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VIRGINTIA.

(. Moncure Campbell to be postmaster at Amherst, Va., In
place of James F. Willlams. Incumbent’s commission expired
June 12, 1913.

II. G. Shackelford to be postmaster at Orange, Va., in place of
Thomas W. Carter, resigned.

CONFIRMATIONS.
Excentive nominations confirmed by the Senate August 25, 1913.
POSTMASTERS.
NEW YORK.
Artemas D. Barton, Pine Plains, 4

John 1. Hoffnagle, Westport.

William A. Hosley, Belmont.

Frank E. Ingallg, Brownyille,

Henry D. Nichols, Mexico.

Mabel B. Williams, West Hampton Beach,

SENATE.
Turspay, August 26, 1913.

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D.

CALLING OF THE ROLL.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a
guorum. I notice that there are very few Senators here.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:
Ashurst

Nelson SBimmons

Gore
Hitcheock

Bacon Norris Smith, Ariz.
Bankhead Hollis 0'Gorman Smith, Ga.
Bradley Hughes Oliver _ Smith, 8. C. |
Brady James Overman Smoot
Bristow Johnson age Ster]lnF
Bryan Jones Pearose Sutherland
Catron Kenyon Perkins Swanson
Chamberlain Kern Pomerene Thomas
Chilton La Follette Ransdell Thompson
Clap Lane Robinson Tillman
Clark. Wyo. Lea Root Townsend
Crawford Lodge Saulsbury Vardaman
Cummins MeCumber Shafroth Walsh

Fall Mefean Sheppard Williams
Fletcher Martin, Va. Sherman

Gallinger Martine, N. J. Shively

Mr. McCUMBER. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr.
GroxNA] is necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-six Senators have answered
to the roll call. There is a quorum present. The Secretary will
read the Journal of the proceedings of the preceding session.

THE JOURNAL.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday’s
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. GALLINGER and by unani-
mous consent, the further reading was dispensed with and the
Journal was approved.

ANKNUAL REPORT OF THE PATENT OFFICE.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the annnal
report of the operations of the Patent Office for the fiscal year
ended December 31, 1912, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Patents and ordered to be printed. (H. Doc. No. 946,
624 Cong., 3d sess.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Representatives, by D. K.
Hempstead, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had
agreed to a concurrent resolution providing that the two Houses
of Congress assemble in the Hall of the House of Representa-
tives on Wednesday, the 27th day of August, 1913, at 12 o'clock
and 45 minutes in the afternoon, for the purpose of receiving
such communication as the President of the United States shall
be pleased to make them, in which it requested the concurrence
of the Sepate. (H. Con. Res. 16.)

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the enrolled bill (8. 1353) to authorize the board of
county commissioners of Okanogan County, Wash., to construct,
maintain, and operate a bridge across the Okanogan River at or
near the town of Malott, and it was thereupon signed by the
Vice President.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. NELSON presented a resolution adopted by the Minnesota

Bankers® Association, in convention at Duluth, Minn., favoring

the adoption of a 1-cent letter postage, which was referred to
the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. i

Mr. HITCHCOCK presented a resolution adopted by the
Platte Valley Transcontinental Good Roads Association, at Fre-
mont, Nebr., favoring an appropriation for the construction of
good roads throughout the country and particularly for the
construction of a central transcontinental highway, which was
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. JONES presented petitions of sundry citizens of Mount
Vernon, Wash., praying for the adoption of an amendment to
the Constitution to prohibit the manufacture and sale of in-
toxicating liquors, which were referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

He also presented petitions signed by sundry citizens of Mount
Vernon, Wash., praying for the adoption of an amendment to
the Constitution granting the right of suffrage to women, which
were ordered to lie on the table.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE OX MILITARY AFFAIRS.

Mr. HITCHCOCK, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
to which were referred the following bills, reported them each
with amendments and submitted reports thereon:

8. 2560. A bill authorizing the Secretary of War to donate to
the Grand Army of the Republie, Post No. 45, of Smith Center,
Kans., two cannon or fieldpieces (Rept. No. 105) ; and

8. 2561. A bill authorizing the Secretary of War to donate to
the city of Hays, Kans., one cannon or fieldpiece (RRept. No. 106).

Mr. HITCHCOCK, from the Committee on Military Affairs,
to which was referred the bill (8. 2816) authorizing the Secre-
tary of War to donate to the city of Abilene, Kans., two cannon,
reported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No.
107) thereon.

HEARINGS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON PRIVILEGES AND ELECTIONS.

Mr. SHAFROTH, from the Committee to Audit and Control
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, to which was referred
Senate resolution 170, submitted by Mr. Kerx on the 25th in-
stant, reported it favorably without amendment, and it was con-
sidered by unanimous consent and agreed to, as follows:

Resolred, That the Committee on Privileges and Elections, or any sub-
committee thereof, be authorized during the Sixty-third Congress to
administer oaths, send for books and dpapors, to employ a stenographer
at a price not to exceed $1 per printe t;:sge. to report such hearings as
may be had in connection with any subject which may be pending be-
fore said committee, to cause the proceedings before said committee to
be_printed, if by sald committee deemed expedient; that the committee
or subcommittee may sit during the sessions or récess of the Senate,
n}:\dththg}t thto expense thereof shall be paid out of the contingent fund
0! « Senate.

WORKS OF ART IN CAPITOL BUILDING (S. DOC. Ko. 169).

Mr. GALLINGER. I am directed by the Committee on Print-
ing to report back favorably without amendment Senate resolu-
tion 74, providing for the printing of a document entitled
“ Works of Art in the United States Capitol Building, Including
Biographies of the Artists,” and I ask for its present considera-
tion.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President——

Mr. GALLINGER. It will take but a moment.

Mr. SIMMONS. There will be no debate, I understand.

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

Resolved, That the document herewith submitted, entitled " Works of
Art in the United States Cagitol Building, Including Blom'aghles of the
Artists,” compiled, under the direction of the Superintendent of the
United States Capitol Building and Grounds, by Charles E. Fairman, be
printed as a Senate document,

AFFAIRS IN INSULAR POSSESSIONS (8. DOC. XO. 173).

Mr. FLETCHER. I am directed by the Committee on Print-
ing to report favorably a resolution to print as a Senate docu-
ment a compilation of the acts of the Sixty-second Congress,
and so forth, and I ask for its present consideration.

The resolution (8, Res. 172, 8. Rept. 109) was read, considered .
by unanimous consent, and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That a compilation of the acts of the Sixty-second Con-

ess, treatles, proclamations, derisions of the United States Supreme

ourt, from June 1, 1911, to June 1, 1913 ; opinlons of the Attorney
General from March 4, 1H11, to March 8, 1913; and list of officials,
relating to noncontiguous territory, Cuba, and Santo Domingo, and to
military affairs, prepared by the Bureau of Insular Affairs, War Depart-
ment, be printed as a Senate document.

THE MISSION"OF WOMAN (S. DOC. X0. 174).

Mr. FLETCHER. I report from the Committee on Printing
a resolution to print the article entitled “The Mission of
Woman,” by Dr. Albert Taylor Bledsoe, in pursuance to its
reference to the committee, and I ask for its adoption.

Mr, GALLINGER. The Senator, I think, ought to state that
the paper has been changed somewhat from its original form;
that is, certain eliminations have been made. 3
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Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; as contemplated by the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. TiLLaaN] and approved by the committee.

The resolution (8. Rtes. 171, 8. Rept. 110) was read, considered
by unanimous consent, and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the article entitled “The Mission of Woman,” by
Albert Tavlor Bledsoe, LI, D,, which was printed in the Southern Re-
view of October, 1871, be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL Rucomp and
also as a Senate document as reported by the Committee on Printing.

Mr, FLETCHER. I assume that the adoption of thie resolu-
tion carries with it an order to print the article as now pre-
pared in the IREcorp and also as a public document.

Nr. GALLINGER. I will ask the Senator from Florida if
he has had inserted in the document the date of its authorship?

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; that has been done. That appears
in the document as presented by the committee.

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed
as a document and also to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
THE MISSION OF WOMAN,

(By Albert Taylor Bledsoe, LL. I.)

[ This digcussion by this distinguished scholar, philosopher, and writer
first appeared October, 1871, in the Southern Review, of which he was
the brillinnt editor. It is even more pertinent at the present time than
when Dr. Bledsoe first gave it to the public.]

One of the subjects which now, for the first time in the history of the
world, is beginning to attract the attention which its importance de-
mands is the mission, the education, and the Influence of woman. In
his History of Morals, Mr. Lecky devotes the last and best chapter of
the work, consisting of more than a hundred pages, to a learn ed, com-
prehensive, and eloguent survey of “ the position of woman. And
among the discourses of the celebrated Adolph Monod there are several
on ‘the mission"” and on * the life” of woman. We mention these
productions only beeause of all the innumerable discussions of the same
subject they are the only ones to which we shall have occasion to refer.

NOTHING T0OO ABSURD TO BUCCEED.

We have been accustomed to regard the woman's rights movement as
too insignificant and too absurd to deserve serlous attention. But in
some portions of the border States, as well as in the universal North,
this movement is mum[n%: pmgortiuns and manifesting a spirit which
inspire some of our most thoughtful minds with no little alarm. They
are beginning to fear that, after all, this most absurd movement may
gain the aseendancy in this country.

One thing is certain, namely, that nothing s too absurd to fall of
guceess in this “ the most enlightened Nation on the face of the globe.”
We appeal to facts, We now see recently emancipated slaves—utterly
ignorant and wholly unfit for such duties—in our legislative halls, in
the highesst judicial offices of some of the Southern States, and on
boards of trustees as the conservators and guardians of the interests
of the higher education. Could anything be more absurd? Or would
anything, only a few years ago, have n pronounced more utterly
impossible, if anyone had been Dbold enough to predict such a result?
In view of such fects, indeed, we are almost inclined to belleve that
the more absurd anything is the greater are its chances of success under
the radical rule of the present day, * * Women may never have
the right to vote in this country: but whether they have or not, their
prospects for the enjoyment of that * right” are now apparently better
than were those of the blacks previous to the late war. Who knows,
then, what may happen, or, in the course of time, go down with the
sovercign people composed of all colors, all ages, and both sexes?

A SIMILAR MOVEMEXNT IN THE NOMAN EMPIRE.

1f, however, the movement In question sghounld succeed, it would be
nothing new under the sun. History would only repeat itself; and, in
the light of past facts, we may easily predict the result. 'The women of
Itome at one [{)eriod succeeded in securinf all * their rights,” as they
are called, and the effects of their emancipation from the laws of God
and nature are recorded in the annals of the Empire,

“A complete revolution,” says Mr, Lecky, * had thus dmssed over the
constitution of the family. Instead of being constituted on the princi-
ple of autocracy it was constituted on the prineciple of coequal partner-
ship—the very thing now almed at In this country. The legal position
of the life had become one of complete independence, while her social

osition was one of great dignity.” How glorious! But, adds the

Eistorian, “The more conservative spirits were naturally alarmed at
the change.” And the effects of the revolution, as they now stand
recorded on the page of history, justify their alarm,

THE FRIGHTFUL RESULTS THAT FOLLOWED.

“Apother and still more important consequence,” said Mr. Lecky,
“ resulted from the changed form of marriage.” Being looked upon
simply as a civil contract, entered into for the happiness of the con-
tracting parties, its continuance depended on mutual consent. Iither
g&rty might dissolve it at will, and the dissolution gave both the right
o remarry. There can be no question that under this system the
hligations of marriage were treated with extreme levity. We find
Elceru repudiating his wife, Terentia, because he desired a new dowry;
Cato ceding his wife, with the consent of her father, to his friend Hor-
tensius, and resuming her after his death ; Maecenas continually chang-
ing his wife ; Sempronius Sophus repudiaﬁng his wife because she had
once been to the public games without his knowledge ; Paulus Aemilins
taking the same step without assigning any reason and defending him-
gelf by saying, ' My shoes are new and well made, but no one knows
where they pinch me,” Nor did women show less alacrity in repudiat-
ing thelr husbands. Seneca denounced this evil with especial vehe-
mence, declaring that divorce in Rome no longer brought with it any
shame, and that there were women who reckoned their years rather by
their husbands than by the comsuls.® Christians and Pagans echoed the
gpame complaint, According to Tertullian, * divoree is the fruit of
marriage.” Martial speaks of a woman who had already arrived at
her tenth husband; Juvenal of a woman who had ‘eight husbands in
five years. But the most extraordinary recorded instance of this kind
is related by St. Jerome, who assures us that there existed at Rome
a wife who was marrled to her twenty-third husband, she herself being
his twenty-first wife.

INCREASING CELIBACY AND A DECREASING BIRTH RATE,

The evil did not stop here. The family being constituted not on
the prineciple of aulocracy, but om that of a coequal partumership, it

became Instead of a well-organized social unit a two-headed, self-
fighting monster. Hence, in the language of Prof. Seeley, * precisely
as we think of marriage, the Roman of Imperlal times thought of
celibacy ; that i, as the most comfortable but the most expensive con-
dition of life. Marriage with us is a relation for which a man must
pay ; with the Homans it was an excellent pecunlary investment, but
an Intolerably disagreeable one.” The marriage relation, in cne word,
having degenerated into a civil contract for convenience merely, it
became so * intolerably disagreeable’” that men shunned it as tho{
would have shunned the plague. And to this cause it is that Prof.
Seeley ascribes the decline, the fall, and the ruin of imperial Rome.
* Whatever the remote and ultimate cause may have been,” says he,
* the immediate cause to which the fall of the Empire can be traced is
a Phlyuical. not a moral decay.

* In valor, discipline, and science the Roman armies remained what
they had always n, and the peasant Emperors of Illyricum were
worthy successors of Cincinnatus and Calus Marins. But the problem
was how to replenish the armies, Men were wanted; the Empire
perlshed for want of men.” *“A stationary population,” he continues,
‘suffers from war or any other destructive plague far more and more

rmanently than a progressive one.” Accordingly we are told * that
ulius Cmsar, when he attained the supreme power, found an alarming
thinness of po;;ulntion. Both he and his successors struggled earnestly
against this evil. The grand maxim of Metellus Macedonicus, that mar-
riage is a duty which, however painful, every citizen ounght manfully
to discharge, acquired great importance in the eyes of Augustus. He
caused the esi{)eech in which it was contained to be read in the senate,
Had he lived in our days, he would have reprinted it with a preface.
To admonitlon he added legislation. The Lex Julia is {rrefragable
proof of the existence at the beginning at the imperial time of that
very diseage which four centuries after destroyed the Empire. How
alarming the symptoms already were may be measured by the deter-
mined resolution with which Augustus forced bis enactment upon the
people in spite of the most strennous resistance. The enactment con-
gisted of a number of privileges and precedences given to marriage.
It was, in fact, a handsome bribe offered by the Btate to Induce the
citizens to marry. How strange, according to our notions, the condition
of society must have been; how directly opposite from the present one
the view taken by statesmen of the question of Paqulatiﬂn. and how
nnlike the present one the view taken by the tpcop e in general of mar-
riage were may be judged by this law.” That is, the women of Rome,
having acquired the independence and the dignity for which so many
in this country are mow struggling, the marriage relation became so
“ intolerably disagreeable' that neither the laws of the Empire nor
the interests of mankind could save the Empire from ruin. .

Mr. Lecky arrives at the same concluslon. *“Augustus attempted In
vain,” sa he, * to arrest by laws against celibacy and by conferrin
many privileges on the father of three children a great and genera
indisposition toward marriage.” *If Romans,” said Metelluns, in a
singularly curious speech, * could live without wives, we should keep
free from that source of trouble; but since nature has ordained that
men can neither live sufficiently agreeable with wives nor at all without
them, let us consult the perpetual endurance of our own race rather
than our own brief enjoyment.”

WHY THE ROMAN EMPIRE FELL.

“In the midst of this torrent of corruption a great change was pass-
ing over the legal position of Roman women. They had not at first
been in a condition of absolute subjectlon or subordination to their
relations. They arrived during the Empire at a point of freedom and
di:inil which they sobsequently lost and have never altogether re-
gained.” So true is it that the right constitution of the family, or the
marriage relation, lies at the very root of national greatness, power,
and glory. The women of Rome, indeed, acquired the rights of men;
but the consequence was that woman, with all her short-lived inde-

ndence, dignity, and glory, soon sank henenth the ruins of the Empire,

he tasted the forbidden fruit, and it proved fatal to the glory for
which God had intended her.

“ Men were wanting, and the Empire perished for the want of men.
The proof of this,” says Prof. Seeley, “is in the fact that the contest
with barbarism was carried on by the help of barbarous soldiers.’
The Emperor Probus began this system, and under his successors it
came more and more into use. As the danger of it could not be mis-
taken, we must sup}:ose that the necessity of it was still more unmis-
takable, Tt -must have been because the Empire could not furnish
soldiers for its own defense that it was doomed to the strange expe-
dient of tm-ning its enemies and plunderers into its defenders. Yet on
these scarcely disguised enemies it came to depend so execlusively that
in the end the Western Empire was destroyed, not by the hostile army
but by its own. How different had been the result if, instead of aspir-
ing to the independence and dignity and the rights of men, the women
of Rome had been, as in the days of the glory of the Republic, content
to furnish, edocate, and train men for the defense of the Empire.
Shall we repeat the same stupendous folly? Shall we, in spite of the
Word of God and the lessons of experience, run the same race of mad-
ness and ruin? Shall we, too, in spite of all our boasted wisdom and
high Christian civillzation, fall miserable victims to the reforms in-
stigated by the strong-minded women and supported by the weak-
minded men of this age and Nation? e hope not. We do trust that
God, in his good providence, has no such awful, no such unutterable
calamity In store for us.

THE ROOT OF THE MISCHIEF.

The root of all this mischief is the idea that woman is the equal of
man, Is cast in the game mold with man, and is appointed to do the
same work as man. No greater mistake could be made.
many Newtons,” said Coleridge, * to make a Milton.” 'I'rue; but, then,
it would take as many Miltons to make a Newton. The truth is that
the one could not be made out of the other at all without a very great
waste of material. We propose, then, to leave them just as God has
made them; the one for science and for song the other. If Milton had
been re%uired to write the Principia or Newton the Paradise Lost,
he would have been ruined, utterly lost to the world. In like man-
ner, if woman were required to do

“ 1t would take

the, work_of man or man th

a
work of woman, human affairs would be turned out of their natural

channels and thrown - into hopeless confusion. Let man and woman,

then, like twin stars or like the sun and moon, move in their own

appointed spheres or orbits, unless the object be not to preserve the
harmony of the world but to * nprear the universal peace.”

anyone ask whether woman Is equal to man? If so, we reply

that she is meither equal nor superior nor inferior to man. e was

made for a different sphere, and in her own sphere she is without a

r or rival. “ One star is different from another star in glory.”

f anyone ask, then, whether Venus is equal or superior or inferior to
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Jupiter, we answer she is neither. Jupiter Is superior to Venus in
gize and In effulgence; but, then, Venus, the evening and the morning
star, exerts a far more erful jnfluence over our heart and feelin
and imagination than Jupiter. Everything which God has made
beawtiful in its own place and season, and hence it is no part of our
aim or philesophy to revise or to recenstruct the work of His hands.
We would net for the world have Venus put in the place of Jupiter
or Juplter in the place of Venus. Much less would we have woman
thrust inte man’'s sphere or man into woman’s sphere. And woe,
woe to the people or nation or society by whom they shall be made to
exchange places or to occupy the same sphere. We are, for our part,
satisfied with the world as God made it without feeling the least desire
to revise or correct the moral code of the universe.

AADE FOR A DIFFEREXT WOERK.

First a am::%-m.lnded woman and then a weak-minded man wrote a
t book comsisting of some 660 pages or more to prove that Lord

acon wrote Bhakespeare's plays. ow the man or the woman who
can not see the differemce between Bha re and Bacon ought to be
excused for den the difference between man and woman and for join-
ing the woman's hts movement. They have, in our humble opinion,
an inherent and inalienable right to make such fools of themselves;
that is to say, if nature has not done the business for them. Bacon
could mo more have written the least of Shakespeare's p]ag's Jfhan
Shakespeare could have written the “ Novum Organum ” or the “ Ad-
vancement of Learning.” The attempt of the author in questlon to
show that Bacon was a great poet Is simply ridiculous. e had the
reason, but he lacked the rhythm of the poet. He had the imagination,
but he wanted the plastic power and soul of a Shakespeare. In one
word, to use the language of Shakespeare, * he had no mausic ,En his
soul,” and was therefore better fitted for “ strategems and spoils " than
for the building of “ the lofty rhyme.” His villainous tmq!ati-on of
some portions of the Psalms gtands in the way of our author’s theory,
but he apologizes for this on the ground that the “ thoughts were not
his own.” True, the thoughts were not his own; they were too .gnnd
and beautiful for any wminspired mind; but, then, “ the rhythm " was
all his own. Let us look at this, then, and see the llkeness between
Shakespeare and Bacon. A single specimen will suffice, and here it is:

Ye monsters of the mighty deep,

Your Maker's pralses spout;

Up frem the sound ye codlings peep;

And wag your tails about.

How like the sublime strains of Othello or Macbeth or Lear or
Hamlet! Who, after reading such glorious lines, can doubt that Bacon
composed Shakespeare's dramas?

UNITY IN DIVERSITY.

The universe everywhere presents itself to our contemplation under

the great law of unity in diversity, or diversity in uamity. To select
gmm out of innumerable examples which n:?::ht be Sdnced, if we
i at the extremities of the limbs of different animals, we see th

wonderful nnity in diversity, or diversity in unity. For, as Prof. Owen,
the greatest Hving comparative anatomista, assures the hand of
man, the hoof of the horse, the paddle of the mole, the fin of the fish,
and the wing of the bat are all consiructed on the same archetypal idea
or internal plan. Here in all these diversified forms we have a unity
of design or plan. The human band, with its manifold flexible fingers
and dellcate tactual sense—how admirably is it adapted to the wses and
purposes of man! We find the same bones or parts in the forefoot of
the horse, but there they are sheathed in a solid hoof with which he
strikes the hard earth with impunity. In like manner the same parts
and the same internal plan exists in the paddle of the mole, but yet in
its external form it Is so modified and adjusted to the little animal's
mode of 1ife that it “ may almost be sald to swim throngh the earth.”
Again, how admirably is’ the fin of the fish, with the same internal
structure or relation of parts, adapted to its peculiar wants or mode of
life. . low admirably, in other words, it answers the purpose of an oar,
cleaving the waters and directing the course of the fish as it darts
through the element in which it.lives. Finally, the wing of the bat,
withont demmm the same structure of parts, is so formed that
«the animal beats air therewlith and flies above the earth. One model,
and yet hew many di t modifications, to answer different purposes
or spheres or modes of life. Innumerable illustrations of the same great
law and the same wonderful adaptation exist in all departments of
nature. In the language of the great comparative anatamist already
referred to we everywhere behold * the same organ In different animals
under every varlety of form and function.” Moreover, we may add, we
everywhere behold * the same organ" exactly and wonderfully adapted
to ge particular function it is required to perform.
THIS LAW APPLIES TO MAN.

this lower world is the brightest of all God's
creatures, is also the b test manifestation of this great law of the
universe. He is one, yet two. * God said, ‘ Let us make man in
our own i%m. after our own likeness.'" “ Beo God created man in his
own image ; the Image of God created He him ;" and yet * male and
female created He them." Now, it was the mind of man and not the
body which God created in his own image; and it was this image, this
mind, which He created “ male and female.” Hence, when Coleridge
gays “there is a sex in our souls,” he but echoes the voice of God.
In the work of Mrs. Eilizabeth Strutt, entitled “ The Feminine Soul;
Its Nature and Attributes,” this “sex In our sonls" is well, 1s ad-
mirably, lllustrated. In the two celebrated discourses, also, on * The
mission of woman,” by Adolph Mon the difference between the male
and female soul ls unanswerably blished by an appeal to both
reason and revelation.

The sphere or mission of woman glven, as presented in the Word of
God, it ea:{ to see that the nature and attributes of the feminine
soul are exactly a ted to the des of the Creator. Or, on the other
hand, the and attributes of the * feminine soul ” being good, as
they are set forth both in the work and the Word of God, i:%.seuyto
determine the sphere and mode of life for which she was created. Let
not the sphere of woman, then, be confounded with that of man, and
let not her soul be unsexed to do the work of man; unless, indeed, it
be our ob, to subvert the order of nature, to “ aproar the universal
pour the sweet milk of concord Imto hell.” This thing was
Rome ; let it not be done in America.

THE QUEENS OF WIT AND BEAUTY.

“After the revival of letters,” says Miss More, “the controversy
ahout the eguality of the sexes was agitated with greater warmth than
wisdom. e process was Instituted and carried on (precisely as it is
at the present ﬂa{) with that sert of acrimony which always vaises a
suspicion of the justice of any eause.” No wonder this war of words
was carried on with such a y and bitterness, for, as Miss More

But man, who in

says, it was urged then, ag it is in our day, by
wit. .'.I'he beauties took no part in the contest. * There 18, says Miss
More, “a singular difference between a woman vain of her wit and a
woman proud of her beanty. The beauty, though anxiously alive to
her own fame, is indifferent about the beauty of er women., Provided
she is sure of your admiration, she does not insist on your thinking
that there is another handseme woman in the world. e wit, more
liberal at least in her vanity, is jealous for her whole sex and con-
tends for the ality of their pretensions, in which she feels her own
involved. The uty vindleates her own ﬂtﬁhts: the wit, the rights
of women.® The beauty fights for herself; the wit for a Y. The
beauty would be a single gqueen for life; the wit would abrogate the
Snlgque iaw of intellect and enthrone a whole sex of queens.”

Now, for our own part, we infinitely prefer the silent queen of beauty
to the wrangling litieen of wit. The qoeen of beaunty, seelng man ‘at
her feet, is content to relgn over his heart, his house, and his home.
But the queen of wit, seeing nobody subject to her domin‘l-un. denounces
all men—the ungallant wretches—as tyrants and seems determined to
put them under her feet, even as Jezebel did Ahab,

WHAT THE SCRIPTUEES TEACH.

“A woman,” said Miss Olive Logan, “has a right to vote and to
hold a seat in Congress, because she Is as good as nggegro." We think,
for our part, that a woman, especially if she is not a strong-minded one,
is far better than a negro, and that, refore, she had far better eschew
the dust and dirt, the fray and fury of a contest with negroes for a
geat In Congress or in the places of political power and profit. We

“women wvain of thelr

think she is better than a negro, or a white man, either, and had,
therefore, better keep within the high and holy sphere for which both
of nature intended her.

mﬂlr\e an%e tl:le Goded
may eemed & want of gallan in us, but still we must Insist
on * the Balique law of the intellec::.w For, in fact, the sun shines
not more c!ur]f in the heavens than this law does in the Word of
God, as well as In His works, *'The man,” says 8t. Paul, * is the head
of the woman,” The family, as organized Christ, s constituted on
the prineiple of autocracy and not on the prineiple of an equality in
wer and dominion between man and wife. The family, as organized
tsmi:ht' is adsocln‘lhunti‘t, a“ha.rg:t?nlous whale,
a two-headed, discordant, self- ng monster. * Husban love your
wives,” is the word of divine ‘quﬁadom, in which is so tendne?'ly unm:‘::ned
up all the obligations of the husband. * Husbands, love your wives,
even Aas Christ loved the church'; * therefore, as ihe ehurch is sub-
ject unto (;prist. so let the wives be subject to their own hushdnds in
everything.” Again writes 8t. Paunl to the Ephesians, * Wives, submit
rselves unto your husbands as unto the Lord "; * for the husband
the head of the wife, even as Christ is the head of the church.” As
in w-glﬂng to the Corinthians he said, * the head of the woman is the
man,” so here he specially applies this doctrine to the marriage rela-
tion, saying, * the husband is the head of the wifa,” St. Peter ex-
presses the same thi?‘g: * Likewise, ye wives, be in subjection to tiv]oul.'

own hunsbands that, if any obey not the word, they also may, without
the word, ba won by the conversation of the wives, while they behold
* ® “IWhose adorhn-

Eﬂr chaste conversation coupled with fear.” *
g let it not be that ontward adorming of plaiting the hair, and of
wearing of pold, or of ti]]mttlngkon of apparel. Bat let it be the hidden
man of the heart, in that which is not corruptible, even the ornament
of a meek and quiet spirit, which js in the sight of God of great price.
For after this manner in old time, the holy women aiso, who trusted
in God, adorned themselves, being in subjection to their own husbands.”

THE DIVINE STANDARD OF SERVICE AND GREATNESS,

Ah! ye strong-minded women, how ye must hate these words—
“being in subjection unto their husbands ™! Have you no husbands
because you hate these words? Or do you hate these words because
you have mno husbands? Have you no husbands because the old-
fashioned forms require g:x to “love, honor, and obey,” or because
nobody has asked you? this as it may, it is eertain that many
nowadays are willing enough to promise to love and bonor, but not to
obey, in order to tle the matrimonial knot. They take thelr stand
against the word * obey ™ as if 1t were a degradation of their sex. They
know neither the word nor the spirit of the great Teacher, who says:
“Ye know that the princes of the Gentiles exercise dominion over them,
and they that be great exerclse authority upon them. But it shall not
be so among you; but whosoever will be great among you, let him be
your minister; and whoscever will be chief among you, let him be

our servant; even as the Son of Man came not to ministered unto,

ut to minister, and to give His life a ransom for many.,” 1If an
woman is, then, offended by the leading idea of the present paper, this
is because she is animated by the srlrit of the werld and not by the
spirit of Christ. It is because the love of gower and the lust of do-
minjon rather than the sublime meekness and humility of the Lamb of
God rules In her wretched, restless heart. 1t is, in other words, because
that which is most hateful in man—the domineering Pﬂriﬂe of a wicked
heart—relgns ‘over and obscures In her that whieh most lovely in
woman—* a meek and quiet epirit.”

The first caused Lucifer “to fall like fire from heaven " : the last
alone can raise “a mortal to the skies.” We seek, then, not te de-
grade, but to elevate woman when we say it is her mission “not to be
ministered unto but to minister.” This was the misslon of Christ
Himself. Though it rﬁdn?d Him physically to the form of a servant,
it raised Him spiritually fo the bighest and holiest sphere In the uni.
verse, Hence when He brought s “first begotten inte the world"
He s o al the angels of God worship Him.” For even when ex-
alted abowve “all principalities and wers and dominions™ He was
not so fair in the f{eﬂ of the everlasting Father or so much an object
of worship to all His angels as when He took upon Himself the form
of a servant and rendered forever illusirious and beautiful the path
which He has grescrlbed for woman. Do we, thenhneek to degrade

fairest among ten thousand and al
it is just because we wish to see her become more and more an ohj
of worship to all trne men that we s0 ea centend that the Chris-
tian religion has rightly defined her mission and marked out the sphere
of her real glory. As everyone krows, indeed, it is one of the distinc-
tive peculiarities of this religion that from a beast of burden it raises
woman to her rightful pesi in human soclety and crowns her as
the queen of the world. ;
- - - - * . -

INFERIOR ANIMALS BUT SUFPERIOR BEINGS.
2 Woman is smlnetimcs cont edusly cndl‘l,ad “ the !nte?o: h:tnima!t.!"
What,” several ladies once us, * you think o senti-
mrt?":‘ “YWe think it perfectly just,” was the reply. * What!"
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they exclaimed, *“do yom, with all your pretended mllnntq an(.!_ ad-
miration of the sex, call woman the inferior animal?™ X we
fearlessly replied, * that is preclsely our opinion of the sex—Iinferior
animals but superior beings.” In brute force, in all that constitutes
the mere animal frame and nature, women are inferior to men; but
in purity of mind, in refinement of sentiment, in all that most nearly
assimilales our race to the good angels above, they are superior to men.

Mr. Darwin in his * Descent of Man " has proved at least one thlnf‘
namely, that man is actoally an animal, o one after reading his
very learned work can doubt that man is really an animal or deny
that the proud biped eats and drinks and sleeps like his four-footed
brethren that perish. But, after all, we are inclined to think that we
are, in nature and in kind, a little better than baboons. Many of
our strong-minded women do, we are aware, differ from us respecting
Mr. Darwin's great discovery of the essential identity of nature between
men and monkeys. Henee, rather than quarrel with them or with
women of any description we are willing to admit that they are
superior animals and also to allow them to choose the species of beast
with which it is proper to classify them. * * *

FIRST SYMPTOMS AND CURE OF THE DISORDER.

There are, we are sorry to say, some of the sweetest and most In-
telligent and most lovely young Iadies {n our land who seem favorably
inclined toward the woman's rights movement. We would do any-
thing to save them, except marry a strong-minded woman; and if we
were a wlidower we fear we might be induced to do even that, in order
to rescue the beautiful creatures from their perilous condition, for,
indeed, widowers do so many strange and unaccountable things that
no man can say what he would not do if he were deprived of his
* better half.” But If we know ourself we would never marry a strong-
minded woman. In .this respect we feel as if we were like the old
Romans who, after the women had acquired *all their rights,” abso-
lutely refused to marry them; consequently, as Prof. ley says,
* the Em]plre perished for the want of men.” It is, however, a hardly
supposable case that any really beautiful and lovely woman will in
her right mind actoally joln the ranks of the woman's rights move-
ment, for whatever her nascent inclination or premonitory symptoms,
matrimony will be apt to arrest her in her career and cure ber of
the incipient disease.

The first symptom of the disorder is perhaps the determination
never, in case of matrimony, to use the word *obey.” This symptom
is a dangerous one and requires herole treatment, such as that which
Bishop Hobart is said to have administered to a nnn% lady In New
York. This young lsgdv. 80 the story goes, vowed that If she were to

et married a hund times she would never once ‘i'lmmlsa to obey
er husband. Accordingly, wken the bishop, who had been called in
to marry her, came to the words * love and honor and obey ™ she held
down her head meekly and remained silent, hoping he would attribute
her silence to her modesty and so pass on. he good bishop, alwags
stern and Inflexible in the discharge of his officlal dutles, repeated the
words, but still no response, A third time he pronounced the words
and with a still firmer voice, but the bride, still adhering to her vow,
refused to regeal: the promise. She only blushed the more beautifully
and arrayed herself more radiantly in the charms of maiden modesty.
But It was all lost on the bishop. He deliberately closed his prayer
book and, turning awaﬂ from her, said, * Madame, when you are ready
to get married I_will marry you.” At these words the blooming
bride started up and, wild with terror, exclaimed, * Love, honor, and
obey ; love, honor, and obey; love. honor, and obey.” The treatment
is what the doctors call “ heroie,” but the cure was perfect.

BOTH WEAKER AND STRONGER THAN MAN.

We can not deny, however, that, although woman Is the " superior
being,” she I8 the ™ weaker vessel,”” for such ls the express declaration
of the Word of God. She is evidently the * weaker vessel.” The frailer
form, the more delicate organs, the more sensitive and timid nature,
all proclaim her * the weaker vessel.” Above all, the ease with which
the balance of her judgment 18 disturbed by the impulses of kindness
or of cruelty show that she is * the weaker vessel.” ‘hile man, during
the Civil War; displayed his strength by the greatness and the herolsm
of his deeds, woman Dbetrayed her weakness by the violence of her senti-
ments. She would have raised the black flag and caused it to wave In
all the darkness of desolation over the heads of her enemlies even while
she was the ministering angel of mercy to her friends. It is the weak-
ness of human natuore, and especially in the female sex, that [t is
always prone to rush into extremes of both hate and love,

But, on the other hand, it must be conceded that woman is weaker
than man only In regard to the mission or the work of man. For her
own sphere or mission she is endowed with far greater strength than
man, In strength of passive will, in the courage and fortitude to en-
dure, to bear the ills that flesh s heir to, she is far, very far, superior
to man. In force of ag;fressive will, in the sublime capacity to do and
to dare, she Is comparatively weak ; but in the meek, Christlike capacity
to suffer and to bear she is superior to man. She is more like the
Lamb of God—a willing sacrifice for the good of man; and this Is her
glory. In this respect as well as in many others she {8 most admirably
adapted to the sphere of private life, and, above all, to the home circle,
This, it is true, Is a narrow sphere, but it is nevertheless a high and
holy one—the very highest and holiest upon earth. Of all the institu-
tions of society that which is the most important to its order and ha?-
piness Is the constitution of the famlly and its government. Over this
government woman is, in a special manner, called to preslde. From the
center of the home circle, nay, from innumerable centers of such cir-
cles, woman sends forth an Influence, either for fouﬁ or for evil, in com-
parison with which the influence of heroes and legislators and states-
men sink into insignificance. She does not occupy the throme, it is
true ; but yet behind the throne she wields a power greater than the
throne fitself, and without which the throne itself must crumble into
dust and ashes. The glory of this Nation and the glory of all nations
depends upon the ministiry of woman, on the influence of wives, and
daughters, and sisters, and mothers.

