff on wool by the act of 1883, The imports of wool into this coun-
jry in 1882 amonnted to 67,861,744 pounds only, but under the encour-
agement given o importers by the act of 1883, the importationsin 1887
had increased to 114,038,030 pounds, and the following year (1888) to
126,457,724 pounds, and during the past year (1889) the amount of our
importations, not all, of course, in raw wool, but including raw wool
and wool in woolen goods, about the amount of 378,000,000 pounds, or
what is the equivalent of the fleeces from the backs of over 70,000,000
head of foreign sheep.

This total of importations is made up of the following items: First,
worsted and woolen goods as per the appraised value at the custom-
house—the real value, doubtless, being much more—of $52,560,000,
being equivalent to 156,000,000 pounds of wool, to which must beadded
wool importations as follows: carpet wools, equal to unwashed wool,
150,000,000 pounds; imported clothing wools, equal to unwashed, 35,-
000,000 pounds; eombing wools, 12,000,000 pounds; waste, equal to
unwashed, 25,000,000 pounds; total, including that imported in woolen

378,000,000 pounds.

The wool indnstry of the United States, Mr..President, is menaced
by the vastness as well as the marvelous annual increase in the pro-
duction of wool in Australasia and in tlfe Sonth American countries.
The estimate of the wool clipin Australasia alone for the present year is
578,000,000 pounds—it was 458,451,760 pounds in 1838 and 478,000, 000
pounds in 1889—and the increase in number of sheep the present year
is placed at 20 per cent., which would shear an additional 100,000,000
pounds of wool. The number of sheep in Aunstralia more than doubled
in the past ten years. In 1878 the number was 49,778,5684; in 1888,
96,487,811, And thus it is while we, for lack of adequate protection,
have in six years reduced the number of our sheep 7,000,000 head and
the amountof our annual product over 50,000,000 pounds, Austral-
asia alone will in a single year increase the amount of her elothing-wool
preduct alone more than one-third of the whole annual product of the
United States.

But right at our very door, on our own hemisphere, we find the val-
ey of the Plate in South America produecing 375,000,000 pounds of
clothing wool alone, not including some 200,000,000 pounds of mixed
grades of earpet wools and clothing wools from other sections; the
United Kingdom, 133,000,000 pounds; the Continent, 450,000,000

unds—all fleece washed; the conntries of North America outside of
the United States, 95,000,000 pounds; the Cape of Good Hope country,
93,000,000 ponnds; which, with 184,000,000 pounds of all other sorts,
makes a grand annual world’s product of clothing wools ontside of the
United States of 1,788,000,000 pounds, to which must be added other
Asiatic and Africanwools, South American carpet wools, and the carpet
wools of the Balkan Peninsulaof Europe, the whole estimated by Justice,
Bateman &<Co., of Philadelphia, at 500,000,000 pounds, and we have
a grand annual aggregate, not including the product of the United States,
of 2,298, 000,000 pounds, and if to this we add 250,000,000 pounds as the
product of the United States, we find the world’sannual product, as well
as the world’s annual consumption of woolat the present time, is abont
2,548,000,000 pounds.

In 1880, ten years ago, the world's product was 2,033, 000,000 pounds,
showing an increase in ten years in the annual production of wool of
the world of about 25 per cent., whereas in the United States there
has been in that period an increase in the annual product of only about
5 per cent. This disproportion, however, the past few years, is plainly
attributable to the reduced rates of the tariff of 1883. A comparison
of the increase of ratio in the production of wool between the United
States and the European, Asiatie, and African countries, especislly the
free-trade eountries during a period anterior to the act of 1883, and in-
cluding the two decades prior to that date, will show a most marvelous
increase in the ratio of production of the United States over that of all
other cyuntries, exeepting, perhaps, Australasia, the increase in the
United States from 1860 to 1884 being from 60,000,000 pounds to 320,-
000,000 pounds, while Australasia increased its wool product from 50,-
000,000 pounds in 1860 to 450,000,000 pounds in 1884 and to 478,-
000,000 pounds in 1889. And althongh Europe gradually increased its
produet from 50,000,000 pounds to 70,000,000 pounds, since then it has
fallen off over 25 per cent. by reason of coming into competition with
the wools of Australia and the Argentine Republic.

Notwithslanding these indisputable facts, we find a Democratic
Honuse of Representatives in 1838, under the lead, or recommendation
rather, of a Democratic President, passing through that House a tariff’
measure in which wool is placed on the free-list, and a tariff tax, as
our Democratie friends would term it, is continued on sugar; that is
to say, they solemnly propose to imposea tax on one of the necessaries
of life, an article of nniversal consumption, an article that can not be
produced in this country, or at least is not at present, to the extent of
over 10 per cent. of the demand, and to place on the free-list wool, an
article which, nnder the protection afforded by the act of 1867, was

produced to an amount considerably more than 80 per cent. of our total
consumption, and which eould undoubtedly by proper protection be
stimulated so as to increase the number of our sheep, and by an im-
provement in the grades of wools, to over 100,000,000 head and our
wool product to over 500,000,000 pounds.

This bill eame to the Senate, and as a substitute a bill was presented
to the Senate by the Finance Committee and passed through this body
on the 31st day of January, A. D. 1889, in which the tariff on wool was
restored to a range of duty nearly eqnal to that imposed by the act ot
Mareh 3, 1867. So amended and passed, the bill was returned to the
Democratic Honse and there permitted to die. The issue thus made
and others of kindred nature, all invelving the question as to whether
there should be a tariff for revenue only or one having in view protec-
tion to the industries and wage-workers of this country, were presented
to the people in the national campaign of 1888 and decided adversely
to the Democratic party and adversely to the Democratic theory of free
trade or a tariff for revenue only. And now one purpose of the present
bill is to correct the mistake and repair the damage done o the wool
industries of this country by the act of 1883.

The House bill aimed to meet the question squarely, and it does, as
it is believed, under a proper construction, respond in a fairly substan-
tial manner to the demands of the people. Butowingto arecent judi-
cial decision and certain statements that have appeared in Eastern
journals as to the probable construction to be placed on certain provis-
ions of the bill, it may be well for the Committee on Finance before
the wool schedule is reached to make diligent inquiry as to the exact
meaning of the House bill, which isalsosubstantially the pending bill
on this subject. That bill, it will be observed, divides dutiable wools
into three classes: clothing, combing, and carpet wools.

The first class is made dutiable at 11 cents per pound, the second
class, at 12 cents per pound, while on all wools of the third class the
value of which shall be 13 cents or less per pound an ad valorem
duty of 32 per cent. is proposed, which is equivalent to a specific rate
of 3cents per pound, while on wools of the third class the value whereof
shall exeeed 13 cents per pound 50 per cent. ad valorem is imposed.
Doubtless it was the intention of the committee in consenting to these
classifications and rates that all wools having any admixture of merino
wool, whether immediate or remote, should pay a specific duty of 11
cents per pound, and, further, that no wool, whether imported from
South America, Smyrna, or any other country, which had any admixt-
ure whatever of merino, although imported as carpet wools, shounld
come in simply as third class, either at 32 or 50 per cent. ad valorem,
but that all snch wools and hair should be included in the first class
and should be duatiable at 11 cents per pound.

1f such is the construection to be placed on the bill, then well and -

. If, however, it is to be held nnder these provisions, as reported,
and as the bill now stands, that wools and hair of class 3, thatis to say,
Donskoi, native South American, Cordova, Valparaiso, native Smyrna,
Russian camels’ hair, including all such wools of like character as have
heretofore been usually imported into the United States from Turkey,
Greece, t, Byria, and elsewhere, can come in under the proposed
ad valorem duty of 32 per cent. when the price is 13 cents or less
pound, or at 50 per cent. ad valorem when it is over 13 centsin price,
regardless of the question as to how much admixture of merino wool
it may contain, then, as a measure of protection to the wool-growersof
the United States, the provisions are comparative failures, inso far as
they relate to this particular branch of the subject. And if| still fur-
ther, what is known as *‘sorts’’ and *‘ matehings,”” which constitutea
fine clothing wool, obtained from the spine and ribs of sheep in many
foreign countries, usually ealled earpet sheep, but which have been
crossed in breeding with merino sheep, some having one-eighth and
some more of merino blood, can come in as third class at the ad valo-
rem duty, then the proposed legislation might be termed a total fail-
nre. .

There is, it is apprehended, much reason to fear such & construction
may be placed on these provisions, not only by the Department, bat
also by the courts, and the uncertainty and doubt with which this mat-
ter is thus left, with the chances, as is generally the case when lett
to construction, largely in favor of the importer, are butanotherillus-
tration of the objectionable character of ad valorem dunties as compared
with specific duties, and especially when applied to an article of so
many different grades and admixtures as that of wool. The phraseol-
ogy used in these provisionsin deseribing the different kinds of wool
is, in so far as the question now beingconsidered is concerned, identical
with that of the existing law upon this subject.

In a case recently determined before the district conrt of the United
States for the eastern district of Pennsylvania, held at Philadelphia,
in a case involving the query as to what duties should, under the ex-
isting law, he imposed on wool claimed to be car

Smyrna, it was held by thatcourt that the wool, *‘ commercially known '’
as carpet wool, coming from a country classified in the lawasa coarse
or carpet-wool conntry, is to be deemed carpet wool, notwithstanding
as a matter of fact it may be quarter-blood merino, or even though
““sorts’’ or ** matchings’’ ean be taken from the fleeces equal to or
better in grade and quality than the quarter-blood merino of thiscoun-

try. &
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Should such a construction obtain, it is plain fo be seen that mill-
jons ot pounds of as good clothing wool as is produced in this country
will be imported as third-class or carpet wool at ad valorem duties of
32 and 50 per cent., depending on the price of the article, equivalent
toaspecific duty of perhaps from 3 to 5 cents per pound, and thus bronght
into direct competition with the merino and other clothing wools of
this conntry. 1 should hope to see such an amendment to the pend-
ing bill as wounld forbid beyond question any such construction, either

~ by departmental officials or the judicial courts. T

Again, it has already been suggested by articles appearing in eastern
journals, evidently in the interest of the woolen manulacturers, that
the provisions in this bill relating to sorting, dividing of fleeces, and
other like changes from the ordinary condition, being section 383_ofthe
bill as it passed the House, and section 365 as reported from the Finance
Committee, do not apply to wools on which an ad valorem duty is placed
by the pending bill. This section of the bill as it passed the House—
and no change has been proposed—is as follows:

865, The duty upon wool of the sheep or hair of the camel, goal, alpaca, and
other like animals which shall be imported in any other than ordinary condi-
tion, or which shall be changed in its character or condition for the purpose of
evading the duty, or which shall be reduced in value by the admixture of dirt
or any other fomixn suhstance, or which has been sorted or increased in value
by the rejection of any part of the original fleece,shall be twice the duty to
which it would be otherwise subject: Provided, That skirted wools as now
imported are hereby excepted. ools on which a duty is assessed amounting
to three times or more than that which would be assessed if said wool was im-
Yarled unwashed, such duty shall not be donbled on account of its being sorted.

f any bale or package of wool or hair specitied in this act imported as of any
:?ociﬂad class, or claimed by the importer to be dutiable asof any ag:mﬂed
aag, Bhall contain any wool or hair subject to a higher rate of duty than the

class so specified the whole bale or package shall be snb{ect to the highest rate
of duty o ble on wool of the class subject to such h i;hmj rate of duty,and
if any bale or packsge be elaimed by the importer to be shoddy, mungo, flocks,

wool, hair, or other material of any class specified in this act, and such bale con-
tain any admixture of any one or more of eaid materials or of any other mate-
rial, the whole bale or shal t to duty at the highest rate im-
posed upon any article in said bale or package.

In an article published in the Boston American Wool Reporter in
its issue of May 29, 1890, this section of the bill is referred to in the
following language:

It isthe opinion at the Trmu?

Department that the adoption of an ad

of the value of over 12 cents, and from two and a half to three times
these rates if sconred. The fact is, wool has never had its full and just
share of protection under any of our tariff laws. This is essentially so
in so far as combing and carpet wools are concerned.

The act of 1867, while extending adequate protection to clothing
wools, withheld it unjustly from combing and carpet wools, while the
act of 1883 kept up the unjust discrimination, aggravating instead of
relieving against it, by reducing the rates on coarse or carpet wools one-
half and one cenf per pound, according to value, while a less reduction,
compared with the relative duties nnder the act of 1867, of about 3.3
cents per pound was made in the duties on the clothing and combing
wools, The claim that has beeu persistently made for years by the
manufacturers and importers that certain kinds of coarse, hairy, kempy
wools, used in making carpets, are not, can not, or will not for some
reason be raised in this country, and that certain qualities of lustrous
Australian wools are required to mix with our American woolsin order
to impart to our delaines a pecunliar luster which, it is alleged, can not
be obtained from our product, is not well founded, and has in recent
years been completely exploded and dissipated by the most accom-
plished experts and statisticians,

It is true there bas these recent years been a larger falling off in the
production of carpet wools in this country than in the other grades, buf
this can be traced with almost mathematieal aceuracy to the lack of
adequate protection. The Burean of Statistics estimated the produc-
tion of carpet wools in the United States in 1883 at 22,000,000 pounds,
Hon. William Lawrence in a recent address estimated the wool product
of the United States for 1889%t 240,000,000 pounds, 10,000,000 pounds
of which he estimates as belonging to the class of carpet wools. Bear-
ing upon ithe question of our capacity to produce under proper economic
conditions all grades of wool required for any purpose in this country,
whether of carpets or the finest of delaines, I quote the following from
this same able and instructive address of Mr. Lawrence. 1le says:

Under{am r conditions all the needed wools can be produced in the Unite.
States. We have the lands, the labor, the skill, and among our ple the wi

to produce all. The tariff acts of 1867 and 18583 classed wool as clothing, comb-
ing, and carpet wools. Since 1867, by improvements in machinery, merino
waools can be combed as well as the long wools, so that the distinction between
them has practicaily ceased. Of these classes clothing and combing wools be-

wvalorem duty on carpet-wool would operate to except it entirely from the
[of the McKinley bill] imposing double and triple duties, where the wool is
cha from its original condition. Governor DINGLEY, of Maine (a member
of the Committee on Ways and Means), concurs with the Treasury officials in
the opinion that the ad valorem duties on carpet-wools supersede any provis-
ions of the ‘*sorting '’ clanse. If there is any doubt about this in the present
language of the bill, it is promised that it shall be made clear by the Senate, -

It does not appear from this editorial by whom this promise has
been made to the effect that if there is any doubt about this construe-
tion it shall be so amended as to leave no doubt on thesubject. I can
not but believe that the writer of this article in the Boston American
Wool Reporter reckoned withont his host, as I fancy no member of
the Senate Committee on Finance would insist for one moment either
that such is the proper construction of the bill or that the bill should
be so amended that such would be the inevitable construction. Upon
the contrary I can not but believe that in view of this doubt, to say
the least of it, raised by this influential journal, the committee would
feel not only warran but in justice to all interests compelled to in-
sert a clause which would render any such construction absolutely im-

ble. In referring to this article in the Boston American Wool
porter, Hon. William Lawrence, of Ohio, than who no man west
of the Alleghany Mountains is more thoroughly versed in all matters
pertaining to this general subject, in a letter of date June 4 last, pub-
lished in the Cleveland Leader, says:

This means that the fine portions of carpet-wool fleeces may be “sorted” out
and imported at about 3 cents duty, and be used for the manufacture of cloth-
ing, supplanting American wool, and ruin our wool industry. How the wool-

wers of Maine and New York, lowa, and other States will relish this we may
earn in due time, For one I will say if the ad valorem duties now in the bill
remain, and with the rulings of the Treasury Department as stated, the bill, or
rather the construction given it, will make it asham and a fraud on Wool-grow-
ers and will ruin our wool iudush?'. And if this is to come, free trade will come
with it. If protection is to be only for manufacturers, and not for farmers as
fully as for manufacturers, I care not how scon free trade comes, The farmers
are patient, but the Farmers' Alliance looks to & future when they will not he
so patient., It must become political to the extent of claiming for farmers the
benefits of protection.

In this view, Mr. President, I concur, although as the bill stands T
regard such construction as is attributed to the Department in advance
of the passage of thebill, by the Boston Journal, above quoted, as wholly
strained and unwarranted by any of its provisions. But thatany such
an outrageous construction may be prevented beyond the possibility of
doubt, I truyt the Finance Committee will consent to such an amend-
ment of the section as will not leave its meaning open to construetion.
If we are to have protection, then let it be dealt ont with an impartial
hand. Let the balances be held with a steady nerve. Let it be meted
out to the farmer of the West and South in equal measure as to the
manufacturer of the East, to the wool-grower as well as to the woolen
manulacturer,

The truth is, Mr. President, justice to the producers of all wools, and
of all coarse wools in particular, in this eountry demands that a spe-
cific duty of at least 4 cents per pound be imposed on wools of the third
class, valued at 12 cents or less per pound, and of 8 cents per pound if

yond gq ean all bé produced in this country. The distinguished president
of the National Association of Wool Manufacturers, William Witman, L, in
his letter of November 22, 1859, to another eminent manufacturer, Jessie Met-
calf, esq., of Providence, said:

**The American staple wools are better adapted for the fabrication of satis-
factory clothing for Lhe American ple than any other wool grown. We may
invoke the teachings of Darwin in support of the same view, The environ-~
ments which determine the character of wools are chiefly breeds of sheep, soil,
climate, food, and husbandry. Within our borders we have substantially every
variety of these to be found on the globe. * * * The carpet-wool product of
the United States is almost exclusively the fleece of sheep of Mexican origin,
which are raised chiefly in Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, and certain of the
Territories of the mountain region of the country situated between the Mississ
sippi Valley and the Pacific Slope.”

The Boston Wool Reporter, in ita issue of September 26, speaking
on this subject, says:

We not only grow carpet wools in New Mexico, Colorado, and parts of Texns,
but wherever one fourth blood wools are grown we have the breech and belly

wool, whiech is earpet stock, And the skins of the coarser grades of sheep are
excellent for the manufacture of fine gloves.

The statistician of the Department of Agriculture, in a letter to Mr.
Lawrence, of November 11, 1889, says:

The of the South, many of them peculiar to this region, are numerous
and \'ﬁun.ble. R, P.speciaﬂy should this region undertake at once the
supply of all the earpet-wool required by the manufacturers, which is now
almost the only foreign wool manufactured in the United States. Indeed,not
an ounce of any sort of wool need to be imported,

As bearing on this feature of the subject, I beg also to incorporate
into my remarks the very able and conclusive letter of our present
Secretary of Agriculture, Hon. J. M. Rusk, of date February 28 last,
It is as follows:

Letier from the Secretary of Awktdtuwon the possibililies of wool-raising in the
Un Stales,

DEPARTMEST OF AGRICULTURE, OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
h’mmglon, D. C., February Zé 1890,
Sir: Your letter is received, making inquiry whether " our country lacks
conditions of soil and climate for producing every variety of wool, and that,
too.,tn commercial guantities, and as a fairly remanerative branch of agricult-
ure

This inquiry is !urgeated by the following quotatlion from the Providence
Journal o?s recent date: ' We bave tried all sorts of wool tariffs in years past,
and never yet have they caused the production here of certain kinds of wool
that are absolutely necessary to give the required finish to woolén and worsted
fubrics and to make carpets. We never can accomplish the feat. It is physic-
ally impossible. Certain wools require for their produetion conditions of eli-
mate and soil which we do not possess, and that settles it.”

This country possesses a marvelons range of climate conditions, having
twenty-four degrees of latituade between twenty-five and forty-nine degnr
with altitudes compassing levels from the semi-tropical to those of perpetua
snow, and ocean currents modifying the climate of both consts, Soils range
from those of geological formations of the early geologic ages to the alluvium
of the present day. A continent sobroad, so varied in soil and climate, is prop-
erly dexignated as the Western World, and the Uaited States compasses all its

bilities, except those of strictly trarienl and absolutely rnlsr Areas,

1t can therefore produce, with no limitations of practical importance, all the
races and breedsof sheep in the world. The families of the merino race, origi-
nating in Spain, all thrive in this country, and include a large proportion of ex-
isting flocks. All the muiton breeds of Great Britain, the breeds producing
medinm and long wool, flourish here, and are to be found seattered throughout
the regions on which sheep husbandry is fostered almost exclusively for the
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wool production. The coarse-wool 1 is also re?remted by the Spanish va-
rieties, which went first to Mexico and then to all our Southern domain,and
formed the foundalion to most of the flocks in all the territory of the arid region
beyond the Missouri. There havealso been importations of Asiatic and African
sheep in the South, Weactually the flocks and produce the wools of the
three groups in the customs wool classification, namely, the carding, the comb-
ing,and the carpet wools, The supply of each class, it is true, is not equally pro-
portioned to the manufacturing demand, for very obvious reasons, which have
nothing to do with soil or climate or impoasibility of adaptation to the physical
eonditrune prevailing on the Western continent.

“‘Our manufactures of wool have had a natural development. Two generations
ago the domestic manufacture was very generally distributed through the dis-
tricts then settled. The rise of the factory system destroyed the hand manu-
facture of wool throughout the world. The development of manufacture b;
machinery was slow, inning with coarse fabrics. For many years the -
ing processes only were in vogue. A single generation ago there was little
combing or worsted manufacture and fine cassimeres were unknown. Few
carpels were then made here, Both industries have since had a remarkable
development, nearly supplying the home d d, and no d d for foreign
oa exists, except to supply the fancies and whims of the fastidions, who
waget a particular pattern or a foreign name.

Our patented machinery is now sought abroad, with which to manufacture
the suppliesof other countries. Thus our progress in manufacturing, apparently
slow and by steps from lower to higher furms, has been really rapid, and every
stage of progress has created demand for greater variety of wool, which there
was before no ind t to prod The Saxon merinos, for instance, bear-
ing the finest wool in the world, were imported and bred when our manufact-
urers were pressed to supply the mnzuirements of the country for cloths of

. medium fine wools,and were not yet ready to{)roduw fine broadecloths, and
therefore could notoffer prices that would foster increased supply of that grade,
But there is no climatie diffieulty in their production,

As to carpet wools, the principal reason why they have not been produced in
sufficient quantities is because they have been diseriminated lfmn,sl. in tariff
rates, For instance, the imports of clothing wool in 1883-'89 paid an average
duty of 49.03 per cent., worsted wools a duty of 42.5 per cent., and carpet wools
a duty of nnlr 26.16 per cent. The average duty per pound was 10.55 cents for
clothing wools, 10.09 for worsted, and 3.18 for enrpet wools. This is not all of
the diserimination. The classification which includes in the third class all
wools except English and merino {3 a drag-net for all other wools of the world,
covering a range of qualily and style wide enough for a very extensive variety
of manufactures. Besides, there is admitted in this class a valuable line of in-
cidentals or so-called waste products of manufacture, worth very mueh more
a pound in its cleansed state than the imports of clothing wools. Naturally,
under these discriminations the carpet wools constituted 75 per cent. of all im-
ports. Thus the third class is a loop-hole for the admission of a great variet
of wool through which the barrier for the protection of wool-growers is prae!.{
cally broken down,

Very respectfully,

J. M. RUSK, Secretary.
- RECIFROCITY,

In view of the vast interests involved in the wool industry of this
country. in view of the fact that mnst be apparent to the most casnal
observer that any measure of domestic legislation, as proposed by the
Democratic party, looking to the placing of wool on the free-list, or
any international reciprocal arrangement, as has been suggested in cer-
tain quarters, which wounld as a part of the project 6pen our ports to
the wool either of all nations or those of South and Central America
alone, conld but result, and that too in a brief time, in the absolute
destruction of this great industry in the United States, as also in the
serious crippling, if not destruction, of many others fostered by and de-
pending on it for existence, it does not seem possible that either of
these proposed schemes, and to my mind the one is as irrational and
objectionable as the other in so far as frée wool might be made a fac-
tor, is sufficiently pregnant with compensation in any possible view,
in respect of trade advantages or otherwise, either domestic or foreign,
‘to justify a sacrifice of the almost immeasurable interests involved in
the sheep industry of this conntry by a total surrender of the rights
and interests of this great producing class, either to the rapacity of the
manufacturers of our own country or to the greed of the syndicate rep-
resenting the owners of a hundred million sheep in the Argentine Re-

ublic.

. In 1864 that Republic had but 23,000,000 head of sheep. Twenty
years later, in 1884, it had over three times that number, or over 70,-
000,000, and to-day the number is rapidly approaching and soon will be
over 100,000,000 head. Reciprocity of trade, if established on a basis
of opening our ports to such necessaries as we do not produce here, or
only in quantities far short of home consumption, in exchange for free
foreign ports for our surplos products,iscommendable and has my hearty
support, but reciprocity which would strike down any of the great in-
dustries of this country is something not to be thought of.

LEGISLATION ALREADY ENACTED THE PRESENT SESSION IN THE INTEEREST OF

WOOL-GHEOWERS,

Already has the present Congress placed npon the present statute-
books two acts—one, known as the Dingley worsted bill, making worsted
cloths dutiable the same as woolen cloths, and the other, the adminis-
trative bill, checking frands upon the part of importers—that have been
and will continue to be still more in the future of immense value to
the wool-growers of this conntry. The effect of the passage of these
acts, especially the one known as the Dingley bill, which, among other
things, classifies these worsteds as woolens, was to cause an advanee of
about 2 to 3 cents per pound in the price of fine delaine wools in this
country, while it immediately took the breath out of about thirty-
five hundred looms in England that had been engaged in making
worsteds to be shipped to this country, and the resnlt will be the
starting up of a corresponding number of Ameriean looms, which will
give employment to thousands of operatives in this country, increase
ihe home market for agricultural products, and upon which these
goods will be manufactured in the future.

Theeffectof this enactment, together with certain rulings of the Treas-
nury Department since the present Administration came into power, has
been further to reduce the importation of worsted coatings from 21,400
pieces brought in during the month of May, 1889, to 11,340 pieces im-
ported during the month of May, 1890, or a reduction in the importa~
tion of this quality of goods of nearly 50 per cent.

WAGE-WORKERS,

The wage-workers, the laboring classes of this country, like the
farmers, are vitally interested in the maintenance of a protective tariff’
that will increase the demand for labor in this conntry and advance the
rate of wages. T. V. Powderly, the great leader in the interest of labor
and of the laboridy classes, understands this question fully. Here i§
what he said, among other things, in a recent address:

I am a tariff man and & protectionist, and for the reason that I am an Ameriean
and afriend of American rers. No workin has ever called for a reduc-
tion and no reduction should be made until it is d ded by the peop We
need no tarifl linkering, We want protection from one end of the country to
the other. Touch not the tariff; raise the tariff so highihat not a single article
of foreign manufacture can come to it

WAGES, =1

It is insisted by our Democratic friends that a protective tariff is in
principleand practical effect hostile to the interests of the wage-workers.
If thisis so, then it would follow asalogical sequence that wage-workers,
the employés in the various kinds of factories and mills in free-trade
England, would be higher and better than are those of this country or
at least certain portions of it, for instance, the State of Massachu-
setts, in the special interest of which State it is claimed the protective
tariff has been engineered and where its influence has been most pow-
erfully felt.

The following article, however, taken from a recent issue of The
American Economist—and its statistics are accorate—will show that
in the different mills of cotton, woolen, worsted, and linen the ratés
of wages of men, women, boys, and girls range from 84 per cent. in
cotton mills to 121 per cent. in woolen mills, 139 per cent. in worsted
mills, up to 142 per cent. in linen mills higher in the State of Massa-
chusetts than in these same character of millsin the United Kingdom.
The table is as follows:

WAGES 1N GREAT BRITAIN AND MASSACHUSETTS.

Consul Brown, of Glasgow, has lately furnished the State De ment with
fresh statistics, prepared under the auspices of the British of Trade, con-
cerning the rates of wages of men, women, boys, and girlsin the cotton, woolen,
worsted, and linen mills of the United Kingdom. It is interesting to compare
these figures with those of Mr. Wadlin, chief of the Massachusetts burean of
labor statisties, in his latest report for similar industries in the United States,

The average yearly wages of men, women, boys, and girls in the United King-
dom and in the United States are as follows:

United | Great Differ- -

States. | Britain.| ence, |Tercent.
Cotton.... . $320.33 | $£170.50 | $§149.83 84
Woalen.... 364. M 165. 00 190,34 121
WOrMB. i s viasint tovicen Havins S A e s 861,99 151. 00 210,99 139
Linen.., 305, 44 126,00 179.44 142

In this connection I beg to submit and incorporate in my speech the
following, taken from the columns of The Daily Press,of New York,in its
issue of October 5, 1838, which gives at a glance the difference in wages
in this country and in free-trade Great Britain: -

Below we print a telling talk tg Nathaniel McKay in the shape of a tabular
statement of wages per week in England and the United States :

Occupations, ete, E{’::ﬁ:‘ England,
BT T e e e U S ol el £12.00 §6.48
Blacksmiths, Liverpool and New York:
Shipsmiths 19.50 6.48
Chainsmiths, man and wife 4.50
Staffo ire . I P 2.50
Staffordshire, female 1.25
Boilermakera, Liverpool and New YOrk......ceee cossnes Ig. g 8.50
IO DR AN asnensinsssinr sham sssinah sucs visupsasanssy has bosp i nse { gg } 3.50
B.00
Bricklayers, London and New York 24,30 10, 80
Calkers, Liverpool and New York... 19.50 10.50
Carpenters, honse, London and New 21.00 10. 80
Carpenters, ship, Glasgow and New York. 19.50 7.30
Carpenters, ship, Liverpool and New York 19.50 10.80
T R R A e AT 14.00 4.50
Engineers, | tive 21.00 8.75
r lo tive,.... 12,00 6.50
Hod-carriers, Liverpool and New York 15,00 4.50
Helpers, Glasgow and New York ..... 10.00 5,00
Holders-on, (ilasgow and New York ... 10,50 5.00
Joiners, Glusgow and New York 00 7.02
Laborers: %
London and New York........ e i { g:m } 4.80
Liverpool docks; longshoremen, New York...u... 24.00 { %g
Farms (with board) ...z weees { 3B} 1re
Glasgow and New York 5 10, 4.32
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2
Occupations, ete, g;l:f' England.,
Laborers—continued:
Ordinary, Glasgow and Kew York........... il VTR { }

On roads, streets, ele,, London and New York..
Factories, Wigan and Provid poRe

Machinists, first-class, Liverpool and New York ..
Bachinists, second-class, Glasgow and Philadelphia
Masons, London and New YOrk ...

Moalders, G ow and New York .
Painters, London and New York,...
Plasterers, !.-ondon and New York.

‘f’lumbers. London snd New York .
gg.l?w. Philadelphia and Glasgow.

i’:)lleemun. London and New York )
Riveters, Glasgow and Philadelphia ......cooinscsminssmnnsas
Riggers, Liverpool and New YOrk ....iesesssssseomnsserses

woppapaesaSanns B
gEessnzgsggsgds

o BEBoenonSonisnnBRERRRRG RS ExnE8

8888k & ZZEE88858882282282338822882888888

Salesw y Manchester and New York........cooern g%
Sewing girls, London and Xew York.u....o. 3.00
rivers, London and New York......cuseses e s 7.00
Station-mask 2 e
Bireet pavers, London and New York......cu.qssmmssssass 8.40
Spinning girls, Wigan and Provid { e
* Spinning girls, factorics (children), Wigan and Provi- . e
Tailors, leerp:bol A0A NOW NOTK ..ci sevenyeesmeemrensessrmsssnsy 15. 8. 40
‘Daleg:u.ph operators, female, Manchester and New { g } 4.00
Yor! 7 a

Teamsters, Liverroni and New Xorke... .o irinsmmnssssis 15. 5.00
‘Waiters, fi le, don (board th Ives)... 6.00 3.00

'The mechanics of the Uniled States work but nine hours a day, those in Eng-

land ten to eleyen.
These figures were obtained by Ar, McKay from the best mechanics in
Europe asin the United States.

BAVINGE-BANKS.

No ‘better test of the prosperity of the wage-workers of this or any
other country can be found than in the number of savings-banks,
the number of depositors, and the amount of deposits of such country.
And hence no better rule of comparison by which the condition of the
working classes of the United States can be compared to that of these
same classes in England or other countries than by contrasting the con-
dition and number of this character of institutions in the two countries.
It is conceded the deposits in savings-banks are composed principally
«of the savings of wage-workers, those composing the working classes.

The financial records show that there are in New England, where,
more than in any other section of thiscountry, has been felt the influence
of protection afforded by a protective tariff, $§71in savings-banks to every
$1 in all England, where free trade prevails and dominates the interests
of the wage-workers and of all other classes. And the marvelous in-
crease in the number of savings-banks in protected New England, as
also the great increase in the nnmber of depositors and in the amount
of deposits in the past thirty years, isa convincing commentary in favor
-of protection and in opposition to free trade, considered in connection
with the interests of those who toil for their daily bread.

The increase in the deposits of the savings-banks of England was but
$350,000,000 in little less than forty years, whereas the increase of de-

its in the six New England States, and including also the three
s:ltes of New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, wasin less than half
that time, or about nineteen years, nearly double this amount, or about
$628,000,000. The statistics show that in 1889 there were in the six
New England States deposita in savings-banks to the amount of $592,-
000,000, deposited by 1,658,000 persons, or about $350 to each person,
and inclnding the States of New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania,
$1,250,000,000. TIn Massachuseits alone the number pf savings-banks
had increased from 89 in 1860, with 230,068 depositors and $45,054,000
deposits, to 177 in 1889, with 1,029,694 depositors and an aggregate
amount of deposits amounting to $332,723,000, or an average of about
$323 to each depositor.

‘BUGAR.

The tariff on sugar, althongh heretofore imposed and maintained by
the Republican party with a view of developing and building up the
sugar industries in this country, which it is to be regretted has been
to a very great extent a failure, has in a very large sense proven tobe
a tariff for revenue only, and as such the tariff has in a very great
measure, if not wholly, been a tax, as claimed by our Democratic
‘brethren, that has been added fo the price paid by the consumer.

Our imports of sugar and molasses the last fiscal year amounted to
2,700,547,667 pounds, the dutieson which amounted to $55,975,984.52,
and to this ex'ent a tax was im on the consumers of this country,
xich and poor. The pending bill proposes to release the people of this

A}

country from this tax on their sugar and molasses, as the tax from their
tea and coffee was taken off by the Republican party some years
since.

By the bill as it passed the House and as reported from the Senate
committee, there is a marked difference in the sugar schedule, although
in the main each House proposes free sugar with a proposed bounty of
2 cents per pound to the producers of sugar in this country each year
untilJuly 1, 1905, to encourage the manufacture of sugar from sorghum,
beets, sugar-cane, and maple-sap in this ecountry. The total rednction
on sugar and molasses pro by the House bill is $55,075,984.52,
while the total reduction proposed by the Senate committee is f55,-
758,220.98, a difference between the two Houses, so far as it relates to
a reduction of the revenue, of only $217,763.54.

This difference arises as follows: The bill as it passed the House pro-
poses to place on the free-list all sugar not above No. 16 Dutch stand-
ard in color, all tank bottoms, all sugar drainings and sugarsweepings,
the sirnps of cane-juice, melada, concentrated melada, and concrete
and concentrated molasses, and molasses. This is a reduction of 2
cents per pound on all sugars not above 13 Dutch standard and ot 23
cents per pound on all not above 16 Dutch standard, while under the
House bill, on all sugars above 16 and not above 20 on which the exist-
ing rates of duty are 3 cents per pound, and on all above No. 20 on .
which the present law imposes a duty of 34 cents per pound, the bill
as it passedd the House reduces the rate of duty to four-tenths of 1 cent

r pound.
l:N,:'J.‘im effect of this is fo give the people of this country free sugar,
whereas on the same grades there is under existing law a duty equiva-
lent to an ad valorem rate of 99.95 per cent. Sugar of the grades thus
made free by the bill asit passed the House of Representatives, inelud-
ing molasses, was imported into this country during the fiscal year
1889 of the value of $43,388,286.49, and on which custom-house duties
were collected of $55,975,984.52, The bill as reported from the Sen-
atecommittee proposes a modification whereby all grades of sugar, only
int}luding No. 13 Dutch standard, and all below that grade, shall come
in free. 2

With those grades above thirteen and not above sixteen and on
which under existing law there is a duty of 2} cents per pound and
which under the bill as it the House are placed on the free-list,
the Senate Finance Committee provide shall be dutiable at three-tenths
of 1 cent per pound, while all above No. 16, which by the House bill
are made dutiable at four-tenths of 1 cent per pound are dutiable at
six-tenths of 1 cent per pound, and the effect of which would be, taken
as a whole, if enacted into law on the basis pro by the Senate
committee, to make free sugar and molasses w were imported the
last fiscal year of the value of $83,170,423.61, and on which duties
were paid to the amount of $55,758,220.98, provided always that the
statements and estimates of the SBenate Committee on Finance are ac-
curate, which I take it they are. -

The general effect, therefore, it will be seen, of thetwo propositions
of the House of Representatives and the Senate Committee on Finance,
respectively, is in so far as it relates fo placing sugar on the free-list,
according to these statements, not materially different, only to the ex-
tent of difference of $217,862.88 on the values of imports, and a dif-
ference in revenue of $217,763.54, taking the transactions of last yeat
asa basis.  The vital difference arises between the propusition of the
House and that of the Senate Committee on Finance from the limit
proposed to be placed by the committee in confining the free-list to
those grades of sugar not above 13 Dutch standard, instead of to those
grades not above 16 as proposed in the House bill.

I frankly confess I prefer the House proposition. The effect of this
limit is, I fear, to promote to a certain extent the interests of the
sugar refineries by giving to them raw sugar free, while at the same
time it very materially, orat least to quite an extent, denies to cer-
tain classes of the people who use the grades of sugar above 13 and not
above 16, a free article, and one that is generally used for household
purposesand table nse by many people.

At the same time it must be admitted, if the statistics and tables
presented by our Finance Commitiee are accurate and if the removal
of dunties from grades of sugar above No. 13, Dutch standard, including
all not above 16, would not tend to increase the importations of those
grades, that then it would seem that there would be mno very great
difference in effect to the people between the Honse and Senate com-
mittee propositions, asit appears from these tablesand statisties that the
total amount of importations for the fiseal year 1889, of all sugars of
the grade of above 13 and not above 16, was only 7,018,673 pounds, of
the custom-house value of but $217,862.82, or less than 24 per cent.
of the total value of all sugars not above 16 Duteh standard imported
into this country the past fiscal year.

+ But inasmuch as there were collected as duties on the 7,918,673
pounds of all sugars above No. 13, and not above No. 16, 99.95 per
cent. duty, amonnting to $217,763.54, isit not much more than proba-
ble that a very much greater per cent. of these grades of sugar, much
superior for household nses as they are than the grades under 13 Dutch
standard, which are scarcely fit for such nse withont refining, would
be im thus giving more liberally a free sugar, of a reasonal

good quality, for household purposes to the masses, as provided in the
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House bill, than would be the case under the bill as amended by the
Senate committee?

But while the pending bill removes the burden of customs taxation
from the consumers of sugar and molasses to the extent of nearly $56,-
000,000 annually, and the larger portion of which, of course, is paid
from the pockets of the great masses—the working classes—it wisely
provides a means of encouragement to the produeers of sngar in this
country by offering a bounty of 2 cents per pound for all sugar pro-
duced in this conntry. This bounty of 2 cents per pound comes from
the Treasury of the United States, and not direct, as does the existing
tariff on sugar,“from the pockets of the consnmers of sugar, and of
course falls most heavily on the rich, whose general taxes on property,
real and personal, are heaviest.

GREAT BRITAIN'S ATTITUDE AXD POWER.

But time fails me, and it is quite impossible to discuss the various
schedules. The principle of protection to our home industries, how-
ever, and home labor, is one that should never be lost gight of. Itis
as important to the material welfare of this country and the people of
thiscountry now as it was when advocated and enforced by the earliest
and hest statesmen and the first Presidents of the Republic. If Great
Britain was in those days standing in the pathway of the industrial
progress of the nation, she is doing so none the less, but toan infinitely
greater extent and with an infinitude of expansion of power to-day.
As her power and influence as a nation have increased, her audacity
has assumed a more defiant attitude. She aspiresnot only to crush ns
in the markets of the world, by controlling and fixing the purchasing
power of our currency and fixing the prices of our produets, but act-
ually seeks to dictate the terms of our legislation and to eontrol our
home markets.

Do those who insist on consenting to the demands of Great Britain
in the matter of free trade ever pause to consider the magnitude in
area, in wealth, in influence, in power, of that mighty empire? De
we appreciate fully the manner in which the great industries of this
conntry are menaced from this source? Is it not well to remember
that she has a total area of colonies alone distributed throughout Eu-
rope, Asia, Africa, the West Indies, and Aunstralasia of 7,509,347 square
miles, ocenpied by a population subservient to British influence and
under British control of 19,797,803; that these are distributed as {ol-
lows:

In Europe and Asia 3,705 square miles, with a population of 382,-
169; in Asia 113,610 square miles, with a population of 44,565,951; in
Africa 455,863square miles, with a popunlation of 4,230,246; in America,
at our very doors, an area of 3,756,338 square miles, with a population
of 5,444,913; the West Indies, an area of 12,175 square miles, with a
population of 1,306,236; and in Australasiaan area of 2,257,656 square
miles, with a population of 3,868,378% But not only so. In India
and Burmah her area extends to 1,058,814 miles, with a population of
210,754,578, or more than three and one-half times greater alone than
that of the United States,

In the fendatory states she has an areaof 509,730 square miles, with
a population of 37,453,374, which, with the United Kingdom of Eng-
land, Ireland, Scotland, and Wales, with an area of 121,562 square miles
and a population of 37,453,574, give the tremendous aggregate, the
enormous sum total of area of Great Britain. her colonies and depend-
encies included, of 9,289,453 square miles, and an aggregate population
of 328 388,511.

This, therefore, is the area and population of the British Empire.
This includes India and fifty-nine separate colonies, bnt comprising
forty distinet and separate governments. These vast possessions have
been gradually but rapidly accumulated by this great power by settle-
ment, purchase, treaty, and conquest. From the date of the settle-
ment of Newtoundland in 1550, with an area of 200,000 square miles;
of Bermuda at our very eastern doors in 1612, with an avea of 13,347
square miles; Barbadoes and the Bahamas to the southward in the years
1605 and 1629, respectively, and the acquisition of 8t. Helena in 1673,
of Canada in 1759-'60, down to the cession of the Fiji Islands in 1874
and the annexation of New Guinea in 1834, the mighty and irresistible
mareh of the British Empire in the extension of her area, populazion,
wealth, and industrial and political power has been onward.

As n matter of interest and for the purpose of attracting attention to
the gradnal but remarkable growth and expansion of this empire, and
as illustrating the grasping and insatiate greed and disposition to con-
trol, of this great power, a list of the various acquisitions, with areas
and populations and the dates when and the manner in which re-
spectively acquired, from the date of the settlement of Newtoundland
in America to the present time, is herewith submitted and believed to
be historically correet.

It is as follows:

General slatistics of the colonies and dependencies of Great Britain.

Colouies, ete, Azes; [ Evpniation.] How sudxhen
Europe: - . miles,
Gibraltar... ... cminsiones s lr. 19, 200 | Conquest, 1804,
Helig d 2,209 | Treaty cession, 1814.

General statistics of col

ics and dependencies of Great Britain—Cont’d.

Population, Howand when
Colonlies, ete. Area. 1887, obtained,
FEurope—Continued: Eq. miles,
MAIA, 600 cersicnes ciuiarianinioss 119 160,769 | Treaty cession, 1514,
PO s TV i i s i 3,584 200,000 | Convention with Tur-
by key, 1878,
Total Europe......ccccrivin 3,705 382 169

3; 000, 000
212,951 | Treaty cession, 1841,
Treaty cession, 1755,

Treaty cession, 1847,

_f

166 | Annexation, 1815,
1,252, 341 | Treaty cession, 1815,

477,100 | Annexation, 1843,

Conquest and
sion, 1810-1814,

-| Conquest, 1673,
sfer from com-
pany, 1807,
Conquest and ces-
sion, 1663-1571,
Total Afriea......covninnni| 455,863 4,230, 246
America:
Bermnda.... s nisesressrasers 19 13,347 | Settlement, 1612,
Canada 3,470, 257 4,922 679 | Conquest, 1759, 1760;
§ treaty cession, 1763.
Newfoundland 162,000 206,006 | Settlement,
British Guiana........cooeee oeeee] 109,000 277,088 | Conquest and ces-
sion, 1503-1814.
British Honduras..... 7,562 30,000 | Conquest, 1768,
FalklandIslands .......cevemees 7,500 | 1,843 '.l‘r\ec&y cession, 1770,
Total AMETICH o mieeses| '3, 756, 338 5,444,913
West Indies:
Bal 4,446 48,471 | Settlement, 1629,
Barbadoes .....cuuuiins susesies} 166 180,000 | Bottlement, 1605,
Turk’s Islands.. 169 5, 000
Jamaica, ete........ 4,282 607,798 | Conquest, 1653,
Trin{dgd and Tobago.. 1,869 203, 821 | Conquest, 1797,
G 133 48,346 | Treaty cession, 1763,
Bt Lugin ....ccoo oo ises 238 42, 300
8t. Vincent... 133 45,000 | Cession, 1763,
Antigua, ete.. 170 a5, 000
Dominien... 201 29,500 | Cession, 1763,
Moniserrat.... 47 10,083 | Settlement, 1632,
St. Kius and 158 45, 00C
Virgin Islands...... . B8 5, 000
Total West Indies........... 12,175 1,306, 236
Australasia:

1,042,919 | Settlement, 1787,
1,086,119 | Settlement, 1884,
366, 940 | Settlement, 1824,
317, 446 | Settlement, 1836,

42 488 | Settlement, 1826,
142,478 | Settlement, 1503,
645,330 | Purchase, 1840,

124, 658 L“imi;m from natives,

New South Wales...,
victurh‘a,...‘.’..............

O

BT4.
New Guinea.; ...cciciciviviinni 80, 000 150,000 | Annexalion, 1884,
Total Australasia. .| 8,957,056 | 3,808,378
Total of colonies ....... | 7,590, 347 19, 797, 883
India and Burmah...........cccunnee 1,058,814 | 210,754,578
Indian fendatory states 509,730 | 60,352, 466
United Kingdom.......coverisnenns] 121,562 34, 952, 204
Total for Empire............. 9,259, 453 328, 388, 511

Mr. President, the interests’of the wage-workers, the manufactur-
ers, the farmers, the operatives of this country are to-day menaced by
the 22,000,000 operatives in England and those of Canada, France, Ger-
many, Belgiam, Holland, Denmark, Sweden, Russia, Turkey, China,
India, and Atrica, all of whom are waiting anxionsly to have the mar-
kets of the United States opened to their multiplied and cheaply man-
ufactured products.

By England’s census in 1885 she had a population of 35,000,000
people; of this number nearly 2} per cent., or 780,000, were paupers;
w in the United States our population was 50,000,000 in 1880,
while but a fraction over one-sixth olp 1 per cent., or about 88,000, were
paupers. In 1888 (January 1) the number of paupers, exclusive of

I

-
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vagrants, in receipt of relief in the several unions and parishes in Eng-
land and Wales was as follows:

1 e e e e e 200,666
D OO o e e e e e e e 624,842
b e e R e e e i e P et 825,509

So it will be seen that on January 1, 1888, out of every 100 persons
in England and Wales, 3} were in receipt of work-house relief. The
shti‘:hcs are from Whittaker’s Almanac for 1889, a standard English
work.

While England proclaims in favor of free trade in a manner which
would indicate that she collected no revenue whatever from customs
duties, or in fact not very much from any source, the truth is she
to-day levies, and collects annually nearly $100,000,000 from customs
duties; and, what is still worse, these duties are levied in the main and
almost exclusively on the necessaries and not the luxuries of life. In
1888 her customs duties were $97,897, 380, and over $23, 000,000 of which
amount—to be entirely accurate, $23,066,560—waslevied onthe single
article of tea, nearly $1,000,000 on coffee, $1,557,553 on currants,
$355,060 on chicory, $883,000 on raisins, $414,707 on cocoa, $25,790
on prones, and $146,220 on figs. The following are the articles now
on England’s dutiable list and the amount collected from each:

AvUGUsT 14,
English American
Tteme. money. money.
Licenses—Continued.
Armorial £74,526 $372, 630
Carriages Ty T 549, 525 2,747,635
Male servants 136, 651,435
Game 179,143 805,716
Plate dealers .... ....... 47,919 230, 505
Gun..... - 88,317 431, 585
Hawkers ...... B 26, 41 134,705
Medicine-venders 5, 396 26, 980
Pawnbrokers 35,722 178, 610
Refreshment & 7,140 35,700
Distillers And rectifiers ... o e 4,242 21, 2108
e T L N sldanu dabasis bt 121,194 605, 970
Publicans and grocers...... 1, 485, 936 7,429, 680
To TEE 8, 424, 275
W IEOR J. ittt rreiintahsrrrimeryakingsinisuddohNiidan was dn yunnsd 67, 336, 830
Other ...... 10,310 51,550

The customs items I have already given. The total amount ac-
counted for hy the board of inland revenue as net receipts is £14,275,-
502 for the years 18871888, or §71,377,510, as follows:

A A (= T P Items, 1886-'87. 188788,
Articles. ! Care | A. Lands, t , ete £5,510, 840 | £4, 879,901 | §26, 399, 505
English American B. Occupation of land, ete .........commsmnrene 414, 359 320,735 1, 648, 675
money. money. O. Annuities, dividends, ete...... 1,896,654 | 1,200 168 6, 450, 840
D. Tr&dm,gi , ete 7,799,980 | 6,872,641 i
— E. Public offices, etc. 939, 41 90, 057 4,515,285
gg‘i’-‘;-,:;“ ‘.}'1’: G Lom Totals 16,111,174 | 14,275,502 | 71,877,510
82, 940 414,707 !
E.:f’“ e é’,’};iﬁ'{ i g;gé?, From stamps aloneare realized £13,056,950, inclnding that accounted
FIER cereresn 3o 20,244 146,220 | for underthe head of ** Miscellaneons,” £13,797,471, the largest portion
Plate....... lg‘ :;g g é‘l‘g of which comes from the deaths, probate, legacies, and succession duties,
Pru e 5,158 25, which amount to £8,241,682,
g";;r;m. """ o 176, 696 853, 480 OTR COUNTRY PROSPERS UNDEERE THE PROTECTIVE SYSTEM,
Rum...... 2,034,286 [ 10,171,430 | But notwithstanding the fact that the mighty influence of this pow-
Brandy 1-?%:% e.g% erful of all empires is in constant antagonism with our best interests,
R e e B N s 756,733 | 3,783,665 | Dotwithstanding the paralyzing influences on the home value of Amer-
Ten ...... B 4,613,312 | 23,066,560 | ican products by the demonetization of silver in this and other coun-
%i"‘w 1 B s g §.715,945 | 43,500.715 | tries, and the acknowledged lack of volume of circulating medium,
AW other 2159 ""Jo.75 | our country in the matter of increase in external and internal com-
T ey L T e s R s a2, 162,100 | merce, in material wealth, expansion of business, and national pros-

This table, it will be seen, shows the amount in pounds and also in
dollars collected on snch items.

But aside from these the poorer classes in England are ground to
powder by taxation. Everybody is taxed. The humble householder,
the tradesman, professional man, public officers, deaths, legacies, wills,
probates, etc. e gross revenue collected in England during the year
ending March 31, 1888, was £92,951,480, but only £89,829,773 reached
the national treasury, £3,121,706 being used in repayments, allow-
ances, discounts, bonnties, ete. The following table will show the
various items of the net public revenune for 1888:

Net public vevenue for 1888,

1 English Ameriean
Sources of revenue. money, money,
R L e e e £25,625,520 | €108, 127, 600
Cust = 19,579,476 , 807, 380
I BB icsiiinn sosoonsassananrisanan sades 14, 875, 501 71,377,505
BRI i sicasissin son9ss baoors baansessssnoata 6 4ars bisnis 13, 056, 950 65, 284, 750
Post-office B, 697, 085 40,485,425
IHouse tax 1,917,614 9, 588, 070
Telegraphs ......o. 1,944,528 9, 722 640
lAm' 1,041,388 5, 206, 940
Crown IRNAK. ... iiieeasisiaiies ssssasassen T e o 17 b7, 428 2,537,140
Interest on Suex Canal BNAreS .....ueiecummenisrnnersrssiion 242 479 1,212,895
Miscell 2,941 804 708, 020
Total e 89,820,773 | 449,148, 865

: -Ehe chief items contributing to the excise orinternal revenue are as
follows:

English American
Items, money. money.
Spirit 13, 028, $65, 141, 620
Beer ... 8,711,532 43, 557, 660
Railways 314, 993 1,574,965
Licenses.
ti 79, 300 396, 500
Beer and cider. 186, 574 932, 570
Brewers 19, 279 96, 805
Dog. 354,278 177,890

perity, has, under our protective system, moved gradunally and grandly
upward and onward. Never in the history of our Government has
the value of foreign trade—our imports and exports of merchandise—
attained an amount equal to that of the year ending June 30,
1890, when it reached the enormouns aggregate of $1,647,192,014, or
$159,658,987 more than that of the preceding year, when the aggregate
value was $1,487,533,027.

And although the value of our importations for the fiscal year just
recently closed was the greatest in the history of our country, amount-
ing in value to $789,335,855, or an increase of §44,204,203 over that of
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1889, when the aggregate was $745,131,-
652, the balance of trade has not been against us, butin our favor to
the extent in value of $68,520,304, the total value of our exports of
merchandise for the year ending June 30, 1890, being $857,856,159, or
an increase of $115,454,784 over that of the fiscal year ending June 30,
1889, when the value of our exports was $742,401,375. During the
past fifteen years, comrencing with the year 1876, with the two excep-
tions of 1888 and 1889, the balance of trade has been in our favor.

During the fiscal year 1888 the value of our imports exceeded our
exports by $28,002,607, and in 1889 by $2,730,277, while the year just
closed, June 30, 1890, the excess in value, as I have stated, of experts
over imporis was $68,520,304. The greater portion of this increase
of $115,020,219, we are told by Mr. J. M, Whiting, acting chiefl ot
the Bureau of Statistics of the Treasury Department, in his exhibit of
July 21, 1890, occurred in the following articles, stated in the order of
magnitnde of increase: provisions, breadstuffs, raw cotton, iron and
steel and manufactures of. Of this increase, we are further informed,
$89,873,724 were in the value of exports of the articles named as fol-
lows:

In exporty of eaw cobbon . o L e e ba e il $13,190,974
I breadatniis e 30,546,437
R D e e T B - 31,234,815
And in cattle, sheep, and hogs._ . __._.___.__._.___.__. 14,901,498

‘While there has heen a falling off in the value of our exports of bread-
stuffs over that of 1880-1885, inclusive, and a slight falling off over that
of 1887, our exports of breadstuffs for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1890, were $30,546,437 in excess of that of the preceding year and $27,-
231,411 inexcessof that of the fiscal yearending June 30, 1888—the value
for 1888 being $127,191,687; for 1889, $123,876,661; and for 1890, $154,-
423,008; while our exports of provisions, comprising meat and dairy
products, were greater for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1890, by $21,-




1890.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. |

003,471 than that of any other year since 1882, and $31,224,815 greater
than that of 1889, the total value for 1889 being $104,122,444, while
for 1890 it was $135,357,259. The value of our exports of cattle, sheep,
and hogs for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1890, was greater by $15,-
775,682 than was the average for ten years preceding; the average
value for these ten years (1878-1889, inelusiveg’was $13,465,058, while
for 1890, just closed, the value was $32,241,360.