ONLY THE MOTHER ADEQUATE TO THE TASK.

“As n_ general rule,” says a celebrated historlan, * superior men are
the children of their mother.” Infancy is the decisive moment in edu-
cation.” In the earliest §ears is formed the strong bias which gives
shape to the entire life. ut these years belong to the mother. Pagan-
ism took them from her and gave them to the State, but Christ took
them from the State and gave them back to the mother. They are too
delicate and important for the State or for strangers to meddle with,
and they are too exacting for the father. For the training of the young
aptness, time, opportunity, patience, long suffering. ans self-sacrifice
are wanting to all persons, except to the mother. She alone is fit for
the work which God in his providence has appointed her to do.

Consider, for example, the man whose strong heart and unconquer-
able courage now braves allke the wrath of a prince and the fury of
It.he people, and who seems determined to justify the proud maxim,

Man can do what he will." You ascribe, perhaps, the glory of the
man to the energy of his nature. But know that in his childhood he
appeared so irresolute and so vacillating in his character that every-
one said, “ He will never make a man.” He will, on the contrary, al-
ways be a “ reed shaken of the wind.” But a woman has made him a
man, and that woman is the same who brought him into the world.
She alone has never despaired of him. Sustained by love and guided by
instinet, she alone has discovered beneath all his weakness the hidden
germs of greatness, which by her tender, her humble, her patient, and
grsevering labors she has developed into his present glorious manhood,

he child was not and never could have been the father of the man but
for the constancy and the care of the woman. She is. indeed. the
mother of the man as well as of the child. She has divined everything,
conceived everfthim;. planned everything, and watched over the opera-
tion. and_development of everything. By trials and conflicts, wisely
graduated to his growing strength, she has developed the hidden germs
of virtue In his soul, until hiv degrees the weakness of the child has
passed away, Jand * nature L. self can stand up and say to the world
this 15 a man. " Such is the work, the mission, the glory of woman.

L] - L ® -

BSOME REFLECTIOXNS.

The divorce evil, by its rapid and widespread growth in the United
States, has become a danger so deadly that it threatens not only the
moral health but the very life of the Nation. Within the last 50
years divorce has increased on an average more than three and one-
third times as fast as the population. In the year 1912 it may safely
be said that 100,000 divorces were granted and it Is conservative to
say that 100,000 children, mostl; under 10 years of age, were made
divorce orphans, being deprived of one or both parents, (Illinois Com-
mission on Uniform Marriage and Divorce Laws.)

The late census shows a steadlly increasing decline in the rate of
growth for the native white race of the United States. From 1880 to
890 the rate of increase was 24.5 as against 23.1 from 1890 to 1900
and 20.8 during the decade 1900-1910. * * * TYour suffragette ma
say that her right to vote has nothing to do with the birth rate, ani
that such right can not mlilitate against the highest ideals of mother-
hood. But mothering requires the very flower of a woman’'s days, If
she is to bear and mature children under wholesome conditions, she
must have the blessed quiet of a home free from the nerve strain of
publicity. (Mrs. F. L. Townsend, in the Methodist Review.)

As for Amerlea, I appeal to the twentieth century. Either some
Cmsar or Napoleon will seize the reins of Government with a strong
hand, or fﬂur Republic will be as fearfully plundered and lald waste
by barbarians in the twentieth century as the Roman Empire was in

e fifth century, with this difference, that the Huns and Vandals who
ravaged Rome came from without her borders, while your Huns and
Vandals will be engendered within your own country and by your own
institutions. (Thomas Babington }{lacaulay.}

REPORT ON COTTON MARKETING (8. DOC. NO. 175).

Mr. FLETCHER. From the Committee on Printing I report
favorably, with a request that it be printed as a Senate docu-
ment supplemental to Senate Document No. 113, a report by
J. 8. Willlams, chairman, and Clarence Ousley, subcommitfee
to study the production and marketing of Egyptian cotton, and
I ask for its present consideration.
degrl;: SIMMONS. I make no objection if it will lead to no

ate.

Mr. FLETCHER. It will lead to no debate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection to printing
the report? The Chair hears none, and that action will be
taken.

NINTH INTERNATIONAL COTTON CONGRESS (S. DOC. NO. 176).

Mr. FLETCHER. From the Committee on Printing I sub-
mit a request in favor of printing as a Senate document the re-
port of the Ninth International Cotton Congress of the Inter-
national Federation of Master Cotton Spinners and Manufac-
turers’ Assoclations held at Scheveningen, Holland, June 9, 10,
and 11, 1913. K

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to printing the
report? The Chair hears none, and the report will be printed.

THE CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTORY (8. REPT, 108).

Mr. FLETCHER. From the Committee on Printing T report
back the joint resolution (8. J. Res. 66) providing for a second
edition of the Congressional Directory for the second session of
the Sixty-third Congress, and I submit an adverse report (No.
108) thereon. The report can either be read or printed in the
Recorp. I will ask that it be printed in the Recorp.

Mr. SMOOT. And that the joint resolution go to the calendar.

Mr. FLETCHER. Very well,

The VICE PRESIDENT. That action will be taken.

The report this day submitted by Mr. Frercuer from the
Committee on Printing is as follows:

SECOND EDITION OF THE CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTORY FOR SIXTY-THIRD
CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION.

Mr. FLETCHER, fiom the Committee on Printing, submitted the fol-
lowing adverse report, to accompany 8, J. Res. 66:

The Committee on Printing, to which was referred the resolution
8. J. Res. 66) providing for a second editioh of the Congressional
irectory for the first session of the Sixty-third Congress, having had
the same under consideration, report sald resolution adversely for the
following reasons :

First. An edition of the Congressional Directory consists of 22,164
coples, to print and bind which would eost approximately $8,000.
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Second. From a month to six weeks would be required to compile,
print, and bind another edition of the Dlmtor}: Cnusequentl{ a Dnew
edition wonld not be available before October 1, even if completed at
the earllest date possible, ¥

Third. The next regular edition of the Directory will be issued om
Monday, December 1, the law (28 Stat. L., 617) requiring that the
first edition of the Congressicnal Directory for a regular session of
Congress shall be distributed on the first day of the session.

Fourth. The first edition of the Directory for this session of Con-
gress was corrected up fo April 16, 1913, since which date some of the
departments and establishments of the Government have issued di-
rectories or lists of their officers that are available to Members of
Congress. The vest-pocket edition of the Congressional Directory,
issued by the Clerk of the House of Representatives, was corrected
to June 17, 1913. The pamphlet directory of the Senate compiled
under the direction of the Secretary of the Senate is corrected up to
August 20, 1913, In_addition to these directories, both the Secre-
tary of the SBenate and the Clerk of the House issue lists of the com-
mittees of the Senate and the House, respectively, which are kept cor-
rected up to date, a new list being printed whenever a change in com-
mittee assignments occurs.

Your committee is of the opinlon, therefore, that the expenditure

of $8,000 for another edition of the Congressional Directory for this

session of Congress is not gustjﬂed in view of the fact that it would
be used for only two months at the utmost and would contain but
little Information in naddition to what ls available already In the
various directorles issued by the Government.

EMPLOYMENT OF STENOGRAPHER.

Mr. BRISTOW. I submit the resolution which I send to the
desk, and ask that it be referred to the Committee to Audit
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate.

The resolution (S. Res. 173) was read, as follows:

Resoleed, That Senator JoserH L. BrisTtow be, and he Is hereby, au-
thorized to employ a stenographer, at a salary of $1,200 per annum, to
be paid from the contingent fund of the Senate, for a period of 30 days.

Mr. WILLIAMS. If it be in order, I ask unanimous consent
for the immediate consideration of the resolution, and will give
briefly the reasons for so doing. The stenographer who was
in the employ of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Bristow] was
shot the other night, as we all know, and is now in a hospital.
It would be a very cruel thing for him to be deprived of his
pay while he is there, and the Senator can not do his work
without having some one to take the place of this young man.
I would suggest to the Senator from Kansas that he make the
resolution cover a period of 30 days, and if his stenographer
ig not well by that time it could be continued. If there should
be a fatal result, of course the new employee would take the
place of the old one. I ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of the resolution.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the law the Chair will have
to rule that the resolution must go to the Committee to Audit
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate.

Mr. WILLTAMS. The Chair is right. Under the law it goes
to the committee. It can not be considered until after it has
been reported by the committee. T ask that it be referred to
the committee, and then the Senator can poll the committee this
afternoon, after which I will ask unanimous consent for its
congideration.

Mr. WILLIAMS, subsequently, from the Committee to Audit
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, to which
was referred the foregoing resolution, reported it favorably, and
it was considered by unanimous consent and agreed to.

BILLS INTRODUCED,

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr, TOWNSEND:

A bill (8. 3044) to provide for the erection of a public build-
ing in the city of Haneock, Mich.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. PENROSE:

A bill (8. 3045) granting a pension to Sarah E. Geiser; and

A bill (8. 3046) granting an inerease of pension to Truman H.
Tryon (with accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Pen-
gions.

By Mr. THOMPSON:

A bill (8. 8047) to correct the military record of Hiram Lane
(with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Military
Affairs,

By Mr. NELSON:

A bill (8. 3048) for the survey and construction of a publie
highway through the Superior Natlional Forest, Minn.; to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. ;

By Mr. PERKINS:

A bill (8. 3049) for the relief of Edward R. Wilson. passed
assgistant paymaster, United States Navy; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. LODGE:

A bill (8. 3050) granting a pension to Margaret Gately; and

A bill (8. 3051) granting an increasc of pension to David
%‘. I?nders (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on

ensions,

AMENDMENT TO THE TARIFF BILL,

Mr. JONES submitted an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to the bill (H. R. 3321) to reduce tarilf duties and to
provide revenue for the Government, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the Committee on Finance and ordered to
be printed.

SBENATOR FROM ALABAMA (S. DOC. No. 170).

Mr. BANKHEAD. I present opinions by Hon. Hannis Taylor
and R. B. Evins, legal adviser to the governor of the State of
Alabama, with reference to the appointment of the Hon. Hexzy
D. CrayroN as a Senafor from the State of Alabama. I ask
that the opinions be printed as a Senate document.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

JOINT SESSION OF THE TWO IOUSES.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
concurrent resolution of the House of Representatives, which
was read:

House concurrent resolution 16,

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Semate concurrin
That the two Houses of Congress assemble in the Hall of the Honseg):
‘R’e‘;reucntatives on Wednesday, the 27th day of Angust, 1913, at 12
o’clock and 45 minutes in the afternoon, for the purpose of receiving
such communications as the President of the Unfttdpo States shall be
pleased to make {hem,

Mr. KERN. I move the adoption of the resolution.

The motion was agreed to.

THE TARIFF,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning husiness is closed.

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of House bhill 3321.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 3321) to
reduce tariff duties and to provide revenue for the Government,
and for other pu

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, it is a little dangerous for a
Republican to warn the opposition of the results of the present
bill lest he should be immediately accused of joining in a con-
spiracy to produce a paniec.

I will say to our Democratic friends nothing is further from
my purpose. In all T say I am attempting to show the folly of
the present bill, and if possible thereby to avert a panic.
the future is to be judged by the past, I think I shall amply
demonstrate that T have the best reasons for believing that the
present bill threatens most serions consequences.

It has been said if any manufacturer closes his factory or
reduces the number or compensation of his workmen he is to
be mercilessly prosecuted and punished. Although he will be
forced by this bill to compete with cheap labor, nevertheless
he mnust continue to pay full prices, and even if he becomes
bankrupt he will be punished for assisting in a panie.

This reminds me of the boy who was training a bull pup, who
insisted that his father should move over the floor on all fours,
when he would sick him on. The old man was persuaded to go
through the motion, and when the pup fastened his teeth in hisg
flesh the young teacher shouted, “ Bear it, pap, bear it; it will
be the makin’ of the pup!” [Laughter.] And so you say to the
manufacturer when foreign competition based on cheap labor is
set upon him, “ Bear it, bear it; it will be the makin’ of a glori-
ous measure that will reflect great credit upon a Democratic
administration!”

I have many devoted friends in the Democratic Party who
are bound to me by hooks of steel, men of the most exalted
patriotism who are honestly politieally chasing a feather, but,
while I respect them and their party in many particulars, in
view of their tortuous and contradictory tariff history, I do not
believe their tariff opinions are entitled to serious weight. The
history of Democracy on this question is one of continunous con-
tradiction, as shown by its various declarations in national plat-
forms. And to this history T refer in order to show either that
they do not understand the guestion, or, what is worse, do not
understand themselves. In either case they are not qualified
to draft a proper bill.

In 1856, when Buchanan was nominated, it was announced
in national convention that—
the tlme has come for the United States to deeclare in favor of free
seas and progressive free trade throughout the world, and by solemn
manifestations to place their moral influence at the side of thelr suc
cessful example.

Notwithstanding the disastrous results of Buchanan's ad-
ministration, the Democratic national convention, in 1860, in-
dorsed the platform of 1856.

In 1864 MecClellan and Pendleton were nominated, but in
view of the ocular demonstration of the effectiveness of protce-
tion under Linecoln, the Democratic Party in its national con-
vention had nothing to say concerning the tariff. It would have
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been better for the presperity and happiness of our people had
it remained silent to this good hour.

In 1868 Seymour and Blair were nominated, and the Demo-
cratic Party again dragged the tariff into prominence, so much
changed, however, as to be scarcely recognizable when compared
with the declaration of 1856. In that platform they declared for
“a tariff for revenue only and such taxation under the internal-
revenue laws as wifl afford incidental protection.” In the same
platform they declared for * egual taxation of every species of
property according to its real value, including Government bonds
and other publie securities.”

In 1872 they had no platform of their own, but adopted the
Liberal Republican platform, which declared in favor of a
“ gystem of Federal taxation which will not unnecessarily inter-
fere with the industry of the people and which sghall provide
the means necessary to pay the expenses of the Government,
ete.,” and further declared, “and recognizing that there are in
our midst honest but irreconcilable differences of opinion with
regard to the respective systems of protection and free trade™
(still recognizing the fact, notwithstanding the declaration in
1868 to the contrary, that the Democratic Party was wedded to
the doctrine of free trade) *we submit the discnssion of the
subject to the people in their congressional dlstricts and to the
decision of the Congress thereon, wholly free from Executive
interference or dictation.” How does the latter part of this
declaration correspond with the Democratic position of to-day,
when admittedly the present bill is the creature of the Presi-
dent, who refused to allow(?) Congress to adjourn? When he
ceracks his whip every pony, gaily caparisoned, prances into the
ring. When he fiddles the Democratic Congress dance, and
when he ceases they all take on a funeregl look and anxiously
await more music. [Laughter.] He is indeed ** monarch of all
he surveys; his right there is none to dispute.”

In other words, in the struggle of 1872 the Demeocratic Party
had no opinion on the subject which it was willing to announce,
the whole object being by combination with disgruntled Repub-
licans to suceceed at any cost and under any circumstances.
Having failed in that campaign, in 1876 it became more inde-
pendent in its platform declarations and demanded that “all
customhouse taxation shall be only for revenue.”

In 1880 it again declared in favor of “a tariff for revenne
only."”

In 1884 the Democrafic national convention again changed
front.

After declaring in favor of reducing taxation it pledges the
party “to revise the tariff in a spirit of fairness to all interests.
But in making reductions in faxes it is not preposed to injure
any domestic industries, but rather to promote their healthy
growih.” .Continning, it declares—

From the foundation of this Government, taxes collected at the cus-
tomhouse have been the chlef source of Federal revenue. Buch they
must continue to 'be. Moreover many ‘indostries ‘have come to rely
upon legislation for suecessful eontinuance, so that any change of law
must be at cvery step vegardful of the labor and capital thus involved.

Continuing, it is said:

The process of reform must be subject in the .execution to this plain
dictate of justice; all taxation must be limited to the reqniremfl af
economical government. The necemt}v reduction and taxation can and
must be effected without depriving American labor of the ability to
compete .auccessfully awith foreign laber, and mwithout imposing lower
rates of duly than sill be ample to cover any increased cost of produc-
tion which may exist in conscquonce of the higher rate of swages pre-
vailing in the couniry.

How radically different are these declarations to the Demo-
cratic position on the pending bill.

This tariff declaration substantially favors protection, and
not only differs with previous Democratic utterances, but is in
direct conflict with the bill now being pressed for passage.

In 1888, when Mr. Cleveland wvas renominated, the Demo-
cratic platform followed somewhat the lines of 1884 in saying:

Our established domestic industries and enterprises ghould not and
need not be endangered by the reduction and co on of the burdens
of taxation. On the contrary, a fair and careful revision of onr tax
lawsa, acith due dallowance for the .difference between ihe awages o
g AR R T e
extended market and steady agrl contlnugns ogperuuon:”mm ading

Here was a direct declaration that due allowance befween the
wages of American and foreign labor should 'be made. TIn the
construction of the preposed law we have been told time and
again that the cost of production here and abroad was not even
considered in committee or caucus in the construction of the
pending bill.

In 1802, 'however, when Mr. Cleveland was agaln renomi-
nated, the Democratic Party sang a different song. In that
platform it declared “We denounce Republican protection as
a frand—na robbery of the great majority of the American
people for the benefit of the few. e declare it to be a funda-

mental principle of the Democratic Party that the Federal
Government has no constitutional power to impose and collect
tariff duties, except for the purposes of revenue only” * * *
“and we promise its repeal as one of the beneficial results” of
Democratic success,

How does this compare with the declarations of 1884 and
1888, that the wages of American labor should be protected
against that of foreign labor and that no industry should be
endangered? :

After four years of incalculable disaster under Cleveland,
it became mecessary for the Democratic Party in 1808 to
haul in its tariff sails, and the free-silver idea was advanced
as the great panacea for all national ills. The only refer-
ence to the tariffi was that “the tariff should be levied for
the purposes of revenue” (the word “only™ being studiously
omitted), and the further observation that “until the money
question is settled we are opposed to any agitation for further
changes in the tariff laws except such as are necessary to meet
the deficit in revenue caused by the adverse decision of the
Supreme Court on the incame tax.” In other words, the tariff
question was relegated to the rear.

In 1900, after the overwhelming defeat of Mr. Bryan, it
became mnecessary to find a mew issue, and the doctrine of
imperialism was brought to the front, while free silver was
again declared for .and the tariff given but little
notice. The Democratic Party, as usual, was hunting for a
new stalking horse and ready to change front in order to suc-
ceed. The ounly reference to the tariff was to declare in favor
of putting the products of the trust on the free list and con-

the Dingley tariff law, notwithstanding the terrible
result of Democratic legislation under Cleveland and the great
prosperity under the Dingley law. This remarkable platform
concluded with a pitiful sail: “ Believing that our most cher-
ished instifutions are in great peril, that the very existence of
our constitutional Republic is at stake, and that the decision
now to be rendered will determine whether our children are to
enjoy the blessed privilege of free government which have made
the TUnited States great, prosperous, and honored, we earnestly
ask for the foregoing declaration of principles the hearty sup-
port of the liberty-loving peaple, regardless of previous party
alliance.” What a manifestation of falsehood snd hypocrisy!
Who believes that the Democratic Party was honest in fhat
declaration? How were our cherished institutions imperiled?
How was their existence at stake? How was the deeision of
the American people in that contest to determine *whether our
children were to enjoy the blessed principles of free govern-
ment?” That wail of despair was answered by the American
people as it deserved, by the overwhelming defeat of the Demo-
cratic Party, and yet our cherished institutions are preserved,
our constitutional Republic exists, our children enjoy .the bless-
ings of free government, and our country in the last 13 years
has advanced in presperity and power more than in any similar
period of our history.

In 1904, again imperialism was advanced; the action of the
Republican Party in regard to the trusts was reiterated and
once more the tarilf issue was resuscitated. Again we were told
that protection was robbery, although Republican protection
had opened the factories closed by the Wilson bill, had taken
railroads out of the hands of receivers, and brought prosperity
to every class of American citizens. However, it was gravely
announced in the platform that the Democratic Party favored
a tariff so levied as mnot fo discriminate against any indusiry,
class, or section. Certainly, we may assume that this declara-
tion did not favor the reenactment of the Wilson law, as it had
none of the attributes described. In that platform no fear was
expressed for the *“safety of the Republic, or the freedom of
our children™ as in the convention of 1900, the Democrats hav-
ing recovered from their fright.

Again the American people weighed the Democratic Party
in the balance and found it wanting.

In 1908, again Mr. Bryan was nominated, a revenue tariff made
one of the issues, the position of the Republican Party in its
convention of 1908 misrepresented,- and various other issues
presented. However, they declared that it should be so levied
“as not to discriminate against any indusiry, class, or section.”

Now, we come to 1912, when the tariff question was again
brought to the front, together with the high cost of living, for
which we are solemmly assured the tariff is responsible. How-
ever, it was declared, *““we recognize that our system of tariff
taxation is intimately commected with the business of the coun-
try and we favor the ulfimate attainment of the principle we
advocate Uy legislation that will not injure or destroy Tegitimate
industry.” Has this declaration bean carried out? Let the
present bill answer the guestion. The distinguished leader in
the House has ‘said that three years are given the cane and
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beet sugar mannfacturers in which to liguidafe. In other
words, they must then go out of business and surrender the
market to the foreign producer, I might instance wool and
other legitimate industries which this bill will destroy, but will
not now detain the Senate. May we not well conclude that the
last platform was made to get in on, but not to stand on.

This is a brief history of the various positions of the Demo-
cratic Party on the tariff. From a declaration favoring pro-
gressive free trade to silence, from silence to favoring protec-
tion, from favoring protection to an attitude of meek submission
to Congress, from that back to protection, and from that to a
declaration that a tariff for protection is unconstitutional and
favoring a tariff for revenue only. It has twisted and turned,
and turned and twisted so rapidly, that it reminds one of the
man at the barbecue who danced so fast and whirled so quickly
that no one could tell whether the patch on his pants was in
front or behind. [Laughter.]

THE FPAYNE-ALDRICH TARIFF BILL.

The Republican platform of 1908 and the Payne-Aldrich bill
have been grievously misrepresented, and as I supported that
bill I am impelled to come to its defense. The statement so
often made that the platform pledged a downward revision of
the tariff is not true. Its exact language is:

The Republican “Party declares unequivocally for a revision of the
tariff by a special session of the Congress immediately following the
inavguration of the next President and commends the steps already
taken to this end In the work assigned to the appropriate committees
of Congress whieh are now investigating the operation and effect of
these schedules. In all tariff legislation the true principle of protec-
tion is best maintained by the imposition of such duties as wil ual
the dfference between cost of production at home and abroad, together
with a reasonable profit to American industrles.

The Democratic position is the reverse of this. That party
does not think that in making a tariff the difference in cost of
production to the manufacturer or the farmer at home aund
abroad, whether superinduced by pauper labor or otherwise,
should be considered. Indeed, the distinguished chairman of
the Finance Commitfee has stated on this floor that this element
was not even considered by his committee. Neither does it be-
lieve that a reasonable profit should be allowed to American
industries. In other words, our manufacturers and farmers are
supposed to be broad-minded and liberal-minded philanthropists
who are not working for profit in this world, but solely for
reward in the world to come. [Laughter.]

The Dingley bill proved a great blessing to our people. Before
its passage many manufactories were closed, many thousands of
laborers out of employment, and the farmers struggling for a
precarious existence. As soon as it became the law manufac-
tories were opened and others erected, wages increased, and em-
ployment given to every man who sought it. Agriculture took
on new life, the products of the farm increased in value, and the
song of prosperity and plenty was heard in every home.

Of course there were some inequalities in that law, as
there always have been and will be in any tariff law. In the
course of 9 or 10 years it became apparent a revision was
necessary in order to meet the changed conditions of commerce
and provide more revenue. If to accomplish these results it
was found necessary to change its provisions, the Republican
Party was ready to make the change, and it was equally as
ready to increase duties when necessary as fo curtail them. A
gpecial“session was called by President Taft in conformity with
the party declaration of 1908, and the committees continued their
work of investigation. A thorough investigation was made ex-
tending over several months, and after full debate the Payne-
Aldrich bill was passed. There were a number of provisions in
that bill that I did not approve, but there was so much of good in
it and so comparatively little harm and so great a necessity for
canceling the deficit of $58,000,000 then existing and placing
the Government on a safe and secure financial basis that I
voted for the bill, and for that vote I have no apologies to
offer. There is no sane man who will say that it was not an
improvement on the Dingley bill, and yet its defeat wonld have
left the latter in full force, and our deficit would have in-
creased instead of being replaced with a large surplus, until an
issue of bonds would have been necessitated to meet current
expenses and indebtedness,

If a tariff bill had to be so framed as to satisfy every mem-
ber of the majority of the party undertaking its enactment,
then no tariff bill would ever be enacted. I did not feel that my
individual views should outweigh those of the large party
majority ; nor do I believe that any man, or any comparatively
gmall number of men, have more wisdom than an overwhelming
majority. I felt that when the opposition was drawn up in
battle array I should rally to our bugle call and fight the com-
mon enemy rather than lag in the rear. I do not criticize the

integrity of those of my party friends who held a different opin-
fon, but I do question their judgment. I believe in party nuity.
Without it defeat is inevitable, as we have learned to our sor-
row. However many mistakes were embraced in the Aldrich
law, the present bill is infinitely worse, and, all Republicans
agree, is fraught with most serious consequences.

And right bere I will add that I have no sympathy for those
who vote for protection of an interest in their own State and
against protection of any interest in other States, for if pro-
tection is right in one State it is right in all. They simply vote
as one of old prayed—

Lord, bless me and my wife,
: My son John and his wife;

Us four and no more,
[Laughter.]

It has been charged an almost countless number of times
that the Payne-Aldrich law was not a downward revision of
the tariff, and it has been charged many times that it was an
upward revision. These charges are utterly without founda-
tion and yet many believe them to be true.

That bill contained the most liberal free list ever proposed
up to that time, a number of articles in which have been elimi-
nated by the present bill and placed on the dutiable list.

Again, that was the first bill which contained a maximom
and minlmum provision which fully enabled the President to
protect American commerce from unjust and unfair diserimina-
tion abroad.

Some of the schedules of the Dingley bill were not altered
and others not materially changed, among the latter the wool and
sugar schedules, notwithstanding which our crities on the stump
charged in many localities that the duties on these two articles
had been increased. In the House, reductions were made in
654 numbers, increases in 120, and 1,150 remained unchanged.
About the same proportion was maintained in the Senate, and
yet we have been told it was not a downward revision.

The price of every article of food was reduced, but prices,
nevertheless, have continued to advance, thus showing conclu-
;silvlely that the tariff is not the cause of present high cost of

ving.

The increases in the Payne bill were largely on liquors, wines,
silks, perfumes, fancy ornaments, ostrich feathers, high-priced
cotton, and such articles as were in use by the rich and lowered
on articles of prime necessity and common use.

But still we are told it was not a downward revision.

Following its passage our imports inereased, over those of
1909, $245,027,206 in 1910; in 1911, $215,305,881; in 1912,
$£341,344,710; and in 1913, $501,058,010, or more than a half
billion, the total increase in the four years over those of 1209
being the enormous sum of $1,202,735,807. And yet we are told
that a bill accomplishing this enormous increase of imports in
four years was not a downward revision.

Again, the amount of free importation increased many mil-
lions every year unfil in 1912 the per cent of free imports
compared with total imports was 53.78, showing that consider-
ably over one-half of all imports were free of duty. And yet
we are told, in the face of this convincing fact to the contrary,
that the bill was not a downward revision of the tariff. Under
the Dingley law the average ad valorem duty coliected on all
imports was 25.48 per cent, under the McKinley law 2212 per
cent, under the Wilson-Gorman Democratic law 21.92 per cent,
while under the Payne law it was for three years 19.98 per
cent (I have not been able to obtain the statistics for last fiscal
year), thus showing that it was nearly 2 per cent less under
that law than it was even under a Demoecratic tariff, and yet
we are told that the revision was not downward, -

The average duty collected on dutiable imports alone under
the Dingley law was 45.76 per cent, under the McKinley law was
47.10 per cent, under the Wilson-Gorman law 42.84 per cent,
and under the Payne law for three years was only 40.95 per
cent, thus showing a decrease of nearly 2 per cent of the rates
of a Democratic tariff, and yet this law, which has been fully
vindicated by time, has been denounced as not being a down-
ward revision. But while this law was a downward revision
and has accomplished such good results as to importations, the
rates were so adjusted that exports have largely increased
every year over those of 1909, amounting in all to $1,812,477,052,
the last fiscal year showing them to have been $2,4065,854,149,
the largest annual exportation this Nation has ever enjoyed.
And yet our Democratic critics, unwilling to correct any in-
equalities that may exist under the present law, are embarking
upon threatening seas, with no compass save ihat of caucus, in
a rudderless ship, which must go down when it encounters the
breakers, only a little ahend. Like the swan, they will sail
majestically on, utterly unconscious of the unfathomable depths
beneath. [Laughter.]
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LOW TARIFF.

History proves that low tariff legislation has been a failure.
One of the most convincing proofs of the truth of the assertion
that low tariffs have proven disastrous is the fact that during
the existence of low tariffs in this Nation, covering a period of
b9 years, imports exceeded exports $314,054,941. In other
words, duoring that time we purchased abroad that amount
more than we were able to sell, The nation which buys more
than it sells abrosd can not be said to be prosperous. Its home-
manufactured goods are not only displaced by foreign-made
goods, but its money is sent abroad, thereby diminishing the
home cirenlation to that extent.

There is no year under the Payne bill that we did not sell
as much as $215,000,000 more than we bought and in the last
fiscal year we sold nearly $652,905915 more than we bought,
and of course we gained that mueh in our circulating medium,
In other words, we were enabled from what we received abroad
to replace every dollar we had sent abroad and increase our
circulating medinm at home with foreign money to that ex-
tent.

For a few moments I call attention to the Walker tariff,
which is claimed to be the masterpiece of Democratic tariff
statesmanship. That bill went into effect December 1, 1846,
and was fellowed by another of like character with some changes
with lower ad valorems on July 1, 1857.

During ifs continuance our country was for a time in a
degree prosperous. Prices were fairly good and people were
going to the West, buying farms, and improving the farming
industries of that section. But the Walker tariff was not the
cause of the prosperity. For some four years during the exist-
ence of that tariff the Crimean War furnished a market for a
vast amount of farm produce. During the early period of its
existence the Mexican War created an unusual demand for
American goods and foodstuffs. In 1849 gold was discovered
in California and was largely mined every year thereafter,
augmenting greatly our national wealth and enabling us to pay
foreign balances. Besides, during this time, there was a famine
in Ireland, which increased exportation. These were all for-
tunate circumstances for_the law, in the absence of which It
would have brought unteld ruin and disaster. In 1847, about
seven months after the passage of the law, it is true that ex-
ports exceeded imports $34.317,249, but this was the excep-
tion. Every year thereafter up to and including 1857 im-
ports exceeded exports, in all during that period $346,512.980.
Therefore, crediting the surplus of 1847 the next result of the
Walker bill was an excess of imports over exports of $312,195,731.

The amended Democratic tariff law went into effect July 1,
1857, and at the end of the year exports exceeded imports
$8.672,620. But this was only spasmodie, for in 1859, 1860, and
1861 imports again exceeded exports in all $128228 061, the net
excoss of imports for four years being $119,555,441.

The Walker bill and the amendment thereto combined in-
flicted a net increase of imports over exports of $431,761,172,
Besides during this period Treasury certificates were issued for
$40,000,000 to maintain the Government. Compare this, if you
please, with four years of the Payne tariff. During that time
our exports have exceeded imports one thousand nine hundred
and fourteen millions of dollars.

On the 8th day of December, 1852, after six years’ operation
of the Walker bill, President Fillmore, in his third annual mes-
sage, called attention to the injury it had inflicted. Said he:

In my first annual message to Congress I called your attention to
what seemed to me some defects in the present tariff, and recom-
mended swch modifieations as in my jodgment were best adapted to
remedy 1ts evils and promote the prosperity of the country. othing
has since occurred to change my views on this important question.

x\'[tnowm the arguments contained in my former message in
favor of minating protective duties, I deem it my duty to call your
attention to one or two other considerations affecting this subject.
The first s the effect of large i rtations of foreign 5 upon_our
currency. Most of tHe gold of California, as fast as it is colned, finds
its wnf directly to Europe in payment for goods purchased. In the see-
ond place, as our manufactnring establishments are broken down by
mm{laetition with foreigners, the ca[pital invested in them is lost, thou-
sands of honest and Industrious citizens are thrown out of employment,
and the farmer, to that extent, is degrived of a home market for the
sale of his surplus prodoce. In the third place, the destruction of our
manufactures leaves the foreigner without competition In our market,
and he consequently ralses the price of the article sent here for sale,
as Is now seen In the imereased cost of iron imported England,

Later, on December B, 1857, after 11 years of its operation,
surrounded by the ruin it had wrought, a Democratic President,
Mr. Buchanan, in his annual message, said:

We have possessed all the elements of material wealth in rich abun-
dance, and yef, nutwiths&g.tdluz all these advantages, our country in its
monetary interests is at the present moment in a deplorable condltion,
In the midst of unsurpassed plenty in all the productions of agricul-
ture and in all the elements of national wealth, we find our manufac-
tures suspended, our public works retarded, our private enterprises of

different kinds abandoned, and thousands of useful laborers thrown out
of employment and reduced to want. The revenne of the Government,
which is chiefly derived from duties on imports from abroad, has been
greatly reduced, whilst the approprintions made by Congress at its last
session for the current fiscal year are very large in amount.

By reason of the unfortunate results of the Walker tariff
law and its amendment, when the Republican Party came into
power in 1861, it found our industries erippled, business stag-
nated, and faced an indebtedness of $90,867,8206.

And this is the history of the wonderful tariff bill which is
the boast of the Democratic Party.

Bad as was the Walker bill, it was not a tithe as destrue-
tive as the Wilson-Gorman bill of 1804,

In the Democratic platform of 1892, it was declared that
Republican protection was a fraud—a robbery of the majority
for the benefit of the few; that the Federnl Government had
no constitutional authority to impose and collect duties except
for revenue only; that the McKinley tariff bill was the cul-
minating atrocity of class legislation, and its repeal pledged.

This was the strongest auti-tariff declaration made up to that
time since 1856. It put every manufacturer and producer on
notice as to the future. After the election of Mr. Cleveland,
knowing that the storm was certain to come, men of large busi-
ness affairs begun to haul in their sails. Produoction was mate-
rially curtailed, wages were lowered, manufactories reduced to
half tinfe, and in many instances closed, and hundreds of thou-
sands of laborers thrown out of employment, who in a starving
condition thronged the streets of the large cities where they
were fed by public charity. Meanwhile, Mr. Cleveland called a
special session for tariff and other legislation. This only in-
creased the terrible condition of affairs. Banks suspended,
railroads went into the hands of receivers, large business houses
became bankrupt, and the prices of farm products and live
stock enormously decreased in value. Of these conditions
Samuel Gompers, the great labor leader, said in the labor con-
vention of 1893 : :

Since &n;ﬁ:t of this year we have been in the greatest industrial
depression coun has ever experienced. It Is no exaggeration to
say that more than 3,000,000 of our fellow tollers throughout the coun-
try are without employment and have been so since the time named.
* * * Never in the history of the world has so large a number of
people valnly sought for an opportunity to carn a livelihood and con-
tribute to the support of their fellows.

In his message to the called session of Congress August 8,
1803, President Cleveland said:

With plenteous crops, with abundant
duction and manufacture, with unusual invitation to safe investment,
and with satisfactory assurance to business enterprise, SUDDENLY
financial distrust and fear have sprung up on every side. Numerous
moneyed Institutions have suspended because abundant assets were not
Immediately gvailable to meet the demands of frightened deposito

romise of remunerative pro-

IS,
Burviving corporations and individuals are content to kkep in hand the
money they are usually anxious to loan, and those enga In legiti-

mate buginess are surprised to find that the securities they offer for
loans, though heretofore satisfactory, are no longer aceepted. Values
supposed to be fixed are fast becoming conjectural, and loss and failure
have Invaded every branch of business.

In his annual message four months later, December 4, 1593,

President Cleveland said:

At this time, when a depleted Public Treasury confronts us, when
many of our people are engaged in a hard struggle for the necessarles of
life, and when enforced economy is pressing upon the great mass of our
countrymen, I desire to u with all the earnestness at my command
that congressional legislat be so limited %r_ striet economy as to
exhibit an appreelation of the condition of the Treasury and a sympathy
with the straitened clrcumstances of our fellow citizens.

From this time until the conclusion of his administration Mr.
Cleveland seems to have remained silent concerning the condi-
tion of the country, for he was unable to see any light breaking
through the gloom of woe and desolation. Not only did he fail
to find any consolation, but Mr. Gompers, in a signed statement
published in New York January 1, 1808, said:

That terrible period for the wage earners of this country which hegan
in 1893 and which has left behind it such a record of horror, hunger,
and misery practically ended with the dawn of the year 1897. Wa
had been steadily forced down from 1893 till toward the end of 1885
and it was variously estimated that between two million and two and
a half million wage earners were uncmployed. It is agreed by a
that the wage earners are the principal consumers of American prod-
ucts, and It necessarily follows that a reduction In wages involves a
diminution In the power of consumption, and consequentlg a4 propor-
tionate decrease in production, and, naturally, also in the force of
labor required for the production. A reduction of wages, therefore,
results in an fncrease in the army of the unemployed, and any clreum-
stances or combination of circumstances that will check reductions
in wages, and hence the diminution of consumption by the masses, is
a humane act, based on the soundest laws of economics and of progress,

There can be no doubt that hard times commenced immedi-
ately following the election of Mr. Cleveland, for the very
reason he himself gives: “ Suddenly financial distress and fear
sprang up on every side.”
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Now, for a few moments let us look at the other side of the
picture. In his last annual message, President John Adams
said:

1 observe, with much satisfaction, that the product of the revenue
during the present year has been more considerable than during any
former period. 'This result affords conclusive evidence of the great
resources of the country and of the wisdom and efficiency of the meas-

nres which have been adopted by Congress for the protection of com-

merce and preservation of the public credit.

In December, 1832, concerning the results and benefits of
eight years of protection under the tariffs of 1824 and 1828,
President Andrew Jackson said:

Our country presents on every side marks of prosperity and happl-
ness, unequaled, perhaps, in any other portion of the world.

Indeed, among all the Presidents from Washington to
Buchanan I have found no complaint of disaster or ruin having
accerued by reason.of protection. I will let Mr. Gompers testify
{Gompers's Report, 1809) as to the Improved conditions follow-
ing the Cleveland administration:

The revival of Industry which we have witnessed within the past
year is one for general congratulation, and it should be our purpose to
endeavor to prolong the era of more general employment and industrial
metivity. In this effort no power is so potent as organized labor, if we
but follow a right and practical course. It is beyond question that the
wages of the organized workers have been increased and in many in-
stances the hours of labor either reduced or at least maintained.

Instead of imports exceeding exports under protective tariffs,
exports have exceeded imports more than eight thousand eight
hundred and sixty-five millions. These enormous figures are
the most overwhelming testimony of the benefit of protection.
And it must not be forgotten that of this large balance of
exports more than eight ttousand four hundred and eighty-two
millions acerued since 1807, under the Dingley and Payne bills,
a period of only 16 years,

- THE PEXDING BILL.

The bill which we now have before us should have the title
changed so as to read:

An aet to veduce tariff duties, to provide revenue for the Government,
to encourage forelgn manufacturers and farmers, to reduce the wages
of American workmen, and for other benign and laudable purposes
apparent in the bill, but not elsewhere.

[Launghter.]

At the special session of 1911 and the last regular session bills
were passed regulating the chemical, metal, and wool schedules
and providing for a farmers’ free list. All of them were vetoed
by President Taft. The present bill deals with all these subjects
and no more resembles those vetoed than an alligator resembles
a woodchuck., [Laughter.] Either those bills were right and
thig bill wrong or the present bill is right and they were wrong.
If the former be true, the present bill should be defeated; if the
latter be true, the first-mentioned bills exhibited a wpeful amount
of ignorance and a reckless disregard of American interests. Our
antagonists ean choose either horn of the dilemma with but
small satisfaction. [Laughter.]

It is admitted that the present bill was framed without con-
sidering the difference in cost of production, here and abroad.
Such an admission, however, is unnecessary, for the bill speaks
for itself. 1

This bill is substituted for a law that breathed new life into
failing industries, that found work for thousands of idle cars
and hundreds of motionless engines, that inereased wages and
gave employment to hundreds of thousands of idle workmen;
that took railroads and banks out of the hands of receivers;
that gave just remuneration to the farmer for his products that
has paid the expense of the Government and caused our export
and inland trade to expand as never before. They propose in
this bill to remove the motive power that accomplished all these
results, the power of protection, and restore the principle con-
tained in the Wilson law that caused so much injury and which
was repealed by the Dingley law—and yet they tell us we shall
all prosper and be happy. The poison of 1913 is the poison of
1804, and as like causes produce like results we must expect the
repetition of all the troubles growing out of the Wilson bill. It
is true that up to this time disasters have not afilicted us to such
an exfent as in 1803-94 and the following years. This is doubt-
less due to the declaration in the platform of 1912 that, “ recog-
nizing that tariff taxation is intimately connected with the busi-
wees of the country, we favor the ultimate attainment of the
principles we advocate by legislation that will not injure or
destroy legitimale industry.

But, nothwithstanding this, there has been a material shrink-
age in the value of stocks and bonds, amounting to millions of
dollars. The distingnished Senator from Utah [Mr. Saroor] in
his recent very able and exhaustive speech read articles from
leading and reliable sources showing remarkable shrinkage in
the value of mill stocks, textile stocks, and in orders for goods,
while the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PENROSE] re-

ferred to numerous instances of depression and loss in his State.
All this is but the beginning of the end.

The substitution of ad valorem for specific duties is a grave
mistake. Such rates must be applied on the value of the goods
in the foreign country on the day of their shipment notwith-
standing values are exceedingly uncertain and constantly flue-
tuating, sometimes each hour. The matter of values is at all
times perplexing to customs officers and serve as a shelter for
the dishonest importer. Hence, they are an element of great
uncertainty to the manufacture and sale of American products.
In flush periods when prices are high the duty will be corre-
spondingly high, while in times when prices are low the duty
will be correspondingly low.

Not only have all our Secretaries of State, except Mr, Walker
and Mr. Bryan, I believe, objected to this method, but also a
large majority of our great statesmmen. Among the latter not-
ably stands one of the ablest Democratic Presidents—DMr.
Buchanan. His discussion is so forceful and unanswerable that
I trust I may be pardoned for inserting it at such length. In
his second annual message, December €, 1858, he said:

In regard to the mode of assessing and collecting duties under a
strictly revenue tariff, 1 have long entertained and often expressed the
opinion that sound policy requires this should be done by specific
duties in cases to which these ecan be properly applied. They are
well adapted to commodities which are usually sold by welght or by
measure and which from their nature are of equal or of mearly equal
value. Such, for example. are the articles of iron of different classes,
raw sugar, and forelgn wines and spirits.

In my deliberate judgment specific duties are the best. if not the
only means of securing the revenue against false and fradulent in-
voices, and such has been the practice adopted for this purpose by
other commercinl nations. Besides. specific duties would afford to the
American manufacturer the incldental advantages to which he is
fairly entitled under a revenue tariff. The present system Is a sliding
scale to his disndvantage. Tnder it, when prices are high and business
prosperous, the duties rise in amount when he least requires their ald.
On the contrary, when prices fall and he is strugeling against adver-
;;Ity. the duties are diminished in the same proportion, greatly to his
ninry

"Neiiher would there pe danger that a higher rate of duty than that
intended by Congress could be levied in the form of specific duties.
It would be easy to ascertain the averange value of any imported article
for a serles of years, and. instead of subjecting it to an ad valorem
duty at a certain rate per centum, to substitute in its place an equiva-
lent specific duty. -

By such an arrangement the consumer would not be injured. Tt is
true he might have to pay a little more duty on a given article in one
year, but, if so, he would pay a little less in another. and in a serles
of vears these would counterbalance each other and amount to the
same thing, so far as his interest i3 concerned. This inconvenience
wonld be trifling when contrasted with the additional security thus
afforded agninst frauds upon the revenue, in which every consumer is
directly interested. z

In his fourth annnal message, December 3, 1860, he again
called attention of Congress to this matter, as follows:

In this aspect T desire to reiterate the recommendation contained in
my last two annual messages in favor of imposing specific instead of
ad valorem duties on all imported articles to which these can be
properly applied. From long observation and experience I am con.
vinced that specific duties are neceasary, both to protect the revenue
and securs to onr manufacturing interests that amount of inecidental
encouragement which unavoidably results from a revenue tariff. As an
abgtract proposition it may be admitted that ad valorem duties would
in theorv be the most just and equal, But if the experience of this
and of all other commereial nations has demonstrated that such doties
ecan not be assessed and collected without great frauds upon tbe reve-
nue, then it iz the part of wisdom to resort to specific duties. Indeed,
from the very nature of an ad valorem duty this must be the result.
Under it the inevitable consequences is that foreizn goods will be en-
tered at less than thelr true value. The Treasury will therefore lose
the duty on the difference between their real and fictitions value, and to
this extent we are defrauded.

The temptations which rd valorem dutles present to a dishonest im-
porter are irresistible. His object is to pass his goods through the
customhouse at the very lowest valuation necessary to save them from
conflseation. In this he too often succeeds in splte of the yigllance of
the revenue officers. Hence the resort to false invoices, one for the
purchaser and another for 1he custombouse, and to other expedients to
defraud the Government, I

They are thus enabled to undersell the falr trader and drive him
from the market. In fact the operation of this system has already
driven from the pursuits of honorable commerce many of that elass of
regular and conseientious merchants whose character throughout the
world Is the pride of our country.

The remedy for these evils ig to be found in specific duties, so far
as this may be practicable. They dispense with any inquiry at the
customhouse into the actual cost or wvalue of the article, and it pays
the precise amount of duty previously fixed by law. They present no
temptations to the appraisers of foreign goods, who receive but small
salaries, and might by undervaluation in a few cases render them-
selves independent. :

Besides, specific dutles best conform to the requisition In the Con-
stitution that *“ no preference shall be given by any regulatlon of com-
merce or revenue to the ports of one State over those of another.”
Under our ad valorem system such preferences are to some extent
inevitable, and complaints have often been made that the spirit of
this provision has been violated by a lower appraisement of the same
articles at one port than at another. ¥

Specific dutles would secure to the American manufacturer the ineci-
dental protection to which he is fairly entitled under a revenue taviff,
and to this surely no person would object. . AR

Under the present sgstom it has been often truly remarked that this
incidental protection decreases when the manufactorer needs it most
and increases when he needs it least., and constitutes a sliding scale
which always operates against him. The revenues of the country are
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subject to similar flucinations, Instead of approaching a steady stand-
ard, as would be the case under a systom of specific duties, they sink
and rise with the sinking and rising prices of articles in foreign coun-
tris. It would not be difficult for Congress to arrange a system of
specifie duties which wonld afford additional stability both to our rev-
enne and our manufactures and without injury or injustice to any
interest of the country.

But it is contended not only that protection is a violation
of the Constitution, but is morally wrong. The dominant party
proposes not only to enforece the Constitution, but to go forth
in the great field of morality and become reformers par ex-
cellence in this favored land.

Hence, while it is true that duties are now levied to pro-
tect the producer and the wageworker in mine, in factory, and
on the farm, it is proposed that they shall be largely reduced
in many instances, and, if necessary, eliminated, in order that
more goods may be purchased abroad at cheaper rates and
thereby increased amounts of revenue collected.

Now, notwithstanding all goods imported displace that
much home-manufactured goods, in consequence of which
home wages are impaired and the market for home products
correspondingly decreased in price and volume which must nee-
essarily bring down to the foreign level all prices of labor,
they elaim they will nevertheless bring about a golden era of
prosperity in every branch of national industry. The state-
ment of such a proposition is its most complete refutation.
They might just as well tell us that we can eat our cake and
still have it, that the farmer whose grain and live stock are
forced down to the level of the Canadian market, and for that
matter to the market of every other country in the world, will
thereby be benefited, and that the workingman will flourish
like the green bay tree when his wages have been placed on
the level of those paid abroad. We must conclude from this
contention that they believe the farmer and the wageworker
are making more money than they are entitled to, and that
when this condition censes, for all losses they sustain they
will be more than compensated by cheap food, clothing, and
other articles. They seem to forget that the farmers produce
nearly all they consume, and if the value of their products is
materially decreased the great loss caused thereby can not be
compensated by the small amount they pay for the few articles
they do not produce; and that the small amount saved by the
wiage earner will not compensate his great loss in wages.

The full effect of this bill is heavy reductions on finished
products and increased duty on many raw materials which can
not be produced in this country.

That this bill is seetional there can be no doubt. The
powerful and unanswerable speech of the senior Senator from
Iowa [Mr. Cuvmmins] conclusively proves this to be true.
I will refer to only a few instances sustaining this charge.
Cotton bagging is free, while bags or sacks for the grain
of the farmers of the West and elsewhere bear a duty of
10 per cent ad valorem or must be made from fabrics woven in
this country that bear a duty of 20 per cent ad valorem.
Tobaceo, an almost entirely southern product, bears a good rate
of duty, to which I do not object, but why should this be pro-
vided on the theory of producing revenue, when the immense
beet-sngar industry of the West and the great wool industry,
mostly confined to that section, are-made free, the two producing
a revenue five times as great as tobacco. And especially is this
course objectionable when foreign countries in some instances
give assistance to the sugar industry, the Russian Government
paying a bounty on exports.

Even the small duty of three-tenths of 1 cent per pound on
cotton ties has been removed, and-they have been placed on the
free list. As I understand, each bale of 500 pounds requires
six ties, These ties weigh 9 pounds and are sold for 2 cents a
pound—18 cents. The farmer receives, say, 124 cents per pound
for his bale of cotton, the ties being sold as a part of the pur-
chase price. In other words, he receives $1.12} for ties which
cost 18 cents, thus making, clear profit, 943 cents on the trans-
action. But this is not enough. The object of the present bill
is to give him the full profit of $1.12%.

Not only are the farmers, especially of the West, injured, but
the manufacturers of finer fabrics of cotton in the East are
punished, while the cotten manufacturer of the South is strictly
cared for, the rate of duty on the finer fabries, which cost enor-
mously more to produce, being entirely inadequate.

PROTECTION.

One of the strongest arguments that protection is right is the
frequent change of the Democratic Party on the subject. They
do not seem to be certain of anything. 4

We are told that the levying of a tariff for protection is with-
out constitutional authority, and that at stated periods begin-
ning with Washingon and down to the present time the Consti-

TL—235

tution has been openly and notoriously violated. This declara-
tion is not only untrue, but is a slander on the memories of all
the great and good tariff Presidents this country has ever had.
Each of them took an oath to support the Constitution. Irom
Washington to Wilson, except Polk. Pierce, Van Buren, Bu-
chanan, and Cleveland, if we are to believe this contention, all
our illustrions and patriotic Presidents have solled their souls
with a le. Not only has Congress the power (sec. 8, ari. 3)
under the Constitution to lay and collect taxes, duties, imposts,
and excises to pay the debts and provide for the common de-
fense and also for the general welfare of the United States, but
it has the further power *to regulate commerce with foreign
nations,”

This language is so manifestly plain that it seems “a way-
faring man though he be a fool can not err therein.” Not
only has Congress the power to lay and collect duties to pro-
vide for the general welfare, but in the regulation of commerce
it has the power not only to tax but to absolutely prohibit for-
eign commerce.

We are frequently told that many of the great statesmen of
the past favored protection because our manufactories were in
their infancy and now that they have grown older protection
should be withdrawn.

When our industries were established, by reason of slow and
exorbitant traunsportation, they had comparatively little com-
petition. Years ago steam displaced sailing vessels, transpor-
tation became much cheaper and much more rapid, and freight
rates now are not more than one-fifth their cost in the distant
past. It has been estimated by experts that of late years every
ton of coal carries 35 times more of cargo than before.

In 1790 the value of imports was only $23,000,000; now their
value is $1,815970,234, having increased in volume nearly
79 times. We are now in rapid communieation with all the
countries of the world, and their products may be easily
brought to our doors. American wages are about double those
in the most favored foreign lands, and in addition to cheap
labor there we are facing the pauper labor of India, China, and
Japan. Hence, protection is even more necessary now for
the safety of our manufactories, farmers, and laborers, than
it was in the infancy of the Republic. We must erect the
necessary barrier to keep out the products of cheap labor,
or our manufacturers, farmers, and laborers, indeed all our
people, will be overwhelmed. We must either do this or
adopt the common level of labor abroad, and when that is
done national destruection awaits us, We hear much of protect-
ing the despised manufacturer. True, he is protected. He can
not be expected to maintain factories merely for philanthropic
purposes, or for hisg health; for in such a case he would lose his
health and philanthropy would end in bankruptcy. But at last,
protection is inspired mainly for the good of those who labor in
factories, mines, on the farms, and elsewhere. It is necessary
not only for the well-being of the laborers to maintain good
wages, but also for the benefit of the farmer, for they are his
customers., When their wages are decreased their purchasing
power is decreased; when their wages cease they are shorn of
all purchasing power.

Again, we must have protection in order to keep our gold at
home and thus maintain our cirenlating medium.

According to the census of 1009, the number of salaried em-
ployees and wage earners in the manufactories was 7,405,313
the number of wage earners in the mines was 1,175,188; and
the number of farm laborers about ten millions—making in all
18,520,501, These people with their families, which we will
average at three, aggregate 55,741,503 —more than one-half our
entire population, and all of them are consumers. Add to these,
laborers with good wagés engaged In other gainful pursuits with
their families and dependents; the manufacturer, the farmer,
and the mine owner, and we will have fully 80 per cent of our
population, all of whom are consumers and nearly all of whom
are dependent on good wages. All of them, except the farmer,
are the customers of the farmers. The farmers need not to be
told that when the wages of this great industrial army are re-
duced that they have no longer the same purchasing power
and that a material reduction in their wages will bring dis-
aster to them. The prosperity of manufacturing, mining, and
farming require a hearty cooperation of each with the other,
and these three great industries constitute the very bone and
sinew of prosperity. When the farmers, the mine owners, and
the manufacturers are prosperous the whole counfry is prosper-
ous. When in addition to the injury.to mine and factory, in-
flicted by this bill, wool, sugar, live stock, and grain are admii-
ted free, the condition of the farmer will be indeed appalling.

I have not seen reports as to the number of wage workers
in 1913, but it follows as a matter of course that they have
largely increased during the last four years.

-
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England is now our chief eompetitor in cotton, but the day is
near at hand when Japan shall take her place, It is net far
distant from the cotton fields of India and China, where wages
are comparatively nominal. In Japan wages are only a frac-
tional part of those paid here. She has an abundance of labor.
Four-fifths of her operatives are women and children, who
receive comparatively, with our country, no wages.

The mills in Japan do not stop on Sunday. They have two
holidays in each month, the 1st and the 15th. They commence
work at 6 o'clock on the morning of the 2d and continue until
6 o'clock on the morning of the 15th. On the morning of the
16th they again commence at 6 o'clock and continue until 6
o'clock on the morning of the 1st, no stop being made for
luncheon, the hands taking 80 minutes in rotation and spare
hands taking the places of each set. They have bought the
most approved machinery here for models and readily repro-
duced them by their cheap labor at only a tithe of their cost
here. We must soon confront these people, and yet the present
bill renders us unable even to meet existing conditions.

Our Democratic friends have thrown down the bars and
issued a cordial invitation to the cheap labor of the whole world
to compete with American labor, and yet they tell us we will
prosper under the results that will come from this wonderful
measure, which has all the vices and but few of the virtues of
its predecessors. P

So far as this bill attempts to injure the great iron and steel
companies it will fall short of its purpose. They are rich and
powerful and can withstand the shock. But it will fall with
crushing effect upon the smaller companies, thereby centralizing
all the business of this country in the hands of the one powerful
organization.

They tell us they desire to remove duties from articles manu-
factured by our trusts. They seem not to have thought of the
trusts abroad which will reap the benefit of this legislation.
Does it not seem reasonable that we ean better contend with onr
home trusts, which we can actively prosecute, than with foreign
trusts entirely beyond our control?

It is charged in the late Democratic platform that the tariff
is the cause of the high cost of living, and a pledge is made to
reduce the cost. That the present tariff has nothing to do with
the cost of living has been demonstrated time and again. For
12 years preceding the passage of the Payne law it was sub-
stantially the same on foodstufls, and for a number of years the
prices did not increase. Four years ago duties were lowered
20 to 30 per cent on nearly every article of food by the Payne
law, notwithstanding which prices continued to advance. There
is no protective tariff in Great Britain; nevertheless, the British
Board of Trade has recently issued a report in which it is
stated that present prices in that country are the highest known
in 25 years. That retail prices of food have advanced far more
than prices of wages since 1890, and that prices of almost all
foodstuffs, except tea and sugar, have rapidly increased, the
greatest being 32 per cent in bacon and 46 per cent in potatoes.
It is an indisputable fact that prices of food have increased
steadily throughout the world for the past 10 years or more;
even in Japan they have more than doubled in the last 10
years. One reason for this is the large increase in the coinage
of gold, which furnishes the highest standard of value, and to
this standard all other values are forced to conform. Ancther
reason is that there has been great progress throughout the
world, and with progress always comes increased prices. In this
country there are many other causes. Among them is the large
inerease in city and decrease in rural population. Boys are not
content to live on the farm. Years ago the farmer who had 10
sons reared nearly all of them for farmers; occasionally one
entered some other profession; but the farmer who has 10 sons
now is fortunate if he can induce one to continue on the farm.
They almost universally desire to be lawyers, doctors, preachers.
engineers, teachers, politicians, ete. Hence, quack doctors, jack-
leg lawyers, starving preachers, and worthless politicians have
increased, while the number engaged in agricultural pursuits has
diminished, [Laughter.] Again, our population has increased
a much greater per cent than our farm products. Another
reason for the high prices is the largely increased cost of dis-
tribution and delivery of food. Now it is ordered over the
telephone and delivered by wagon or automobile.

Another is the extra demand for foodstuffs to maintain the
8,000,000 immigrants who have come to this couniry during
the last 11 years, not 5 per cent of whom have sought work
on the farm, the other 95 per cent having gone into the fac-
tories, mines, and public works and became consumers. An-
other reason is the-enforcement of pure-food laws which ex-
clude from consumption large quantities of food heretofore
placed on the market. Another is the seale of prices adopted by
the middleman and the retailer. Another is that our people of
all classes are living more extravagantly than in any period
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of our past history. Another is that the value of land and the
amount of taxes have largely increased, as have also the wages
paid for farm labor. There are many other reasons that mightf |
be assigned, but time forbids. In my judgment, the only practi-

cal and substantial relief from present conditions will be found

in the practice of economy, in the increase in farming, and in

the better and more scientific cultivation of land so that the
quantity produced will be largely increased.

If T remember correctly, during Mr. Cleveland's administra-
tion there was no complaint concerning the price or scarcity

of food; the trouble was then to get the money to pay for it.

In one instance alone during that period 3,000 men out of

employment tramped the streets of the comparatively small city, |

of Seattle and were fed at public expense, I am told at that
time a notice was posted at one point in the city which read:

BILL OF FARB,

Soup, one kind of meat, tatoes, one kind of ple, o
Price for the meal, 5 a:em;g.'u = i S A S

And yet it has ‘beeu said that there were then in Seattle
3,000 people who did not have that 5 cents. [Laughter.]
There is only one way in which the tariff can affect the

price of food, and that is by so adjusting it as to destroy,
the prosperity of the country. Our Democratic friends may,

succeed in this way in keeping their pledge to decreaze the
cost of living, but it must follow that they will materially lessen
or destroy the ability to purchase.

The more wages pald for producing a given commodity, the
greater will be the cost of producing it. Therefore, the producer
who pays these wages will have the highest cost of production
and consequently needs the highest price for his product, Again,
if American products cost more on account of wages paid. it
follows when they are reduced to the price of foreign products
the price of labor will fall.

No country can prosper that has not the necessary amount
of circulating medium, The mere possession of money amounts
to nothing if it does not circulate. Active and plentiful circu-
lation of good money is as necessary to the commercial life of a
nation as is active and plentiful circulation of pure blood to
human life. No nation ean succeed that robs itself of its gold
by sending it abroad. The operation of a protective tariff goes
further to accomplish the retention and eirenlation of money,
at home than all other agencies combined. Indeed, without a
protective tariff the preservation of our circulation is impos-
sible. When we buy here we have both the goods and the
money. When we buy abroad we have the goods, but have
parted with the money. Every dollar that goes abroad les-
sens to that extent the circulating medium here. Every dollar
of goods purchased abroad takes the place of that much
produced here. When we decrease our money and decrease
our market for home products, we not only open the barrel
at the spigot, but also at the bunghole.

A wholesale merchant in Louisville, Ky., desires to purchase
a stock of goods costing $100,000. He concludes that he can
purchase in London 10 per cent cheaper than in New York:
he goes fto London, buys the goods, and gives in exchange
$100,000 of American gold. It follows necessarily that our eir-
culation is decreased $100,000 and that of England inereaszed to
the same extent. He brings his goods to Ameriea, and upon
reaching this country they displace $100,000 worth of goods made
by the American workingman, thereby inflicting an injury on
him. Another merchant in Louisville concludes to purchase the
same value of goeds in New York. IHe pays in New York
$100,000 for American-made "goods, and that money continues
to be a part of our home circulation and the American work-
ingman is assisted to that extent. The New York merchant con-
cludes to invest in tobacco and buys $100,000 worth of tobaceco
in Kentucky, and the money returns. The tobacconist concludes
to buy $100,000 worth of rice, and the same money concludes
that purchase in South Carolina. The dealer in South Carolina
invests the money in sugar in Louisiana, and the sugar planter
with the same money pays the expenses of the running of his
plantation, such as the laborer in the field, the cooper, the insur-
ance agent, and various other creditors. These persons pay
their ereditors, and they in turn pay theirs, so that the same
$100,000 has performed the function of $600.000. It has re-
mained here, circulating from place to place, canceling indebted-
ness, developing commerce, and stimulating American enterprise
and labor, while the $100,000 sent abroad, instead of performing
those functions here has accomplished them abroad.

It required but a short time for Bismarck to discover the
truth of his statement that the protective tariff was the main
cause of American prosperity and acting upon our example to
establish protection in Germany. The vast increase in pros-
perity following that action has been a source of astenishment
to the commercial world. :
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France, inspired by our example, also adopted protection, and
the result has proven most salutary. Both her prosperity and
national wealth have enormously increased. The doctrine of
protection has been adopted throughout Europe with the most
favorable results,

Fngland is the only country on earth of any importance that
opposes protection. Ier agricultural interests were sacrificed
in order that the worlds market for manufacturers might be
gained. DBut even in the world’s market for manufacturers she
has been surpassed by the United States. If Great Britain
were blockaded for 90 days her people would be in a state
of starvation, but no blockade however prolonged could have
that effect on the United States.

England's great colonies refused to follow her example and
adopted a protective tariff. A few years ago Canada was mak-
ing poor progress, but after she enforced protection her pros-
perity has been most remarkable. And when the pending bill
shall have become a law, giving her in many important respects
free access to our markets, we shall see her prosperity advance
by leaps and bounds and immigration from the United States
to her borders will largely increase.

The statement that the tariff is the mother of trusts has not
been made for a long while. That the tariff has no effect on
trusts is exemplified by the fact that they exist as plentifully
in free-trade England as they do in the United States. FProb-
ably the opposition have learned that competition alone is the
breeder of trusts. A, B, and C are manufacturing the same
article and are selling at small profits on account of competi-
tion. Hence, they conclude to merge, not only for the purpose
of paying the expense of one management instead of three, but
to raise the price, and thus we have a trust. Much was done
under the administrations of Roosevelt and Taft to curb and dis-
solve trusts, while comparatively nothing was done under the
administration of Mr. Cleveland.

But we are told that the consumer pays the tariff. This may
be true in the beginning of an industry, but it has almost. if
not universally, been demonstrated that after an industry has
become properly established competition ensues and prices go
down. I might especially instance steel rails, nails, silk, and
tin. The reason for this is quite apparent. A sees that B is
prospering in a given line of a new industry, and hence con-
cludes to embark in that business, and others seeing his success
do likewise. Thus competition springs up on every hand. Out
of competition grows increased manufactures, and following
that reduction in. prices. As prices are lowered the demand
inereases, and each manufacturer has increased sales. When
they sell they can well afford to lower the price on account of
the quantity sold, for a small margin of profit on a large
quantity of goods produces more than a much larger margin on
a small quantity.

Though comparatively a child, I remember that in 1860 the
axes, hoes, table cutlery, razors, dishes, and blankets in use in
my home were all made in England; but under the operation of
a protective fariff conditions changed, and &ll of them were
produced in immense quantities in the United States, and I
have seen them bought for one-half, and in many instances for
one-fourth, their cost in that day. In 1860 a gold hunting-case
watch cost $250 to $300; now it can be bought for $75. A buggy
then cost $400; it can now be bought for $100. Then every
little town had its hatter shop and cabinet shop, where hats and
furniture were made, but these have disappeared, and articles
made in them are now made by the factories and sold for less
than half their price at that time,

The most foreible illustration in our histery of the resulis of
protection and free trade is found by recurring to the Civil
War period.

The constitution, adopted by the Confederate Congress March
11, 1861, in section 8, provided that—

No dutles or taxes on importations from foreign nations shall be
pald to promote or foster any branch of industry.

The Congress of the United States promptly enacted a pro-
tective tariff law. Under the operation of that law factories
sprang up like magic on every hand. Clothing, blankets, the
necessary means for transporfation, canteens, knapsacks, and
all the munitions of war were quickly furnished for the Union
soldiers and good money provided to support the Government and
successfully carry on the war. On the other hand, but few
factories were erected in the South, and money was made in
some instances from portable presses throughout the country,
which of course proved worthless. The people who formerly
carried their money in their pocketbooks and their marketing
in their baskets were forced to adopt the opposite rule and
carry their money in their baskets and their marketing in their
pocketbooks. [Laughter.] The Confederate soldiers were
poorly fed and eclothed, and want prevailed throughout the
Confederacy.

The farmer need not be told that if the American working-
man's wages are cut in half he will have only one-half of his
purchasing power and can purchase but one-half as much prod-
uce as before unless the price be correspondingly reduced. He
need not be told that the same agency that reduces the pur-
chasing power of his customer must necessarily produce a cor-
responding loss to him in the price of his commeodity.

The American workingman now receives from one and a half
to twice as much wages as the workingman in the most favored
countries abroad and many times as much as is paid the work-
ingman in India, Japan, and China. Our wage earners are not
only the best fed and best clothed, but are the most independent
and self-reliant in the world.

During this era of protection our railroads have increased
their mileage many thousands of miles, and the oceans been
connected by bars of steel, resulting in immense reduction in
the price of transportation. Telegraph and telephone lines
have been constructed to all portions of the country and cables
laid beneath the rolling waters of the mighty deep.

The great West and Northwest have developed into fruitful
fields and populous cities and are now disputing with other sec-
tions for national supremacy. The South has marvelously ad-
vanced, and we lead the world in wealth, invention, and all
that is required to make a nation great.

Under protection manufactories have multiplied with marvel-
ous rapidity, and the increase of farms and farm values almost
defy compugition. We have become not only the largest export
Nation, but the workshop and granary of, the world,

Under protective tariffs we have sold abroad more than we
have purchased—eight thousand eight bundred and sixty-five
millions of dollars more than we bave purchased. * As already
stated, commencing with the passage of the Dingley bill alone,
our exports have exceeded imports eight thousand four hundred
and ninety-eight millions, all our balance of imports prior to
1897 aggregating only something over three hundred and eighty-
three millions of dollars. And notwithstanding this remarkable
prosperity our opponents are not satisfied, but will entirely
revolutionize the policy under which it was accomplished.

Immense as has been our foreign trade, it can not be com-
pared to our internal commerce, which is twelve times as great.
To obtain access to this the foreigner is bending every energy.
This home market is the outgrowth of protective policy. It is
the sale and interchange of commodities among the States. It
is the interchange between farm and factory among our own
people. Day and night it is in progress. We see it in great
steamers on lakes and rivers and along the coasts; we see it in
the tens of thousands of cars heavily laden coursing over bars
of steel; we hear it at all hours of the day and night—it is
indeed a constantly moving and shifting panorama of com-
mercial aetivity., Through its operation our currency is con-
stantly circulating, performing its functions a countless number
of times, always, however, remaining in this country.

The nations of the world for many years have been and are
now clamoring to enter and enjoy this home market upon terms
of equality with us, and nothing has prevented save protection
of American industries.

This fair industrial fabric of internal commerce, the monu-
ment of cur Nation's greatness, is the wonder and the envy of
the world. It is preserved for those who pay taxes to sustain
the Government and who are ready, willing, and at all thnes
liable to be called fo risk their lives for the flag rather than
open to those abroad who contribute nothing to sustain our Gov-
ernment and who, in case of war, instead of being willing or
called to defend our national honor, may be drawn up in battle
against us.

It is truly the foundation of our national prosperity. It has
been erected by the farm laborer as he drives his team afield
or revels in the harvest of golden grain; by the miner as, shut
out from the light of day, he delves into the bowels of the earth
and brings up its hidden riches; by the workman in the factory,
surrounded by the whir of countless spindles, the music of re-
volving wheels, the throbbing pulsations of mighty machinery,
and the whistle of countless locomotives—all under the shelter-
ing wings of protection.

We can not, we dare not, we will not sit idly by while prepara-
tion for the work of demolition and destruction proceeds. We
will not join in the invitation to the world to come here and
enjoy its benefits, to tear it down and feast upon its seattered
fragments, I know our protest will be vain; that it will £all
on ears that hear not and hearts that feel not. Nevertheless, we
shall have the consciousness of duty well performed.

You will overwhelm us now, but I advise you to make hay
while the sun shines, for soon darkness shall enshroud yon!
Go on, and gather the flowers that bloom by the wayside, for
soon they shall wither and you will gather only thorns. Go
on, Senators, go on in your worse than mad career, but remem-
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ber as you ‘““walk blindfold on, behind you stalks the heads-
man.” While you are receiving 'the plaudits of the Old World,
Canada, Australia, Mexico, and South America, while you will
extort crocodile tears of gratitude from the people of foreign
lands, the tremendous majority registered last year in favor of
the protection taught by Washington, Hamilton, Madison, Clay,
Lineoln, Harrison, and McKinley, in the presence of national
disaster will forget past dissension, and augmented largely by
those who were deceived by you last year, will gather in every
hamlet and city, on every hilltop and in every valley, and with
a power resistless as the fury of the storm, will rush over your
prostrate forms, sweeping you from power, so that the places
that know you now will know you no more forever.

The Republican Party is coming back. The injury inflicted
on the country will furnish a platform upon which all will
safely and gladly stand. i

And when it returns it shall bear healing upon its wings; it
shall rebuild all that has been destroyed; it shall lift up and
breathe new life into our failing industries; it shall return to
the farmers the prosperity they now enjoy; it shall again rescue
the Nation from danger and disaster; and move onward and
upward in the great highway of American advancement and
prosperity.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I ask that we proceed with
the reading of the bill. )

The reading of the bill was resumed, beginning with para-
graph 348, page 107. .

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
paragraph 351, page 109, line 3, after the words “ad valorem,”
to strike out “ crude artificial abrasives, 10 per cent ad valorem,”
so as to make the paragraph read:

851. Emery gralns and emery, manufactured, ground, pulverized, or
refined, 1 cent per pound; emery wheels, emery files, emery paper, and
manufactures of which emery or cornndum is the component material of
chief value, 20 per cent ad valorem,

The amendment was agreed to.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment was, on page 109, to strike out paragraph
853, in the following words:

353. Fulminates, fulminat powders, and other like articles not spe-
cially provided for in this sectlon, 5 per cent ad valorem,

The amendment was agreed fo.

The next amendment was, on page 109, to strike out paragraph
354, in the following words:

354. Gunpowder, ﬁlg] all e:ploa;hr::‘r ﬁgl;s;i?ﬁg E:egofgguﬂngf%.mghp?;
{)%gﬁu?l,r%}:}:-gﬁlgrcggg per ﬁgm:iued above 20 cents per pound, 1 cent
per pound,

The amendment was agreed to.

The reading of the bill was resumed, and the Secretary read
paragraph 355, on page 100.