Mr. President, the Republican party, its principles, organization, and
leaders were found equal to every emergency in the darkest hours ever
experienced in this Republic. They met with steady nerve the stern
realities of war and proved victorious amid the clash of arms. They
were equal to the demand of the times in the great work of reconstruct-
ing a shattered Republie, nor shall they now prove impotent in organ-
izing and weaving into the forms of law such legislation as will tend
to advance the perpetuity and promote the general welfare, not only
of the Republic at large, but of all the people.

The legislation formulated by a Republican Congress at the present
session, and enacted into law and approved by a Republican President,
on the subject of silver has already quickened the business sensibilities
of the nation, given impetus to trade, advanced the prices of commodi-
ties all along the line, and given to the producers of this country a liv-
ing, breathing promise of increased prosperity and better times. If the
price of silver goes up, all will agree the prices of commodities gener-
ally will advance also. When the present Congress convened in De-
cember last silver bullion was selling in London at 414d. to 43d. per
onoce of 925 grains fine, the English standard. To-day it is selling at
S0id. per ounce,

In the United States it was selling in December last at from 92 to 94
cents per ounce. Now it brings 112§ cents per ounce, the effect of all
of which will inevitably be to stimulate the mining industries of the
far West. New mines will be developed, those in existence will he
worked at a fair profit, and employment will be given at better wages
to hundreds and thonsands of miners and other wage-workers. A mar-
ket will be created for all kinds of farm and garden products, and, bet-
ter than all, the prices of farm and garden products will necessarily be
advanced as the volume of the circulating medium is increased, and as
1 general result the spirit of apathy and business stagnation that has
for years, and since the demonetization of silver, prevailed will be
broken as the prices of all kinds of commodities are increased to fair
and living rates.

The value of the Indian rupee has gone up, and, as a consequence,
English merchants get less wheat for a rnpee than formerly. In the
diseussion of that bill it was insisted by the monometallists that only
Ly an international arrangement counld the imperial power of London
to fix not only the price of our silver bullion, but also of all our com-
modities, be broken, but the result of this legislation is rapidly show-
ing that this is not so. The English secretary of agriealture, in a re-
cent speech, referred to the significant advance in the price of farm
products throughout the world, and attributed the same to the recent
advanee in the price of silver, and this latter he very properly attrib-
uted to the late legislation on silver by the American Congress.

The fact is, this legislation has been, and will continune to be, not
merely national, but international and world-wide in its salutary in-
fluence and effect, Nolonger will London fix the price for us; no longer
will her financiers regulate and fix the price of our wheat and cotton,
but we ourselves will in the future, if we are true to ourselves, fix the
price of all these commodities, and this, too, at living rates, by snch
determined, resolute, and stalwart action as we may take in Congress
from time to time.

W. T. PATE & CO.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair would state that during
the morning business a resolution offered on a previous day by the Sen-
ator from Indiana [Mr. TurPIE] was inadvertently overlooked by the
clerks. It is properly morning business and is entitled to considera-
tion in the morning hour. The Chair lays the resolution before the
Senate,

The resolution submitted on the 12th instant by Mr. TrrPIE was
read, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Treasury be directed to include the claim
of Silas Q. Howe, surviving partner of W, T. Pate & Co.,andited by the Com-
missioner of Internal Revenue, under section 3220, Revised Statutes, in the list
of claims covered by the resolution oy the S te August 11, 1880, di-
recting him to transmit to the Senate a list of claims allowed by Lthe several ac-
counting officers of the Treasury Department, ete.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PrATT in the chair). The pend-
ing question is on the motion to refer the resolution to the Committee
on Claims.

Mr. TURPIE. Mr. President, I hope the resolantion will not be re-
ferred, but that it may be adopted. As I remarked yesterday, this
matter has been twice before the Committee on Claims of this bodyand
hoth times they have reported in iis faver and we have twice passed a
bill for the payment of the claim. The Becretary of the Treasury, Jan-
nary 2, 1889, makes the following report in compliance with a resolu-
tion of that time:

I have the honor Lo transmit berewith the information called for, as furnished
by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue on the 3ist ultimo.
C. 8, FAIROCHILD, Secrelary.

XXI—535

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, OFFICE OF INTERNAL
Washinglon, December 31, 1858,

Srn: I have the honor to return herewith a resolution of the United Stales
Senate and other papers submitted by you, calling for information relative to
Senate bill 2001, with the following report: .

The amount paid by W.T. Pate & Co. on distilled spirits, In excess of Lhe

uantity withdrawn by them from the United States bonded warehouse between
:}uly 1 and December gi. 1564, stated in Senate bill 2001 at §19,622.19, is the dif-
ference between the actusl amount originally claimed, $19.008, and £245.81 al-
lowed as leakage in transit in December, 1884, (See letter from Commissioner
BEanm lo Secretary Folger, dated May 18, 1852.) A eareful anditing of the claim
of Pate & Co, at that time showed that $19,662.19 was the true amount paid on
spirits lost in warchouse. L

Hon. JouN SHERMAN, while Secretary of the Treasury, approved the
payment of such claims, and in his letter dated November14, 1877, said:

There can be no doubt that the assessments for leakage were erroneous and
improper.

Hon. Green B. Ranm, Commissioner of Internal Revenue, also cer-
tifies under date of May 18, 18582:

Pate & Co., from July 1 to December 31, 1864, dep in
4,158 harre!s distilled spirits,containing 213,855} gallons proof spirits. When these
packages were removed from wareh they tained, by actual inspection,
only 200,618} proof gallons. This tax of $1.50 was collected on the full quantity
deposited, amounting to £320,828.25. The tax due on the 200.613} gallons actu-
ally found in the packages on withdrawal was $300,920.25, showing an excess of
§19,908 coll . In computing the leakage in transit, the sum of §241.81 was
computed on the full tity bonded prop to allow the ¢laim for the re-
mainder of the tax appearing to have been paid by these claimants in Decem-
ber, 1864, as set forth, on
in bonded warehouse, to wit, §19,562.19,

It was that amount of money which was paid as taxes upon a dead
loss to these parties. It is now in the Treasury of the United States.
It has been aundited twice by different Commissioners of the Revenne
and held to be correct. T hope, therefore, that the motion to refer the
resolution will not prevail. I ask for the adoption of the resolution.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the motion to
refer. :

The motion was not agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
the resolution,

The resolution was agreed to.

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL.

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. O. L.
PRrUDEN, one of his secretaries, announced that the President had this
day approved and signed the joint resolution (5. R. 75) to accept from
the national encampment of the Grand Army of the Republic a statue
(and pedestal) of the late General Ulysses 8. Grant.

THE REVENUE BILL.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 9416) to reduce the revenue and equalize duties
on imports, and for other purposes.

Mr. REAGAN. Mr, President, I have listened with much interest
to the elaborate and able argument of the honorable Senator from Ore-
gon [Mr. MitengerL], which had for one of its principal objects to
establish the doctrine that Congress has power to pass a protective
as contradistingnished from a revenue tariff for the purpose of regulat-
ing trade and industries. I beg to call attention to the purpose indi-
cated by the argument, to regnlate trade and industries, The con-
stitntional provision on this subject is section B of Article I:

The Congresa shall have the power to lay and colleet taxes, duties, imposts,
and excises Logay the debts and provide for the common defense and genmi
welfure of the United States.

Fror hondad 1
w

The question recurs on agreeing to
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spirits lost by leakage and evaporation while stored

There the power to lay daties is given, and the purpose for which it

is given is specified. That purpose is specified tobe *‘to pay the debts
and provide for the common defense and general welfare of the United
States.”

As I shall attempt to show, the Federal Government is one of lim-
ited and delegated powers. As indicative of that I read the tenth
amendment to the Constitution of the United States:

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constilution, nor pro-
hibu«ix;:y it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or to the
people. \
I will look farther at that question after a moment.

What is to be the effect of a recognition of the doctrine that by act

of Congress we are to regulate the trade and industries of the United-

States? If we_ do that as indicated in the debates as one of the pur-

poses of the bill under consideration, we propose to regulate the prices -

of ecommodities and the price of wages; we propose to assume a posi-
tion which enables Congress to declare what industries shall be pros-
perous and what shall bear the burden of the prosperity of others; we
propose to assume eminently and essentially the position of a pa
government controlling the domestie, the commercial, and all other in-
dustrial interests of the country.

One of the effects of the adoption of this policy is to place the indus-
tries and the interests of the people of the United States at the mercy
of a popular majority, however it may be obtained. One of the chief
ohjects of the Constitution of the United States was to protect minorities
against the injustice and oppression of majorities.

If we ean say what industry shall receive a bonus at the expense of
other industries beyond what may be done by a revenue tariff, then I
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do not understand that the written Constitution which has been re-
garded as the great bulwark of American liberty is any longer useful as
a protection to the people against the avarice of a majority. When we
see the extent to which specinl interests have been fostered in this
country, the enormous fortunes which they have been able to control, the
power which through those fortunes they are able to exert over the press
of this country, over the politicians of the country, over the legislation
of the country, we already see the dangers to which the doctrine must
of necessity lead, and we see where it must necessarily end: in the
subversion of the Constitution and the destruction of the rights of the
people so far as any protection of those rights by the Constitution is
concerned.

If any one during the first seventy-five years of the existence of the
Federal Government had asserted the doctrine that Congress had the
power to control the industries and trade of the country with a view
to determining what portion of them should be prosperous and what
other portion of them should hear the burden of that prosperity,
the proposition would have been considered so monstrous that it could
not be entertained. I think it would have been regarded as an evi-
dence of a want of intellect or of insanity. Yet that doctrine seems to
be firmly implanted now in the minds of the Republican parly and
acted upon, and by the honorable Senator from Oregon is boldly advo-
cated in an elaborate argnment to-day.

My, President, reference was made by the honorable Senator from
Oregon to the impoverished condition of the American States immedi-
ately suceeeding the Revolution, and, as I understood his argument,
this was attributed to the practice of free trade.

Mr, MITCHELL., I had reference to the impoverished condition
after the formation of the new Government of the Confederation and
during the six years between that date and the time of the formation
of the Constitution. I insist that by reason of the fact that there was
no power in Congress to regulate trade with foreign nations, and that
that power was confined alone under the Articles of Confederation to the
States respectively, the country was flooded with foreign importations
to such an extent that ruin stared the people in the face from one end
of the land to the other, and that very fact, the lack of power on the
part of Congress under the Articles of Confederation to restrain this
trade and protect their own industries, more than any other cause, led to
the formation of the new Constitution.

Mr. REAGAN. Mr. President, I said that the chief object of the
transition from the Articles of Confederation to a constitutional Gov-
ernment was to enable Con to regulate commerce between the
States and with foreign nations and with the Indian tribes; but I do
not concede that that fact is to be nsed as an argument to establish the
proposition that Congress shall regulate trade and industries with a
view to benefiting whom they please and to the injury of whoever
may fall in the way of their policy.

When it is remembered that the American colonies preceding the
war of the Revolution suffered much from the paternal legislation of
Great Britain fostering the industries of that part of the empire at the
expense of the colonies, instead of that being an argument in favor of
the proposition of the Senator from Oregon, it is a warning against the
application of a like doctrine as between the American States.

The prevention of the colonies from manufacturing, in order to give
the profits of mannfacturing to Great Britain, and the cramping of the
energies of the colonies in various ways,in order to prevent their growth
and the assertionof their power, was thatsortof government which was
not restrained by a written constitution intended to protect minorities,
but it was the result of the policy of a monarchy determined to main-
tain the interests of the peopleof the home Government as far as might
be at the expense of the colonies, legislating for the purpose of benefit-
ing the interests of one class of people against another class of people
in the British Empire and another class of interests,

Then succeeding to the poverty which resulted from the policy of
the British Governmentcame the Revolutionary war, which exhansted
to the last degree the resources of the people of the American colonies.
Beven years of wasteful war, with no accumulated capital in the begin-
ning, wasted the little substance of the people until, when independ-
ence was achieved, the people found themselves ntterly impoverished,
and they then had a struggle to meet as great as the one which they
had met in achieving their independence, that of restoring the indus-
try and the prosperity of the American States.

They adopted first the articles of confederation. Those were found
insufficient. They afterwards made the transition from the confeder-
ation to our present constitutional government. In thatconstitutional
government they gave the Federal Government the power to regulate
commerce with foreign nations, among the several States, and with the
Indian tribes, for a very important reason, different from that suggested
by theargument of the honorable Senator from Oregon. It was for the
purpose of preventing hostile legislation by one Stateagainst another; it
was for the purpose of giving uniformity to the regulation of commerce;
for the purpose of preventing strife between the States; for the purpose of
preventing the seaboard States from holding the interior States at their
mercy with reference to internal and commercial policy.

These were the reasons which in part induced the conferring upon
Congress of the power to regulate commerce with foreign nations and

#

among the several States, and it was not for the purpose of enablin
Congress to regnlate trade and industries within tIl)w several States, .

. Mr. President, while Congress has power to levy import dues as a
means of procuring revenue for the support of the Government, the
very fact that it may do so incidentally turnishes protection to Ameri-
can prodnets which come in competition with those which may be im-
ported from abroad. This mode of taxation was adopted then and is
preserved now as & mode of indireet taxation and a means of raising
money in & way that the people do not seem to understand that they
are contributing to the support of the Government, and because of the
fact that to raise mouey by direct taxation for the support of the Gov-
ernment would have imposed a burden upon them that it was probable
then, and as it wonld be probable now, weould be resisted.

If we can disregard the provisions of the Constitution, if it is true
that we have a Government which can regulate irade and commerce,
what becomes of that great distinction in the constituiional interpreta-
tion which leaves the local and domestic interests of the country in the
hands of the people and of the several States? What becomes of those
great and universal laws of trade and commerce which leave all men
free or ought to leave all men free in the prosecution of their proper
pursuits subject to such competition as may arise in trade? If we
would respect the provisions of the Constitution, if we wounld respectin-
dividual and property rights, if we would allow the people to stand in
relation to the Government of all having the same protection and none
having exclusive privileges, is it not to be seen that we should have a
contented and happy people, a people loving their Government he-
cause of its justice?

On the other hand, if we are to give the Constitution the construc-
tion which will enable Congress to regulate trade and industries, which
will enable Congress to levy high duties on imports of one kind for the
protection of domestie fabries and impose thereby burdens on the part
of the community which consumes those fabries, is it not certain that
the people will feel the wrong, will know the wrong, will know the
oppression, and will feel that they have an unjust Government, a Gov-
ernment which ean not command their respect and confidence?

Wise statesmanship, it seemsto me, woulgeclook toa question like this
and would look to a policy of impartial justice as between all the peo-
ple of this Government, so that each citizen might have the proud con-
scionsness within him that he stood on equal terms with all other
American citizens and that no other man is by partial and unjust laws
given advantages which are denied to him, that no man is entitled to
appropriate his property by a transfer by law for the benefit of the per-
son in whose interest the legislation was enacted.

It was stated by the honorable Senator that the change to the con-
stitutional Government from the Confederation was dictated by tho
necessity of making such regulations as he advocates. Mr. President,
it was, as I have stated, an incident to that change that the power to
regulate commerce with foreign nations, among the several States, and
with the Indian tribes should be conferred upon Congress, But I sub-
mit that the great object of establishing the Constitution of the United
States was higher and nobler and holier than a mere commercial regu-
lation., I submit that it was ‘' in order to form a more perfect union,
establish justice, insure domestic tranquillity, provide for the common
defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty
to ourselves and our prosterity.’’ The great object of it was to secure
liberty, equality of right and justice between man and man, and not
to establish a Government which should rob one part of the American
people to enrich another part of the American people.

Another suggestion made by the Senator from Oregon was that the
bill under consideration had for its object to equnalize the dutieson im-
ports. I will not assnme that the honorable Senator in a grave argu-
ment intended to perpetrate a joke. It would, perhaps, not be fair to
him to assume that; Il).»eut yet how are we to understand that this bhill
equalizes duties on imports and for what purpose? We find that the
duties on woolen manufactures are increased; we find that the duties
on cotton manufactures are increased; we find that the duties on the
average upon iron and steel and their products are increased; we find
that the interests which favor protection, the class interests of manu-
facturers, every interest which they have has been protected by an in-
crease of duty, so as to enable them to increase the price of their prod-
ucts and compel the American people to pay the increased price.

Mr. MITCHELL. May I ask the Senatora question right there ?

Mr. REAGAN. Certainly.

Mr, MITCHELL. The Senator disputes the power in the Constitu-
tion to levy any customs excise for the purpose of gmtect.ing American
industry or American labor, but he concedes the right, I snppose, under
the Constitation, tolay imposts forthe purposeof raising revenne. Now,
suppose he had his way about it and was getting up a bill for the pur-

of raising revenue only, on what classes df foreign products would
the Benator impose those duties? Would he impose them on those
articles which are not raised in this country or on articles which are
raised in this country?

Mr. REAGAN, On that subject I beg to say that I shall speak for
myself and nobody else. TfI had the power to regulate duties on im-
ports, I would make ad valorem duties.

Mr. MITCHELL. That is not the question. That relates to the
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method. The question is npon what class of articles; that is to say,
would the Benator impose the dutieson those articles the like of which
we do not produce in this conntry or would he impose them upon those
articles the like of which wedo and can prodnee in this country ?

Mr. REAGAN. If the object of the Senator is to ask me if I would
agree to diseriminating rates of duties, I tell him no, I would not so
far as I am eoncerned. )

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President— >

Mr. REAGAN. Now, if the Benator will allow me—I was right in
the midst of a statement—1I would, if I had the power to regulate the
jmport duaties, levy an ad valorem tariff. Iwould levy a duty onsugar
and coffee and the same as on woolen goods, cotton and iron
and steel goods, and let them pay their proportion of the duty. I
would levy a tariff for revenne for the supportof the Government, and
wonld not attempt to nse the powers of the Government by Congress
to enrich the party who had control of the Government.

Mr. MITCHELL, Now, if the Senator wounld lay a fax, as he calls
it, nu impost, to raise revenue only, would he not very naturally—that
being the sole ohject,simply to raise the revenue—would he notaim to
impose that dnty npon those articles which are not produced in this
country, o as to get the greatest possible amount of revenue from the
least possible rate of tax ?

Mr. REAGAN. I have answered the question the Senator asked me
by ag’ying that I would, if it were in my power, levy an ad valorem
tariff.

We see the effect of a Iarge free-list. Every time we propose to in-
crease dutiesfor the protection of manufacturers, we propose to enlarge
the free-list to reduce their expenses on one hand while we increase
their profits on the other,

Mr. MITCHELL. If the Senator will allow me now, what would
the Senator put upon the free-list?

Mr. REAGAN. I would have no discrimination. I would collect
the revenue to support the Government on products that wonld yield
a revenue as well as on those that give incidental protection,

Mr. MITCHELL. Would the Senator permit raw material o come
in free of custom rates, any raw material at all?

Mr. REAGAN. . I would permit raw material to come in, and per-
haps I ought to qualify what I have said by remarking that I would
do =0 on the condition that the duty on the manufactured produnct
should be lowered in proportion to the advantages obtained from the
receipt of raw material free of duty. s

Mr. MITCHELL. Then the Senator wonld levy discriminating du-
ties and he would have a free-list after all?

Mr. REAGAN. As I have suggested. Now, if the Senator from
Oregon is through with his catechism, I should like to go on with my
remarks.

Mr, MITCHELL. Ido notwish to be rude, of course.

Mr. REAGAN. I have rarely seen an occasion on this floor, unless
there was some special request, when suggestions were being made that
are bringing points home that whoever was them was not in-
terrupted by repeated catechism, either relevant or irrelevant.

Mr. MITCHELL. Will the Senator yield to me a moment?

Mr. REAGAN. Yes, sir. .

Mr. MITCHELL. Iam not feeling particularly hurt by anything
the Senator has said, as far as that is concerned, but I was really anx-
ious to know a certain thing, and I put the question in all sincerity to
the Senator; and I do not think, notwithstanding the Senator’s protes-
tation to the contrary, he has yet answeredit. My question was this:
Would he or wounld he not, in imposing his tariff’ rates simply for the
purpose of revenue only, levy them on articles which are produced in
this conntry or on articles which are nof produced in this country?

Mr. REAGAN. I suppose I shall be obliged to answer the Senator
again. I havetold him that I wounld levy a duty on teaand coffee and
sugar, as I would npon iron and steel and cofton and woolen goods.

Mr. MITCHELL. Now, one other question: Holding to the view
the S¢nator does, that the only power there is is to levy a tariff for
revenue merely, would he not naturally and logically, carrying out
that view, aim to impose the tariff solely upon those articles of foreign
importation the like of which we do not produce in this country, and
therefore in that way would he not add to the consumers of this coun-
try the price of the tariff'?

Mr. REAGAN. I do not know that I understand that question.

Mr. MITCHELL. I will repeat it again. The question is this: It
seems fo me that the logical conclusion of the Senator’s view would
lead him in imposing a tariff for revenue only to impose that tariff
solely npon foreign articles of importation the like of which we do not
produce at all in this country, in order that he might obtain the
greatest amount of revenune from the least amonnt of duty, and in that
event, of course, the consumer would be compelled to pay the whole
amount of the duty.

Mr. REAGAN. T listened to the argument of the Senator from
Oregon for two hours and a half with patience, and there were many
places where I might have desired to interrupt and propound interrog
atories to him. But he was making, as it seemed to me, a systematic
argument, and I did not choose to interrupt him——

Mr. MITCHELL, I will not interrupt the Senator again.

Mr. REAGAN. And now the Senator wants to injectinto what T
have to say theoriesof hisown. I have tried to state as well as I could,

in answer to his inquiries, that if T had the power of controlling the .

levying of duties I would make them ad valorem.

admit as a qualification to this that if I could reduce the cost of
the manufactured fabrics to the extent of the rednced duty on the raw
material, I would admit the raw material that went into the manu-
factures free of duty. That wonld hurt nobody; and while it is not
precisely upon the theory, it seems to me preferable, and I would prae-
tically agree to such a conrse as that.

Mr. HOAR. Will the Senator be kind enongh to tell ns a little more

fally why he would do that? It is very interesting.

Mr. REAGAN, Ishall leave the Senator from Massachusetts, who
is able, to make the deduction, and I think he can do it withont my
assistance, If the simple object is to throw me off from the discussion
of this question, I hope such interrogatories will be deferred.

Mr. HOAR. The Senator will allow me to say that I sincerely beg
his pardon. I did not put to him any question to throw him off. The
Senator said he would assert a policy—a very interesting one—and I
asked him if he wounld go a little more fully into the reasons for it. I
do not propose to put any question farther than that.

Mr. REAGAN. I can conceive of one reason, that if raw material
was admitted free it would enable the manufacturers to make goods

so much cheaper, and it would enable them, if they would do so, to

sell the goods to the people that much cheaper, and therefore it woald
benefit the l1))430;:2«3; but there is where the trouble comesin, Take this
very tariff bill, which greatly enlarges the free-list and also tly
enlarges the duties upon imports of manufactured articles; anm as
I said some time back, when we benefit the manufacturers on the one
side by free raw material we benefit them on the otherside by levying
higher duties, and all the time oppress the consnmers by exacting from
them what they ought not to have to pay.

Mr. President, I believe I was talking about the proposition of the
Senator from Oregon for the equalization of duties when I was inter-
rapted, and I had referred to the fact of the enlargement of the free-
list and the increase of the dutiés npon imports competing with man-
ufactured articles. When we speak of equalization, I said that I did
not think I ought to accuse the Senator from Oregon of perpetrating a
joke in a serions and elaborate speech. How are we equalizing when
we say as to beams and joists and things of that kind that they shall
pay 117 per cent. or 87 per cent. when imported in forms of the larg-
est gize of iron, millions of tons of which are used in the construction
of bridges and housesand vessels and otherwise—a duty so monstrous
that no man can doubt its iniquity ?

Then, while we find that in the schedule of duties everything which
benefits Eastern manufacturers is put into if, let us turn to another
part: of the country, and we find that the duty is reduced, almost
taken off sugar, which is a most important agricultural product of the
Southern States, and the duty is proposed to be largely reduced on
rice. I do not complain of the rate fixed, becanse I think that the rate
fixed is fair enough, but I speak of it in contrast with the raising of
higher duties for the benefit of articles of manufacture, instead of low-
ering as we lower them on an agricultural product which is raised in
the gouth.

TIeall attention to the reduction of the tax on cotton-seed oil from 25
cents a gallon to 10 cents a gallon. That has become one of the great
agricultural products of the Southern States. T eall attention to the
increase of the duty on the article of cotton-ties from an ad valorem
duty of 35 per cent. to aduty of 103 per cent. and a fraction. Every-
thing that is in that section, the weaker section, unable to protect itself
and relying npon the justice and conscience of the American Congress,
is not only denied protection, but all that can be done conveniently is
done to oppress its industries.

Mr. President, that is an illustration of what I said awhile ago abont
a construction of the Constitution which may enable Congress to reg-
ulate trade and industries and to fix the price of labor, to fix the price
of commodities, to assame the paternal control of the interestsof the

ple.
peO\’ﬁ’hen we have done that we have placed the power of the Govern-
ment in the hands of the few who may nse it as they now use it to en-
rich the controllers of the Government, instead of using it to do jus-
tice between the American people—a power by which one part of the
people is to be impoverished while another part is to be enriched; a
power which is creating the millionaire capitalists engaged in manu-
factures, which is shingling over the farms of the West with mort-
gages and debt. Isthisa powerto beassumed? Is thisa construction
of the Constitution which onght to be encouraged ? 1t is paternalism
turned loose and made mad, intending by the exercise of power to

.make overgrown fortunes for the few while it makes serfs and slaves

of the great body of the American é)eople.

Mr. President, instead of such a doctrine and instead of such resunlts
as these, suppose, if possible, we come back to the construction of the
Constitution which prevailed for nearly three-quartersof a century after
the formation of the Government; snppose we come back to that system
of legislation which prevailed in Congress looking to the protection of
all the peoplealike asit had been until the Republican party came into
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power. Suppose we can look back, as some of us are able by memory
to do, to the times when every citizen of the United States was proud
of his Government, proud of its flag, gmud of its industries, proud of
every square acre of American soil, and proud of the character of being
an American freeman; a time when there were no millionaires, but
the freest and the happiest people that the sun of heaven had ever
shone upon; a time when there were no discriminations in legislation,
but honest government administered by a Congress and by parties that
had conscience and respect for the rights of minorities.

Mr. President, I, of course, do not propose, on the spur of the mo-
ment, to attempt to answer the many points made by the honor-
able Senator from Oregon in his two and a half hours’ speech. I only
rose to protest against its theory and to protest now upon the heels
of the speech that it was an ingenious and able and elaborate argn-
ment for the subversion of the American Constitution and for the per-
:;rsion of the powers of Congress to benefit the few at the expense of

e many.

_Now, {do not attribute to that Senator any unpatriotic motive. I
have no doubt he believes what he says, and that is the misfortune of
this whole question, that interests, either pecuniary interests or parti-
san interests, have warped the judgments of so many people that weare
hardly able to consider questions like this in the light of reason and
truth and conscience.

It seems to me as if gentlemen are seeking the overthrow of our con-
stitutional form of government and the establishment upon its wreck
and ruin of a paternal government which may take charge of the trade
and industries of the country, which may abolish the ordinary laws of
commerce and trade and-assume the control of the domestic and local
interests of all the people. It seems to me that men who are engaged
in this ought to be able to see that an awakening is taking place in the
minds of the American people upon that subject and that they can not
permanently subvert the Constitution, they can not permanently en-
slave a majority of the American people by capital and class legislation,
. If Senators would only look to what isoceurring outside of this body
in organizations being awakened by their oppression and suffering and
see the declarations which they are making, sometimes wise, sometimes
unwise, but indicating that they have at last found out since capital
has eombined to impoverish them that it is necessary to combine to
resist this effort to impoverish them, such Senators might have reason
to hesitate in such a course. The evidence of this has eome from all
over the country, and the effects of the movement Senators need not de-
ceive themselves about, because they will be made known. The people
are top intelligent, too self-reliant, too independent yet to submit to be
. quietly enslaved by class interests and to have the great body of the
American Republic madesubordinate to the interests of'a very small part
of it.

Mr. President, I do not desire to detain the Senate, but I desire
while up to make a prediction that the final vote upon this tariff ques-
tion wil]; be taken by the people on Tuesday after the first Monday in
November, and there will be no limit to debate, and the yeasand nays
of the American people will be called upon it and a voice will be
heard, I think, that will make Senators understand that the American

ple yet recognize the fact that they have some rights under this
rovernment which must be respected by the Republican party.

Mr. BATE obtained the floor.

Mr. HoAR rose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. PLATT in the chair). Does the
Senator from Tennessee yield ?

Mr. HOAR., Isimply wish to observe in reply to the last sentence
of the Senator from Texas [Mr. REAGAN], where he says there will be
no limit of debate before that vote is taken, that there will also be no
talking against time.

Mr. PLUMB. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Tennessee is recog-
nized.

Mr. BATE, I yield to the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. PLUMB. Iunderstand the Senator from Tennessee hasa formal
speech to make, and Ido not wish to interfere with him. If the Sena-
tor from Tennessee is not specially desirouns of proceeding now, I wish
to give notice of an amendment which I propose to offer to this bill
and to make a few remarks on it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
yield to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. BATE. It depends on how long the Senator from Kansas de-
gires to occupy the floor, I am ready to proceed. I shonld like toac-
commodate the Senator from Kansas.

Mr, PLUMB. I do not wish to interfere with the Senator from
Tenpessee, who I understand desires to deliver a formal speech.

Mr, BATE. I will yield ten minutes to the Senator with the great-
est pleasure.

Mr. PLUMB. I give notice that at theproper time—I do not know
what the parliamentary sitnation now is—I shall move tostrike ont, on
page 29 of the bill, all after the word ‘*steel,” inline1, witha view of
moving also to insert, at the close of paragraph 139, the following words:

Provided, That there shall be paid to manufacturers of tin-plate made in the

Does the Senator from Tennessee

United States, from any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, a
bounty of 1cent pound, under such rules and lations as the Commis-
sioner of Internal Eevenue, with the approval of the tary of the Treasury,
shall prescribe.

My purpose by this amendment is to limit the question of the added
protection to manufacturers of tin-plate to a bounty similar to that pro-
yided for the producers of sugar in another portion of this bill.

Mr. HIGGINS, I should like to have that amendment stated again.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there be no objection, the amend-
ment will be read for information.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 29, line 1, after the word ‘'steel,’’ it
is proposed to strike out all down to and including the word ‘‘pound,’”
in line 7 of the same paragraph, as follows:

And on and after July 1, 1891, all iron or steel sheets, or plates or taggers iron,
coated with tinorlead or with a mixture of which these metals or either of them
is a component part, by the dipping or any other process, and commercinll
known as tin-plates, terne-plates, and taggers tin, shall pay 2.2 cents per pound,

And to insert at the end of the paragraph the following:

Provided, That there shall be paid to manufacturérs of tin-plate made in the
United States, from any moneys in the Treasury not otherw appropriated,
a bounty of 1 cent per pound, under such rules and regulations na the Commis-
sioner of Internal Revenue,with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury,
shall prescribe,

Mr. PLUMB. Mr. President, I want to say, in the first place, that
I have grave doubts as to the effect of the proposition made by thecom-
mittee. I doubt very much whether it will permanently introduce into
this country the manufacture of -tin-plate in quantities snfficient for
the use of the people.

And this for a variety of reasons. First, because I have observed
that the American manufacturer, which I do not speak of to complain
about especially at this time, has been swift to avail himself of du-
ties npon articles which gave him large profits and has formally aban-
doned the production of otherarticles which gave him only small profits.

In competition with tin for various purposes, for roofing, for vessels,
there have come a large number of other articles,including galvanized
iron, granite-ware, and things of that kind. Every one of these will
be increased in value by the imposition of the duty proposed by the
Finance Committee. If tin is to go up 1.2 cents per pound, then every
article which comes into competition with it, under existing conditions,
will go up similarly, perhaps not to the full extent, but at least very
largely.

Tin is made into sauce-pans and various other articles which are
used for cooking purposes. During the last two years a very profitable
indunstry has grown up in making what is known as granite-ware, used
for a somewhat similar purpose, costing a little more, and which I think
would go into almost universal use at the price of tin and to the ex-
clusion of tin. If tin is put np, as undoubtedly it will be, by the adop-
tion of the proposition now pending, granite-ware will go up to some
extent also, and just as much as may be necessary to enable if to take
the place, as far as possible, of tin which is used for domestic purposes,
and to that extent tin will not be in demand, and will not be produced
or imported.

In addition to that, galvanized iron is wused for roofing in competi-
tion with tin, and maintains, as I am told, just abont the same price,
the price of it being governed by the price of tin, with which it is in
active competition for a variety of purposes; not for all purposes, 1
agree, but for many purposes of the kind which may be designated
generally as roofing. Therefore, when we put up the price of tin we
put up the price of a large number of other articles as well.

Now the persons who are proposing to make tin—I do not mean to
say particularly the individual persons, but the general class of invest-
ors who are proposing to make tin—are also interested in making iron
in the various forms used for roofing, for vessels for domestic purposes,
and so on. They will not make tin nnder this proposition unless they
can make it at greater profit than they can make these other things.
That can be set down, I think, as not needing furthur demonstration.
If, therefore, they can make graniteware, or the base of graniteware,
the steel or iron sheet which is covered finally with the silicon which
makes it impervious to rust and useful for cooking purposes, they will
not make tin. If they can make galvanized iron to take the place of
{in at a reasonable profit they will not make tin to take the place of
galvanized iron, becanse they are already making these two other arti-
cles under processes the full extent of which they know and the prof-
its of which are entirely satisfactory, and they will not enter upon a
new line of manufacture to make profits that they could make under
anold line. :

Therefore, out of this proposition is to come American tin, if at all,
by accident or by a combination of circumstances which can not now
be foreseen.

Second, I have a letter in my possession which I am not anthorized
to read, but which comes from an entirely reputable house in the West
enpaged in the manufacture of vessels of tin, stating that they have
failed heretofore to obtain from an American manufacturer an article
of sheet-iron or of iron sheets to distinguish the plate ent into ordinary
sizes from what is known ordinarily assheet-iron, of a satisfactory gqual-
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ity to take the place of that which they have heretofore imported and
which they use for the purpose of coating with melted tin. They say
in substance that the American manufacturer does not now make an
article known as iron sheets, to be used as the base upon which tin is
to be put for the purpose of making domestic ntensils, of sufficient duc-
tility and uniform strength to enable these persons to buy with any de-
greeof certainty whatever. The consequence is they are obliged to buy
them abroad.

The American manufacturer therefore to-day, if this statement is to
be eredited, as I believe it is, does not make an article of iron sheets
which is snitable for the manufacture of tin, although he has had the
inducement of the proffer of large purchases upon the of persons
who are engaged in the manufacture of domestic utensils of which this
iron sheet is the base.

Now,when we come to consider the propriety of imposipg this new
and large daty of 2.2 cents per pound, it is not merely the question of
the manufacture of tin in the United States which is to be taken into
account. 1t is-always said, when we come to consider theseschedules
where an industry has been established behind the shelter of a certain
duty, that vested interestshad acerued and those vested interests ought
to be recognized to the extent of preventing at least any very consider-
able reduction of duty which might hurt capital already invested or
disturb arrangements already existing. There is great force in that

argument. I subseribe to it; and I agree that wherever an industry

has been built up under conditionsestablished and maintained by law,
those conditions ought not to be arbitrarily changed to the hurt of the
persons who have invested their capital in consequence of them.

Now, from the tin-plate imported into the United States, and which
is abont somewhere from twenty to twenty-five million dollars’ worth

r annum, is made, by manufactures carried on in the United States

y American capital and American labor, a product variously estimated

at from ninety to one hundred million dollars in value per annum.
This manufacture is widely extended. It exists on the seacoast, and
thereis nodegree of longitude from the seacoast west to California within
the limits of which there is not carried on some manufacture of cans,
cups, buckets, of spouting, or of some other form of the manufacture
of tin which goes into local or other markets, It employs many thou-
sands of men. :
* If the proposition contained in this bill to levy an additional duty
of 1.2 cents per pound upon tin-plate is adopted there will either have
to be a shifting of this business, which will probably occur, or a large
addition to the capital of those now engaged in it. Any disturbance
of the business is almost certain to throw both labor and capital outof
employment,

It has been said bere that the addition to the cost of a single can on
account of theadded duty would betrifling, a half a cent I think it has
been stated to be. That half cent represents only the cost of thetin. To
that will be added all the other costs that go to make up profit—insur-
ance, taxes, interest, and so on, so that that half cent when it emerges
finally from the pockets of the consnmer would probably be multiplied
two or three fold,

Whatever the added cost it will also represent an equivalent cost
placed upon the contents of such vessels, as meats, fruits, vegetables,
ete. The use of these is widsspread and it is altogether likely, if not
absolutely certain, that this increased cost would diminish consunmp-
tion, thus contracting the market of the farmer who produced the
meats and other articles of food.

But, admitting for the sake of the argument, that the purchaser
would not have to pay the additional cost on the can, bucket, cup, or
whatever other form the tin might be manufactured into, somebody
wonld have to pay it. The American manufacturer, the American
wholesaler, or the American retailer, or all combined would have to
pay itif the consumer did not, and these people, I beg to observe, are
not only American citizens, but they are very large in number, and they
employ more labor than all that ever would become necessary to the
manufacture of a national supply of tin-plate; and they are widely
scattered, and their interests are as much to be taken into account as
the interests of some possible future American manufacturer. You
put a burden upon them of an addition to the capital which they are
required to put in their business in arder to carry it on and of an in-
creased cost for their raw product whereby their profits are reduced.
One of the effects wonld be that the smaller manufactarer, by reason
of his inability to get this additional capital and of his diminished
profits, wounld go out of business, and therefore this manufacture. so
widely extended, would be concentrated in the hands of a few men
possessing larwe capital. The small and near-by manufacturers would
have to give way to the distant and more wealthy ones.

Now, these things areall to be taken into account when we come to
say what we shall do about this daty. Sball we put on a duty, shall
we enact a provision of law here which changes the course of business
as existing under the presentlaw, not only now, but for the last twenty-
five years, and shall we take the risk of what will come from that?
Shall we put upon these manufacturers and these wholesalers and these
retailers—supposing, now, that the consumer pays nothing whatever
additional—this burden which is to grow out of the imposition of this

tax, and shall we do it upon the assumption of something for which
we have no foundation whatever, to wit, that the manufacture of tin
will be introduced into the United States and earried on under condi-
tions which will finally give us a full supply of this necessary article
as the result of American manufacture and at a diminished price?

‘Who knows that we shall get it? It is stated over the signature of
the president of the association located at Pittsburgh, designing ap-
parently to go into this business, that the present tariff is 'Emtection
enough, except for the condition inferentially stated that the foreign
manufacturer will arbitrarily redace his price below that at present
prevailing tosuchan extent as to deprive the persons who may enter upon
this manufacture trom makinga profit. Asincidental to that, although
I did not introduce it into this debate and do not specially depend upon
it, I beg to read herea letter which I received this morning from a firm
whose telegram I read yesterday, Messrs. J. M. Melloy’s Sons, of Phil-
adelphia, Pa. I know nothing about them, but so taras I know their
only offense is that they are importers and manufacturers of foreign
tin. They sent me also a telegram, which I will first read :

PHILADELPHTA, PA, dugusi 14, 1800,
Hon, P, B, PLune, Senale Chamber : ;
Prices wired you yesterday were per box of 108 pounds, containing 112 sheels,
not per pound, as papers report you stated.
J. M. MELLOY'S SONS,

The letter is as follows:
PHILADELPHIA, PA., August 13, 1890,

DeAR 818 : We understand there was some discnssion in the Senate to-day
about the cost in England of the kind of tin-plate that is used for eanning for
some years back. So we give you below the prices that ranged from 1577 to

15890. These prices all include the cost of boxing and delivered free on board at
English shipping ports, less 4 per cent.
Ave
Year, January.| July. |g < m“;.:r’
s, d. s d.
1877 18 9 17 8.
1878 17 14
1879, 15 3 14 6 |.
1880 30 14 6
TR R R R e 15 14
1882 18 15 9
1883 16 16
1884 15 15
1885 14 12 6
1886 13 13 3
1887 . 13 13
1888, 14 6 12 9
1889 13 13
1890, 15 i b JE T PR SERETERAS

Hoping this will be of some use, we remain,
Yery respectfully, yours,

Hon, P. B. Pruus,
Uniled States Senator, Washington, D. C.

J. M, MELLOY'S SONS,

From this statement it will be seen that beginning with January,
1877, at which the price is given at 18s. 9d., continning on down to the
same month in 1890, the price was reduced to 15¢. In July, 1877, the
price was 17s. 6d., and it was reduced gradually until in 1890 it was
in the same month in 1890 13s. 64. The average for the year isstated
to have been in 18580 19s, 11d., extending on down until with the gradual
decline it turned up in 1889 at 13s. 7d. Now, that seems to sliow——

Mr. McPHERSON, Then it is lower now than it has ever been he-
fore ?

Mr. PLUMB. According to this statement it seems to have gone
through the mutations of ordinary manufacturing business and %een
suhjected to those conditions which have gradually pressed down the
prices of manufactured articles the world over.

Mr. TELLER. If the Senator will allow me, the Senator from New
Jersey saysthe price islower now than iteverhasbeen. Ishonld liketo

ut in a prediction that ina year from now it will be a good deal lower
if we pass this bill.

Mr., CARLISLE. Will the Senator from Kansas allow me to call
attention to the fact that in July, 1888, the price was 12+ 94., which
seems to have been the lowest figure reached between 1877 and July,
18907 -

Mr. PLUMB. I shouldlike to have the Senator from Coloradostate
whether he thinks that if we pass this bill tin will be lower immedi-
ately to the American consumer than it ever has been.

Mr. TELLER. I mean to say that the tariff’ on tin will do for tin
what it has done for every other product of iron and nearly every other
prodnct: eventually reduce the price to the consnmer. That i1s what

I mean to say; and I should like to add, if any Senator doubts that, it
can be proved and has been demonstrated in the Senate over and over
again, as was done yesterday by the Senator from New York in his
statement in reference to the fall in the base of tin, which is iron, the
fall of that being 30 per cent., while tin has remained practieally just
where it has been for a series of years except with the occasional fluct-
nations of which he spoke,
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~ Mr, PLUMB. The word ‘“‘eventually’’ is an elastic one, which'is
entirely safe for any one to utter.
- Mr. TELLER. I will put it at a year, then.

Mr. PLUMB. The Senator will have roined his reputation as a
prophet if he puts it at one year.

Mr. President, I am not discussing that general question at all. It

undoubtedly happens that wherever manufactures are extended prices
are reduced, whether they be at home orabroad, at home alone or abroad
alone. Increasing competition undoubtedly tends to bring down prices.
There can be no question about that.

Thereiore, I have no doubt that in time, eventually, to use the ex-
pression of the Senator from Colorado, if weenter upon the manufact-
ure of tin in a large way in the United States one of the results will
be to reduce the price. But I do not find in the present situation any
guaranty or any ground for even a reasonable presumption that if we

ut on this duty we shall have the tin manufactnred in the United
guws during the next year, or the next ten years, to meet the local de-
mand, Ido not believe such will be the case.

Now, we have been going along without any special complaint upon
this subject. I do not know of any demand that has been made from
any part of the United States that thisduty shall be put on. The only

so far as I know who have ever asked that a higher daty shall
g: ut upon tin are the persons who hope to manufacture it. Arethey
entitled now to special consideration? If they had been engaged in
an unavailing attempt to make tin in competition with foreign man-
ufacturers, if they had put up factories and manufactured tin, and in
g0 doing had lost money in what for the occasion might be called a
triotic effort to make npon American soil an article not before man-
ufactured here, and under those circumstances should come here and
ask us to give them some duty or some bounty in the nature of protec-
tion in order to reward them for this npavailing attempt and in order
to put them on their feet, that wounld be a claim which I should be
willing to take into acconnt.

But, Mr. President, I do not find that anything of this kind has ever
been done, and I venture to say that no manufacturer in the United
States has ever made an output of tin-plates or even of iron plates or
steel plates, whichever may be used for this purpose, which are really
of a character to make the base of a good article of tin-plate,

Mr, McPHERSON. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a ques-
tion?

Mr, PLUMB. I will,

Mr. McPHERSON, If I understood correctly the reading of the
Senator’s amendment, it continues the present duty of 1 cent per pound
on tin-plate and proposes a bounty of 1 cent per pound upon the manu-
facture of tin-plate of this kind.

Mr. PLUMB. Yes.

Mr, McPHERSON. I want to ask the Senator, tin-plate being on
the free-list, if that wonld not be quite a sufficient amount of bounty
to bestow upon a manufacturer being already protected 1 cent a pound
upon his iron-plate by the plate schednle. Would not 1 centapound
be a considerable amount of duty to bestow upon the manufacturer for
simply coating it with free tin?

Mr. PLUMB. I can notsay about that, Mr. President, In this, as
in other cases, I have been willinz to resolve doubts in favor of the

* American manufacturer and do everything I conld, consistent with
what I conceive to be my obligations to the consumers, in order to en-
‘able the American manufacturer to go ahead and prodnce essential arti-
cles of manufacture. I would say, if' I were o speak from my own in-
formation and jndgment and belief, that the duty upon the sheet-iron,
together with free tin-ore or tin-pig, was sufficient, together with the
protection afforded by transportation, to enable the manufacturer to do
this if he chose to work for a reasonable profit; but as a rule he is not
willing to work for a reasonable profit. We have had that demon-
strated over and over again.

I am willing to do more than that; I am willing to say to him that
if he will not exact of us, becanse he hasapparently the power toexact
anything that he wants at the presenttime, this largeextraduty, thereby
putting a tax npon all the tinware used in the country, npon every
tin-cup and tin-plate can, and coffee-pot, upon every yard of roofing
made of tin used by the people of the United States, and also increas-
ing the price of galvanized iron and graniteware and so on, he shall
have a bounty, instead, of 1 cent per pound to put into his pocket. If
he is a reasonable man or if he can be moved by any appeal whatever,
it seems to me that he will be willing to accept that.

Iknow, Mr. President, that when you introduce the question of bounty
into this tariff discussion yon enter npon asea which has no shore. But

itis the proposition which is made in this billin regard to sugar, an agri-
" enltural product. The American consumers of sngar have been tempted
in this bill by free sngar with a bounty to forego the opposition which
‘they might naturally feel to an indiscriminate increase of duty upon
articles almost as necessary and almost as widely and as largely used
as sugar, They have been tempted to forego their opposition to an in-
crease of duties upon cheap cutlery, cheap carpets, cheap linolenms,
cheap gans, cheap crockery, cheap cotton and woolen goods, cheap
glassware, and so on generally all through these schedules, if thereby

they can get free sugar, and in order to save something for the manu-
facturer or producer of sugar a bounty of 2 cents a pound is proposed.

Mr. EDMUNDS. Mr, ent—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, FRYE in the chair). Does
Senator from Kansas yield to the Senator from Vermont? :

Mr, PLUMB. Ido.

Mr. EDMUNDS. I should like to ask my friend from Kansas a
question, not to take up his time by argumentation at all, but upon
this very point, whether he thinks that putting sugar on the free-
list, leaving bounty aside entirely, will diminish the cost of sugar to
the people who use it in the United States to any degree; and, if so,
in his judgment to what degree.

Mr, PLUME. I have no doubt it will diminish the price of sugar
to the consumer very considerably, asa rule; but I do not say that it
will under all circumstances, because I can conceive of conditions in
which sugar may go up notwithstanding, There may be a diminished
supply or a greatly increased demand, and the German and French
Governments might cut off’ the export duty which they now pay to
their sugar producers; a hundred things might occur to increase the
price of sugar; but I say logically, inevitably, and necessarily in the
present conditions, whatever the reduction in the rate of duty on sugar,
it will correspondingly reduce the price to the American consumer.

Mr, EDMUNDS. May I ask another guestion ?

Mr. PLUMB. Yes.

Mr. EDMUNDS. I am simply after the truth about it, and not to
go into any details; but, after what the Senator has said, may I ask
him what our experience has been in putting articles on the free-list
in respect to which he refers, of diminishing the price to the consumer ?
Take coffee, in 1870, I think it was, when we reduced the duty from 5
to 3 cents a pound, and in 1872, when we put it on the free-list alto-
gether. Did the American consumer get any benefit from that ?

Mr. PLUMB. The South AmericanGovernments which sold coffee,
thatis to say which were interested in the prodaction of coffes, like that
of Brazil, and perhaps Brazil alone, as I understood, put on an export
duty.

Myr. SPOONER. And kept it on.

Mr. PLUMB. Andhave keptiton. That wassomething which the
American Congress, in its haste to throw a tub to the whale, to make
an excuse apparently for keeping up the duties npon otherarticles, over-
looked.

Mr. EDMUNDS. 1shonld be sorry to have my friend from Kansas,
whose historical knowledge is usnally so perfectly eomplete—and I say
that in all sincerity

Mr. PLUMB. There is no doubt about the Senator’s sincerity.

Mr. EDMUNDS. I should be sorry to have my friend stay under
the impression that he and a great many other people bave, that when
we reduced the duty first on coffee, and then took it off altogether two
years afterwards, the Brazilian Government imposed an export duty.
I beg to assure him from documents which are in print that the Bra-
zilian Government did nothing of the kind. There had been for a
great many years an export duty on coffee by Brazil when we had the
regular duty of 5 cenis a pound. The Brazilian Government never
changed it at all until five or six years after we had taken off the duty,
and then she reduced her export duty instead of increasing it. That
appears in the printed documents sent to us by the State Depart-

ment.

Mr. PLUMB. Then, if that be true and if circumstances remain
the same, the converse of that must be equally true, and that is that
if we were now to put on a duty on the coffee imported the price of
coffee to the people of the United States would not be increased. Itis
ahsolutely useless in easting the horizon of the entire world to ignore
all the conditions except one. One of the conditions which aflected
the price of coffee was apparently the duty imposed by the American
Government. =

Mr. BUTLER. Coffee is cheaper now than ever.

Mr. EDMUNDS rose.

Mr. PLUMB. I yield further to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr. EDMUNDS. I do not want to debate it; I only want to make
a s, on.

Mr. PLUMB. Iam aware of the Senator’s nnwillingness to enter
into a discussion of this or any other subject.

Mr. EDMUNDS. T will stop here.

Mr. PLUMB. The tariff’ is only one of the things that enter into
the question of price, but if the duty on tin is not to increase the price
of tin why put it on? In what way will it help the American man-
ufacturer if it does not increase the price of the product he is obliged
to compete with? No one has risen here to deny that the price of tin
will be increased to the American consumer by reason of the imposi-
tion of this duty. The Senator from Vermont will not do it.

Mr. EDMUNDS, I will when I get a chance.

Mr. PLUMB. Very well; if he does his temerity will exceed his
judgment by several hundred per cent.

Mr. EDMUNDS, That may be and it may not.

Mr. PLUMB. 1 say now, as I have always said, anything which
leads to the multiplication of manunfactures in the United States, to the




e e L
- < y S,
\ : ¥ " - N

1890.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. | :

8551

development of our natienal resources, to the manunfncture of articles
which are essential and on account of the absence of which we might
have to go to war in order to obtain, is a thing to be wisely taken into
account in the adjustment of duties orin theestablishmentof a national
E:licy. So also of a home market, and considerations of this character
ve given to protection great strength with the people, and induncep
them in large measure to overlook irregularities, diseriminati
.unnecessary burdens in some of the schedules.

The first effect of a duty is to put up the price. The subsequent ef-
fect may be, as it nsually has been, to put the price down; but in the
present case I do not believe that result will be reached the next year
or for many years to come, if ever.

Therefore, I would plead with these people, if I had them here, to
forego the power which they have, the power of controlling this bill
and determining its passage and its terms and all that sort of thing,
and ask them if they wonld not take a cent bounty, or 2 cents bounty
if necessary, upon the tin which they shall actually manufacture and
leave the price of tin to be governed by the markets of the world and
the competition of all mankind. That is what I should like to have
them do. If, as the Senator from Vermont says, putting a cent and
two-tenths duty on this tin will not add to its price to the American
consumer, perhaps he would be willing to go as far as the Irishman
who said that if one stove would save half the wood two would save
it all, and thus say that a duty of four and four-tenths would make
it still cheaper.

I want out of this thing to get, if I can, that which, while conserving
the manufacturing interests of the conuntry, takes into due account the
consumer.

In 1883 this question was before the Senate in the tariff bill of that
year; a similar proposition to the one now pending was under considera-
tion, The Senator’scolleague [Mr. MoRRILL], then as now the chair-
man of the Committee on Finance, in addressing himself to this par-
ticular question said:

1 trust, notwithstanding the possibility that we might at some time hereafter
manufacture tin, that we shall not raise the duty to 2 cents a pound, for I some-
what doubt whether we can get children to dip tgl.u article fora good many years
et at the wages that are paid for dipping tagger iron into meited tin.

1 know it is heretical, Mr. President, to donbt the propriety of con-
ceding anything that the manufacturers ask. But I also know that
not one single consnmer of tin on this continent has asked for this in-
crease of duty. The volume of testimony taken does not disclose one;
the newspapers of the country have not brought him to view, and
public opinion does not demand it.

Theretore, to be justified it must be upon high publie poliey which
does not take into account present public opinion nor the present in-
terests of the consumer, hut simply takes acconnt of some overrnling
geueral purpose, one of national importance to be accomplished, which
warrants the disregard of public opinion and the immediate interests
of consumers. And yet the Senator from Vermont [Mr. MORRILL]
only seven years ago said that the time to impose this duty had not
come, by reason of the fact that we had not got the necessary cheap
1abor, child-labor, labor of persons too young and inexperienced to or-

*® ganize, and thereby unable to fix the wages for its employment.

May I be pardoned if I say I do not believe the time has yet come,
and that I believe we can afford to forego any attempt at this particu-
lar time, to introduce this manufacture into the United States by the
imposition of this large duty?

Put, Mr, President, there is one other consideration which I think is
worth taking into account. 'We have had, as the result of the eircum-
stances and surroandings of manufacturing in this country, great con-
gestion of population at different places, with resultsnot always favor-
able to republican government. If this manufacture is entered upon,
it will be undertaken chiefly at Pittsburgh, There are tens of thon-
sands of wage-people there working for a handful of employers.

A system of that kind gets ont of order sometimes. It breedsextrava-
gance, and sometimes worse, a demand for high wages, which can not
always be met; friction of a personal and other character, which in-
duces strikes and lockouts and other things which are injurious to the
people of the country. If the manufacture of tin could and wounld be
established at some New England, or Vermont, or New York, Ohio, or
Kansas town, if it conld be widely scattered, a small here and
one there, whereby the people of the neighborhood could get a local
market for their crops and the girlsand boys and the nnemployed men
of the neighborhood could be given something to do at or near home,
I would feel less like contending against it; but as it must go to these
large places, over-congested already, anl must contribute to increas-
ing the army of the people who are to be employed by a handful of
men, and thos increase the chances for friction of the kind of which I
have spoken, and others which need not be referred to, it seems to me
but wise to wait, unless in the plenitude of their mercy the manu-
facturers who have control of the situation are willing to take the
bounty which I have proposed.

This industry, even if established, will notadd, in my judgment, one
farthing to the wages of any laborer on Ameriean soil. It will be fol-
lowed by a large influx of labor from the outside. If we could cut off

tions, and

that influx and use the induostry for the employment of men already
here, of whom there are hundreds of thonsands to-day unemployed, it
would be a more meritorious proposition. But, Mr, President, every-
thing of this kind will be heralded, as it has always been, all over the
world as an evidence of high wages to be paid to American labor, bring-
ing people here, for whom there is noadequate employment. Theskilled
labor necessary wounld have to be brought here.

The strike in Chicago last summer was not for higher wages, but for
limited hours of labor, in order that more people might be employed
to do the same work that was being done by those already under em-
ployment.

Let us, before we invite this influx of foreign labor to depreciate
prices and to disturb existing conditions, see if we can not adopt seme
measures to employ those laborers we have already got.

One of the chief advocates of this measure, ore of the newspapers
which assume tospeak the publicopinion upon this subject, had this to
say about the condition of affairs a short time since when the silver
bill was under consideration.

The article was headed:

NO TINE TO FOOL WITH VALUES,

The United States never grew more grainthan in the past year. It never but
once grew more cotton. It never made more iron, lead, orcopper. It hasspun
as much cotton as it ever did, It has made more boots and .fzﬁ.. It has built
more houses, In all the lesser lines of products the output of the United States
was never Freslu-.r than for a year past.

The result of all this is that there have never been fewer idle people, takin
the whole conntry. The wages of lIabor have never, on the average or in thi
total, bought mere. Ewery dollar buys more in all the land to-day than it has
bought for thirty rs, and that once was a time of unemployed labor.
for the farmer, what he buys has fallen more in ten years than what he sells,
The capitalist is badly off. © can only get 4 or 5 per cent, Thes is
worse off. No broker is paying his rent in any speculative center.

These are the sober facts of the present situation. In view of them, can Con-
greas afford to fool with the standard of value by beginning its march towards
nsilver standard?

So, Mr. President, when it was sought to prevent Congress from pass-
ing a bill to increase the use of silver as money and to increase the
volume of currency of the country, whereby the wages of labor might be
enhanced and the prices of agricultural products be increased, the coun-
try was represented as being so prosperous that nothing whatever was
needed in the way of legislation. Congress was asked to keep hands off.
1t was the captalist. then, who was bad off, and we were implored not to
add to the volume of cirenlating medinm, and thereby cut down his 4 or
5 per cent, profit. Mr. President, it is the same voice now crying in the
wilderness that demands the passage of this bill, demands that a higher
duty shall be put npon tin, and demands it not in the name of labor,
but in the name of capital.

I will go as far asany one to help establish industries upon American
soil where it can be done properly. I will yield any prepossession I
may have, not too deeply grounded, in favor of doing what is asked
in order that new industries may spring up in our midst. But is it
necessary in order to do this that a burden shall be put upon all the
people in the shape of increased prices for this essential article which
they are required to purchase? Will not a bounty do just as well?
I venture to say that if a bounty is given we shall not pay very much-
in discharge of it, because I do not believe much, if any, tin will be
manufactured, but if it is let the bounty be paid until Congress takes
it off, or for a term of years.

Do not put this high duty on in this bill, which according to the cal-
culation of those interested is to remain upon the statute-book for ten
years at least, which is to be a part of the permanent legislation of the
eountry. Why disturb one business already representing $100,000,000
of annual products, and larger by far than the one which it is hoped to
establish by the imposition of this large duty? Better conserve the in-
dustries we have than to risk their destruction or serious damage by
the establishment of others through the instrumentality of the law.

Therefore I hope, Mr. President, timt the proposition which I have
made for a bonnty may be acceptable, and that, if it is objected to on
account of the principle, it will be borne in mind that the same prin-
ciple is applied in regard to the producersof sugar. They are to be eut
off from the benefit of protection, from the help of the duty, and the
people of the United States are to be given the experiment as to the
price of sngar free of duty. If, asthe Senator from Vermont says, they
do not get sngar at a lower price during a period of years, we shall be
all the wiser on account of it; but the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Finance of this body have determined that that ex-
periment shall be tried.

If it is a good thing to try in regard to the agricultural product of
sugar, in regard to an industry which does exist to-day in more than
a name, which has its footing not only in Lounisiana, but in Nebraska
and Kansas, with hopeful prospects there as well as in Texas and other
Btates—if it is to do good for this industry that thereshall be a bounty
given to it only, why is it not wise o apply that rule to an ind
which has not yet got foundation, or roof, or a single dollar of invested
capital, and nothing in it except the wind and the assurance of the men
who have invaded the Senate and the House and succeeded in having
this increase of duty put into the bill before us?

Even '
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Mr. CARLISLE. Mr, President, I have received from the Commis-
sioner of the Department of Labor & communication, in response to an
inquiry made by me, showing the direct Jabor-cost in the production of
a ton of steel rails in an establishment in the northern district of the
United States, in an establishment in Great Britain, and in an estab-
lishment on the continent, including, of course, in this direct cost all
that was expended for labor in the production of the coal, the iron ore,
the limestone, and the other materials used.

Mr. EDMUNDS. If I mayinterrupt my friend, does that statement
include the cost of the incidental labor besides the direct wage-labor?

Mr. CARLISLE. BSeparately.

Mr. EDMUNDS. Bat itis all there, the whole ?

Mr. CARLISLE. Itis all here. From this statement it appears
that the direct labor-cost in the production of a tonof steel rails in the
establishment in the northern district of the United States is$11.597;
the cost in the establishment selected in Great Britain, in which the
Commissioner says the labor-cost was less than usual in that part of
the world, is $7.817, showinga difference of $3.78; and the direct labor-
cost in the production of a ton'steel rails on the continent, which I be-
lieve was taken from an establishment in Belginm, was §3.104, show-
ing a difference between the cost there and here of $3.493.

Mr. EDMUNDS, May I interrapt my friend right there in his ex-
planation ?

Mr. CARLISLE. Certainly.

Mr. EDMUNDS. I ask my distinguished friend from Kentucky
whether it is true that the ore used in Belgium is aboutone and a half
as great in guantity to make the given ton of steel rails, and therefore
that the necessary cost of labor would be that much greater.

Mr. CARLISLE. Nearly so, because the ore is not so rich in iron,
all of which is explained, I think, in the written communication made
by the Commissioner.

Mr, EDMUNDA. I have not had the advantage of seeing the tables.

Mr. CARLISLE. My purpose in rising is not to discuss the ques-
tion, but to ask to have the communication and tables printed. The
Commissioner says:

I desire to say, in forwarding you these statements, that I have made them
up for three localities, instead of for two, as uested, because of the resolution
introduced yvesterday by Senator EpMUXNDS and now pending. Should that res-
olution be adopted I could not at present more fully answer it than I have done
in this letter. Thefactscalled for by youand by Senator EDMUNDS in the letters
of the 6th and Sth instants, on accountof the difficulties which I have intimated
bere, could not have been incorporated in the preliminary report, House Miscel-
laneous Document No, 222,

. In view of this statement, I desire to ask that the communication

may be printed as a document, because it seems to me to contain all

{.]1;5 information which the Commissioner can give us on this subject at
is time.

Mr. EDMUNDS, Weshall all be very glad to have it done. It will
be very valuable.

Mr. McPHERSON. Will the Senator from Kentucky yield to me?

Mr. CARLISLE. Certainly.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Kentucky asks
that the document which he presents be printed—in the REcoRD or
as a document?

Mr. CARLISLE., I havenotasked thatitbe printed in the REcorD,
because I believe there is generally objection to that course; but if there
be no objection I think it would be very well to have it in the RECORD,
because it is an important document, and it may be several days before
we can receive it in document form.

Mr. EDMUNDS. I donotobject. Let it be printed in the REcorD
and also as a docament, which is much more convenient to read than
in the RECORD,

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
printed in the RECORD and also as a document,
and it is so ordered. »

The communication is as follows:

If there be no objection, it will be
The Chair hears none,

DerarTMENT OF LABOR, Washington, D. C., August 13, 1890,

Sin: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of August 8,
in which you ask for a statement showing the direct cost of labor in the manu-
fucture of one ton of steel rails in Great Britain and on the continent of Europe,
such statement to be prepared in the same way as that sent to Senator EDMUNDS
on the 6th instant, relating to the cost of st rails in the northern district of
the United States. In reply 1 send you herewith three statements:

First. Ananalysisof costsin ove ton of standard steel rails made in the United
States., This analysis is based mainly on establishment No, 1, reported on
m House Miscellaneous Document No, 222 of the present session, and is
B0 tially a copy of the statement sent to Senator EpMuNDs on the 6th in-
stant, I bave repeated it here because it was hurriedly made for Senator Ep-
MUNDE, and the proper credit for the value of serap produced in the ingot and
rail departmen’s wus not made. The cost given in the statement of the Gth
instant related to total cast of one ton of 2,240 pounds of steel rails in the
northern district of the United States, This statement shows the total net cost

such & ton of steel rails, It varies but 11 cents from the total cost given as
for establishment No, 1, page 35 of the document referred to.,

As stated, this statement is based mainly on establishment No. 1. Ttisnot
wholly so, because of the im ibility of tracing from the sehedules relating
to establishment No. 1 the labor cost of all the materials entering into the man-
ufacture of one ton of standard steel rails; so labor-cost has been taken from
several estahlishments making steel ingots, Using an average as derived from
these several establishments makes a variation of bul 11 cents in the result.

This fact olearly establishes the soundness of the analysis of cost as based on
establishment No. |, and aa reported o;dpm 35 of the document referred to,
Thecredis for the value of scrap produ raises the per cent. of cost of direch
labor in the production of one ton of standard steel rails from 45 per cent., ns
stated in the letter from this department of the 6th to Senator EpMUusDs, to 47
per cent., as ghown in the last item in the statement herewith sent.

Becond. A statement showlnrg the analysis of costs in one ton of standard steel
rails made in Great Britain. The caloulsation in this statement is based on es-
tablishment No 22, page 35,House Miscellaneous Document No, 222, Inthis case
we started with the cost of steel rails as given in the establishment just referred
to, and were able to trace the costs back through the preceding processes of
making the blooms, ingots, pig-iron, coke, coal, and limestone, because all these
clemenis were made under the direction of the same company that made the
rails, and we had schedules covering all these costs. As to theiron ore, we did
not have the exact mine from which it was taken, but we did bave a represents-_
ative mine in the same district from which it was taken, and we also hiad the
cost for tmns}mmtlon given; so that the element of possible error in calculat-
ing costs is of necessity very slight.

As to ** profit to producers,” shown in the item relating to iron ore, s part of
this is acconnted for by the royalty or rent paid to the owners of the soil, which
amounted to about 60 cents for the amount of oreshown in the statement. The
remainder was made up by deducting the costs as caleulated from the ore sched-
ule from the co t delivered at the furnace, as charged in the pig-iron schedule.
You will notice that the total net cost of one tor of steel rails, ns stated in this
analysis, is §18.614, while the cost as shown in establishment No. 11, page 35 of
the report referred to, is §15.585, or a difference of only 2.6 cents.

The labor at the establishment for which this analysis is made is pald less, T
am informed, than at most other steel-rail establishments in Great Britain, but
we were obliged to take this establishment, as it was the only one having a
schedule for standard rails and for the previcus processes, and furthermore,
it is a representative establishment,whose production largely fnvema the price
of standard steel rails. The other statement (No. 10) for Great Britain, on the
sume page, Is for light rails,and the processes are not comparable fully with
those for making standard rails,

Third. A statement of analysis of costs in 1 ton of standard steel rails made
on the continent of Europe, this statement being based mainly on establish-
ment No. 3, @ 33, House Miscellaneous Document No. 222, The rails cov-
ered by this statement are standard steel rails, like those in the first and second
statements just described. In makingthis analysis for the continent of Europe
we were enabled to follow the processes back, as in the case of the English es-
tablishment, until we came to the pig-iron, when, owing to the incompletencss
of the pig-iron schedule for establishment No, 3, we found it necessary to use
another schedule for the cost of converting materials into pig-iron.

For the costs of materials themselves, except liinestone and iron ore, we had
data from establishment No. 3, and we used the schedules of that establishment.
For the limestone we had the cost as reported at the pig-iron furnace, but had no

hedules for the i t of Kurope showing the amount of labor, ete., inl
ton, so we used the cost as reported atthe furnace, and subdivided that cost
into elements in the same ratio as that indicated in the limestone schedules for
tbe northern district of the United States. The iron ore used was the same kind
as that used in the English case just given; so we used the same schedule from
which to ascertain the cost of it.

In other respects the same '}rlun was pursued as in the English case, except
that it was found that the cost of pig-iron, as ed in the ingot-mill, amounted
to §1.46 more than as figured from the materials; so we were obliged to ¢
that amount to the profits going to the pig-iron produced. The net cost of stand-
ard rails per ton as given in the schedule for establishment No. 8, with which
we started for this analysis, is §19.576, while us shown by this careful calenlation
itamounts to §19,635, an excess of 5.9 cfuts only by the use of other factors to
supply those miuainr in theschedules of establishment No, 8.

1 desire to say, in forwarding you these statemeuts, that I have made them
up for three localities, instead of for two, as requested, because of the resolution
introdaced yesterday by Senator EpMUsDs and now pending. Should that
resolution be adopted I could not at present more fully answer it than I have
done in this letter, The facts called for by you and by Senator EpMUxDps in the
letters of the 6th and Sth instant, on account of the difficultiea which I have
intimated here, could not have been incorporated in the preliminary report,
House Miscellaneous Docunient No. 222, In the completed reports I am in
hopes not only to give more elaborate analyses on the basis of those sent here-
with, but for certain typical establishments, those that largely rem'-l'lllelpﬁm .
I anticipate being able to trace back through sll the processes of manufncture
the various labor elements entering into the production, The difficulty of doing
this is at once discernible on a very casual examination of the lacta.

Fou will pardon me if I eall your attention to one analytical feature which
should be observed in the use o?the analyses herewith forwarded, Labor-cost
in 1 ton of steel railsa—I mean after all the materials have been assembled in
the steel-rail works and are ready to be subjected to the proper manipulations
for the production of standard steel rails—should be less per ton relatively in
this country than in Great Dritain or on the continent, because American pro-
ducers of standard steel rails dispense with at lenst one expensive |]7tocm still
adhered to by the foreign producer; and, furthermore, our materials, ore, ete,,
are purer than those used in most other places; so the quantity of ore, for in-
stance, required for the production of a ton of standard stecl rails is lesa in this
country than in other ‘p aces, and of course the labor required to produce one
t?‘n of dsbeel. rails is, so far as the purer materials are concerned, less bere than
abroad.

By reference to the statements herewith submitted it will be seen that in es-
tablishment No, 1, for the northern district of the United States, 4,157 pounds
of ironore were v for the produetion of 1 ton of standard rails, whilein
establishment No. 11, for Great Britain, 5,127, or nearly 1.000 pounds more of iron
ore were necessary for the production of 1 ton of the same kkind of rails than in the
United States, while on the continent of Europe, in establishment No. 11, 5,701
pounds, or nearly 1,600 pounds more, ofiron ore were necessary for the produe-
tion of 1 ton of standard steel rails. Very many of those things which appear
to be incredible when studying the total figures given disappear on a close ex-
amination of the analysis, and reasons for the figures ean, as arule, be found in
the analysis, if properly studied.

The establishments selected for the statements herewith forwarded are thor-
onghly representative, and are far more indieative of the true conditions sur-
rounding the production of standard steel rails than any ofthe others given in
the preliminary report referred to.

OF course, as remarked .in the letler from this Department to Senator Ep-
MUSDS, the cost of making rails, over and above what is in the previous state-
ments denominated * direct lnbor-cost,”” is largely resolvable into lubor; that
is, a very large percentage of the items above direct labor are labor in some
form, but it is difficult to separate the el ts, as in tra tation, for in-
stance,

Trusting that the statements herewith handed you fully answer your coms-
munieation of the Sth,

I am, very respectfully,

CARROLL b, WRIGHT,
- Commissioner,
Hon, J. G. CArrisLE, United Stales Senale.
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Analysis of costs in one ton of steel rails made in the United Stales,
[Based mainly on establishment No. 1, page 35, Honse Miscellaneous Document No. 222.]

Other expenditures,
Difference be-
t % Tra mn;l o
ures ns- costs
Materials and successive stages of conversion. tfor direct| Oficials| Supplies brtasion and cost ag | Total
labor. and and | Taxes, | to point [Timber.| charged at the
clerks, |repairs. where blast furnace—
used
L |
For produoetion ofi,m" pounds of iron ore $2.142 | $0.124 $0.807 | 80.081 978
For producti 1,497 p ds of limestone + 205 .018 025 .001 608 °
For production ofLma pounds of bituminous eoal........ .. 1.978 .068 149 013 245
For convyersion of above coal into 3.552 p is of coke. 598 076 072 009 493
For conversion of above ore, limestone, and coke, and 233 pounds of cinder
into 2,649 pounds of pig-iron 1.576 134 718 054 .. 483
For conversion of above pigslrw and 79 pounds of scrapa
into 2,488 pounds of steel i 1.689 120 503 P 823
For fuel (1.11 tona bituminous ¢ cml.} l‘urmnvarslon of lbovapig—ixon, scra; y ;
ferro-manganese into 2,488 of steel i 912 .032 .069 006 038
For conversion of above stee ingots into one ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails, ... 1,540 (a) 1.000 050 2.590
For fuel (1.17 tons bituminous coal) for conversion of above steel ingots into 1
ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails .962 .083 .073 007 020 1095
Total cost of above pr 1,507 | .605 3.416 233 5. 049 08'1 2,962 | 24.842
For cost of 233 pounds of cinder, entering into the pig-iron (this is for material, and is additional to its con ion ineluded in line 3
For cost of 79 pounds of scrap and ferro-manganese entering into I.ha steel ingol.s (this is for material and is additional to its oonverslon mduded ln
line 6 above) T et prioh T AT 937
Total gross cost of 1 ton (2,240 {Joundu) of steel rails, - 25.873
Deduct value of scrap produced in the ingot and rail departments W, 1.207
Total net cost of 1 ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails........ « nos she ven ans enanm euvans easess geeNEFeLeS 08 Te BaE 4t e San A RaneRAReTeS bease « 24. 666
aNot reported,

Statement showing the proportion of cost allributable lo direct labor in the produclion of one ton of steel rails.

Total cost of ore, limestone, and coke (coal included) for 2,649 pounds of pig-iron Fo
Cost of direct labor in production of ore, limestone, and coke (coal included) for 2,649 pounds ofgim—iron
Per cent, of cost of direct labor in produc!ion of ore, limestone, and coke (coal Inch.tded) for 2,649 pounds of pig-iron
Total cost of converting the above materials and 233 pounds of cinder into 2,649 pounds of pig-iron
Cost of direct labor in converting the above mater and 233 pounds of cinder into 2,640 pounds of pig-iron
Per cent. of cost of direct labor in converting the above materials and 233 pounds of cinder into 2,649 pounds of pi. !mu
Total cost of converting the above pig-iron and 79 pounds of serap and ferro-manganese into 2,488 pounds of steel i
Cost of direct labor in converting the above pig-iron and 79 pounds of scrap and ferro-manganese into 2,488 pounds of steel In}oh
Per cenl. of cost of direct labor in converting the above pig—lttm and 7 "ﬂ}munds of serap and ferro-manganese into 2,488 p
Total cost of con verting the above steel ingots into one ton (2,240 ) of steel rails
Cost of direct labor in converting the above steel ingots into one ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails
Per cent. of cost of direct lJabor in converting the above steel ingots into one ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails... S
Total net ecim of above ore, limestone, coke (coal included), cinder, scrap, and ferro-manganese and of converting them into one ton (2,240 pounds) of
steel rails ...
Cost of direct xs roduction of nm. limestone, and coke (coal included), and in converting them and the cinder, scrap, and ferro-mangan ese
into ene ton (ﬂﬂiﬂpoun ) of steel raila
Per cent. of cost of direct labor in the production of ore, limestone, and coke (coal included), and in oonveﬂiag them and the clnder. scrap, and ferro-
manganese into one ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails

5
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Analysis of costs in one lon of steel rails made in Great Brilain,
[Calculation based on establishment No. 11, page 35, House Miscellaneous Document No, 222,]

Other expenditures.
Difference be-
. " Extgendi-} 9 l.w?enl foregoin
i v res TANS- nctual costs
Materials and suceessive stages of conversion. for direct Oficials |Supplies portati ooute’ 8 #h
i Iabor. and and Taxes. |to point | Timber.| by establish- | Total,
clerks. | repairs, where ment where
used. used—presumas
bly profit to
*  prodocers,
For production of 5,127 pounds of iron ore $0.860 | §0.025 §0.185 | 90.030 | $4.166 |...occarnoee $2.241 | $7.507
‘For production of 941 pounds of 1i 163 L016 41 . 220
For production of 4,778 pounds of bituminous coal 2.083 110 . 308 .062 §0.334 2,897
For conversion of above coal into 3,532 pounds of coke . 440 039 . 298 A ST
For conversion of above ore, limestone, and coke, and 241 pounds of serap, A l
cinder, ete., into 2,912 po\mda of pig-iron LT84 019 LT 1 () Foe P 1.573
For conversion of above plg—iron and 383 pounds of sernp and spiegeleisen into |
2,798 p ds of steel | 702 . 060 .42 it LA L ) L7
For fuel (361 pounds of bituminous coal and 171 pounds of coke) for conver-
sion of above pig-iron, serap, and spiegeleisen into 2,798 pounds of steel ingots.. 279 015 052 L8 .041 . 305
For conversion of above steel ingots into 2,700 p i3 of steel blooma....... R 492 030 419 004 .5
For fuel (810 pounds of bituminous coal) for conversion of above steel ingots
into 2,700 pounds of steel bl . 333 019 052 011 057 .492
For conversion of above steel blooms into | ton [2.2-!!] pounds) of steel rails... 1,368 . 348 N T L744
For fuel (672 pounds of bituminous coal) for conversion of above steel blooms
-into 1 ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails..........cco it civiinens 203 015 043 <000 |- itinnes .47 A07
Total cost of above pr 7.817 | .35 3417 150 4207 | 479 | 2.241 | 18.688
For cost of 341 pounds of scrap, cinder, ete., entering into pig-iron gthis is for material and s additional to its conversion incladed in line 5 above) .........|  .286
For cost of 333 pounds of serap and spiegeleisen entering into steel ingots (this is for material and is additional toits conversion included in line 6above)..! 2.887
Total gross cost of 1 ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails..........cccenn 21.341
Deduct tnlue of serap produced in the ingot, bloom, and rail depart t el 2,721
Tolal net cost of 1 ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails g es waad L asins SrasshRneans KRG T AR $E 18.614
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Statement showing the proporiion of cosl attributable to direct labor in the production of one ton of steel rails.

Total cost of ore, limestone, and coke (coal included) for 2,912
Cost of direct Inbor in production of ore, li and
Per cent, of cost of direct labor in production of o

Tota
Cost of direct labor in converting the above materinls and 341
Per cent. of cost of direct labor in converting the above mate:

o

direct labor in converting the above pf
Per cent. of cost of direct labor in converting the above pig‘-injm and

ds of &

eoke (eonl swms.nu pounds of pig-iron
la and coke (coal ingluded) for 2,912 pounds of pig-iron
1 cost of converting the above materials and 341 pounds of cinder, scrap, ete., into 2,912 pounds of pig-iron
unds of cinder, serap, ete,, into 2,912 pounds of pig-iron [
and 341 pounds of cinder, serap, eto,, into 2,912 pounds of pig-iron
'otal cost of converting the aboutgig‘iron and 353 pounds of scrap and splegeleisen into 2,798 pounds of sleel ingots
iron and 383 pounds of serap and spiegeleisen into 2,798 pounds of steel {
Mfound.l of scrap and spiegeleisen into 2,708 p

J"or;"e"e'i'a ol

Towal cost of converting the above steel ingots into 2,700 Hog

ds of steel bl

Cost of direct labor in converting the above steel ingot

1s of steel bl

700 p
Per cent. of cost of direet Inbor in converting the above steel Ir:m into 2,700 p

ds) of steel rails 3

cost of converting the above steel blooms into 1ton (220 p

Cost of direct labor in converting the above steel blooms into 1 Lon (2,240 pounds) of steel rails
Per cent. of cost of direct labor in eonverting the above steel blooms into 1 ton {2,240 pounds) of steel rails

op 22 ze 32 g%
SEEP TSN T E

Total net cost of above ore, limestone, coke (eoal included), einder, serap, and spiegelcisen, and of econverting them into 1 ton (2,240 pounds) of steel

rails AT B o L) AR P r s e e ey PR e e 12 SR S e T T T 614
Cost of direct Inbor in the production of ore, limestone, and coke (coal included) and in converting them and the cinder, serap, and spiegeleisen, into 1
ton pounds) of steel rails LB17
Per cent. of cost of direct labor in the produnction of ore, limestone, and coke (coal ineluded), and in coverting them and the cinder, scrap, and spiegel-
eisen, into 1 ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails....... ..o rnierssnensen o : .
Analysis of cosls in one lon of sleel rails made on the conlinent of Europe,
[Based mainly on establishment No. 3, page 35, House Miscellaneous Document No. 222]
o .
Other expenditures. l
Differences be- ’
ey e e
res costs
Materials and successive stages of conversion. direct/Officials | Supplies portation Rl Gt Al Total.
b labor, and and Taxes, | to point {Timber, charged by estab-
clerks. | repairs. where lishment where
% used. —presum-
: ably profits to
producers,
For production of 5,701 pounds of iron ore. $0,957 | $0.028 §0.206 | $0.033 $2.7H o §3.815 | §8.783
For production of 1,582 p ds of 1 L 174 016 021 L 001 . 086 208
For production of 4,927 pounds of bituminous coal 2,326 176 .15 .42 | $0. 480 3.338
For conversion of above coal into 8,500 pounds of COKE....cuwu st iinisssisens . 590 051 047 .024 176
For conve sion of above ore, limestone, and coke into 3,061 of pi 1.246 021 a. 351 {a) L 1476 | 8.124
For conversion of above pig-iron into 2,612 pounds of steel in s .512 L110 852 .0 1. 456
For fuel (752 pounds of coke) for conversion of above pig-iron into 2,612 po
of steel ingot R 640 . 050 .081 107 003
For conversion of above steel ingots into 2,580 p ds of steel bl 208 L0498 240 1 541
For fuel (217 pounds of coke) for conversion of above steel ingots into 2,580
pounds of steel bl .150 014 022 005 . 030 251
For conversion of above steel blooms into one ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails... 1.043 (5 b. 448 L010 |..... 1.501
For fuel (474 pounds of bituminous coal) for conversion of above steel blooms
into one ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails Tl 224 JOI7 . 080 L0014 .. e 046 i 321
Total gross cost of one ton (2,240 p ds) of steel rails, 8,104 5381 2.513' 196 3.504 . 063 5.201 | 21,322
Deduct value of scrap produced in ingot, bl , and rail depart t 1.687
Total net cost of one ton (2,240 p ds) of steel rails E presssiesi] iasnais 19
/ a Taxes are included in *‘Supplies and re " not separable.
b Salaries paid officials and eclerks are in ** Supplies and repairs,”” not separabl

Statement showing the proportion of cost atiributabie to direct labor in the production of one ton of steel rails,

Total cost of ore, limestone, and eoke (coal included) for 3,061 pounds of pig-iron
Cost of direct labor in production of ore, limestone, and coke (coal included) for 3,061 pounds of pig-iron......iv.ceeie
Per ¢ent, of cost of direct labor in production of ore, limestone, and coke {coal ineluded) for 3,061 pounds of pig-iron

Total cost f converting the above materials into 3,061 ds of pig-iro
Cost of direet labor in converting the above materials into 3.061 pounds of pi
Per cent. of cost of direct labor in converting the above mate

Total cost of converting the above pig-iron into
ds of steel i

g-iron

s into 8,061 pounds of pig-iron......
unds of steel Ingots ......cces weviena .

2,612
QCost of direct labor in canverting the above pig—iron r:to 2,612 p
Per cent. of cost of direct labor in converting the above pig-iron

into 2,612 pounds of steel ingots

Total eost of converting the above steel ingots into 2,580 pounds of stecl blooms...........
ds of steel bl

Cost of direet labor in converting the above steel ingots into 2,

Per cent, of cost of direct labor in converting the above steel ingots into mro!;:{‘h cﬁ Stee] BIOOIAS s e
ralis

Tolal cost of cenverting she above steel blooms into one ton (2,240 pounds) o

Cost of direet labor in converting the above steel blooms into one ton (2,240

ds) of steel rails

Per cent, of cost of direct labor in converting the above steel blooms into one ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails
Total net cost of above ore, limestone, and coke (coal included) and of conv erting them into one ton (2,240 p
Cost of direct Iabor in the production of the above ore, limestone, and coke (coal ineluded) and in converting them into one ton (2,240 pounds) of steel rails

ds) of steel rails

Per cent. of direct labor in the production of the above ore, limestone, and coke (coal included) and in converting them into one ton {2,240 pounds) of

steel rails,

Mr. MCPHERSON. If the Senator from Kentacky will kindly yield
to me I will state that the other day the Senator from Vermont [ Mr.
EpuUNDs] presented a statement here, made by the Commissioner of
Labor, as to the amount of direct labor-cost which he said in the letter
directed to the Senator was made upon six establishmentsin the north-
ern district of the United States. I therefore appealed to the Commis-
sioner of Labor to make a corresponding statement upon an equal num-
ber of establishments in Enrope.

After several days I called at the office of the Commissioner of La-
bor, and the chief clerk, who was present, gave me to understand that
the comparative statement, which I had made myselfin the mean time,
gave the result within at least §1 per ton, but I have been unable to
get any written statement from the Labor Department as to a verifica-
tion of that statement.
© Mr. EDMUNDS, Mr. President—

Mr, McPHERSON. No, I decline to yield at this moment; I will
yield later. -

Mr. EDMUNDS. I wished to ask a question merely.

Mr. McOPHERSON. The Senator from Kentucky says that this

statement is made npon three establishments—one in Great Britain,
one in Belginm, and the other in the northern distriet of the United
States, Now, I want to know if that is any fair way to answer this
disputed question. 'What I wanted the Commissioner of Labor to do
was to make up a statement of all the establishments contained in the
preliminary report No. 222, to correspond with the six establishments
that he had given us in the northern district of the United States in
Senate Report 198, and that he fails or reluses to do.

Mr. EDMUNDS. If my friend from Kentucky will allow me to
have a word with my friend from New Jersey I shall be glad.

I think that my friend from New Jersey is now satisfied that the com-
bination of figures and tables that he presented on his own account the
other day is not exactly accurate—quite a way from it—and that he
has been convineed of that fact by a re-examination of the figures and
tables that had appeared in print before. T am satisfied myself that
is so, which led me to offer the amendment that I did.

Now, as to the point my friend makes, if my friend from Kentucky
will excuse me for a single minunte, I do not wish to take his time.
Statements about all the establishments in the United States and all
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the establishments in other countries would be very valuable as one of
our means of information; but everybody knows in the United States
that a given establishment may produce a ton of steel rails from begin-
ning to end cheaper than another one, and comparing that with the
highest one in another country the comparison'would not be fair. On
the other hand, a given estublishment in the United States may be
obliged to spend a certain percentage more than another one in pro-
duncing the same results, and comparing that with the cheapest estab-
lishment in a foreign country would not be fair.

Therefore, in order to get at the truth of the business of what each
country does for its labor, if we eare anything about labor—and we all
say we do—we wounld have to try thelowest against the lowest and the
highest against the highest, and so on, because as my friend from Ken-
tucky so perfectly well knows, as he just now said, in some of these
European establishments it takes nearly once and a half as much ore
to make a ton of steel rails as it does of American ore. That will ac-
count for the cost in the establishment which uses that kind of Spanish,
or French, or Belgian, or English ore, and will run the cost of labor
on the ton of steel rails very much nearer up to the United States cost
than in another case.

Then, in respect of some ot these European ores, I am informed and
believe that they are still obliged to resort to very expensive processes

“of manipulation that the American ores are not subjected to, and the
cost of labor goes into that; but it does not show that the laborer who
does it gets the price or the comfort that the American labor exerted
on the same thing is getting. That is all I have to say.

Mr. McPHERSON. Will the Senator allow me a single moment to
reply to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. CARLISLE. Certainly. .

Mr. McPHERSON. That is exactly the thing of which I have com-
plained. I complain of this, that in the statement made to the Sena-
tor from Vermont the Commissioner of Labor gave us an estimate from
six establishments in the northern district of the United States. In
his preliminary report, No. 222, he gives us a statement of seven estab-
lishments upon the continent of Europe and two in Great Britain. I
therefore desired a statement from all of the establishments on the con-
tinent of Europe and in Great Britain, all taken from his preliminary
report, No. 222, and no one will dispute that this would not give a fair
comparative statement of establishments in the United States and Eu-
rope. The Senator from Vermont refuses to have thatdone. TheSena-
tor from Vermont does not think it necessary, and why? Simply be-
cause it would show a lower labor-cost than expected on a ton prodnced
in Europe.

Mr. l:;:DMUNDS. I have not refused to have anything done that I
know of.

Mr. MCPHERSON. Now, I want to state this: If the Senator from
Vermont ean deny the correctness of the multiplication table he can
then begin to deny the correctness of my statement, and that will have
to be decided first.

Mr. EDMUNDS. Yes, butif my friend will excuse me, I mustdeny
the authority and correctness of a multiplieation table which is one of
imagination, and not of arithmetie.

Mr. McPHERSON. Very well; I have had it verified by several
experts. I want to state broadly and fully that if you take the pre-
liminary report No. 222 of thé Commissioner of Labor and take all the
nine establishments which he has given on the continent of Europe
and Great Britain and compare that with the statement addressed to
the Senator from Vermont, and known as Senate Miscellaneous Docu-
ment No. 198, the difference in direct labor-cost will be less than §1

r ton,

I'e‘I‘hia is a very singular answer that is made to the Senator from Ken-
tucky, to select a single establishment in Belgium, another single es-
tablishment in Great Britain, and another single establishment in the
northern district of the United States, and from these three selected es-
tablishments attempt to give the general average cost of direct labor-
eost in the three countries in a ton of steel rails. I presume the Com-
missioner of Labor has had his instructions with respect to making
out these reports. That is the suspicion that I have about the whole
thing.

Mr. BATE. Mr. President——

Mr. BUTLER. Will the Senator from Tennessee pardon me while
I ask a question of the Senator from Kentueky ?

Mr. CARLISLE. If the Senator from Tennessee will yield.

Mr. BATE. Very well.

Mr. BUTLER. I shall not occupy two minntes,

Mr. CARLISLE. All right.

Mr. BUTLER., The Senator from Rhode Island read a statement
the other day purporting to come from Mr. Abram 8. Hewitt, and ap-
peared to attach great importance to that statement, in which it was
made to appear, 1 believe, that labor constituted about 90 per cent. of
a ton of iron. I should like to ask the Senator from Kentucky, if it
will not disturb him, if he can inform the Senate what per cent, iz
shown by this report of the Commissioner of Labor.

flii.r. CARLISLE. The Senator from South Carolina speaks of a ton
of iron.

Mr. BUTLER. Yes, a ton of iron.

_wage-la’

Mr. CARLISLE. This communication relates to steel rails.
Mr. BUTLER. Well, what is the cost of a ton of steel rails?

Mr. CARLISLE. This relates to the direct cost of labor in the pro- -

duction of a ton of steel rails.

Mr. EDMUNDS. Mr. Hewitt was speaking of a ton of iron, and
you can not make the comparison, He was taking, besides the direct
bor, all that entered by the way of Iabor in every part of the
transaction, as, for instance, the man who worked on the roof of the
building that sheltered the man who melted the iron,

Mr. BUTLER. Precisely. That isa ton of iron. If the Senator
gn g:‘:l:- us approximately the resultof this report, I shallbe very glad

get i

Mr. CARLISLE. I will state to the Senator from South Carolina
that if he will examine the preliminary report on the cost of produe-
tion submitted hy the Department of Labor a few daysago, he will find
the direct cosi of labor in the production of a ton of pig-iron. My recol-
lection is that the statement which I have just submitted to the Sen-
ate shows that the percentage of the labor-cost in the produetion of
stéel rails in this country is 47 per cent. The statement first was that
it was 45 per cent., and by making some corrections the Commissioner
brings it up to 47 per cent.

* Mr. ALDRICH. If the Senator will permit me, the Commissioner
of Labor also further states in answer to the request of the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. EnMUNDS] that the labor-cost in transportation
and in all the collateral industries is not included, and that he has no
data, but says—— ’

Mr. CARLISLE. TItis included in all the industries connected with
the production of this article.

Mr. ALDRICH. Directly, but not the cost of transportation, ete.

Mr, CARLISLE. The cost of transportation is not on account of la-
bor. I have always supposed that the railroads belonged to the eapi-
talists of the country, and that the cost of labor in transporting a ton
of iron or a ton of steel rails was so small as to be almost incalculable,
They carry hundreds of tons on the same train and it is impossible to
ascertain the almost infinitesimal cost of the laborin carrying a single

ton.

Mr. ALDRICH. Does the Senator mean to say that the cost of the

rtation goes entirely to the capitalists?

Mr. CARLISLE. I did not say anything of the kind.

Mr, ALDRICH. I understood theSenator to say that the labor-cost
was infinitesimal.

Mr, CARLISLE. I say that the cost of labor in transporting a sin-
gle ton of iron or steel is so small as to be almost infinitesimal, because
the same train will carry hundredsof tons with a very few hands, and
the principal labor-cost is the loading and unloading,

ti[r. ALDIIJH(!HI.1 Ijlslit suppose tha.bto t};e avamgs mh!;was half a cent
a ton per mile, which I su is about the cost, what proportion of
that would be labor? i »

. Mr. CARLISLE. That is what I say is so small you can nof calcu-
ateit.

Mr. ALDRICH. I say if is solarge that it takes almost everything
except the amount paid as dividends.

Mr. CARLISLE. As I understood the Senator, capital géts com-
paratively nothing.

Mr. ALDRICH. They get a fair rate of dividends upon their capi-
tal and the rest of it goes to labor in one form or another.

Mr. CARLISLE. If the Senator will excuse me, I am occupying the
floor by the courtesy of the Benator from Tennessee; and, as I stated, it
is not my purpose now to enter upon a discussion of this question as
to the relative cost of the production of steel rails here and elsewhere.
That is a question which will come before the Senate when we go back
to the paragraph relating to the duty upon steel rails.
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But while I am upon the floor, if the Senator from Tennessee will

indulge me for a moment longer, I shounld liketo supplement the state-
ment made by the Senator from Kansas [Mr. PLuMB] in regard to the
indisposition upon the part of domestic manufacturers to produce tin-
plate, by reading a part of a letter received by me upon that subject
this morning. The letter is dated Philadelphia, August 13, 1890, is
addressed to me, and is as follows:

Dl:x.u Sir: The following information may be useful to you in the tariif dis-
cussion :
1 Ala consumer of this city asked all the mills in the vicinity of Pittsburgh
for &
he only received one quotation. All the balance—

And I call the attention of the Senator from Kansas to this—

All the balance stated that they could not make it as thin as it was required.
The one quolation was 5} cents per pound,

For the sheet-steel alone, untinned: :

This was in large sheets. The present selling price of canning-plates is 4,22
cenlac{)er l)cund. and this includes 8 pounds of tin, worth, say, 22 cents per
pound, duty 1 cent per pound, eutting to size, tinning, boxing, and freight. So
you see there is really no one who wishes to make tin-plate, and it is only done
m li:::i the ra.uenuon from black sheet-iron, which they are now getting very

e ces for.

Any proofs required ean be telegraphed down if you will drop me a wire af
my use Lo-morrow,

‘ery truly yours,
CHAS. W, POTTS.

It appears from this statement that but one single establishment at

on the thickness of steel that they make eanning tin-plate out of, and
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Pittsbargh was willing to fix a price at which it would furnish the
sheet plates, all the others saying that they could not make them of
this thickness; and that establishment offered to supply the sheets
alone at 5} cents per pound in large sheets, when the tin-plate, includ-
ing 66 cents’ worth of tin, 1 cent duty, all the cost of labor in cutting
them the proper size, putting them in the boxes, and the freight, can
be purchased for 4.22 cents per pound in the American market. Iread
this letter simply to show what the sitnation now is in regard to this

industry.

Mr. McCPHERSON. May I ask the Senator from Kentucky a single
question before he takes his seat?

Mr. CARLISLE. If the Senator from Tennessee yields, of course.

Mr. McPHERSON. 1 simply want to inguoire if 1 have correctly
understood the statement made by the Senator from Kentucky as to
these three selected establishments which have been selected by the
Commissioner of Labor. Shall T understand that it was on the direct
labor-cost or on all the cost, including officials and elerks and taxes and
everything, that he made the difference of three dollars and some cents?

Mr. CARLISLE. The cost of officials is in a separate column and
is not included in the aggregate stated by me.

Mr. McPHERSON. Then he has made the difference between three
and four dollars a ton in the labor-cost between the United States and
the continent of Europe.

Mr. CARLISLE, The greatest difference is $3.78.

Mr. McPHERSON. Upon which it is proposed to levy a duty of
$11.20 to protect American labor! That is practically what it is.

Mr. ALDRICH. Will the Senator from Tennessee yield to me for a
moment? He has yielded to everybody else. I shall only take two
or three minutes.

Mr. BATE. That will induce somebody else to come in, I fear.

Mr, ALDRICH., Very well.

Mr. BATE. I will yield to the Senator, sir.

Mr. ALDRICH. I wish merely to say a few words in regard to the
letter which has just been read by the Senator from Kentucky. The
Senator understands as well as I that there is no inducement for the
steel or iron manufacturers of Pittsburgh or anywhere else to have a
plant on hand prepared to roll thin sheets of iron or steel as long as
the legislative prohibition exists against the manufacture inthis conn-
try. I say to him, as everybody understands, that with taggers iron
at 30 per cent. duty and with tin-plate at 1 cent & pound duty thin
sheets of iron and steel can not be rolled in this country at a profit.
There is, as I said hefore, no possible inducement why any manufact-
urer in Pittsburgh or anywhere else should bave an expensive plant
ready at hand to roll thin sheets of iron or steel.

Mr. CARLISLE. But the Senator from Maryland read yesterday a
cireular issued by a Pittsburgh firm, in which it was stated that they
had the plant and had been making them and could furnish them at
present prices. I read this letter mainly for the purpose of showing
the price at which these people desired to sell their sheet-steel un-
tinned.

Mr. ALDRICH, There are very few people who can roll thin sheets
in the United States, very few, indeed; but if this portion of the bill
becomes a law I will make the prediction that there will not bea steel
establishment in the United States within five years from this time
that will not be able not only to roll thin sheets of iron and steel, but
to make tin-plate for the American market.

Mr. CARLISLE. I can not answer the SBenator’s prediction; that
is not argument.

Mr. PADDOCK. Will the Senator state what the cost of the neces-
sary plant would be to perform this work?

Mr. ALDRICH. The plant for rolling the sheets would be more ex-
pensive than the plant for dipping the plates.

Mr. PADDOCK. Is the Senator able to state it approximately ?

Mr. ALDRICH. I can not state it approximately. Of conrse it

would depend npon the number of rolls and the size of the establish-
ments.
Mr.BATE. Mr. President, having on a former oceasion in this Cham-
ber discnssed at length the fundamental principles and subjects which,
in my judgment, included proper tariff legislation, I shall to-day con-
fine my remarks to what I believe to be the injurious effects of the pro-
posed bills, whether that of the House or of the Senate or of some
composite measure which may be cooked in a conference committee,
upon every industry, upon all trades and employments, and endeavor
to exgresa the reasons which cause me-to fear that this legislation may
turn back the current of national prosperity and work irreparable in-
jury to individual welfare.

Criticism of the title of a bill may be *‘sticking in the bark,”’ but
when the details of the provisions of the bill contradict the nssertions
of the title there is about it a degree of misrepresentation which should
at least put this Senate on its guard.

In response to an acknowledged demand on the part of the people
the House has sent to the Senate a hill ' to reduce the revenue,’’ bat
if, upon scrutiny and examination of the details of the bill. it shall be
shown to be a measure which may increase the revenne, then at least
let the Benate deal honestly and truthfully with the people and amend
the title to correspond with the facts.

If the Congress will not assent to the public demand to lessen the
burdens of taxation it can at least avoid deception by avowing openly
and honestly in the title of the bill its real aim and effect. If a pur-
pose ulterior to revenue, dimly forecast in the President’s message by
his words that ‘*we can not limit their [duties’] effects by fixing our
eyes on the public Treasury alone,’” is the real object of the bill, then
let its title tell upon what other ohjects this Congress has fixed its eyes,
1f protection to domestic industries is paramount to reduction of taxa-
tion let the title read, *‘A bill to inerease the taxes in order to protect
domestic manufacture, check foreign importation, and for other pur-
poses.’’ Neither do I believe it to be honest or truthful to say in the
title, ‘‘and equalize duties on imports,’’ which, as iramed in the origi-
nal bill, avowed that we have not songht to make a uniform rate of duty
upon all imported articles. This wonld be manifestly unjust and in-
equitable; butthat*‘ weseek, by the increased duties recommended, not
only to maintain, but to enlarge our manufactnring plants and check
those supplies from abroad which can be properly produced at home.”’

Turning from the title, which misleads and deceives, and examining
the effectsof the bill npon the revenue, with the best information that
the committees and the Treasury experts have supplied, I shall en-
deavor to show thatany bill framed on the principles of protection must
increase the revenne and the burdens of taxation.

Permit me to remark here that it is to be regretted that the com-
mittee has not given areport, as is usnal in such cases, setting forth rea-
sops at length for their conclusious, that those of us not on the Finance
Committee might avail ourselves of it in arriving at conclusions,

Mr. President, there are two ways to reduce the revenne. The di-
rect and honest way is to repeal and reduce duties; the indirect and,
if not dishonest, at least suspicious, which is to discourage importa-
tions by increased duties. The House bill, the foundation npon which
the Senate bill has been erected, adopts both methoda. By the open
and honest method it repeals duties on sugar, transfers some heretotore
dutiable articles to the free-lisi, and diminishes the internal revenue
on tobacco and alcohol used in the arts.

The Senate bill modifies the provisions for reduction of revenue and
reduces the House's reduction by over $10,000,000. No man can con-
jecture the ontcome of a conference committee.

The indirect mode of reducing revenue, that of discouraging impor-
tations by high duties, forms the real basis of both Senate and House
bills and will underlie any conference committee’s bill. What the
ultimate resnlt will be isaltogether problematical. The country is ex-
pected to aceept the bill, whether it be the House bill or a conference-
committee bill, without its authors being able to indicate what ita
effects will be upon the revenne, upon taxation, upon national or indi-
vidual prosperity or welfare,

All caleunlations, whether by the House committee or by its minor-
ity, are made upon tables the correctness of which is discredited alike
by the committee and by the minority. The reportsays:

The exact effect upon the revenues of Lthe Government by the proposed bill is

difficult of ascertainment. That there will be a substantial reduction, as we
shall show, admits of no doubt,

The views of the minority say:
l.ait is impossible to stale with enlire accurncy how much the bill increases
es.

The majority of the House committee can not ascertain the amount of
decrease; the minority can not ascertain the amount of increase; all is
doubt, conlusion, and uncertainty as to the real effects of a *‘bill to
reduce the revenue.’

The reliability of the Senate tables is no more to be regarded than
those of the Honse. The effect upon the revenue, the relief of the
people from taxation, the reduction of invoices of commodities which
make up the expense of living are by the House committee avowedly
and emphatically admitted to have weighed very little with it in ar-
ranging the schedules of that bill. Another and entirely different
object was kept in view from the title to the end of the bill. Neither
has the Senate committee been any more mindful of the demand of
the people for a relief from the burdens of taxation. Both billsmake
a merely nominal reduction of revenue, without the least modifica-
tion of taxation. But in both bills taxation has been made an instru-
ment to the accomplishment of an end, a means to effect an object
totally different from the support of the Government or the relief of
the people, and both bills are directed to establish a theory and carry
into effect a scheme in which the majority loses more than the mi-
nority gains.

That scheme, upon which the bills have been constructed, is to re-
mit duties on sngar and increase duties on other commodities, But,
notwithstanding the inereased duties, the revenues of the Government
are not expected to increase, becanse it is hoped that importation will
be checked by increased duties, The House committee says:

It is not believed that the i duties on wool and upon glassware
will have the effect of increasing the duties. That, of course, would follow if
the importations of the last fiscal year were hereafler to be maintained, which,

huwawr!ib altogether improbable. The result will be that importations will be
d o and Lthe t of revenue collected from these sources will be di-

The bills, then, are constructed on ** plans and specifications’’ whieh
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are expected to compel the imports of the country to decrease at least
$130,000,000.

The foundation npon which these bills rest is that commereial pros-
perity shall be retarded in order that manufactures may be promoted.
What will be the effect of such legislation upon the exports of the coun-
try, neither committee has attempted to explain. Of the $730,000,000
of exports the committee take no notice whatever; it did not enter into
their deliberations. The labor, capital, enterprise, and energy em-
braced in that sum of production, as well as the eapital employed in
its transportation, never once interested either committee.

What is to become of the $730,000,000 of our exports, when only
$600,000,000 of imports can be bought with them? The interchange
of produets—the buying of imports with the proceeds of the sale of ex-
poris—is to bedisarranged. Sucha policy must result either indimin-
ishing exports or in an importation of $130,000,000 gold. The largest
importation of gold made since 1840 was $110,000,000.

Either result would be injurious to the producers of this country.
To diminish exports of agriculture would have a direct and ruinous
injury to farmer, to merchant, to shipping. In order to diminish im-
ports of merchandise to bring in gold would be a like injury to the
produeers of this country.

Merchants do not ineur the risks of sea, and risk the loss of inter-
est, insurance, and freight for the single profit on the sale of exports
in foreign countries. The export trade is most valnable when its pro-
ceeds buy in foreign countries the goods of those countries at prices
which will enable the selling of those goods at another profit when
brought into this country. It is this double profit, first on exports
and then on imports, that induces merchants to take the risks incident
to foreign commerce. Any policy which diminishes the amount and
value of imports necessitates either a diminution of exports or an im-
portation of gold. If the exports diminish—this would be the legiti-
mate result under this bill—that loss falls on American producers;
and if production continues under this bill as at present, by retain-
ing a still larger amounnt of home products in this country, the price of
the whole crop is lessened.

The Chiecago Tribune of May 10, very pertinent to this, said:

Other nations can take our breadstuffs and provisions only in case we receive
their in exchange, They can not pay for everything in specie without
sweeping away their money and precipitating themselves into a panie. If we
refuse to take their goods in exchange.for ours, they must trade elsewhere, and
henece the MeKinley policy of barring out imports would react and deprive
this country of markets for the products it must export.

If the American products are sold for gold, the profit on imports of
merchandise is lost to the American merchant and to this conntry. So
that whether or notforeignersretaliate with a *‘ restrictive poliey,’” there
is an actual and large loss to Americans by any policy which restricts
importations. The bulk, volume, and value of our exports are agri-
cultaral products which, when sold in foreign countries, enable the
American merchant to purchase the products of those countries.

When the aggregate value of American agricaltaral products in for-
eign countries purchases an aggrezate value of foreign products at
prices which when resold in this country pay the double profits and
freights, insurance, and interest, the trade is valuable to the country,
and the measure of the value is the amountof the double profit. The
producers of American agricultural productsshare directly in the profits
of {he sale of the exports and indicectly in the profits of the imports.
The higher the price of agricultural produets in foreign markets, the
greater will be the price realized by the farmer for his whole crop, that

. part sold at home and that part sold abroad, for it is active and retro-
active. Any policy or tariff which directly or indirectly restricts the
sale of American produets abroad reacts on the price in the market at
home and reduces the prices of the whole crop. That result follows as
much from restriction of imports as from an embargo on exports,

In his report on an international monetary standard (page 180, dated
June 9, 1868), Senator SHERMAN said :

Everyadvance towards a free exchange of commaodities is an advanee in eivil-
ization; every obstruction to o free exchange is born of the same narrow,
despotic spirit which planted eastles upon the Rhine to plunder peaceful com-
merce ; every obstruction to commerce is a tax upon consumption ; every facil-
ity to a free exchange cheapens commodities, increases tmd‘t’-. and popnr{ntiau.
and promotes civilization.

The avowed policy of these bills is toembarrass the exchange of com-
modities, restricting imports, and its inevitable consequences, such as
predicted by the Senator, will bea loss to the American agriculturists,
merchants, and shippers. The policy of these bills helps only a small
part of the American manufacturers ; the losses fall on the whole Amer-
ican people, and thus the majority lose more than the minority gain ;
the poor and the many are impoverished that the rich and the few may
profit.

A part of the fallacy upon which this bill is framed rests upon a corol-
lary of the protective idea: that a trade which returns gold to this
country is more profitable than a trade which returns merchandise,

In trade $160 in merchandise is worth more than $100 in gold, or
otherwise the merchandise would not have been purchased. com-
merce, $100 in merehandise means the $100 in gold plus the profit on
the sale of the merchandise. Therefore, a trade with foreign countries
which brings to this conntry $150,000,000 in merchandise is more val-

nable to this conntry than the same trade when it returns $150,000, -
000 in gold, and the measure of the increased value of that trade is the
amount by which the profits on the merchandise exceeds the value of
exchange on gold. In other times, when the relations of trade were
studied under the dogmas of the restrictive or protective system, the
balance of trade was regarded as profitable only when the exports ex-
ceeded the imports and the difference was returned in gold.

The effect of such trade must necessarily be a diminution of exports,
since the foreign purchaser of American products, by paying in gold,
loses his profits on the sale of the foreign goods. He either does net
purchase when he can not sell or purchasesata less price in gold than he
would give if he could make a profit on his goods. In either case the
loss fallson the American product and reacts on the American agricult-
urist, who suffers a double loss: a loss on the exported part of his crops
and a loss on the home-consumed part by a diminution of price on the
wholeerop. It wasblatantly claimed and proclaimed that this ‘* House
was a business House, not a debating society.’” But this bill is not a
business bill for the American farmer, nor for the American people, buf
a strietly business bill for a few, a selected part of the people.

This bill lays a heavy band on agriculture and shipning. It is
framed to restrict importations; such a result will be a diminution of
exports, of agricultural values. Keeping a’ home more of the crop
diminishes the price of the whole erop by increasing the snpply when
the demand has already heen filled. The shipping interest by the
working of this bill loses the freight on the restricted importations as
well as npon the diminished exportation. What avail will bounties
be to ship-builders when the tariff has deprived them of so large a part
of their freights both on imports and exports? This protective policy
not only embarrasses the building of ships, but follows those which
bounties induce to be built and deprives them of the means of living
on the ocean after they are completed.