Mr, SMOOT. I ask that that paragraph may be passed over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lewis in the chair).
There being no objection, the paragraph will be passed over.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
paragraph 356, page 110, line 2, after the word * caps,” to strike
out “75 cents” and insert “$1,” so as to make the paragraph
read:

5 cartridge shells empty, 15 per
cet?ts Gddl‘sggfgg A lfl’;%ilu? igég.ge:i Bﬁlulag thousand ; mining, Igsting,pgr
safety fuses of all kinds, 15 per cent ad valorem,

The amendment was agreed to.

The Secretary proceeded to read paragraph 357, on page 110.

AMr. HUGHES. My, President, my recollection is that it was
agreed that this paragraph should be passed over. I under-
stand there are several Senators interested in it who are ab-
sent, so I think, perhaps, it had better be passed over.

AMr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I was going to say that if the
Senator had not requested that the paragraph go over I should
have done so, or else have called for a quorum, because I know
there are Senators who are especially interested in the para-

aph.
grh%]r. HUGHES. That is my understanding, and I think in
fairness to those Senators the paragraph should be passed over.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, I am perfectly willing
to have the paragraph passed over for the present, although I
think an incorrect view of just what it undertakes to do has
been scattered throughout the country. I have received letters
from enthusiastic friends of birds who were under the impres-
sion that this paragraph was to be of some great service to our
own birds, while in point of fact it has no application to the
protection of birds in the United States, the killing of birds in
the United States, or the use of the feathers of birds which live
in the United States in connection with the ornamentation of
hats. It applies exclusively to the birds of foreign countries,

and undertakes in some way to help protect the birds of foreign
countries by forbidding the introduction into this country of
their feathers.

While I believe every member of the committee is a most ear-
nest friend of our own birds, and some of the members have
made records in helping pass legislation for the protection of
birds here at home, in acting upon the paragraph the sub-
committee doubted whether the exclusion of the feathers of
foreign birds would protect birds in the United States, but, on
]t]];?:econtrary, it might increase the desire to kill them for use

Mr. LODGE. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Certainly.

Mr. LODGE. On the question of these being merely foreign
birds, I understand exactly the reverse is the case. I under-
stand these feathers are very largely taken from American
birds, earried to Europe, and there prepared for the millinery
Eli'g&l:- This is the only way we have of protecting our own

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. If the Senator will investizate the
question I think he will find that is an inaceurate stateg.\aeut.

Mr. LODGE. I have investigated it with some care, and I
am satisfied that it is just what happens.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. The large majority of the feathers
that are imported are those of foreign birds. If they are the
ic:}a‘:hers of our own birds they will be put in shape here, any-

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will allow me, what the com-
mittee_ has retained in the paragraph, the egrets, come almost
exclusively from Florida, On the basis of the Senator's argu-
ment there is no sense in putting ezrets in kere.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia., I really do not think there js. I
really do not think any of it ought to be in a bill of this sort.

Mr. LODGE. The egrets come from Florida, and they are
taken over to Europe, and there they are prepared.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. But they do not come exclusively
from Florida. They are found in other places and to a large
extent in other places. If they do come in large part from
Florida it would justify the provision retained. The Senator
was not here at the time I began what I was going to say. I do
not wish to discuss the paragraph at this time.

Mr. LODGE. Oh, I did not know that.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. We intend to pass over it. I ouly
desired to make a very brief statement to let it be known that
in striking out the House provision the committee were in no
sense hostile to the protection of birds. I believe every member
of the commiitee is a warm advoecate of protecting birds: but
it did seem a little irrational to exclude the feathers of foreign
birds from this country. We could not see why that would pre-
vent the foreign birds from being killed and the feathers nsed
somewhere. We did feel that their exclusion, instead of help-
ing birds in the United States, might increase the effort to kill
birds here to procure their feathers, as the feather supply wonld
be confined to domestic birds. Furthermore, there is a revenue
approaching $£2,000,000 in connection with the duty upon the
importation of these feathers; and it was for these reasons that
the subcommittes was disposed to strike out this provision.

Mr. LODGE. The paragraph is going to be passed over, I
understand.

Mr, McLEAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. SMITH of Georgin. I do.

Mr. McLEAN. I think the Senator from Georgia realizes the
revenue is derived largely from ostrich plumes, and they consti-
tute a very large percentage of the importations.

Mr., SMITH of Georgia. Yes; I believe that is true.

Just one word more. I think some of the persons interested
in this matter have heen extreme both in their expressions and
in their feelings upon the subject. Their conduct and speech has
almost amounted to idealizing a bird the farther off the bird
might be. For myself I can not understand why a bird in the
wilds of a foreign country is any more to be idealized than the
beantiful birds around the farm home.

I take my full part of the responsibility for the action of the
subcommittee. I feel called upon to say this because I agreed
to do so at the meeting of the subcommittee, when adverse
action was had.

I think I have received more letters upon the subject, and,
perhaps, more unpleasant letters, than upon any branch of the
entire legislation, and I wish to accept my part of the responsi-
bility for believing that what was proposed to us is imprac-
ticable and unnecessary legislation. With this brief statement
I agree that it shall be passed over.
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Mr. SIMMONS obtained the floor.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr, SIMMONS. Probably after I make a statement the Sen-
ator will not want the floor.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I do not wish to debate the question.
I desired to ask a question of the Senator from Georgia on this
matter.

Mr, SIMMONS. Very well.

Mr."BRANDEGEE. I do not wish to interfere with the
Senator from North Carolina, however.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from Connecticut for the guestion.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The Senator from Georgian states that
Le believes in protecting the domestic birds, but expresses some
,doubt about the efficacy of the House provision to protect do-
! mestic birds in the heart of forests in other countries. What I
wanted to ask the Senator is this: Does not the Senator con-
cede that domestic birds in large numbers and in many varieties
go into the forests of othe: countries during the winter and
they can be killed there and their plumage sent back to this
country—to the destruction of our domestic birds?

Mr. SMITH o® Georgia. To some extent that Is true; but I
believe the way to accomplish that is to proceed rather by
international agreement than to undertake arbitrarily a com-
plete exclusion of such feathers from importation.

Mr. McLLEAN. Mr. President—— -

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
Yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr, SMITH of Georgin. Yes. It was not my purpose to
provoke a discussion at this time. So much has been said
against this measure, I only wished to go far enough to let it
be understood that the subcommitfee sought to treat this ques-
tion in a sane manner, with full regard to bird preservation in
the United States. So far as the trade in feathers is concerned,
I care little for it. I would not be moved by the interest of the
men who desire to engage in the trade in feathers; but we did
believe that it was unnecessary to pass such a provision.

Mr. McLLEAN. Mr, President, I have no degire to go Into any
discussion——

Mr. SIMMONS. I hope as this matter is to go back to the
rommittee we will not engage in a discussion of it at this time.

Mr. McLEAN. I understand. I merely want to make a
Bltatemeut which it seems fo me may be properly made at this
time.

I understand the Senator from Georgia to say that he is
entirely in harmony with the general propoesition of bird con-
servation, and it is a gquestion of means with him and not any
purpose to interfere with a reasonable effort to protect the
useful birds wherever they may be found. I think it is impor-
tant to call his attention, and perhaps the attention of the Sen-
_ate, to the fact that the House of Commons have recently had
under consideration a proviso in substance the same as the
proviso which was adopted by the House. It is my information
that after a long hearing, in which the plumage trade was
represented and fully heard, the committee decided to report a
bill prohibiting the importation of plumage, and that bill has
been introduced in the House of Commons as a Government
measure. /

This Government having requested the President to negotiate

conventions with foreign nations for the purpose of protecting

the useful birds of the world, it seems to me that it becomes
very important that the United States at this time should not
right about face and by an act of Congress legalize this trade,
but should set an example which will carry conviction when it
invites foreign nations to act in harmony with the position
which we have taken.

That is all I care fo say now. I think that the Senator from
‘Georgia realizes that the only way in which we can ultimately
secure the end in view is to prohibit the trade. As long as you
permit the trade in feathers the profit is so tremendous the
birds will be killed. That is the result of experience, and no
other result can be expected.

I want to say to the Senator from North Carelina [Mr. Siar-
aoxs] that I understood, when the matter was up the other
day, that it was agreed that this proviso should be returned to
the committee. -

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. It is fo be recommitted. and we have
Bo stated. I only rose for the purpose of expressing a few

. reasons that influenced me in writing this substitute and urging
| it and to entirely disclaim any purpose in doing so of being
i' antagonistic to the birds' protection, because I have been quite
active in protecting them in my own State. i believe in protect-
ing them. I believe in profecting them all over our own coun-

try where we have the power to protect them, not simply as a
matter of sentiment, but because they are both a source of
grent pleasure and service to mankind. I considered the ad-
vocates of this measure much like the man with a beam in
his own eye who went off and hunted for the mote in somebody
else’s; that instead of doing the work in our own country and
protecting our own birds it was going off to somebody else's
couniry to protect theirs. While I voted with a great deal of
pleasure for the resolution seeking international cooperation
for-bird protection—and I would be glad to see an international
agreement to stop the trade and protect birds everywhere—it
seemed to me it was rather straihing at the subject to put
through this provision in the shape it was. The only reason
why I rose was to let some expression of the reason that in-
fluenced us go into the Recorp and not to argue the guestion.

Mr. McLEAN. I sincerely hope that the Senator from Geor-
gia will find it impossible to agree with the unanimous opinion
of the Democratic Party in the House of Representatives that
this particular trade is an illegitimate trade. I hope he will not
single out this trade as the only one which should receive pro-
tection in this bill

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair ask the Senator
from North Carolina what is the motion he makes for the dis-
position of this particular paragraph?

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Chalr will permit me for just a
minute——

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. It has been passed over. ‘

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Caro-
lina will proceed.

Mr. SIMMONS. The only controversy about this paragraph
is with reference to the proviso beginning in line 21. There
are a number of committee amendments outside of that proviso,
and if there is no objection I weuld like to have those amend-
ments offered by the committee agreed to or disagreed to, as
the case may be.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The Senator is still talking about para-
graph 35T.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes.

Mr. BRANDEGEE., My understanding was that the entire
paragraph had been recommitted to the committee.

Mr. SIMMONS. I was going to ask that the proviso be re-
committed and that before the proviso is recommitted we might
act on the amendments, in view of the fact that the only con-
troversy Is as to the proviso.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I do not care what course is taken, ex-
cept I thought——

Mr. SIMMONS. I withdraw the suggestion if there is to be
any discusslon.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I am not objecting. I am stating that
my impression is that when we reached it before it was recom-
mitted to the committee, whereupon the Senator from Mis-
souri——

Mr. SIMMONS. T have withdrawn my suggestion.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I desire to finish the sentence——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Connecticut
will proceed.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Whereupon the Senator from Missouri
said it would have to go to caucus if recommitted to the com-
mittee, and the Senator from North Carolina assented. If it is
before the Senate, I have no objection to agreeing to such parts
of it as may not be objected to. If it is withdrawn from the
Senate, I do not see how we can agree to-it without reconsider-
ing the action we took the other day.

Mr. SIMMONS. There was no action taken the other day,
as I understand. It was under discussion, and the statement
was made by myself and the Senator from New York [Mr.
O'GormAN] that when it was reached we would ask that it
go back to the committee, and that is what we are doing now,
so far as that part of the paragraph is concerned about which
there is a controversy.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. But the question——

Mr. SIMMONS. I withdrew the suggestion, Mr. President——

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The question Is a matter of record.
If the clerks’ records show that the paragraph was not recom-
mitted, I have no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. There is not any doubt about the
Senator from Connecticut being wrong. The Senator’s colleague
made a speeeh before the paragraph was reached, and this is
the first time that it has been reached in reading the bill

Mr. HUGHES. The paragraph was never before the Senate
for action until this morning.
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Mr. BRANDEGEE. The Recorp will show the situation. I
simply made what is practically a parliamentary inquiry.

Alr, SIMMONS. The motion is withdrawn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will ask the Senator
from Georgia what is the question, then, before the Senate re-
garding the disposition of the paragraph? What is the dispo-
sition desired?

Mr. HUGHES. I ask unanimous consent——

My, LODGE. Mpr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Jersey yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?-

Mr. HUGHES. Certainly.

Mr. LODGE. I wish merely to ask a question, as I was not
here when these paragraphs were first taken up, having been
out gor a moment. We are now on paragraph 357, I under-
stand.

- Mr. HUGHES. And I was about to make a motion in refer-
ence to that paragraph; at least, I was about fo ask unanimous
consent that the paragraph be recommitted to the committee.

Mr. LODGE. I, of course, have no objection. I wanted to
inake an inquiry about paragraph 355.

Mr. SMOOT. I asked that it go over, and it went over.

Mr., LODGE. It is all right, if paragraph 355 has gone over,
because there ought to be an amendment made to that para-
graph to which I have drawn the attention of the chairman of
the committee.

Mr. SIMMONS. I wish to say to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts that I will see that the amendment he has called to my
attention Is brought to the attention of the committee. I think,
Mr. President—I am stating my own opinion about it—there
will be no trouble about agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Massachusetts. I think it is a very proper
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey
may now recur to the motion in which he was interrupted.

Mr. HUGHES. 1 ask unanimous consent that paragraph 357
be recommitted to the commitfee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey
asks unanimous consent that paragraph 357 be recommitted to
the committee. Without objection, such is the order.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New
Hampshire hold the floor for any further purpose regarding
paragraph 3577

Mr. GALLINGER. I propose tohold the floor but a moment. I
simply desire to express my approval of the action tiaken by the
Senator from New Jersey in making this request. I will further
express the hope that the commitiee will give this matter, as I
um sure the committee will, the most careful and diligent con-
sideration. It is a very important matter, and there will be a
great deal of debate upon it unless some arrangement can be
reached whereby we will substantially agree upon it.

The next amendment of the committee was, in paragraph
858, page 111, line 3, to strike out *“ Furs and fur skins of all
kinds not dressed in any manner, except undressed skins of
hares, rabbits, dogs, and goats, sheep, and not specially pro-
vided for in this section, 10 per cent ad valorem; furs,” and in-
sert “Furs”; and in line 7, before the words * per cent,” to
strike out “ 30" and insert * 20,” so as to read:

Furs dressed on the skin, not advanced further than dyeing, 20
per cent ad valorem.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 358, page'lu. line 8,

after the words “ad valorem,” to insert “plates and mats of
dog and goat skins, 10 per cent ad valorem.”

The amendment wae agreed to.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 358, page 111, line 12,
after the word * crosses,” to insert “except plates and mats
of dog and goat skins,” and in line 14, before the words “ per
cent,” to strike out “40" and insert *35,” so as to read:

Manufactures of furs, further advanced than dress;LuiI and dyeing,
when prepared for use as material, joined or sewed together, includin
plates, linings, and crosses, except plates and mats of dog and goa
gkins, and articles mannfactured from fur not specially provided for
in this section, 35 per cent ad valorem.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 358, page 111, line 16,
after the word * which,” to strike out the word * fur* and in-
sert “ hides or skins of cattle of the bovine species, or of the
dog or goat"; in line 17, to strike out *“is” and insert “are”;
and in line 18, before the words “ per cent,” to strike ont
“50” and insert “ 15,” so as to read:

Artlcles of wearing apgarel of every description partly or wholly
manufactured, composed of or of which hides or skins of ecattle of the
bovine species, or of the dog or goat are the component material of
chief value, 13 per cent ad valorem,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 358, page 111, line
18, after the words “ ad valorem,” to insert:

Articles of wearing appa :
manufactured, composed OF GF of which fuF 15 he eomponent mAceris]
of chief value, not specially provided for in this section, 45 per cent
ad vaiorem.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SMOOT. I desire to call the attention of the Senator in
charge of this schedule to what I consider a defect in this para-
graph in that it does not provide a rate for furs which have
been dressed and dyed and have also been further advanced,
but not so far as to make them dutiable as manufactures of
fur. I have reference to fur skins which have been dressed,
dyed, and prepared, so called. There is a great deal of litiga-
tion which has taken place on account of such a provision being
absent from the present law. The customs court hold such furs
dutiable and classify them as nonenumerated articles. That
was in the case of United States against Burkhardt.

If the Senator having this part of the bill in charge desires
time to consider it, I have no objection to having the paragraph
passed over, but I believe if he does give it consideration he
will certainly provide for that class of skins. If not, I think
there is not any question but that they will come in the future
as nonenumerated articles, the same as they are doing to-day
under the present law, not Dbeing specifically mentioned or
provided for.

Mr. HUGHES. Does the Senator refer to the words “ manu-
factures of furs, further advanced than dressing and dyeing,
when prepared for use as material ”’?

Mr. SMOOT. Those are manufactures of furs. These are not
manufactures; they come in between the dressing and the manu-
facture. For instance, furs come in here repaired, and that
was the particular case I had reference to. The claim was made
that they were dressed furs, as they had been repaired. 'I'he
customs court held that they did not fall under dressed furs
nor did they fall under the manufacture of furs, but they held
in that case that they fell under the nonenumerated articles.

Mr. HUGHES. What langunage does the Senator suggest?

Mr, SMOOT. I have not prepared the exact wording, but if
the Senator will let the paragraph go over I will frame it in a
very few minutes and hand it to him.

Mr. HUGHES. I will be very glad to do =o0. I ask that this
paragraph may go over. I wish to make a further suggestion
in connection with the last two lines of the paragraph. Let the
entire paragraph go over for the present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey
requests that the paragraph go over for the present. There
being-no objection, such course will be taken.

The reading of the bill was continued.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 361, page 112, line 3,
after the word “ raw,” to strike out “ uncleaned and not drawn,”
s0 as to read:

Human hair, raw, 10 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. SMOOT. I notice that in striking out the words “ un-
cleaned and not drawn” the idea is to have human hair, raw, at
10 per cent.

Mr. HUGHES. I will say to the Senator that we had ex-
tensive hearings on this paragraph and at the hearings the ex-
aminer at the port of New York was present and explained at
great length the technical side of this business.

Mr. SMOOT. What I was going to say to the Senator is
that Imair not drawn under the bill is made to depend upon a
commercial designation,

Mr. HUGHES. Yes. I will explain the situation., The hair
is sometimes cut from the head, in which case nothing further
is done with it as raw hair, but if the hair is picked up from
the floor, from sweepings, it is necessary to treat it in order
that it may be conveniently handled, but it is not drawn in the
commercial sense. When hair is commercinlly drawn the proe-
ess is something like this: They drop it in a tub of water for a
certain length of time and allow all the roots of the hair to
come to the top, o it may be uniform at the base, The hair is
then taken out and it is drawn. Sometimes raw hair as the
first product is laid in more or less uniform lengths in order to
make it convenient to handle in shipment. It has been hereto-
fore classed as drawn hair, whereas as a matter of fact it was
otherwise. It was raw hair that had to be afterwards drawn.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator’s understanding is exactly the
same as mine in that particular. All I wanted to know was
whether it was the intention to have hair drawn to depend upon
the commercial designation as it is known to-day.

Mr. HUGHES. That was our intention.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 361, page 112, line 5,
before the word “drawn,” to insert “commercially known as,”
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and, after the word “drawn,” to strike out the words “ wholly
or in part,” so as to read:

If cleaned or commercially known as drawn, but not manufactured,
20 per cent ad valorem.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 361, page 112, line 6,
after the word “ hair,” to insert * including nets and nettings,”
s0 as to read:

Manufactures of human hair, including nets and nettings, or of
which human hair is the component material of chief value, not specially
provided for in this section, 35 per cent ad valorem.

The amendment was agreed to.

The reading of the bill was centinued.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 364, page 112, line 19,
before the words * per cent,” to sirike out *40,” and insert
“ 45, so as to make the paragraph read:

364. Hats, bonnets, or hoods, for men's, women’s, boys', or children's
bodies, hoods, plateaux, forms or |

wear, trimmed or untrimmed, inclodin
shapes, for hats or bonnets, compoged wholly or in chief value of fur
of ges rabbit, beaver, or other animals, 45 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. BRANDEGEE, I move to amend the committee amend-
ment by striking out “45,” before the words “ per cent,” in
line 19, and substituting in lieu thereof the numeral *50,” so
that it will read “ 50 per cent ad valorem.”

Mr. President, this hat industry is one of great importance
in several States of the Union, and especially in the State of
Connecticut, There are many factories manufacturing fur-felt
hats in the cities of Danbury, Bethel, Norwalk, and other cities
and towns in my State.

This subject has been before Congress several times. Ex-
tensive hearings were held upon this paragraph, I remember,
at the time the Payne-Aldrich bill was passed. This industry
is not in any sort of a trust or combination. It is not an in-
dustry that makes any great amount of money.

I wish to call the attention of the Senate to the statement
made by Mr. James Marshall, of Fall River, Mass.,, before the
Committee on Finance on this paragraph. He states:

I represent manufacturers who are not going to run away from this
thing. The very last thing on earth we will think of doing is going
down with this or shutting down factories. We are going to make a
fight as hard as we knew hew. We are at the present time runnin
short time, We will continue to run short time, It iz the only item,
think, of the whole 4,000 that shows a constant advanee of importations
in the last 10 years; I mean by that, year after year a steadlily
increasing advance,

20\331&!!; was before the committes four years ago there were only

He means 20,000 dozen—

this year there were 55,000 came in. That does not look like much,
but we figure it about 5 per cent. If that doubles in the next three
years, as it has in the last three, it will be 10 per cent duty. If you
cut that some more, as they have done, it is only ?:e:st a question of time
until they have the home market. We depend on the home market;
we can not export. The people in the open-door countries, Hke China,
India, and Afriea, wear fezes or turbans or something of that kind, as
a part of their religious bellefs. The other countries have prohibitive
tariffs, with the exception of England. All of our material originates
abroad. There is not a salitari thing we use but what originates over
there, and we get it with thai $1.84 against us in material alone before
we start to manufacture, as against the foreigner. We can not help it,
He has his first choice, and we have to pay a certain amount of
reyvenue,

Senator SiMmons asked him the following question:

Have you specified the foreigner who causes you the most trouble in
competition ¥

Mr. MarsHALL, I have not gpecified him in my brief, because I wanted
to be fair about it. I took Great Britain, where they have union labor,
and the union does as they have in this country, where they agree on

rices ench year over there as they do here. About the 1st of May

ey agree on a schedule of prices. The hat that causes us the most
" frouble comes from Austrian and Italy. Buot I did not y them. I
also obtained in Great Britain their schedule of prices that is printed,
that is agreed upon between the masters and the men, and so there is
no question as to iy figures in that respect. It states throughout
there that all minimum bills or prices shall be based on 32 to 86 shil-
lings a week for 3¢ hours, or $8 to $9 a week. From time immemorial
it has always been plecework prices in the hat business—so much a
dozen, The English price all through this little book is s0 much a
dozen., The American union specifies there shall be $22 a week for 50
hours. Just those two ftems show a difference between the two hats
I exhibited. If yom g?lback to Austria and Italy 11::: will have a still
greater differente. t it was not necessary. case was amply
proved without doing that, being absolutely falr.

Fortunately for us, the whole thing was divided into brackets—

He is speaking of the House bill—

and one of the reasons they gave for not giving us more duty was that
some of those brackets were omitted. For instance, there were only a
few $4.50 hats came in. As a matter of fact, there were no fur-felt
derbics at $4.50—

He means per dozen, of course—

They showed nnder that bracket 68 per cent.
from $1.50 to §9 sheowed 58 per cent. Hats ranging In value from $0
to §18 a dezen showed 50 per cent. Then hats ranging from £18 up-
ward a dozen showed 48 per cent. We wanted to be fair; we wanted
the Democratic Party, we wanted ourselves, to be on record as saying
that the hats that were a necessity of life could be reduced, We were

Hats ranging in value

perfectly willing to have a reduction on every one of those brackets, on
the hats at $18 and above. because for {hat hat, when it is landed here,
the average price under that clause was $25 a dozen.

I have skipped some of the Senator's questions in order to
consolidate this into Mr. Marshall's testimony. He proceeds:

Fifty per cent would have been perfectly falr—

That, by the way, Mr. President, is the amount that I have
proposed to substitute for that named in the committee amend-
ment—
that is, reducing it from 68 and 58 down to 50 would have been falr,
But we also ask 50 on the other.

He states in another place:

It is the old story of running in multiples of 50, §1, $1.50, $2, $2.50,
and if you reduce to the retailer 10 cents a hat, you are never going to
get him to drop. That is all that happens, and the result would be
the In-between man, the retaller or the jobber, will simply absorb that,
and nobody gets auything,

Mr. President, I read from the brief filed before the Com-
mittee on Finance, as follows:

Under these eircumstances, and particularly as the industry has been
crying for work for the past two or three years, and the importations
have been doubling in the meantime, we desire to know why we deserve
a cut under Democratic platform and Democratic promises,

Impo}"t}%ﬁions of fur-felt hats for fiscal years ending—
i

dozen_. . 8, 143
19 do 14, 536
1007 : do. 19, 194
1908 0 1, 802
1909 AL B30T
1o s e

- 0. =

1912 padl o o_——— b5, 311

First gquarter of 1013 shows 24,0865 dozen; at this rate the fiscal
year will show 96,000 dozen.

Doubling every four years does not require much of a mathematician
to figure where American manufacturers are coming out.

From 1909 on is the present tariff.

Almost G00 per cent Increase in 10 years.

In the importations, he means.

At the time of the Payne-Aldrich bill, in order that there might be
no question concerning the actual cost of labor at home and abroad, we
sent abroad at great expense the very best expert we could find, hav-
ing with him letters of introduction from the then Secretary of State,
the Hon. ELiaU Roor, to the wvarious United States consuls, and Lis
orders were, having ascertained exact condition and prices in each
hatting district, to then go to the nearest United States consul and
bave them verlfied, so there would not be the slightest guestion about

m.
"!l‘his he did, visiting the consul in Manchester, in Paris, in
and we present to you the following comparison of the average popular-
priced hat, the one selling at retall for :2.
These prices have not varied greatly in the last four years, and we
have brought them right down to date. :
Mr. President, I ask leave to insert, without reading, the
tables, which I shall hand to the Reporter, marked.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There being no objection, the
request is granted.
The tables referred to are as follows:

Foreign
hat made
in England
and deliv-
ered in the
fus
duty, ete.,

at

4408
dozen net,

| BHE | CesaSEggaRd
b g
2855588

. .

b e e
28z | B3R

i
b P

i}
;
i
-1

u.x

SUMMARY OF THE CHANGES THAT THE NEW HOUSE BILL MAEKES FOR
AND AGAINST US.

Changes against us: This ﬁrnde of hat received 58 per cent ad va.
lorem. The new bill allows 40 per cent. This, therefore, reduces us
18(%-1- cent on §9 dozen, or a total of §1.62.

‘hanges in our faver: They have red the item of fur & per cent,
making a difference of 9 cents per dozen.

Reduced the item of band and binding 10 per cent, making a differ-
ence of 5 cents per dozen.

Reduced the item of satin 10 per cent, making a difference of 5
cents per dozen. Y A

All the other items remain the same, so it makes a total in our favor
of 19 cents,
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SCHEDULE N—TARAGRAPH 384

Hats. bonnets. or hoods, for wen's, women’s, boys’, or children’s
wedar, trimmed or untrimmed. Including bodles, hoods, plateaux, forms
or shapes for hats or bonnets eomposed wnolly or in chief value of
fur of the rablit, beaver, or other anlmals.

|
| Duty re-
Foreign
Quantity.| Value. | Duties. |wvalue per gcl:cuﬁ ;’t’!
dozen. |}
N l\'alorem,
£1 to £4.50; rata of duty, $1.50
per dozen and 20 per cent: Dozen. Per cenl,
1910. . 0. 159 $0. 499 $0.324 £3.34 3
1011.. = .20 . 066 .04 315 a8
1912. . . 029 1 865 1.167 352 43
£4.50 to $0; rate of duty, 53 and
20 per cent: .
b1 | R e e e e T 17.616 | 143.732 82,495 502 a7
censawes] 15,308 | 120. 696 70. 064 7.588 58
15.218 | 119.997 69, 640 7.88 8
13.043 | 176698 | 105. 055 12,67 50
15.410 | 215.008 | 120.671 13.95 56
22,942 | 330.542 | 18262 14. 80 56
8646 { 22].808 | 104.901 25. 60 47
10,261 | 258 040 | 123.438 25.15 48
16.619 | 413.881 | 169.114 24.90 48

You will note that the first two brackets, the foreign value of which
is from $3 to $8 per dozen, could be called necessities of life.

The last two paragraphs, the foreign value of which Is from $12 to
§25, with the duty added—these could not be sold at retail at less than
£3 to £6 per hat, and are a luxury, not a necessity.

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The brief continues:

Partienlar attention is called to the second bracket, from §4.50 to §9,
showing that at an ad valorem of 57 per cent to 58 per cent the im-
portations still come in, in practically the same voinme, year after
year, showing that this is exactly where the balance between ourselves
fnd mt[lrilc l;%re gners comes in, and where we would have an equal chance
ol’hrtﬂreﬁ]:irl,v note that when the ad valorem goes under 55 per cent
the volume increases very rapidly.

Now, what we claim is, by reducing all of it to 53 per cent would be
cutting down the tariff on articles of necessity, retaining it on articles
of luxury, and giving us an _opportunity to compete on the better grades.

Thervefore, we feel that 55 per cent is the very least that could be
given us under a sclentific revision.

Mr. President, as I have said, these hat factories employ
many thousands of Ilaborers in my State. The testimony here
is that they are not paid large rates of wages, but they are
paid much more than are the people with whom they are com-
peting in other countries; they are paid all that the industry
can afford to pay them under the present circumstances.

1t is going to be a great ealamity for all those people and to
the eapital invested in those industries to handicap them fur-
ther., From wbhat I know personally of the situation there
and from what has been placed before the committee here, it
seems to me to be apparent that this industry is merely strug-
gling along. I do not think any useful purpose will be served
in this eountry by giving them another push, thus submerging
them and putting them out of business, They testify that even
now, under the present rate of duty, they are only running on
part time.

They do nof make anything that could be regarded as a
threat in attempting to influence this legislation by saying (hat
they are going to shut down their factories. On the contrary,
they say that they will make the best fight they ecan to struggle
along and try to keep going. Of course, they will have to go
on even shorter time, as they say, than they now do. I do not
see what good is to come from c¢losing up these industries and
placing us entirely in the hands of the foreigners who are now
producing these articles, Of course, the minute the foreigners
get the market we shall be absolutely subject to them and their
demands, and it takes more credulity than I am possessed of to
believe that they will not immediately raise the prices of these
articles, =o that the consumer in this country, instead of having
a domestic competitor competing with the foreigner, will be ab-
solutely at the mercy of the foreign producer. I do not think
that would be wise or good policy. Therefore I have offered
the amendment which I have sent to the desk, and which I hope
will receive some conesideration at the hands of the Senate.

Mr. HUGHES. Mpr. President, I can not imagine the Sen-
ator from Connecticut is serious in reference to this amend-
ment. I feel sure that if he has given this subject the investi-
eation that it is entitled to he must know that the rate in the
pending bill is perfectly satisfactory to the hat manufacturers.

1 agrec with a great deal of what the Senator has said.
This is one industry—one of the very few industries—in this
country in which the protection, whatever it may be, is handed
down to the operatives. That is largely brought about by the

fact that the operatives do not compete to any extent one with
the other; the rate of wages is fixed; and, so far as industrial
conditions are concerned, the hat operatives are as well off as
any body of operatives in the United States.

It is true that whims and ecaprices of fashion affect this
trade and cause violent fluctvations in its condition, and the
habit, which is growing up in this country, as it has already
overspread England, of wearing cloth eaps has brought the
manufacturers and operatives engaged in the manufacture of
fur-felt hats upon havd times. That is not due, as the Senator
must know, of course, to importations, because I remember
making a calenlation in 1912, as I recollect it; I turned the
dozens into unifs and found that there were only 600,000 hats
of this kind in all imported into the United States; and they
conld be easily aecounted for by the number of men who insist
upon :\\'earing imported hats regardless of what the tariff duty
may be.

I was in favor of leaving this duty fairly high for the reason,
as I have said, that if there is any protection in it it is handed
down—in my judgment there is not any protection in it—and
for the reason that the manufacturers themselves are competing
most keenly one with the other, the rate of wages is fixed, and
the price of most of the material is the same to one as it ds to
another., So it comes down to the guestion of the ability to
turn out a good article.

A 45 per ecent duty upon the hats that do come in and will
come in is, in my opinion, not too much. I am satisfied, and I
believe that those who are interested in the business are satis-
fied, that this rate of duty will do nothing to interfere with the
success and the prosperity of the manufacturers of fur-felt hats
in this country.

Before I close, T will say that half the hats which were
imported last year came in at a duty of 48 per ceat, while the
average duty was 51 per cent. I assure the Senator from Con-
necticut that there is nothing in this rate that will disturb
anybody who is interested in this industry. .

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, T merely desire to say that
the argument of the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE]
has covered the question raised as to this paragraph so
thoroughly that I have no desire to attempt to duplicate if.
One of the largest factories producing this class of goods is in
my State, at Fall River. All that the Senator from Connectient
and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HucHes] have said
in regard to the industry is absolutely accurate as to its con-
dition. There is very severe domestic competition; the impor-
tation of foreign hats is increasing; and the development of
the cloth hat makes the struggle for the business more severe
than ever., 1 was informed by an officer of the Hatters' Union
when he was here representing the hatters throughout the
country, that the men employed in the indastry within the last
year had mnot been making, on an average, over $7 a week,
owing to short time and the shutdowns which had come from
the depressed condition of the business. Under those circnm-
stances I think a reduction of duty on this particular industry
is extremely likely to bring more hardship; and I wish thart
the rate of duty counld be raised. I do not suppose that is
possible, but I think it should be raised.

Mr, PENROSE. Mr. President, I desire to simply concar
in what the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lovce] and the
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Branpecer] have stated. ‘This
industry is very generally carried on all over the eastern part
of the United States., Numbers of these hatters are located in
eastern Pennsylvania. They are a very thrifty, deserving class
of people. They are small industries, and there is no sung-
gestion of any combination or trust among them. There is
absolute competition among the American producers, and I
do not know of any industry that is more worthy of encourage-
ment by the American Congress than the hat industry. The
representatives of the industry were down here four years
ago in very great numbers, as all Senators who were then here
will reeall, and presented a case which appealed most strongly
to the then majority of this body. As the Senafor from Massa-
chusetts has said, their industry is steadily being encroached
upon by foreign-made hats of different material and different
make, and I have grave apprehension if this paragraph passes,
and 1 expect it will, that these deserving workers will snffer
materially.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The guestion is on agreeing to
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Connecticut |Mr.
BraxpeGeE]. [Putlting the question.] By the sound, the noes
seem to have it.

Mr. HUGHES. 1 ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey
asks for the yeas and nays.

Mr. HUGHES. I withdraw the request.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New Jersey
withdraws the request, The noes have it, and the amend-
ment is rejected. The question recurs on the amendment re-
ported by the eaminittee. ;

The amendment was agreed to.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
paragraph 866, page 113, line 15, before the word * pearis,” to
insert * imitation,” so as to make the paragraph read:

366. Jewelry, commonly or commercially so known, valued above 20
cents per dozeén pleces, 60 per cent ad valorem; rope, curb, cable, and
faney patterns of chain not exceeding one-half ineh In dinmeter, width,
or thickness, valued above 30 cents per yard; and articles valued above
20 cents per dozen gieces designed to be worn on apparel or carried on
or about or attached to the person, such as and including buckles, card
cases, chains, cigar cases, eigar cutters, cigar holders, cigarette cases,
cigarette holders, eoin holders, collar, cuff, and dress buttons, combs,
match boxes, mesh bags and purses, millinery, military, and hair orna-
ments, pins, powder cases, stamp cases, vanity cases, and like articles ;
all the }ore oing and parts thereof, finished or partly finished, comnosed
of metal, whether or not enameled, washed, covered, or plated, including
rolled gold plate, and whether or not set with precious or semiprecious
stones, pearls, eameos, coral, or amber, or with imitation preclous stones
or Imitation pearls, 60 per cent ad valorem. StampinFs, galleries, mesh,
and other materials of metal, whether or not set with glass or paste,
finished or partly finished, separate or in strips or sheets, suitable for
use in the manufacture of any of the foregoing articles in this para-
graph, 50 per cent ad valorem.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, in connection with paragraph
366 I should like to ask the Senator in charge of this schedule
whether as this paragraph is avorded, taking it in conjunction
with paragraph 169, it will not throw a large number of the
articles which this paragraph makes dutiable at 60 per cent into
paragraph 169, which is the basket clause of the metal schedule,
at 50 per cent?