The aileged policy of the bill is to encourage and promote American
manufactures by securing to them the home markets without the com-
petition of foreign products, Thathas been the avowed policy of every
protective tariff since 1816, and after seventy-four years our infant in-
dustries are said not to be able to stand alone and at the age of three-
qnarters of a century arerepresented by the Republican party to be in a
state of primary dentition, requiring Government pap and the leading
strings and the belping hand of protection.

That portion of the products of our farms, our forests, and our mines
not needed at home make up the surplus of products after supplying
our people and are the produets which we must dispose of abroad or
retain at home to swell the volume in the home market beyond the
home demand, thus reducing the price of the whole crop. Of that
surplus agriculture contributed in breadstuffs $123,876,061; provis-
ions, $104,122,444; raw cotton, $237,775,270; manufactured tobacco,
§18,901,068; live animals, $18,734,805; other articles, $70,908,158;
total of agriculture, $532,141,490,

AGRICULITCRE.

Mr. President, a recent bulletin from the Agricultural Department
says:

The returns of pri 3
lower than ever h]:l;:)er? o’;‘l{"e?c:v?:nﬁt‘;t:uéz gim;ﬁ%ﬁlm efm
vears was 31.8 cents, in 1878; and since that date 32.8 cents, in 1885, The ]
average is 20,1 cents. The average of wheat estimates is 70.6 cents. This isnot
the lowest, as the average in December, 1854, was 64.5 cents; in 1887, 6L.1 cents;
in 1886, 68.7 cents. The average price of oats is lower than ever reported. In
1578 it was 24 6 cenls per bushel; at the present it is 23.23 cents. Prices of bar-
ley, rye, and buckwheat are also very low. :

The remedy proposed by this bill for that extraordinary condition
of farming values is to be found in duties raised as follows: On corn
from 10 cents to 15 cents. Last year there were imported 2,388 and ex-
ported 69,592,929 bushels. Not enongh imported to feed the consnm-
ers of one of the small villages of onr 60,000,000 inhabitants. Wheat
is tariffized from 20 to 25 cents. There were imported last year 1,946
bushels, and brought in revenue to the enormous amount of $389,20,
and exported 46,414,129 bushels. Oats from 10 cents to 25 cents; im-
ported 22,324, exported 624,266 bushels. Wheat flour from 20 to 25
per cent, ad valorem; imported 1,155 barrels, and exported 9,373,803
bushels. And so on through the whole range of agricultural prod-
uets.  The importsareso insignificantly small when compared with the
exports a8 to become fareical, and this is done to win the farmer. Birds
are not always captured with chaff, Mr. President! The only ex-
amples which counld be cited of agricultural products beingimported to
any extent were those from Canada, whence the article of beans finds
its way into New York and Boston.

Turning to the volume of hearings before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee (House), the Senate will find (from page 842 to page 861 almost-
exclusively devoted to the argnmentof protecting beans) nineteen pages
of closely printed matter on this produet, the burden of the grievance
being that Canadian beans were nnderselling the American articleand
that nnless the great principle of protection was invoked there would
be runin all along the line of the great Erie Canal from BEufialo to
Albany. The point was carried before the committee, and beans are
hereafter to be protected against the Canadians by a duty (in four dif-
ferent paragraphs under chemicals) as a farm and field product ‘40
cents per bushel of 60 pounds,”
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Beans demonstrate the virtnes of Jrotect.inn, but this object of pro-
tection has heretofore been so mixed with pease that it is impossible
to find what has been the amount of imported beans that is to be
guarded against. The d.ntyonha{yis to be raised from $2 to $4 per
ton because of Canadian help to feed the horses of New York City.
Also, from the same restricted locality came the ery for an increased
duty on wheat. The whole wheat crop of Canada (as stated in the
volume on Commerce and Navigation, page 54) was 32,000,000 bushels,
which, after supplying its population, would not leave for exportation
flour enough to make a * johnny cake’’ around for the canal-hoatmen
who would transport it. :

These are the examples of protection to agriculture that are in-
jected as ‘‘stump speeches'’ in the report to deceive and delude the
farmers of the country by leading them to suppose that equal protec-
tion has been given to agriculture with that extended to manufactures.
Such bald hypoerisy is an iusult to their intelligence.

The Finance Committee of the Senate not having made virtually any
report of the reasons and argnments which induced that committee to
limit its reductions of duties imposed in the original bill, we are com-

ed to seek in the report of the House Committee on Ways and

eans for the reasons of public policy which underlie this bill. The

Committee on Ways and Means in its report pays to agriculture the
tribute of most complimentary words, saying:

This 4 industry is foremost in magnitude and imporiance in our coun-
try. No prosperit possible to other industries if agriculture langunish., In
go far as the fostering care of Government can be helpful it must be faithfully

and foreefully exerted to build up and strengthen agriculture.

Brave and handsome words. But when agriculturists call for bread
they get a stone, and for meat a serpent; for one looks in vain through
this bill for one helpful, faithful, or forceful provision that is to lifs
the existing ** widespread depression ’’ that now prevails among our
farmers. The voice is that of Jacob, but the hand is that of Esau.

The Honse committee say that *‘all the relief which tariff legislation
can give to it'’ is to *‘advance the rates upon the products of the soil
w either do supply or ean be brought to supply the home con-
sumption. Horses, cattle, hogs, sheep, bacon, barley, beans, pease, beef,
mutton, pork, buckwheat, butter, cheese, eggs, hay, hops, milk, poul-
tr{, ,vegetables, potatoes, flax, hemp, hides’’ (this last was prop-
erly transferred to the free-list after the report was written, apon the
demand of New England leather mannfacturers), ‘‘wool, tobacco, and
many other products are advanced with a view to save this entire mar-
ket to the American farmers.”’

If this entire market for agricultural products was not already the
exclusive market of the American farmer there might be some value
in such tariff legislation. But it issimply ‘‘carrying coal to Newcas-
tle.”” The American farmer already possesses this entire market, and
his productions not only fill this market, but overflow and seek other
markets from which the operation of this bill would shut him out,

Mr. McKINLEY =ays that, *‘For whatever the foreign ‘market is
worth to our citizens will be just as accessible under this bill as under
the present law.’” But the committee report says:

The world's market, to which the advocaies of tariff for revenue only invite

fia % O , is to-day erowded with products of the pest
human labor on earth. All over the Old World thers is a rush of their surplns
to their market, and it is to such as this that free-trade should allure American
agriculture.

What else can be done? After supplying the home market with all
that it could possibly consame, there remained last year $532,141,490
of agricultural products which songht sale in that world's market,
' poor as it is represented to be by the committee. There was nowhere
else for it to go. It was not wanted at home, could not be used in
Ameriea, and unless sent abroad must rot and decay as well as reduce
the price in the home market.

American agriculture is confronted with a condition of affairs for
which this bill makes no attempt at relief. But, if made a law, this
bill will compel the farmer either to grow smaller crops—less wheat,
less corn, less everything—or sacrifice his surplus at home and let that
surplus sacrifice the price of his whole crop. 1t is so now, even to the
burning of corn for fuel in the West.

The horses, cattle, and sheep of the farmer the bill makes a pretense
of protecting from foreign importations, in order “ to save this active
market '’ to them; and the report says that—

In the last ten years not less than §60,000,000 worth of cattle, horses and sheep,

marketable stoeck, has been imported.

If last year’s importation of horses was a fair sample, the stock im-
ported beretofore was indeed ‘‘ ordinary.”’ The average value of the
52,454 horses imported last year was $42.81. Of these, 29,590 came
from Mexico, with an average value of §8.80. These Mexican ponies,
bought by the eowboys of the plains, paid $52,369 in duties, under
the existing law, but under the McKinley bill would pay $887,700;
that is to say, they would not be im , and American products
which were sent into Mexico with which to buy the ponies will have
to stay at home and be saved in this market of surplus.

Of eattle imported last year the number was 62,380, with an average
value of $0.68—cheap eows to replenish farmers’ dairies. Theduty un-
der this bill is, ‘‘on eattle more than one year old, $10 per head; less
than one year old, $2 per head;’ 100 per cent. duty the farmer must

pay, unless he is a capitalist farmer breeding fancy cattle, and then he
may import duty free. This bill will make the majority—the working
farmers—pay 100 per cent. on cheap cattle, but the minority—the eat-
tle fanclers—may import duty {free. The farmer who would import a
hog must pay $1.50. The swine fancier may import his pure-bred pig
duty free. And so also for sheep. The majority must pay duty—
double duty—but the minority may import duty free.

So, Mr. President, it is purely class legislation and operates for the
few against the many, the rich against the poor. If the duty on the
foreign article protects the home manufacture, does not the cattle duty
protect the cattle trust, whieh is, I believe, a purely American institu-
tion, of which we hear so much? It was buta few years ago that the
State Department collected from all conntries full information onbreeds
of cattle, and published the excellent work on dairy farming in all
countries of the world. Of what avail will the information, great and
valuable as itis, which that book contains, be to the farmer who wishes
to import for use and not exclusively for breeding purposes, when he
must pay 100 per cent. on such milch cows?

I allude to these futile and ineffectnal pretenses of protecting farm-
ers with no purpose to excite again the unfriendly eriticism and ridi-
cule with which their first annonncement was received. Nor is it my
purpose to dispute the honesty of the motives which led the authors of
this bill to insert these useless daties. It was reducing, it is frue,
protection to an absurdity, but no doubt it was honestly done by
those who worship at that false shrine of protection. Confirmatory of
what I have said, I quote from the honorable chairman of the Appro-
priation Committee of the Senate, 'who in 1870, on this same protec-
tion of the farmer, said:

But Iam told you must so legislate ns to furnish a home market for all our
agricultural produets, and thiscan only be done by high tarill. Any one ex-
amining the subject will see that our agricultural produots increase more ra
idly than our population, so thatif we do not export these products in the
natural condition we must do so by eonverting them into manufacturea articles
and export these articles. But this can not be done under a high tariff, for all
nations will buy manufactured products where they are cheapest, and the
nation selling cheapest controls the market. This rule excludes our ﬁl::{
taxed materials from the markets of the world, although we have natu -
vantages possessed by no other nation,

Protection is a remedy common alike to agriculture, commerce, and
mannfactures, and can not be made a suceess. (RECORD, page 544.)

Mr. President, I have read of a traveler who saw two doses of the
same medicine administered at the same time, one to a weaver and one
to a farmer. The unfortnnate farmer died; the weaver recovered. Our
Baconian traveler entered in his note-hook that the medicine kills farm-
ers, but cures weavers. Your protection nostrum may he a specific for
tin-plate, but is death to wheat and corn.

I will notsay thatit was carelessness, I do not believe it was indiffer-
ence, which indueced the committee to say:

We bave not been as much concerned about the prices of the articleas we con-
sume as we have been to encourage a system of ** home production.”

And yet the consumers are the whole body of the people.

Such an avowal of utter disregard of the interests of the whole peo-
ple, and pronounced purpose to construct a bill on lines which would
foster, encourage, and pamper with inordinate profits a small part of
the people, at the cost and expense of the whole country, certainly was
applying the fiscal power of the Government to party and personal
ends with more vigor and directness than was ever attempted before in
the history of the country. But itis in thorongh harmony with the
theory and details of the bill, which are utterly indifferent to the cost
of livin% the priees of products, and the expenses of farmers, provided
the profits on clothing, hardware, tableware, carpets, earthenware, *
glassware,and agricultural products are made by increased duties to flow
in unbroken and increasing streams into the tills of rich protectionists—
those from whom, in current parlance, the ‘‘fat was fried,’”’ whose ‘* sin-
ews of war?!’ commanded ‘*blocks of five,’” and who, to save the enor-
mities of this bill, are again to be sacrificed by the same process on the
same altar.

However nunconcerned the committee may be about prices, the great,
the absorbing question among farmers, and not only among farmers,
but among manufacturers also, is how to increase the price of products.
That question exceeds at present in importance the one which seemed
to concern the committee most, how to increase production? The com-
mittee dodged the former and devoted its consideration to the latter.

Show the farmer how to increase the prices of his products and he
will soon find the way to lift the mortgage from his homestead. It is
worse than cruelty to tell him that he is paying less for all he buys
than ever hefore; that protection has reduced the cost of living, low-
ered the price of clothing, utensils, and provisions; that he is far better
off in the good things of this world than the pauper peasantof Europe.
There stands the mortgage, a living fact, and alongside of it are the re-
turns of this year's sale of products at prices which fail to meet ex-
penses, to keep down interest, or to supply an installment on his mort-

es,
gaﬁ'our thirty years of protection has brought no relief; to-day he is
worse off than ever before. He demands a change from ** protection.”’
He feels that no change in the fiscal policy can injure him. He has
relied on the home market. He finds it glutted with American farm
products and their prices lower than ever before, as the Agricultural
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Department shows. He stands on the brink of ruin and exclaims, “If
such protectionists are my friends, then save me from my friends!”’
He readsin the testimony before the Ways and Means Committee from
Mr. Girard C. Brown, of Pennsylvania (page 863), that—

The fact is prices are Loo low Lo yield a living profit, while taxes remain unre-
g::ced and the expenses of living are disproportioned to the means of meeting

em,

.The protective system has not, at least in the case of those farmers loeated
near the great prolected indusiries, resulted in the protection promised them,
that of an smple and sufficient home market. Hence the loss of profit on their
products followed by the loss of value ofthelr farms, which, unless checked, must
resultin the loss of the farms themselves.

Pennsylvania farmers are not alone ‘‘confronted with this condition.” In
New England the “dry-rot " is still worse. Lacking some of the advantages
whieh enabled us to still hold out, they sooner went Lo the wall.

I quote from a recent report: * There are eight hundred and eighty-seven de-
serted farms in New Hampshire with buildings on them in s fair state of repair
or that might easily be made fit for occupancy. This information has been re-
ceived in reply to an official eircular of the State commissioner of emigration
making lnquiry of the selectmen of one hundred and sixty towns, T de-
gerted farms are in easy reach of the busy factories of New England. They have
& home market, with its attractions, and are asample of the way a home market
enriches the husbandman.”

Further as to New Hampshire I cite another authority : “Perhaps no better
answer to the stock argument of the protectionists—that the farmer gains more
{from the loeal market made by manufacturing villages and towns than he loses
in the increased cost of the goods he buys—can be found than o statement of the
condition of some of the towns near these manufacturing cities on the Merri-
mnc River. The Merrimac turns more spindles than any other river in the
world, Within a few miles of each other, around the great bend of the river
from south to east, are the cities of Nashua, Lowell, Lawrence, and Haverhiil
In the farming towns of Windbam, Pelham, and ITudson, N. H., situated within
tgn bend, and so within easy anccess of all four of the above-named cities, wo
oughit to find prosperous *protected' farming.

“On one main road from Lowell to Windham, 12 miles, I count six deserted
gels of farm buildings, besides several which have already gmm toruin. Fields
and pastures are growing up to wood ; houses in which, A generation ago,
siunr manhood and womanhood flourished, are gone to ulter ruin; in many
schioo di.ltrl’:ta th:»? are :wt xl‘lii‘.?’ciem c:mild_rlen l]o have a wbwf}} The w;rhole
appearance Is one verty and decay; to ride along our country roads is ex-
trlzsmel depressing. pfn no part of New England with which I am aeqguainted
is the deecay of the farming interests so obivious and so comlpk-w as here by the
manafacturing cities, Instead of the h "y population of thrifty, in-
telligent, self-respecling farmers and hanics that pied this tion fifty

rears ago,we now have, in ourcities, a few fine streets of residences for the capi-
i.um and employers, and in our ‘French Acre,' ‘Irish Acre,’ co tion
Imm-w.l.lnl and tenement houses, and in our country a desert—for it is already
nearly that,

“ Possibly this may be * progress,’ and a modern, improved kind of progress—
one that has not been brought about by rude, natural causes, but one that re-
sults from the incomparable wisdom of our legislators, who are so kindly tax-

us intowealth. Our farming interests would have suffe red enough from the
nevitable competition with more favored gections; but the ruin has been pre-
ipitated by the t us burden of taxation that the farmer has borne, It
isnosmall thing when a nation renders impossible the exist of a class that
has been the source of 80 much energy, talent, and character as have the New
England farmers.” .
hile as to Massachnseits, Connecticut, and New York we do not have a simi-
lar official record, it will be noticed by the traveler that deserted farms are not
unknown, and it i8 a fact that hundrcds of farms can be purchased in those
g for less than the cost of buildings, making the land practically free of cost
Yy ers.

In New Jersey, Judge Forsyter, of Pemberton,says: “ The farmera are not
Pprosperous; slthough they are all depending on a home market, they are all
going behindhand.’

Mr. Edmund Cook testified at a late meeting of the State board of agriculture ;
“ The farma of Burlington County if put on the market to-day would not bring
the cost of buildings and improvements, to say nothing of the land.”

In New York, State Asscasor Wood says “that in a few decades there will he
few or none but tenant farmers in this State."’

In Ilinois the reportof the Bureau of Labor Siatistics for 1887 shows farm
indebiedness—

1850 108,525, 237
1887 123,733, 098

And states that “mortgage indebtedness of farmers for money borrowed has
increased 23 per cent, since 1880, more than twice the increase of farm lands.”

From report of same bureau for the next year, 1838, I quote :

“This l‘:ble shows that there are 8,082,794 ncres of 1llinois land under mort-

ge besides the morigages on 237,336 lots and on chattels. From statistics on

@ sare page it appears that there were filed in the single year 1887 a total of
125,923 new morigages for the immense sum of §117,152,857, covering 2,178,532
acres of land and 65,066 lots, as well as llaneous property or chaitels to the
valuo of §17,000,000, These figuresof the new indebtedness for a single year are
it will be observed, more than one-fourith of the total morigage indebtedness o
the State, ns estimated in the table quoted above, This fact showsthatthe esti-
mated total is below the real amount, yet even the low estimate is startling.

s ’l'lclzé;opulnlian of Illinois by the census of 1880 was 3,077 ,8/1. Say that is now
4,000,000, and divide that amount by five to arrive at the number of heads of
families. We have thus 800, 000, which is elose to the real number, as the total

1llinois vote of 1888 was 748, 000. Aversging among these the total mort
indebled as estimated by the State administration, it makes a debt ni ®20
for every head of family in the State, while the new debt contracted in 1887
alone makes §146. 25 for each head of Inmily. ¥

“The condition of Kansas and other Western States is even worse.”

Another rg% rt places indebledness represented by Western farm
ab §3,422 000,000, or $200 per m?uu for about 17,000,000 papulation. From n-
sas & private letter from an old resident, who moved into the Neosho Valley
from nsylvania in 1506, a good, successful business man, says:
*“Times are close, never so bad before. Though blessed with good erops we
can not sell for half what they are worth. During all the years I have been
here I never knew things so low. Corn is 15 cents per bushel ; oats, 10 cents;
wheat, 55 conls; potaloes, 22 cents; fat cows and heifers, 1} cents on hoof; hay,
€2 a ton: 50 bushels of corn for # plain overcoat. To sell 25 acres of corn, or
1,000 bushels, for §150, afler hanling it ten miles, is a hard way to make money.”

Bul why multiply the *cloud of witnessesa?' No onedeniesthe unfortunate
condition of our finances and no one can claim that the vaunted home markel
has materialized. It is proper for this committee to consider the facts as they
are about to consider the revision of a system under which this unfortunate

condition has arisen.
1 do not come here with any panacea. present admitted facts. They are

I
stubborn. Other great and important interests, which, however, their warmest

devolees will not vote as more important than agriculture, may claim that a
protective tariff has benefited them; it clearly has not us. They may assert it
as 'y to their exist that " it is the breath of life totheir nostrils;”
it does not seem to vitalize Iture,

If agriculture was as flourishing as manufactures oughl to be with 47 per cent,
tariff, then doubtless they would be told that this was the cause of their pros-

Eioﬂ?' How, then, ean we resist the inference that it is a factor of our depres-
on
Now we hear the that agriculture must have the same protection as man-

ufactures. Grant it; how can we get it through a tariff'?

What will you favor with higher rates of duty? How can you thus help the
price of any of our t staples, when we prodoce them largely in excess of our
needs and always have a surplus to sell abroad ?

If we produce 450,000,000 bushels of wheatand ean consume but 325,000,000, the
remalning 125,000,000 must find another market or eventually rot here, and the

rice wheat sells for in that market delimits the market price of the much
arger portion that we do use here. The present tariff of 20 cents a bushel does
not affect the price, and were it twice 20 cents, or were it £20, it still wonld not
ia}crmnem.l_:;unt o bushel. This illostration holdsfor the great staple produocts
of our k

As we ean not help their producers by imposing a higher tariff, I do not see
how we can aid themn by giving more protection to sundry minor crops, mere
specinlties, of which the major part can only be produced in certain localities
or under peculiar conditions.

To do any real to agricolture we must do that which will benefit the
great majority, and not the small minority.

As the present tariff does not solve this problem, as its incrense since 185 has
been accompanied by a decline of agricultural prosperity, it seems also to lock
in that direction for relief.

Mr. Brown very logically concludes:

We might try the other way out of the dilemma and see what would be the
result of reducing the tariff on those things which the farmer needs but does
n‘;ﬁfﬁ'ﬁhk whatismy remedy, I say, knock off the tariff for surplus. Give
us o tariff which is not framed to pay a bounty to other interests n&rg:s expense
of the farmers, who are the largest consnmers and the heaviest tax-payers, which
is limited to the needs of an honest economical government, and which is levied

5 li!'ech &4 posaible on the luxuries and as little as possible om the necedsaries
< This is the kind of protection we need,and I think is about all the real pro-
tection you ean give us.

Compare Mr, Brown’s remedy with Mr. McKiNLEY’s. Contrast
the two by the light of experience and reason; the former reduces
taxes, the latter increases them; the former lightens the burdens of
government, the latter augments them; the former asks fair play and
equal rights, a just and honest spreading of Government’s necessary
expenses overall classes; the latter concentrates those expenses on one
class and distributes the profits of trade, manufacture, and commerce
among another class exclusively.

Mr, President, the depression among the farmers began with the
panic of 1873, and has continued to this day, when it has reached the
point where agricultural values have almost disap The pla-
cards that are posted all over Western towns, that fill the advertising
columns of all papers, ** Eastern money to loan on improved farms, '’
tell the true character of existing conditions, which make farming no
longe: a valnable employment,

Itepublicans say that ‘‘the farmer lives until he dies,”” but the
laborer under this robber tariff dies even while living. If Western
farmers groan under mortgages, what misery must be felt by New
Hampshire, Vermont, New York, and New Jersey land-owners—no
longer farmers !

The Boston Herald says:

You can buy a New Hampshire and Vermont farm for just about what you
have to pay for a 7 by 9 room for a single season at a fashionable summer hotel.

The bulletin from the Agricultural Department having shown the
farmer’s receipts for corn to be 29,1 cents, for wheat 70.6 cents, for oats
23 cents, and so on through a descending seale to rnin, I will not trace
the increased expenditures which tariff legislation helps in accelerating
his speed to bankruptey. 'While itis true that no Federal tax-gatherer
presents an annual bill for taxes, yet the collection goes on daily,
hourly, on every article of clothing, on every utensil of farm or house-
hold; and the same holds true with the wage-earner—the day-la-
horer, the clerk, the mechanie, the car-driver, the conchman, the cook,
the nurse, or the newsboy—they are contributing not only in patriotic
taxes, but in hard wrung tribute to the extra profits of another class of
their fellow-citizens. For every dollar the farmer or wage-earner pays
to the Government 85 go to the manufacturer as bounty.

On a suit of working clothes costing $7 thebounty to the manufact-
urer is §2.27; on a better suit costing $20, bounty $6.48; overcoatis cost-
ing $15, bounty $4.85; two flannel shirts $1.50, bounty 64 cents; two
pairs of flannel drawers §1.50, bounty 64 cenis; six pairs of woolen socks
£2, bounty 86 cents; one woolen hat §3, bounty $1.29; one woolen cap $1,
bounty 43 cents; one pair of suspenders 50 cents, bounty 14 cenis; one
pair of shoes $3.50, bonnty 70 cents; one pair of woolen gloves 50 cents,
bounty 21 cents; rubber coat $3.50, bounty 80 cents; nmbrella $1,
bounty 34 cents; three linen handkerchiefs $1, bounty 26 cents; onesilk
tie 50 cents, bounty 17 cenis; one pocket-knife §1.25, bounty 42 cents;
shaving-brush 35 cents, bounty 9 cents; four cotton shirts $3, bonnty?g
cents; two pair of cotton drawers §1, bounty 31 cents; one woven scarf 50
cents, hounty 21 cents; three calico dresses for wife, cost $2.25, bounty
50 cents; three aprons 50 ecents, bounty 10 cents; two woolen dresses
$16, bounty $6.60; two balmoral skirts $3, bounty $1.10; two cotton
skirts $1.50, bounty 25 cents; two flannel snits $3, bounty $1.29 cents;
woolen cloak $12, ty $2.89; shawl $6, bounty $2.79 3 hood §$1.25,
bounty 54 cents; straw bonnet $1, bounty 23 cents; two pairs of shoes §4,
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bounty 80 cents; rubbers 50 cents, bounty 10 cents; parasol $2, bounty
40 cents; veil 70 cents, bounty 24 cents; 5 yards of ribbon 50 cents,
bounty 17 cents; three linen collars 50 cents, bounty 12 cents; three
pairs of linen enffs 60 cents, bounty 14 cents; three handkerchiefs 75
cents, bounty 20 cents; tuck-comb 20 cents, bounty 7 cents; tooth-
brush 35 cents, bounty 8 cents; pairof woolen mits 50 cents, bounty 21
cents; pair of gloves $1.25, bounty 47 cents.

These are the tributes pa)d under the existing tariff; so thatat pres-
ent, on an expenditure of $61.90 for o wife's store blll the farmer or
* wage-earner has to pay $20.76 in tarill taxes, about one-ﬁtth of which
goes to swell the surplus when it is not needed and four-fifths to

mper the luxurions-living capitalists.

The Mills bill would have given relief from part of this tax, but the
McKinley bill adds to all these bounties by increasing the duties. For
example, under the act of May 9, 1800, classifying worsteds as wool-
ena. the protection is 91.47 per cent. Praposed duties additional by

ﬁs 120.93 per cent. on coats, astrakhans, and plushes; the
pment rate of duty on silk plushes costing 50 cents is 50 per cent. in
the McKinley bill; with the Senate attachment it will be 225 per cent. ;
astralkhans ml.inzweents. present duty 75 per cent,, proposed rate of
duty 172 per cent.; astrakhans costing 35 cents, present rate 80 per

cent., pro 180percent. ete. (See pmtmt,pagell ) Indress goods
themme mination ngaimt the lowest-priced goods is seen in the
following table.

Foreign priee, in cents. Wideh,| Fioestt [Popomed

Inches,| Per cent, | Per cenl.

e 2 | 80.01| 10325

IR e 26| 6508 82,16
T 26| 59.08

15 86| ©8.33 88, 66

15 = sssasseserassasnson 6 68.03 102. 01

Women’s and children's dress goods under 4 ounces square yard, cot-
ton and wool gouds at present pay duty, if value is not over 20 cents
per sqnare yard, 5 cents per square yard and 35 per cent,; if valued

Thus itappears that the cheaper grade of goods will suffer the worst
from the proposed bill. Itsprovisions will bear with greatest weight
on the laboring eclasses and will lay its greatest burden on the poor
man,

A study of the subjoined table on silks and velvets will show that

it is in the low grades of goods, hought by the poorer classes, that the -

greatest increase of daty is found.

Description of goods. Price. | Fresent {Propos
Silks and satins: Per cond, | Per cent.
Satins, piece-dyed, 18 Inches. ..o veer sevsrniraon $0.21 50 68
Batins, piece-dyed, 24 inches .25 50 80
Satins, piece-dyed, 38 inch 45 50 61
Satlins, yarn-dyed, 20 inches... .45 50 61
Satins, yarn-dyed, 20 inches... - .60 50 46.5
All-silk satin 1.00 50 47
Piece-dyed surahs... .......... T 50 Hl
Black faille .......commnee .80 50 1]
Do 2.00 50 43
Black ngrnln Bhsacny .70 50 67.5
.......... 1.80 50 63
Blm:k fsil!e rrunc-aisa .95 50 T2
...... 2,10 50 51
Black menrai]leux .75 50 65
Silk and .45 50 18
.65 50 143
1.10 50 109
2.25 50 b
Goloreﬁ velvet, silk, and ecotton.. .B2 50 B3
Black satin and velvet ......... A7 50 72
Black all-silk gros grain .. 07 50 64
Do....i... .18 50 40

An examination of the linen schedule will show that the harshest
additions to the cost of goods are to be found in the cheaper grades,
such as are in common use by the masses. Thus, cheap table-cloths
and handkerchiefs are taxed almost double, while the finer grades as
a rule are untouched. Its direct and necessary eftect will be to en-
hance the cost of articles that enter into the daily life of the working
IN288es.

over 20 cenhstger square yard, 7 cents per square yard and 10 per cent, T, o
The new tariff is 7-40 up to la cents per square yard, then 8-50 pro- > ~ %
vided the warp is wholly of cotton and under 4 ounces to the square .E& ; g-g &
yard. g ] FE
SILK WARP HEXRIETTAS, Description of o -g E;E- .ﬁg
All-wool dress-goods not over 4 ounces per square yard: %; g'ﬂ i.,:é
- Jn E -
> B = =
Present New - —
Value in cents. o duty, Pa‘:gnt duty, é‘:t"
(9-43}- © | (12-50). ¥e Pence. | Per cent. | Per cent,
Union linen lawn for women’'s dresses. ... w.iiuie. 3 35 60
Printed lawn for women's dresses . .........cvenianens 3% 35 60
Cents. | Percent. | Cents. | Per cent. | Crash for roller towels...... a 5 70
30 23 73.38 23,33 04,44 | Huck towels... 5 25 &
40 e S 26 65 33.83 83.33 | Unhleached damasi for table ‘.Iinen 9 35 &
B ol e A A iea s s il i 30 60 38.33 76. 67 Blmhed damask for table linen... 14 3 65
60 ... 34 56, 60 43.33 72.92 = 120 |l PR e
Unbla.uolled ublu!ou:s. ................................ 11} 35
7 1 5 1 drm - ETemhed tahle-g?lhs s Mg! g Eitaiicts
Comparison on *‘all-wool’” or ‘‘in part woo -goods over 4 bief 4 P STl e [
Gray damask floor or carpet covering ........coeuu.. 164 aa 65
ounces per square yard, say 42-inch goods: Women's linen hank r?e :ng a8 60
...... Y e
A bieti ot Weight, Present Ng“: Men's linen hankerchiefs lg g 60
duty. duty. o 0.0 o 1. T e S e sraninsnunaen
T No. 1L 1 bale 18}-inch striped crash, at2s..... 35 65
Per cent, | Per cent. No. 2. 1 ease 20 by 40 loom huck towels, at 4 a5 60
% 78.33 98,13 No.3. 1 bale 19-Inch fine bleached crash, nt 4s... 35 99
R I e i TSRt i b e B s R L o8] 68.75 £6. 10 No.4. 1 ease 5i-inch loom damask, at 83 =i 35 55
50. - 63 78.80 No. 5. 1 ease 63 inch bleached d k, at 155
80, o 59.16 7406 No.6. 1bale m[neh ** Russia' linen crash,used
100 *) 51,50 04,44 by all poo b B 76
No.7. Bale m.ine‘i. # Irish linen erash... 85 69
R IE AT por e e ‘Unb?;ﬁaédhh 17- iru:'.h Irish" twilled linen crash. . g gg
The importers in their protest against the bill show the difference of | 2iach fxown fumnscs e, el for '"mm“_ 35 s
rate of tax on a black brilliantine: in Holland 5 per cent., Turkey 8 31—;-:3 ﬂlck[ooatlnz. used éor clothing.. 35 60,25
per cent., Belginm 10 per cent., France 15 per cent., Italy2o Percent:; | Elnea Gasn CRTAS. LNC AS IRy TN
Germany and Austria 27} per ennt. Canada 273 per cent., United States ﬁ,‘,’&‘ﬂf&:’}&tﬁ"ﬁ’fﬁ:a& As Taw malarl.u " » »
61} per cent. at present and 92} per cent. under the McKinley bill. by clothing manufscturers.... 4% 5] 60
Black and ecolored cotton-velvets, uaed almost exclusively by the la-

boring classes, at present pay an ad valorem duty of 40 per cent, The
following table exhibits the unnecessary increase of taxes npon the
class of people least able to bear increased burdens:

Present [Proposed

Cost in cents. duty. duty,

Per cent.| Per cend.

et thumre b o aiay oo vxirenshn commivas AR Ubbaaneighatate idgss: 40 81
10,0 o = 42
*16. 40 o5
B i s ik e e 10 50

This contrast of the two sides of a farmer’s account—that which he
receives for his farm produoets and that which he pays for his daily con-
sumption—shows that under Republican legislation heis ** cutting the
ditch at both ends,”’ and that unless there isa change of policy, change
of party, change of Administration, the day can not be distant before
the corporation that loaned the money must foreclose the mortgage and
enter in possession and the farmer become a tenant at will to the cap-
italist who owns the homestead by virtue of the operation of Repub-
lican laws and policy.

SUGAR.

But, Mr, President, it is under the su

r schednle that the great
bulk of reduction of duties is made, hoth

the House bill and by the
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Senate amendment. The House bill reduces the revenue by the sugar
schedule $55,975,884.52. The Senate amendment reduces its sugar
schedule $55,758,220.98, less than the Hounse $217,663.54. The total
reduction of duties by the House bill is $60,736,806.12 and by the
Senate amendment $60,599,343,69, so that it is from sugar that the re-
duction of the revenue is mainly desired by both the House bill and
the Senate amendment.

The House committee, as the reason for selecting sugar as almost
the sole article upon which reduction of duties shoald be made, says:

‘When it is considered that this increase in cost due to the duty on sugar falls
on an article of prime necessity as food, your committee are persuaded that
justice as well as good policy requires that such an unnecessary burden in the
way of a direct tax should be removed (rom sugar,and that the encourage-
ment required to induce the production of sugar in the United States should
be given through a bounty rather than by au import duty.

The *‘encouragement’’ to the production of sugar in this conntry,
proposed by the committee, is a bounty of 2 cents per pound. The
work to be performed by this ‘* encouragement’’ is expected to increase
the sugar product of the United States from 375,904,197 pounds, the
amount of sugar at present annually consumed in this country, to
3,076,277,072 pounds. The bounty, the first of the fiiteen years, will
be $7,520,000, and inerease yearly with the enconraged product nntil it
reaches $61,528,426, the bounty of the present annual consumption.
But each year the population increases, and with that increase the
consumption of sugar increases, so that the bounty must grow annunally
larger and larger and draw even more heavily npon the Treasury and
upon the people.

Without stopping to inquire into this annual growth of the bouuty
tax the existing data shows that the revenne loses from the repeal of
the duty on—

A e e e e e e s e $55, 975, 610
Al from R ot by = e i 7, 520, 000
rotal los Phe et Y eRr s N e 63, 495, 610

and the fifteenth year, without any increase of population and con-
sumption, if this country should then raise all the sugar it consnmes,
the bounty paid from the Treasury wonld be $61,525,426, which, with
the loss of revenue now received from its importation, amounting to
$55,975,610, would together amount to $117,504,0386, equal to a tax of
3.9 cents per pound on sugar. Thus, to relieve the consumer from a
tax of 2 cents per pound, the result will finally be a tax of 3.9 cents
per pound, and that tax will increase each year as the bounty increases
with the increased production, so that the premium of 2 cents, paid by
the bounty, and the loss of revenue of 2 cents, both to be made up in
other taxes by the people, is virtually an increasing charge upon the
consumer rather than a repeal of a tax upon a necessary of life.
House committee adds an additional reason:

%L he
In providing that not only raw sugar, but also sugar up to and including No.

16, 8hall be admitted free of duty an opportunity is given for the free introduc-
tion of yellow sugars suited for family use, an arrangement which will secure
to our people sugar at the lowest price existing in the markets of the world,
while even imported white refined sugar will be subject to a duty of only four-
tenths of 1 cent per pound.

It is only necessary to remark that the Senate committee destroys
that whole paragraph by snbstituting No. 13 for No. 16 and subject-
ing all sugars between No, 13 and No. 16 to a duty of three-tenths of 1
cent per pound, preventing the yellow sugars from free importation and
substituting for the House duty of four-tenths of a cent on all sugars
hetween No. 16 and No. 20, a duty of six-tenths of a ceut, and thereby
giving to the refiners the whole American market and practically de-
stroying all competition in white refined sugars.

The Republican party in the House and in the Benate take different
views of this sugar schedule, ‘*the two wings do not flop together;*’
and Mr. McKENNA, Representative fiom California, charges both
wings with having deserted the principle of protection, which he avers
should be universal or not at all, should promote the welfare of the
whole and not pamper the profits of a part of the people.

Will the repeal of all duties on sugar, or free sugar, reduce the price
of sugar to the consumer? At present, sngar from the Sandwich Isl-
ands is admitted free of duty and reaches the people of Calilornia
without the burden of castom taxes. Has that free importation re-
duced the price to the consnmer? In reply to that question I quote
from the RECORD (page 4630) the following collogny between two Re-
publican Representatives ia the Hounse, Mr. GEAR, a member of the
‘Ways and Means Committee, and Mr, CANNON, the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations,

Mr. Caxxox. May [ ask the gentleman a question ?

Mr, GEAr. Certainly.

Mr. Caxwox. Do I understand the gentleman to say that sugar which comes
from the Sundwich Islands under the reciprocity treaty, without the payment

of duty, commands the same price when it lands in our ports on the Pacifie
coast or elsewhere, and when it goes to the consumer, which the s

ugnr oom-
mands which comes from Cuba and elsewhere and pays the duty of 2 centa
pound and over?

Mr, GEAR. Yes, sir.

Mr, Caxsox, So that therefore the consumer does not 'f
absence of duty on the sugar that comes from the Sand wic
vanhﬂs inures to the producer of sugar in those islands?

Mr, GEAR, Certainly.

t the benefit of the
Islands, but the ad-

XXT—-536"

Take another Republican authorify, Mr. BUTTERWORTH, of Ohio:

Now let us see what else is proposed to conciliate the farmer. He is offered
some free sugar, but that takes revenue from the Treas which must be made
up in some other way, if that revenue shall be needed. He saves in the cost of
sugar as many millions of dollars, but he loses it to the revenne. His loss does
not stop there, for he hasto pay itout in bounty, Buuthatis notall. The farmer
will have, after all, to pay well for his sugar, if be be required to pay a bounty,
and when that bounty will stop no one knows. So he may not in the end
realize any cheaper sugar if the bounty is continued, and he has lost revenue
tothe Government which must be made up. He has also, on account of his

fortune in having the abolition of the sugar tariff, to become realized to
ing fleeced by those other industries, so called, that I have just mentioned.

This Republican leader from Ohio shows that to save §1 on sugar
the farmers lose $5 to the ‘‘ other industries, so called.”

Again, the distingunished leader, Secretary Blaine, warns his party
and his country that free sugar may be obtained at an expensive cost;
may be found not worth the price; and he insists that if the necessities
of the Republican party demand free sugar it shounld exact a consider-
ation from the countries that grow sugar. The Sandwich Island ex-
periment of free sugar having utterly failed to reduce the price of the
article, Mr. Blaine would secure something more in compensation to
this country. He says, writing to Mr. Daniel A. Cony, ex-mayor of
Aungusta, Me.:

ME. BLAIXE ON FREE SUGAR.

You are in error in supposing that T am opposed to sugar bﬁiuﬁ;&lmiﬁed free
of duty. My objection is not to free sugar, but the proposed metl of making
it free. 1If, in the pending tariff bill, sugar is placed upon the free-list, we sen
to certain countries a free market for 000,000 of their products, whils ¥
are not asked to open their markets to the free admission of a single dollar of
American products. We ought to have in exchange for free sugar from certain
countries a free market for breadstuils and pruvisions, besides various fabrics
from all parts of our country, In short, we ought to secure in return for free
sugar & market for $60,000,000 or $70,000,000 worth of our own products. It will
not require reciprocity treaties to secure this great n. The tariff bill ean
contain all the necessary o nditions. The legisintive power is able to secure
the desired end. Within the last twenty years we have given the eountriea
south of us free admission for nearly $60,000,00 1 worth of their products without
ruceivin?-a penny's advan in exchange. If sugar be now made uncondi-
tionally free we shall have given to the Latin-American countries free admis-
sion for $150,000,000 of their produets, It is time, I think, to look out for some
migmml advantages. We are a very rich nation, but not rich enough totrade
on this unequal basis,

And, Mr, President, in a more important and official form, as Secre-
tary of State, and it is to be supposed with the approval of the Presi-
dent, the matter of legislating on this tariff bill toprocure the ad vantage
of a wider market for American products has been brought by Mr.,
Blaine to the attention of thisCongress. The Senator from Maine, Mr.
HALE, has offered an amendment to this bill authorizing absolute free
trade *‘ with any nation of the American hemisphere” who will recip-
rocate the offer as to nearly every American produet, If that amend-
ment j& adopted, then under the ‘' most favored nation !’ clause of our
es with other nations must we not ‘*declare the ports of the
ited States free and open to all ?’ the world? Can weonly have free
rade with Latin America and high exclusive duties with *‘ the most
favored nations '’ of Europe?

Mr. Blaine evidently regards such legislation that gives all and gets
none a8 ** bad polities,”” hurtful and injurious to home interests. He
virtually protests against such trifling with the best interests of the
American people, because, however rich the conntry may be, itis ‘“‘not .
rich enongh to trade on this unequal basis.”’

That is not the warning of a Democrat, it is not the caution of a free-
trader; it is the advice of an avowed protection Republican, the
former candidate of that party for the Presidency, the gressnt Secretary
of State, That *‘unequal basis’’ of trade, which Mr. Blaine condemns,
is the fundamental principle upon which the McKinley bill is con-
structed; ‘‘ nnequal trade’’ with foreign conuntries underlies every sched-
ule of this bill and now finds condemnation from the very leader the
party once delighted to follow. Could a party be placed in such a
dilemma withont embarrassment? Could leadersbe more embarrassed
by conflicting policies? With a bill carefully constructed on all the
lines of advanced protection, tendering a delusive and deceptive bene-
fit of free sugar, in order to advance duties on manunfactures, it is sud-
denly brought, by its own great leader, to face its own '‘unequal
basis '’ of trade, to confront the great injury it is abont to inflict upon -
American producers, and to consider the vast opportunity it is about to
throw away.

There is an evident fone of indignation in the remarks of Mr. Blaine,
that in this (McKinley) ** tariff bill sugar is placed on the free-list,”’
by which ‘‘we give to certain countries a free market for $95,000,000
annually of their products, while they are notasked toopen their mar-
kets to the free admission of a single dollar of American prodnets,”

Such neglect of American interests would be conspicuous in a bill
which blatantly avowsits purpose to be ** to foster and promote Ameri-
can products and diversify American industry,’’ if it was not the fact
that the only report with which this Congress has been favored upon
this hill frankly avows that the Republican Ways and Means Com-
mittee has not been ‘‘much concerned about prices.”’> Hence the free
admission of American products to new markets was a matter of such
small importance with that committee that it threw away an om
tunity which might have formed a market for $70,000,000 of Ame
products, even while procuring free sugar for our consnmers.

It is for this reason that Mr. Blaine cuts loose from the un-Ameri-
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can ?ulicrof this bill and ealls upon his party to halt in its wild and
reckless career of neglect of the American producer.

I have cited the assurance of Republican Representatives that the
people of this country derive no benefit from that homeopathic pellet
of free sugar from the S8andwich Islands.

Now, when the McKinley bill proposes the allopathic bolus of free

.Efr from all the world, Mr.- Blaine, as Secretary of State, advises

Senate ** to go slow,’’ in the language of popular caution, and not
to throw away an opportunity of opening wider the world’s markets
for American agricultare,

The corner-stone of the McKinley bill is to check importations of
foreign goods, to raise duties, which, by deterring importations, shall
encourage home manufactures.”

But the Secretary of State, the leader of his party, proposes to en-
courage importation as the best means of promoting exportations. He
advises making a bargain with the Latin-American nations, free sugar
imports for free agricultural exports.

‘When the Democratic platform of 1888 declared that *‘We favor an
American policy based on more intimate commercial relations with the
sixteen sister republics of North, Central, and Sonth America,’’ the
country was told by the Republican party that it wasa free-trade plat-
form, designed to destroy American industry and reduce American
labor to the scale of the panper ntry of other countries.

Now, the Secretary of State, the Republican leader, without fear, if
with his party’s reproach, adopts the Democratic platform, and the
Benator from Maine openly avows, if not an entire, at least a hemi-
spherical free-trade policy.

If the blessings of increased markets for American agriculture, if a
wider range for the products of our farmers can be secured by the sug-
gestions of Mr. Blaine, will it not come sooner and more surely by a
proviso in this bill which shall apply immediately and act pari passu
with the repealing of duties ?

‘Would it not be trifling with a most important subject to repeal duties
on sugar and seek by a proviso in the future for free markets? Why
should the foreigners enjoy in pracsenti the benefit of our market and
the American {farmer be relegated in futuro to the hoped-for free mar-
kets of Sonth America?

‘Will the Republican party act with Mr. Blaine? Will it accept his
suggestion—no free sugar until we get free markets? ‘‘ We'll see what
we will see.”

But, Mr. President, in this dilemma what can the ‘‘ grand old party "’
do, standing at the Five Forks with sign boards pointing in every di-
rection, the House committee’s sign reading ‘‘ Free sugar below No.
16;" the Senate's sign reading ‘‘Free sugar below No. 13;'' Mr.
Blaine’s sign, ‘' No fooling away our sugar market;”’ the Senator from
Maine pointing to ‘* half, or hemispherical, free trade;’’ the President
indicating *‘Subsidies to steam-ships,’’ and the last of them is the dim
and blotted sign set up by the Senate Finance Committee in 188§,
“* Half-taxed sugar?'’ No matter, Mr. President, which road the grand
old party takes, the country will regret it did not take some other,

Mr. President, this bill itself shows and extracts from the RECORD
from Republican leaders in the House, when by the gracions permis-
sion of its roling spirit its innumerable provisions, involving millions,
were allowed a little brief discussion, show that free sugar means in-
creased duties in greater amount on other necessaries of life; that it
carries no saving to the people, no economy in the expense of living,
and lessens the revenue in an amount so small and insignificant that
it may be revision of the tariff, but it is not reduction of taxation.

GLUCOSF.

While the advocates of this bill profess a purpose of protecting agri-
culture, and with a profuse hand scatter bounties from the Federal
Treasury to prodnce the production of corn, beet, sorghum, and maple-
sap sugar, the billis profoundly silent as to the largest production of
domestic sngar, that from corn, and known as glucose. Thisindustry
is already established in the country; unlike beet sugar, it is no ex-
periment; it is made from a farmer’s product. Its prosperity is the

perity of the corn-grower. But nowhere in the bounty provision
of the bill is there any encouragement to its increase, A duty of three-
fourths of 1 cent is all that protects 600,000,000 pounds of corn sugar,
valued annually at $17,128,800, from competition with $163,573 im-
ported in 1888 or $§748,560 imported in 1889. There are seventeen
glucose factories, with $20,000,000 of invested capital. The daily ca-

ity is 61,000 bushels of corn and the annual capacity is 19,032,000

hels. To produce that amount it required 732,000 acres of land
at 26 bushels per acre, which, al 3 men per 100 acres, employed 21,960
farmers. The factories gave employment to 4,575 wage-earners, who
received $2,058,570 in annual wages.

Between cane sugar and corn sogar there has been a sharp contest of
competition ever since corn sugar has been manufactured. Thereport
of the Ways and Means Committee states the amount of cane sugar
produoced in this country at 375,904,197 pounds and I find the an-
nual produet of corn sugar to be 570,860,000 pounds; yet the bill
selects one of these competing industries for a bounty of 2 cents and
remits the other to the cold protection of three-fourths of 1 cent a

" pound.

‘While opposed to a bounty in all shapes, I can not understand why
the farmer who raises corn should be denied the same bounty that is
given to the planfer who grows cane, or beets, or sorghum, or taps a forest
tree for sap and boils it into grannlar form withont the expense of
machinery and without the cost of plowing, gathering, and housing,
as both are required of the grower of corn. Why has not the same
liberal and extravagant bounty been bestowed upon corn-growers? It
is expected that the bounty feature of the bill will promote the cultiva-
tion of beet and sorghum, and thus increase the domestic sugar product.
Why not extend the same profuse liberality to the sugar which is the
product of the corn-raiser ?

With what propriety does the United States Treasury select between
sugars of domestic production to-favor and foster one? Isnot this an-
other illustration of the hurtful influence of Government when it at-
tempts to enter into the domain of private affairs and to foster and en-
conrage one product to the detriment of the other ?

The average selling price of glucose last year was 3 cents per pound.
This bill pro; to bestow upon the competing product—cane, beet,
sorghum, and maple sugar—a bounty of 2 cents, or two-thirds of the
selling price of corn sugar. The result will probably be that the corn-
sugar manufacture will be destroyed by the bounty to its competitors.
Thus, while professing to enconrage and promote domestic protection,
an important industry may be erippled or destroyed by the mischievous
application of a bounty system unknown to the constitution and foreign
to the fair play and equal opportunity of our system of government.

TIX.

Mr. President, a most glaring instance of the prostitution of the fis-
cal power of the Congress to. private ends and individual gains is ex-
hibited in the schedule increasing the tax on tin-plates. The exhanst-
ive and conclusive argnment of the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
WiLsox] on day before yesterday threw a flood of light uponit. There
are present in this country but four firms, as the report of the commit-
tee shows, which are now making sheet-iron and sheet-steel, and which
desire to add o their present business the making of tin-plates.

The speech of the chairman of the committee, when he introduced
the bill, showed that heretofore in every instance the attempt to make
tin-plates has disastrously failed, the cause of the failures being at-
tributed to combinations in foreign countries reducing the price, But
now it is the opinion of one of these firms that if it—

Can be generally established in the winds of the people that ihe Republican
party will continue to govern this country in the future there will be plenty ot
money forthcoming to embark in the facture of tin and tin-plates.

And another firm, equally anxious to bask under the favor of the
Republican party, writes that:

_If Congress wiil Ll.nea a suilable protection upon the production of tin-plates
it will not be long before this country can supply the world with a better article
than is now furnished by England.

These private opinions of individuals, instigated by personal ends
and business hopes, appear to be the main reasons which moved the
House committee to double the tax on tin-plates and increase the cost
of all culinary utensils, milk-pails, workingmen’s buckets, tin roof-
ing.tspouting, and gnttering and the cans for vegetables, fruits, and
meats. !

The present duty on tin-plates amounts to $7,000,000, which is to be
increased after July 1, 1891, by $8,371,378.67, making then a total of
$15,371,378.67. Thus, in order that four firms may add a new business
to their plant, the whole people are to be more than doubly taxed, and
if these firms, under the forcing system of enormous protection, shall
be more snceessful than those which previonsly tried the experiment,
they are fo become the monopolists of this important industry.

Ithas never been satisfactorily established that there exists any tinin
the United States, and, while the committee express themselvessatisfied
with the reported tin in the Black Hills, from abundant caution or for
the private interest of partisan business firms, the bill puts block-tin
on the free-list.

The chairman says:

We have now four mills which can be at once adapted to making tin-plates,
They can produce 4,000 tons & year.

He also says:

We consumed last year 300,000 tons of tin-plate, all of it imported,

If this bill becomes a law the people will be made to pay double taxes
until these four firms ean enlarge their plants from a capacity of 4,000
tons to thatof 300,000 tons, or until *‘ the capital required, $30,000,000,”
can be induced to embark in the new enterprise. In the opinion of
the chairman, there is ‘‘no more certain and encouraging field for labor
and capital "’ than this tin-plate prospect, provided always that the
Republican party is continued in power; otherwise it will prove ex-
tremely hazardous. And, Mr. President, from the present ontlook
under the new ballot system recently adopted by many of the States,
where manipulation and purchase of ballots is better gnarded against,
it will be still more hazardons to rely on Republicans remaining in

Wer.
po'ruming from the manufacturer’s interest and the politician’s poliey
to the practical judgment of business men interested most deeply in
the fate of the im t business assailed, it is shown in the protest of
importers that, without any increase in the consumption the increased
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duties of this bill will impose a tax of over $15,000,000 per annum upon
the tin-plates needed for consumption in this country; that prices will be
increased on the various kinds from $1.08 to $2.43, from $1.36 to $3.06,
from $1.57 to $3.54, and so on, until they reach from $4 to §9, andon
roofing plates from $1L.08 to 52.43. and from $2.16 to $4.86.

These are the preminms offered by this bill to the four firms who pro-

to go into the business. If the consumption in the future shonld

ﬁ pace with the increase of population there can be no doubt that
these four firms, charged to be Republicans, will have a **good thing,"’
after the order of Carnegie. This §15,750,000 is to be annually drawn
from the pockets of the people and turned into the tills of these four
firms to establish and enconrage American production and diversify
American industry. The revenue is not needed by the Government;
indeed the demand of the people is to reduce the revenue of the Gov-
ernment, not to transfer the taxes from the people to partisan firms.

New industries are desirable when they arise naturally and in re-
sponse to business requirements—but when hot-housed into existence
by enormous taxation, they become intolerahle nuisances—and when
the increased taxes thus turned over to partisan firms, extends throngh
the long years that tariff legislation contemplates, the enormous fort-
unes of these four firms of protectionists can only be measured by the
impoverishment of the people, which this new business will canse.

Practical men engaged in the importation of tin-plates, whose busi-
mess the bill proposes to ruin in order to build up four firms, ask:

If an inereased tariff would establish suclh a home suppliv of this material in
America as would enable this country to control the whole trade, why do not
those who favor it put their money in it?

The answer and reason will be found in the letters from the four
firms, read by Mr. McKINLEY in the House (RECORD, page 4542). Be-
canse they ‘‘ did not under existing circnmstancesconsider the invest-
ment a safe one,”” This danger, however, says the witness, is in a
measure removed by the Republican victory; that if the '* Republicans
continue to govern this country in the future there will be plenty of
money forthcoming toembark in the manufacture of tin and tin-plates.”’

The same fictitions aid, the same unjust and inigquitous taxation
would make the growing of tropical plants in hot-honses in Maine
equally profitable and attract ** plenty of money *' to the eultivation of
pine-apples, bananas, guava, and other fruits amid the snow-elad hills
of New Engiand.

Contrasting the statements made before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee in favor of this increased duty, it will appear that the failures
heretofore made in the attempt to mannfacture tin-plates in Pittsburgh
had their canses, not in combinations of Welsh tin-plate-makers, but
in caunses incidental to and inseparabie from the successiul establish-
ment of a new business,

If the financial ontcome of successful tin-plate manufacture was cer-
tain of realization, would it be a wise policy to subject every family to
an increased cost of culinary utensils? There are over one million of
men who now, in one way or another, manipulate tin-plates in this
eount Shall these men be interrupted in their trade, its cost in-
er fourlold, in order that four prohibition firms, employing Jess
than one thonszand men, may increase their trade? According to the
theory of thisbillitis, But, Mr. President, itissuch protection as vult-
ures give to lambs, seeking and devouring them, and should not be tol-
erated.

No demand for this increase of duty is made except by the four pro-
hibition firms. Tin-plate is a raw material, used in one city alone—
Baltimore—to make 600,000,000 of cans a year, and, owing to the fact
that they can be used but once, Mr, T. L. Bunling, of the New York
Canned Goods Packers' Association, says they ‘‘ representfully one-third
the cost of canned products as placed upon the markets,’’ and that—

The percentage of tariff charged against canned goods is greater than that
voiced against any other industry for its use of tin-plates. This disproportion

of tariff sesessment is still further augmented through the fact that the duty be-
ing specific it falls as heavy per pound on the cheap grades of plate used by can-
ners as on the better grades, which is a most unjust diserimination,

The duty increases the capital required in canning for {hese reasons.
Protests from Maryland, from Virginia, from Ohio, from Chicago, from
Philadelphia, from Maine, from Boston, and from Tennessee, too, pre-
sented by myself, confronted the prayers of the four protection firms,
bat were unavailing with the committee, which had, it seems, deter-
mined to diversify American industry by taxing the American people
and destroying an American production.

FIRE-AERMS.

Mr. President, at my home in Tennessee the young men are given
to gunning, as their chief sport, for deer and turkeys in the mountains
and smaller game in the valleys, and I have examined with care that
section of this tariff schednle relating to fire-arms. The section for
fire-arms in this bill presents anomalies which are utterly irreconeil-
able with any regard ior the interest of the whole people or with any
other hypothesis except that of benefiting, at the cost of the whole, the
fortunes of a class. For example, a few manufacturers of fire-arms, de-
siring to increase their profits, represent to the committee, in view of
the extremely low cost of labor in foreign countries, the ** Prassut fariff
of fire-arms to be entirely inadequate to properly protect’’ their manu-
facture. The increase is asked for solely to benefit labor.

Perhaps there is no other branch of manufactures in which machinery
has supplanted manunal labor to a greater extent than the making of
fire-arms.. The gun-brands are on the free-list, the wood is without
dnr{| material free, and machinery is capital.

is machinery is the only labor which the tariff protects; and pro-
tection of machinery has built up the fortunes of capital. The pauper
labor of Eunrope does not and can not compete with the profits of pro-
tected machinery in America. The framers of this bill seem not 1o
have consulted the welfare of human lahor, but only the profits of ma-
chine labor; and when it becomes a law the false pretense of protect-
ing human labor will have consigned all American consumers to the
mercy of the owners of machinery.

The present duty of 35 per cent. afforded so much protection to the
machinery of gun-making that one of the proprietors testified before
the Committee on Ways and Means that—

Representinga rifle-manufacturing concern, I ask noinerease of thatamount;
we do not require it. American rifles are the best in the world and are now ex-
ported. In regard to revolvers the present duly is 85 per cent., and there are
very few revolvers imported, only comparatively few. The oompeucion which
the American manulacturers meet with is entirely of theirown making.

Another witness said:

That the low selling price of common Amerrlmn kes is unguestionably due
to overproduction, and titl ves,
and not due to foreign competiuon. while the better American mnkea.mh as
"qn]l:‘lh & Wesson"” and *'Colts," are exported extensively to all parts of the
world.

Another witness said:

The strongest argument which I can make to thisis thalt during the present
tariff of 35 per cent. there have been at least twenty firms, manufacturing wn~
cerns, corpurations, and individual concerns, and all of them with the exvepti
of Lwo or three have been organized under this 35 per cent. tariff, by w.
therefore, we may reason it was a protective tariff on fire-nrms,

The bill as it came from the House made but one change from ex-
isting rate of 35 per cent., and that was on guns valued at more than
$12, which were increased to 40 per cent. But the Senate has made
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an entlrely new rated classification, granting in full the  prayers ofthe - °

manufacturers and assigning this reason for the change

This isa chscge from ad valorem to specific rates, T!mtnduatryiu nndm!ly -

being destroyed by undervaluations of foreign im?o
protection. The average of the proposed rates is be
excess of existing ad valorem rates.

The advance from 35 per cent. ad valorem to the Senate rates runs
the duty from 65 to 100 per cent. (See Hearings, Gales, page 1250.)

Mr. Gales said: :

Sporting breech-loading guns are made almosi entirely in this country, the
retail averaging from $9 up, which eost to make them from $5.50 up, leaving a
deal of margin for profit, The only single breech-loading gun is what is
nown as & transformed musket-gun which is made of a foreign military gun.
On that the proposed duly makes them 127 per cent.

It was shown that to a limited extent all exported single breech-
loading guns had met competition in foreign markets; that in breech-
loading guns *‘the Amevicans have the market almost entirely,’”’ of
which 90 per cent. are made in this conntry of those averaging over $30.

The rates proposed by the Senate committee are particularly burden-
some on that class of guns not made in this country, and which are im-

tion and inndeqmln
ieved to be not greatly in

ported from Germany and sold to ‘‘ farmer boys who can not afford to

buy a high-priced gun.”
These cheap guns are perfectly safe. These are the cheapest guns made, and
they are such that we can not make in this eountry.

There is, therefore, no American manufacture to benefit by the duty
or to injure by foreign competition; the Treasury does not need the
revenue, and yet the Senate rates mulct the farmers’ boys with an un-
meaning duty of $2 and 35 per cent. on a $6 gun, and $1 and 35 per
cent. on a single barrel.

I do not find in all the testimony printed in hearings one intimation
or insinuation of undervaluations, assigned by the note of explana-
tion by Senate commiltee, and yet, according to the table showing the
average rate of duty, it is 834 per cent. against 35 per cent. at present.

The diserimination between ** the weapon of the wealthy ’’—the fine
Law-Merless shotgun—costing from $60 to $300, and the shotgun of
the masses—fhe meat-getting gun of the farmer’s boys—costing from
$3 to $12, is, on the Birmingham gun, from 38 to 45 per cent, on the
German cheap gun from 70 to 100 per cent.

The same unwise discrimination against the poorin favor of therich
is shown in the duties proposed on cutlery, where, on the knives used by
the farmers and mechanies of poorer the increase of duty ran
from 100 to 169 per cent., while the duty on the knives used by
well-to-do people ranges from 40 fo 80 per cent. On razors, the pres-
ent duaty is 50 per cent. ; the proposed duty averages 75 per cent., but
on the cheaper grades is as high as 130 per cent. This is the *“protec-
tion " given to those who are unable to buy high-priced guns, and a
specimen of that *‘equalization of duties on imports’ of which the
committes boasts

WAGES OF LABOR.

The Commtttea on Ways and Means, reporting thisbill to the House,
rotective tariff *‘would encourage a system of home
shall give fair remuneration to domestic producers

I quote the language.

assumed that a
production whi
and fair wages to American workmen.’’
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In other words, the friends of protection claim for their system a
guaranty of good wages for the American laborer. If the system was
capable of any such benefit it would' the better commend itself to con-
sideration, for the laboring men of this country are confined to no sec-
tion, but are employed in every industry, and constitute the bone
and sinew of every product, and necessarily the great mass of our peo-
ple. No public man would desire or dare to impose any legislation
upon the conntry which would harden the lot of the laborer or oppose
any law which lessened or impaired the opportunities of so large a part
of his fellow-countrymen.

The fact that in this country the laboring man receives higher wages
than in other counntries is erfBneously assnmed as due solely to the

-higher taxes which we impose. The argnment must go farther and as-
sume that the more we tax the people the more wages the laborer re-
ceives, and that taxes, therefore, are unmitizated blessings. 1t is only
necegsary to state such an argument to refute it; common sense refuses
to helieve any maonin%which arrives at any such absurd conclusions.
There are, therefore, other conditions than high taxes which give to
the laborer in this country greater remuneration for his labor than tol-
lows hard work in other countries.

- There are two causes for high wages in this conntry which more than
any others contribute to the happiness of the laboring man. The first
is onr vast public domain open to homestead sertlement, which contin-
ually draws men from the factory to the field. This constant and un-
varying attraction lessens the number of workmen in factories, and the
law of supply and demand operates to increase the wages as the sup-
ply of labor diminishes.

The second cause results from the immense amount of labor which
machinery has displaced and supplemented. This operates to increase
the rate of wages, but lessen the number of operatives, thus reducing
thesum of wages in manufactured goods. The laborer receives a higher
wage, while the aggregate cost of labor is diminished. The report of
the Massachusetts burean of statistics says:

. In proportion as capital, through machinery, becomes more effective,therela-
tive number of laborers is decreased in proporiion to products, the rate of wages \
is increased, and the sum of wages is reduced; that is, lower cost is compassed
by way of higher wages,

It is not higher duties, therefore, which bring higher wages, but
improved machinery, which, reducing the number of laborers, pays the
few retained higher wages as skilled operatives than would be paid
to unskilled workmen. Thus the wages of a few increase while the
total cost of labor decreases, but higher duties fasten upon the product
which has paid less for labor becanse made by machinery, and thus in-
crease the priceof the prodnet to the laborer and to the public.

If the protective duties are the canse ol higher wages, how comes it
that the same cause produces differenteffects? Thesame lawoperates
differently in different States.

From the adaress delivered by the Senator from Maine, Mr. FRYE,
before the Home Market Club of Boston, in 1887, I find that protect-
ive duoties pay different wages even in New England States, and that
in Maine the average wages are $257 a year; in Massachusetts, $364 a
year; in Connecticut, $355 a year.

These are some of the inconsistent figures of the Home Market Club
as to the operation of protective duties on wages in only three of the
New England States. If weconsult the eensus of 1880 we find unskilled
wages in blast furnaces to be, in Virginia, 82 cents perday; in Alabama,
98 cents; in Pennsylvania, $1.29; that skilled labor receives in Ala-
bama, $2.25; in Massachusetts, $2.70; in Pennsylvania, $3.03; in Ohio,
$3 87, and in Kentucky, $4.62. Tennessee is not placed in this list of
1880, but the very marked development in the nse of machinery since
then has cansed investigations to show an averagerate. By sectious the
yearlyaverage wages are: Eastern States, §417; Western, $396; Pacifie,
$354, and Southern, $304. It is not, therefore, protective duties that
affect the wages of labor. If that canse alone operated, or operated
even chiefly, in fixing the price of labor, there would not be such dif-
ferent resulis in different States in the same industries and in every
section of the country.

It has been wisely said that ‘‘when t{wo employers run after one
workman, wages rise, and when two workmen run afterone employer,
wages fall;’" and, Mr, President, thatsingle sentence tells more of the
rise of all the wages of labor than can be proven by any reasoning on
the effect of high duties.

The cost of laborin amanufactured productis necessarily an element
of its price, but in that cost of labor the wages of the workman and
the interest on capital invested in machinery are so mixed as to mis-
lead when the whole sum is stated to be paid to thelaborer. Machin-
ery has been a blessing to the whole country. While it has lessened
the number of laborers, it has increased the wages of those necessary
to its management, and it has reduced the sum of the price of labor
and brought down the price of the produet.

If protection had left machinery free to work outall its benefits, if
protection had not enabled capital to mulet the consumer with $5 while
the Government received but §1, the laborer would have been five
times better off than he is under protective tariff. It is not for the
Jahorer that the duties are raised. They benefit not the wage-earner;

they do not induce the capitalist to pay higher wages, but they doen-

able capital to exact higher prices for factory products. To any man
who will investigate this subject of taxation as a means of increasing
the price of labor or as an instrament in reducing the cost of living,
the absurdity will become so patent that deception will no longer be
possible. And to the man who looks into that absurdity he will be
almost amazed at another, for the Ways and Means Committee say:

Those who advoecate duties for revenue solely see only as a result of their
theory cheaper prices of wares and merchandise and are blind to the other
necessary effect, that of lower wages and cheaper men.

If that sentence has any meaning whatever—which I donot assert—
itis that the less price one pays for provisions and clothes the more ex-
pensive is living and that the cheaper the cost of necessaries the
cheaper are the bayers.

I tind a similar thought embodied in a speech accredited to General
Harrison, in March, 1888, He says:

I am one of those uninstructed political economists that have an impression
that some things may be too cheap, that [ cannot find myself in full sympathy

with this demand for cheaper coals, which seems to me necessarily involves
a cheaper man and woman under the coat.

I will not do the President the injustice to infer that he measured
the value of the man by the cost of the coat which covered him or that
he held a laboring man in a jeans coat to be less worthy of his consid-
eration than a manufacturer in broadcloth; but as an ** uninstructed
political economist’ he has fallen into the error of implying that a
man who wears a coat which was bought with the priceof 10 bushels of
wheat was a'‘cheaper man’ than it he had paid the price ot 20 bushels
of wheat for the same coat; or that the housewife whose dress was
bought with 50 pounds of butter was a *‘ cheaper woman '’ than she
would have been if she had bought the same dress with 100 pounds
of her butter.

1t is by such reasoning and such examples as that of the committeq
and the President that error has been disseminated all over the coun-
try to benefit the manufacturing classes. But the ‘‘schoolmaster has
been abroad ?’ since 1888, and error ceases to be dangerous where rea-
son Areely combats it.

TRANPS.

t should not be forgotten when weighing the results of tariffs upon

or and the welfare of the people that it was under a high protective
tariff that the word *‘tramp'’ was invented to express the actual con-
dition of a large class of our people, that homeless, thriftless, wander-
ing, gypsy population which from year to year lead the life of be,
and destitution. Was that, as the author of this bill says, a **condi«
tion of independence and prosperity the like of which has never been
witnessed in any other period in the history of ourconntry?”’ Under
a high tariff tramps began and continued their weary wandering,
begging from door to door for daily sustenance. I do not find in Mr.

McKinley's fanciful and imaginary picture of ‘‘independence and
prosperity !’ the figures and facts which establish that condition of
affairs which bronght forth that army of tramps. The data neverthe-
less exist and, thongh overlooked and omitted by the framer of this
bill, yet can easily be traced in the changes and revolutions produced
and brought about under the transition from a low to a high tariff,

In the last twenty years of protection not only was tramping devel-.
oped into a trade or profession, but strikes, lockounts, discontent, degra-
dation, and misery were fruits which grew alongside of the protection
tree. Western railroads were destroved, Mollie Maguires rioted in
Pennsylvania, tramps wandered all over the land, and panic in busi-
ness, gambling in corners and futures, were some of the new features
of Ameriean history and society nnknown under a tariff for revenue,
When next the advocates of protection shall imitate Mr. McKINLEY
and show ‘* what protection has done,”’ let them not forget to include
the chapter of tramps and tramping and the fungi that have grown
upon the stocks of American trade and business under the protective
system.

J(M r. President, it is aceepted by men of all parties that the prineipal
part of the revenue required for the support of the Government shall
be derived from duties on imports. That system of indirect taxes dis-
guises from the citizen the amount of his contributions, but it is none
the less taxation. It may become, and undera system of high duties
must become, a drain upon every man’s income, whether derived from
the dividends of capital or the sweat of labor. Every increase of du-
ties beyond what is absolutely needed for an economical administration
of the Government's expenditures is a distortion of the system of di-
rect laxation, by which the expenses of living are increased upon that
large class of the people least able to bear an increase of expenses. The
very fact that indirect taxation conceals the amount exacted from the
individual should put an honest legislator npon his guard not to in-
crease heyond the limits of economy in expenditures the contribu-
tions of the people to the Government. To divert indirect taxation
from ils proper purpose of supporting the Government to a system of
benefits and bounties to a class is an application of taxation to a pur-
pose not contemplated by the Constitution,

It is in this misapplication of indirect taxation to the promotion of
the husiness of the smallerat the expense of the larger part of the
peaple that the two politieal parties diverge and separate on fiscal af-
fairs, The Democratic party seeks to contine indirect taxation to its
constitutional purpose: ‘' to pay the debts and provide for the common
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defense and general welfare of the United States.”” The Republican
party seeks to carry the system of indirect taxation beyond its legiti-
mate and constitutional purpose, and make it embrace the fostering
and protection of one or more classes of the people, and diversify bﬂ
its bounty the industries of the country. However desirable suc
ulterior ends may be they are outside of and foreign to coustitutional
indirect taxation, and can not be indunlged in without increasing the cost
of living to the whole people. To divert and increase taxeslevied and
peid for the support of the Government to other ends and purposes
finds no warrant in the Constitution, as well as violates every principle
of sound political economy, and is none the less robbery because it is
done under the forms of law and is called ‘‘ protection of American in-
dustry and labor.”

To oppose that misapplication of indirect taxation and to demand a
striet adherence to the Constitution in levying taxes for the support of
the Government evinces no opposition to manufactures. Within the
bounds of duties for revenune, where they reach ‘hundreds of millions
of dollars, there is room and range enongh to foster any industry whose
infancy may need protection. This was thespirit of the first tariff bill—
that of 1789—which threw its fostering care over the distaff, the hand-
loom, the hammer, the anvil, the jack-plane, the drawing-kunife, and
the shoe-bench, and stood with its protecting benefits over the work-
shop of the citizens in their unequal competition with foreign capital
and organized labor. But the industries of the home and the work-
shop have long passed away, and vast manufacturing establishments
vie with each other in attracting the world’s capital by the hundreds
of millions, and supply the power and machinery which have sup-
planted the bandwork of the earlier industries.

Mr. President, protection now is not to labor, but to capital, not to
human beings, but to iron machinery driven by steam or water power
and supplanting the labor of millions of men in the outputs of the es-
tablishments. Every dollar of taxes diverted from the honest purposes
of taxation to encourage these vast manufacturing establishments is a
premium to monopoly—the outcome of protection—and & strain upon
the timbers of the Constitution. The system of protection has for the
last thirty years turned the stream of taxation to run the mills of mo-
nopoly and has fostered and raised up that aggregation of trusts, which
in their combinations and power have laid every industry under tribute
and every family under contribution. The artificially restricted mar-
kets, which the high tarifls of the last thirty years have effected, have
proved to be the forcing ground of these trusts. The remedy for relief
from these heartless greedy cormorants will not be found in any crimi-
nal code, which can always be evaded and escaped, but in that reform of
the revenune which, by opening our country on liberal terms to the
world’s competition, shall break up and destroy the baleful operations
of that offspring of protection duties.

The law against trusts enacted by this Congress may drive them
from combinations into corporations, it may impose severe penalties
and provide courts for their trial, but conviction and pnunishment will
be escaped. This wish to uproot the noxious plant by depriving the
soil of those elements of support upon which these plants feed and
thrive will be withount effective results. Eradicate protective duties
from our fiscal system, remove the fostering hand of protection, cease
‘to water them with the tears of widows and orphans, and they will die
out,

The delusion of a ‘* home market*’ forall the products of our immense
country, withits teeming soil and varied climates, is another subterfuge
which protection has employed to delude the people. We necessarily
consume nearly 90 per cent. of our agricultural products. The small
portion that we export must either rot at home or find purchasers
abroad. This small percentage of American agricultural products in
18189, which was shipped to foreign markets, aggregated $532,141,490.
Manufacturers added to those exports $138,675,507; mines and min-
ing added $19,947,518; the forests added $26,997,127; the fisheriesad-
ﬂaﬁ $7,106,388, and all other products added were valued at $5,414,579,
* together making the grand total of $730,282,609.

These were the home prodacts onr home market could not consume,
and they were shipped to foreign markets because they were not salable
in the home market. They were not needed to feed or clothe our
people, and no system of fiscal legislation can make our well fed people
eat all thegmmn grow or wear better clothing than at present makes
them the best-clothed people in the world. Every people seck their
home market before they seek a foreign sale, and ship to foreign conn-
tries only what can not be consumed at home. The home market
always, and in every conuntry, and under all systems of fiscal legisla-
tion, takes care of itself and needs no fostering, no protection, and no
encouragement from the Government.

In the effort to find other markets and to escape from the home
market our exports in 1889 increased over those of 1888 §46,420,505,
of which increase agriculture supplied §31,301,4C4, leaving an increase
to all the other sonrces of sapply of only $15,109,100. This increase of
exports came from corn, unmanufactured cotton, provisions, animals,
manufactures of wood, refined mineral oils, manufactures of iron and
steel, copper ore, wheat, wheat-flour, nunmanufactured tobacco, manu-
factures of cotton, copper ingots, bars, ete., and refined sugars.

It was from the sale of these exports, to which agriculture contrib-

uted 72.87 percent., that onr merchants purchased $745,131,652 of the
products of other people. The foreign prodncts were purchased for our
home market, becansetheir sale in the United States wonld bring more
mouey than the overplus of our home products would sell for at home.

The total amount of all our manufactures in 1880 was $7,800,000,000,
and in 1889 probably reach $9,000,000,000 or §10,000,000,000, yet our
people needed $745,000,000 of foreign products for their happiness and
prosperity. The ‘‘ home market,’’ Mr. President, is an old protection
sgc])]o which no longer frightens the Peﬁple. ‘“I1t is only the eye of
childhood that fears the hobby-horse;’* neither can it be used to cajole
them into longersubmission to unneeded taxesand to restrictive duties
which operate to check the sale of our exportsin foreign markets.

Our true policy lies in an exactly opppsite direction from that of this
bill. The real American policy is to enlarge the scope of our foreign
sales, to increase our buying in foreign markets that we may increase
our selling in those markets, to buy more from other countries that we
may sell more toother people. That policy enlarges onr manufae
increases our agricnlture, and revives onr commerce. Under its benefi-
cent influence the farmers, the manufacturers, the merchants, the shi
builders, prosper—the whole people are benefited. It was once said
that “*it is impossible for one conntry to gain except by the loss of an-
other,’”” and that exploded idea of political economy is the regnant
thought which underlies this bill. It is not true, as asserted by Vol-
taire, that—

Such is the lot of humanity that the patriotic desire for one's country’s
grandeur is but a wish for the humiliation of one's neighbor.

There is a wider scope, Mr. President, under the beneficent blessings
of the interdependence of nations for the interchange of products,
where each and every nation and all peoples may grow in wealth and
prosperity.

It was such a thought that inspired the late Hon. R. W. Townshend,
in 1884, to set on foot, in the House of Representatives, the movement
for an international congress of Ameriean nations, with a view to a
customs union among all the conntries of both continents, and which
was voiced in the Democratic platform of 1888, for intimate commer-
cial relations with the Latin-American nations, and which, through
the bill introduced by the Senator from Maryland [Mr. GORMAN],
gventxted in the International Congress, which has but recently ad-

ourned.
: Such congresses are not designed to check importations by excessive
duties; they are called to widen and broaden the exchanges of products
between nations and to break down all barriers to progress. The pur-
pose of the McKinley bill is to check importations and to stop exporta-
tion. These con, in the interest of all nations seek to promote
exactly what the McKinley bill endeavors to repress.

The Secretary of State, rejecting the policy of the McKinley bill,
desires this Benate by amendment to this bill to promote the purpose
of the International Congress. The remedy which he suggests to meet
the errors and unwisdom of the protective policy is an amendment to
the pending tariff bill, anthorizing the President to declare the ports of
the United States free to all the products of any nation of the Ameri-
can hemisphere upon which no export duties are imposed, whenever
and so long as such nation shall admit to its ports free of all national,
provincial (state), municipal, and other taxes certain named prod-
nets of ours,

Mr. President, as questionable as such legislation may be, it is h
that whatever fate betide the injection into this bill of the principle
of international reciprocity that good will come of it to the agricult-
ural interests of ounr country, nupon the snceess of which so much de-
pends. Whatever may be its source, I hail it as a move in the right
direction and trust it may in the end prove the entering wedge to rift
the gnarled and hitherto unwedgable oak of so-ealled protection.
Unfiriendly tariff legislation fora quarter of a century has brought that
interest to the brink of ruin.

The patient and trustful farmer has snbmitted to the stealthy,
thievish operations of our tariff laws until their baleful influence has
well nigh taken away his strength. He has, under the forms of law,
been plundered by the robber tariff of his hard and honest earnings.
The law, as it exists, holds him in the grip of the vise of Republicanism,
and this bill is but another turn of the screw to still further craunch
and grind the bones of his strength regardless of the victim’s writhing.

But coming =vents cast their shadows before. That unrest which
comes of injustice and oppression has found its way into the field of the
farmer, and is rising in the majesty of organized form to right his
wronza through the ballot. Let us hope that before an uncorrupted,
unobstrocted, and enlightened ballot, the invidious laws that oppress
the many for the benefit of the few will vanish; that monopolists will
stand aghast, as true manhood asserts itselfand restores toour statute-
books just and equal laws. -

Under renewed hope and patriotic inspiration, let us turn with idol-
atry to the Constitution of onr fathers, and learn to love, as of yore,
that pure, plain, and simple Government béqueathed to us by them,
which, in its better days, bad neither millionairesnor paupers; bad no
castles and but few hovels, Let us realize that love of country is born
of just and wholesome laws, promptly and impartially executed, and
that, when liberal and enlightened policies gnide legislative counsels,
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prosperity and follow. Let us cherish as **apples of gold | ket, and will put upon the market in large quantities as a substitute
set in pitcyt:r:s of silver! thas:wards of Andrew Jachl:lpn., which he | for tin, both inpgheanning and other lnduslgiu, if by putting a pro-
sent to the United States Senate as an implied rebuke on a memorable m.&g here from

occasion, when among other things he said:
I would uade my countrymen that it is not in a splendid Government,

rfi lies and aristoeratical lishments, that they
m:wm or their mrﬁun ection, but in a plain system—void of
all, and granting favors to none—dispensing its blessings,

e Tad dews.c
e dews of heaven, unseen and unfelt, save in the freshness and beauty
they contribute to produce.

It is such a Government that the genins of our people require, such a one
mld’ under which our States may remain, for ages to come, united, prosperous
and free.

Mr. ALDRICH. Mr. President, I hope that we may now have the
vote on the pending amendment.
* The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated.

The SECRETARY. In paragraph 137, on page 29, line 6, after the
word “* pay,”’ it is proposed to strike out *‘ two and two-tenths cents”’
and insert ‘‘ one cent.’’

The PRESIDENT pro fempore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment. [Pufting the question.] The noes appear to have it.

Mr. VEST. The yeas and nays were ordered upon that.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. VEST. 1 asked for them, I know.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missonri asks that
the yeas and nays may be entered on the Journal on the amendment.

Mr. TURPIE. May I ask upon what question we are about to vote?

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. ‘The Chair will have the amendment

again reported.
- The Secretary again read the amendment.
Mr. TURBIE. Mr. President, I would much prefer, as wassaid by

the Senator from Delaware the other day, to vote to puttin-plate upon
the free-list, and I shounld have been very glad if the amendment had
been offered in that sha I recollect that in the discussion in the
last and especially that before the people in the last canvass,
tin-plate was one of the four principal articles which were to be
put upon the free-list under the tariff bill proposed at that time. I
think it is somewhat of a departure, though I am perfectly willing to
vote for the amendment as moved and to consent that a small duty
shall be retained npon tin-plate. Idoubt, however, very much whether
the manufacture of tin-plate will be helped by imposing the additional
tax now offered or whether it will be retarded at all by refusing toin-
crease it.

I have heard somewhat and I have read considerably about the ex-
istence of tin ores in Dakota, and whenever I have read ot the existence
of those ores I have read also of their irreducibility; that it was impos-
sible to reduce the Dakota tin ore; that it could not be done by any
known process so as to make itavailable in the market. The existence
of tin in that section has been known for about twenty years, and I
think if there was any method ot reducing the ores and actually mak-
ing block-tin that it would have been discovered ere now.

The actual experiments, so far as I have read them, with Dakota tin
ore where the tin has been made out of it and has been reduced to a form
or ingot, cost three or four times the mercantile value of the article.
Nevertheless, I am of the opinion that, even if a tin bar or ingot could
be produced or if it ever had been produced in Dakota from the ore
there at four times its mercantile value, there would have been such a
gia;:.nﬂ for it that it would be now manufactured in considerable quan-

Tin bars or tin ingots have a great deal of value apart from their
use in making tin-plate. Tin is largely used as an alloy in many of the
works of science and many of the artificial methods used in the works
of art, and the novelty of a base or of a new species of base for operations
of this character would have induced a very large sale of Dakota tin
ingots and bars if such things had an existence or possibly could have

any.

I have no doubf that in a debate of this character, where more than

100 per cent. additional tax is asked upon the tin-plate, the air wounld

~ have been filled with assertions and crammed with certificates about
the richness of the Dakota tin mines, about their fertility, about the
ease and cheapness with which the ore could be reduced and the facil-
ity with which bars or ingots could be prepared for the market. I
have not heard of anysuch. I haveno doubt they could have been fur-
nished. For my own part, I donot place the smallest eredencein any
of those assertions. I do not believe that the increase of duty pro-
posed is offered with any reference to the production of tin-plate in
the United States or of tin in Dakota or to the discovery or use of tin
ore in the Black Hills.

It is without doubt proposed here to further the personal and private
interests of the American Tinned-Plate Company, a corporation composed
of ironmasters who have adopted a very taking and attractive title, a
company who have taken the name of tin-plate because they never have
manufactured and never will manufacture any of that article—a tinless
tin plate company. This association i3 largely engaged in the manufact-
ure of what may be called Pittsburgh tin, not Dakota tin, but Pittsburgh
galvanized iron, Pittsburgh planished plate, an inferior article of iron,
a very cheap kind of scrap-iron, which it intends to put upon the mar-

hibitory duty upon tin-plate they can prevent its co
s pla y can p

The only object of the imposition of this very heavy tax is to make
an additional market for these bogus wares, for the American tin-plate
of Pi for galvanized iron, planished plate, to take the place of
the buckets and pans and cans and other utensils which are now manu-
factured with pure tin, Y

Tin is very valuable on account of its imperviousness to the juices
of fruits, of meats, and of fish. It resembles ﬁ:ninthase respects,
buot it does not resemble glass in being frangib It is upon this ac-
count that tin-plate is valuable, The most careful experiments and
experience have shown that no kind of tinless American Association
plate, galvanized iron, or planished plate has this character of imper-
viousness to the acids and juices of fruits and flesh.

The immediate consequence of forcing this Pittsburgh American Asso-
ciation plant and its growth upon the useful industries of this country
will be to deteriorate the contents of the can, the tomato, the salmon,
the oyster, the peach, the apple, and everything which is canned ; this
inferior galvanized canand inferior planished-plate can will deteriorate
the contents, the volume of the canning business will be largely de-
creased, tin cans will become an article of luxury, and their contents
will become still more so. The result will be that an existing indus-
try, now employing many thonsands of workmen and engaging in their
interest many thousands of consumers, will be vitally injured and very
materially lessened, for the sake, as claimed, of an industry not now
in existence and never intended to be put into operation.

I do not know that this has been accounted a romantic age or an age
of crednlity. On the contrary, I think it may be called a very practi-
cal age—that is, outside of the domain of the devotees of protection.
The moment you approach that sect, the age does become extremely
romantic, devoted to chimeras, a worshiper of mere will-o’-the-wisps.

There is now no tin-plate induostry in the United States, as has been
often asserted. There has been only a thought, a speculation, & con-
jecture by the American tinless tin-plate association that such an
indostry might in the next century be successfully conducted, as some
philosophers have already proposed centuries ago and may again to-
morrow (considering that this is an age of protective chimeras), to
manufacture from sea-water some valuable product or from the most
ordinary clay or allnvium a metal more valuable than gold.

It is not necessary that they should have done it or that they have
any plan whatever for doing it. If is only necessary that they con-
template doing it and should appear before a committee of this body
or some other body stating that they are ready to do it and are willing
todoit, and the devotees of protectionimmediately take the idea, follow
it to its extreme, and are willing to tax every inhabitant of the United
States in order to carry out this visionary scheme of the alchemist,
wilder than any dream of the Rosicrucians in the Middle

I suppose it is in vain for us to protest against any such abuse of
legislative authority. Legislators and law-givers themselves have be-
come the subjects of this forlorn and miserable delusion, and are per-
haps as much the objects of pity and compassion as of denunciation,
but I think we ought soberly, before the vote is taken, at least once
more think what possible advantage there may bein depressing a uni-
versal industry long established and so generally successful for the
sake of what would be called, in the vernacular of the protectionist, a
fature, & bare future, without put or call.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amendment
of the Senator from Missouri [Mr. VEsT].

The Secretary ed to call the roll.

Mr. CARLISLE (when his name was called).
Senator from North Dakota [ Mr. PIERCE].

Mr. MITCHELL (when Mr. DOLPH'S name was called).

I am paired with the
My col-

league [Mr. Dorrn] is detained from the Senate necessarily. If he
were here, he would vote “*nay.”” Heis paired with the senior Senator
from Georgia [ Mr. BRowN].

Mr. HAMPTON (when his name was called). My pair with the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. STEWART] has been erred to the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. PAYNE]. I shall vote ““yea.'

Mr. BATE (when the name of Mr. HARRIS was called). My col-
league [Mr. HARRIS] i8 necessarily absent and not very well. He is
paired with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. MoRRILL]. =

Mr. FAULKNER (when Mr. KENNA’S name was called). I desire

to state that my colleagne [Mr. KENNA] is detained from the Senate
by illness. If present, he wounld vote *‘ yea.!

Mr., MCMILLIN (when his name was called). I am paired with the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr, VANCE].
Mr. PADDOCK (when his name wascalled). I am paired with the

Senator from Louisiana [Mr, Evsris]. The Senator from Florida [ Mr,
PAsco] is paired with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. FARWELL]. By
a change of the pairs we are both atliberty to vote, and I vote ** nay."’
Mr. PASCO (when his name was called). Under the arrangement,
just I vote ‘‘ yea.”
Mr. QUAY (when his name was called). By arrangement andun-
derstanding with the Senator from Montana [Mr, SANDERS], I have

»
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transferred my pair with the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. FAULK-
NER] to the Benator from Montana, and I vote *‘ nay.”’

Mr. SHERMAN (when his name was called). I am paired with my
colleagne [Mr. PAYNE], but the pair has been transferred {o the Sen-
?‘wr ﬁ?’m Vevada [Mr. STEWART], and I am at liberty to vote. Ivote

nay.

Mr. ALLEN (when Mr. SQUIRE’S name was called). My colleague
[Mr. Squire] is paired with the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Dmn;ﬂ.

Mr. DA (when Mr. WASHBUEN’S name was called).

eague [ Mr. WASHBURN] is paired with the Senator from New Jersey
Mr. BLODGETT].
Mr. GO. (when the name of Mr. WrrLsox, of Maryland, was
led). My colleague [Mr. WiLsox] is paired with the Senator from
owa |;?Ir Wirsox]. If my colleague were present, he would vote
ea.

The roll-call was concluded.

Mr. McMILLAN. I transfer my pair with the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. VANCE] to the Senator from North Dakota [ Mr. PIERCE],
and that will enable the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. CARLISLE] and

f to vote, I vote ‘‘nay.”

Mr. CARLISLE, Under that arrangement, I vote *‘yea.”

Mr. PETTIGREW. Iam paired with the Senator from Florida [ Mr.
Carn]. If he were present, I should vote *‘nay.”

Mr. BLODGETT. My pair with the junior Senatorfro m New Hamp-
ghire [Mr. CHANDLER] having been transterred to the Senator from
Mississippi [ Mr. GEORGE], I vote “‘yea.”’

Mr. DANIEL. Iam paired with the Senator from Washington [ Mr.
Squirk]; otherwise I shonld vote ‘‘yea."

Mr, BLAIR. Iam paired with the senior Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. GEORGE], but that pair has been transferred in such a way that
my colleague [ Mr, CHANDLER], who is absent, is paired with the Sen-
ator from Mississippi, and I vote with the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. Bmm:rl?. I vote *‘ nay.”

Mr. CULLOM. I desire to announce the illness of my colleague
Pé:. FarweLL] and that he is paired with the Senator from Louisiana

Mr. COCERELL (after having voted in the affirmative). I observe
that the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. DAWEs] is not present, and
when I voted I forgot the fact that I was paired with him. If he were
present he would vote ‘‘ nay '’ and I shounld vote *‘ yea.’’ I withdraw

my vote, ,
The result was announced—yeas 26, nays 30; as follows:
YEAS-—-26.
Barbour, Coke, Hearst, Ransom,
Bate, Colquitt, Jones of Arkansas, Reagan,
A Da MePherson, Turpie,
G Faulkuer, Morgan, Vest,
Gorman, Pasco, Walthall,
Bautler, TRY, Plum!':.
Carlisle, Hampton, Pugh,
NAYS-30,
Aldrich, Edmunds, Jones of Nevada, Quay,
Allen, Evarts, MeMillan, Sa s
W Frye, Manderson,
E, Hal Mitchell, Bpooner,
q 5 Hawley, Moody, Stock ¥
Onsey, Higgins, Puddock, Teller.
Cullom, Hiscoclk, Plats,
Dixon, ;- Power,
ABSENT—28,
Brown Euﬁ:] Morrill, Btewart,
Call, Farwell, Payne, Vance,
Chandler, George, Pel f
Daniel, | Sy Sand Wilson of T
3 ers, of o
Dawes, Ingalls, Bquire, n of g
Dolph, Kenna, Stanford, Woleott.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. GORMAN. On page 29, line 2, I move to strike out ‘“ninety-
one’’ and insert *‘ninety-two;’’ so as to read:

And on and after July 1, 1892, ete.

Extending the time one year.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. PLUMB. I am not certain that I know precisely what the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. VEST] proposed to strike out in his amend-
ment, but I think it embraced the same as I had given notice of my
intention to move to strike out, all after the word **steel,’”’ in line 1,
on page 20, down to and including the word “pound,’’ in line 7. If
not, I wish to move that amendment now.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment will be stated.

The SECRETARY. In paragraph 137, page 29, after the word *‘steel,’’
in line 1, it is proposed to strike out:

And on and after July 1,189, all iron or steel sheets or plates, or taggers iron,
coated with tin or lead or with a mixture of which these metalsor either of
them is & component part, by the dipping or any other process, and commer-
;’h‘g‘;:lknown a8 tin-plates, terne-plates, and taggers tin, shall pay 2.2 cents per

Mr. PLUMB. I make that motionwith a view of moving to amend,
in lineds, paragraph 139, by inserting a provision for a bounty of 1 cent
a pound.

Mr. EDMUNDS. The Senator I understand merely gives notice of
the reason for his amendment. e
- The PRESIDENT pro ¢. Isthe Senate ready for the question?
Mr, FAULKNER. I whether there are two amendments sng-
gested by the Senator from Kansas, or one?
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Oneamendment. The Senator from
Kansas proposes to strike out the words read by the Secretary.
Mr. ALDRICH. I suggest that by unanimous consent the fwo mo-
tions may be eonsidered together.
Mr. VEST. No, Mr. President, as I understand the effect of the
motion of the Senator from Kansas, his amendment wonld put tin-
:in the t:'lre&lmt, and then his bounty proposition is a separate and dis-
met thing. 4 -
Mr. EDMUNDS. They had better be taken se;

.
Mr. VEST. My amendment was simply to strike out ‘2.2 cents’

and insert “‘1 eent.”?

Mr. ALDRICH. That would not be the effect of the amendment
of the Senator from Kansas, 4

Mr, VEST. That would be the preliminary step towardsit. It wounld
strike ont all of the duty.

Mr. ALDRICH. It might be a preliminary step, but it would not
have that effect.

Mr. VEST. I take it for granted that that is what he means,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on the amendment
of the Senator from Kansas to strike out what has been read.

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. President, I bad not expected to say an
in the course of this debate, but after the persistent attempt which has
been made here to lead the country to believe that theimposition of the
proposed duty will amount to a tax upon the farmers of the country to
the extent of the duty, and that for that reason it shounld be voted down,
I feel that I should not allow the vote to be taken without saying a few
words upon that question,

If the amendment of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. PLuas] means
that this class of articles shall be placed upon the free-list, I think it
is the only consistent ground which can be taken by those who oppose
the proposition of the Committee on Finance, for unguestionably the
rate of duty as now imposed is nothing else but a tax upon e citi-
zen of the United States who nses this article in any form in which it
may go into consumption or use; for it is not high enongh to promote
domestic produetion and it is not high enough to enable the American
manufacturer now to make it, and it is just high enough to impose
upon the people the maximum tax that the article will stand withouf
promoting domestic production.

I am willing to concede most freely that if there is any class in this
country which should be exempted from anything like invidions tax-
ation it should be the farmers upon whom this falls, the laborers
npon whom it falls, and, although in one sense it may be a fair tax,
because the article is in very general use, yet in many respects, as has
been already shown in the debate, it falls most un&irly in the inei-
dence of taxation.

But is it true that this article can not be produced in this country
at as low a rate as it already is, or, still further, that it should remain
under the existing condition? It has been stoutly contended that,
while every other article in all the great line of manufactured articlea
in the country has fallen in price, this also has fallen along with the
rest, sndtharehssbsensomeghpuhein regard to what arethe exact fig- *
ures, I beg to submit a table here and to ask that it may be printed
in my remarks, which is a statement showing the average invoice value
per unit of quantity of tin and terne plates and sheets and
f,ini ilx}ported into the United States for the fiscal years 1869 to 1890,
nciusive:

Value
Rate of duty. Year, per Rale of duly.
pound,
25 per cent. £0.045 | 1.1 cts, Ib.
1 R .089 - Do, i
Do, .38 Do,
15 D conk 085 | 1 oot 1b,
cen 3 cen
Po. ‘83| “Do.
Do. L8381 Do.
L1 cts, perlb, i Do.
Do. + 030 Do.
Do. .020 Do,
Do. 081 Do.

Mr. EDMUNDS. Those are all iron plates and not metallic tin.

Mr, HIGGINS., Not the metallic fin at all, but simply the iron
plates after being coated with tin. Thesefigures, I willsay, have been
taken from the official reports on Commerce and Navigation, prepared
by the Treasury Department, and the value per pound represents the
dutiable value; that is to say, it does not include freight and other
charges, commissions, consular fees, or anything of that sort. It is
simply the prices taken from the reports of the Treasury Department,
as given at the time these goods are taken to the consuls for invoice to
this country, and therefore represents what may bhe called the simple
Welsh prices after production.
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Mr. EDMUNDS. And at the place of uction.
Mr. HIGGINS. And at the place of uction. The rate per pound
in 1869 was 5 cents; in 1870, 5.1 cents; in 1871, 5.5 cents; in 1%2, 6

eents; in 1873, 7.7 cents—and that was the interesting year when the
duty fell from 25 to 15 per cent. and the foreign price went up from 6
10 7.7 cents. In 1874 the value was 7.7 cents; in 1875, 8.2 cents; in
1876, 5.2 cents; in 1877 it fell to 4.4 cents, and that was the year when
the advanced duty first fell from 15 per cent. ad valorem to 1.1 cents
per pound, which made it, I think, about 40 per cent. ad valorem. As
the duty went up the price went down. In 1877 it was 4.4 cents; in
1878, 4.1 cents; in 1879, 3.7 cents; and in 1880, 4.5 cents, though I
will state that in that year tin-plate advanced in thesame foreign value,
from 16s. or $4 per box, in September, 1879, to 30s, or $7.50 per box,
in January, 1880, and receded to 14s. or $3.62 per box, in June, 1880.

It was daring that time that a very high price was marked for about
five months in the year, going from 3.7 cents per pound up to the high
mark already indicated in the figures I have read, and back again, so
as to make the average for that year in which that great fluctnation
occurred only 4.5 cents.

Mr. EDMUNDS. Have you information as to tha caunse of that?

Mr. HIGGINS, It was the incident which only needs to be men-
tioned to be recalled by all, of the very great advance in all products
of iron at that time. I have always assumed and supposed that the
explanation was plain. We were still going on under the effects of the
revulsion of 1873 which had not been entirely overcome, and there was
a great advance in trade generally, and there was found to be a short
sapply of iron, so short that in view of the demand is was forced up
to this high price.

Mr. EDMUNDS. Was there any legislative enactment of any conn-
try, ours or any other, that affected the question at the time?

Mr. HIGGINS. None whatever that I know of. In 1831 the value
was 3.9 cents per pound; in 1882, 3.8 cents; in 1883, 3.7 cents; in
1834, 3.6 cents; in 1885, 3.3 cents; in 1856, 3.1 cents; in 1887, 3 cents:
in 1888, 3 cents; in 1889, 2.9 cents, the lowest rate, and, in 1880, 3.1
cents.

It will thus be perceived that from the time of that phenomenal ad-
vance in 1880 until 1890 the price has remained most remarkably
steady in view of the mutations which overtook almost every other
branch of production and industry, the highest being 3.9 cents in 1881,
coming down to 3.6 cents in 1884, and then in 1885 to 3.3 cents, and
running along from that down to 2.9 cents in 1889 and rising again to
3.1 cents in 1890, and thus remaining almost steady.

8ir, what I contend and what I believe is that this steadiness of price
of this peculiar product was not without canse, and that canse is not
without its interest and its significance to the people of the United
States as well as the people of Wales. It seems to me to be perfectly
apparent that it was because this product had been in the hands of men
in Wales who conld control and who had controlled it and who have
kept it just steadily there. All others have changed, others have gone
down, and this has been kepl steady.

Now take the American price. The American price I have not been
able to get for this entire period, but I havealready called the attention
of the Senate to it at a previous stage of this debate, and I will ask to
have inserted in the report of my remarksa table furnished by the im-
porters, who have hastened to send telegrams here to overcome the re-
sult of their own figures, the table which they presented to the House
Committee on Ways and Means, which is printed in ‘‘Revision of the
Tariff Hearings before the Committee on Ways and Means’’ in the
present House, at Eagu 1208. This is from the firm of J. M. Melloy s
Sons, of Philadelphia, on the 6th of Jannary, 1890. They say:

We give you below a table showing the average price the merchants of New

York sold at during the following years, This is far better than the mislead-
prives laid before you:

Months. 1884, | 1885, | 1886, | 1887, | 1888. | 1889.
Ji $.75 | $.4 ($L43 (842 ST | $L21}
4.66 441 | 4.3 | 4.2 | 4.79 4.20}
4 .66 4.39 | 4.38 4.24 4.74 4,22
4.778 | 4.36 | 4.431 | 4.30 | 469} | 4.28
4.78} 4.30 4.58 4.28 4.53 4.974
4.76F | 4.29| 4.333| 4.29 | 4.45 4%
4.86 4.50 | 4.38 4.87 4.51 4.25
4.85 451 | 4.30 | 450k | 4.58 4.25}
4.80 4.51 4.23 4. 46 4.62 4.32
4.60 4.56 | 4.251 | 4.401 | 4.47 4.514
4. 60 4.52 | 4.19} 4.551 4.29} 4.73
4.50 451 | 417 | 479 | 424 | i

Here comes in the middleman, here comes in the importer, here
comes in the American side of this very comfortable and very nice ar-
rangement, one which I do not complain of at all, that for their interest
they do not wish disturbed, but there the price ranges from January,
1884—it is all given by years and months—$4.75 a box, to November,
1889, when the price was $4.73. Taking the first and the last item,
it allows a difference of unly 2 cents per box during the whole period.

Mr. EDMUNDS. One hundred and eight pounds to the box?

Mr. HIGGINS. I presumeso. The average for 1884 was $4.73 per
box. I have had these ealculations made: The average in 1855 was
$4.44; the average in 1886 was $4.32 per box; the average in 1887 was
$4.39; in 1888, $4.56 per box; and in 1839, $4.30 per box.

Mr. EDMUNDS. t is the American price?

Mr. HIGGINS. That is the American price, and it has preserved
this very remarkable steadiness. 1 sayagain, Mr. President, that, if
we can not produce the article here, I think it onght to be put on the
free-list if it can be made to appear that putting it on the free-list will
make it any cheaper than it isnow, and that is a question which only
time and experience can test. I have been told that in toa
great many things which have been put on the free-list the result has
not been a reduction of price.

‘We have paraded before ns here a company which has p to
engage in this industry, as the Senator from Indiana | Mr. TURPIE]
few moments ago so wittily said, a tinless tin industry, and so when,
in the crisis of the struggle of this nation for its life, it tonk those steps
to preserve its existence and in the same breath took those steps in the
establishment of the protective system which have given it its nnex-
ampled industrial growth, the same argument might have beenused, not
against this industry alone, but against the entire range of those in-
dustries which then were put under the protection of this great princi-
ple at that time embodied in our tariff laws,

I have not heard it serionsly contended that it was not the purpose
of that statute or of its framers at that time to have included this
branch of the iron industry under it; but it is a fact that because they
happened to call iron-plate coated with tin ** tin-plate *’ it therefore did
not fall nnder the duty and it has remained out of it ever since as an
object-lesson to show this people the difference between the reduction
of price bronght about by the protective tariff and the steady elevation
gfthnt price when it has been under the control of the foreign pro-

ucer. A

There is the contention simple enough. Which side of it shall we
take? Oh, say the Senators on the other side of the Chamber, if you
raise this duty youn increase this tax. If I believed that I would con-
sider voting for this bill and against this amendment as inignitous, as
baneful; but I believe to the contrary, and I am not to be frightened
from it by the suggestion that the only way tin can be dipped is by
Welsh boys. Iam told that there are already inventions by which it
can be dipped without the help of boys, and I do not believe that that
step is beyond the stretch of Yankee ingenuity.

1 do not see why that product can not be made just as cheaply here
as in Wales, the one thing always excepted of the price of labor. That
is the one thing which they can get cheaper than we can get. I donot
believe they ean ever keep up with us in the pace of ingenuity, but
against that difference in the cost of American labor and Welsh labor,
I put the combine—not a trust, but the combine—hetween the gentle-
men in Wales and the gentlemen in New York and Philadelphia who
are now importing this tin. By the absence of aduty high enongh to
be protective they have been enabled to keep it at a steady price, and
one constantly high to the consumer.

I believe profoundly, sir; in the necessify to this country of not only
a protective tariff, but a competitive tariff, as suggested by the teach-
ings of the lamented Garfield, quoted by the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. DANTEL] yesterday. Ifnot Mr.Cronemeyer, somebody else in this
country can go into thismarket for the production of thisarticle. Can
we not expect that those profits now unfair made on the other side can
he sharedl;?; manufactarers on this, and that when the profits shall be
so shared the whole price shall be brought lower to the American peo~
ple? If this result been bronght about on the whole line of pro-
tection, why can it not be done on this? If this article practically not
brought under absolute protection has yet been kept at a steady price
to the consumer, is not the onus upon gentlemen who hold the opposite
contention to undertake to show here that we should not take the step
proposed by the Committee on Finance and adopt the higher duty
proposed ?

It is asked, for what other reason should this be done? I think, sir,
that it would be well for this country to have that many more men
employed in this country in the manufacture of this article of iron, as
we have in other articles here, rather than on the otherside. I think
it would be well that this industry shonld be established. It might
be established in Pittsburgh. I believe we have a very good chance
of establishing it on the Atlantic coast. Thereare drawbacks allowed
under this bill upon all articles of raw material that are needed in this
manufacture. That wounld be to the advantage of manufacturers on
this coast, and I do not know of any better place than on the Delaware
River. I know of no better place than my own eity of Wilmington. I
know of no mote fayorable spot on this continent than there, where
water transportation and steam come into closest proximity to the mines
of coal and of iron, as they do in that neighborhood.

If it shounld so happen, would it not be well for the farmers who live
there and near there? I respectfully submit that it wounld. I donot
believe that the farmers of Delaware or of the adjacent States have been
in any degree injured by the fact that during this time of agricultural
depression in the great cereal products they bave had at their elbow
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markets for all sorts of products other than grain and the staples in the
great city of Philadelphia and the city of Baltimore on the one side
and the other; of Chester, in Pennsylvania, and of my own city of Wil-
mington, with a prosperity marked by a growth of over 41 per cent. in
population in the last decade.

Mr. EDMUNDS. What would become of their product but for those
cities ? ;

Mr. HIGGINS. Exactly, as the Senator from Vermont well says,
what would have become of their products had we not had in America
during all that time this vast population of consumers prosperously
employed and rich, so far as from the enjoyment of unexampled wages
in the history of the world they may be called rich.

Mr. President, at this late hour I do not want to detain the Senate
long, but no more pregnant or interesting topic is before this people or
before the world to-day than the caunses of our agricultural depression.
I believe that this depression hasalready touched its depth. I believe
ihat the present rise of prices marks a change that is not likely ever to
turn back in our time.

There has been a contribution to the discussion of this questionlately
made that Iconsider deserves attention and is entitled to the very deep
interest of all the people of thisand of every other country. These con-
tribations were made by a citizen of Kansas already referred to in the
conrse of this debate, Mr. C. Wood Davis, in three articles in The Forum
of April, May, and June, of the present year, and in a series of articles
in The Cultivator and Country Gentleman, running from early in May
until the carrent nnmber just out. In these he gives the whole statis-
ties of the development of the agricultural lands of our own Western
conntry during twenty-two yearslast past, in four periods, the last three
being of five yearseach and the preceding one of the seven years belore
that time, and gives the growth of the land devoted to the cnlture of
cerealsand the number of acres as compared with the increase of popu-
lation. And I beg to read from what he says in an article of the 5th
of June:

Assuming that there had been no material overproduction of rye, oats, bar-
ley, buckw potatoes, and tobacco up to 1887, we can easily measure the
q ity of 13:& ¥ to produce so much of these staples, as well as hay
and cotton, as is needed at home and provide so much l.ugocao and cotton as
other people look to us for. With wheat, nearly all estimates, including those
of the Department of Agriculture, Fls.ce the d ic ption—for all
uses—at 5.66 bushels per eapita, which, with an averge yield per acre, is equal
to forty-seven-one-hundredths of an acre. Of corn it is shown thatthe product
has,during the fourteen yearsending with 1888, averaged 29.73 bushels per capita,
and, ealling theexports of corn and meal equalto 1 bushel per capita,the home re-

quirement of this grain is found to be 28,75 bushels per capita, which, with an
average yield, is equal to 1.15 acres per capita.

Thus getting his unit of measure he goes on:

Taking the acreage of staples, other than corn and wheat, prior to 1888, as
representing the normal requirements for such staples, it is found (on the basis

in 1879, 9,500,000 acres; in 1884, 6,800,000; and in 1889, 3,200,000
acres,

In 1884, afler assigning 3.15 acres of enltivated land to each unit of population,
there remuained no less than 20,249,000 acres, the products of which must be
forced upon foreign markets, Of this surplus acreage, 13,300,000 acres were em-
ployed in growing wheat, to be marketed in oompezlt{on with the produoets
of the cheap labor of Russia and India, and the remainder in growing a surplus -
of corn, to press upon d th ket ever-increasing weight., g

Owing to the fact that potulaﬁon has increased since 1884 in much greater
ratio than cultivated acres, this surplus of more than 20,000,000 acres then ex-
isting has been reduced nearly one-half, and will wholly disappear in three or
at most four years, and with the disappearance of this surplus of cultivated
acres will end forever the existing depression of agricultural interests. Such
will be the limit of this state of affairs, which does not seem to be indefinite
either in cause or duration.

But for the enormous corn crop of 1888 and 1589 and the wheat crop of
1849, we should ere this have felt relief from the reduction in the surplus acre-

_age, but such relief is coming, and many a discouraged farmer will pluck up

courage and work hopefully when he can see the end of these troubles in plain
view and realize that we have ¥ traveled more than half the distance

the enormous surplus of 1884, and that instead of exporting a great surplus of
cereals to glut foreign markets we are altogether likely to import wheat long
before the end of the century,

I will take the liberty, Mr. President, of having printed in the RECORD
further tables from The Forum, giving the average increase of popula-~
tion as compared with the number of farms, of cattle, of swine, of cot~
ton, of corn, of wheat, and of oats during the respective periods to
which this writer has called attention, from which it will appear that
our normal increase of population has had no cessation except during
the war; that during this period of extraordinary Western growth we
have added an amonnt to the acreage of cultivated land utterly beyond
the experience of mankind before in natural growth, and further tables
show that that area of cultivable land is at last approaching its end.
The falling off during the past five years shows that the end has heen
reached and that the farmers not only of America, but of the British
Islands and the continent of Europe are to be relieved from this unex-
ampled competition put upon them by the policy and the growth of this
country.