The portion of paragraph 169 to which I refer reads as
follows:

169. Articles or wares not specially provided for in this section, if
composed wholly or in part of platinum, gold, or silver, and articles or
wares plated with gold or silver, and whether partly or wholly manu-
factured, 50 per cent ad valorem.

Would it not be better to have a separate paragraph covering
those articles, making it conform to paragraph 3667

Mr. HUGHES. My information is that the word “ jewelry ”
properly differentiates those two paragraphs.

Mr. LODGE. TUndoubtedly “jewelry” does; but further on
in the paragraph there is mentioned a large number of articles,
the paragraph providing:

All the foregoing and parts thereof, finished or partly finished, com-
lwsed of metal, whether or not enameled, washed, covered, or plated,
neluding rolled gold plate.

That is, all such articles or parts thereof which are plated
are covered in paragraph 366 by a duty of 60 per cent, and yet
paragraph 169 provides:

Articles or wares plated with gold or silver, and whether partly or
wholly manufactured, 50 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. HUGHES. So far as any danger of conflict between
these paragraphs is concerned, I think that will be controlled
by the word * jewelry.” Paragraph 366 begins: ;

Jewelry, commonly or commercially so known,

The committee considered the question which has been raised,
and came to that conclusion.

AMr. LODGE. It is quite possible that the Senator is correct
in his interpretation, but it seems to me that it is better to re-
move the ambiguity beforehand rather than to leave an open-
ing for controversy as to whether one paragraph or the other
controls. I merely desired to bring to the attention of the com-
mittee the question whether it would not be better to make a
geparate paragraph covering articles plated with platinum,
gold, or silver instead of putting them in the basket clause of
the metal schedule. Why not make them conform more aceu-
rately with paragraph 3667

Mr. HUGHES. My judgment, so far as the investigation I
have made is concerned, is that it is not necessary. I shall be
glad to consider any language the Senator desires to submit;
but the advice I have received from those in charge of the ad-
ministration of the law and who are administering the law is
that the present language is clear enough, and that there will
be no practical difficulty in the way of administering the law
as proposed.

Mr. LODGE. That may be so. The change I have proposed
would not alter the intent of the bill in the least, but would
only make it clear.

My, HUGHES.
language?

Mr. LODGE. I would simply form a new paragraph, to be
known as paragraph 1684, covering articles composed wholly or

Has the Senator suggested any change in

in part of platinum or of gold, or else take those articles out |

of paragraph 169 and put them in paragraph 366,

I desire, Mr. President, in this connection to have printed in
the Recorn the letter which I send to the desk.
The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, per-
mission is granted.
The letter referred to is as follows:
ArrLEBORO, MASS., March 29, 1913,
Hon. HExeY CaBoT LODGE

Senate Chamber, Washington, D. O.

Dear SIr: We respectfully and urgently solicit your careful consid-
eration of the proposed treatment of the duty upon jewclry and novel-
ties in the forthcoming tariff law, and trust we may rely upon your sup-
port and cooperation in our efforts to maintain the prescnt rates.

As Is well known, these rates are 60 per cent on gold and platinum
jewelry and 85 Jael‘ cent on other classes of jewelry. Furthermore, one
of the two briefs filed with the congressional Committes on Ways and
Means petitions Congress to take out of the ** eatch-ail " paragraph of
Lhe metal schedule the words “ gold,” * silver,” and * platinum,” and to
form a new paragraph, carrying a rate of 60 per cent in the said sched-
ule] exclusively for manufactures of gold, silver, and platinum, not spe-
clally provided for in any other paragraph of the act.

Our committee is also appiying for a new draft of the jewelry para-
graph, in order to avoid improper classifications.

Any change in the present absolutely necessary rates of duty on jew-
elry can not help but hurt the industry, not only the individual manu-
facturers engaged therein, but also the employees and all those directly
or indirectly connected therewith. A reductlon of duty on the product
of our factories would resa’t disastrously to this business, which is very
largely centered in Providence, R. 1., and the Attleboros, and is made up
of a considerable number of individual coneerns, no large corporations
nor any semblance of a combination of any sort, with prosperous em-
ployees, most of them owning thelr own homes and earning large wages,
as a_ result of their individual initiative and skill, whiclgl are given a
peculiar opportanity for development in this particular business.

Any Iowerlnf; of the present rates would mean an inflox of foreign-
made goods, already, indeed, much in evidence, made under conditions
gminat a wage that our employees would not tolerate or could not live

We particularly call your attention to the condition which to-day pre-
vails in the manufacturing jewelry centers of Germany, such as Pforz-
heim, Hanau, and others, as compared with 10 years ago. Within that

riod German manufacturers have sent their young men to the United

tates, who have obtained positions as workmen in our factories, thor-
oughly familiarized themselves with American methods and machinery,
which has resulted in a complete reorganization of their home fae-
tories—better described by the word “Americanized "—which with their
cheap labor to-day places the American manufacturer, particularly of
gold-filled goods, in a position where it would be absolutely impossible
to compete successfully in our market with the German manufacturers
without the present 1!pml:aectl\rvz duty on this class of goods.

This statement of the sitvation can be readily corroborated by any
competent person who has visited the jewelry centers of Germany and
Austria within the past decade. i

Your earnest and thoughtful attention is invited to this, and we hold
ourselves ready to furnlsh you with any sPeclﬂc data relative te our
industry that you may be interested to obtain.

Very truly, yours, R. F. S8iumoxs Co.,
By H. E. SWEET.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President, I want to add merely a word
to what my colleague [Mr. Lopce] bas said. In the adminis-
tration of the present law, owing to considerable ambiguity,
many of the articles which were supposed to bear 85 per cent
duty have been brought in under the 45 per cent rate. It is of
vital importance to the manufacturers, the reduction having
been made from 85 per cent to 60 per cent, that they in all cases
obtain at least that rate of duty. In many cases 85 per cent
or more than 85 per cent of the cost of jewelry coverad by this
paragraph is labor, and a duty of 60 per cent is little enough to
give the manufacturers of this class of jewelry the protection
which would enable them to continue their business. It would
be a very perilous thing, from the standpoint of the manufac-
turers of this character of jewelry, if the appraisers should
decide that any part of it should only bear a 50 per cent rate.

Mr. HUGHES. I assure the Senator that, so far as jewelry
is concerned, there can be no question about it. The words
“jewelry, commonly or commercially so known,” are about as
perfect a designation as the mind can conceive of.

Mr. WHEKS. There are a great many things which seem
to me to be perfectly clear and undoubtedly would seem per-
feetly clear to the Senator from New Jersey and to the Senate
as a whole, but when such matters are brought before the ad-
ministrative officers, decisions are sometimes made which do not
conform with the intent of the law. I hope the commitee will
give this paragraph sufficient additional attention so that they
may be sure that the class of articles covered by it will receive
the 60 per cent duty which the paragraph carries.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I will gimply say to the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts that this very question was raised before
our subcommittee. We had before us officers charged with the
administration of the law, and this very question was discussed.
I should be glad to have the paragraph go back to the commit-
tee so that we may again consider it and make it more clear:
but we thought. that this language was sufficiently clear and
precise to describe the articles which it was intended should
bear the duty of 60 per cent. In our opinion there was no con-
fusion with paragraph 169,

Mr. WEEKS. I am not prepared to say that it is not suffi-
ciently clear to cover the articles intended to be covered, and
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yet T know that in the last three or four years there have been
in dispute a great many of the articles included in the para-
graph which have involved rulings of the appraisers, and it has
been o great embarrassment to manufacturers, I hope this
paragraph will be made clear beyond any possibility of con-
troversy.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committec on Finance was, in
paragraph 367, page 113, line 24, after the word “ process,” to
strike out “ including glaziers’ and engravers' diamonds not set,
miners’ diamonds,” and on page 114, line 1, after the word
“and,” where it ocenrs the second time, to striite out * diamond
dust 7 and insert “ marine coral uncut and unmanufactured,” so
as fo make the paragraph read:

367. Diamonds and other ous stones, rough or uncat, and not
advanced in condition or walue from their natural state by cleaving,
splitting, ecuntting, or other proeess, whether in their natural form gr
broken, and bort; any of the foregoing not set, and marine coral uncut
and unmanufactured, 10 per cent ad valorem ; pearis and parts thereof,
drilled or undriiled, but mot set or strung; diamonds, coral, rubles,
cameos, and other precious stones and semiprecious stones, cut but not
get, and sultable for use in the manufacture of jewelry, 20 per cent ad
valorem ; imitation precious stones, including pearls and Parts thereof,
for use in the manufacture of jewelrg. doublets, artificial, or so-called
synthetic or reconstru pearls and’ parts thereof, rubles, or other
precious stenes, 20 per cept ad valorem.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the history of tariff rates upon
diamonds, if repeated after the passage of this bill, will show
a great decrease of revenue from cut diamonds. In a very few
words I wish to call the attention of the Senate to some of the
experiences in the past in trying to collect a duty of 20 or 25
per cent upon ds.

As far as I am personally concerned, I would not care if the
rate were 100 per cent if it could be collected. But diamonds
can be smuggled into this country very easily indeed, and if the
rate exceeds 10 per cent the history of diamonds shows that they
are smuggled into this country, and the Government is de-
franded annually of many millions of dollars of revenue.

In 1801 the imports of diamonds were $12,380,000, and the
duty collected on them was §1,238,000, or at the rate of 10 per
cent ad valorem. In 1892 the imports of diamonds were
$12,451,000, and the duty collected was $1,226,100, at the rate
of 10 per cent ad valorem, In 1896, after the passage of the
Wilson bill, with a rate on diamonds of 25 per cent, the impor-
tations fell to $3,351,000, with a duty collected of $750,000. In
1807 there were but $1,378,000 of diamonds imported upon which
duties were collected, and the revenues had fallen to $285.000.

Mark you that in 1891 the imports were $12,880,000, and at a
10 per cent ad valorem rate there was collected revenue amount-
ing to $1,238,000. I have no doubt in my mind that if we im-
pose a rate of duty of 20 per cent upon diamonds smuggling
will immediately begin, and the honest merchant of this country
who will not indulge in smuggling will be compelled to purchase
his diamonds from the smuggler rather than from the foreign
merchant. If that is not the case, then 20 per cent duty on
cut diamonds is not enough. If the rate has no relation to the
amount of importations into this country, and does not affect
at all the question of smuggling, it seems to me the very lowest
rate we can consistently put upon.diamonds is what we put
upon other lnxuries, or at least 50 per cent.

If I thought cut diamonds would be imported at the 20 per
cent rate, I should not hesitate a minute to vote for the rate,
or, as I stated before, for a great deal higher rate. But the
result of such a rate would be that the smuggling of diamonds
would be immediately undertaken in this country, and those
who desire to do a legitimate business would be compelled to
purchase their diamonds of those who would smuggle them into
this country, as they were compelled to do so in the past, when
a rate of 25 per cent was imposed.

I know that there has been a great deal of sentiment manu-
factured in this country against the low rate on diamonds. I
know that it has been held up to the American people that the
present law imposes a duty of only 10 per cent upon diamonds,
while woolen goods, which the people are compelled to wear,
carry a duty five or six or seven times as great. There is not
a Senator upon the other side of the Chamber who does not
know that past experience has shown that whenever a rate of
even 25 per cent has been imposed upon diamonds there has
been a systematic smuggling of diamonds into this country, and
very little revenue has been collected by the Government from
direct importations to men who have been trying to do a legiti-
mate business.

Diamonds, rough or uncut, are now upon the free list in
paragraph 555, while cut diamonds carry a duty of 10 per cent.
The reasons for this were that experience has shown that 10

per cent is about the highest rate at which cut diamonds can be-

imported into this country and smuggling stopped. It seems

that a rate of 10 per cent will not justify the danger of being
apprehended and the expense incident thereto; and the 10 per
cent difference between cut and uncut diamonds is the difference
between the cost of doing that work in this country and in a
foreign land.

I predict now that if a duty of 20 per cent is imposed upon
cut diamonds, immediately upon the passage of. the bill a sys-
tematic smuggling of diamonds into this country will begin;
and instead of the Government receiving an increase of revenue
from importations of diamonds, there will be a decrease of
revenue from those that are imported legitimately into this
country,

I do not know that I care to say anything more at this time
upon this subject. If I thought it would do any good to offer an
amendment, I should offer one at this time. I am quite positive
from our past experience, however, that it will not; and there-
fore I shall content myself with the few remarks I have made
upon the subject.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
paragraph 368, page 114, line 12, after the word * Laces,” to
strike out “lace braids,” and on line 14, after the word * what-
ever,” to strike out “ material” and insert * yarns, threads, or
filaments,” so as to read: .

368. Laces, lace window curtainsg not specially
section, coach, carriage, and antomobile laces, an
whatever yarns, threads, or filaments composed.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I ask that this paragraph
may be passed over.

Mr, SMOOT. I was going to ask the same thing, Mr, Presi-
dent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The paragraph will be passed over.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, on
page 115, to strike out paragraph 369, in the following words:

369. Chamois skins, 15 i)er cent ad valorem ; planoforte, pianoforte
action, and glove leathers, 10 per cent ad valorem.

And to insert in lien thereof the following:

869. Seal, sheep, goat, includ lamb and kid skins, calfskins, and
other skins and leather dressed and finished, including patent, japanned,
varnished, or enameled leather, not spacial'ly provided for in tg?s sec-
tion, and not for boot or shoe manufacturing purposes, chamois gkins,
planoforte, pianoforte action, %Iwe leather, enameled upholstery, auto-
mobile or furniture leather, 10 per cent ad walorem : Provided, That
leather cut into forms suitable for conversion into manufactured articles
not specially provided for In this section shall be subject to a duty of
15 per cent ad valorem.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I have just sent word to the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pacel, who desires to submit a few
remarks upon this paragraph. I shall be glad if it may be
passed over temporarily, without action, until he can arrive.

Mr. HUGHES. I understand it is desired to pass it over
only temporarily, until the Senator from Vermont returns?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. We can revert to it just as soon as the
Senator arrives in the Chamber,

Mr. IIUGHES. Very well; I shall be glad to have that done.

The “ICE PRESIDENT. Paragraph 369 will be temporarily
passed over.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 370, page 116, line 8,
after the word “leather,” to insert * or parchment”; in line 9,
after the word “ leather,” to insert * or parchment”; in line 11,
after the word * section,” to insert “30 per cent ad valorem *;
in line 12, before the word * the,” to strike out “ all ” and insert
“any of”; in the same line, after the word “ foregoing,” to
strike out “ whether or not”; in line 14, after the word * and,”
to strike out “similar” and insert * other”; in the same line,
after the word * sets,” to insert “ of articles of utility "' ; and in
the same line, before the words * per cent,” to strike out “ 30"
and insert *“ 40,” so as to make the paragraph read:

370. s, baskets, belts, satchels, eard cases, pocketbooks, jewel
boxes, portfolios, and other boxes and cases, made wholly of or in chief
value of leather or chment, not jewelry, and manufactures of leather
or parchment, or of which leather is the component material of chief
value, not speclally provided for in this section, 30 per cent ad valorem ;
“{t of the forego permanently fitted and furnished with traveling,
bottle, drinking, dining or luncheon and other sets of articles of utility,
40 per cent ad valorem,

Mr. SMOOT. Before final action is taken upon this para-
graph I should like to ask that it may also be passed over tem-
porarily until one or two Senators who wish to say scmething
about it can arrive.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I wish to call the attention of the

rovided for in this
all lace articles of

Senator——
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator object to having
the committee amendment first passed upon?
Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. No; except that I simply wish to
call the attention of the Senator fromn New Jersey to a matfer
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that might be considered at the same time; that is, in line 14,
page 116, whetlier the word afier the word *“luncheon ™ should
not be * or” instead of “* and.” The word *and” indicates that
the satchel, or whatever it is, shall be furnished with all these
accessories. I suppose the intention is that it maz be furnished
with any of them.

Mr. HUGHES. “Dining, luncheon, and other sets"—is that
the Senator’s suggestion?

Mr., CLARK of Wyoming.
other sets.”

Mr. HUGHES, Yes; I think so, too. I think if we should
strike out the word *or” and insert a comma, leaving in the
word “and,” that would make it all right.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. It depends, of course, upon exactly
what the committee means.

Mr. HUGHES. Then it would read: “ Dining, luncheon, and
other sets of articles of atility.” Wonld that express the mean-
ing of the Senator?

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. If that is the meaning that the
committee wishes to express, all right; but with the word
“and ™ there it strikes me that the accessories would include
all these things—traveling, bottle, drinking, dining or luncheon
and other sets. I suppose it was intended to be *or other
sets.”

Mr. HUGHES. Yes; I think that would improve it. I should
like to have the committee amendment passed upon first,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is upon agreeing to
the amendment of the committee.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUGHES. I now move to strike out the word “or
before the word “ luncheon” and insert a comma.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The SecRETARY, On page 116, line 13, after the word “din-
ing,” it is proposed to strike out thre word “or” and insert a
comima.

" The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUGHES. Then, after ithe word * luncheon" and before
the word “other ” I move to strike out the word “and " and in-
sert the word “or.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The SECRETARY. On page 116, line 14, after the word “ lunch-
eon,” it is proposed to strike out “and” and insert “ or.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUGHES. Does the Senator ask that this paragraph
may be temporarily laid aside?

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pace] is
now here. He can take up paragraph 369 now, I presume, and
by that time we can pass upon this one.

Mr. HUGHES. 1 ask that we may return to paragraph 360,
which has been read.

Mr. PAGE. My, President, I simply wish to say that while
perhaps the reduction of this duty to 10 per cent will not prove
fatal to the leather interests they have made many appeals to
me to see if I could not secure a change in the duty. No one
knows about this matter better than the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. Huceues], who has given it a great deal of study.
I have assured these gegtlemen that I thought there was ne
possible chance of changing the schedule, and I do not know
that I care to take the time of the Senate by moving to in-
crease the duty from 10 to 15 per cent. I think if the Senator
from New Jersey were left to exercise his own judgment he
would say that ought to be done. Under the circumstances I
rather think I shall not take up the time of the Senate by mak-
ing any motion to amend in view of the fact that the Senator
from New Jersey and myself have perhaps reached a fairly
reasonable conclusion about the matter.

Let me, however, put myself on record now as saying that this
duty of 10 per cent on seal, sheep, goat, and other skins prepared
for pocketbooks and faney leathers is going to work a great
hardship upon the manufacturers of leather in the Senator’s
own State, especially the large concerns in Newark and in
Jersey City. I wish he felt disposed to add 5 per cent to the
duty; but I suppose it is useless to ask it.

Mr. HUGHES. 1 feel disposed to do it. [Laughter.]

Mr. PAGE. The Senator is g0 good-natured about it that I
am going to make a motion that the duty be increased from 10
to 15 per cent, by striking out the numerals “10" on the first
line of page 116, and inserting in lieu thereof “15.” I ask
:.'ije Senator from New Jersey to accept that amendment, if he

11.

Mr. HUGHES. I will say to the Senator that it would be
impossible for me to accept the amendment. I should feel
much better about it if I conld accept it. This represents the
very best judgment of the committee on this question. I think

I think it should be “Iluncheon or

1"

it is a fair solution of the very complex problem that presefited
itself to the committee.

The leather manufacturers undoubtedly are somewhat
harshly treated by this bill, particularly the patent-leather
manufacturers, but that was a necessary corollary to placing
boots and shoes upon the free list. It happens, unfortunately
for me, that a great many of these particular industries are
located in my State; and I shall have to bear the burden, I
suppose. I must say for the members of the committee that
they were fair and did their best to arrive at a solution of this
very, very difficult problem.

We have arranged the language so that there will be a duty
upon leather which enters inio the manufacture of articles that
are taxed, but when we went to the length of putting boots
dnd shoes upon the free list, we could not, in conscience, leave
a tax upon patent leather and other leathers that enter into
the manufacture of boots and shoes. To that extent this para-
graph is a discrimination against the makers of that leather.

Mr. PAGE. But I think the Senator from New Jersey will
confess that everything that is included in this paragraph is in
the nature of a luxury. None of this leather goes into boots
and shoes. Leather for that purpose is especially ruled out by
the language of the paragraph. I am not at this time attacking
the provision with regard to making free the leather which en-
ters into boots and shoes. This, however, is the class of leather
that gees into pocketbooks and fancy bags, and things of that
kind, that are used by the wealthy people of the country. I
wish to say, in this connection, that the manufacturers have
come to me and have shown me samples of leather which have
been exhibited to them, manufactured in Scotland, and they
have been assured that that leather could be delivered to them
at a price which they say is less than they can make it for.

As the Senator from New Jersey knows, there is no more
plucky set of men in this country than the leather men; and *
in spite of these things they say, * We shall not say that we are
going out of business. We have our factories all in running
order, and we are not going to play the baby act to the extent
of saying that we are going to close our factories if you pass
this bill ; but we do say that you are inflicting upon us a damage
which ought not to be inflicted, and which is not necessary, in
order that yon may carry out your idea in regard to free leather
entering into shoes.”

Mr, HUGHES, I will say to the Senator that, of course, as
he is aware, we can not deal with this paragraph without taking
into consideration the paragraph in the free list. I have re-
ceived absolutely no complaint from the manufacturers of
leather, so far as these classes of leather are concerned. I
agree with the Senator from Vermont that there is no more
plucky set of manufacturers in the United States than the
leather manufacturers. I will say, too, that I believe they are
the greatest leather makere in the world.

A glance at the exports of leather will show that despite
the fact that a great many of the materials which enter into
the production of their leather are taxed, and we were unable
to find any way to free a great many of them from that tax,
they are still able to compete in the markets of the world. I
think an Ameriean citizen can say without boasting that they
have overcome disadvantages of various kinds—legislative disad-
vantages—and they stand foremost to-day among the leather
makers of the world. I have not the slightest doubt about
their ability to go on under the provisions of this bill, but, as
I said a while ago, I must admif, and every fair man must
admit, that the manufacturers who are making leather that
is put upon the free list and are still compelled to pay a tax
upon a great many of the materials which go into the making
of leather are discriminated against by this bill. I can not
see any way to avoid it myself.

Mr. PAGE. I only wish to say that I expect to do no more
than enter a protest in behalf of these tanners. I must make
that protest, I think, by moving the amendment I suggested.
If desired, I will restate the amendment.

I move, on page 116, in the first line, to strike out “10" and
insert “15" in place thereof.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The question is on agreeing to
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Vermont to the
amendment of the committee.

Mr. PAGHE. I ask for the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ASHURST. I ask that the question may be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the
amendment to the amendment of the committee.

The SECRETARY. On page 116, line 1, in the committee amend-

ment, it is proposed to strike out “10” and insert * 15, so as
to make it read “ 15 per cent ad valorem.”
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr, CHILTON (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. JACk-
soN]. As he is not present, I withhold my vote.

Mr, SHEPPARD (when Mr. CurBersox’s name was called).
My colleagne [Mr. CuiBersox] is unavoidably absent. He is
paired with the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. pu Poxtl.
I ask that this announcement may stand for the day.

Mr. McCUMBER (when Mr. GroNyA'S name was called).
My colleague is necessarily absent. He is paired with the
junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis]. I wish this an-
nouncement to stand for the day, and upon each vote taken upon
this schedule.

Mr. McCUMBER (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the senior Senator from Nevada [Mr., New-
rANDS]. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Works], and will vote. I vote *“yea.”

Mr. PENROSE (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Mississippl [Mr. Wir-
rrams]. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator from Maine
[Mr. BurrtElcH], and will vote. 1 vote “yea.”

Mr. REED (when his name was ealled). I wish to inguire if the
senior Senator from Michignn [Mr. Smrre] will be present to-day?

The VICHE PRESIDENT. The Chair can not say as to that.
The Chair will say that he has not voted.

Mr. REED. I will withhold my vote, then, because I am
paired with that Senator. If I were at liberty to vote, I
should vote “ nay.”

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia (when the name of Mr. SaarH of
Marylund was called). The senior Senator from Maryland is
unavoidably absent from the ecity. He is paired with the senior
Senator from Vermont [Mr. DILLINGHAM]. .

Mr. TOWNSEND (when the name of Mr. SmiTH of Michigan
was called). The senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. SMmiTH]
is absent on important business. He is paired with the junior
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reep]. I desire this announcement
to stand for the day.

Mr: THOMAS (when his name was called).
with the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burrox]. I transfer
that pair to my colleague [Mr. SmarroTH] and will vote. I
vote “ nay.’

Mr. TILLMAN (when his name wac called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. STEPHER-
sox]. As he is absent, I withhold my vote. I ask that this
announcement may stand for the day.

Mr. O'GORMAN (when Mr. THoeNTON'S mame was called).
I wish to announce the unaveidable absence of the senior Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. THORNTON].

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I have a pafr with the junior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. Gorr]. I transfer that pair to the
senior Senator from Lofisiana [Mr. THorxTON] and will vote.
1 vote “nay.”

Mr. HOLLIS. The junior Senator from Delaware [Mr.
SAvnLsBURY] is absent on important business. He is paired with
the junior Senator from Rbode Island [Mr, Cornr]. I ask that
this announcement may stand for the day.

Mr. GALLINGER. I am reguested to announce the pair of
the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. pu Pont] with the
senior Senafor from Texas [Mr. CULBERSON].

The result was announced—yeas 22, nays 46, as follows:

YEAS—22,
Bradiey Eenyon Ollver Sterling
Brandegee Lippitt Townsend
Clapp Penrose Warren
Claré. Wyo. McCumber Perkins eeks
Gallinger McLean Root
Jones Nelson Bmoot
NAYS—46.

Ashurst Hitcheock O’'Gorman Smith, Ariz.

con Hollis Overman Smith, Ga
Bankhead Hughes Owen Smith, 8. C
Borah ames Pittman Stone
Bristow Johnson Poindexter Sutherland
Bryan Kern Pomerene Swanson
Chamberlain Lane Ransdell Thomas
Clarke, Ark. Lea Robinson Thompson
Crawford Martin, Va. Sheppard Vardaman
Cummins Martine, N. J. Shields Walsh
Fletcher Myers Shively
Gore Norris Sirnmons

NOT VOTING—2T.

Brady Dillinghnmx Lewis Smith, Mich,
Burleigh du Pont Neowlands Stephenson
Burton Fall Reed Thornton
Catron Goflf Saulsbury Tillman
Chilton Gronna Bhafroth Williams
Colt Jackson Sherman Works
Culberson La Follette Smith, Md.

So Mr. Pace's nmendment to the amendment of the committee
was rejected.

I have a pair

Mr. HUGHES. I wish to suggest a change in punctuation.
In line 21, after the word * skins,” I move to strike out the
comma and insert a semicolon.

Mr. SMOOT. I wish to eall the Senator’s attention to the
proposed amendment, striking out a comma and putting in the
semicolon.,

Mr. HUGHES. After the word “skins,” I think that is
where the Senator wanted to have it inserted, so as to read,
“and other skins; and leather dressed and finished.”

Mr, SMOOT. I understood the Senator to say it was to come
in after “skins" where it first occurs.

Mr. HUGHES. No.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUGHES. In line 24, after the word * purposes,” I
move to sirike out the comma and insert a semicolon.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUGHES. In line 25, after the word *“ pianoforte,” I
meve to insert “and,” so as to read, “ pianoforte and pianoforte
action.”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUGHES. After the word “action” in the same line,
I move to strike out the comma and insert the word “leather.”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

Mr, SMOOT. Referring to paragraph 370, I wish to eall the
attention of the Senator to the amendment offered by the com-
mittee in line 9, page 116, inserting the words * or parchment”
after “leather.” I have no objection to that amendment, but
I think the Senator will admit that by the addition of those
words the same words ought to follow after the word * leather "
in line 10, so as to read:

And manufactures of leather or parchment, or of which leather or

parchment is the comp t material of chief value.

Mr. HUGHES. I agree with the Senator.

Mr. SMOOT. I will offer that amendment if the Senator will
accept it.

Mr. HUGHES. I will accept it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment of the eommitiee was, in paragraph 372,
page 116, line 21, to strike out “ Men's, women’s” and insert
“YWomen’s”; in line 24, after the word ‘ pairs,” to insert
“ additional,” and after the word “each,” in the same line, to
strike out “additional,” so as to make the paragraph read:

372. Women's or children's “glacé" finish, Schmaschen (of shee
origin), mot over 14 inches in length, $1 per dozen pairs; over 1
inches in length, 25 cents per dozen pairs, additional for each inch in
exceas of 14 inches.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 373, page 117, line 1,
after the word “ other,” to insert “ women's or children’s™; in
line 3 to strike out “$2” and insert “$2.50"; in line 4, after
the word * dozen,” to insert “ pairs additional,” and after the
word ““each,” in the same line, to strike out “ additional,” so as

Lo read :

All other women's or children's %ows" wholly or in chief value of
leather, not over 14 inches in length, $2.50 per dozen pairs; over 14
Inches in length, 25 cents per dozen pairs additional for each inch in
excess of 14 inches.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in paragraph 373, page 117, line 5,
after the word “inches,” to insert:

All men's leather gloves not specially provided for in this section, §3
per dozen pairs.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment was, in paragriph 374, page 117, line 11,
after the word “ silk,” to insert the word * leather,” so as to
malke the paragraph read:

374, In addition to the foregoing rates there shall te paid the follow-
ing cumulative duties: On all leather gloves when lined with cotton or
otge: vegetable fiber, 25 cents per dozen l1;1111-:;: when lined with a
knitted glove cr when lined with silk, leather, or wool, 50 cents per
dozen paﬁrs : when lned with fur, $2 per dozen pairs; on all pigqué and
prix-seam gloves, 25 cents per dozen pairs.

The amendment was agreed to. )

The next amendment was to strike out paragraph 376, in the
following words:

a70. Harness, saddles, saddlery In sets or in parts, finished or un-

finished, not specially provided for in this section, 20 per cent ad
valorem.

And in lieu thereof to Insert:

376. Manufactures of amber, catgut, or whip guf, or worm guf, in-
cluding strings for musical instruments; any of the foregoing or of
which these substances or any of them is the component material of
chief wvalue, not specially provided for in this section, 20 per cent ad
valorem,
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Mr. SMOOT, I notice in paragraph 377, as it came from the
House——

Mr. PENROSE. That has not been read yet.

Mr. SMOOT. But that has reference also to what I am
going to =ay.

In paragraph 377 catgut or whip gut or worm gut are placed
by the House at a rate of duty of 10 per cent ad valorem.

The Senate committee has taken catgut or whip gut or worm
gut from paragraph 377 and made a new paragraph, paragraph
376, and included those items, imposing a rate of duty of 20
per cent ad valorem. Can the Senator having the schedule in
charge tell why that was done?

Mr. HUGHES. We discovered in our investigation that there
was not any such thing, strictly speaking, as manufactured cat-
gut. Catgut is already a manufactured article. We found this
rather peculiar situation of affairs. A musical-instroment
string is brought in at a rate of duty as a manufacture of cat-
gut, whereas as a matter of fact it is nothing but catgut itself,
not being a manufacture at all.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator will notice in the wording of the
paragraph that it says “ manufactures of ” just the same as in
paragraph 377.

Mr. HUGHES. We did that in order to conform to the gen-
eral notion as to what catgut is, but we provided for musical-
instruments strings at one rate of duty and we provided for
surgeons’ catgut and whip gut in the free list. I think we have
improved the administration of the law so far as this article
is concerned ; we laid varying rates of duty in accordance with
its uses. I think it is a distinct improvement over the old law.

Mr. SMOOT. It is an improvement perhaps as to the rate,
but I want to know why there was an advance in the rate. The
wording in both paragraphs is the same, because it says * manu-
factures of ” and then enumerates the articles in both para-
graphs, catgut, and whip gut, and worm gut.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, there are manufactures of
catgut. Tennis rackets are made from catgut, That is one of
the articles,

Mr. SMOOT. I do not make the statement that there are no
manufactures because I have always understood that there are.
What I wanted to know is why the rate was inereased. The
House provided for a rate of 10 per cent upon manufactures
of catgut, worm gut, and whip gut, and now the Senate com-
mittee has made a change and increased that rate from 10 per
cent to 20 per cent. All I wanted to know was why it was
done, For what reason was it done?

Mr. JOHNSON. Manufactures of eatgut, whip gut, worm
gut, and strings for musical instruments are in the same para-

ph.
gnlllr. HUGHES. The manufacture of it might be doubtful
sometimes.

Mr. SMOOT. The words “including strings for musical in-
struments ” are used. That is only an additional specification.
The rate en whip gut, catgut, or worm gut is inereased 10 per
cent by the committee. 4

Mr. HUGHES. Tennis rackets, we understood, are made of
catgut. That is information we had not learned that the House
had. There are some other articles like that which will be
covered by it.

Myr. SMOOT. Catgut has always been used in the manufac-
ture of tennis rackets. There is no doubt about that.

Mr. HUGHES. I do not want to be understood as saying—
although I think I did say—that there is not any such thing
as manufactured catgut. I meant that articles called catgut
are not manufactured of catgut, but they are simply catgut.
For instance, musical-instrument strings which heretofore have
been regarded as a manufacture of eatgut are catgut itself,

Mr. SMOOT. This language applies to manufactures of cat-

gut also. We had the question up in 1909 and thrashed it out
very thoroughly.
Mr. HUGHES. I will say to the Senator that there is quite

a difference between a musical-insirument string, a tennis
racket, and articles of that sort, and catgut and whip gut used
by surgeons. We have put one rate of duty upon the manufac-
tures of strings and we have put catgut for surgeons on the
free list.

Mr, SMOOT. If that was the intention of the Senators, they
have absolutely missed it in the bill, because they specifically
provide for the manufactures of catgut, whip gut, and worm
gut, and then say * including strings for musical instruments.”
So all that means, of course, is not only that it shall include
manufactures of every kind of catgut, but it shall include the
strings for musical instruments.

Mr. HUGHES. I do not know whether I make myself clear
or not. We struck out the differentiation for the reason I have
stated, that it was found to be the practice at the ports to

charge one rate of duty for the commeodity when it was entered
as a musical-instrument string and another when it was en-
tered as catgut.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator certainly has provided just the
opposite.

Mr. HUGHES. No; I think not.

Mr. SMOOT. Because it says here—

Manufact v
i uglegsltcti lntitllag?;h ;:netngtgf or whip gut, or worm gut, including

They are all the same. They are 20 per cent ad valorem.

Mr., HUGHES. Yes; “all manufactures of” will include
strings for musical instruments. Tennis rackets, if catgut is the
¢omponent of chief value, and other articles made out of catgut
may come in at 20 per cent, thus doing away with the difficulty
we had in administering the law, which depended entirely upon
the use that the commodity was to be put to after it came in.
I think the Senator will see that now we have provided a rate
for the manufactures of catgut, including musical-instrument
strings, which will apply whether a man brings in a ball of °
catgut and intends to make tennis racquets or intends to make
sirings for musical instruments out of it. Then, to enable
surgeons to get catguf, which up to the present time eame in
for that purpose at a low rate of duty, we provided that catgut
for that use should go on the free list.

AMr. SMOOT. I remember that in 1909 there was a good deal
of discussion in the Senate and considerable eriticism against
the then senior Senator from New Jersey for trying to increase
the rate upon catgut, as it was produced largely in New Jersey.
I thought I would call attention to the fact that the change
had been made from the House provision of 10 per cent to 20
per cent apon this particular item. I wondered why the change
was made. That is the reason why I asked the question.

My, JOHNSON. In view of what the Senator states, I will
say that under the present law the duty upon musical-instru-
ment strings is 45 per cent ad valorem. They are made of

catgut.

Mr. SMOOT. But they are not the only things manufactured
out of catgut.

Mr. JOHNSON. The House cut the rate down from 45 to 25
per cent.

Myr. SMOOT. The House cut the rate down to 10 per cent.

Mr. JOHNSON. No; the House fixed the rate on musical
instruments at 25 per cent, and we have cut it to 20 per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. I am talking of the great bulk of eatgut that
is manufactured in this country.

Mr. JOHNSON. When it comes to this country it is used
for musical strings, is it not?

Mr. PENROSE. It is used for surgical purposes and for
medieal purposes.

Mr. SMOOT. And tennis rackets.

Mr. HUGHES. I will say to the Senator that we found that
the catgut that is used ordinarily by surgeons can be put right
on a fiddle, and that it can be made an E string and a G string
on the cello, and can often be used for making tennis rackets.
In the Payne-Aldrich law there is a duty as high as 45 per cent
and a duty as low as 10 per cent and the rate charged depended
upon what a man was going to use the catgut for.

Mr. SMOOT. I remember .the rate is 40 per cent in the
present Iaw.

Mr. HUGHES. Forty-five per cent.

Mr. SMOOT. And that applied only to stringed instruments,

Mr. HUGHES. 8o far as the language of the law is con-
cerned—— 3

Mr. SMOOT. The other rate In the- present law is 25 per
cent. I notice that the rate on the manufacture of all eatgut,
whip gut, or worm gut under the amendment reported by the
committee of the Senate is placed at 20 per cent instead of
10 per cent, as provided by the House in paragraph 377.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment of the committee was, in paragraph 377,
page 117, line 25, after the words “ manufactures of,” to strike
out “amber,” and in the same line, after the word * bladders,”
to strike out * catgut or whip gut or worm gut,” so as to make
the paragraph read:

877, Manufactures of asbestos, bladders, or wax, or of which these
substances or any of them is the component material of chief value,
not specially provided for in this section, 10 per cent ad valorem; yarn
and woven fabrics composed wholly or in chief value of asbestos, 20
per cent ad valorem,

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, I desire to speak for a few
moments upon paragraph 377. The paragraph itself and the
amendment to it open up a vista that gives the Senate and the
country an idea of the impartial way in which the measure has
been framed.

As the Benator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] has said, four years
ago—it is well known to every member of the Finance Commit-
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tee on the then majority side, and they are all still Members of
this body, although now in the minority—catgut and itscognate
products were put on the datiable list with an adequate duty
largely at the request of the then Senator from New Jersey, Mr.
Kean, It must be highly gratifying to the citizens of that great
Commonwealth that they still have a representative in this body
able, regardless of the Democratic theories of free trade and
duties for revenue only, to preserve the important product of
catgut and the manufactures thereof from the invasion of the
manufactures of the pauper and oppressed labor of Europe.

At the same time while they deliberatcly saved catgut from
impending ruin they calmly and deliberately leave asbestos
and manufactures thereof at a duty of 50 per cent reduction
from that existing in the present law.

Mr. SMOOT. And as to bladders.

Mr. PENROSE. I am not so much interested in bladders
pecause I do not know where they are manufactured, but I do
discover that Pennsylvania produces all but a very imperceptible
amount of the manufactures of asbestos, and notwithstand-
ing the fact that these two States adjoin, only having the river
to separate them, catgut is saved and asbestos and the man-
ufactures thereof are opened to ruin. Such is the logic of
the bill. Both these industries are small, but they will doubt-
less go down to history as illustrative of Democratic consist-
ency—New Jersey catgut saved, Pennsylvania asbestos and the
manufactures thereof destroyed.

It has been suggested to me by a Senator sitting behind me

that perhaps asbestos is better qualified to be damned. [Laugh-
ter.
E]Ten to-day the aggregate sales of all the asbestos textile mills
in the United States producing yarns, fabries, and other articles
therefrom do not exceed §2,000,000 annually, and the total eapi-
tal invested in the industry is $2,500,000. Of this, $1,750,000 is
in Pennsylvania. ; i

I suppose if these gentlemen had moved over into New Jersey
last winter, when assurances were given that no legitimate in-
dustry was to sulfer any gerious injury, they might still have
hoped to at least be kept on a parity with catgut and far
removed from paragraph 377, where they unfortunately lan-
guish, and enjoy the full efflorescence of prosperity which will
accompany paragraph 376.

Alr. HUGHES. I call the attention of the Senator from
Pennsylvania, in order that he might not spoil his speech or
argument——

Mr. PENROSE. T can not hear the Senator from New Jersey,
and certainly could not understand all his explanations about

atgut. F
i ﬁr. HUGHES. I call the Senator’s attention, in order that he
may not do his State an injustice, to the fact that the produnction
of asbestos, instead of being $2,000,000, is §12,000,000.

Mr. PENROSE. I was talking about the manufacture of
ashestos textiles, and I hope the Senator will not embarrass
the unfortunate gentlemen who have failed to keep pace with
ecategut by making a technical objection of that kind. I dis-
tinctly said that I referred to the textile manufactures in the
present bill. As it came from the House the bill read:

Manufactures of amber, asbestos, bladders, catgut, or whip gut, or
worm gut, or wax, or of which these substances or any of them is the
component material of chief value, not specially provided for in this
section, 10 per cent ad valorem; yarns and woven fabrics composed
wholly or In chief value of asbestos, 20 per cent ad valorem.

Then the Senate committee takes out of the paragraph catgut
or worm gut manufactured in New Jersey and leaves the Penn-
sylvania textile at the mercy of the inclemencies of next winter.
The Payne law provided for the manufactures of amber, as-
bestos, bladders, catgut, whip gut, or worm guf, or wax, and so
on, not specially provided for in this section, 25 per cent ad
valorem. It reads:

Manufactures of amber, asbestos, bladders, catguf, or whip gut, or
worm gut, or wax, or of which these substances or any of them Is the
component material of chief value, not speclally provided for in this
section, 25 per cent ad valorem; woven fabrics composed wholly or in
chief value of nshestos, 40 per cent ad valorem.

Here I might eall attention to the broad-minded patriotism of
the Payne bill and the great virtues of its framers in that, with
a breadth of patriotism, they took equally good care of the cat-
ent of New Jersey and the ashestos textiles of Pennsylvania.

As applied to manufactures of asbestos, the above provision
vitally affects two classes of commodities, namely, asbestos yarns
and asbestos woven fabries. The proposed new bill reduces the
duty on woven fabrics from 40 per cent ad valorem to 20 per
cent ad valorem and on yarns from 25 per cent ad valorem to
20 per cent ad valorem. All other manufactures of asbestos are
reduced from 25 per cent ad valorem to 10 per cent ad valorem.

These reductions, in my opinion, Mr. I'resident, are drastic,
The industry is located in part in Lancaster County, Pa.; not
far from Philadelphia. I am famillar with the conditions under

which it is being eonducted, and have known the cirenmstances
and surroundings of this new industry for several years. These
reductions will seriovsly handicap an industry comparatively
new in this eountry without accomplishing any of the purposes
of the measure under consideration. Surely it is not the in-
tention of Congress to endanger invested ecapital, or at least
such was the deelaration prior to the election of last November,
especially where the compensating virtue of general good or
public benefit does not follow or the production of increased
revenues will not resalt,

As a domestic industry the asbestos textile business is com-
paratively new and relatively small. Only within the last 10
years have its products become real commercial commodities.
Even to-day the aggregate sales of all of the asbestos textile
mills in the United States producing yarns and fabrics and
other articles therefrom, as I have already stated to the Sen-
ate, do not exceed $2,000,000 annually, and the total ecapital
invested in the industry is $2,500,000. Whether this investment
of American capital compares with the dimensions of ecapital
invested in New Jersey catgut, I am not informed [laughter],
buf certainly the diserimination exercised against this industry
in favor of the other excites my sympathy, commiseration, and
condemnation.

Of fhis investment fully $1,750,000 is in Pennsylvania. It is
a new industry on the threshold of development. To subject
it to unequal competition from abroad will endanger its present
standing and retard its growth.

The maintenance of the present duty of 40 per cent ad valo-
rem on woven fabrics and the placing of asbestos yarns in the
same class will work no hardship against the common good.
Reducing the duty will effect no general publie benefit. The ob-
Jjections to existing tariff rates put forth by the advocates of the
proposed bill do not apply against asbestos textiles. Principal
among these objections are the following, which I will only
refer to briefly:

How can it be seriously stated that a project the total sales
value of which in a whole year does not exceed $2,000,000
could have had any perceptible influence toward increasing the
cost of living? Tad the volume of sales been sufficient during
the last 10 years to affect ultimate living costs, the influence
would haye been the other way, for prices have steadily de-
clined instead of increasing, due largely to foreign competition ;
vet the increased cost of living is one of the first reasons given
for a lowering of present duties. =

The development of industrial combinations or trusts is an-
other reason advanced in favor of tariff reductions. There is
no suggestion of a trust or combination in this small and in
fant industry; there are approximately but eight domestic coy.-
cerns all told. Six of them are located in Pennsylvania, one in
South Carolina, and one in New York. Surely the Fingnce
Committee majority members must have forgotten that one of
these concerns is loeated in South Carolina. Eaeh is n sepa-
rate corporation, with absolutely independent and varelated
sg:k ownership, and all are in active competition with each
cther.

Exhaustion of the natural resources, unless a fresh supply is
gained or curiailment of a domestic supply induoced through im-
portations from abroad, need not be feared, for the raw mate-
rials from which asbestos textiles are manufactured is not pro-
duced within the confines of the United States. It comes almost
exclusively from Canada. The same country also supplies ex-
tensive gquantities of crude asbestos to foreign manufacturers,
and delivers it to them at the same prices at which American
manufacturers can have the material laid down at their fac-
tories.

Obsolete plants and methods of manufacture are practically
unknown in this industry. As already stated, it is comparatively
new. All of the plants are equipped with substantially the same
kind of machinery, which is the most efficient yet devised for
this work. Instances of machines or processes or plants in op-
eration * 60 years old” or * hopelessly behind the times,” which
ought to be relegated to the scrap heap, are not to be found.
Domestie plants and processes are not only the most modern
known to American manufacturers, but are as modern and efli-
cient as those of foreign competitors. Consequently another
favorite argument of the tariff revisionist is absent in this case.

The authors of the pending bill, Mr, President, say they have
“kept in mind the distinction between necessaries and luxuries
of life, reducing the tariff burdens on the former to the lowest

possible point commensurate with revenue requirements anil
making the luxuries of life bear their proper portion of the
tariff responsibilities.”

I am not quite certain whether that quotation is from the last
platform of the Democratic national convention or some equally
anthentic document; probabiy it may be a later message of the
President.
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Asbestos textile products can not be classed as necessaries of
life. One of the largest uses to which this maferial is put is
the making of the friction facing on automobile brakes. A
Iarge quantity is also used in the making of high-pressure steam
packing for engines, pumps, and the like, and gaskets for boilers,
steam-pipe joints, and so forth. The effect of the price of
asbestos products used for such purposes on the ultimate cost
of manufactured articles from plants using such products, or on
the cost of operation of processes wherein they are used, is so
infinitesimal that it can scarcely be found. A relatively small
guantity is used in the making of theater curtains, while a fair
proportion is used in electrical insulations. Outside of thesa
fields the use is small and insignificant.

I have, Mr. President, some statements and figures on the
cost of production of this article here and abroad. T know that
statements of the difference of cost of production fall on deaf
ears, so far as the majority in this Chamber is concerned. I
shall not, therefore, detain the Senate by reading them, but I will
ask permission to have them inserted as a part of my remarks.

" The VICE PRESIDENT. Permission will be granted, in the
absence of objection.

The matter referred to is as follows:

COST OF FPRODUCTION.

Difference in the cost of production here and abroad is the primary
reason why domestic asbestos textile manufacturers are asking for a
maintenance of the 40 per eent duty on woven fabrics and a like duty
on yarns, The cost of production theory has been rejected as a reliable
gulde in fixing the duty on many articles, because in many industries
cost accounting has not heen aniform and affords no satisfactory basis
for comparison, while in many others official investigation showed a
great varlation In cost of the same article In different factories. A
thorough canvass of the subject of cost in the ashestos textile industry
shows a wonderful uniformity., All of the factories practically agree
on the factory cost of production per pound of yarn, which ig the base
un%t. .The cost of the average or medium grade of yarn Iz about as
follows :

Ashestos per pound__ §0. 10
Labor do .10
Overhead__ do .05

Total g0 .25

A study of the conditions under which the forel manufacturer
operates shows his costs on the same grade of goods to be as follows:

{\sggstos S - $0. {1]2
sabor__—_ » 02
Overhead .03

Total .18

Adding to the forelgn competitors’ cost of production the 25 per cent
now levied under the existing bill on asbestos cfm-:m, allows him to set
his goods down here at a total cost per pound of yarn of 22.5 cents;
or, adding to it the 40 per cent duty which was asked for by the
domestic manufacturers before the Ways and Means Committee of the
House, in Its recent hearings on the bill under consideration, makes the
foreigner's cost 25.2 cents per pound, thus placi the d stie and
forelgn manufacturer on a fair competition basls.

Comparative table,

Abroad, | Abroad,

. under | under 40
Yarn. Here. present | per cent
law. law.

Cents. | Cents. Cends.

10 10
5 ]
3 3
4.5 7.2
Pofikl v i ol - 25 22.5 25,2

A llke comparlison of the cost of woven fabries, which carry a 40
rer cent duty under the present blll, shows thesfollowing :

Cloth. Here. | Abroad.
’ Cents.
Y e A e = 10
Laboy il & 13 6.5
Overhead............ 4
DUy At 0 DO OB L e ot e e s e e e e B A e 8.2
Tl insa s = 2 28.7

From which it is seen that even at the present tarlff rates the for-
eigner has the advantage on the cost of production.
Under the rates of the blll now before Congress the comparative
costs would be:

Yarn. Here. | Abroad.
Cents. Cents.
Asbeatos, per pound...... 1k : 10
Lahor, per pound. ... 3 5
Overhead, per pound. 3
Duly, at 20 per cent 3.6
) PP e L e G RN S 21.6

Cloth. Here. | Abroad.

M5

Mr. PENROSE. Wages are fairly good In this industry,
as rhlngg go. Men receive $15 per week, boys $8.50, and girls
$7. I will ask to have all this matter relative to the difference
in wages here and abroad inserted as a part of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, per-
mission to do so will ke granted. X

The matter referred to is as follows:

Does our labor cost seem hizh? Compared with the cost of labor
in the cotton and woolen textile industries—which are the standard
textile industries in this conuntry—Iit is indeed high. State and Federal
investigation into the question.of wages pald in the great mill district
of New England reveal an average wage seale much lower than is
paid in the asbestos textile industry. The prevailing average wage
paid by all of the asbestos textile factories is:

Per week.
e g o
Girls 3 s i

These are living wages. The best evidence is that the employees are
satisfled. It is desirable that this condition should continue, for low
wages bring discontent and inefficieney. If lower selling priees for the
goods manufactured by American mills are forced, through a reduction
of tarlff duties and the resulting increase in foreign competition, thesa
wages can not be maintained, for the margin of profit in the business is
now so small that domestic manufacturers can not reduce selling prices
without reducing wages.

Comparative cost of production aside, the fact remains that the im-
Tortation of woven fabries and yarns has increased 125 per cent in the
ast five years, while the increase in the manufacture of domestic
fabrics and yarns has been 100 per cent, demonstrating that the for-
eigner can produce at a lower cost and profitably compete in our
mirkets, In 1808 the value of Imported asbestos under a 25 per cent
duty was $21,313.25, and in 1912 it was $241,084. In addition to this
the imﬂportatinu of fabrics carrying 40 per cent duty amounted, In 1912,
to 500,488, If we add the 25 per cent duty to the importations in
1912 of articles carrying that rate, and the 40 per cent duty to the
importations of the same year of articles carrying the 40 per cent rate,
the value of the imported Erod‘ncta at the cost price here is $436,413.
The factory cost of domestic yarns and fabrics manufactured in 1912
did not exceed in the aggregate $1,500,000. The importation, therefore,
under present rates is about one-third of the amount of domestic pro-
ductlon and, as shown above, is increasing at a greater pro rata rate
than the domestic manufacture of similar products. If American manu-
facturers could afford to sell their gooda at lower prices, it is hardly
likely they would have permitted importations to increase at a greater
rate than their own business. The domestic producers, however, have
not kept their prices up under the protection of a tariff wall, but have
been forced to reduce them to the lowest point through forelgn com-
petition. A lower duty will seriously curtail American production or
compel the sale of goods at a loss.

COMPETITIVE TARIFF.

A 40 per cent ad valorem rate on yarns and woven fabrics Is not
Inimical to the competitive-tariff idea. As seen from the cost compari-
sons hereinbefore, such rate will not enable the American manufacturer
to make a profit before the foreign competitor can enter the field. On
the contrary, it will only equalize conditions and allow competition on
a fair or equal cost basis.

The Democratic principle, as stated on page 106 of the printed report
gfg 2t1hei Ways and Means Committee of the Louse, accompanying H. I.

w18

1. The establishment of duties designed primarily to produce revenue
for the Government and without thought of protection. 5

2, The attainment of this end by legislation that will not injure or
destroy legitimate industry.

From this viewpoint alone a duty of 40 per cent ad valorem on yarns
and fabrics is warranted. As a revenue producer the 40 per cent rate
will be more efficient than the proj d rate. In 1912 the 40 per cent
rate_on  woven fabries return revenues to the Government of
$38,005.20 (see p. 286, sec, 378, in the appendix to the above report of
Ways and Means Committee). The mated returns under the pro-
gosed 20 per cent rate will be only $20,000 (p. 286). The revenues for

912 from yarns and other products carrying a 25 per cent rate was
£60,2686. nder the proposed new rate, covering all manufactures of
ashestos exceptmﬁ yarn and woven fabrics, the Government’'s estimated
income will be only $30,000. In each case the revenue is cut in half.

On what theory can this curtailment of revenues he justified? Only
upon the theory that thereby the common good is served or the greater
portion of the general public is benefited through the enforced reduction
of prices to the consumer by reason of the resulting competition. But
we have seen (and exhaustive investigation of the subject will confirm
the statement) that a reduction in the price of these goods will work
no perceptible benefit or advantage to any considerable number of per-
sons or have any appreciable bearing in reducing the present high cost
of commodities generally. While on the one hand serving the publie no
good, yet on the other hand reducing the national income, the new
rates will force the American manufacturer to lower his prices to the

int where they will * injure or destroy legitimate industry,” and this

rdship it is the declared purpose of the bill to avert.

Mr. PENROSE. Such, Mr. President, is the condition of an
industry which happens unfortunately to be located in Pennsyl-
vania. I shall not offer any amendment to this paragraph as
I know it would be useless. Whether the textile products of
asbestos, which are most remotely distant from the ultimate
consumer and enter into the early preliminaries of articles
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which ultimately reach him, more imperatively demand a rednc-
tion of duty in order that the consumer may be benefited than
does the eatgut, from which the strings of the violin are made,
in order that the consumer may be entertained with the sweet
strains of musie, I do not know. I merely call the attention of
the Senate to the discrimination and will abide by the result.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I want to say, in order to
ease the mind of the Senator from Pennsylvania, that if there
is a catgut-manufacturing concern in the State of New Jersey
I do not know of it. I de not know where such a factory is
located.

Mr. PENROSE. Everybody kunew it four years ago, because
those interested in that industry were here all winter, and I
think they have been down here during the past winter. They
must, of course, have known that the Senator represented the
State of New Jersey.

Mr. HUGHES. Probably the atmosphere was more congenial
four years ago to those gentlemen. Af any rate I have no
recollection of having seen them before the subcommittee. The
action the subcommittee took was taken with reference to the
situation as we found it. We found the law was impossible of
fair administration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
paragraph 377, page 117, line 25, after the word * bladders,” to
strike’out “ catgut or whip gut or worm gut,” so as to make the
paragraph read: !

877. Manufactures of asbestos, bladders, or wax, or of which these
substances or any of them is the component material of chief value, not
specially gmvldcd for in this section, 10 Eer cent ad valorem ; yarn and
woven fTabrics composed wholly or in chief value of asbestos, 20 per
cent ad valorem.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HUGHES, I ask that the next two paragraphs, 378 and
379. be passed over for the present in order to save time.

Mr. PENROSE. I desire to be here when those paragraphs
are considered. When does the Senator desire to bring them
up?

Mr. HUGHES. I think I shall be able to bring them up to
suit the convenience of the Senator. If he wishes to be present
when they are considered, I shall try to arrange it in a manner
- satisfactory to him,

Mr. PENROSE. Does the Senator wish to have them go over
simply because they will® lead to discussion? Is that the
thought ?

Mr. HUGHES. No; I want to suggest to the other members
of the snbcommittee and of the committee certain changes in
each of those paragraphs.

Mr. PENROSE. Very well; of course I have no objection to
that. I hope the Senator will not eall them up in my absence.

Mr. HUGHES. I shall not. I will try to arrange the matter
to the satisfaction of the Senator.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
paragraph 380, page 119, line 9, after the word * Masks,” to
strike out *““ composed of paper or pulp” and insert “of what-
ever material composed ™ ; and in line 10, before the words “ per
centum,” to strike out * 20 ™ and insert ‘25" so as to make the
paragraph read: !

380, Masks, of whatever material composed, 25 ber cent ad valorem,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
paragraph 383, page 119, line 17, after the word “ thereof,” to
strike out “strings for musieal instruments, not otherwise
enumerated in this section,” so as to make the paragraph read:

383. Musical instruments or parts thereof, pianoforte actions and
parts thereof, cases for musical instruments, piteh pipes, tuning forks,
tuning hammers, and mctronomes; strings for musical Instruments,
composed wholly or in part of steel or other metal, all the foregoing, 35
per cent ad valorem,

The amendment was agreed to.

Paragraph 384 was read, as follows:

384, Phonographs, gramophones, graphophones, and similar articles,
cr parts thereof, 25 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, in paragraph 384 the words
“and similar articles " are used,

Mr. HUGHES. Those words are in the old law, as the Sena-
tor of course knows.

Mr. SMOOT. But the preceding paragraph, paragraph 383,
provides that musical instruments or parts thereof shall carry
a rate of duty of 35 per cent, while phonographs and similar
articles covered by paragraph 384 carry a rate of 25 per cent.

‘musie.

Mr. HUGHES. Does the Senator prefend that a phonograph
is a musieal instrument?

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator will wait a moment until I ask
him a question, he will then understand what I mean. Take a
musie “box, for example. Is that a similar instrument to a
phonograph, or is it a musical instrument?

Mr. HUGHES. I should say that it is a musieal instrument
and not a phonograph.

Mr. SMOOT. I know it is not a phonograph, but is it an
article similar to a phonograph?

Mr. HUGHES. No; I think not.

Mr. SMOOT. Why nnt?

Mr. HUGHES. I do not know that I am able to give rea-
sons that would be satisfactory to the Senator, but, of course,
absolutely different processes are involved in the reproduction
of the musical sound.

Mr. SMOOT, 1If they should both carry the same rate of
duty there would be no question about it; but both reproduce
sound from a record, and I ean not see how the customs officers
are going to administer the two paragraphs. 2

Mr. HUGHES, Of course, the Senator knows that there is a
different principle involved in the reproduction of sound by
the phonograph and by the music box.

Mr., SMOOT. 8o there is in the phonograph, in the grapho-
phone, and in the gramophone,

Mr. HUGHES. The same principle is involved in those.
They reproduce sounds which have already been made and re-
corded, while in the other case music is made de novo, if it is
I am not prepared to say that the sounds which ema-
nate from music boxes are always musie, but at any rate they
are made over and over again, and the sounds are not neces-
sarily the same, as the Senator very well knows. However, I do
not think he ought to call upon me to make an explanation upon
a subject about which he knows as much as I do. In the
phonograph, the gramophone, and the graphophone the prin-
ciples involved are entirely different from those involved in
music boxes.

Mr, SMOOT. The mechanical workings, Mr. President, are
virtually the same. Of course I recognize that the phonograph
causes a repreduction of the volce or of music which has been
recorded, whereas the music box gives a reproduction of music
that has been written, perhaps, for some other musical instru-
ment. It seems to me that if the rates were the same—and I
do not see why they should not be the same, and why there
should be a distinetion—then there would be no confiiet what-
ever, but it does seem to me that if the provision is left as it is
now with different rates, then in the administration of the law
conflicts will arise.

Mr. HUGHES. I think the Senator, on reflection, will see
that there can not be any conflict between a phonograph and a
musical instrument.

The reading of the bill was resumed. ¥

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, on
page 120, beginning in line 1, to strike oui paragraph 386, as
follows:

386. Paintings in oll or water colors, pastels, pen and ink drawings,

and sculptures, not specially provided for in this section, 13 per cent
ad valorem.

And in lieu thereof to insert:

380. Paintings in oil or water colors, engravings, etchings, pastels,
drawings, and sketches, In pen and ink or pencil or water colors, and
sculptures not specially provided for in this section, 25 per cent ad
valorem, but the term * sculptures" as used in this paragraph shall
be understood to include only such as are eut, carved, or otherwise
wrought by hand from a solid block or mass of marble, stone, or
aldabaster, or from metal, and that are the professional productions of
a sculptor only, and the term * painting " as used in this paragraph
shall be understood not to include such as ar2 made wholly or in part
by stenciling or other mechanical process.

Mr. HUGHES. T ask that paragraph 386 be passed over.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Paragraph 386 will be passed over
at the request of the Senator frem New Jersey.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Commitiee on Finance was, in
paragraph 388, page 120, line 18, after the word * lead " where
it occurs the second time, to strike out “and” and insert “, 36
cents per gross, but in no case shall any of the foregoing pay
less than 25 per cent ad valorem'; and in line 20, after the
word “ pencils,” to strike out * all the foregoing,” so as to make
the paragraph read:

388. Pencils of paper or wood, or other material not metal, filled
with lead or other material, pencils of lead, 36 cents per gross, but in

no case shall any of the foregoing pay less than 25 per cent ad valorem ;
slate peneils, 25 per cent ad valorem.

The amendment was agreed to:
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The next amendment was, on page 120, to strike out paragraph
300, as follows:

300. Photographic dry plates or films, not otherwise spccia!if pro-
vided for in this section, 15 per cent ad valorem. Photographic film
negatives or positives, imported in any form, for use in any way in
connection with moving-picture exhibits, or for making or reproducing
pictures for such exhibits, including herein all moving, motion, moto-
photography or cinematography film dpla:tures:, prints. positives or dupli-
cates of every kind and nature, and of whatever substance made, 20
per cent ad valorem.
And in lien thereof to insert:

300. Photographic cameras, photogrsghic dry plates or films, not
speclally provided for in this section, 15 per cent ad valorem; phote-
graphic-ilm negatives, imported in any form, for use in any way in
connection with moving-picture exhibits, ¢r for making or reproducing
pictures for such exhibits, exposed but not developed, 4 cents per linear
or running foot : if exposed and developed. 5 cents per linear or running
foot ; photographic-film positives, imported in any form, for use in any
way in connection with moving-picture exhibits, ineludi herein all
moving, motion, motophotography or cinematography film pietures,
prints, positives or duplicates of every kind and nature, and of what-
ever substance made, 1} cents per linear or running foot.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I call the Senator’s attention to
what seems to me an inconsistency. In line 8 it is provided:

Photographic dry plates or films, not specially provided for in this
section, 15 per cent ad valorem.

If the Senator will turn to paragraph 5803, he will find that
“ photographic and moving-picture films, sensitized and not ex-
posed or developed,” are put on the free list.

M. President, it has been held that a photographic film
ceases to be a film for tariff purposes after it has been exposed
or developed; and therefore we find ourselves in the position
of having in one place photographic and moving-picture films
upon the free list, and in paragraph 390 carrying a duty of 15
per cent ad valorem. I think, if the Senator will look up the
cise which was decided, he will make a change to cover the
point I have suggested.

Mr. HUGHES. I will say to the Senator that I have noticed
the apparent conflict, but I am not prepared to say that it is a
real conflict. My judgment is that the language in the free list
will control. A dry plate is a film on glass. We considered
that apparent conflict and left it as it is; but I am not prepared
to say that the langunage could not be improved, and I expected
at some time to ask permission to make a change in the phrase-
ology if I should come to the conclusion that it could be im-
proved.

Mr. SMOOT. Then the Senator asks that the paragraph go
over for the time being?

Mr. HUGHES. I should like t¢o have the paragraph approved.
with permission to return to it for the purpose of changing, if
it be thought desirable, that particular phraseology.

Mr. SMOOT. Well, Mr. President, it seems to me if we want
photographic dry plates or films to be on the free list, we ought
to exclude the words in paragraph 390; and if we want them
to carry a duty of 15 per cent, we certainly ought to take them
out of paragraph 5803.

Mr. HUGHES., The only trouble in striking out the word
“films " and leaving in “ photographic dry plates™ is that it
might put on the free list certain photographic supplies that
we do not want to put upon the free list.

Mr. SMOOT. No; the paragraph would then only apply to
dry plates. Even if the Senator desires dry plates to remain
there, all he would have to do would be to strike out the words

* ‘“or films.” -

Mr. HUGHES. I am inclined to think the Senator is right
about that. I have had my doubts about the language, and in
order to get rid of the paragraph I move now to amend the
amendment reported by the committee by striking out the words
“or films,"” with the understanding that we may revert to it
and ask that the phraseology may be further changed if subse-
quently it shall be deemed advisable.

Mr. SMOOT. That is satisfactory.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment offered by the
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. HucHEs] to the amendment
reported by the committee will be stated.

The SEcreTARY. In the amendment of the committee in para-
graph 390, page 121, line 8, after the word “platés,” it is pro-
posed to strike out * or filma.”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The amendment as amended was agreed to.

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
paragraph 391, page 122, line 3, after the words “ ad valorem,”
to insert “meerschaum, crude or unmanufactured, 20 per cent
ad valorem,” so as to make the paragraph read:

and -smokers'-articles: Common tobacco pipes and pipe

291, Pi
bowls aggﬁ wholly of -clay, 25 per cent ad valorem; other pipes and
pipe bowls of whatever material composed, and all smokers' articles

L—-23G

whatsoever, not speclally provided for In thls section, Including clga-
rette-book covers, pouches for smoking or chewing tobacco, and cigarette
paper in all forms, except cork (Pager, 50 per cent ad valorem ; meer-
schaum, crude or unmanufactured, 20 per cent ad valorem,

Mr. LODGE. Mr, President, T desire to call attention to the
severity with which this business has been treated. Not only
has there been a great reduction in the duty on these articles,
but a duty has been added to meerschaum, the raw material.
A duty was placed on brierwood for the first time in the Payne-
Aldrich law, which led to a very great decrease in the manufac-
ture and sale of brierwood pipes in this country. With a
duty on amber and a duty on meerschaum, it will be almost
impossible for the manufacturers to continue in business.

The industry employs some 3,000 men, Of course, they are
workmen of high skill, receiving from $12 to $50 a week. They
have to compete with a great deal of work done in small towns
in Europe at very low labor prices. There is no substitute for
amber. The imitation amber and imitation meerschaum are
both se inferior that they can not be used in the manufacture
of articles of high grade.

I merely wish to call attention, as I have said, to the severity
with which this particular industry has been treated and to
ask leave to print in the Recorp a statement which gives in
full detail the difficulties which surround the industry. I will
not waste time in asking the Senate to vote upon an amendment
to the paragraph, because I know it would be useless; but it
seems to me that even if it were an article of luxury we might
permit its manufacture. We tax tobacco, which is consumed in
the pipes, both by customs and internal taxation, to the limit
which it will bear, and now we are putting an additional burden
on this industry by imposing a duty on the amber and meer-
schaum which are used and which have to be imported. I fear
it will make it impossible for those engaged in this industry to
continue in business,

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the
papers referred to by the Senator from Massachusetts will be
printed in the RECoRD. =

The papers referred to =re as follows:

The Underwood tariff bill provides for a duty on raw amber of $1 per
pound, equal to about 10 per cent ad valorem. We are engaged in the
manufacture in this country of briar and meerschaum pipes. The
mouthpieces of these pipes are made of amber. The most of these
amber mouthpleces represent about one-third of the entire value of the
finished article. J

For a long number of years there has been no duty on amber, nor on
any other materials entering into the manufacture of smoking pipes.

There is, however, a duty of 60 Ber cent on the finished article.

Under the Payne tariff bill of 1909 for the first time a duty of 15 per
cent was levied on the raw briar wood, whilst the duty on the manufac-
tured article remained at 60 per cent.

The industry of manufacturing pipes In this country now employs
about 3,000 persons; of these about fwo-thirds are skilled laborers,
whose wages range from $£12 to $50 per week. ¥

The duty of 60 per cent on the finished article does not prevent the
importation of pl]aes in very large quantities. In fact, authentic figures
show that there has been a constant increase in the amount of pipes
Imported into the United States until same now reaches more than 50
per cent of the entire amount consumed yearly.

The imported pipes are manufactured mainly in small towns of
France, Austrin, and England, where the price of labor is exceedingly
low, and lower even than in the larger commercial and manufacturing
centers of continental Europe..

The duty of 15 per cent on briar wood, levied for the first time under
the Payne tariff Dbill of 1909 (now Eroposed to be reduced to 10 per
cent), was a serious blow to our industry. Some of the largest fac-
torles in New York and elsewhere were forced for the first time in the
history of thelr business to slow down to half time, lasting for months.
Their total sales have shrunk largely, whilst at the same time the im-

rtation of finished pipes, in spite of 60 per cent duty, have taken on
arger proportion than at any time in the history of the business,

The ’I].’n(le:-wood tariff bill now under consideration, instead of reliey-
ing the above-stated unfavorable conditions, is imposi a new and
additional doty of $1 per pound on amber and a reduction of 10 per
cent on the finished article.

With a duty of 10 per cent on wood and $1 per Pound {equal to 10
per cent) on amber, and at the same time a reduction of 10 per cent
on the finlshed article only the importer and foreign manufacturer
would benefit, to the serious detriment if not destruction of the entire
American industry.

The Payne tariff bill endeavored to justify the placing of a duty of
15 per cent on wood on the ground of protection fo the American wood
ngcrs in Virginia and other Southern States. Granted this to have

n a formidable ground, altllou?'h it was stated then and proved so
since that the American wood is of too poor a qualltly and therefore not
suitable for pipes, no such protection can possibly hold good as
regards amber. Genuine amber is not found or manufactured in this
country ; all of it must be imported from Germany, and therefore there
is no home industry to protect.

An article called “ bakelite,” manufactured in this country by the
General Bakelite Co., of New York, has lately been put on the market
to substitute amber,

If the duty of $1 per pound on amber has been proposed to protect
the manufacturer of bakelite, we respectfully beg to state that bakelite
is sold to-day at about one-quarter the price of amber., It therefore
negds no further protection, and surely Congress does not mean to
protect such a concern to {he detriment of all manufacturers using

genuine amber.
Yery respectfully, yours, EHRLICH & EKorF.
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- Bostox, MAss., June 2, 1918,
Hon. HENsY C.

ABOT LODGE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR: We duly received your letter of May 12, im an-
swer to ours mrdmﬁ duty on amber and brierwood g;pm, and wish
to thank you for the i{nterest you have takem in our behalf.

We now learn that the Pemocratic members of the Commitiee on
Finance instead of giving us the rellef asked for have added another
adﬁi;tional duty on our materials, namely, 20 per cent on crude meer-
schanm, \

This material has always been on the free list, since no crude
meerschaum is found in this country or any other country except
Turkey. It would Involve an additional hardship on the manufacturers
of meerschaum pipes, and would further, as shown In sworn state-
ment, Exhibit 2, hereby annexed, not only make it Im ible to com-
pete with forei manufacturers, but t it would wipe out the
entire industry this country.

There is an article called “American meerschaum” found in New
Mexico and worked by the American Meerschanm Co., of Ogdensburg,
N.Y. T however, is not real meerschaum, and can not be used for
real meerschanm pipes, such as we and all other manufacturers in this

cmmtri are %Jﬂ ucing.

We bad in meantime answered the interrogatories propounded b
the Committee on Finance, and had sent a copy to Senator BIMMONS an
Senator LA FoLLETTE, and now inclose copies of these answers to you
to all of which we beg you to please give your earnest consideration an
attention so that we may get the relief asked for.

Yery truly, yours,
2 Enruice & Korr.
ExmisIiT 1.
LOWEST ARTICLE WE MANUFACTURE IN OUR FACTORY.

Materlals
Plus duty on brierwood under Payne-Aldrich tariff bill and
duty on minor materials and difference in cost of tramsporta-

£3. 80

tion *
Total per gross_.. 4,85
T do 9. 00
Overhead charges do 1. 50
Depreeiation .15
Total 15. 00
SAME ARTICLE MANUFACTURED IN AUSTRIA AND FRANCE.

Material $3. 80
Labor 2.25

Overhead charges (assuming these charges to be the same as
ours ; however, most likely less) 1. 60
Depreciation .15
Total 7.70
Plus 60 per cent duty under the Payne-Aldrieh tariff bill..____ 4. 62
” 12. 32
Transportation to United States .18
Total 12. 45

Difference in cost of manufacture between Austria and Franee
and United States 2. 65

This exhibit illustrates that the foreign manufacturer ean sell his
article, after paying 60 per cent duty, at our cost price—§15—and
make a profit of about 20 per cent.