1 sarj'rypolicy, Mr, President, for where have we had in the experience
of mankind a policy like our homesteading, that enables every man
who can get there to get a farm for the lowest possible sam? Where
else have there been conditions by which railways could empty pio-
neers upon the prairie, at once to go into active competition with the
owners of farms, with all their investment of barns, buildings, fertil-
izers, and fences,which had been the slow making of years here in the
East? Why, it has not only struck down the agricultural prosperity of
the East, but of the West alike, and of Enrope. I submit the tables,
which are as follows:

During a period of thirty-nine ;'eams ending in 1880, population, farms, and
the production of the more important 'utaplea necreased as follows : g

¥ Per cent.
{ annual 1ds per acre) we require the following amount of land to
:u;;Iey the po uial’i:; nn?iepermi)t the u;lnal proportion afz ts, tob yand gﬂp“.]:“un?;“m. g
cotton to g6 abroad: Cattlo o 185
Acreage per capita in corn 1.15 | Bwine 66
Acreage per capita in wheat, 0.47 | Bales of cotton.... assivess B0L.
Acreage per capita in oats.............. 0.43 | Bushels of corn 257
ol sepor il S S8 | pushla ol whast. it
--------------- ushels of oats............e

Acreage per capita in rye, barley, buckwheat, potatoes, and Lobaceo .. 0.16 R ks e N el oy onmripﬂnr?' N

Total acreage per capit e 8.15 e

This shows that to provide so much of all the staples as are required at home
and so much meat, tobacco, and cotton as there is sale for abroad at good prices,
it is necessary to emgloy 3.15 acres for each unit of population, and we may
safely assume that when the acreage does not exceed this amount prices will be
remunerative and the farmer prosperous. We may at the present standard of
living eall 3.15 acres the normal requirement of the American people. Elimi-
nating the proportion required to furnish the meat, cotton, and tobacco ex-
'por} . the requirements for home consumpticn would be an even 3 acres per

ta.
“ﬁnﬂng asceriained what are the acreage requi ple, is it
not easy to determine whether it is or is not cultivated acres in excess of re-
quirements that eanses the * trouble with the farmer,"” and in ease such isfound
to be the cause, when and how a healthy balance will be restored ?

In the quinguennial period ending with the year 15874, the annual additions
1o the eultivated area in staple crops ave 3,307,000 acres, the per capita
guou of cultivated land being 2.65 acres, farm produects high in price, and the

rmer not in trouble.

Durlng the five years ending with the year 1570, the acres in slaple crops
ahot:r?.unmnual average increase of no less than 9,525,710 acres, and prices fell
mal ¥.

That was during the period when Kansas and Nebraska, the western
parts of them, as well as more of that western country, were very rap-
idly settled.

In the semi-decade ending in 1884, the annual average addilions to the acre-
age in staple crops fell to 6,841,000, but, still being altogether out of proportion
to the increase in population, prices continued to fall and the per capita quota
of cultivated land reaching 3.61 acres,

Still, that was far above the 3.15 acres which he estimates to be the
normal amount,

of our p.

In the next five-vear period, ending in 1889, annual average additions to the
cnltivated ncreage are found to have o less 3,200,000 neres, showing the
near exhaustion of the arable areas, and would have materially enhanced prices
but for the enormous surplus of cultivated neres brought into use daring the ten
years ending in 1884,

I give again in round numbers this acreage: For the period ending

increase in population, the only m‘ﬁ}?:j:hu growing of which is even

munerative are pork and cott d for by our monopoly of the
world's supply of cotton and by the fact that the number of swine has not kept
with the increase in population; but it does not follow that there is a de-
cient supply of swine, for the number of both swine aad cattle was
excess of requirements prior to the civil war, ,
Except for brief periods, the prices of cattle continued remunerative up to the
middle of the ninth decade, when the new farms of the West, the epen-nnﬁ
regions of Texas, the plains, and the in areas furnished a supply far
excess of demands, swamping the markets and reducing prices to a level pre-
cluding all profit. The time of war excepted, the i in ulation has
mnbguitg unilfum iu:"lt.:; wt&:l?'the iumm:n mel.E ; uM ; o lm
en by ** leaps an unds,”" as appears from the following s
showing the rates at which population and various products have increased.
The increase from 1850 to 1860 was:

Per cent.
Population 35
Number of farma.......cccusdssememissssnsnnss 41
Cattle...... 30
Swine 43
Bales of n7
0 T e A S S e R e S e e e A S L e 41
Acres in wheat 70
ACTES ITY ORUE .. ccveey wsivs sissiasisesy nusain Tossermomeras rasohstssbammrese 17

In this decade farms,swine, cotton, corn;and wheat increased more rapidly
than population, the increase in colton and wheat having been stimulated by
an active foreign demand, especinlly during the Crimean war. Cotton-growing
took its greatest stridesat this time, increasing frdm 2,469,000 bales in 1850 to
5,387,000in 1860, and then (alling away to 3,000,000in 1870, Not until 1880 did it
reach as high a mark as twenty years before.

From 1860 Lo 1870 the increase and deerease were as follows:

Increase: Per cent.
Population AT A 2
Number of farms............cosssmasssssssnssnanes 30

24
e B0 -
7
25
« 43
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farms and acres of wheat and to inerease much nuvmlﬂ:ﬂuhtbolndhnwultkﬂytolnmmmluumm
rapidly than population, but such was the activity of the demand and | of their labor will doubtless be employed in cotton-growing, to which soil and
so great the consumption and waste incident to a state of war ¢ farm prod- | climate are adapted. It is safe to say that the Indian Terri will not for
uots sold at such as to bring prosperity tothe interest, zuﬂplodmnywnddwnbhmrpl but will, by the end of the century,
The reduction in the ber of e and cattle was largely due to the waste | have two or three million acres empl in growing corn, which will no more
and destruction following in the wake of war, and this ution in num- | than compensate for losses in avea east of the Mississippi,
bers made meat action one of the most ranches of husbandry. The tend th t very low price will be to contract the area in corn

of the p
whmva_\ri-h;oll:;i can beo

The redn of the cotton flelds d the therwise employed—at the South, for instance, in
fact that cotton-growing has not reached that state where supply waits impa- | the p and some expansion of the wheat-flelds may result
tiently on deman from a decrease in the corn area in northern loealities,
to 1880 the increase was Thu?wﬂihampr%mnﬁon le&am?&em&duﬁthu%:
acreage devoled to not exceed 83, until such time as
xS Per cont. | Righor prices shall render profitable the cultivation of soils of very low forbllity
e 51 | and it is not likely to exceed 80,000,000 acres within five years.
Number of eattle. ... ... 40 | Oareful computation of the extent of the exportation of animals and animal
b s g1 | producis now and fifteen years since shows the inerease in such exports lo be
Number of bales of colton g1 | egual to an addition of 1 bushel of corn per eap ta; aund what with the increased
Acres in corn 61 | exportation of corn in this form and its larger employment in the manufacture
i se st e st g T | P PUIIN e IR TSISSITE T P SN " 49 | of various forms of gincose and as a substitute for Canadian and home-grown
‘Acres in oats 101 | barley,n moderate estimate wonld put her per capita requirements at least 15
per cent, above the amount econsumed prior to 1875,

Daring the eighth decade the increase in farms and all staple produc{:mm-

area
and the
the un-

pletely outran population. That was the period of greatest
and production, when all farm products brought remunerative
farmer was sighing for more acres to sow and Plaut. in order to

day that such sive exj ion fi 1d. -
rom 1580 to 1889 the increase has been:

Population

Number of farms,
Number of cattle
Number of swine A N ot S eds e AN VAN Eaon
Number of bales of eotton ..........

As yet, statistics of the increase in number of farms are not obtainable, but it
is estimated that it has not kept pace with the increase of population. There
has been a general slowing down of the killing pace of the preceding decade,
except in the case of cattle, and even here the increase has been very slowsince
1887, being but 2.04 per cent. per annum. In the first half of this period the
wheat area increased 1,480,000 acres; it has since decreased 1,352,
inerease in nine years or four-tenths of 1 per cent.

From The Forum for May, 1890:

During the last five years population has increased 13.7 per cent,, the area in
corn 12.3, that in oats 29, eattle 20, and swine 14, with a decrease of 3.4 per cent.
in the wheat area. Seven-tenths of such increase in the corn area occurred in
the first two years, indicating that the expansion in corn-growing is nearing its
end, That such is the case will be seen when an inquiry is made into the pres-
ent sources of supply and we com the present rate of increase and distri-
bution of areas with those obtaining in preceding periods, as sel forth in the
following table:

027 acres, a net

and ils geographical distribution in the years 1874,

Talle showing acreage of corn
; 1879, 1854, and 1889,

Corn acre- | Corn acre- | Co Co:
Groups of States, age, 1574, .;:,m. mnflm‘!'e- llgl:?&?.
204 | 3,608,086 | 3,669,741 646,676
893 | 15,353,046 | 17310852 | 17,495, 440
076 | 17,843,738 | 21,500,841 | 27,3885, 602
202,302 | 19,136,458 | 21,339, 22, 783, 290
246,272 | 3,766,897 | 5,510,410 6, 704, 044
93, 151 160, 094 261, 800,599
TOALE oocccsacearsmremrsrasasnsnnenss| 41,086, 918 | 62, 368, 860 | 69,683,780 | 78,319,651
Percentages of increase 52.14- 1.7 "12.3+

#The increase in the corn area during the last three years has been but 1.2
per cent. per aAnnum, as 4.1 per cent. in the two preceding years.
The preceding exhibit shows that corn-growl isapmnslm immin ngits

limit, and that contraction in area is not improbable, men?e
having eeased in the coast region, extending from Maine to Maryland, and in
the group, which includes such States as Ohio, Indiana, , Michigan,
‘Wisconsin, and Minnesota.

In the Btales of the Missouri Valley—Iowa, Missouri, Kansas, Nebraska, and
the Dakolas—the arca in corn nearly doubled in the five years ending in 1579,
and the reduction in the rate of inerease shows that the quantity of new 1and
bein d;voudm to lhi? o&op is leuiunn formeirly.i - hich
; the scene of the excessive expansion in corn-growing w looded
the markets, depressing prices to the p t unpreced i level.viyet in this
distriot the corn acreage nearly reached its limit, setilement having pussed
ba?wmi the corn area and partially overrun the arid plains where corn culture
is l:rrmimbla except upon such limited areas ascan be irrigated. The proc-
ess farms, orchards, and meadows is here
in active ration, and we may conciude that the corn-fields of this district
will not in this y. if ever, d 80,000,000 acres,

South of the Potomac and Ohio corn-, ing made great strides from 1874 to
1879, but advanced much less rapidly from 1579 to 1836, Since 1886 there has
been but small increase. In Arkansas and Texas the increase has been bettler
sustained than elsewhereand shows fewer signs of an early halt, although there
isan encouraging slackening in the rate. A moderate increase may be looked
e tnm‘eaﬁ:heu g PR in the vast extending f

employ corn-growing in the vast regions exten rom
the one hundred and second meridian to the Pacific does not equal thnt%f the
corn-flelds of two counties in Kansas; and this entire area, being but poorly
adapled to the producti..n of this staple, will ever remain an unimportant factor
in determining the extenl of the supply.

From this survey of the sources of supply it appears that any material inerease

the corn acreage must be looked for in the States of the Missourl Valley, in
Arkansas and Texas and in that portion of the Indian Territory lying east of the
ninety-eighth meridian. the latier being the only body of land adapted to this
product yetiobe fed, Ofthese lands by far the best are likely to remain in
Ghngonaniou of the Indians, and those familiar with Indian farming will look
for but little nddition to the supply from lands so oceupled. Nor are the blacks

converting corn-flelds into dai

‘With eonsumption at the rate of 28 bushels per capi'a, an average yield from
£3,000,000 acres would mpfly a population of 74,000,000, which we may expect
to see as soon as the year 1895,

Table showing the acreage of whea! and its geographical distribulion in the years
1 1884, and 1589,

mn
a Bl Wheat Wheat Wheat Wheat
roups of acreage
T | | e |

North Atlantic. 3,270,925 | 2,851,458
Lake 14,183,543 | 13,621,659
Missouri Valley.. 9,011,817 | 6,276,440
Southern 109, 6,472,816 | 5,883,817
Mountain Areas....i... 203, 100 442, 795 507, 136
The Dakotas 10, 000 300,000 | 1,540,200 | 4,431 084
Pacific coast. 2,469,817 | 2,907,610 | 4,545,290 | 4,552, 820
TOLAIE..cvisere sereressssraiasenasensss| 20,881,512 | 37,986,717 | 39, 475,885 | 38, 123,359

Percentage of increase and de-

or 44,04 3.9+ 3.4—

The table covers the period of greatest expansion in wheat culture and shows
the distribution of acreage now, at the commencement of that period, and at
its climax in 1884, when acreage and aggregale product were at the highest
point ever reached, with population about 9,500,000 less than now. Although
the table tells the story of the westward movement of wheat-growing, and
shows that it has reached and passed its limit, analysis of gains and losses will
enable us Lo estimate the fature cost and extent of production.

I think, Mr. President, that nothing more brutal has ever taken
place in history than the overthrow of British agriculture during this
period. This same writer, in another article, quotes from the leading
authority in England as to its effect upon English agriculture. He

says:

Sinee the death of James Caird, Mr. H. Knins Jackson is prob-h‘lf the best
English authority on this aubiwt-. and to show that I am not alone in looking
for high prices for breadstuffs I quote the following from a recent communica-

tion to ** Dornbusch,” wherein he says:

“While foreign tition has dep d wheat, some of the depression is
due to the vanﬂy of Englhh farmers, who have undersold wheat rn English
markets, In fact, The Spectatorestimates the loss to English farmers in recent

times, from low prices and decline in land values, at §3,000,000,000,"

That is the measure given by the best English authority as to the
loss in that tightlittle island of its agriculturists under the most blessed
reign of free trade that can win or earn the admiration of the Senators
on the other side of this Chamber. Their panaceaneeds stronger ;mof;
it has been there applied under circumstances except as to tariff duties
identical with our own (since ocean transportation has been soreduced),
and its result is thus garnered in a single short sentence, telling more
of suffering, more of woe, and of the deadliest blows struck at the prond-
est class that has ever stood upon this earth.

I believe, Mr. President, that this periol is over for us all. The
present crop of wheat is a short one. It is already ascertained that
the present erop of corn is a short one; and I think that the shortage
of both of those crops this year is going to use up the surplus which
we have annually and usnally carried over, and not even the largest
crop of those grains in another year can bring their production up to
the growth of population in this country, now that the period of prai-
rie development has come substantially to its close.

We have spent a good deal of time in this session on the arid-land
question; but, as this writer in one of these articles well says, while it
is very tempting and has been very tenpting to settlers and pioneers
to go into that arid country after some year when the r«in-fall has
been greater than usual, they always come back just as certain as the
frosts of autumn. To-day we have upon the table, if we have not al-
ready passed, a joint resolntion giving aid to the settlers of Oklahoma,
most of whom were the overflow of those who had been accustomed
to go into these broad prairies knowing that there was substantially a
boundless home and farms for all, but the end of which they have now
seen. Why, the rushof these settlers took np that Oklahoma Territory
and Sionx reservation as a sponge does a drop of water. What are they
going to do now? I grant you we can enlarge the produets of our
homesteads over the settled parts of the country, that we can increase
the marketable product of the farms in all this territory, but not as
fast as population grows,
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Mr. President, it seems to me that it is fortunate for this country
that this question has comeat thistime. In 1883 the mblican
possession of two branches of this Government, Presidency
and the Honse, and a tie, I believe, in the SBenate. We have the an-
ﬂ:oritz of the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. ALDRICH] that the rea-
son why this tin-plate industry was not treated in the same spirit in
which it is now was that it was impossible at that time to commanda
majority for it. The tariff was dealt with then, and now seven years
more have rolled around and it comes again to the Republican party
now in control of the three branches of the Government to deal with it.

I say, I think it is fortnnate for this people that thisop ity bas
not come until we have been able to go throngh with all this period of
agricultural depression and been able to see the beginning of the end,
that we can thos have laid before us the facts and the figures going to
show what has been the cause of this agricultural depression, and feel
that we can deal with this question of such momentous interest to all
the country in whatever branches of industry its people may be en-
gaged, free from this specious argnment that because the farmers are
now or have been in bad case and have to be consulted and their opin-
ion taken abount it, we can appeal only to the extremity of their ex-
periences.

Mr. President, I doubt if there is a more intelligent constituency in
the world than that agricultural constituency which stands to-day be-
hind the Republican party. It hasstood this dreadful fire with even
more steadiness than Wellington’s troops stood at Waterloo. It has
Thot blanched; it has not flinched. It has been willing in the past, as
it is willing to-day, to take the present possible ill for the ultimate
fooﬂ. It has stood by the wage-earner while the wage-earner has been

ed by these false leaders throughont the North to endeavor to over-
throw this protective principle, without the maintenance of which he
would come speedily and sorrowfully to find who were his true friends
and who his false ones.

I wonder at the temerity of gentlemen representing such constitu-
encies of wage-earners when they dare longer to tamper with the in-
terests of those who have had such a blessed harvest from this pro-
tective policy. I know that the farmers of Delaware have suffered
from Western agricultura] competition. I know they have been bene-
fited, as I said before, because they have had markets near by developed
by the growth of protected manufactures to which they could send most
of their produce. But I turn from them to that population there
which works with its hands in iron, in wood, in cars, in ships, in
leather, in morocco, in all the articles supplied to the . people of this
country and to South America and the world, and I say you can not
find anywhere in the history of mankind wage-earners who have had
sucgos:!stwdy and high rate of wages and food at once so cheap and
so good.

Mr., President, I think that that farming constitueney will sustain
the Senators on this side in correcting the oversight, if it were only an
oversight, of a quarter of a century ago, and try the experiment, if ex-
periment it be, of putting this industry into the class of all the indus-
tries which have been preserved by protection, and thereby adding that
much more to the opportunity for the labor of the country, employed
or unemployed; that much more opportunity for the wise and fortu-
nate application and use of capital.

Mr. PLUMB. I wish to modify my amendment.

Mr. ALDRICH. I rose to move that the Senate adjourn.

Mr. PLUMB, I want to modify my amendment so as to have the
corrected form of it go into the RECorD. I withdraw the amendment
I offered, and will move to amend in line 6, on page 29, by striking
out the words ““two and two-tenths cents’’ and inserting the words
‘‘one cent; " and then adding, after the word “‘pound,” in line 7, the
words:

And there shall be paid to the manufacturer of tin-plate in the United States
eto.

Following the language of my former amendment. That, if adopted,
will then practically be followed by the striking out of ph 139,

The PRESIDENT protempore. The Senator from Kansas withdraws
his amendment to strike ont and moves to amend as will be stated.

The Carer CLERK. On page 29, line 6, strike out * two and two-
tenths cents '’ and insert ** one cent;’’ 5o as to read:

Shall pay 1 eent per pound.

Mr. ALDRICH. I soggest that that is the amendment just voted
on by the Senate.
Mr, PLUMB. I understand, but my other amendment goes with

it; so that it is different.
The Carer CLERK. And after the word *‘pound,”’ in line 7, add:
And there shall be paid to the manufacturers of tin-plate inthe United States
from any moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, a bounty of 1
cent per pound, under such rules and regulations as the Commissioner of In-
sm-lwnjba Revenue, with the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury, shall pre-

Mr. ALDRICH. I move that the Senate adjourn. £

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o’clock and 5 minn m.)
t.l,la Benate adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, August 15, 1890, at 10
o’clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
_THURSDAY, August 14, 1890,
‘I']l)l-e House met at 12 o’clock m. Prayer by Rev. J. H. CUTHBERT,

The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.
" NATHANIEL M'KAY ET AL.

The SPEAKER. The first businessin order is the taking of the vote
by yeas and nays on the question before the House yesterday at the
adjournment—'‘ 8hall the decision of the Chair stand as the judgment
ofltl.ha House?”’ on which no quorum voted. The Clerk will eall the
roll.

Mr. BAKER (after the Clerk had called the first name on the roll).
One moment, if the Chair pleases. - I want to ask unanimous consent
to read a telegram which has been received from Oklahoma in regard
to the destitntion and suffering there; and I would like to ask the con-
sideration of & resolution on the subject, which was objected to yester-
day. I havein my hand a telegram received from the United States °
district attorney——

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think the roll-call ought to be
interrupted.

Mr. BAKER. With the understanding that I may have this tele-
gram read afterward——

The SPEAKER. In the opinion of the Chair the roll-call shonld
not be interrupted.

_ The question was taken; and there were—yeas 114, nays 31, not vot-
ing 182; as follows:

YEAS—114.
Anderson, Kans. Culbertson, Pa, Kna; Ra;
Atkinson, Pa. Uummings,' Ln.oe];r?’ anci. Towa
Atkinson, W.Va. OCutcheon, La Follette,
er, Darlington, Laidlaw, Rowell,
Bankhead, Dibble, Bawyer,
Bartine, Dingley, Lansing, Sayers,
Bayne, Dolliver, Lee,
Beckwith, Dunnell, Lester, Ga.
Belknap, Evans, Lewis, Simonds,
rgen, Farquhar, McClammy, kinner,
Bliss, Featherston, M yser,
Blount, Flick, Me e, Stivers,
Brewer, Gear, McHae,
Buchanan, N. J Miles, Btone, Ky,
Burrows, Gifford, MofHitt, Stone, Mo
Burton, Hall, Morgan, Struble,
Butterworth, Hansbrough, Morrow, Taylor, E. B,
nnon, Hare, Niedringhaus, Thomas,
Carlton, Harmer, nell, Tillman,
Carter, Haugen, O’ Neill, Pa. Turner, Ga.
Casweil, Haynes, born Turner, Kans,
Cheadle, Henderson, 11, Owens, Ohio Vandever,
Clements, Henderson, lowa Payne, Van Bohfok,
Comstock, Hermann, Paynter, Walker,
Conger, Hitt, Payson, ‘Watson,
Connell, Hopkins, Perkins, Wilkinson
Craig, Kennedy, Pickler, Williams, Ohio,
n, Kerr, Iowa Pugsley,
Culberson, Tex.  Kinsey, Quackenbush,
NAYS—3L
Breckinridge, Ky, Edmunds, Lane, Rowlan
grickner, gorman, ]ﬁeclell&n, B d,'
rookshire, orney, ontgomery, wart, Tex.,
Brl.lmner, Sare N.G ll;[oore. Tex. ‘Vvvmmm
pman, enderson, N. C. orton,
Clarke, Ala. Holman, H ilson, Mo.
Cooper, Ind. Hooker, Peuington, Yoder.
vert, Kerr, Pa. Quinn,
NOT VOTING—182,
Abbott, Caruth, Gibson, Milliken,
Adams, Catchings, Goodnight, 8,
Alderson, Cheatham, oore, N, H.
Mich, Clanocy Grimes, More
Allen, Miss, Clark, Wis. Grosvenor, Horrm,
Anderson, Miss.  Clunie, Grout, Morse,
drew, Cobb, Hauch, udd,
Arnold, ansm.-ll. Heard, Mutchler,
Banks, Coleman, Hemphill, ute,
Barnes, Cooper, Oliio Herbert, Oales,
Barwig, Cothran, Hill, O'F“N'}.’nd.
Belden, Cowles, Houlk, 0'Neall,
Biggs, Crisp, Kelley, ' Neil, Mass,
lé:na—hlm. &lxwll. Ke L gulh!n.lb,
anchard, Ban, Kilgore, hadk Lond.
Bland, Dawvidson, Lawler, Pn.r‘r:ig,
Boatner, De Haven, Laws, Perry,
Boothman, De Lano, Lehibach, Pelers,
Boutelle, Dickerson, Lester, Va. Phelan,
Bowden, ary, Lind, Plerce,
Breckinridge, Ark. Dorsey, Lodge, Post,
Brosius, Dunphy, Magner, Price,
Brower, Elliott, h, Raines,
Brown, J. B. Ellis, Mansur, Randall
Browne, T, M. Enloe, Mariin, Ind, Reilly,
rowne, Va. Ewart, Martin, Tex, Rey
a. Finley, Manson,
Buckalew, Fitch, McAdoo, Rife,
Bullock, Fithian, MeCarthy, Robertson,
Bunn, Flood, cComas, - Rogers,
Bynum Flower, MoCormiclk, Rusk,
Caldwell Fowler, MoCreary, Russell,
prol&& Frank, McKenns, Sanford,
Candler, Funston, McKinley, Scranton,
Candler, Mass. eT, MoeMillin, Seney,
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Shively, Stump, Turner, N. Y, Wickham,
Smith, 111, Sweney, Vaux, Wike,
Smith, W. Va. Tarsney, Vena‘ﬂo. Wiley,
Snider, Tayior, 111, Waddill, Willeox
Bpinola, Taylor, J. “Wr:ldl:'ee e %’:{::n. k);.’
, Tenn. 58, n,
Stabinecier, g, Wallace, N.Y.  Wilson, W.Va.
Steph Tow d, Colo. Washington, = Wright,
Stewart, Ga, Townsend, Pa. Wheeler, Mich. Yardley.
Stewart, Vi Tracey, Whiting,
Stockdale, Tuacker, . Whitthorne,

The following pairs were annonnced, until further notice:

Mr. KETCHAM with Mr. CAMPBELL.

Mr. CoLEMAN with Mr, CUMMINGS,

Mr. RATNES with Mr. BUNN.

Mr. TowNsEND, of Colorado, with Mr, ENLOE.

Mr. LEaLBACH with Mr. COTHRAN.

Mr. WirLsoN, of Washington, with Mr. CoBB.

Mr. BooraMAN with Mr, COWLES.-

Mr. ARNOLD with Mr. MAGNER.
- Mr. LopGe with Mr. ANDREW.

Mr. HiLL with Mr, MORGAN.

Mr. SCRANTOX with Mr. STAHLNECKER,

Mr. PETERS with Mr. MANSUR.

Mr. Houk with Mr. RICHARDSON.

Mr. GrouT with Mr, FirrcH.

Mr. McComAs with Mr. BOATNER.

Mr. RUSSELL with Mr. MARTIN, of Texas.

Mr. COOPER, of Ohio, with Mr. MAISH.

Mr. BoUuTELLE with Mr. HERBERT.

Mr. CoGsWELL with Mr, O'NEIL, of Massachusetts.

Mr. RANDALL with Mr. SPINOLA.

Mr. THoMAS M. BREOWNE with Mr, WASHINGTON.

Mr. RirE with Mr. ANDERsON, of Mississippi.

Mr. BAKER with Mr. ELLIOTT.

Mr. MooRE, of New Hampshire, with Mr. GInsox.

Mr. WALLACE, of New York, with Mr, MCCARTHY.

Mr. THOMPSON with Mr. OATES.

Mr. CANDLER, of Massachusetts, with Mr. STEWART, of Georgia.

Mr. DorsEY with Mr. FOWLER.

Mr. DE HAVEN with Mr. Brcas, on all questions except bankruptey
and national-bank legislation.

Mr. MoKINLEY with Mr. M1rrs,

Mr. WADDILL with Mr. HEMPHILL.

Mr. McCorMICK with Mr. ROBERTSON.

Mr. WirsoxN, of Kentucky, with Mr. PERRY.

Mr. SPoONER with Mr. DARGAN,

Mr. WHEELER, of Michigan, with Mr. BLAND.

Mr. BANKS with Mr. BUCHANAN, of Virginia.

Mr. McKENNA with Mr. CLUNIE.

Mr. CLARK, of Wisconsin, with Mr. WIKE.

Mr. TAYLOR, of Tennessee, with Mr. O’NEALL, of Indiana.

Mr. BELDEN with Mr. FLOWEE.

Mr. MorgILL with Mr. DOCKERY.

Mr. FRANK with Mr, DICKERSON.

Mr. DE LANO with Mr. DUNPHY.

Mr, ATEINSON, of Pennsylvania, with Mr. HEARD.

Mr. SANFORD with Mr. RUSK.

Mr. STEPHENSON with Mr. DAVIDSON.

Mr, Lixp with Mr. PIERCE.

Mr. NUTE with Mr. BARNES,

Mr. STEWART, of Vermont, with Mr. BLANCHARD,

Mr. PERkINS with Mr. KILGORE. >

Mr. SMYSER with Mr. SENEY.

Mr. FINLEY with Mr. CANDLER, of Georgia.

Mr. Mogsg with Mr. ELL1s.

Mr. JosepH D. TAYLOE with Mr. OUTHWAITE.

Mr. WRIGHT with Mr. GEISSENHAINER.

Mr. ADAMS with Mr. WHITING.

Mr, SmiTH, of West Virginia, with Mr. ALDERSON.

Mr. DaLzELL with Mr. CLAXCY.

Mr. SWENEY with Mr, McMILLIN, on this vote.

Mr. BROWNE, of Virginia, with Mr. MCCREARY, on this vote.

Mr, VAN ScHAICK with Mr. BARWIG, for this day.

Mr. Bowpex with Mr. VAUX, on this vote.

Mr. WIcKHAM with Mr, PrICE, for this day.

Mr. EWART with Mr. STUuMP, for this day.

Mr. WADE with Mr. VENABLE, for this day.

Mr. YARDLEY with Mr. MUTCHLER, for this day. -

Mr. REYBURN with Mr. TRACEY, until Tuesday next,

Mr. MILLIKEN with Mr, AnBorT, for ten days, Mr. MILLIKEN re-
%ei;-].viug the right tovote to make a quornmand on the original-package

Mr. MaAsoy with Mr. HaoTcH, until August 19.
Mr, TUCKER with Mr, GREENHALGE, until August 14,
Mr. WiLsox, of West Virginia, with Mr. GROSVENOR, until August

Mr. WATEON with Mr. REILLY, until Friday next.

Mr. SyrrH, of Ilinois, with Mr. FrraTaAN, until Friday next.

Mr. TowNSEND, of Pennsylvania, with Mr. MARTIN, of Indiana,
until further notice, except on the Atkinson railroad bill.

Mr. GKEENHALGE. My pair, Mr. Speaker, extends only to polit-
ical questions, but this may possibly be considered as such a question.
I withdraw my vote.

Mr. RICHARDSON. I am paired with my colleague, Mr. HOUK,
but voted on this question for the purpose of making a quorum.
the vote is not n for that purpose, I desire to withdraw it.

Mr. TARSNEY. My colleague, Mr. HEARD, was necessarily absent
from the House yesterday on account of sickness, and he is absent to-
day for the same reason, and requested me to ask that he be excused.

Mr. PERKINS. Iam paired with the gentleman from Texas, but
voted to make a quornm.

Mr. BOOTHMAN. I am paired also, but voted to make aquornm.
If the vote is not n , I withdraw it.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the names of members pres-

The Clerk read as follows:

ent and not voting.

Afr. BELDEN, Mr. BooTnMaxs, Mr. BRowsE of Virginia, Mr, JAsox B. BROWN,
Mr. Bysuy, Mr. CALbweLL, Mr. CANDLER of Georgia, Mr. CAruTH, Mr. CrISP,
Mr. . Frraiax, Mr. GEISSENHAISER, Mr, GREENHALGE, Mr,
Grives, Mr, McEESEA, Mr. MoreaN, Mr. MorrOW, Mr, MUDD, Mr. PARRETT,
Mr. Ricoarpsox, Mr. Rocers, Mr, TArRsxEY, Mr, TAYLOR of Tennessee, Mr,
TowxseESD of Pennsylvania, and the SPEAKER.

The SPEAKER. Onthis guestion theyeasrecorded are 114, the nays
381, and, with those members noted as presentand not voting, a quornm
being present, the decision of the Chair becomes the judgment of the
House.

ORDER OF BUSINESS.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I suppose the bill is now before the
House for consideration ?

The SPEAKER. Itis,

Mr. STRUBLE. I ask the gentleman to yield to me for & moment
to present a resolution aunthorized by the Committee on the Territories
in relation to the destitution in Oklahoma.

Mr. BAKER. I ask in that connection to have read a telegram I
have received in regard to the same subject.

. The SPEAKER. If there beno objection, the gentleman from Iowa
can submit the resolution.

Mr, BAKER. And this telegram I ask to have also read.

Mr. THOMAS. I shall object if this is going to take up any great
length of time.

Mr. STRUBLE. I do not think it will. I ask that the resolution
T have presented be read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Represeniatives of the Uniled Blates of America
in Congress assembled, That the unexpended balanee, or so much thereof as muﬁ
be necessary, of the ap}:ropr!stion made by the joint resolution sgsrovod Apr!
25, 1890, for the reliefl o duutuzei]’)emna in the district overflowed by the Mis-
sinin;n River and its tributaries, is hereby m;:iwprmedmd authorized to be
used for the relief of such destitute persons in the Uklahoma Territory as may

require assistance, said sum to be expended under the direction of the Secre-
tary of War,

}E‘;dBAKER I now ask that the telegram bearing on this subject
be x
The Clerk read as follows:
GurHRIE, Ixp, T., August 13, 1890,

Hon., CHARLES B, BAKER, Washinglon, D, C.:

Captain Cavenaogh has personally inspected, under orders, and reported that
at least one-third ot the settlers within 10 miles from Guthrie need food at once
and have no means to get Et.‘ I know the destitution is general. Urge that

iatio: x by President L h.
e £ bep(s "HORACE SPEED.
W. P. HACENEY.
Mr. PERKINS. T desire to have read a telegram that I have also
received.
The Clerk read as follows:

Hon. B, W, PErg1xs, Washington, D. C, :

Please push appropriation for relief of destitute in Oklahoma. At least one-
third require help at once. T have this from Captain Cavenaugh, who made
personal inspection within radins of 10 miles from Guthrie.

HENRY E. ASH.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideration of
the resolution ?

Mr. WALKER, of Massachusetts, and Mr. McCLAMMY objected.

The SPEAKER. Objection is made on both sides of the Chamber.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE FOR EMPLOYES IN THE CUSTOMS SERVICE.

Mr. BELDEN. I ask unanimous consent for ihe present considera-
tion of the bill which I send to the Clerk’s desk.

TheSPEAKER. Doesthegentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. THOMAS]
yield to the gentleman trom New York ?

Mr. THOMAS. I understand it will take buta moment, and with
that nnderstanding I yield.

The Clerk read as follows:
A bill (8.276) providing for leave of absence for officers and employés in the

customs service of the Government who receive per diem compensation.

Be it enacted, efe., That all officers and employés of the customs service of the
Government who receive a per diem compensation shall be entitled to receive

FEY

GurHRIE, IxD. T,, dugust 13,
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the same leave of absence as is provided for clerks and employés in the several
Executive Departments at Washington, . C., by chapter 128, section 4, of the
;J:gt?)! Sl;;'m Statutes at Large, volume 22, pages 563 and 564, approved March

"SEC. 2 Thatthe Secretary of the Treasuryshall make all rules and regulations
necessary to carry the provisions of this act into effect, »

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

Mr. CHEADLE. I object.

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. The gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr, THomAs] will proceed,

Mr. CANNON. It seems to me that we can not afford in one breath
to ohject to relief for the starving in Oklahoma and in the next to pro-
pose to grant additional pay, or its equivalent, to Government officials
who arealready well paid.

NATHANIEL M'KAY ET AL.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr, Speaker, I desire to raise the question of con-
siderationof the MeKay bill. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin [ Mr.
TromAS] desire to call up this bill now ?

Mr. THOMAS. Iam going to call it up now. I did call it up.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has been recognized and began to
debate it,

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman did not indicate for what purpose
Te rose when he was recognized. As soonas he indicated what he was
on the floor for, I raised the question——

The SPEAKER., The gentleman from Wisconsin will proceed.

Mr. SPRINGER. Does the Chair decline to entertain the qnestion
of consideration ?

The SPEAKER. Why, certainly; the bill has begun to be debated.

Mr. SPRINGER. When was it begun ?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin was recognized
some time ago.

Mr. SPRINGER. There is not a line in this RECORD of debate on
that subject, not a line. [Cries of *‘ Regular order!?’]

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin has been recog-
nized and has yielded to two different gentlemen. The gentleman :ﬁ

proceed.

Mr, THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, thisbill, Isuppose, is probably as well
nunderstood as any bill that has ever been before this House. Itisa
bill to refer to the Court of Claims the claim of persons named in the
bill, to ascertain whether they have any demand against the Govern-
ment or not. Itarises out of the construction of three iron-clad ves-
sels. These vessels were three out of about twenty or thirty ordered
by the Government during the war, during 1862 and 1863. These par-
ties entered into a contract to construct these vessels in abont eight
months’ time. The entering into such contract to build so many ves-
sels naturally employed a great many contractors, employed a great
many men, and took a vast amount of material.

The contractors supposed they would be able to complete their con-
tract in eight months, according to the terms of the contract; but from
the very start, Mr. Speaker, of the laying of the keels of these iron-
elad monitors until they were finished the Government changed the
plans and made alterations, found that the plans and specifications
which they furnished these contractors, under which they were to com-
plete these vessels, were wrong; that, in fact, a vessel built nnder those
conditions wonld sink, and they had to be remodeled and reconstructed,
and instead of being able to complete them in eight months, it took
twenty-two months to do the work. They were idle four months ata
time, maintaining great yards and a large number of men, and the con-
sequence was they lost vast sums of money.

This claim has been investigated by committee after committee of
this Hounse and of the other House, and no committee has failed to re-
port it favorably., The claim hasbeen reported fonrteen or fifteen times
favorably. It has passed Congress. It was vetoed by President Grant
becansethere was a clause left out by accident, which should have been
put in, to guard the Government and to instruct the court as to the
line upon which it was to decide the case. That is in this bill. 1t
passed the Fiftieth Congress and was vetoed by President Cleveland
upon a misapprehension of facts which are easily shown, the President
himself being misinformed as to the facts.

The Committee on War Claims, not only of this House, but of the
Senate, have carefnlly examined the case, and have unanimously re-
ported in favor of submitting the ease and this claim to the Court of
Claims. We are not voting a cent ont of the Treasury of the United
States, unless a court, duly constituted, shall npon a fair hearing, with
the Attorney-General to defend the Government, decide that the Gov-
ernment is justly indebted, and then, if the Government thinks the
court is wrong, it has an appeal to the Supreme Court of the United
States, where the case can be finally decided.

There is nothing in this case that is ambiguous; there is nothing
that can be suggested in the way of honest and fair eriticism, which
shows that there is anything wrong. And to show you that the Gov-
ernment and its officials and its engineers have always recognized this
as a just claim, 1 wish to read to you the testimony given by the chief
engineer of the Government of the United States, who drew the plans
for the construction of these ironclads and who made the alterations

?:c?a. superintended the construction of the vessels, and knows all the

Chief Engineer Stimers says:

Before expressing an opini the matter as an expert I must explain that
the principles o “ng w;lgg é'ngfnﬂmm of this agdetha eom?amgr similar
vessels were to id were settled upon before I left the office, and I have
always undersloodp:m these prine'ipr:s were adhered to, and they were ag
follows: That we should pay for the contract work by making the contract
payments, or the Jwa.gmenr.s provided for in the contract: that we should pay
for alterations an & proper sum, as might be agreed upon between the
Government and the contractors at current rates,

Now, that being the case, I consider that the Gover t is still indebled to
the contractors of&ho Etlah, because, although the original contract work has
been paid for as originally agreed upon and the extra work may have been paid
for per se, the fact of calling upon the contractor to make the changes on his
vessel and his compliance with those demands delayed him in the execution
of the original contract work. This delay compelied him to pay the increased
rates for labor and material which obtained at the time the work waa actually

rformed ; and although the contractor took the risk of a rise in prices when

10 signed his contract, ?t was only for a risk during the period of l‘l’h contrack,
or the period he would have required to perform tﬁa work if the Government
had not delayed him by their direct interference.

Now, whatever increase there was in the cost of the original work contem-
plated ixdy the contract, due to the de'ay caused by the Government, that increase
18 now due, as there has been no pretense on the part of the officers or the Gov-
ernment to have paid it

The Etlah is one of the vessels built under exactly the same circum-
stances as the vessels mentioned in this bill. Here is a statement by
the chief engineer, the man who drew the plans and specifications
upon which these contractors entered upon an agreement to build these
vessels, and the Government justly owes these parties something by
reason of their delay, by reason of the unexpected alterations and
changes, and by reason of compelling them to tear down and rebuild
over and over again, and by ecompelling them to stop work for months
at a time. To show the House, Mr. Speaker, one of the causes of loss
to these claimants in this case, let me read from the testimony of this
same chief engineer. He testifies as follows:

In addition to all this, the prices of labor and materials req;lired for the work,
and for which the contractors had made provision during the time of the con-
tructs, rapidly advanced, so that, as found by the Committee on War Claims of
the first session of the Forty-third Congress,” iron, that at the date of the con-
tracts was worth $65 per ton, advanced during the prolonged time to $220 per
ton and labor from $2.50 per day to $4 per day.

Now, these parties, through the fanlt of the Government, and not by
their own fault in any manner, have been compelled to lose whatever
advance there was in material, whatever advance there was in labor
during the prolonged time of the construction of these vessels; and, be-
sides that, they have not received fair compensation for the additional
work done in tearing down and rebuilding, but have been held to the
strict conditions provided for in the original agreement, without re-
gard to the fact of the increase of cost of material and labor. For all
these reasons, it appears to me to be self-evident that these claimants
have a just and valid claim against the Government. The amount is
uncertain. No one but a court, hearing testimony and knowing all
the facts, can determine what amount, if any, is due these contractors;
therefore this bill provides that it shall be relerred to the Conrt of
Claims, and that that court shall decide this question the same as it
decides any other question.

There are provisos and guoards in the hill, so that there may be no
injustice done to theGovernment. Every snggestion that has ever been
made to protect the Government has been incorporated in this bill, and
no fanlt can be found with the bill so far as that is concerned. These
cases have been acted on by Congress {from time to time; and a long time
ago the Senate passed a resolution of inquiry for the purpose of ascer-
taining whether or not these partiesand other parties who had suflered
loss, as they claimed, on this account should be paid.

The resolution I speak of was merely a Senate resolution asking the
Secretary of the Navy to inquire into the matter and report. Under
this resolution a board was organized by the Secretary of the Navy
called the Selfridge hoard. It was to examineinto the matter and did
examine into many cases of this kind, but these claimants were not
able to get their claims before the Selfridge board for the reason that
the vessels were not then completed, and the resolution provided that
it should apply to only such vessels as the Government had accepted.
Consequently the Selfridge board was not able to hear and decidethis
question, and no report was made on these claims. Afterwards, by
an act of Congress, the Marchand board was organized, a board to in-
vestigate and determine the actual facts of these cases.

Bat, Mr. Speaker, the Marchand board, in violation of an exact pro-
vision of the statutes under which it was organized, refused to exam-
ine into the facts or to make any report npon the subject whatever,
They reported, without hearing the witnesses, withont hearing the par-
ties, without hearing the attorneys of the parties, without knowing
anything about the facts, against these thirty or forty claims pending
before them for additional eompensation eaused by the rise in prices of
material and Iabor during the prolonged time of the construction of
these vessels, caused by changes and delays on the part of the Govern-
ment.

Congress has taken this maiter into its own hands, and at various
times passed acts which show that these parties have just claims, Here,
Mr. Speaker, are some claims which Congress hus and which
are identical with the elaims of these parties. They claimed upon the
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nme.gmund, having the same rights and based upon the same cause of
loss, Congress has passed bills here amounting to $1,719,473 for the
relief of other parties,
The foliowci:ng are some of the parties I refer to who have thus been
ieved
selinnd i S On lmn-chd&

J.8. Underhill, Congress direct £33,
O.W. Wllh:rmy.é)unm Appropriated ... e 50,000,00

ggs
=

-D. 8. Mersh % pprop
James Tetlow, Con I&?mpﬂn&d i S . 886,000.00
Donahue, Byan & k, Congress approprinted w 179,000, 00
Miles Greenwood, Court of Claims i 76, 000, 00
John Eri Congress direct 1, 070, 000, 00
Harrison Loring, Congress direct 38, 513. 00
Atlantic Works, Congress direct o 4, 552,00
Aquila Adams, Congress direct. 4, 852,00
M. F. Merritt, Congress direct 4, 852, 00
Tomlinson, Hartupee & Co., Cong direct 15,17L.00
Pool & Hunt, Conyress direct, , 694,
Secor & Co., and Perine, S8ecor & Co 115, 539,01
Total wees 1,719, 473.01

made a careful and critical examination of these claims, and
they were found to be just and honest, and time did not invalidate their
equity, but these were no more just or equitable than the one now be-
fore the House.

To show youn a sample of the injustice done these claimants, I refer
you to the claim of one G. C. Bestor, of Peoria, I1l., who built the
Shiloh. It cost abont the same amount as the monitor Squando, built
by McKay & Aldus, mentioned in this bill. By an act of Congress,
passed 1873, they were paid $125,000, by direct appropriation of Con-
gress, for loss sustained by reason of the increased price of labor and
material. It was built at the verysame time, under the same circum-
stances as the vessels mentioned in this bill; and that is an illustra-
tion of the way in which Congress has acted in relation to these claims,
picking out or selecting out eases no more meritorions than the ones
mentioned in this bill, and by direct act paying the parties who had
sustained losses in that way to the amount of nearly two millions of
dollars. .

The claims thus paid were of the very same kind as the claims men-

- tioned in this bill, and these claimants, with just as good elaims, if not
better, have been before Congress for twenty years begging, not an
appropriation of money direct, as in these other cases, butonly the priv-
ilege of going to the conrt and proving to the satisfaction of the conrt
that the Government justly and equitably owed them.

Can there be anything wrong in that? I certainly ean not see that
any one can objeet to such a proposition. Has it indeed come to this,
that Congress will not let the citizens of this country go before the
courts of the United States under rules and regulations such as are
contained in this bill, all favorable to the Government and all of
which preclude the possibility of any frand or imposition ?

1 say has it come topass that Congress will not trust its own courts
and has under such circumstances become 80 determined to resist just
claims of the citizen as fo 1eluse to pass a bill of this kind? I do not
believe it. I think that the desire of the members of this House is to
Jnow that there is probably a just claim, and as soon as that fact is set-
tled there can be no desire on the part of any fair-minded man to de-
E'll-]lw the claimant of a just opportunity to show the facts in court.

at is all this bill does, It does not appropriate a cent, but leaves
the question as to whether or not the Government owes these parties
fo the courts,

At the time these vessels were construeted they were needed for the
defense of the conntry, and they proved very valuable in the overthrow
of the rebellion. The men that entered into these contracts were as
anxious that the vessels should be successfully constructed and used
in the service of the Government as were the officers who caused the
contracts to be made, but the whole matter of the construction of iron-
clads was at that time a new one, The engineers and the naval con-
structors were unacquainted with the manner of building that class of
wvessels, and after they had made plans and specifications they found
by tests of use that they were a failare, and they had to recast and re-
build and rrconstruct, to tear them down and make them over anew.
“This eansed the contractors vast additional expense and loss of money.
While this was evident, yet the Government officers were bound down
by the laws and the form of contracts to pay only so much money,
leaving it to the generosity and the honesty of the Government and of
Congress to see that the contractorsreceived just compensation. These
claims have been before Congress for twenty years. Many of these
claimants have been pauperized and lie to-day in paupers’ graves be-
cause Congress has neglected or refused todo them justice. These par-
ticolar claimants come to-day, as they have been coming for twenty
years, and ask of Congress, not an appropriation, but simply that the
Government shall send these claims to a court, a tribunal organized by
the Government itself, to have the gquestion determined whether or
not, in justice and equity, they should be paid the money that they put
into these vessels nnder the circumstances I have described.

Mr. Speaker, I am surprised that there should be any opposition to
this claim. I am surprised that any gentleman shonld think it neces-
sary to come here an? contend that this is a dishonest ¢laim, because

ihe facts, as developed by careful examination, show that there never

was & more just or righteons claim presented to Congress. In proof of
that I cite the fact that, without regard to party, every committee that
has examined the claim has re in its favor.

Mr. KERR, of Iowa. 1Isibnot a fact that this claim was submitted
to an investigation in 1867, and did not Benator Grimes at that time
report against this and all claims of the same class?

Mr. THOMAS. It never was reported against by any committee of
Congress that I have been able to discover. What Senator Grimes may
have done or said about these claims I do not know; but of one thing
I am sure, if Senator Grimes or the gentleman from Iowa who asks
me this question had as carefully examined these claims as 1 have, he
would come to the conclusion that the claimants dught to havea chance
in court. In 1867 Congress passed an act providing as follows:

That the Secretary of the Navy shall be authorized and directed to investi-
gate the claims of all contractors for building vessels of war and steam ma-
chinery for the same, under contracts made after the 1st day of May, 1561, and
?rior to the 1st day of January, 1864; and said investigation to be made on the

'ollowing basis: He shall ascertain the additional cost which was necessarily
incu contractor in the completion of his work by reason of any
changes oralierations in the plansand specifications required and delays in the
prosecution of the work occasioned by the Government which were not pro-
vided for in the original contract; but no allowance for any advance in the
z)riue of labor or material shall be considered unless such advance occurred dur-

ng the prolenged time for completing the work rendered n by the
delay resulting from the action of the Government aforessid, and then only
when such advance could not have been avoided by the exercise of ordinary
prudence and diligence on the part of the contractor, ete.

Here, Mr. Speaker, Congress by this act recognized the fact that
these parties were entitled to compensation for any advance in the price
of material and labor during the prolonged time for completing the
work rendered necessary by the delay resulting from the action of the
Government, IfI am correct abont this, and I think there can be no
doubt about it, it settles and establishes a principle which renders it
impossible to dispute the justice and propriety of this bill, for it is ex-
act‘lly what the bill proposes; and I ask any gentleman here if it is not
right.

Suppose that it is a fact that the delay in the construction of these
vessels was caused by the action of the Government, and that by rea-
son of that delay it cost these contractors for labor and material a large
sum more than it would have cost themif the Government had cansed
no delay, is there a gentleman within the sound of my voice that would
not consider it right that the Government should sustain this loss?
Would it not be an injustice, an outrage, to compel the contractor to
suffer the loss? Mr. Speaker, this is all this bill asks; it submits the
case to the court to first ascertain whether the delay resulted from the
action of the Government, and, if so, whether there was an advance in
the price of labor and material during the time of that delay which
cansed expense to claimants, and, it so, the amount. This appears to
me to be right, just, and equitable, and the act which I have read a
precedent for this which Congress can not afford to ignore.

Under that law the Secretary of the Navy organized what was called
the Marchand board. That board met and made a most remarkable
decision. They decided to confine their examination to the question
of extra work, holding that the question of the inereased cost of labor
and material by reason of delays caunsed by the Government was one
sounding in damages and therefore beyond the jurisdiction of the De-
partment and not incloded in this act. I say this was a most remark-
able construction of the act, and as I have shown by reading the act
was an absolute disregard of an express and plain provision of the act.

Upon that ground they disallowed every claim of this kind, notwith-
standing the fact, as I have beforestated and shown, that the law under
which they were organized contained this provision:

But no allowance for any advance in the price of labor or material shall be
considered unless such advance oceurred during the prolonged time for com-
pleting the work rendered necessary by the delay resulting from the action of

the Government aforesaid, and then only when such advanee could not have
been avoided by the exercise of ordinary prudence on the part of the contractor.

It will be seen that the Marchand board shut its eyes to the law.

It appears to have been too indolent to make a proper investigation,
in obedience to the law, or else to have been organized for the pur-
pose of defeating the law and these claims. It never took a lineof tes-
timony upon the question of the rise in the prices of material or of la-
bor, upon the question whether the contractors had been paid in full
for the extra work or not, or upon any other question provided forin
this act of 1867. The board simply closed its doors, refused to hear
any testimony, refused to hear the parties or theirattorneys, and made
a retarn that there was nothing due from the Government.,

This is the solemn and absolute fact, and it ean not be disputed.
‘When I first investigated this matter I did not suppose it could be
possible that such could be the fact. I did not suppose that any set of
men occupying a position of that kind would so absolutely dis
the law to which they owed their powers and existence as a board, buf
the Marchand board itself in its findings says expressly that it consid-
ers that the law'requires that the board should look intoa specunlative
case for damages, and that it refused to do so.

That board retused to inquire whether, by reason of the delay of
twenty-two months, the price of labor had increased or whether during
that time the materials of which the vessels were constructed had in-

creased in price. Itrefnsed to consider those questions in any manner
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whatever, and consequently the decision of that board has never been
ed as worthy of attention. %

{ that board had performed its duty and carefully investigated the
facts which the law required it to examine and investigate, it would
have been of great service to these claimants and have promoted the

ust and equitable setilement ol their claims, and have released the

nited States Government from the just charge so often made against
it of being the most unconscionable and the meanest creditor in the
world; and there is another thing that would bave happened if this
board had performed its duty. Instead of sitting only one hundred
days to investigate the accounts of fifty-five vessels, it wounld have re-
guired two years' time, proving thestatement which I have heretofore
made, that it made no investigations, heard no testimony, and wounld
not even listen to the claimants or their attorneys. Yet, sir, I expect
to hear to-day in this House the action of that board set up as a bar to
these claims,

Congress has time and again since that board refused to perform its
duty made appropriations to other contractors in cases where the Mar-
chand board had reported that they had no claim against the Govern-
ment, npon this express ground that the board refused to investigate
and examine whether there had been any loss or not from this canse—

Mr. KERR, of Jowa. Can you mention any case of that kind ?

Mr, THOMAS. Oh, yes. Does the gentleman want me to refer to
a case in which Congress has allowed and made appropriation ?

Mr. KERR, of Iowa. A case where the Marchand hoard had re-
ported adversely and Congress afterward made the allowance.

Mr. THOMAS. James Tetlow wasallowed $26,000; Donahue, Ryan
& Cook were allowed $179,000; John Ericsson, $1,070,000; Harrison

Loring, $38,513, etc. I might name a great many other casesshowing

that Congress in various years has without a reference to the Court of
Claims allowed the Committee on War Claims and other committees
of this House to take evidence to ascertain what in the opinion of the
committee the parties had lost; and Comgress has passed direct appro-
priations for the sams thus reported.

Mr. KERR, of Iowa. I ask the gentleman whether he has examined
particularly and knows that the Marchand board reported against the
claims to which he has referred and that the action of the board in
those cases was overrnled by the action of Congress.

Mr. THOMAS. Most certainly. I will say to the gentleman that
I have here a list of cases in which the Marchand board acted. I could
read some of the cases; some of them are exactly similar to those I have
read. These cases are about thirty-five or forty in nnmber, cases in
which the Marchand board found that there was nothing due from the
Government.

The board undertook to determine ‘‘the amount of such increase
caused by the delay and action of the Government as determined by
this board to be due’’—not as determined by an investigation of the
facts under the law; they say they will not do that. The board does
not say that under the law they have investigated the facts and found
that these parties have or have not lost anything; but the board as-
saomes to determine outside of the law, countrary to the law, contrary
to the facts, that there is nothing due to these parties.

Mr. KERR, of Iowa. I will ask the gentleman whether he has ex-
amined the report of Mr. Hanna, of Indiana, adverse to this claim ?