Does 'Bm consumer profit by this difference of 20 per cent in a $15-

r-gross pipe?
pengf eﬁer the retailer 815 or $18 per gross does not alter
his price to the consumer, which for this class of pipe is from 20 to 25

cents apiece, according to the size and style.

ExHiBIT 2,
The cheapest meerschaum pipes which we can manufacture in our
factory cost as follows:
:2. 00

Material (meerschaum)
Material, (amber) . B0

BE
Labor
Overhead charges 1. 50
Depreciation - 105
Total 30. 15

Same artlcle manufactured In Austria (the only manufacturing center
for meerschaum plpes in Europe) :

Materials (assuming to cost the same in Austria) o ng. gg
Labor i
Overhead charges (assuming to cost the same in Austria) . 1.50
Depreciation .15
Total 18. 90
Plus present duty (60 per cent) 11,384
Total 30. 24

If a duty Is levied as prorneﬂ under the Underwood bill and Senate
Finance Committee, it would figure as follows:

MATERIALS IN OUR FACTORT.

Meerschaum $£0. 00
Benate Finance Committee proposed duty (20 per cent) ————__ i gg

Amber
Underwcod bill proposed duty ($1 per pound on amber, equal

to 10 per cent) .45
Total 15. 756

Labor 15. 00
©verhead charges 1.50
Depreciation .15
Total 32. 40

MANTFACTURED IN AUSTRIA.

{tr“t}?ﬂal {meersehaum) $ggg
Labor 3.75
Overhead charges 1. 50
Depreciation .15
Total 18, 90

Plus 50 per cent as proposed under the Underwood bill_._______ 9.45
Total 28. 35

The above exhibits show that under the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill wa
were fully protected against toreégn compeution{n but under the proposed
duties In the Underwood bill and Senate Finance Committee bill, which
Fg:?rllg ?edqdugil cent to the cost of meerschaum materials and $1 per

(13

10 per cent on amber), we would not longer be abl

SEEeE, e Chmaat S ¥ Soald ol [ metfhhats cul
u a

would cost us fo mm‘;ﬁ% :32 < G_Dﬁr ozen, whils same article

In the above exhibit we have assumed that the materials, overhead
ete., should cost the European manufacturer exactly the same
does us. The probabilities are, however, that the Euro manmy
facturer can get his materials somewhat less than we have to pay, and
also that the transportation of the material to the United gﬁ:‘ntes is
somewhat ter than to Austria.

We also belleve that the overhead charges in Austria are not as great
as here, yet, In order to be perfeetly fair, we have assumed all of these
charDOg:s %.?1 be the same nv;gthﬁre ;s there.

s the consumer pr ¥ buying the foreign-made meerschaum
g}ige in preference to the meerschaum pipe made in the United States?

Our legitimate szﬂt In selling the $32.40 meerschanm pipe to the
retailer is about 20 per cent, or he would buy our pipe at $30 per dozen.
Assuming the European manufacturer eells with the same margin of
profit, namely, 20 per cent, the article would be sold to the retailer here
at $34 tger en. The consumer wonld have to gn at retail $5, pre-
clsely the same whether the pipe cost the dealer $ .:{5 which won.kfbe
(which wounld be the forelgn manufacturer's price).
people who would be benefited by assessing the du-
ties as pm&;ﬁaﬂ in the Underwood bill and by Senate ce Committee
would be European manufacturer and importer, to the detrlment of
the American manufacturer and skilled laborers employed in this In-

.

our l?rice)’ or $2.83
Therefore the onl

COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, Suffolk, sa:
Bosrow, Mass., June 3, 4. D, 1913,

Then personally appeared this of June, A, D. 1913, before me
Arthar Sondheim, a no public in and for the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts, Bernard Kopf, of Boston, aforesald, a copartner and
member of the firm of Ehrlich & Kopf, consisting of himself and David
P. Ehrlich, who on oath and eays that the foregoing answers to
the Interrogatories propounded to manufacturers by Eﬁ: (_Fummlttea of
Finance of the United States Senate are true.

ARTHUR A. BONDHEIM,
Notary Public.

fore me,
[SEAL.]

(My commission expires May 1, A. D. 1019.)

ANSEWERS BY EHRLICH & KOPF, OF BOSTON, MASS., TO INTERROCATORIES
PROPOUNDED TO MAXNUFACTURERS BY COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, UNITED
STATES SENATH.

1. Brierwood pipes and meerschaum pipes (for smo §
2. (1) Brier root. (2) Raw amber or amberoid. %3; an meer4
schaom. (4) Varlous other raw materials of minor import.
. 1!]3. The raw materials specified under (1), (2), (3) are Imported as
ollows :

The brier root from France, also Italy, Corsica, and Algeria.

The raw amber or amberoid from Germany.

The raw mee: am from ey.

All raw materials used in our product are imported; none are pro-
duced or found in this country. HExcepting brier root, some of this wood
grows In some of the SBouthern BStates, but ugﬁn test by us was found
unfit for use, as the nature of the wood, whilst resembling the briar
root and of slmilar texture, 18 too soft, and therefore burns out too
q%iy. No other manufacturer, to our knowledge, uses American briar
W

4. Raw brler root, per gross, from $3 up.

Raw amber or amberoid from $10 per pound up.

Raw meerschaum, per case, average cost, $165.

5. Same as above; less difference in expense of transportation from
port of production to Boston and r tive manufacturing centers.

Estimated on percentage, about per cent on brierwood and about
2 per cent on meerschaum and amber.

6. Nome. Can not compete with foreign countries. L

7. No. Are not interested in any other concern exporting this com-

ty.

8. E‘an not answer, as we can not compete In foreign countries.

9. Can not answer, as we can not compete in foreign countries.

10, Do not export to foreign countries, as we ean not compete.

11. We do not export, as we can not compete,

12. About 12 concerns,

13. Willlam Demuth & Co., New York; Kaufman Bros. & Bondy,
New York; 8. M. Frank & Co., New York; Manhattan Brier Pipe Co,
New York; (ourselves) Ehrlich & Kopf, Boston, Mass.

14, Not to our knowledge. We are absolutely independent.

15. Can not answer ; know of no trust or combination.

16. Can not amswer, as there is no trust or combination.

17. Prices vary according to quality, grade, and style of each pipe
manufactured. -

Prices for same quality, grade, an
during 1912 or first four months of 101

18. Do not export, as we can not eompete.

19, Cost of produection in our plant of eur product figures in per<
centage about as follows : .

le have not changed materially

Per cent.
Cost of materials about_. 29
Cost of labor. . 60
Overhead charges 10
Depreciation X
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20. Do not pay a corporation tax.

21. a; SBkilled laborers 30
b) Unskilled laborers. 8
¢) Men as
(dg Women 4
Ee Children None,
f) Native born__ 10
(z) Foreign born Aty = 32
(h) Citizens_ LB 25

22, Wages paid during 1910-11-12 represent about 60 per cent of
the total value of production.

23: Requires special scientific machine
tf:lu!tlng and bending amber, modeling meerschaum.

Ve Fears.

24. Cost of production in foreign countries for same quality, grade,
and_style as we produce is about one-half. =

25. The difference of percentage of labor cost between the United

Stages of America and respective European countries is about 70 per
cent,
This knowledge Is derlved from our factory manager and from our
foreman, who worked in factories in Austrla, France, and England,
and from inguiries gathered abroad by the deponent, a member of the
firm, and is further verified by the fact that the importation of
smoking pipes, the finished article, has steadlly increased since the
Payne-Aldrich tariff bill went into effect in spite of the GO per cent
duty levied thercon.

26. Have not sufficient data to answer positively. We sell to all
the prinecipal cities in this country.

27. Cost of transportation from Austria, France, and England to
the princlpal cities of this country would be same as from our factory
plus respective freight and steamer charges to port of entry.

28. Under the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill we worked with a loss owing
to the duty of 15 lE)er cent on raw hrierwood levied for the first time
in the history of the business. The 60 per cent levied on the finished
article was not sufficlent to keep out the foreign-made pipes. The
importation has steadily and materially decreased.

for carving brier root,
In use from three to

ANXSWERS BY EHRLICH & KOPF, OF BOSTON, MASS.,, TO INTERROGATORIES
PROPOUNDED BY BENATOR LA FOLLETTE, A MINORITY MEMBER OF THE
CO. MITTEE ON FINANCE, UNITED STATES SENATE.

1. Brierwood pipes and meerschanm pipes (for smoking purposes).

2 (a) Raw brier root, (b) raw amber and amberoid, (¢) raw meer-
schaum, (d) various other materials of minor import.

3. not know.

4. Consumption very much larger than the quantity sold during 1912
b{ the American manufacturers. With existing plants working at full
time the American manufacturer could supply the entire consnmgﬂon.
but we can not compete with foreizm product in spite of the G0 per
cent duty levied on the finished article.

5. About 12 concerns.

6. Wm. Demuth & Co., New York; Kaufman Bros. & Bondy, New
York: 8. M. Frank & Co.. New York; Manhattan Brier Pipe Co., New.
York: (ourselves), Ebrlich & Kopf, Boston, Mass.

7. For the lowest priced article which we manufacture, about $1.50

r dozen; for the highest priced article which we manufacture, about

48 per dozen.

8. About one-half,

! l?' Cost of production In our plant figures in percentage about as

ollows :

Per cent,
Cost of materials. - -about-- 29
Cost of labor do GO
Overhead charges L do——-- 10
Depreciation — ... do--—— 1
10. About one-half.
11. Sixty

per cent (in addition to labor cost we have to %aﬁy under
the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill 15 per cent duty on raw brierwood).
12, Twenty per cent.

13. Have not sufficlent data to answer positively. We sell to all the
principal cities of this country. Item of transportation is a small one.

14, Cost of transportation from foreign countries to American market
would Increase on wood about 6 per cent and about 2 per cent on
amber and meerschaum.

15. Fifteen per cent on brierwood, 60 per cent on labor.

16. Under the Payne-Aldrich tariff law we made no profit. We
worked with a loss, owing to the duty of 15 per cent on raw brier-
wood levied for the first time in the history of the business.

The 60 per cent levied on the finished article was not sufficient to
keep out the foreign-made pipes.

The importation on the finished article had steadily and materially
increased since the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill went into effect.

We do not ask for an increase above the 60 per cent duty on foreign
Eroduct—ﬁnlshed smoking pipes made of brier root or meerschaum—

ut we do protest against the proposed reductfon from 60 to 50 per

cent on the finished article, and most earnestly demand the removal
of the entire existing duty of 15 per cent on the raw brierwood and
the proposed duty of §1 per pound—equal to 10 per cent—on amber,

See Exhibit 1. : -

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment reported by the commitiee,

The amendment was agreed to.

The reading of the bill was resumed and continued to the
end of paragraph 305, on page 122, which is as follows:

395. That there shall be levied, collected, and paid on the importa-
tion of all raw or unmanufactured articles not enumerated or pro-
vided for in this section a duty of 10 per cent ad valorem, and on
all articles manufactured, In whole or in part, not provided for in
this section a duty of 15 per cent ad valorvem.

Mr. SMOOT. My, President, I notice the wording of this
paragraph is the same as the present law. The paragraph is
designed to take care of all articles not enumerated in the see-
tion, but I find that unmanufactured articles carry a rate of
duty in this paragraph of 10 per cent, the same as in the
present law, while on manufactured articles a reduction has
been made from 20 per cent to 15 per cent.

Of course, if the committee have decided upon that, well
and good, but I want to call their attention to what happened
between the years 1897, when the Dingley law was passed, and
1909, when the Payne-Aldrich bill was enacted. During that
12-year period there fell into that particular paragraph in the
Dingley law some 62 articles that were not known at the time
of the passage of the Dingley law, in 1897T.

I believe, Mr. President, that it would harm no one; but it
might be of inestimable value to the future production of
articles which may hereafter be discovered and used in all
parts of the world.

If the Senator having this schedule in charge has taken that
under consideration, I will say no more; but, in my opinion, it
will be very much better to have at least the 20 per cent rate
on the manufactured articles not enumerated. That certainly
would not be a high rate, and it would only fall upon items
that we know not of now, but which may in the future be dis-
covered and which we may want to manufacture in this
country, and to enable us to manufacture them a duty of at
least 20 per cent would be required. I ask the Senator, with
that explanation, if he is not of the opinion that 20 per cent
would not be too high?

Mr. HUGHES. I will say to the Senator that of course this
basket clause, covering articles not enumerated, applies to the
whole bill. !

Mr. SMOOT. Everything that is not enumerated.

Mr. HUGHES. Everything that is not enumerated; and it
does not apply merely to the particular schedunle which we have
been considering this affernoon and with which I have taken
some liberties. I should prefer that the Senator would pro-
pound his query to the chairman of the committee.

Mr. SMOOT. I hope the Senator did not think I thought this
paragraph applied only to this particular schedule.

Mr. HUGHES. I know that very well, but I wanted other
Senators to understand it; and I would rather have the Senator
ask the chairman of the committee.

Mr. SMOOT. The chairman of the Finance Committee heard
my statement, and I should like to address the gquestion to him.

Mr, SIMMONS. I was not listening to the remarks of the
Senator when addressed to the Seuator from New Jersey, and
I really did not eatch the purport of them.

Mr. SMOOT. I was calling the attention of the Senator from
New Jersey, as I thought he was in charge of this matter, to
paragraph 395. This is a paragraph to take eare of all unenu-
merated articles, both unmanufactured and manufactured. The
present law provides for a duty of 10 per cent on unmanufactured
articles and a duty of 20 per eent upon manufactured articles
not enumerated in the bill. I stated to the Senator that during
the years from 1897, the time of the passage of the Dingley bill,
to 1909, the year of the passage of the Payne-Aldrich bill, there
were some 62 articles that came into the commerce of this
country that were not known at the time of the passage of the
Dingley bill in 1807. Of course all such articles fell in the par-
agraph of the present law corresponding to paragraph 395 of
the pending bill. Many of these items—in fact, I know of quite
a number of them—were manufactured abroad and could have
been manufactured in this country, but the 20 per cent duty was
not sufficient to enable their being made here.

What I wish to ask the Senator is, if it would not be better,
in the case of that paragraph, to leave the duty at least 20 per
cent, so that it will take care of such articles that may come
into the commerce of the country that are not known to-day?
Nearly everything is enumerated; and the very next paragraph
is the similitude paragraph, which takes in everything there is,
it seems to me, except the articles that may come into com-
merce that are not known to-day. 1 do not believe 20 per cent
duty will be too much to take care of such articles, and I there-
fore ask the Senator if he will not change the 15 per cent to
20 per cent.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, the articles that have come
in heretofore under this paragraph, under all of our tariff acts,
have been very limited. I find here that in 1897 the total value
of articles imported under this paragraph amounted to only
$17,562 and the revenue amounted to only $3,512. In the year
1906 the amount that came in was only $13,000 and the revenue
only——

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, we are unable to hear the
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. SIMMONS. I was stating the faet that the amount of
imports under this paragraph under the Dingley Aect had been
very, very small. In fact, under all of our revenue laws since
1804 the imports under this paragraph have been absolutely
negligible.
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Mr. SMOOT. I wish to say to the Senator that the provi-
sions of the paragraph are not supposed to prevent any known
article from caoming into this country. That is not the object
of the paragraph.

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand that.

Mr. SMOOT. If the bill were absolutely perfect, upon its
passage there would be nothing imported under the paragraph,
because the other provisions of the bill would cover everything.

Mr, SIMMONS. Of course that is obvious, Mr. President.
That is self-evident and does not require any statement. An
effort has been made by the tariff makers to enumerate every
known article, and after several hundred years of experience
there are very few articles that are not known and enumerated.
Most of the imports under this section would be of new things,
of undiscovered things. Then of course we have the next para-
graph, which is generally spoken of as the similitude paragraph.

My, SMOOT. I have referred to that.

My, SIMMONS. That prescribes a duty for articles of similar
character to those upon which duties are imposed. We have
reduced to the minimuom the number of things that may come
in under this paragraph. The Senator says 20 per cent is the
duty prescribed in the present law. I find that 20 per cent is
:tl.h£4duty that has been prescribed in every act beginning with

Mr. SMOOT. I believe that is true, Mr. President.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; that is true. That is the duty that has
ld':eilil prescribed in the various acts that carried high protective

uties,

Mr. SMOOT. No; the Senator is mistaken.

Mr. SIMMONS. The 20 per cent duty applied to the Wilson
bill also, I think. )

Mr. SMOOT. But I wish to say to the Senator that the rate
in this paragraph is not a protective duty.

Mr. SIMMONS. Then why does the Senator want it in-
creased, If it is not a protective duty?

Mr, SMOOT. I will tell the Senator why. Of course we do not
know what new articles of commerce may be discovered. What
I did say was that I thought if a 20 per cent duty were pro-
vided we would have a better chance to take care of such
articles.

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand by that term that the Senator
means a better opportdnity to protect them. If he does not
mean that, I do not know what he does mean.

Mr. SMOOT. I would not say-that a rate of 20 per cent
would afford very much protection on such articles.

Mr, SIMMONS. I do not wish to take much time about this
matter, Mr. President, I was going to say that under the Ding-
ley Act and under the Payne-Aldrich Act the rate upon these
unenumerated manufactured artieles has been placed at 20 per
cent. In this bill we are radieally reducing the rates of those
acts. I think it is entirely logical, when we come to this para-
graph, which is a sort of basket paragraph that catches every-
thing that we do not know anything abeut and are not able to
designate eo nomine, that we should make some slight reduction.
I do not think it is a matter of much consequence one way or
the other. For the last 20 years there have not been any con-
siderable imports. They are absolutely negligible, and the rev-
enue is absolutely negligible. I think the rate of 15 per cent
conforms to and is in harmony with the rates we have prescribed
in the bill, and I am not disposed to agree to any inerease in
the rate.

The reading of the bill was resumed, and the Secretary read
to line 12 of paragraph 896, page 123, as follows:

296. That each and every imported article, not enumerated In this
section, which is similar, elther material, quality, texture, or the use
to which it may be applied, to nn{ article enumerated in this section as
chargeable with duty, ghall y the same rate of duty which Is levied
on ihe enumerated article which it most resembles in any of the par-
ticulars before mentioned; and if any nonenumerated article equally
resembles two or more enumerated articles on which different rates of
duty are chargeable, there shall be levled on such nonenumerated article
the same rate of duty as is chargeable on the article which it resembles

ying the highest rate of duty; and on articles not enumerated, manu-
?ﬂnctured of two or more materials, the duty shall be assessed at the
highest rate at which the snme would be chargeable if composed wholly
of the component material thereof of chief value; and the words * com-
ponent material of chief value,” wherever used in this on—-—

Mr. LIPPITT. I wish to call the attention of the chairman
of the committee, and particularly of the Senators who have
the three or four textile schedules under their charge, to the
fact that at this point in the bill there is a definition of the words
* component material of chief value.” At an earlier period of
the discussion I pointed out the great inconsistencies which ran
through all the tariff schedules in the use of this phrase, “ com-
ponent material of chief value,” and other phrases which I
presume were intended to be synonymous with it

The phrase “ composed in whole or in part” frequently alter-
nates during sections with this expression, “ component material

.

of chief value.,” As I have pointed out before, the inference is
that one means something different from the other; or if both
mean the same thing, I think it is very important, for the pur-
pose of avoiding litigation, that the language of those four
schednles—I am speaking now of the cotton, silk, wool, and flax
schedules—should be made so that the different parts of each
may conform one to another. In all there are six different
phrases in these four schedules that are used to express the
same idea.

I wish to eall the matter to the attention of the Senators in
charge of the bill. It has nothing to do with the rates, but it has
a great deal to do with the amount of litigation that is apt to
go on under the bill after it becomes a law.

Mr. SIMMONS. I do not Imow that I altogether understand
the Senator. Does the Senator suggest that we ought to define,
in this section, the exact meaning of all of those phrases, such
as “in whole or in part,” as we have defined here the phrase
“ component material of chief value”?

Mr. LIPPITT. No; that is not what T mean. I mean that in
the silk schedule, as an illustration, In some places it says
“an article of which silk is the component material of chief
value,” and a few lines farther on it will say “an article com-
posed wholly or in part of silk,” or “ wholly or in chief value of
silk.” The idea, I presume, is that the words *“wholly or in
chief value™

Mr, SIMMONS., Does the Senator see much difference be-
tween the meaning of that phrase and this phrase?

Mr. LIPPITT. I should like to ask the Senator from North
Carolina if there is any difference?

Mr. SIMMONS. At first blush T do not myself see very much
difference in the meaning, although there may be a difference.

Mr. LIPPITT. I think it is intended that the terms should
be synonymous, and should mean the same thing.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is my impression.

Mr. LIPPITT. They are undoubtedly intended to mean the
same thing; but it is manifest that if in one place you use one
set of words to describe an idea and two or three or four lines
farther on you use another set of words to deseribe exactly the
same idea, a critic coming to examine the bill will naturally
infer that there is some different meaning; otherwise youn would
not have changed your language.

I wish to say to the Senator that in the past little variations
in expressions of that kind have led to an enormous amount of
litigation. This bill is going to be examined by very expert
customhouse lawyers on the date of its passage. In fact, it is
now being examined by them, and whether or not those two
phrases will mean exactly the same thing after they have been
exposed to the very technical interpretation of the couris is
certainly a matter of doubt.

I am only suggesting this to the Senator as a means of per-
fecting his bill. Manifestly, if he means the same thing all the
time, and expresses it in the same language, there can be no
misinterpretation of it. But if he uses six different expressions
to convey a single idea there is great probability that there will
be different interpretations put upon them.

Mr. SIMMONS. Have not all our tariff bills, and especially
the existing law, used these terms repeatedly, all through them,
as interchangeable and synonymous terms?

Mr. LIPPITT. No, sir.

Mr. SIMMONS. Especially the two to which the Senator has
referred, *‘ in whole or in chief value ” and “ component material
of chief value.” Are not those two terms used very frequently
in the present law?,

Mr. LIPPITT. I think they are not. I think there iz only
one expression used in the present cotton schedule, and that is
“ component material of chief value.” I think that expression
is used all the way through the cotton, wool, and flax schedules,

When it comes to the silk schedule, which was rewritten in
its form in the present law, the Payne-Aldrich law, and prob-
ably written by some different hands or different minds that
did not have the usual expressions well in mind, in that
schedule there is nused for the first time, I think, as I read over
it hastily, the expression “composed wholly or in chief value.”
In all the previous schedules, if my recollection is correct, the
words ‘‘ component material of chief value” are used. Cer-
tainly they are used for the greater part of the time,

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Senator will pardon me, I think
where we have used the one term or the other we have in almost
every instance been following out the language of the old law.
While we have changed rates in this bill, we have conformed
our language very largely to the present law, except as to rates,
where there was no change in principle. I think we were wise
in doing that, because the terms used in our tariff laws, where
they have involved any ambiguity or uncertainty, have been




1913.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

3761

the subject of construction by the courts and by the appraisers,
and the meaning of the words has been defined.

I think the Senator will find that we have not violated the
rule of uniformity to which he has appealed any more than the
old law has done so. I think he will find that where we have
used one phrase instead of the other, we have generally done
so0 in pursuvance of the form of the old paragraph.

We are discussing this matter, not in a controversial spirit,
but both of us with a desire to perfect the bill as best we can.
I wish to say to the Senator if he will point out any instance
in which uncertainty and doubt may grow out of the use of any
improper term as he gees it, we shall be very glad indeed to con-
sider it

Mr. LIPPITT. I was not bringing up the matter for any
other purpose than for the purpose of having the bill as perfect
as possible.

Mr. SIMMONS. I have not imputed to the Senator anything
but the very best motives in bringing it up.

Mr. LIPPITT. If the Senator will turn to page 78—

Mr. SIMMONS. "I should not care to have the Senator eall
my attention to it now; but If he will examine the provisions
to which he has reference and call my attention to them, I
shall be very glad indeed to take up the matter for consideration.

Mr. LIPPITT. I should like to say to the Senator that this
is the third time I have called the attention of Senators on the
other side to this matter, which, to my mind, is a very glaring
inconsistency and, without meaning any insinuation, a great
imperfection in the bill. I had hoped there would have been
some consideration given to it and some change made in it

Mr. SIMMONS. I think the Senator spoke to me privately
about it yesterday, and I think I assured him that if he would
make o memorandum of the matter and submit it to me I would
take it up and look into it.

Mr. LIPPITT. No; I meant by saying “ the third time” that
it is the third time I have called the matter to the attention of
Senators on the other side in public on the floor. I shall be
glad to submit it to the Senator, however.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator understands that I would not
like right here on the floor, without any opportunity to consider
the matter, to settle a question of that sort. I simply ask that
he will make a memorandum of it and let me have it.

Mr. LIPPITT. I did not expect the Senator to do so. I was
only trying to impress it upon his attention.

Mr., PENROSE. Mr. President, does the chairman of the
committee intend now to proceed to the consideration of the
income-tax provision? 3

Mr. SIMMONS. That is the desire of the commiftee.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The reading of this paragraph has
not yet been completed.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is troe; we have not yet finished this
paragraph.

Mr. PENROSH. Before we leave the tariff schedules I should
like to call attention for about two minutes to some matters
I have here,

Mr. CUMMINS. If the Senator will yield to me, I desire to
say that before we pass to the income-tax provision I have an
amendment which I desire to offer to the bill, the proper place
for which is immediately following the free list. I am prepared
to do it as soon as the Senator from Pennsylvania has coneluded.

Mr. SIMMONS. We have not yet quite finished Schedule N,
I believe.

Mr, CUMMINS. I believe not.
ules are concluded.

Mr. PENROSE. Then, if I may be permitted, I will intro-
duce the matter to which I referred when this schedule is
closed. I thought we had completed it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will conclude the
reading of paragraph 123.

The reading of the bill was resumed, and the Secretary read
as follows:

Bhall be held to mean that component materlal which shall exceed In
valne any other single component material of the article: and the
value of each component material shall be determined by the ascer-
tained value of such material in its condition as found im the article.
If two or more rates of duty shall be applicable to any imported article,
it shall pay duty at the highest of such rates.
~Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, I have on my files a very

Iarge number of letters sent to me by different people in Penn-
sylvania and other parts of the country, showing how the for-
eign manufacturer is preparing under the pending bill to enter
the American market just as soon as the bill becomes a law.
I shall not cumber the REcorp or detain the Senate by produe-
ing for the consideration of this bedy or for future reference
too many of these communieations, but I have here three which
I should like to have embodied in the Recomp at this point.

I shall wait until the sched-

One is from Donisthorpe & Co. (Ltd.), of Leicester, England,
and is as follows:
- DoxistHORPE & Co. (L1D.), WORSTED, MOHAIR,
Lann’s WooL, MERINO AND CoTTON YARXNS,
- Leicester, May 20, 1913,
Messrs, SiMoNs & STrRUVE Hosiery Co.

Dean Bms: If you will be Interested In Importing yarns when your
tariffs have been reduced we shall be very pleased Indeed to answer
any inquiry you may intrust ws with, or, better still, if you will kindly
send us a small sample of any particular line which you are using and
wish to import we shall be pleased to mateh same and guote our keenest
prices. We trust to be favored with your esteemed commands in the
very near foture and beg to remain,

Yours, very truly,
DoxIsTHOBPE & Co. (LTD.),
A. COLTMAN,

This is a letter indicating the prospects in front of the hosiery

people.
- I have another letter here from Betts & Co., No. 1 Whart
Road, City Road, London, describing themselves on their letter-
head as “ The largest makers of bottle capsules in the world.”
It is as follows: .
REDUCTION IN TARIFF.
Berrs & Co. (LtD.),
London, N., May, 1913.

Dear 8ies: We have previously quoted on your requirements of bottla
caps, but up to now have not been successful in obtaining a share of
your business.

The bill before Congress provides for a conslderable reduction in
duty, and for this reason you may be holding up your, orders until the
new tarif becomes law. lease mote, however, that on orders placed
with us before the new tariff s in force, but shipped after it becomes
3pttal'atlve, we shall give a rebate in price proportionate to the saving in

n

here i3, accordingly, no reason to delay ordering even for forwmn
dellvery, and the advantage of ordering forward is that such orders wil
be proceeded with awalting shi pinf nstructions, thus insuring prompt
ghipment when you are in need. If, however, orders are not sent untll
after the new tariff becomes operative, there is lfkely to be such a
demand as to make prompt delivery almost impossible.

Yours, very traly,
BrrTs & Co. (LTD.),
J. POPPLE,
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I should like to inquire just
what particular industry these gentlemen were engaged in?
Mr. PENROSE, Caps for bottles.
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I thought it was a medicine,
Mr, PENROSE. The Senator is familiar with the industry.
The factories are found in New Jersey and eastern Pennsyl-
vania and all over the eastern part of the country—small, active
industries producing an article of general use.
Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. We disagree sometimes as to
the brand. Some use the caps and others the other kind.
Mr. PENROSE. Others prefer the cork. [Laughter.]
Mr, MARTINE of New Jersey. The Senator’s heart and mine
beat in unison. .
Mr. PENROSE. Here is another letter from Germany.
Heinrich Kénig & Co. write this letter:

LeirZIG-PLAGWITZ, July 11, 1913,

Dr,

Levyryre Co., Philadelphia,

GENTLEMEN : We are informed that for the new tariff a considerabla
reduction is under consideration as to the duty for chemiecals to be
ime‘?rted into your country.

@ therefore take the liberty to draw your special attentlon to our
chemical products for engraving purposes as named hereafter :

Perchloride of Iron, cyanide of potassium, asphalt in finest peowder,
collodion, iodine, chromium galts.

Wil you be enough to favor us with your inguiries, stating at
the same time the guantities you require. We have no doubt that our

rices will lead to business, and looking forward to your kind and
ayorable reply, we are, gentlemen,
Yours, truly,
Dr. Heixr, Koxio & Co.,
Gesellschaft mit Beschrinkter Haftung.

I could produce many hundred letters if necessary.

Mr, MARTINE of New Jersey. I think I can recall without
a very far reach of memory when a medicine or tonic that is
used much In this conntry bore a most Inordinate tariff. I can
not now just recall the rate, but the general trend of public
thought was that it was a grave abuse, and the Democratie
Party insisted that it should be put upon the free list. I recall
very well, since the Senator cites Philadelphia—I think it was
about 18 years ago—what a howl went up from the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, particularly from the city of Philadel-
phia and from a great firm of manufacturing chemists, that if
this article was put on the free list it would be ruination.

Mr. PENROSE. To what article does the Senator refer?

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. The article was quinine. I
think it was sold for about $5 an ounce. I am corrected. I am
told that it was sold for $4.84 an ounce. It was put upon the
free list. We were told that the people in the low latitudes
would shake themselves to death with fever and ague bacause
we wounld have no quinine to counteraect it if we put that article
on the free list. But, notwithstanding that clalm, it was put on
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the free list and it is now sold for about 45 cents an ounce in-
stend of $4.84 an ounce.

1Tow well I remember the calamity howl of that day. It was
a fact that if you had oceasion to buy quinine you could go into
a drug store and all you could get for half a dollar you could
put inside of a lady’s watchease and put the erystal down with-
out harming the crystal or the article put beneath it. But we
put it on the free list and now it will almost take a nail keg to
contain the quinine you can get for half a dollar. [Laughter.]
That is, I know, a slight exaggeration.

What I desire to say is that the industry of the manufacture
of quinine in Philadelphia has prospered beyond compare and
that the firm of druggists in Philadelphia, Powers, Weight-
man & Co., who said that they were going to be driven out of
existence, to-day have multiplied their concern and have made
most fabulous wealth, and the people at the same time have that
commodity correspondingly cheaper.

So I think when our friend from Pennsylvania tells these
stories of what is to come we can simply cite the question of free
quinine out of the desolation and ruin and sadness pictured for
the general industries that we have had.

Since the Senator has been so much inclined to read I believe
I will do a little reading. Some one said the other day when
the Senator and I got into a little controversy that it seemed
like a frame up. It does seem a liftle like a frame up. I want
to say that I happened to pick up the New York Tribune of
to-day, and rafher than cnt it out and mutilate the paper, since
it eame from the Secretary’s office, I copied it. As I said before
it is on our file. On August 26 the New York Tribune says:

Fall River Iron Works plant employing five to seven thousand hands
goes into operation to-day after a shutdown of 15 weeks,

T trust the Senator from Pennsylvania will listen. Of course
this comes from the Commonwealth of the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. WeEks]. T also read from the Tribune of to-
dny showing that there was no need of protection of the great
iron industry of Pennsylvania, which has been fattened and
favored so liberally in years past. I quote also from the
Tribune, showing no need of protection here:

Forty-five ears leave Bethlehem, Pa., to-day with an iron mill costing
$2.500,000. made by the Pollock Co., of Youngstown, Pa. his is a
modern H500-ton blast furnace complete. It will be erected at New-
castle, New Sounth Wales, Australia.

We have been told right along that we needed this tariff in
order to compete with foreign countries, and here we see that
the sales go right along.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Jersey
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. MARTINE of New Jeggey. Certainly.

Mr. LODGE. I desire to ask the Senator did I understand
him to refer to the Fall River Iron Works?

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. This is the quotation :

The Fall River Iron Works' plant, employing five to seven thousand
hands, goes into operation to-day after a shutdown of 15 weeks.

TLest the Senator may doubt it, I will let a page go and get
the Tribune of to-day.

Mr. LODGE. It was not that. I wanted to ask the Senator
if he referred to that as an indiecation that the iron trade is
improving. .

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. They manufacture textiles
as well. do they not?

Mr, LODGE. They do.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I do not care whether——

Mr. LODGE. They manufacture nothing but textiles.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. All right; I read what it
gaid. I suppose it assumed that everybody knew. I am not
s0 well versed in Massachusetts, but I do not care whether it
was the iron industry or the textile industry; I only quote it to
ghow that with all the stories of woe and misery and general
prostration of industries, the facts do not warrant them.

_ The Senator from Pennsylvania is now telling us of the
letters he has and the half dozen he wants to read. I have one
here that I have held for a day or two, and I want to present
it now. It says.

FALLS, PA., Augusi 6, 1913.

Senator MAnrTINE,
United States Senaie, Washington, D. C.

Drar Sin: I read with interest your—

The first paragraph amounts to nothing, but I will read it all—

T read with interest your discussion yesterday with Senator PENnoseE
regarding business conditions in Pennsylvania, and am surprised that
our Scnator shounld deliberately attempt to depress and ruin the busi-
ness of his own State.

I have traveled Pennsylvania for 10 years and have mever had the
business I have had this spring season, and the last two weeks were
the biggest of any two of the year. Other salesmen report the same,
and the universal report of the merchants iz the heaviest they have
ever had, and that it is keeping up right now in the usual dull season.

I have heard of no “ ghutdowns" or rumored * shutdowns,” but, on
the contrary, that help is scarce and impossible to get.

In 1908, when the panle was on, we were told not to discuss hard
times, not to talk the poor conditions of one town in another; but now,
when all is going along better than ever, the business world is cllsguste(i
with the calamity howlers in Washington.

This town of New Castle, Pa., where I am at this writing, a steel and
tin-plate town, was never more prosperous than now.

Yours, respectfully, x
Lewis EvITTS,

My friend said there was no name to the one I had here the
other day, but this one is signed Lewis Evitts and it is from
New Castle, Pa.

Mr. PENROSE. Will the Senator permit me——

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Certainly.

Mr. PENROSE. I am glad this communication is signed.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. It is better than yours was
on Spreckels the other day.

Mr. PENROSE. I am not acquainted with the gentleman
who has signed it, but I will investigate his character and
standing and advise the Senator as to how much ecredit should
be given to his communication. F

I may state, however, in this connection that New Castle, in
Lawrence County, is on the extreme western border of Penn-
sylvania. I do not pretend to say that this tariff legislation has
seriously affected that section of the country yet.

The result of the agitation is most seriously and certainly
definitely felt in the textile industries and in many of the metal
industries in the eastern seaboard section of Pennsylvania and
of the United States. I have already said that when you are
talking about a territory some 400 miles in extent it seems
hardly fair to quote a witness who is 400 miles from the point
affected.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I realize——

Mr. PENROSE. How far this gentleman is an authority I
do not know, but I will try to find out. It may be that the
result of my investigation will indicate that the Senator would
have been better off with an anonymous communication. He
may find a Democrat hunting a post office.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I do not know whether there
is a Democrat hunting a post office in Pennsylvania. That has
not been the case in its past history under the good partisan
management of the Senator. Owing to the great influence of
the Senator from Pennsylvania, entirely commensurate with
the magnificent area of his State, I still feel that the boundless
world is his; but I want to know how he explains the Iall
River business, how he can explain the way these iron mills
are sending out machines, and all that amidst this picture of
gloom and general prostration.