Mr. THOMAS. 1 have not. Iam informed that this is a minority
report and that Mr. Hanna was entirely mistaken in relation to the
facts. The facts are as I have stated them.

Mr. KERR, ot Iowa. I understood the gentleman to say that all
the committees had reported nnanimously.

Mr. THOMAS. I said that fourteen committees had reporled in
favor of this claim, and that to my certain knowledge six or eight of
the committees that have last examined it reported unanimously. I
said that the Committee on War Claims at this session of Congress,
after what I believe to have been a most thorough, conscientious, and
exhanstive examination of the facts, came to the conclusion that the
grossest injustice had been done these parties. And Iam happy toadd
that judging from the report made in the Senate (if I may be per-
mitted to speak of that) the Senate committee—the Committee on
Claims—has unanimously come to the same conclusion, that this is a
just claim.

The claim has not only passed the Committee on Claims of the Sen-
ate, but it has passed the Senate by a very large majority after an ex-
haustive discussion and is the bill now before us, which we are consid-
ering. This claim and claims like this have been considered by such
men as Vice-President Hendricks and Mr. Sumner when they were in
the Senate ; by such men as Hon. 8. 8. Cox of this House. These men
have given their time and attention to these claims; and I could read
their declarations in most emphatic langnage that it is due to these
parties that a court should investigate these claims,

They say it is one of the greatest outrages ever perpetrated upon a
cifizen of the United States that these parties have been compelled to
spend hundreds and thousands of dollars in building up in time of war
a navy which defended the coast of this country and was able to deter
the foreign navies of the world from making an attack npon us at the
time of onr last war; they say it is an outrage that the men who con-

structed these navies should be robbed, pauperized, and not have per-

mission even to go before a eourt to have their claims investigated to
see and ascertain whether they have in this way paid out their money
by hundreds of thousands for the benefit of the Government, Justice,
right, and patriotism, it seems to me, would dictate that, if these men
have done this and if they have by the act of the Government suffered
losses, they shounld have the right to show it either belore a committee
of Congress or before a court.

The fairest tribunal is a court. Before a court there is least chance
of imposition. All possible efforts have been made and all suggestions
adopted in framing this bill to guard against any chance of imposition,
In conclusion I will say, for I do nof propose to occupy a great while
on this case— 3

Mr. BREWER. I want to ask the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr,
THoMAS] whether there is any reason why the parties in interest here
eonldbno;: have presented their claim to the Court of Claims in years

one by ? h

Mr. THOMAS, Most certainly. Iam glad the gentleman has sug-

ted that matter. Until 1887, as the gentleman from Michigan [ Mr.

BREWER] well knows, the Court of Claims had no equity jurisdietion.
By the Tucker bill, so called, equity jurisdiction was conferred upon
the court. By the strict letter of the contract under which these par--
ties entered upon the construction of these vessels they had no remedy
at law. They agreed to build the vessels for a certain price and they
agreed that the Government ghould make alterations; that these alter-
ations should be paid for upon such terms as the parties should agree
upon,

But the understanding of the Government and the contractors was
that this should be done within the eight months. The naval battles
soon disclosed the fact that the plan under which these vessels were
constructed was defective. The Government had fornished all the
plans, specifying the kind and quality of materials, etc., and the stip-
ulation was that the vessels should be finished in eight months., In-
stead of that work was stopped upon these vessels for four months at
a time—

Mr. BREWER. Then I understand this is an equitable claim, not
a legal one, d

Mr. THOMAS, Itisan equitable claim in this way: That in conse-
quence of the work of the contractors having been stopped for four
months at a fime, in consequence of reconstruction of the vessels being
required, so that the work occupied twenty-twomonths instead of eight
months, and from the fact that iron rose from $65 to $220 a ton, that
wages increased from $1.50 or $2 a day to $4 and $5 a day, justice and
equity require that the parties shonld be recompensed in the actual
amount which they were thus obliged to expend.

The Counrt of Claims did not have jurisdiction of that kind of action
before Congress recognized the justice and right of the case by passing
the act to which I have already referred in 1567, authorizing the
Marchand board; and the only trouble, I will say to the gentleman
from Michigan, is that the Marchand board disregarded the law, re-
fused to carry it out, refused, as the law expressly provides, that there
shall be estimates made of the loss these parties incurred by reason of
the delay of the Government, and they have never had a remedy at all
until the jurisdiction given to the court by the act of 1857. s

Mr. BREWER. Does the statute of limitation prevent these parties
from going before the court and maintaining their claim ?

Mr. THOMAS. That is just the point. They have no staunding
whatever in court without the removal of the statute, The time has
gone by, and they ean not bring the case in the court withont a special
act, and if any one will examine the bill with care, it will be seen that
the Committee on Claims of the Senate and the War Claims Committes
of the House have taken every possible precaution to see that no ad-
vantage shall be taken of the Government. After authorizing them
to commence their suit within six months after the passage of theact,
it provides—

That the investigation of said claim shall be made upon the following basis, /

Then it particularly specifies upon what basis the claim shall be en-
tertained by the court, and the bill provides further :

That it must be shown that such additional cost in compieting the same and
sach changes or alterations in the plans and speeifications required and dela

in the prosecution of the work were oceasioned b{ the Govermment of
United States before these parties can recover anything whatever. \

Permit me to say that that clanse having been omitted in the bill
which passed at the time that General Grant was President, and which
bill was vetoed by him, was the cause of the veto. It wasomitted by
a mistake in dranghting the bill. That clause is embodied in this bill,
however, and the objection General Grant had to the bill as President
of ithe United States, causing him to veto it, is entirely obviated.

Mr, WILLIAMS, of Ohio. Will the gentleman yield for & question?

Mr. THOMAS. Certainly. .

Mr, WILLIAMS, of Ohio. I understood you to say that many o
these claimants were dead. )

Mr. THOMAS. I was speaking, I will state to the gentleman, of
some of the claimants who constructed some vessels which were con-
tracted for at the same time those embodied in this bill were con-
tracted for. Many of these peopls have died after long years of wait-
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ing, some in poverty because Congress fias been derelict in according
them the rights to which they were entitled.

Mr. WILLIAMS, of Ohio. Whoowns the present claim covered by
this bill? Isitin the hands of speculators? ;

Mr. THOMAS. No,sir. Mr. McKayand theexecutorsof hisbrother,
Donald MeKay, mentioned in the bill, are the parties, They were the
original contractors,

Mr. WILLIAMS, of Ohio. Then it is not in the hands of specu-
lators?

Mr. THOMAS. Not at all; never has been. It is in the hands of
the parties who built the vessels, so far as they are living, and the ad-
ministrators of those who are dead, men who put their money, labor,
and material by the thonsands of dollars into these vessels that were
constructed to defend the Government and maintain the integrity of
the Union.

I wish to read what some of the great men of all parties have said
in relation to these claims in times past. Here is what Senator Hen-
dricks said in regard to this McKay claim:

Iam of the opinion that these sums onght Lo be paid, as a matterof justice and
right, by the Government to these coutractors, ch case, of course, has its
special merits or demerits. But, sir, I believe in the doetrine that where a man
contracts to do a great and very important work for the Government he ought
not to be allo tobe a large loser, and, in some cases, as will be the result
here, to be broken up by the contract that he may have made, and especially in
the case of contracts made at such a time as these were made and for such work
ns they weremade. * * * We had to have these ships: the Governmeni
could not progress in the war without them, and great numbers had to be manu-
factured or contracted for nbout the same time.

What was theeffectof that? The Government maden contract with one man,
then with another, then with another, and started ber own ship-yards with all
the foree it was possible to command. What was the effect of that? Of course,
to increase the price of labor; of course, to increase the price of material required
in the construction of the ships. There aresome general viewsabout the equity
of these claims without reference to the particular merit of each case.— Congress-

iomal (ilobe, 1866, page 1890, .
The point is that, these contracts being made in 1862 and 1863, the prices con-

- tinued to advance aur'mx all the time that these parties were building the ves-

sels and constructing the machinery for them, so that they were overtaken by
this enormously high rate of prices, and destroyed.—Congressional Globe, page
1892,

These contracts were made by some below their own propositions, and at
barely fair prices at the then current rates. Is there any Senator here who
wishes to see these men broken up merely because they entered into a contract
with the Government? s there any Senator here who wishes to say to these
men,” We have your bond and we will hold you to your bond; we will take the
bload out of your business ; we will have the pound of flesh ?"'—(Congressional
Globe, page 1964.)

Here is what Charles Sumner said in relation to these claims:

The Senator from Kentucky said that they took the war into their calcula-
tions, Perhapa they did; but who among these contractors could take the war
adequately into his caleulations? Whoamong those nillll:j: hereorat the other
end of the Avenne properly appreciated the cg.nmwlor of the great contest that
was then goingon? Sir, we half a century in peace; we knew noth-
ing of war or war preparations, when all once we were called to efforts on this
gigantic scale, Are you astonished that these contractors did not know more
about the war than gnur statesmen? Be to these contractors as gentle in judg-
ment and as considerate as you have been to othersin publie life who have
erred in their ealeulations with regard to it.—Congressional Globe, »

The building of that invulnerable Navy was one of the great victories of the
war, not to be ted on any special fleld, but to be seen in those
mighty results which we all now enjoy.

And now again I ask are you ready to see these contractors who have done
this service sacrificed? You do not allow the soldier to be sacrificed, nor the
national ereditor who has taken your stock ; will you allow the mechanic to be
sacrificed? * * * My friend on my right[Mr, Nye] asked you to be magnani-
mous to these contractors. 1do not put it in that way. [ ask yousimplyto be

just.” Do by them as you would bedoneby. The Senatorfrom Nevadaalso very

fitly reminded you of the experience of other countries. He told you that Eng-
land, at the close of the Crimean war, when her mechanies had suffered pre-
cisgely as your mechanics have suffered, did not allow them to be sacrificed, but
every pound and shilling of all their liabilities under their contracts was
prompily met by that Government. Will f'ou be less just to your mechanies
than England? It is an old saying that * Republics are ungrateful.” I hope
that this Republic may certainly vie with any monarchy in gratitude to those
who have served it,—Congressional Globe, page 1957,

Senator COCKRELL, who was opposed to this bill at this session of
Congress, said:

This bill was passed over without losing its place on the Calendar at my solici-
tation, I believe, ns I desired time to examine it. I have examined the bill very
carefully, as I have also the reports which have heretofore been made upon it,
and the veto of the former bilix}or the benefit of the same parties by the late
President Cleveland, and [ have concluded after a thorough examination that
thie abjections do not lie to this bill which 1 supposed did justly exist, and it is
for that reason that I offer no further objection to it

And such will be the verdict of every impartial man who examines
the facts in the case.

Every gentleman who has carefully examined the bill and ascer-
tained these facts, and who has no prejudice, political or otherwise,
against the claimants, and is impartial, as a court of law should be to
pass upon the matter, will see on such examination that thereis a just
claim against the Government by these parties and that it is but right
and proper beyond all question that it shonld be submitted tothe court
to determine. A great Government should be above trickery, and

when able, as our Government is, shounld pay its honest debts.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. DINGLEY). The gentlemgn has
seventeen minutes of the hour remaining.

Mr. SPRINGER. I ask the indulgence of the House for a few min-
utes, perhaps thirty or forty, while I endeavor to explain the facts in-
volved in this case and the law applicable to them,

This bill has been pending in Congress for a great many years; there
have been various decisious of committees npon it, some in favor and
some against the claim, This claim is a type of a class of cases, and if
we allow this one to go to the Court of Claims, as provided in this bill,
we will be under obligations to grant the request in regard to many
other cases similarly sitnated which will come before us, So that the
question involved bere is much more than the pending bill; for I hold,
if gentlemen concede the right of these claimants to go to the Courtof
Claims, when other claimants come in precisely the same situation you
c?.q n??t reluge their application. What are the facts in regard to this
claim

In the heginning of the war the Government desired to econstruct a
number of gunboats to be used on the inland waters of the United
States, The whole amount provided for this class of vessels and appro-
gziatad in the beginning was $14,200,000. After these contracts had

n partially completed the contractors insisted that they were en-
titled to additional compensation on accountof extra work performed.
There have been filed, for alleged alterations made by the Govern-
ment, in the aggregate, claims for extra work of this kind amounting
to over $10,000,000, I speak of them as a class, becanse this is simply
one of the number that yon will have to deal with exactly as you deal
with the pending one. I have no doubt you will find that other
cases are on the Calendar or are embodied in bills pending before the
committees of the House. The Government pmmetr;i to ascertain the
amonnt that was justly due the contractors on account of this extra
work. Two efforts were made. One was in pursuance of a resolution
that passed the Senate of the United States on the 9th of March, 1865.
That resolution was passed only by the United States Senate, and
simply requested the Secretary of the Navy to organize a board of not
less than three persons, who were requested to pass npon these various
claims for extra allowance. That, not having the force of law, conld
only have the eflect to_obtain a report from the Navy Department,
which should be submitted to Congress for its further action. A board
was organized in pursuance of that resolution, known as the Selfridge
board. The claimants involved in the pending bill did not make any
application to this board.

Mr. THOMAS, Will the gentleman permit me to ask him a ques-
tion? Is it not a fact that the reason they did not make application
was because the vessels were not completed, and that it was only com-
pleted vessels, accepted by the Government, that were considered by
the board?

Mr. SPRINGER. I was going to state the fact. The gentleman
simply anticipated me. I had not reached that. They did not make
application, becanse the vessels were not then completed, as they alleged,
and therefore the Seltridge board made no award as to them, but the
cases were referred. The Selfridge award went to the Senate of the
United States or to Congress, and then Congress passed an act for the
purpose of coveringall these cases. That act was passed on the 2d day
of March, 1867, and was entitled ‘*An act for the relief of certain con-
tractors for the construction of vessels of war and steam machinery.”*

Now, I desire to call the attention of the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. THoMAS] to the fact that when Senator Hendricks made the
statement which he quoted in regard to these claims some of these con-
tractors had never received a cent for their extra work, and he was
advocating this very bill, which was approved March 2, 1867, when
he made those remarks.

Mr. THOMAS, Does the gentleman say that these parties have re-
ceived money since that time? : .

Mr, SPRINGER. I state that they received their pay since Senator
Hendricks made that speech.

Mr. THOMAS, = You are mistaken,

Mr. SPRINGER. Am I mistaken about that ?

Mr. THOMAS. Yes,

Mr. SPRINGER., Well, I will stand corrected then. The date of
Senator Hendricks’s speech was April 11, 1866, and this act it seems
was approved on the 2d day of March, 1867, which was nearly a year
afterward.

Mr. THOMAS, Will the gentleman permit me to interrupt him to
make a statement in relation to that matter.

Mr. SPRINGER. I have stated the fact, have I not, according to
‘the record ?

Mr. THOMAS. No; these ies have never received one cent for any
claim made here. The amount they have received was an amount for
extra work, the items of which are contained in the report of the com-
mittee—extra work agreed upon and allowed between the contractors
and tke Government.

Mr. SPRINGER. I understand that

Mr. THOMAS. But this amountfor which the Marchand board was
organized they have never received one cent for.

Mr. SPRINGER. I am stating now the fact, and the gentleman
seems to have diverted me or to have an issue with me on the
point that when Senator Hendricks made the statement he has quoted
the bill had not passed which organized the Marchand board, and he
was advocating the bill which created that board, which bill was
subsequently passed; and in that award there were $5,000,000 out to
these varioua claimants—not to those involved here, but to others




- 1890.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

8577

with them. That is the point I made; so that Senator Hendricks’s |

speech does not apply to this case, becanse all he claimed has been
accomplished by the awards of the Marchand board. Now, at that
time when that bill was pending, which resulted in the organization
of the Marchand board, Senator Grimes, of Iowa, than whom no
purer or better man ever occupied a seat in the United States Senate,
stated, in reference to this class of cases, as follows—I quote from his
speech of April 11, 1866, to be found on page 1888 of the Congressional
Globe, first session Thirty-ninth Congress:

Let it not besupposed by any Senator that after we shall have passed this
bill, which includes about two and a quarter millions of money, we are there-
after absolved from making any future appropriations for contracls entered
into beltween private individuals and the Government under precisely similar
circumstances, for I have upon my desk an abstract of contracts between the
Government and contractors made under similar circumstances, upon which
there would be claims as much entitled to consideration as almost any that are
embraced within this bill under consideration, amounting to nmrlr 1,000,000,
If there be a loss upon that property equal to the amount which it is elaimed
has been lost by the contractors provided for in thishill, then the amounts that
will hereafter be claimed from the Government by these eontractors will ex-
ceed the sum of §12,000,000.

He referred to the contractors involved in that bill,

That was the statement of Senator Grimes before the Marchand board
met, and speaking of cases that were involved where the principle was
the same as in this case. Now I waunt to call the attention of the gen-
tleman—

Mr. BREWER. Was Senator Grimes favoring the passage of the
hill? r

Mr, SPRINGER. No, he was opposing it and Senator Hendricks
was favoring it.

Mr. STOCKDALE. Which bill was that?

Mr. SPRINGER. That was the Marchand board bill, Now, Mr.
Speaker, I desire to call the attention of the House to the fact that the
act of March 2, 1367, under which the Marchand board was organ-
ized, submitted these cases to a board of commissioners appointed by
the Secretary of the Navy, which commissioners had precisely, in re-
spect to the point at issue, the same jurisdiction that is now songht to
be conferred upon the Court of Claims. ¢

I quote now from the act of March 2, 1867, under which the Mar-
chand board was organized:

But no allowance for any advance in the price of labor or material shall be
considered, unless such advance occurred during the prolonged time for com-
pleting the work rendered necessary by the delay resulting from the action of
the Government aforesaid, and then only when such advance could not have
been avoided by the exercise of ordinary prudence and diligence on the part of
the contractor.

That is theact of March 2, 1867, The Marchand board was organized
with that jurisdiction. Now, what does the presentactsay?—"An
act for the relief of Nathaniel McKay and the executors of Donald
McKay.'' Itsays:

Provided, That such additionnl cost in completing the same, and such changes
or alterations in the plans and specifications required and delays in the prose-
eution of the work were oceasioned by tlie Government of the United States;
but no allowance forany advance in the price of labor or materiul shall be con-
sidered unless such advance occurred during the prolonged term for complet-
ing the work rendered necessary by delay resulting from the nction of the Gov-
ernment aforesaid, and then only when such advance could not have heen
avoided by the exercise of ordinary prudence and diligence on the part of the
contractors.

Almost precisely the same langnage as the act of March 2, 1867, is
contained in this act.

Now, this is a part of the case that the gentleman says has never
been adjudicated. I say withont fear of contradiction that that very
fact was suhmitted to the Marchand beard, and that board had juris-
diction of that very question in precisely the words by which it iscon-
ferred npon the Court of Claims by this bill.

Mr. THOMAS. 1 will ask the gentleman, if' he will allow me——

Mr. SPRINGER. Certainly.

Mr. THOMAS. Is it not a fact that that board in its report said in
substance that they wonld disregard any case that sounded in damages,
and that they did not think they had any power to adjudicate unligui-
dated damages against the Government, and therefore they refused to
hear the witnesses and take testimony in such cases ?

Mr. SPRINGER. T have not the report before me, and it is possible
that they made use of such langnage; butthey had jurisdiction of this
very question.

Mr. THOMAS. Bnt they refused to exercise it.

Mr. SPRINGER. They may not have exercised it, but they had
thejurisdiction; and they not only referred cases to Congress under that
act, but Congress acted and made appropriations.

Mr, THOMAS. Isitnot a fact that the Marchand board in no ease
madean appropriation, but that they merely reported in favor of elaims?

Mr. SPRINGER. Certainly. y

Mr. THOMAS, And certainly it was not an adjudication of any-
thing.

Mr, SPRINGER. They had the right to hear and adjudicate the
same fact that it is claimed lere by these parties has never been ad-
judicated. They have had their day in court under a bill that gave
jurisdiction over this fact, and that court decided against them.

Mr. THOMAS. Will the gentleman permit me there ?
~ Mr, SPRINGER. Yes, sir.
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Mr. THOMAS. Had that Marchand board any jurisdiction to ad-
judicate anything? Were not they simply a board of inquiry, and
were not they simply to make a report ?

Mr. SPRINGER. I have said that.

Mr. THOMAS. Then they did not adjudicate anything,

Mr. SPRINGER. They reported something which was carried out
by Congress. 3

Mr. Speaker, I desire now to call attention to the fact that a joint
resolution was in 1871 entitled ‘‘A resolution for the relief of
certain contractors for the construction of vessels of war and steam ma-~
chinery.”” This joint resolution provided for referring this class of
claims to the Court of Claims, and omitted that part of the act of 1867
to which 1 have called attention, in regard to advances in the price ot
material and labor and delays not the fault of the contractors, Presi-
dent Grant vetoed that bill for the reason, as stated, that those words
were left out, which werein the act of 1867. I desire to ask gentlemen
who have opportunity to read the careful veto of President Grant on
that subject, which is found in the Congressional Globe, third session
of the Forty-first Congress, page 1023. They will there see more be-
tween the lines in regard to this case than they see in the lines them-
selves,

President Grant had been well advised in regard to this matter, and
evidently saw that it was opening the door to a flood-tide of claims. If
was opening the door to a principle that would undo all the adjudica-
tions of the war, and therefore he put his veto upon the passage of that
bill. Since President Grant vetoed the omnibus bill, these claimants,
it seems to me, have scattered, and they are coming in pairs or singly..

Mr. BREWER. Have any of them been referred to the Court of
Claims ? .

Mr. SPRINGER. I believe one was, and I am glad the gentleman
has called my attention to that. In the case of Choutean against The
United States, the Court of Claims decided the cass, it went to the
Supreme Coart, and it is reported in 95 United States Reports, at page
61. I desire to call the attention of the House to the syllabus of that
case and would like gentlemen to read the whole case for themselves.

Mr. BREWER. That is the decision of the Supreme Court?

Mr. SPRINGER., Yes; it is the decision of the Supreme Court.

A, having a claim against the Government underhis contract with the Navy
Department for building the iron-clad steam battery Etlah, executed to B a
power of attorney authorizing him to sue for, recover, and receive all such sum
or sums of money, debts, goods, wares, and other demands whatsoever, and
especially payments that were or would be due on his contract for building the
Etlah, with full Sower in and about the premises; to have, use, and take
lawlul means and ways in his name for the purposes aforesaid; and to make

acquittances or othier sufficient discharges for him and in his name, and gener- ,
?;g to do all other acts necessary and lawful to be done in and about the prem-

The contract fixed the amount to be paid for the battery, and provided for its
completion and delivery within eight months from June 24, 1863. For every
month that the deilwrg‘mizht be made earlier than the time fixed, the con-
tractor should receive £4,500 and for every month later he should a like
sum, It also provided that the Department might, at any time during the
progress of the work, make such alterations and additions to the plans and
sﬁec!ﬁmtium as it might deem necessary and proper, the extra expenss caused
thereby to begsid at fair and reasonable rates, to be determined when the
chunges were directed to be made. The battery was finished for delivery in
November, 1863, and proper authorities of the Department certified that the ex-
tra work and materials rendered necessary in making the alterations and ad-
ditions that were ordered, amounted to 116,111,

+ A portion of that sum hlwing vaiousiy been paid, a voucher, in favor of A
for £26,653.17," being in full and final payvment on all extras, and in full for all
claims and demands for that work,” was approved by the Department April 24,
1806, and paid May 11, following, to B, who, under his power of attorney, re-
ceipted it in full. A’'s assignee, asserting that the extra work smounted to
£172,273.55, brought suit in the Court of Claims to recover the excess over the
amount paid, and $118,283.30 alleged to be due irrespective of extras, on account
of an increase in the price of labor and materials during the time that the com-
pletion of the vessel was delayed by reason of such alterations and n.ddl}ions.

Here you have the precise claim that is made in the case at bar.

Now what did the court hold? The court held as follows:

Held: 1. That the power of attorney authorized B to accept payment of the
voucher, which upon its face declared it was the last and full payment for the
extra work, and that his acceptance bound A and barred a recovery for

wgri_;;h“ the United States is not liable to A for the increased cost of the labor
and materiala. -

Mr. THOMAS. Will the gentleman permit a question ?

Mr. SPRINGER. Yes.

Mr, THOMAS. That case arose before the passage of the law under
which the Marchand board was created, did it not? Was not that suit
commenced before the passage of that law?

Mr. SPRINGER. Yes; this suit originated before the Marchand
board was created.

Mr. THOMAS. Congress did not recognize at that time, as it did in
the act of 1867, that these parties were entitied fo payment by reason
of the extra cost of labor and material resulting from delays caused by
the Government itself. -

Mr. SPRINGER., Butthe decision of the Supreme Courf covered the
principle involved in this case, holding that the claimant was not en-
titled to anything for the advance in the price of labor and material.

This decision was pronounced by Mr. Justice Miller, and it is the
unanimous judgment of the court. I read from the decision:

The Court of Claims finds that the delay in completing the vessel was caused
by the changes ordered by the United States, and that, owing to the rise in the
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prices of labor and materials on the work done underthe original contract, and
without reference to the chan the cost of that work was increased to the
builder $§118,233.20, The appe ts asserved a claim for this amount also,
which the court =
Now, the Supreme Court affirmed that judgment, and said:

But we are very clear that without any snch provision he must be held to
have taken the risk of the prices of the labor and materials which he was bound
to furnish, as every other contractor does who to do a specified job at a
fixed It is one of the elements which he takes into account when he
makes his bargain, and he can not ;zr:;?ei:t the other party to guaranty him
sgainst unfavorable ehanges in these prices.

Mr, THOMAS. That is the strict rule of law.
tleman permit another gnestion?

Mr, SPRINGER, Yes, sir

Mr. THOMAS, If the Government, by the alteration of the plans
which it furnished to the contractor, was the party that actually cansed
the delay, and if during that delay an increase of the price of materi-
als and in the price of labor took place to such an extent that the con-
tractors actually expended $118,000 extra for the benefit of the Gov-
ernment, do you not think it would be just that that money shounld be
reimbursed to them ?

Mr. SPRINGER. I have read the decision of the Supreme Court.

Mr. THOMAS. That is the strict rule of law; but, even if the
court decided that, according to the strict rule of law, they were not
entitled to compensation,-do you not think that they would have an
equitable right to be compensated ?

Mr. SPRINGER. The Supreme Court did decide that they were not
entitled to it.

Mr. THOMAS. But whatdo you think about it?

Mr. SPRINGER. I think the Supreme Court decided justly.

Mr. THOMAS, The gentleman thinks that, even if these men spent
this amount of money for the benefit of the Government, still they
should not be paid.

Mr. SPRINGER. Does the gentleman from Wisconsin dissent from
this opinion of the Supreme Court? Ifso, I will have hisdissent prop-
erly entered of record. [Laughter.]

Mr. THOMAS. I do notdissent from it asnot beingstrictly accord-
ing to the rales of law; but I do say that equity and justice require that
these men should be reimbursed if the fact is fonnd to be that, by
reason of the delay caused by the action of the Government, they were
eompelled to expend this amount of money extra for the benefit of the
Government.

_ Mr. BREWER. Sappose there had been a fall in the price of labor
and material.

Mr. SPRINGER. Yes, as the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.

" BrREWER] suggests, if there had been a fall in the priee of labor and
material does any one snppose that these gentlemen would have come
forward to divide the extra profits with the Government?

But I meet the gentleman from Wisconsin upon the very point he
snggests. The Government of the United States was prevailed npon
fo take the view of the case which he hasindicated and to pass the act
of March 2, 1847, submitting that very question to a naval board, a
board friendly no doubt to these contractors as it was toall contractors
at that time. That board took amost liberal view of the question, re-
porting in favor of what they believed to be substantial justice under
all the circumstances of the ease——

Mr. THOMAS. Does not the gentleman know that the board re-

ed they wonld not take that matfer into consideration, notwith-
standing the law ?

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman has sostated, and I have not con-
troverted his statement.

Now, I want to ask what the Marchand hoard did with these two

claimants in this bill. T have before me a letter from the late Secre-
tary of the Navy, Mr. Whitney, dated February 18, 1858, in which he
sets forth the factsin regard tothis claim. He saysthat there are three
vessels involved, the Squando, the Nauset, and Ashuelot; that the con-
tract price for these vessels amounted in the aggregate to $1,056,000;
that this claim was for extra work on the three vessels and for advance
in materials to which the contractors were subjected by reason of the
change of conditions; that these matters went to a naval board and the
board allowed the parties $409,000 for their extra claim, whatever it
~ may have been, and they received that sum in addition to the contract
price. :
That amount, however, was less by $323,483 than they claimed;
and the claim now before the Hounse is for $323,000, which the
Marchand board had jurisdiction to allow if it had seen fit to do so, but
which it refused to allow and which the Government up to this time
has not paid. This bill proposes that these claimants be permitted to
go before the Court of Claims in order to secure the allowance of this
amonnt. .

Mr. FARQUHAR, Will the gentleman allow one question?

Mr. SPRINGER. Certainly.

Mr. FARQUHAR. Thegentleman has stated, as I understand, the
substauce of the letter of Seeretary Whitney. Is there anything in
that letter to indicate that Secretary Whitney thought these claimants
had any just claim ? =

Mr. SPRINGER. There is nothing that indicates an opinion on the
part of the Department or the Secretary as to whether they should be

Now, will the gen-

paid or not; buf I will state that I found in the Navy Department at
the time, so far as I could ascertain, an atmosphere entirely hostile to
any further allowance upon these claims,

Mr. FARQUHAR. Does the gentleman state that the then Secre-
tary of the Navy was entirely adverse to the passage of this bill ?

Mr. SPRINGER. No, sir; I did not say that. 1 stated that I found
it the opinion of persons in the Department generally, so far as I talked
with them, that justice had been done in this matterand that nothing
further should be done.

Mr. FARQUHAR. As I wish to be fair in this matter, the gentle-
man will permit me to make a statement. I know there are members
on this floor who have the impression (and they have obtained it at head-
quarters) that Secretary Whitney was in favor of this bill being signed
by President Cleveland. Now, sir, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
SprINGER] had a better opportunity than other members of Congress
at that time to ascertzin the reasons and motives of the Secretary; and I
simply wish to know whether Secretary Whitney really thought, as aa
honest man, that these claimants had any case in court.

Mr. SPRINGER. I am not anthorized to speak for Mr. Whitney.

Mr. FARQUHAR. I merely desired to ask that question.

Mr. SPRINGER. It was my impression—I did not get it from any
conversation with Secretary Whitney—that he was opposed to any
farther allowance in this matter. But that was merely my impression,
and I will not be responsible for any statement as to his position.

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. I can say that Secretary Whitney in
conversation with me indicated his belief thatthe bill should be signed
and that these claimants should be allowed to go to the court,

Mr. FARQUHAR, My information was in the same line, and that
is the reason I put the question to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. SPRINGER. I did not sabmit to the Secretary any request
for his opinion as to the merits of the case.

Mr. FARQUHAR. But Secretary Whitney had gone over the case
very carefully with the help of other ies.

Mr. SPRINGER. Referring to the subject which I was discussing
when interrupted, I desire to call attention to the fact that the claim
embraced in this bill, if submitted to the Court of Claims, will amount,
aceording to the previous records in the case, to $323,000. The cases
similarly situated are set forth in the Secretary’s letter of the date to
which I have referred.

The whole amount allowed for extra work of this character was
$5,000,000; and the amount still elaimed by persons situated similarly
to ihe claimant in this case is $4,700,000. So thatif you pass this bill
you open up the avenue to the Court of Claims for cases ocenpying a
precisely similar sitnation, aggregating $4,700,000. The newspapers
have made some comments in regard to the extravagancs of this House
on the subjeet of publie buildings; but there isa larger amount involved
in this case than in all the public-building bills you have passed this
session. Hence, I thonght this animportant bill and one worthy to be
considered at least an hour or two, so that we conld understand it.

I believe with Senator Grimes that this measure involves a prin-
ciple which if applied to like cases will entail npon the Government
an expenditure of $60,000,000, provided youn deal withother claimants
in the same manner you propose to deal with these. The action here
proposed amounts to an undoing of all the adjudications ot the late
war and the establishment of the principle that the gentleman from
‘Wisconsin now contends for, that every contractor who made contracts
with the Government during that time is entitled to additional com-
pensation if, from the beginning of the contract to its completion,
there was a rise in the price of materials and labor or any additional
expense caused by delay of the Governmentin ordering extra work.

If that principle is fo be recognized then you have opened up the
whole sabject, gentlemen, and undone all the adjudications which
have been made sinee the war. And I desire to call the attention of
this House to the factthat this bill isnota fair submission of the merits

of the guestion to the Court of Claims at all; very far from it. What

does the bill propose? It refers the case to the Court of Claims and
provides:

And said court shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine and reader
judgment upon the same,

Now, how shall it render judgment? Why, in this manner:

Provided, however, That the investigation of said claim shall be made upon
the following basis: The said court shall ascertain the additional cost which
was necessarily incurred by the contractors for building the light-draught
monitors Squando and Nauset and the side-wheel steamer Ashuelot in the com-
pletion of the same, by reason of any changes or alterations in the plans and
specifications reqnired and delays in the pr tion of the work.

That is the first item. The next provides—

That such additional cost in completing the same, and such changes or altera-
tions in the plans and specifications required, nnd delays in the prosecution of
the work were occasioned by the Government af the United States: but no al-
lowance for any advance in the price of labor or material shall be considered
unless such advance occurred during the prolonged term for completing the
work rendered neecssary by delay resniting from the action of the Government
aforesaid, and then only when such advanece could not have been avoided by
the se of ordinary prud and dilig on the part of the contractors.

So that this is simply referring the ease to the court under an iron-clad
rale that makes the court similar to a referee in chancery, to find cer-
tain facts and enter judgment upon them; not to refer them back te
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Con, for consideration and action, but to find the alleged facts, and
on them to enter judgment,

Mr. BUCHANAN, of New Jersey. And a fair one at that.

Mr. SPRINGER. Yes, that is the gentleman’s opinion. He says
it is very fair. I say it is not fair to subject the Government to such
n condition. It is a very good thing for the claimant, of course, buf
not for the Government, to thus submit a case, to be taken, if desired,
from the opinion of the Court of Claims on appeal to the Supreme Court,
when the merits of the question are decided beforehand, as they are in
this bill. You decide in this bill that these parties are entitled, under
the claim submitted, for the increased price of material and labor, and

ask the Court of Claims to say how much itamounted to and ren-
i:: their jndgment therenpon.

Now, the lawyer who drew this claim was up in the business. He
understood his business well, and I imagine that if ever the case goes
to the Court of Claims he will laugh in his sleeve many a time when
he considers how he overreached Congress.

Mr. THOMAS., Let me ask the gentleman if that same condition
is not in the law of 1867 that organized the Marchand board ?

Mr. SPRINGER. Justso. I have no doubt that the same lawyer
drew it. Itis the old thing over again. He is an old hand in the
business and has experience since 1867, at least, in the business.

Mr. THOMAS. So he has been here since 1867 then ?

Mr. SPRINGER. He has been here a long time, I have no doubt,
and understands his business better than almost anybody else in that
line. He knows how to submit a case to the Court of Claims and de-
cide in advance what he wants allowed by the conrt,

Now, I submit that if this case is to go to the Court of Claims it
ought to go with at least a chance given to the Government to show
that it does not owe anything. The Court of Claims is required to
certify to a particular fact, and this bill settles the principle and tells
the court to enter judgment for the amount found.

The gentleman from Wisconsin stated that this had been reported
by various committees and that favorable reports had been made upon
it. I desire to eall his attention to the fact that this case has been re-

adversely too. This very case was before the Committee on

aval Affairs in the Forty-fifth Congress, and, together with several
other cases of a similar nature, was considered and a nnanimous report
submitted by the gentleman from Indiana, at that time mpmmﬁn%a
district in that State, the predecessor of my distingnished friend who
gits in front of me [Mr. By~NUM]—1I refer to Mr. Hanna, of Indianapolis.

Mr. KERR, of Iowa. I understood the gentleman from Wisconsin
to say that that wasonly a minority report.

Mr. SPRINGER. That is a mistake; this is the report.

In the Forty-fifth Congress, second session—a unanimous report of
the Hanna commitiee—the Committee on Naval Affairs submitted
the following report in the Secor and MecKay cases——

Mr. KERR, of Iowa. Butthegentleman gom Wisconsin, I thought,
said that was a minority report; at least so I understood him.

Mr, SPRINGER, The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HERBERT]
stated to me on yesterday that the committee unanimously
against it. He was a member of the committee, and I have the report
in my hand. This was called to the attention of the committee before,
and the President of the United States, Mr. Cleveland, refersto it in his
veto message as the report of the committee. I know that report was
before President Cleveland when he wrote the message,

Now, Mr. Hanna stated at that time as follows—and I desire to eall
the attention of tlemen to the report drawn by Mr. Hanna, who
was one of the ablest lawyers in Indiana, a Republican, & man of the
highest character and integrity, and who gives an exhaustive examina-
tion and report of the facts and the findings of the committee in the
report. He says:

The Commitiee on Naval Affuirs, to whom was referred the petition and state-
ment of Secor & Co., and Perine, Secor & Co., reapecting the claims for losses
sustained in building the harbor and river monitors Tecumseh, and
Manhatian, also in relation to sundry payments received by them as “ extras "
. ?:gtfemrt Is, having idered the same, respectfully submits the follow-

8o, it shows upon the face of it that it was a report of the Committee
on Naval Affairs, and not a minority report.

Your committee finds—

Not a minority of the committee—

%&ommmm for the building of each of said vessels was the sum of

He then proceeds to state the facts in regard to what is known as the
Secor claim, and after the Marchand board’s award in that ecase had
been paid by the Government, Secretary Robeson—he is not mentioned
by name, but he was the Seeretary at the time—ordered another inves-
tigation as to the Secor case, and that commission allowed the Secors
$93,000 in excess of the allowance of the Marchand Board, and Secre-
tary Robeson paid that award, and after doing so the sobriquet of
“‘Secor”’ was attached to his name and a publie scandal was believed
to have been created.

Mr. KERR, of Iowa. Does the gentleman say that this report cov-
3 thisf'm%ER. I in precisely the category, th

Mr. SPK t was isely same , a8 the
next case will show. In deciding the McKay case he refers to the de-

cision in the Secor case as involving the same principle precisely. Now
what does Mr, Hanna say ?

Now, in view of all these facts, the elaimants come again and nsk Congress to
authorize the Court of Claims to take Jurisdiction of these alleged claims and
ascertain whether or not some additional sum cgn not be had out of the Treas-
ury. First, they get the contract price.

Now, see how on all-fours this case is.
E«I:‘::éi. their claim for extra work, as adjusted by the officers of the Navy,is
rece .

That was the additional board that I have spoken of.

Mr. THOMAS, There is some little misundersianding here, Will
the gentleman permit me to ask him what is the case that that com-
mittee are deciding ?

Mr. SPRINGER. That was the case of Secor & Co. and Perine,
Secor & Co. for extra compensation for building one of these gunboats]

Mr. THOMAS. It is not the McKay case. -

Mr. SPRINGER. No, sir, not the McKay case, but exactly like it,
onall-fours, exceptthat they got $93,000 from the Secretary of the Navy
afterward.

Mr. THOMAS, Oh, no, it is not like it,

Mr. SPRINGER. Let us see what he says:

Third, the amount found to be due by the Morehounse hoard is received, and a
receipt given in full discharge of all elaims against the United Siates on account
of the vessels upon which the board made the allowance as per their report
under the act of March 2, 1867, The act of Co: of July lgi 1868, provid-
ing for the payment of these awards requi that the pis so given
should thus be a finality. Fourth,the Bog%s board, created by the Secretary of
the Navy, make an additional allowance of $93,116.98, and that has been pald.

Then says the report:

Pray, when are we to have a finality? The alleged claim is barred by the
statute of limitation. It has been adjusted by a board created at the instance of
claimants, and the award received was receipted for in and form as
siated. The claimants are estopped by every rule of law or e?uity from fur-
ther lawful claim, With full payment, limitations, and estoppel stering us in
the face, we are asked Lo consent that the whole matter may . To
consent would be to trifle with public justice,

Your commiltee report adversely.

That is the report of the committee, not a minority rﬁ Then
immediately following the statement of that report Mr. na made
another report. We will see what that is:

The Committee on Naval Affairs, to whom was referred bill H. R, 1969, having
considered the same, res| ully submit the following report:

This is a bill for the relief of Nathaniel MeKay, who elaims ** further
sation for the construction of the light-draught monitor Squando, one of the
vessels referred to and embraced in the act entitled * An act for the relief of
ceitain contractors for the construction of vessels of warand steam-machinery,’
approved March 2,1877."" The bill proposes to refer this claim to the Court of
Claims for adjudication, vesting that court with * anthority and jurisdiction”
in the premises.

Under the facts and the law, should the prayer for relief be granted?

‘Without going into all the details, it is sufficient to say that during tlie late
war the Secretary of the Navy was authorized and empowered by law to con-
tract for the construction of 8 number of & certain class of of which the
monitor Bquando was one. Your commities find that McKay & Aldus were the
contractors; that the contract price was §395,000;—

This bill only represented one vessel; the pending bill represents
all three; hence the amount is less in the case then under considera-
tion—
that the whole increased cost of the work over the contract price as now
claimed by the contractors is the sum of £337,520.46; that the contractors have
been paid the full contract price, and in sddition thereto have also been paid
the sum of $194,535,70. .

From all the information which your committee has been snble to obtain, it
seems that the contract provided for the payment of a specific sum of money,
and then in case of changes or modifieations of plans or unreasonable delays
caused by the Government, such additional sum as they might fairly be entitled
to. Upon settlement with the Secretary of the Navy, itappearst in addition
to the contract price, they were paid and they received tll?::a the vernment
the sum of §194,583.70, as the sum found fairly doe them in addition to the con-
tract price on account of changes, modifications, ete. Then they claimed $837,-
320.46, but that elaim was investigated and passed upon by officers provided by
law, and the sum found fairly due and owing by virtue of the terms and pro-
visionsof the contract was §194,535.70, and this sum was paid to and accepted by
the contractors, A

Thus the matter was first adjusted in manner and form as by law provided,
I:a;:rum that afterward, on the 2d of March, 1867, Congress passed an sot en-
t **An act for the relief of certain contractors for the struction of v 1
of war and steam machinery ;" that Lo carry into effect the provisions of this
act the Secretary of the Navy, on the 6th of Jmi?' 1867, appointed a board, to
whom claimsof this character should be referred for re-examination aund report
to Congress, That board consisted of nd, King, and Foster, On the 4th
of December, 1867, the Secretary of the Navy communicated to Congress the
report of that board. It appears that MeKay & Aldus submitted to that board
their elaim for remuneration. The board found and reported the contract price;
that it had been paid the amount overpaid by reason of changes snd maxlﬂm-
tions of plans; but that nothing additional was due the claimanis on account
of the matters complained of. Thus for the second time has this claim been
acted upon in manner provided by law, Competent and lawful sutherity has
twice settled this matier adversely to the claimants,

Your committee is clearly of opinion that the elaim is without merit; that it
has no foundation in either law or equlty. .

“That is the McKay case, mind you, not the Secor case.

Having arrived at this conclusion upon the merits, it is deemed unnecessary
mmew 31: t:i:i questions of limitations and estoppel, each of which would be
e

m.,

Courts regard with favor statutes of repose and do not favor reopening mat-~
ters of eonl.wva:tky in the absence of fraud. The time has come when this
claimant and all of the same class shonld distinetly understand that they have
had their day in court and that it will be froitless to attempt further recogni-
tion. The G’:n-rnmuut by mo known rule of law or equity, ought to consent
Mﬂdmhdthh&n-maymlmhorwnmhr er hearing., Such
policy would not subserve the ends of justice. 3
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Again the committee submitted another report by iIr._Hannn:

The Committee on Naval Affairs, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 1264
for the relief of cerlain contranctors for the construction of vessels of war an
steam machinery, having considered the same, submit the following report:

All the matters of law and fact necessarily embraced in the consideration of
this bill have been duly considered by the committee. The reports submitted
on hill H. R. 1969, “A bill for the relief of Nathaniel MeKay,” and on the memo-
rinl of Secor & Co. and Perine, Secer & Co., present fully the views and con-
elusions at which your committee have arrived. The original contraet price
appears, in every iustance, to have been paid. Alllawflul charges for extra work
uppmr to have been fully paid. A board eroated by law, at the special instance
of these contractors, have heard and determined all the matters complained of,
and in all cases where sald board found any snm due the contractor such sum

been received and receipted for in full of all ¢lnims. In some instances no
sum whatever was found to be justly due. Your committee are of the opinion
thatall the claimants who are seeking further relief by virtue of the provisions
of this bill have had their day in court; that great wrong and injustice might
and would be done the Government to in any manner further recognize the
existence of any legal or equitable claim against the Government; that by well
seltled rulesof law thesealleged claims are not only barred, but in fact are with-
ont merit. Your committee therefore report ndversely.

This bill is of a similar character to the bill . R. 1969, and the law
and the facts applicable thereto are the same in all respects. So that
the case of Nathaniel McKay, who is a party in this case, was decided
by that committee in this report of Mr. Hanna,

Mr. DOCKERY. When was that report submitted ?

Mr. SPRINGER. It was submitted on the 28th of February, 1878,
in the Forty-fifth Congress; so that that was the opinion of the Naval
Committee of that Congress, and that report was unanimonsly con-
curred in by that Congress, hecause no further action was taken at that
time for the purﬁo&e of bringingupthese claims, Now Mr. Speaker——

Mr. DOCKERY. Does the gentleman from Illinois know what
amonnt is involved in this bill ?

Mr. SPRINGER. The amount that is involved in the pending bill,
80 far as these claimants are concerned, that is tosay, the extent of their
claim before the Navy Department, which was notallowed, is $323,483.-
25. Thatisthe amountinvolved for these three vessels, for which they
claim the Government has not paid them. The Government hasalready

id them $409,000 in excess of the contract, which was for the sum of

1,058,000,

Mr. THOMAS. But is it not a fact that that excess paid was for
extra work, for which there was another contract made, under which
these vessels were taken apart and rebuilt, and that none of it was for
the advanced price of material or labor?

Mr. SPRINGER. 1 think I have so stated; and that after that the
Government rejected their subsequent claims,

Mr. THOMAS, But this was for actual work,

Mr.SPRINGER. Although their claim was submitted to the Mar-
chand board, that board declined to recognizeit.

1 want to state further that, while this individnal case involves very
much the same facts, as I have said, in the same class of cases which
‘were referred to that board in this general bill, involving $4,714,000,
it is on all fours with the claim for extra compensation contained in
this bill.

Mr. KERR, of Towa. What distinction is there between this claim
and the others, which Senator Grimes said would amount to $60,000,-
0002

Mr. SPRINGER. These were cases amounting to $4,700,000, and
known as the gunboat claims. Senator Grimes was referring to that
cluas of contracts with the Government, & memorandum of which he
said he had unpon his table, showing that the same principle was in-
volved in those cases as in this, and which if allowed wonld involve
the Government in a cost of $60,000,000.

Mr. DOCKERY. Was this elaim disallowed by this board ?

Mr. SPRINGER. I have stated it several times, but I will repeat
by way of recapitulation. The report in this case shows that the Gov-
ernment entered intoa contract with these parties amounting to$1,056,-
. 000 to build these boats. Extra work was ordered, and they putin a
claim for pay for that work. A board was ordered by the Navy De-
partment.to investigate the allowance of the claim on account of extra
work., They presented their claim to that board. It awarded them
$409,000 in excess of the contract. That was paid by act of Congress,
and they receipted infallofall demandsagainst the Governmeunt. They
then went before the Marchand board, which was authorized to adju-
dicate on claims on account of the advance in the price of labor and
material; and this board rejected the claim and said they were not
entitled to it. Then they came to Congress and got this bill passed in
order to allow them to go to the Court of Claims.

One word further Mgo I will close. This bill passed the last Con-
gress without sufficient debate. It was not properly understood. It
went to the President and was vetoed by Mr. Cleveland. If I had
time I wonld read that veto, but I have not time, though it is well
known to you. Mr. Cleveland vetoed it upon the same ground that
the Snpreme Court decided the Chonteaun case, and upon the same
grounds set forth by Mr. Hanna in his report, to which I have called
" attention.

I need not refer to the veto, which was accepted by the House as con-
clusive, I suppose, or we should have heard of the case n at that
time, But here it is again, and nnless Congress now takes hold of this
matter and puts its foot upon this case, like Banquo’s ghost it will come

up from session to session, and we will never hear theend of it. Ihope
gentlemen will decide this question with a full view of their responsi-
bility to their constituents, I want you to understand, gentlemen, in
deciding this question, that if youn allow this sum you are opening the
door to all persons who may hereafter come before Congress to ask for
relief npon the same gronnd—to have their cases sent to the Court of
Claimsin the way that this case is to be sent—mnot to hear and deter
mine upon its merits, It is not sent to be heard on its merits, The
merits were decided adversely in the Chontean case in this appeal to the
Supreme Court from the Court of Claims.

If this bill passes the Court of Claims is simply made a referee in
chancery to report the facts in the case. They do hot enter a judgment
upon the facts and the law; the entry is of a judgment on the facts;
and the law is taken out of their hands, and the principle involved in
this case is taken away from the court. Now, gere they claim that
they are entitled by reason of a rise in the prices of material and cost
of labor, a principle which the Supreme Court in the Chouteau case has
decided is not admissible, as every gentleman knows. Thatis to be de-
cided in this House; and, if Congress decides that all the adjudica-
tions ol the war shall be opened, then nothing has been settled from the
time of the first adjudication of claims for construction of ships and
publie works during the late war; everything is uprooted and chaos has
come again,

Mr. THOMAS., How much time have I remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman has seventeen minutes
remaining.

Alr. THOMAS, T yield ten minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [ Mr. SToNE]. :

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I do not desire to occupy
ten minutes. I really do not care to occupy any time in the discussion
of this claim. I belong to the committee that has twice before con-
sidered this claim. I was on the committee thatreported it favorably
in the last Congress. I believed that these claimants had the right to
at least be heard in court and to take the judgment of the court as to
whether anything was due them or not. This claim was before the
last Congress for two days, and that Congress sat here for that time
and listened to just such statements as those which the gentleman from
Illinois [ Mr. SPRINGER] has made to-day. Thesame statements were
made in the last Congress by that gentleman himselfand by others, and
the result was that the bill passed this Hounse by an overwhelming
majority on a yea-and-nay vote.

1t also passed the Senate without a dissenting voice. It went to the
President of the United States, and there, as I am aware, it had the
indorsement and recommendation of the Secretary that it be signed. I
know, too, that gentlemen who opposed this claim npon this floor and
who have opposed it here now had open and free access to the chamber
of the President of the United States while the bill was being there
considered; and I also know that gentlemen who had favored and de-
fended the claimant upon this floor because they believed it was right
were denied admission to the chamber of the President of the United
Htates while the bill was being considered. This much, sir, I desire
to say in answer to the question asked by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. FarQuEAR] as to what the opinion of the Secretary of the Navy
was at that time,

The President of the United States vetoed that bill. At the present
session the bill was introduced againand referred to the Committee on
War Claims. The very same state of facts exists now that existed be-
fore, and I assert that there was not a single, solitary sentence in the
veto of the President that could be construed as refuting, or even dis-
puting, the facts set forth in the report made by the Committee on War
Claims in the Fiftieth Congress. There were no new facts presented.
The President of the United States brought absolutely nothing to hear
upon the case that could havea tendency to change the opinion of any-
body who had investigated it.

I know that the limited investigation he wasable to give the matter
was as nothing in comparison with the investigation which the Commit-
tee on War Claims has been compelled npon several occasions to make
of this case, Therefore, when the case came back to the Fifty-first
Congress there was nothing to cause me to change my opinion, and
there was no evidence produced before the Committee on War Claims
to change its opinion. A bill like this had passed the Congress of the
United States five or six separate times and had passed the Senate of
the United Statesseven times. The present bill is better gnarded with
reference to the interests of the Government than was the bill which
passed the Fiftieth Congress.

T was left, therefore, upon that committee in the position that I must
decide again as I have already decided or else must change my opin-
ion simply because the President of the United States had vetoed the
bill passed by the Fiftieth Congress. Now 1 am as willing to decide any
question of fact for myself upon an investigation of the facts as to take
the opinion of any other man, no matter where hecomes from. So that
when this bill was introduced again in this present Congress and was
referred to the Committee on War Claims I could do nothing but give
it my assent.

I believe, Mr, Speaker, and gentlemen of the House of Representa-
tives, that there can be no injustice done to anybody by passing this
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bill and permitting these claimants to go before the Court of Claims.
The gen from Illinois [Mr. BPRINGER] does not state the case
fairly when he says that the equities are decided in this bill. The
whole ease goes to the court for an investigation, and I would like to
know where there is a citizen in this country, avho has a claim against
the Government or a claim against a fellow-citizen, who does not feel
that he ought to have the right to take it into conrt, where there isevery
opportunity for both sides to be heard. If the statements made by
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] in his argument to-day
are correct, nobody will be more likely to find it ont than the Court of
Claims.

The Congress of the United States can notinvestigate a case like this
as that court can. The fact is, as stated. by the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. THoMAS], that the Marchand board never did investigate
this case. That board closed its labors within a month afier these
claimants were notified that their accounts and vouchers must be pre-
sented. That board passed upon the claims for the construction of
fifty-five vessels, made hy forty-iwo contractors, in about one hundred
days; fifty-five cases, in which millions of dollars wereinvolved ! The
board decided those cases without the presence of attorneys, without
hearing witnesses, without the presence of the claimants themselves,
by a star-chamber proceeding organized, as is pretiy clearly evident,
with the idea of disallowing all such claims.

Besides, the McKay claim, upon the facts now presented, was never
before that board at all. [IPurthermore, the decisions of the Marchand
hoard have not been held as binding upon the Government. There
are seven other claims that have been paid by special acts of Congress
that were rejected by the Marchand board. That board said in those
cases that nothing was due to the claimants, but the Congress of the
United States, in its wisdom, alterwards decided that something was
due to those claimants and thatthey should be paid.

Now, these parties ask only to be permitted to go to the Court of
Claims. I do not know whether they can establish any rights or not,
I do not know whether they can show any valid claims or not, but I
am willing to permit them to go before the court and let the court de-
cide, first, whether they bave any grievance and, second, if they have,
what is its amount and how it shonld be satisfied., I have confidence
in the courts of the country. Iam willing that the courts of the coun-
try shall decide these questions. Iam willing that the courts shall
say whether there is anything due or not, especially when I know that
both sides will be fully represented in court and that each side will
have its rights protected by the court.

Nor do I feel, sir, in making up my mind that these claimants are
entitled to go into the Court of’ Claims, that I am deciding that any-
thing is in fact due them. I do not claim to know whether any-
thing is due them or not. I do say, however, that when any citizen
of this country comes here and asks to be given a hearingin counrt
upon any claim which he may have against the Government, his re-
quest ought to be granted. I dosay that in every such case it is as
little as Congress can do and as little as the people expect them to do
to allow the claimant to go into conrt and have an opportunity to estab-
lish his case if he can do so.

As I have already said, so far as the question of allowing this claim-
ant to go to the court is concerned, there are no new facts presented
in this case. The case has been before Congress for many years, and
it has been kept here largely because of the disposition of a number
of gentlemen unpon this floor, who have been here ever since I have
been in Congress, and some of them longer, to fight with all the ve-
hemence they can command any and every sort of elaim that does not
come directly from one of their own constituents. That spirit has
manifested itself strikingly in this case as in other cases of the same
kind that bave come before Congress in my time.

That sort of opposition has followed not only this claim, but every
private elaim from the time I came into Congress (and I do not know
how long before) until now.

[Here the hammer fell. ] ;

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Justone moment more. I wish tosay
that I do not entertain any of that sort of feeling. I am notin favor of
paying unjust claims. I believe the best way to determine whether a
claim is just or not is to allow the claimant to go to a court of the United
States, thatit may determine whether anything is due; and when such
a court has determined the amount due I think the proper thing for
Congress to do is to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to pay it
at once; because neither this nor any other Congress is competent (the
incompetency does not proceed from lack of intellect, but from want
of opportunity) to review the findings of any of the great courtsof the
country.

[Here the hammer fell. ]

Mr, THOMAS obtained the floor.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr,
TraoMAS] has five minntes,
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.

SpRINGER], after searching the records extending over twenty years, was
able to find one report against this claim. I had not been able to find
it, though I examined fourteen reports of different committees of this
and the other House, all of them in favor of the claim and many of them

nnanimous reports. I acknowledge that I overlooked the report which
the gentleman has read. The sum and substance of that report is that
according to the strict letter of the law, without regard to any considera-
tions of equity, these claimants have no legal claim against the Govern-
ment.

The Supreme Counrt of the United States so decided. Buft when I
asked the gentleman from Illinois this question: Supposing these par-
ties to have invested §118,000 of their own money in building vessels
of the Government, this expenditure having arisen by reason of negli-
gence or delay on the part of the Government, in consequenceof which
the prices of labor and material had increased, thus taking this amount
out of the pockets of the claimants, whether, though the strict letter
of the law might prohibit reimbursement to the parties, it wonld not
be justice and equity to make them compensation—the gentleman de-
clined to answer,

Now, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me this case has been fully discussed
and we understand fully its merits. I propose now to ask——

Mr. KERR, of Towa. Will the gentleman permit a correction? I
understand that the report of Mr. Hanna declared this claim to be
neither legal nor equitable.

Mr. THOMAS. The report states, if T understood the reading of it,
that there is no legal claim.

Mr, KERR, of Iowa. And no eguitable claim.

Mr. THOMAS, I do not think Mr. Hanna would say there was no
equitable claim if he understood the facts; and the conceded facts, un-
disputed by the gentleman from Illinois or anybody else, are that the
Government caused this delay by its defective plans, necessitating the
tearing down and rebuilding of the vessels; that by reason of the course
which the war took and the large duties which were meanwhile levied
the price of iron was increased from $65 a ton to $220 a ton; that there
was also an increase in wazes of labor from $1.50 or $2 a day to $4 or
$5 a day; these are the facts undisputed by anybody; and if Mr,
Hanna or any one else says there is no equity in such a claim I think
he does not know what the word *‘equity ”’ means,

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question.

Mr. SPRINGER. Will the gentleman allow me one moment for a
correction? :

Mr. THOMAS, Certainly. I do not withdraw my motion; but if
the gentleman wishes to make a remark, I will yield to him,

Mr. SPRINGER. I wish to say that Mr. Hanna did state in his re-
port that these claims were without any justification in law or equity.

Mr. THOMAS. That may have been Mr. Hanna's opinion; but I
think the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] himself wounld not
go to that extent; for when I asked him if he thought that men who
had paid ount $118,000 of their own money under these circumstances
had not an equitable claim, he declined to answer. I renew my mo-
tion.

Mr. SPRINGER. One moment further. I wish to make a remark
in correction of a statement of my friend from Kentucky [ Mr. SToNE].
He said that the McKay case had not gone before the Marchand board.
That is a mistake. If did go before that board and was rejected by it
I am referring now to the claim for additional allowance.

Mr. STONE, of Kentucky. Possibly I may havesaid that this case
did not go before the Marchand board. That board held its sessions
with closed doors; there is no telling what claims went before that
board except from the cases reported by it; but the vouchers and other
papers pertaining to this claim were never presented to the Marchand
board by the McKays, because they had no time to do so after they
had notification of the meeting of the board and before its adjourn-
ment.

Mr. SPRINGER. The gentleman bad reference, no doubt, to the
Selfridge board, not the Marchand board.” It is true that the Selfridge
board did not pass upon this case; but the Marchand board, under the
uct of March 2, 1867, did pass upon it specifically.

Mr. THOMAS. In answer tothe gentleman’s statement about the
Marchand board I will say the board held that the question of increased
cost by reason of delays cansed by the Government was one sounding
in damages and therefore beyond the jurisdiction of the Department
and not included within the act, though the act itself expressly pro-
vided that that should be taken into consideration by the board.

Mr. SPRINGER. Ihaveexamined thereportof the Marchand board
and have found no such langnage; and I know that the act did confer
jurisdietion upon the board.

Mr. THOMAS, T bave stated what the board said: thatthey would
not take the case into consideration becanse they did not think it eame
within the act, although the act expressly conferred jurisdiction npon
them.

Mr. SPRINGER.
language.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
TuoxmAs] demands the previous question. : i

Mr. BUCHANAN, of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, this bill having
been read in the House, will it appear in the RECORD to-morrow morn-
ing ? ]

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill appearsin full in the RECORD
of to-day, being a part of the proceedings of yesterday.

I have notbeenableto findin the report any such
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Mr. BSPRINGER. Before the previous question is E:t, will the gen-

tleman from

Wisconsin allow a motion to refer this

ill to the Com-

mittee of the Whole House on the Private Calendar?

Mr. THOMAS.

The revious question was ordered.
PEAKER pre fempore. ‘The question recurs on the third read-

ing oftheBenatebﬂL

I insist on my motion for the previous question.

Mr. SPRINGER. I move to refer this bill to the Committee on
War Claims; or I will move to refer it to the Committee of the Whole
on the Primte Calendar if the motion is in order, and I believe it is.
What is the motion of the gentleman?
Mr. SPRINGER. To refer to the Committee of the Whole on the

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

Private Calendar. -

Mr. THOMAS. Is that motion in order?
The SPEAKER pro fempore. Not to refer to the Calendar.
Mr. SPRINGER. I believe I was too fast in making the motion.

The question is first on the third reading of the hill.
“tempore. That is the first question.
to a third reading, and was accordingly read

The SPEAKER
The bill was o
the third time.

Mr. SPRINGER. Now.I move to refer to the Committee of the
‘Whole House on the Private Calendar, so that it may go where the

House bill is, if that motion is in order.

Of conrse it is in order to

move to recommit it to the Committee on War Claims.

The SPEAKER pro

tempore, That motion is in order.

Mr. SPRINGER. Is it not in order to move to refer it to the Cal-
endar and give it the same chance as the House bill ?

Mr. THOMAS, Is that metion in order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the passage of the
bill, unless the gentleman moves to commit to the committee.

Mr. SPRINGER. But the motion to refer to the Committee of the
Whole is in order, is it not?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman insist on the mo-

tion to commit?

Mr. SPRINGER. Of course; but I am asking first whether there
is any difference between the motion to recommit or to refer to the Cal-

endar?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The motien to recommit is in order.

Mr. BUCHANAN, of New Jersey. How can thig bill be recommit-
ted, as it has never been committed to the committee?

The SPEAKER pro tempere. The motion to commit or recommit

would be in order.

Mr. SPRINGER. I move to commit the bill to the Committee of
the Whole House on the Private Calendar.

Mr. CANNON.

to a standing or select committee.

Mr. SPRINGER.

The ruleis that the motion is only admissible to refer
I was trying to find the rule, but did not haveit

at band. Then I move to commit the bill to the Committee on War
Claims,

The question was taken; and on a division there were—ayes 35, noes

o7.
- Mr, SPRINGER. I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The guestion was taken; and there were—yeas 51, nays 93, not vot-

ing 183; as follows:

YEAS—51.
Allen, Miss, Dibble, MeClellan,
o Flieic, . MeCreary,
Blount, Forman, MeMillin,
WEer, Forney, MeRae,
Brickner, Goodnight, Montgomery,
Grimes, N =
Brown, J. B. Henderson, N.C. O'Ferrall,
nm, Kerr, Towa Parrett,
Candler, Ga. Lane, Paynter,
Clarke, Ala. Lanham, Peel,
Clements, Lawler, Pickler,
&hl?c . . Rogers,
Culberson, Tex. Lewis. Rowland,
NAYS-93.
Anderson, Kans, Culbertson, Pa. Kennedy,
Atkinson, Pu. Cummings, Kinsey,
Atkinson, W.Va. Cutcheon, Knapp,
Baker, Darlington, Lacey,
Bartine, Dingley, Laidlaw,
Bayne, Dolliver, Lansing,
Beckwith, gunnell Lee,
Belknap, VANS, MeComas,
Bergen, Farquhar, MeDuflie,
Bliss, Funston, Miles,
Bowiden, Geear, Moffitt,
Brower, Gest, Morey,
Browne, Va. Gifford, Morrow,
nan, N.J. Greenhalge, Niedringhaus,
Burton, all, O’ Donnell,
Bulterw h, O’ Neill, Pa.
Caldwell, Harmer, Osborne,
Canndn, Haugen, Owen, Ind.
Cheadle, H erson, 111, Owens, Ohio
gendemn, Iowsn i;nr;w,m
Conger ermann, enin n,
Conneli, Hitt, Emley,
Craig, ey, Quinn,

Shivery,

gki:imar,
pringer,
Stewart, Tex.
Struble,
Tillman,
Turner, Ga.
Vnntl.ever
Wheeler, Ala,
1

Willeox,
Williams, Il

Ra;
Rneé. Town
Rockwell,
Rowell,
Bawyer,
Beull,
Simonds,
Smyser,
Stlv;r;l._i
gtona, Ky.
weney,
']‘nylor.% B.
Thomas,
Turner, Kans,
Schaick,

an
Walker,
Wi
w Ohio
‘Wilson, Mo.

NOT VOTING—183.
Abbott, Cow! Lind, Sanford,
Adams, uh:s‘ Lodge, Seranton,
Alderson, Dalzell, M = Seney,
Allen, Mich., i u:f-'fn,u Smith, I11.
Anderson, Davidson, Mansur, Smith, W. Va,
Andrew, Haven, Martin, Tnd. Snider,
Arnold, De Lano, Martin, Tex. Spinola,
Banks, Dickerson, Masan, Spooner,
Barnes, ery, MeAdoo, Blnhlnee'ket.
Barwig, Do A M ¥ Stephenson,
Belden Dunphy, MeCQlammy, Btewart, Ga.
Biggs, Edmu Ste vt
Bingham, Elliott, MchrmicL.
Blanchard, Ell MeKenna, Stone, Mo.
Bland, Enloe, MeKinley, Stump,
Doatner, Ewart, Milliken, Tarsney,
Boothman, Featherston, Mills, Taylor, IIL
Boutelle, Finley, Moore, N. H. aylor, J. D.
gmtmﬂigge. irk. giah. gm_re. Tex. vlor, Tenn.
reckinridge, Ky. Fithian, O mpson,
rosius, Flood, Morrill, Townsend, Colo,

Browne, T. M. Flower, Morse, Townsend, Pa.
Brunner, Fowler, Mudd, Tracey,
Buchannn, Va, Frank, Mutchler, Tucker,
Buckalew, Ge er, Nute, Turner, N, Y.
Bullock, Gibson, Oates, Vaux,
Bunn, Grosvenor, 0’ Neall, Ind, Venable,
Burrows, Grout, O'Neil, Mass, Waddill,
Campbell, Hare, Outhwaite, Wade,
Candler, Mass, Hawh, Payson, ‘Wallace, Mass,
arllun. Pl:yu, Perkins, g&lhe&. N.Y.

rter, ynes, Perry, ‘ashington,
Caruth, Heard, Peters, Watson,
Caswell, Hemphill, ‘Phelan, Wheeler, Mich.
Catehings, Herbert, Pierce, Whiting,
Cheatham, Hill, Post, Whitthorne,
Chipman, Holman, Price, Wickham,
Clancy, Hooker, laines, Wik
Clark, Wis. Houlk, Randall, Wilkinson,
Clunie, Kerr, Pa. Reilly, ilson, Ky.

bb, Ke Reyburn, ‘Wilson, Wash,
Cogswell, Kilgore, Richardson, Wﬂnon, W.Va.
Coleman, La Follette e, $
Cooper, Ind. Laws, Robertson, ley.
Cooper, Ohio Lehlbach, Rusk,
Cothran, Lester, Va. Russell,

No quorum voting.

The following additional I_})mm were announced :

Mr. Burrows with Mr. HookER, for this day.

Mr. CASWELL with Mr. BRUNNER, on this bill

Mr. LA FoLLETTE with Mr. BRECKINRIDGE, of Arkansas, on this
vote.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr.

FRANK with Mr. LESTER, of Virginia, for the rest of the day.
Post with Mr. MoorE, of Texas, for the rest of the day. :
Brostus with Mr. EpMUNDs, for the rest of the day.
SNIDER with Mr. HAYNES, for the rest of the day.
CoLEMAN with Mr, ENLOE, for the rest of the day
Yoper with Mr. CrRAIN, on this vote.

Mr. FLoop with Mr. McADoo, on this vote.

Mr., CArTER with Mr. CooPER, of Indiana, on this bill,

Mr. MCMILLIN. My colleague, Mr. RICHARDSON, is detained from
tha Honse this afternoon by sickness.

Mr. DOCKERY., Mr. Speaker, my colleague, Mr. HEARD, is also
temporarily absent by reason of sickness.

The resualt of the vote was then announced as above recorded.

Mr. THOMAS. I move a call of the House.

The motion was agreed to.

The Clerk proceeded to call the roll; when the following members
failed to answer to their names:

Abbott, Cogswell, Haynes, O’Neil, Mass,
Adams, Coleman, Heard, Outhwaite,
Alderson, r,Ind, Hemphill, Payson,
Allen, Mich. Cooper, Ohio Hill, Perry,
Anderson, Miss, thran, Holman, Peters,
Andrew, Cowles, Hooker, Phelan,
Arnold, Culberson, Tex. Houk, Pierce,
Banks, Dalzell, Ketcham, Post,
Barnes, n, Kilgore, Pugsley,
Barwig, Davidson WS, gﬂmt’m
Biggs, De Haven, Lehlbach, nes,
Bingham, De Lano, Lester, Va. Randall,
Blanchard, Dickerson, Lind, Reilly,
Bland, » 2 Reyburn,
Boatner, Dunnell, Magner, TRichardson,
Boutelle, Dunphy, Maish, Rife,
Breckinridge, Ark. Edmunds, Mansur, Robertson,
Breckinridge, Ky. Elliott, Martin, Ind. Rusle,
Brosius, Ellis, Martin, Tex. Russell,
Browne, T. M. Enloe, Muason, Sanford,
Buchanan, Va. Ewart. MeAdoo, Serunton,
Buckalew, Featherston, MeCarthy, Seney,
Bullock, Finley, MeComas, Smith, 111,
Bunn, Fitch, MeCord, Smith, W, Va,
Campbell, Fithian, Mcﬂnnnlrk, Snider,
Candler, Mass, Flood, MeKinley, Spinola,
Cannon, Flower, Milliken, Spooner,
Carlton, Fowler, Mills, Springer,
Caruth, Frank, Moore, N. H. Stahlnecker,
Cheathnm, Geissenhainer, Moore, Tex. Stephenson,
Chipman, Gibson, Morse, Stewnrt, Ga.
Clancy, or, Mudd, Stewart, Tex.
Clark, Wis, Grout, Mutchler, Stewart, Vi.
Clunie, Nute, Stone,

O’ Neall, Tnd. Btump,

Cobb, Hayes,
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Taylor, IL Turner, Kans, Wallace, N, Y. Wike,

Taylor, Tenn, Turner, N. Y, Washington, ‘Wilson, w.
Taylor, J. D. BuUxX, . Watson, Wilson, Wash,
Thompson, Vonai:'l.e, ‘Wheeler, Mich, Wilson, W. Va.
Townsend, Colo, Waddill, ‘Whiting, w:sm,
Tracey, Whade, ‘Whitthorne, Yardley,
Tucker, Wallace, Mass, Wickham, Yoder.,

During the roll-call the following members reported to the Clerk
and were recorded as present under the rule:

Mr. CoLBeRrsoN of Texas, Mr. CooPER of Indiana, Mr. BrrroN, Mr.
HEeARD, Mr. GEISSENHAINER, Mr. Dux~§ELL, Mr. Mupp, Mr. Mo-
Coxas, Mr. CAxyNoN, Mr. BTEWART of Texas, Mr, TAYLOR of Ten-
nessee, and Mr. SPRINGER.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk reports 170 members present—a quo-

Mr. THOMAS. I move todispense with all further proceedings nn-
der the call.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. THOMAS. I call for the regular order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair hopes that the House will be in order, so
that the members will hear their names called and vote. The presence
of a quorum has just been announced. - There is important public busi-
ness awaiting the action of a quornm. The Chair hopes every member
will vote or present himself so that he can be registered as part of a
quornm.

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 44, nays 91, not vot-
ing 192; as follows:

YEAS—{4
Blount, Goodnight, MoCreary, Sayers,
Brewer, Grimes, McRae, Skinner,
Brickuer, are, Montgomery, Springer
Bro kahi’m Heard, O'Ferrall, Stewart, Tex.
Catchings, Henderson N.C, Owen, [nd. Struble,
Olarl:e. Aln. Kerr, lown Owens, Ohio Tarsney,
Oulberson, Tex, Lanham, Parrett, Turner, Ga.
Cummings, Lawler, Paynler, Wheeler, Ala,
Dibble, Lester, Ga. Peel, Wilkinson,
Forman, Lewis, Pickler, Willeox,
Forney, MeClellan, Rowland, Williams, T11,
NAYS-—-9L

Anderson, Kana. Cutcheon, Kennedy, Ray
Atkinson, Pa. Darlington, Kinsey, Reed., Towa
Atkinson, W, Va. Dingley, Knapp, ; Rockwell,
Baker, Dolliver, f, Rowell,
Bm-f.-ne Dunnell, Laidlaw, Sawyer,

ue, Evans, Lansing, Seull,

kaap, Farquhar, Lee, Sherman,
Bergen, Fliozﬂ. McComas, Simonds,
Bliss, Funston, McDaffie, Smyser,
Bowlen, enr, Miles, Stivers,
Brower, Gest, Moftitt, Stockbridge,
Browne, Va, Giflord, Morey, Stone, Ky,
Buchanan, N,.J.  Greenhalge, Morrow, Sweney
Burton, Hall, Mudd, Taylor, E. B.
Butterworth, Hansbrough, Lledrinahaus. Taylor, Tenn,
Cannon, Harmer, 0'Donnell, Thomas, °
Cheadle, Haugen, O'Neill, Pa. Vandever,
Comstock, Henderson, 11, Osborne, Van Echal'ek,
Conger, Henderson, lowa FPayne, Walker,
Conuell, Hermann, Penington, iley,
Covert, Hitt, Pugsley, Williams, Ohio
Craiz, Hopkins, Quackenbush, Wilson, Mo,
Culbertson, Pa. Kelley, ninn,

NOT VOTING—192.

Abbott, Cheatham, Hatch, Norton,
Adnins, Chipman, Hayos. Naute,
Alderson, Clancy, Haynes, Oales,
Allen, Mich Clark, Wis. l'lemphill 0O'Neall, Ind.
Allen, Miss, Clements, Herl O’ Neil, Mass,
Aunderson, Miss,  Clunie, Hill, Outhwaite,
Aundrew, Cobb, Holman, Payson,
Arnold, Cogswell, Hooker, Perkins,
Bankhead, Coleman, Houlk, Perry,
Bauks, Cooper, Ind. Kerr, Pa. Pelera,
Barues, Cooper, Ohio Ketcham,
Barwig, Cotliran, Kilgore, Pierce,
Beckwith, Cowles, La Follette, Post,
Belden, Crain, Lane, Price,
Biggs, Crisp, Laws, Raines,
Bingham, Dalzell, Lehlbach, Randall,
Bla D " Lester, Va. Reilly,
Blaud, Davidson, Lind, Reyburn,
Boa:ner, De Haven, Lodge, Richardson,
Boothman, De Lano, Magmner, Rife,
Boulelle, Dickerson, Maish, Robertson,
Breckinridge, Ark. Dockery, Mansur, Rogers,
Breckinridge, Ky. Z Martin, Ind. Rusk,
Brosius, Dunp ¥ artin, Tex. Russell,
Brown, J. B, Edmunds, Mason, Sanford,
Browne, T. M. Elliott, MeAdoo, Sceranton,
Brunner, Ellis, MeCarthy, Seney,
Buclianan, Va, Enloe, McClammy, Shively,
Burkalew, Ewurt, MeCord, Smith, hl.
Bulloek, Featherston, McCormick, Smith, W. Va.
Buun, Finley, MeKenna, Snider,
Burrows, Fitch, MeKinley, Spinola,
Bynum, Fithian, MeMillin, Bpoomsr.
Caldwell, Flood, Milliken,
Campbell Flower, M Su-phunucm.
Cauiller, fh.. Fowler, Moore, N, H, Ga,
Candler, Maas, k, Moore, Tex. Ste Vi
Carlton, Geissenhainer, Morgan,
Carter, Gi Morrill, Btone, Mo,
Caruth, Groavenor, Morse, Stamp,
Caswell, Grout, Mutchler, Taylor, Il

Taylor, J. D. Turner, Kans, ‘Wallace, N. Y, Wike,
Thompson, Turner, N, Y. Wilson, Ky,
Tillman, Vaux, ‘Watson, ‘Wilson, Wash,
Townsend, Colo,  Venable, ‘Wheeler, Mich, Wilson, W. Va.
Townsend, Pa. Waddill, Whiting, Wright,
Tracey, Wade, Whitthorne, Yardley,
Tucker, Wallace, Maas, Wickham, Yoder,

No quorum voting.

The Clerk announced the following additional pair:
® Mr. MILLIKEN with Mr. TILLMAN, on this vote.

Mr. THOMAS, Mr. Speaker, as there isno quorum present, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

INDIAN APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. PERKINS, Mr. Speaker, before that motion is put I ask unani-
mons consent to present a conference report on the Indian appropria-
tion bill with the accompanying statement, and to have the report and
statement printed in the REcorDn. I was exceedingly anxious to have
this report acted upon today. The appropnatmqa under which the De-
partment bas been acting for fifteen days expire to-morrow, and the
instructions issned by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs to the agents
in all sections of the conntry, under which they have been acting for
the past fifteen days, expire to-morrow.

For that reason it is very important to get this acted npon as soon as
possible, and I had hoped that it might be acted upon to-day. Ihoped
that this call wounld reveal the presence of a quornm, so that the report
might be considered. If we can not get a quorum present, I will yield
to the motion to adjourn.

The SPEAKER. If there is no objection, the report will be printed
in the RECORD.

Mr. McCREARY. Iunderstand thisis the conference report on the
Indian appropriation bill.

Mr. PERKINS. On the Indian appropriation bill.

The conference report is as follows:

CONFERENCE REPORT.

Tlhie committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (L. . 10726) making appropriations
for the current and contingent expenses of the Indian Department, and for ful-
filling treat, ! stipulations with various Indian tribes for the year ending June
30, 1891, and for other pn:lpomu having met.n.!‘mr full md free conference have
agreed d and do to their e Houses, as follows :

That l.he Senate recede from its amqﬁmenu unmbm‘ad l.l. b, 6, 8,10, 14, 63, 65,
06, 81,82, 83, 84, 85, and B8,

‘That the House recede from itsdi isagreement to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 2,7,9,11,12, 13, 16,17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24. 25, 26, 27, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 33, 36, 40,
4143.43444546,1'4810&)5[&1 1505"53,59!]}6[&26]6"83.6’940?1.72,”8,
77, 78, B, 86, §7, 91, 92. 93, 04, 95, 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101, and 102, and agreed tothe same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House recede from its disagreement Lo
the amendment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree to the same with sin
amendment as follows: In lieu of the sum pmpooed insert **§1,200; " and the
Senate agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 15: That the House recede from its disagreement lo
the amendment of the Senate numbered 15, and agree to the same with amend-
ments as follows: Strike out from line 2 of said amendment the words ** outl of
their funds in the Treasury of the United States” and insert, after the word
B Interior." in line 6 of said amendment, the following : *“unless otherwise di-

rected by the President of the United States; ™ and the Senale agree o the

Amendmt numb:wd 18: That the House recede from its disagreement to
the L of the te numbered 18, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: Add atthe end of said amendment the following, ** first

ying therefrom to Thowmas F. Richardville the sum of £2,000, balance dve him
?“r services rendered his tribe and expenses incurred as chief and agent from
Mnarch, 1886, to March 31, 1890;" and the Senate agree to the same, -

A_mendment numbemd 25: That the House recede from its disagreement (o
the t of the Senate numbered 28, and @ to the same with amend-
ments as follows: Restore the matterstricken out y said amendmentamended
as follows: Strike out in line 25, page 16 of the bill, llm word “*on " and insert
in lieu thereof the word * of,"” and add at the end of line 27, snme pagze, the fol-
Jowing: “‘And the Semtnry ol‘ the Interiorshall take the necessary stepstocol-
lect the amount of principal and interest due on said bond, to be eovered into
the Treasury:" and the Senate agree to the same. ==

Amendmni num‘berarl 31: That the House recede from its disagreementlo
the the Senate numbered 31, and agree to the same with an
nnendnmnb ns follows: In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted by said
amendment insert the following: ** Butthisshall not be held to impair or other-
wise affect the rights or oqmlws of any person whose claim to membership in
said tribe is now pending and being investigated; ” and the Senale agree to the
same,

Amendment numbered 37: That the House recede from its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senale numbered 37, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: Strike out in the last line of said amendment the word
“gection’ nnd. insert in lieu thereof the word " paragraph;' and the Senate

agree to the
Amendmenl. numbemd 33: Tha.t the I{ouse recede from ils disagreement to
the t of th d 38, and agree Lo the same with an

to be inserted by said
“For the arecl.ion of fifteen school buildings,
of section 20 of the above-men-

amendment as follows In lieu ol' the matter pro
amendment insert the followin,
being in part compliance with i
tioned act of March 2, 1839, 815.0.0 :" and the Senate ngree to the same.

Amendment numhemd 89: That thu Honm recede from its disagreement to
the tof the S 1 39, and agree to the same with an
amendment asfollows: In liuu of the matter stricken out by said amendment
insert the following : * That §2,000 of the above §8,000 shall be expended for the
Prairie hlmdutuemen&ol Indians in Goodhue County; Previded further ;" and
the Senate agree to the

Amndment nmntumad 52: That the House reeeda from its disagreement to
the t of the 8 numbered 52, sgm to the same with an
amendment as follows : Ml.er l.he word e persons,” in line 14, page 33 of the
bill, insert the !31101;1{:{ R not more lh&tu.wo of whom shall be of the same

itical party;" and the Senate agree to

= d 55: That the House tmade from fts ment to
the d 55, and to the same with an amendment as
l’olbnummthowd“ "!.u motuldmdm nt, insert the fol
not to exceed ;’ agree to the same.
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A d ts No. 29 and 30: Make an appropriation of $27,01160 to pay to the

Amendment numbered 74: That the House recede from its disag
the d t of the Benate numbered 74, and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows: Strike out, in line 1 of said amendment, the words " ex-
penses already inenrred ™ and insert in lieu thereof the following : ' neceasary
expenses; " and the Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 75: That the House recede from its disa t to
the amendment of the Senate numbered 75, and agree to the same with amend-
ments as follows: Strike outthe matter proposed to be inserted by saidamend-
ment and strike out, in line 17, page 37 of the bill, the words " fifty-one '’ and
insert in lieu thereof *seventy-six; ” and the Senate agree to the same. .

Amendment numbered 76: That the House recede from its disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate numbered 76, and to the sams with an
smendment as follows: Inlien of the sum proposed insert ** §125,000;" and the
Senate a to the same.

Amendment numbered 79: That the House recede from ils disagreement to
the amendment of the Senate numbered 79, and agree to the same with amend-
ments as follows : Insert after the amended paragraph the following :

Mexican Pottawatomie Indians of for losses they have sustained in that

Nine thousand sixteen dollars and fourteen eents of Lhis amount is in

the Treasury at this time standing to the credit of these Indians, so that in fact but

§17,995.46 is appropriated from the public moneys, and in the judgment of your

conferees this appro tion is right; and we recommend that the House recede.

Amendment No. 81 : Modifies the preceding paragmph ; and your conferees
recommend that Lthe House recede with an amendment.

Amendment No.32: Appropriates the sum of §1,406.¢6 for a like number of
acres of land taken from the Seneca tribe of Indians without mwﬁuﬂ
the United States, and in the judgment of your conferees the In are enti-
tled to the comPensntion for the lands taken; and h they d that
the House rec from its disag t to the appropriation.

A d t No. 83: I the appropriation made for the subsistence of
the Sioux Indians from $550,000 to $350,000. In consequence of the recent treaty
made with the Sioux, as well as in eonsequence of former treaties and prom
made to them, your conferees recommend that the House recede from its disa-
gmemnn‘t Lo thm' appropriation.

* That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby directed toreB:lr and equip for
use the bulldings known as Fort Totten, at Devil's Lake, N, Dak,, and tly
turned over to his department by the Secretary of War, in order that they may
be used to their full capacity for the purpose of an Indian industrial boarding
school, and for this purpose he may use so much money as maivnbe NEeCessary,
to be taken from the appropriation herein made for support of Indian day and
industrial schools.

* For the erection of an industrial boarding-school building at the Blackfeet
agency, in Montana, §25,000, this sum to be c to the n?p'ropﬂuion for
the Indians at the Blackfeet agency provided for in article 3 of the agreement
with the Gros Ventre, Piegan, Blood, Blackfeet, and River Crow Indians, in
Montana, ratified by the nct approved May 1, 1888."

And the Benate agree to the same, )

Amendments numbered 89 and 90: That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the 1 ts of the S te numbered 59 and 90, and agree to the
same with an lment as follows: Strike out the amended paragraphand
insert in lieu thereof the followinez “For the erection of buildings for an In-
dian industrial school at the Sh Indian reservation, Wyoming, §25000;"
and the Senate agreeto the same.

B. W, PERKINS,

0.8.GIFFORD,

S. W.PEEL,
Managers on the part of the House.

H.L.DAWES,

P.B.PLUMB,
Muanagers on the part of the Senale,

The statement of the House conferees is as follows:

The managers on the part of the House of the conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
10726) making appropriations for the current and contingent expenses of the
‘Indian Department, and for fulfilling treaty stipulations with various Indian
tribes, for the year ending June 30, 1891, and for other ?urpom. submit the fol-
lowing written statement in axp‘hnaﬁnu of the action agreelng upon said
amendments, namely : :

Amendment No, 1: Appropriates $2,000 for the pay of the Indian agent at the
Yakima Indian reservation, instead of §1,800as underexisting law. TheSenate

recedes,

Amendment No. 2: Reduces the appropriation for the pay of the agent at the
Colville agency from $1,600 to Siﬂm, asunderexisting law, The House

Amendment No. 3: Reduces theappropriation from $1,500 to §1,200 for the pn‘f
of the agent at the Fort Belknap agency. The Benate recedes with an amen
ment up?mpriaun: £1,200 for the pay of such agent.

A t No. 4: Red the appropriation for the pay of the agent at the
Standing Rock agency from $1,800 to §1,700. The Senate recedes, leaving the
o ation as under existing law.

mendment No, 5: Appropriates §1,800 for the pay of the agent ut the Pueblo
agency, instead of £1,500, as under existing law. The Senate recedes.

Amendment No. 6; Aﬁproprintu £1,800 for the pay of the agent at the Mesca-
lero agency, instead of £1,600, as under existing law. The Senate recedes.

Amendment No. 7: Reduces the arppmpriﬂion for the pay of the agent at the
Southern Ute and Jicarilla agency from $1,600, the present law, to §1,400, The

Senate recedes.
A dment No, 8: Red the appropriation for the pay of the agent atthe
Great Nemaha agency from $1,200 to §1,000. The Senate recedes,

Amendment No.9: Increasesthe ap m&ﬂstion for the pay of the agentat the
gnion agency from §1,800 to §2,000; s:,guo the present appropriation and the

ouse es,

Amendment No.10: Reduces l.hea:-pmprintion for the pay of the agent atthe
White Earth agency from $1,800 to §1,600, The present appropriation is §1,500
and the Senate recedes,

Amendment No. 11: Increases the appropriation for the pay of the agent at
the Green Bay agency from §1,500 to $2,000. In eonsequence of the increased
labor imposed upon this agent under recent orders of the Interior Department,
the House recedes.

Amendment No, 12: Correcis the fooling made
amendments, and the House recedes with an a

Amendment No. 14: Insertsan unnecessary title to the following amendment,
and the Senate recedes,

Amendment No. 15: Appropriates $400,000 belonging to the Creek Nation
of Indians and held at the present lime as a trust fund, and directs that it shall
be paid per capita to the members of the tribe. In consequence of tl

necessary by the preceding

he large
amount of money remaining in the Treasury to the credit of these Indians
and in consequence of their advanced civilized condition and their present ne-
cessities, aggravated by an unfortunale season, the House recedes from its dis-
ag t and 1s to the d twithan amendment. The Govern-
ment is paying 5 per cent, interest annually upon this money, and inthe judg-
ment of the H%Ime conferees the Indians are fully competent to expend the
money jundiciously and wisely for their own benefit.

Amendment No, 16: Corrects an errorin the statement of the amount appro-
priated, and the House recedes.

Amendment No, 18: Appropriates money belonging to the Miami Indians of
Kansas and now totheir credit in the Treasury, and directs that it shall be dis-
tributed rmﬁi.u among the members of the tribe. The lands belonging to
these Indians have recently been allotted to them in severalty and they have
been made citizens of the United States and need the money for the improve-
ment of their homes, and in the judgment of your conferees can use thn‘hmne}r
profitably and wisely., Hence the House 1 de, with an

me No. 85: Corrects the footing made necessary by awendment No.
33, and your conferees recommend that the House recede from its disagreement.

Amendment No. 36: A opriates $150,000 for the payment of interest due the
Sionx Nation of Indians in Dakola under the act of Congreas of March 2, 1889,
for which amount the United States is to be reimbursed as provided in the act.
The appropriation is an appropriate one in the judgment of your conferees, and
we recommend that the House e from ita disagreement.

Amendment No, 37 Appmrrhtau §45,000, or so much thereofl az may be neo-
essary, to pay to the Santee Sioux, of South Dakota, §1 per acre for landa not
taken by them, but which under the recent treaty they would be at liberty to
take if they so desired. “This is reimbursable to the United States from lands
belonging to these Indians when sold, The appropriation is an appropriate
one, in the judgment of your conferees, and we recommend that the House re-
cede from its disagreement to the amendment,

Amendment No. 38: Appropriates £30.000 for the ercetion of thirty school
buildings for the S8ioux Indiansin South Dakota. Inthe judgmentof your con-
fereca some of these buildings should be erected during the present year, and
hence they recommend that the House recede from its gisngreement to the ap-
propriation with an amendment.

Anmendment No, 39: Strikes out a provision inserted inthe fmrufm h making
an appropriation for the Medawakanton band of Sioux Indians in Klluumh.
In the judgment of your conferees the provision is a wise one, and we recom-
mend that the House recede with an amendment.

Amendment No, 40: Fixes the p ion of the p who is to expend
the money provided for in the preceding paragraph and is a wise provision,
nltl:d ytnur conferees recommend that the House recede from its disagreement
thereto.

Amendment No. 40: Increases the appropriation for the support of the Chip-
pewa Indians of Lake Superior from £5.000 1o $36,000. In consequence of the
needy condition of these Indians your conferees recommend that the House
recede from its disagr to the ts.

Amendment No.46: A ppm‘fristum.m for the subsistence and civilization
of the Northern Cheyenne an Angnhue Indiansin Montana. These Indians
are in an unfortunate condition, and your conferees recommend that the House
recede from its disagreement to the amendment.

Amendment No. 19: Imposes upon the President of the United States, instead
of upon the Secretary of the Interior, the duty provided for in the parngraph,
and your conferees recommend that the House recede from its disagreement to

the amendment.
A d the appropriation from £10,000 to $5,000, and

Tred

t No. 50:
vour conferees recede from their disagreement,

Amendment No, 52 is an amendment of the same character, and your con-
ferees recommend that the House recede with an amendment so as to provide
that no more than two of the commissioners provided for in the paragraph shall
be selected from the same political organization,

Amendment No.3: Reduces the appropriation from §10,000 to $5,000, and
your conferees recommend that the House recede from its di: ment thereto.

Amendment No,5 : Provides for a commission to visit the Puyallup Indian
reservation, in the State of Washington, for the purposes expr. therein, and
your conferees recommend that the House recede from its disagreement thereto,

Amendment No. 55: Provides for a commission to visit the Warm Springs
Indian reservation, in the State of Oregon, and the Colville Indian reservation,
in the State of Washington, for the purposes expressed in the paragraph, and
your conferees recommend that the House recede from its disagreement to this

| t with an a dment.

Amendments Nos, 57, 58, 59, 60, and 61;: Pertain to the pay of the Indian
police, and your conferees recommend that the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the Senateamendment, Thisamendment increases the appropriation
made for this purpose from £114,000 to $123,000; but it is recommended by the
Indian Office and by the Secretary of the Interior and it is believed that it will
add to theefliciency of the police service, un | hence the action of your conferees,

Amendment No. 63: Struck out a paragraph making an appropriation for
Big Jim’s band of Absentee Shawnees for losses sustained by them; and the
Senate recedes from its amendment,

Amendment No. 64: Made an appropriation ot §48 for the pay of the parly
named therein, but was stricken out by the Senate, and your conferees recom-
mend that the House recede from its disagreement to such amendment,

Amendments Nos. 65 and 66: Make appropriations for the parties named
therein, which were stricken out by the Senate. The Senate recedes these
amendments.

Amendments Nos. 67 and 68 are covered by amendment No, 69, and your con-
ferees recommend that the House recede from itsdisagreement to these amend-
ments,

Amendments Nos. 70,71, and 72: Make an appropriation for the Chippewa In-
dians of Minnesota,and your conferees became satisfled that these appropria-
tions were right, and hence recommend that the House recede from its disagree-
ment to these amendments,

Amendment No.73: Provides for the employment of a special attorney for the
Mission Indians of Southern California, and your conferees recommend thatthe
House recede from its disag t to the a d t.

Amendment No, 74: Makesan appropriation t.ovpn{ the necessary expensesin-
curred in the case of the United States against William H, Thomas and others
and in the‘;udgment of your conferees is a wise appropriation, and hence they
recommend that the House recede with an amendment.

Amendment No. 75: Appropriates §25,000 for aschool building at the Blackfeet

¥ in Mont: The S recedes from this a d t with an d

ent.
'Yon_‘r onn{ar_ua recommend that the House recede from its disagreement to

ment., =
Amendmenta Nos. 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27;: Pertain to the same para-
graphand impose upon the President the power and responsibility of appoint

No. 76 with an amendment made necessary by the action of the

Senate on the preceding amendment.
Amendment No. 77 was made necessary in consequence of the preceding
d ts, and your conferees recommend that the House recede from its

ing the commission provided for therein instead of upon the of the
Interior, and make some changes in the ph logy of the paragraph.

Amendment No, 28: Strikes ont an nppm‘prinlun made to o bond belong-
’“ﬁtﬁ:hﬂ Cilizen Band ofltll:a Pottawatomie Indians, which d has been lost;
and the 8 des with an d t

A endment No. 78 atrack out the in th h wh pro-
mendment No. 79 struck out the language in the paragraph which reap

riated the unexpended ap%roprhnan of the last current year, and your con-
mmmmm‘. d that the House recede from its disangreement thereto withan
am
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Amendment No, 80: Fixes the compensation of the superintendent of the
schools at Albuquerque, N, Mex., and corrects an omission in the paragraph,
t!;c-mr conferees recommend that the House recede from its disagreement there-

Amendments Nos. 51, 82, 83, and 84 : Pertain {o the Indian school at Carlisle,
and the Senate recedes from these amendments,

Amendment No.85: Reducesthe %Ppmpriatlon for the pay of the superintend-
eut of the school at Chilocco, Ind, T., from §2,000 to §1,500. The Senate recedes
from this amendment,

Amendment No. 86: Limits the amount appropriated asan exgended balance
to $16,000, and your conferees recommend that the House e from its dis-
agreement therelo.

Amendment No, 87; Provides for an industrial school near the village of
Filandreau, in South Dakota, snd?!pfropriabus $25,000 therefor, In the judgment
of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs this school is badly needed for the good
of the Indians, and your conferees recommend that the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment.

Amendment No. 83: Provides for an induostrial school at Mandan, in North
an:&u, and approprintes §23,000therefor. The Senate recedes from its amend-
men

Amendment No. 90: Reduced the appropriation for an industrial school at
the Shoshone Indian reservation in Wyoming from $25,000 to $12,000. Yourcon-
ferees recommend that the House recede from its disagreement to this amend-
ment with an amendment,

Amendment No. 91: Changes the Fhrmology of the paragraph and increases
the appropriation for the erection of a new buailding and for the supportof the
Indian school at Grand Junction, Calo., from 17,500 to $35,000,
of the need of better lations at this school your
that the House recede from its disagreenrent to the amendment,

Amendments Nos. 92 and 93 are administrative in their character,and your
conferees recommend that the House recede from its disagreement thereto,

Amnendment No. 95: Corrects an error in the footing, and your conferees
recommend that the House recede from its disagreement thereto.

Amendment No, 97 is made ne in consequence of the delay in the con-
sideration and passage of the appropriation bill, and your conferees recommend
that the House recede from ils disagreement thereto.

Amendments 13, 34, 42, 43, 44, 45, 48, 51, 56, 62, 04, 96, 98, 90, 100, 101, and 102 are
verbal or lygnmphim!. and do not change in any way the appropriations car-
ried by the bill, and your conferees recommend that the House recede from its
disagreement therelo,

The Senate amendments to the bill carried an appropriation of §1,245,184.73.
The reductions to the bill made by the Senate amendments were $43,127.13, leav-
ing & net increase of §1,162,057.55. Of the increase made by the Senate amend-
ments §436,667.47 were from funds belonging to the Indians and now in the
Treasury, but appropriated for the benefit of the Indians to whom they belong.
Three hundred and ninety-five thousand dollars of the amount is to be reim-
bursed to the United States from the sale of lands belonging to the Indians for
whom the appropriations are made. The conference agreement reduces the
appropriations made by the Senate §70,000 and restores to the bill items aggre-
gating $18,739.40, which were stricken therefrom by the Senate amendments.

B. W. PERKINS,
0, 8. GIFFORD,
S. W. PEE

In consequence
mend

Managers on the part of the House.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

. A message from the Senate, by Mr. PLATT, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed without amendment the bill (H.
R. 7058 to ratify and confirm an agreement entered into by the com-
missioners on the part of the States of New York and Pennsylvania in
relation to the boundary lines between said States.

The message also announced that the Senate had passed, with amend-
ments, in which concurrence was requested, the bill (H. R. 11380) mak-
ing appropriations for additional clerical force and other expenses, to
carry into effect the act entitled ** An act granting pensions to soldiers
and sailors who are incapacitated for the performance of manual labor,
and providing for pensions to widows and minor children and depend-
ent parents from July 21, 1890, for the balance of the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1891."

The message further announced that the Senate disagreed to the
amendments of the Honse to the bill (S. 3918)in regard to collision at
sea, asked a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. FRYE, Mr. WASHBURN,
and Mr. GORMAN conferees on the part of the Senate.

The message further announced that the Senate receded from its
amendment to the bill (H. R. 7885) granting a pension to R. Allen
McCormick.

The message further announced that the Senate had passed a joint
resolution (8. R. 120) appropriating money to the Territory of Okla-
homa to relieve destitution therein; in which the concarrence of the
House was requested.

The motion of Mr. THoMAS was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4
o'clock and 2 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned.

RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, the following resolution was intro-
duced and referred as follows:

By Mr. GIFFORD:

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules be authorized and required to inves-
tigate into the expediency and practicability of the adoption and use by the
House of a system of *' electric voting,” said committee to report the result of
their investigation to the House;
to the Committee on Rules.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, reports of committees were delivered
to the Clerk and disposed of as follows:
Mr. DARLINGTON, from the Committee on Public Buildings and

Grounds, reported favorably the bill of the House (H. R. 9549) to pro-
vide for the purchase of a site and the erection of a pablic buildin
thereon at Greensburgh, in the State of Pennsylvania, accompani
by a report (No. 2963 )—to the Committes of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr, TAYLOR, of Tennessee, from the Committee on War Claims, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11734) for the relief
of Col. 8, K. N. Patton, reported, as a substitute therefor, a bill (H. R.
11742) for the relief of the estate of 8. K. N. Patton, deceased; which
was read twice, and, accompanied by & report (No. 2064), referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. O'NEILL, of Petnsylvania, from the Committee on the Library,
reported favorably the following resolntion:

Resolved by the Senale (the House concurring), ThatCongress desires the removal
of the remains of the illustrious soldier and statesman, Ulysses S, Grant, to,and
their interment in, Arlington National Cemetery, and that the President be re-
quested to convey to the widow of this eminent man such desire, tendering to
her t:l'l behalf of the nation all necessary facilities for such removal and inter-
ment;
accompanied by a report (No. 2965)—to the House Calendar.

Mr. KINSEY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, reported fa-

vorably the bill of the Senate (S, 3080) providing for the construction

of a military store-house and offices for army purposes at the Omaha
military depot, Nebraska, and for other purposes, accompanied by are-
port (No. 2966)—to the Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. PERKINS, from the Commitiee on Indian Affairs, reported fa-
vorably the bill of the House (H. R. 11526) to change the boundaries of
the Uncompahgre reservation, accompanied by a report (No. 2067)—to
the Committee ot the Whole Honse on the state of the Union.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills of the following titles were in-
troduced, severally read twice, and referred as follows:

By Mr. GRIMES: A bill (H. R. 11743) to authorize the construec-
tion of a bridge across the Flint River, in the State of Georgia—to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr, CARUTH: A bill (H. R. 11744) to amend section 3868 of the
Revised Statutes of the United States—to the Committee on the Post-
Office and Post-Roads.

PRIVATE BILLS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXITI, private bills of the following titles
were presented and referred as indicated below:

By Mr. BELDEN: A bill (H.R.11745) increasing the pension of
Anna G, Valk—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. CARUTH: A bill (H. R. 117486) for the relief of Don Carlos
Buell—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FORMAN: A bill (H. R. 11747) granting a pension to Lydia
Chapman, dependent mother of Samuel J. Chapman—to the Commit~
tee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GOODNIGHT: A bill (H. R.11748) for relief of John B.

Page, of Monroe County, Kentucky—to the Committee on War Claims,

By Mr. HEARD: A bill (H. R. 11749) for the relief of the heirs or
legal representatives of Xaver Zeltner, deceased—to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. LANHAM (by request): A bill (H. R. 11750) for the relief
of Daniel McKenzie—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr, LODGE: A bill (H. R. 11751) for the relief of George C. Buck-
nam—+to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. QUACKENBUSH: A bill (H. R. 11752) for the relief of Leroy
L. Barnard—to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. STONE, of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 11753) for the relief of
the heirs or legal representatives of Claiborn Oshorn, deceased—to the
Committee on War Claims. -

By Mr. TAYLOR, of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 11754) for the relief
of Isaac H, Diehl—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. WALLACE, of Massachusetts: A hill (H. R. 11755) to re-
move the charge of desertion against Warren V. Howard—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. WILKINSON: A bill (H. R. 11756) for the relief of Mrs.
Mary I. Holland —to the Committee on War Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and papers
were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDREW: Memorial of 5 husiness firms of Boston, Mass.,
protesting against legislation by Congress compelling railroads to trans-
port petrolenm barrels free—to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BURROWS: Memorial of retail grocers, citizens of Kalama-
zoo, Mich., protesting against legislation by Congress compelling rail-
roads to transport petroleum barrels free—to the Committee on Com-
merce,
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By Mr. LANHAM: Petition of Daniel McKenzie, that his
claim for property taken by the Army during the late war be referred
to the Court of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. LEE: Petition and affidavits for relief of Robert Graham—
to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. MOREY: Resolution of Farmers’ Grange, No. 13, in favor
of Senate bill 1454—to the Committee ou Agriculture.

By Mr. STONE, of Missouri: Petition of Isabel Osborne, praying
that claim for property taken by the Army during the late war be
referred 10 the Court of Claims—to the Committes on War Claims.

SENATE.
FrmaAy, August 15, 1890.

The Senate met at 10 o’cleck a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. J. G. BUTLER, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a letter from
the Acting Secretary of theTreasury, transmitting, in response to a reso-
lution of the Senate of the 11th instant, schedules of claims allowed by
the several accounting officers of the Treasury Department; which, with
the accompanying papers, was referred to the Committee on Appro-
printions, and ordered fo be printed.

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the Acting Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting estimates of appropriations required
by the various departments of the Government to complete the service
of the fiscal year ended June 30, 1890, and for the postal service, pay-
able from postal revenues; which was referred to the Committee on
Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the Acting Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting, in pursuance of the requirements of
the th section of the act of Congress of July 22, 1854, the report
of the United States surveyor-genersl for New Mexico on the private
land claim in said Territory known as the Rito de los Frijoles grant,
erd also a copy of a letter dated August 11, 1890, from the Commis-
sioner of the General Land Office, transmitting the report; which, with
the accompanying papers, was referred to the Committee on Private
Land Claims, and ordered to be printed.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION,

Mr. QUAY. Mr. President, I find in The Washington Post of this
morning an account of what appears to have been the proceedings ofa
conference of Republican Senators last night, in the course of which the
following occurs : L

During the course of his remarks Senator QUAY said that he objected to hav-
ing Southern Republicans in the House set upon him by Speaker ReeD to yelp
at his heels like a pack of dogs in favor of Senator HoAr's 0.

I desire merely tosay that the reporter of the Post wasimposed upon,
and every Senator who was present will bear me witness that I made
no reflection upon the distinguished presiding officer of the House of
Representatives or any member of that body in the remarks I made,
I made no allusion whatever to him or to the Sonthern Republicans,
and [ have no recollection that any unfriendly allusion was made to
either by any Senator there present. If the statement merely affected
me personally, I would, of course, not notice it. The report is not true.

Mr. HOAR. 1 ask unanimous consent to make an observation in

to the remarks just made by the Senator from Pennsylvania.
I hope it wiil not be understood that because he feels called upon to
contradiet such a statement other people are also called upon to con-
tradict mendaeious statements about them made nnder similar cirenm-

stances. g
AMr. QUAY. In reply to the suggestion of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, I will state that I think the exYlan.ah'on is justifiable, becanse
it indicates that I cast an unwarrantable reflection upon an officer and
members of another branch of Congress. It differs in that respect
{rc:im the circumstance to which the Senator from Massachusetts al-
ndes,

Mr. HOAR. The Senator knows, and most Senators within the
sound of my voice know, that ahsolutely mendacious statements at the
same time were made about me, which I have not thounght it worth
while to contradict.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES,

Mr. COCKRELL, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom
was referred the bill (H. R. 210G) to remove the charge of desertion
against Daniel W. Selleck, reported it with an amendment, and sub-
mitted a report thereon.

Mr. SPOONER, from the Committee on Claims, reported an amend-
ment to the deficiency appropriation bill; which was referred o the
Committee on Appropriations,

Mr. HAWLEY, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to whom
was referred the amendmentsubmitted by Mr. HEARST on the 12th inst. ,
intended to be proposed to the deficiency appropriation bill, reported

it favorably and moved its reference to the Committee on Appropria-
tions; which was agreed to, :

He also, from the same committee, to whom was referred the bill
(8. 4300) granting a right of way on Fort Douglas military reservation
in the Territory of Utah, reported it with amendments, and submitted
a report thereon,

BILL INTRODUCED.

Mr. HALE (by request) introduced a bill (8. 4329) to amend an act
entitled ** An act to provide for taking the eleventh and subsequent
censuses,’’ approved March 1, 1889; which was read twice by its title,
and referred to the Committee on the Census.

AMENDMENT TO DEFICIENCY BILL.
Mr. EVARTS submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the deficiency appropriation bill; which was referred to the
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. MCPHERSON,
its Clerk, announced that the House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 10726) making appro-
priations for the current and contingent expenses of the Indian De-
partment, and for fnlfilling treaty stipulations with various Indian
tribes, for the year ending June 30, 1891, and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House had signed
the following enrolled bills; and they were therenpon signed by the
President pro tempore :

A bill (8, 3787) to amend the laws relative to shipping commission-

ers;

A bill (8, 4207) extending the time of payment to purchasers of land
of the Omaha tribe of Indians in Nebraska, and for other purposes;

A bill (8. 3917) to adopt regulations for preventing collisions at sea

A bill (S. 3329) authorizing the city of Charleston to open Concord
street through the grounds of the United States in that city;

A bill (8. 4225) to amend an act approved August 6, 1888, authoriz-
ing the construction of bridges by the Honston, Central Arkansas and
Northern Railway Company;

A bill (H. R. 7885) granting a pension to R. Allen McCormick; and

A bill (H. R. 8391) making appropriations for fortifications and other
works of defense, for the armament thereof, for the procurement of
heavy ordnance for trial and service, and for other purposes.

DEFICIENCIES IN AFPPROPRIATIONS.

Mr. HALE, from the Committee on Appropriations, to whom was
referred the bill (H. R.11459) making appropriations to supply defi-
ciencies in the appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1890,
and for prior years, and for other purposes, reported it with amend-
ments, and submitted a report thereon.

RIVEE AND HARBOR BILL.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there further morning business ?
If there be none that order is closed.

Mr. FRYE. I move that the Senate proceed to the consideration of
the bill known as the river and harbor bill

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Maine moves that
the Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 9486) making
appropriations for the construction, repair, and preservation of certain
public works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes.

Mr. EDMUNDS. On that motion I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDENT protempore. The Senator from Vermont asks that
on agreeing to the motion of the Senator from Maine the yeasand nays
may be entered on the Journal. .
&Theuym and nays were ordered; and the Becretary proceeded to call

& Toll.

Mr. CARLISLE (when his name was called). Under the arrange-
ment announced yesterday afternoon, by which my pair with the Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. PIERCE] was transferred to the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. VANCE], as the arrangement I believe still
exists, I vote “‘ yea.”

Mr. DAVIS. I am paired generally with the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. Turrie]. If he were here he would vote ‘‘ yea '’ upon this ques-
tion, and I venture to disregard the pair and vote ** yea.”

Mr. BATE (when Mr. HARRIS'S name was called). My colleague
[Mr. HARRIS] is paired with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Mog-
RILL], My colleagne is not well enongh to be in the Chamber this
morning,

Mr. PASCO (when his name was called). I am paired with the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. FARWELL]. Not knowing how he would
voie I will withhold my vote.

BMr. CULLOM. The Senator is at liberty to vote on this question.

Mr. PASCO. 1 vote ‘“‘yea.”

Mr. WALTHALL (when his name was called). I am paired with
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. SpooxER]. If he were present, I
should vote “yea,”
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