Mr. LIPPITT. When the Senator from New Jersey refers to
the concern in Fall River, does he mean to emphasize the fact
that it has been stopped for 15 weeks, or does he mean to em-
phagize the fact that it may start up for awhile?

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I simply said that which the
New York Tribune states. Oh, heavens, how you rolled the
words, “ the New York Tribune,” as a sweet morsel under your
tongue years ago. I have only been stating what the New
York Tribune says, but for fear that the authority may not be
just what the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pexrose] and
the Senator from IRhode Island [Mr. Laeerrr] want, here is
another sort of an adjunct to the Republican Party for a great
many years, the New York Times. I send it to the desk and
ask the Secretary to read the portion I have marked. It is on
the effect of the tariff revision on the business outlook.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and the Secretary will read as requested.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I have had this matter for
some time, and I would not have inflicted it on the Senate, buf
I declare I can not help it; it is too good since the Senator from
Pennsylvania moved out with fresh evidences of prostration,
degradation, misery, and woe.

The Secretary proceeded to read the article, and was inter-
Tupted by—

Mr. SIMMONS. T wish to ask the Senator from New Jersey
if he will not consent to have the balance of the article printed
in the Recorp without reading?

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. If it is the pleasure of tha
Senate, I am quite willing to do so. I have no desire to take
up the time of the Senate. I realize as much as the Senator
from North Carolina the necessity of moving on, but I did feel
that there should be some antidote furnished for the poison
used by our friend the Senator from Pennsylvania in holding
up a picture of holy horror.

The matter referred to is as follows:

FACTS OF THE BUSINESS OUTLOOK,

Some think that Congress has done its best to kill prosperity and
some think Congress has done its worst. which may be another way
of saying the same thing. What those of the difering ways of thinking
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onght to consider is not their differences of opinion, but the facts in
the case, the fact is that all records are broken for the facts of
trade under such conditions as those now existing rogm-dmg legislation.
We published yesterday a Chicago dispatch, quoting leading men of
business and such bankers as Mr. Forgan, to the effect that business is
and Improving, regardless of the money market and what Congress
doing or not doing. We published also the testimony of a repre-
sentutive of Claflin %Co. to the effect that there is no complaint of
the buying for the fall season. It is the buyers’ business to know what
the %uality of the selling will be. Goods are scarce, and buyers must
take them while they can get them, because later on there will be greater
scarcity, unless there is such activity in production as will cause the
wage earners to rejoice.
There was published on Monday the officlal statement of the goods
plled up in bonded warehouses awaiting release under the new rates
,000,000 weorth, and calamity bhunters may

of dutzﬁ There are §106
think that spells pre: tion of manufacture. It can only spell that
118 correspo activity.

for the present moment. Looking ahead, it

Materials of manufacture are not accumula for fun nor to put into
cold storage indeﬂalt.elg. Those materials are imported te be turned
into goods fer sale, and the larger the qunnﬁgethe larger the demand
for labor and the stronger the testimony to im ers’ belief that
it is going to be worth while to make the materials into the finlshed

goods.

Raw wool to the amount of 20,000,000 pounds Is among these ware-
housed materials. That may or may not mean misery for the few pro-
. It certainly means work for the ers of wool
and lower prices for the wearer of the domestic product. The proof of
this is the ﬂnirle.gﬂoe lists. The American Woolen Co., the 1 g pro-
o e e Coplecl Broduce 1s peiced 1125, of Cheaper by 1 S emnte.
or more. P u s p < , OF e
E‘oh%{) Unlug thes Ie;rggdl (Illnlo. Jloltlowa this :ead by a reduction of 10

cents a yard. al at there
for the foreign goods, nmlten‘:| as surely as the lamented competition of the
foreign with the domestic. There are §3,000,000 of w
ing to *flood " this market. Buyers of limen will y bewall that
fact, and the makers of the which will be sold to pay for the
linens—since they will mot be given to us—can see work and wages as

coul
1t is true that ble to collect ins where weak domestle
producers are van of the tariff agitation to make exculpa-
ory explanation of thelr em rassme?:.g But that is not the mll

temper. Our eflicient producers are go to ta agren.tdw -
ng before they sucenmb to the stress of meeting the for &goduee on
their own For example, here are the words of Mr. lliam M.
Wood, presﬁ::t of the Ameriean Woolen Co., on his return from abroad :

“1 understand that wool has finally been put on the free list I
ecan not say what the attitude of woolén manufacturers as a body will
be, but for my part I will say thar 1 will endeavor to run my fa
in accordance with the terms of the law. We have the best equi
“woolen mill in the world, and I see no reason why we shounld not be
able to produce woolen fabrics as good as any produced elsewhere. The
higher cost of labor im this country necessarfly makes the cost of pro-
duction higher, but I think even with free wool and a moderafe tariff
on the manufactured article of, say, 30 per cent to 40 per cent, we
will be able to successfully compete with foreign manufacturers.

This is a survey of the most contentious part of the business outlook.
When the survey is limited to existing conditions they seem even better.
The Wall Stree rers are bew the crops, but the nearer the
observer get to the fields the better rophecy. For example, the
Chicago Continental & Commercial Bank has just made a crop exami-
nation for itself, and finds 9,000,000 bushels more of mwi:é wheat
than last year, a bumper crop, in fact, with 30,000,000 of 1 year's
yield in eclevators. * There are over and above do ¢ mneed
170,000,000 bushels, and for the second consecutive year the United
Stales becomes a heavy exporter of wheat” Only recent da has
prevented the gm% corn crop from being a record. As It the

rospect is for 2,800,000,000 g, against a 10-year average of
g.s: ,000,000. To this must be added old corn to a total of 400,000,000
bushels above last year's reserves in supply at this time. It is ible
that a larger supply of corn might be a disguised Dblessing. f hay
there promises to be a billion dollars’ worth, and hay is as o as
hens in the farmers' economy. The bank thinks there will be a million
ld thE glowlnt:m mﬁ: ll:“’ ?r 11::5;00 to add that yes-

To 5 pr only
terda; ‘F: report of foreign trade puts It at & trifle oE 275,000,000, or
NGO o i, oo o, o0F 30 ol e Sermice
share was y agaln ¥ J
fa}-mer outshrieks the manufacturer ruined by the w!
reformers.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr, President, T listened to the speech of the
Senator from New Jersey and the wonderful story he told about
quinine with a good deal of pleasure. After he made that state-
ment I ran back over the tariff acts to find out when quinine
was put upon the dutiable list. I understood the Senafor to
say that it was done about 18 years ago.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I think 18 or 20 years ago.

Mr. SMOOT. I find that in the act of March 3, 1883, it was
on the free list. I find that in the act of October 1, 1890, it
was on the free list. I find that in the act of 1004 it was on the
free list and in every act since that date. So I suppose the
Senator must have been mistaken and he only imagined that he
heard that cry.

Mr, MARTINE of New Jersey. Noj; the Senator will not deny
that guinine was dutiable.

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is hardly a child in the South who
does not know that about 1888 or 1889, somewhere along there,
quinine, which was on the dutiable list. was placed on the free
list, When that was done Powers, Weightman & Co. and all
the other great manufacturers of guinine swore that you would
ruin the entire quinine industry in the United States. Notwith-
standing that, it was put on the free list, and it was put on the
free list by a bill iniroduced by McKenzie, of Kentucky, who
“was known for that reason as Quinine McKenzie. Prior to that

time the price was $4.84 an ounce, and some time after that it
went down to eighty-odd cents an ounce.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. And now it is 45 cents an
ounce.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not take the word of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi nor of the Senator from New Jersey, nor do I want
them to take my word. Here is the act of March 3, 1883, and it
is _or; the free list, paragraph 2503, and here is the sulphate of
quinine.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I may have gotten 1888 mixed up with
1888; but I remember——

Mr, MARTINE of New Jersey. I am frank to say that I
remember the circumstance very well.

Mr, WILLIAMS. I understood the Senator to say that it was
on the free list in 1833.

Mr. SMOOT. I did not make any such statement.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thought he did say 1833 and followed it
down and substantially denied that it had ever been taxed,
that it always had been on the free list, as I understood him.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator says that I said
that quinine was free under the act of 1833. There was no
such act in 1833. I never mentioned any such act. 1 men-
tioned the fact that the act’of March 3, 1883——

Mr. WILLIAMS, Ah!

Mr. SMOOT. Then I mentioned the act of October 1, 1890,
and stated that it had been free in every act since, and I know
that I am right.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. The Senator from TUtah, I
think, will not deny the fact that quinine was dutiable at a
time about 18 or 20 years ago. 3

Mr. SMOOT. I have gone back to 1883 and it has been free
ever since that.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I will not attempt to fix the
date, but I recall the ecircumstance very well. The Senator
from Mississippi referred to McKenzie. I remember very well
having read #hat they called him * Quinine Jim ™ for years and
years on account of his fight for free guinine. Whether it oec-
curred just 18 or 20 years ago or 16 years ago I do not care,
the facts are the same that the same picture of disaster was
held up then that is held up now. I think the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Lopge] will remember the fact.

Mr, BIMMONS. T hope we may now proceed with the bill.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, 1 did not rise with any intent
of engaging in the quinine controversy. Quinine has been on
the free list ever since I can remember

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator from Massachusetts will
pardon me just a moment——

Mr. LODGE. Ever since I can remember—I was going to
finish the sentence—anything about tariff laws.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator can certainly remember as
far back as 1883.

Mr. LODGE. That was the first tariff—

Mr, WILLIAMS. Was the Senator in the House of Repre-
gentatives at that time?

Mr. LODGE. No; I entered the House of Representatives °
in 1887.

Hollr. WILLIAMS. It was shortly before you entered the
use.

Mr. LODGE. T know about the tariff of 1883, because it was
a Senate tariff that was substituted.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from New Jersey made a
mistake in his dates, that is all

Mr. LODGE, For 80 years and more it has been on the free
list in the tariff law. I do not remember how long, and I
think it is better to look at the statutes than to trust to
memory.

The Fall River Iron Works, swwhich is a very large establish-
ment, operating under a charter nearly a hundred years old,
were shut down for 15 weeks, which was a very serious blow to
Fall River at the time. It was the public understanding—I
have not made inguiry about if—that they were shut down on
account of uncertainty in the outlook in the cotton industry
owing to pending legislation and unwillingness to accumulate
a great stock of goods. I had no idea it would remain con-
tinuously shut down, but a shutdown of 15 weeks of that
great mill is a very serious thing to Fall River no matter for
what purpose it was done.

Mr. President, I want to ask, before we leave the tariff por-
tion of this bill, that I may have printed some letters which
I meant to have printed yesterday when we were on the free
list, but we took it up rather unexpectedly, and I omitted to
ask then that they be printed. One is a brief letter in regard
to the placing of blankets on the free list in pavagraph 427%;
another is in regard to tacks; and another relates to the
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placing of sewing machines on the free list, which will do no
harm to the great Singer organization, but will be severe upon
all the independent companies. I shall not, however, offer
amendments, because I know it is entirely useless and only
takes the time of the Senate in needless votes; but I ask that
these three statements be published in connection with my
remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
be printed in the REcorb.

The letters referred to are as follows:

Without objection, the letters will

BosTox, July 23, 1913.
Hon. HEXRY CABOT LODGE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.

Dear Sir: As manufacturers and selling agents for blanket mills, we
wish to protest aga!nst the (oll_owinf item going on the free list, Cal-
endar 62, H. R. 8821 (p. 130, No. 4273) :

“ Blankets composed wholly or in chief value of wool, valued at less
than 40 cents per pound.”

This item, if placed on the free list, will do a great deal of harm,
both to the manufacturer and mill employees.

The princlﬁa.l renson of objection is that we pay G0 to 100 per ecent
m;)lzz-e Eages ere than iz pald in Great Britain, as the following table
will show :

Average full-time earnings 35.6 hours.

United | Great
States, | Britain,
nvem,Fa avera

weekly woelj;

earnings. | earnings.
Woolsorters .............. > SR A ek AN AL male..| $12.38 §7.22
‘Wool washers, scourers, driers. e i i e 8.21 4.93
Card strlft{::rs and tenders do.... 7.81 5.45
Wool g org (mnle) ......ccneeas NS, W 10. 40 5.98
ressers do.... 12.4 6.53
10. 63 6.21
10, 54 3.8
6.15 3.20
8.21 4.74

= These"%%ures are quoted from the report of-the Tariff Board, volume
» page 280G,
Now, if blankets, as quoted on page 130, No. 4273, should come in
on the free list and we pay 60 to 100 per cent more for our labor
than does Great Britaln, as far as we can see, it would mean, if the
manufacturer wants to retain his trade, that he would have to reduce
the wages of his employees, and we would strongly urge upon your
honorable body the crossing off of item No. 4274, on page 130, as
blankets on Schedule I, page 82, which are cotton blankets, and
Bchedule K, page 88, which are wool blankets, rated at 25 per cent
ad valorem, covers all kinds of blankets, and we trust you will use
your influence against this item, nnmelf:
* Blankets composed wholly or in chief value of wool, valued at less
than 40 cents per pound."
Yours, very truly, TroMas KLy & Co.

FAIRITAVEX, MAss.,, December 28, 1912,
Hor. Hexny CaBoT LODGE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.

Sir: At a recent conference of the manufacturers of tacks and small
nails relating to the Ero osed mew tariff bill it was shown that any
further reduction of the duty on this class of ;t:roducts would result in
very great hardship to the manufacturers of this country, and in all
probability in the importation of foreign goods to an exteht which
would put mat?- of those exclusively engaged in that line out of busi-
ness, or compel a reduction in wages, which does not scem desirable,
feasible, or even possible,

It became evident that even in the tariff bill of 1909 an unjust dis-
crimination was made against this class of products, and we were only
gaved from forelgn importations under the existing duty because of
the extremely low T;'Ices which have prevailed until very recently in the
cost of raw material in this country and the almost destructive com-
petition which has existed in our home trade.

We therefore appeal to your sense of justice and your known desire

to be of service to your constituents in all proper ways to give us the
benefit of such assistance as we feel sure you can render insuring,
proper consideration belng glven to this class of product by thosé con-

cerned in the revision of the tariff which is now being undertaken and
upon which hearings will be held before the Ways and Means Committee

on the 10th proximo,

Briefly stated, the facts as the{l app? to our industry are as follows :

In the revision of 1000, notwithstanding the protests of all the manu-
facturers engaged in producing this class of goods, the duty upon them
was reduced one-half, or from 1% cents per pound to five-eighths cent
Fer pound on the smaller sizes, and from 1% cents per pound on the
arger sizes to three-fourths cent ?er und, while on the plate and
sheets from which tacks and small nails are made, the duty of one-
half cent per pound was retalned (sec. 125, Bchedule (), thus
leaving only from one-eighth cent to one-fourth cent as protection to
labor on the manufactured tacks, which is approximately 60 per cent
of the material cost—the protection to labor being, therefore, only 11 per
cent of the average labor cost, while the raw material is protected
to 27 per cent of its total cost.

Surely this shows unjust discrimination, and it is further shown in
the existing tarif by the duty which is carried on other manufactured
articles involving a much smaller reentage of labor; such, for ex-
ample, as rivets (sec 165, Schedule .C), which are given a pro-
tection of 13 cents per pound, or 52.7 per cent of the labor cost, while
the rivet rods, from which these rivets are made, are protected only
to the extent of three-tenths cent per pound, ;]

Iron and steel wood screws, in section 167, Schedule €, are given
a protection of frcm 8 cents to 12 cents per pound on the lengths
whleh eorrespond to the lengths in which tacks nre made—an average
of 10 cents per pound iprotm:tinn on these sizes of iron and steel wood
serews, The screw wire rods from which the serews are made pay

”
a duty of only three-tenths cent per pound under the provisions of see-
tion 133 of Schedule C, thus giving a protection of $9.67 per 100
pounds tto the laber making steel wood screws, or approximately 37
per cent.

These comparisons are made not for the purpose of trying to show
that the other products referred to are unduly protected, but as a basis
for an imi.uiry a8 to why the tack manufacturer should be the * goat.”

What the present views of the Ways and Means Committee may be
in this connection we, of course, can not say, but assuming that the
bill which passed the IHouse of Representatives on Janunary 29. 1012
(H. . 18642), represents Its views, a still further injustice would be
done to the tack-making Industry, as that act placed tacks upon the
free list, while a duty of 15 per cent ad valorem is retained upon the
raw materlal from which tacks are made.

Consular report issned by the Burean of Manufactures, under date

of June 19, 1912, gives the price of fine sheets in Germany on Jannary
1, 1912, as from $33.32 to $34.51. Allowing the American differentials
for sheets of heavier gage—sheets gaging. from 17 to 21 which are
used In tack making—would make the price for such sheets $29.32, as
against the lowest price quoted in this country for the last 10 years, at
least, of $31. With tacks upon the free list the German tack manufac-
turer, buying bis raw material at a price lower than it has been sold in
this country under the severest competition, and with labor at little more
than one-half the cost in this country, would only have the freight
agalnst him—approximately 10 cents per cuble foot from Antwerp to
New York—or not to exceed $2.75 per ton c. i. f.; while the American
manufacturer will have, in trying to import his raw material, a duty
of 15 Per cent ad valorem (approximately $4.65), the Importer's
rofit—if only 5§ per cent—of $1.55, the frelght and insurance of
2,75, making a new handicap of $6.20 ton, even if it were pos-
sible for a small tack manufacturer in this country to keep himself
supplied with this long-distance material, which could only be done
in the event of Importers carrying a stock in this country to meet
his requirements, in which event, of course, the allowance made for
the importer’s profit wonld have to be largely Increased; and the fact
that such stocks would be carried in this country is so improbable
that it is not worthy of consideration.

The German tack manufacturer would, therefore, have an advantage
over the American manufacturer of $6.20, plus the difference in labor,
which, assuming the German labor to be 60 per cent of the American
labor cost, would give the American tack manufacturer a further
handicap of at least $12 per ton, or a total of $18.20 per ton—equal to
18 per cent—in the presence of which he could not continue to exist.

What is true of Germany is true of France and Belgium lkewise,
particularly the latter.

TTack plates and sheets are now being made In Canada, where again
we are confronted with cheaper labor, and it is certain that the Amer-
fcan market will receive the surplus products of the Canadian tack
manufacturers in the event of tacks being placed on the free list unless
the market is occupled with other forelgn 11}!‘ﬂvdu|:te:. while the Ameriean
manufacturers can not indulge in reprisals owing to the heavy Cana-
dian duty. 3

In \'mgv of these facts, are we not entitled to better conslderation,
and will you not render us such assistance as you can in seeing that
our business receives It?

Respectfully, yours,
ATLAS TAacx Co.,
War, F. Doxovax, President.

The honorable the SgxaTe COMMITTEE 0N FINANCE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.:
Referring to paragraph 197, Schedule C, Payne-Aldrich tariff, House
of Reprose%tntl\'ea (gthe Underwood bill, No. 8321), Schedule C, para-
graph 167, and free list, paragraph 451, now pending in the Senate:
BEWING MACHINES.

We would respectfully invite the attention of the committee to the
following facts relating to sewing machines as an industry, the tarift
rate and classification under the present law, and the proposed removal
of duties and reclassification under the Underwood bill.

THE INDUSTRY,

Following the invention of the sewing machine and for years there-
after, while enjoying the protection of basic patents and the natural
growing demand for a mechanieal device which revolutionized so impor-
tant a department of industrial and domestic life, the manufacture and
marketing of sewing machines was admittedly a profitable business,
This favorable condition was in a measure continued by tariff duties
upon imports based upon the difference in the scale of wages paid et:iv
foreign manufacturers and that pald in this country. It was continued,
top, by the fact that most foreign-made machines were for a time but
crude imitatlons of American machines and by the further fact that the
names of the first American inventors conferred prestige on the Amerl-
can machine in all foreizn markets.

This is all ancient h'fstory, for the relation of which we your
{ndulgence, but it is necessary for you to understand the basis for the
wide misunderstanding of and misinformation regarding the industry.
The popular belief that the business is vastly mﬂtahic. that Amerlean
manufacturers arve selling American-made machines in Europe cheaper
than in America, or that American makers have any considerable trade
in Europe is a legacy from a former generation.

The product of foreii:n sewing-machine manufactories, especially
those otp Germany, in quality of material used, efficiency in skilled work-
manship and ﬂnﬂh is now equal to our own. Great Dritain excepted,
the markets of Europe are {)mctimliy closed to us by tarifi duties as
high or higher than those of the United States under the resent_law,
while the foreign manufacturer has a labor cost not more than 55 per
cent of the cost of American manufacturers. Over an imaginary line
on the north, Canada, with a duty of 30 per cent ad valorem, practi-
eally holds that market for her own ecapital and labor. By reason of
low tariff dutles and onr early entrance into that market, South
America affords us a somewhat [imited foreign trade, but even in that
field the product of the cheaper labor in German factories is, in compe-
tition wiﬁ: us, gradually decreasing the demand for American machines,

With the markets so nearly restricted to the confines of the United
States, with constantly increasing cost of material, selling expense, and
wage scale for labor, with competition in the home market forcing n
lower selling price to consumers, which latter has reached a level quite
inconsistent with reasonable profits, with substantially all patent pro-
tection eliminated and tariff duoties already reduced one-third Ly the
Payne-Aldrich law, we can not view the proposal of the Underwood bill
to throw our home market, to which the home manufacturer is fairly
entitled, open to the world without the gravest concern for the safety
of our investment and the welfare of our operatives.
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CLASSIFICATION,

We ask your attention to paragraph 197, Schedule C, of the present
law, where sewing machines are classed with machine tools, printing
presses, and other items bearing a duty of 30 per cent ad valorem. We
are of the opinion that every item named in that rate of duty in the
above paragraph enjoys some degree of protection from patents, except
the sewing machine made for domestic use. The first two items named
above are placed upon the dutiable list (par. 167, Scheduale C, in the
Underwood bHI), while sewing machines are placed upon the free list
(par. 451). Why do not sewing machines need the same degree of
protection? Whatever value there may be in a * dumping clause”
against a producing country, where lower costs of production prevail
than in the country whose market is sought, is it entirely fair to de-
prive t?he one item which needs it most of whatever advantage might
accroe

It is said that sewing machines afford no a ?reciahle revenue under
the present law at 30 per cent ad valorem [g:.l.ﬂou in 1912). That
revenue surely can not be increased under the Underwood bill, but it
might be if the duty were not prohibitive and sewing machines restored
to the dutiable list.

i RECIPROCAL BASIS,

Speaking anl{ for our own company (though we belleve we express
the views of all our home competitors in the industry with one excep-
tion), we submit to your honorable committee that we can not see any
other than disastrous consequences to both ourselves and our employees
if the proposed bill, unchanged, becomes a law. We wish not to seem
unreasonable nor unmindful of the eense of obligation resting upon the
majority in Congress to correct tariff abuses wherever found and to
make a fair and satisfactory revigion of the law, but we believe justice
can only be done our industry and the views of low-tariff advocates
reconciled by reciprocal adjustments with produci countries. We be-
lieve It worth your consideration to reflect that the world production
of eewing machines has attained a balance in quality and workmanship
that makes less difficult the abolishment of tariff advantage, and the
United States might afford to make the first overtures for its recipro-
cal abolition without destroying our home i]ld{!ﬂ'tl?’ as a preliminary
step. Free trade could only be fair or even tolerable with the freedom
going as well as coming. This, we think, everyone must concede.

BEWING MACHINE COMPANIES.

The Singer Sewing Machine Co., as all know and agree, is the domi-
nating force in the industry. It is thought to control at least 50 per
cent of the American trade and a much larger groportitm of the foreign
trade. Aside from its factory In the United States it has even large
ones in Scotland, Germany, Russia, and Canada. Its forelgn workmen
and operatives constitute perhaps T3 per cent or greater of its mechani-
cal force. It is for this reason that for nll import or tariff purposes
the company is practically regarded as a foreign company. t manu-
factures special machines for a great vnrietf' of uses Ly power as well
as machines for domestic or family use. It is not, therefore, concerned,
go far as we know, abouf tariffs by this or any other country, It is
everywhere behind the tariff wall and secure. ;

INDEPENDEXT COMPANIES. .

There are seven independent companies, so called, manufacturing
gewing machines in the United States, as follows:

National Bewing Machine Co., Belvidere, IlIl.; capital, $1,050,000.
Incorporated under the laws of Illinois. i

Free Sewlng Machine Co., Chicago, Il ; capital, $832,000. Incor-
porated under the laws of Illinois.

Foley & Willlams Manufacturing Co., Chicago, Il ; capital, $500,000.
Incorporated under the laws of Iilinois.

New Home Sewing Machine Co., Orange, Mass.; capital, $3,000,000,
Incorporated under the laws of Massachusetts.

Davis S8ewing Machine Co., Dayton, Ohlo; capital, $1,200,000. In-
corporated under the laws of Ohio.

tandard Sewing Machine Co.. Cleveland, Ohio; capital, $869.000.
Incorporated under the laws of Ohlo.

White Sewing Machine Co., Cleveland, Ohio; ecapital, $1,098,000.
Incorporated under the laws of Ohilo.

These companies manufacture and market machines of a variety
of grades and types, but their product is almost exclusively designed
for domestic or family use. They are " Independent’ in the sense that
they are all competitors one with the other, and also * independent * of
and In no manner connected with the Singer Co. The combined capital
of these companies is approximately $8,500,000. Theg roduce about
650.000 machines per annum. They employ about 6,500 operatives.
Skilled labor is paid from $3.50 to $5 per day and unskilled labor
from $1.75 to $2.50 per day. It i3 estimated that between 75 and 80
per cent of the cost of manufacture is labor cost. So far as our
company is concerned, and we belleve it may also be said of the six
other independent companles, our books and any technical informa-
tion of which we are possessed will be tree!iy at the service of the
committee, and we tender our assistance and cooperation as far as
it may be desired by your committee for the pn of arriving
ultimately at a just and satisfactory adjustment of the tariff question
as affecting our Industry; and we ask that sewing machines be re-
stored to the dutiable list in the Underwood bill, that a rate of duty be
placed upon imports that will give some adequate protection against
produeing countries who have imposed prohibitive dutles against us;
also that this be done with or without a timvislom for reciprocal

uality rates with producing countries, as the wisdom of the com-
mittee may determine.

Respectfully, Toe New Houme BEwiNg MacHixe Co.,
By JaMmEes M. RICHARDSON.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, when the metal schedule was
under consideration I asked to have paragraph 143, relating to
umbrella and parasol ribs and stretchers, passed over. I did
not persist in that request, and I believe the paragraph has
been agreed to; but I desire, before we leave the dutiable part
of this bill, in about three minmtes, if the committee will permit
me, to explain the unequal way in which this bill operates
on umbrellas, merely as an illustration. Paragraph 143 pro-
vides:

Umbrella and parasol ribs and stretchers, composed in chief value
of iron, steel, or other metal, Iin frames or otherwise, and tubes for
umbrellas, wholly or partially finished, 85 per cent ad valorem,

A considerable reduction from the Payne rate.

The articles referred to in that paragraph, Mr. President, are
the thin metal tobes and wires of an umbrella. To show how
little the consumer will be benefited by the proposed reduction,
I will state that those articles are furnished to the trade
which assembles the umbrellas into the final covered form in
which they reach the consumer, according to my recollection—I
have not the figures here—anywhere from 4, 5, 6, 10, or 11
cents for the whole umbrella. Therefore these tubes and wires
of delicate workmanship entering into the cost of the umbrella
of ordinary use, which retails for $1, $1.50, or $2, are furnished
at from 5 to 10 cents,

There are about six small concerns—moderate-sized con-
cerns—making these articles, scattered through Pennsylvania
and New Jersey. They have had a hard time getting along.
Some of them have been embarrassed financially and have got
into the hands of receivers. The last information I had from
them, about a moenth ago, was that they were working about
half time. It is a story that will fall on callous ears, I sup-
pose; but this particular article is made in Japan, and it will
be absolutely impossible for the American manufacturers, at the
Ameriean rate of wages, to stand up very long against the
Japanese importation at that rate of duty. So much for the
first article entering into an umbrella.

Then we come to paragraph 326, on “ woven fabries, in the
piece or otherwise, of which silk is the component material of
chief value,” and so on, **45 per cent ad valorem.”

That is a considerable duty levied on the silk, which is largely
the prinecipal element in the cost of an umbrella, for it is the
cover of an numbrella. The frames are made in the eastern part
of Pennsylvania and in New Jersey, as I have said. The silk
is made in all the Eastern States, but notably in Penusylvania
and in New Jersey. Then, in other sections the actual umbrella
is manufactured, which consists very largely in the assembling
of the various parts of the umbrella, putting in the wire rods,
and then covering the frame with the silk..

Now, see where the final manufacture is left under the de-
vious course of these preliminaries in this bill. A correspondent
says:

The maln thought apparent In its comstruction is the lightening of
the duties upon the raw materials essential to American Industries
without any lowering of the tariff upon the manufactured product com-
mensurate with the proposed relief of the imported raw materials. In
the exceptional case of the industry we represent, by what seems to us
has been an overslfht. this policy has been departed from, with the
inevitable result—if the bill comes operative—of a serious crippling
if not total destruction of an important branch of industry representing
millions of invested capital and active business and employing thou-
gands of operatives.

The concern to which T now refer is located in Lancaster, Pa.:

The work of our factories Is the assembling of the garts. i. e., buying
the parts made by others, putting them together, and placing them on
the market, Heretofore the duty on manufactured umbrellas and para-
sols has never been less than the duty on the component parts. From
this -historic fact, and because its continuance seemed to be entirely in
line with the main purposes of the proposed new tariff system, no brief
was filed nor appearance made on our behalf before the Ways and
Means Committee.

As the bill stands (comparing Schedule N, par. 394, I[:J a7. with
Schedule L, par. 326, p. 79) the duty on silk cloth and silk
mixed cloth—the costliest component of our manufacture—iz fixed
at 45 per cent, while the duty on the manufactured article into which
these enter is only 35 per cent—10 per cent less. The situation places
the American manufacturer and workman entirely at the mercy of for-
eign competition, and permits the importation of the finished product
at a lower rate of duty than the raw materials separate.

There is absolutelg free and keen comPet!ﬂon in the umbrella and
arasol im}ust_rg. and while it can doubtless meet forelgm competition
f the duty on the finished product is at least as great as the maximum
of the parts, yet we can not survive with a dufy of 45 per cent on silk
cloth and only 35 per cent on the finished product.

Thus, Mr. President, a cheeseparing policy is adopted on um-
brella frames, which will undoubtedly destroy six or eight mod-
erate sized plants, and at the other end of the line by the fail-
ure to provide for adequate redunctions on the silk the manu-
facturers of the finished umbrella or the parasol are likely to be
unable to compete with the foreign manufacturers.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I desire to offer &n amend-
ment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understands this para-
graph was passed over at the request of the Senator from Utah
[Mr. Smoot], made in behalf of the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Pexrose]. The Chair desires to inquire whether the para-
graph can now be taken up and disposed of?

Mr. SIMMONS. Mryr. President, my understanding was that
we adopted that paragraph. I understood the Senator from
Pennsylvania agreed that it might be disposed of.

Mr. PENROSE. I withdrew my request, and simply brought
the matter up before we proceeded to other parts of the bill.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is my understanding. Then, I ask
that that paragraph be acted on now.

Mr. PENROSE. I think it has been acted on.
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Mr. THOMAS. No; it has not.

Mr. PENROSE. Very well; let it be acted on now.

Mr. SIMMONS. I thought it had been acted on, but the
presiding officer says otherwise. I should like to have it acted
on now.

The SecrerAry. Page 96, paragraph 306——

My, SIMMONS and Mr. SMOOT. That is not the paragraph.

Mr. THOMAS. The paragraph is 143.

Mr. LODGIE. The umbrella and parasol paragraph.

Mr. THOMAS. Schedule C, paragraph 143.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Paragraph 326 went over at the
request of the Senator from Utah for the Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SMOOT. No; Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. It has been read in connection
with paragraph 143, which will now be read.

Mr. 8MOOT. No, Mr. President; I asked that paragraph
826 go over, and said that I myself intended to offer an amend-
ment to it. That is the broad silk paragraph, but paragraph
143 relates to umbrella and parasol ribs and stretchers. I re-
quested that that be passed over on account of the Senator from
Pennsylvania desiring to speak upon it; and, subsequently, I
withdrew that request.

Myr. LODGH. That paragraph has now been disposed of.

Mr. SIMMONS. It is paragraph 143 on which I ask action
nEw. .

The VICE PRESIDENT. It has been read; there are no
amendments to it.

Mr. CUMMINS, Mr. President, T offer an amendment, to be |

inserted in the bill immediately following paragraph 659.

The SecrETARY. On page 164, after line 5, it is proposed to
insert the following——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will inquire of the Sena-
tor from Towa if this is an amendment to the amendment pro-
posed by lis colleague [Mr. Kexnvox]?

Mr. CUMMINS. It is not.

The VICE PRESIDENT. But, nevertheless, it is an amend-
ment proposed to follow paragraph 659.

Alr. CUMMINS. Is the amendment propoged by my colleague
pending?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It has been referred to the com-
mittee. The Chair only made the statement in order that the
record might be kept clear.

My, CUMMINS. This is another amendment to follotwr the last
paragraph of the free list. T do not care whether it takes its
place after the amendment proposed by my colleague or before
it. That is entirely immaterial, because the {wo amendments do
not cover the same subject at all.

The YICE PRESIDENT. The Sec.etary will prepare the rec-
ord so that there will be no guestion about it. The amendment
will be stated.

The SeceeTARY. On page 164, after line 5, it is proposed to in-
sert a new paragraph, as follows: .

It ghall be unlawful from and after January 1, 1914, for any common
carrier to collect, or receive a higher rate for the transportation
of any of the articles or commodities hereinbefore mentioned, or of sub-
stantially similar articles and commodities ha been grown, pro-
e o Tecive, for e (renaport
fion of such articles or commodities when imported into the United
Sta reign country : and all through rates between common
carriers bringing such imported articles or commedities to this country
ab.gd c?:ﬁfurf transporting them into the interior are hereby declared to

:'?(]:] common carrler in eonforming to the foregoing provision shall in-
crease any rate without the alppmva‘l of the Interstate Commerce Com-
E’csrs:::é entered after a ful upon an appleation for such

Mr, SIMMONS. Alr. President, I ask the Senator from Iowa
if he will not permit that amendment to be referred to the
Finance Committee?

Mr. CUMMINS. I understand the Senator from North Caro-
lina to suggest that the amendment be referred to the Committee
on Finance.

Alr. SIMMONS. That was my suggestion.

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not intend to resist that snggestion. I
am very anxious that the amendment shall be adopted, and I
shall be very glad if the committee will carefully consider it.
I submitted the amendment long ago, and it was formally re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance; but I assume that, in the
great variety of work in which it has been engaged, this amend-
ment has not challenged the committee’s attention. I am
quite willing that the amendment shall be so referred, simply
saying that when the committee reports it or before the pend-
ing bill passes from consideration as in Committee of the Whole,
I expect to discuss the matter at reasonable length.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The proposed amendment will be
referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. SIMMONS. T ask that section 2, known as the income-
tax section, be taken up, and that the Secretary read it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, that section having been
taken up I want to call attention to the fact that the Senator
from New York [Mr, Roor] has offered an amendment, which
is pending, in which he seeks to cure avhat he concedes to be a
defect in the bill, to wit, the basing of the income tax upon the
income of the year preceding the enactment of the income-tax
law itself.

I hold in my hand, Mr. President, a letter from the Attorney
General, transmitting a memorandum from the Department of
Justice, being an opinion of the special assistant to the Attor-
ney General. I also hold in my hand a memorandum prepared
by Representative Huir, of Tennessee, who was for the major
part the draftsman of the income-tax provision as it left the
House; I algo hold in my hand a very able opinion prepared
at the request of the Finance Committee by the Senator from
Tenn_essee [Mr. S8mierps], all upon this subject, and demon-
strating, as T conceive, that the position taken by the Senator
from New York is untenable. T ask nnanimous consent to insert
them in the Recorp for the benefit of Senators, so that they
may be read to-morrow. :

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none,

The matter referred to is as follows:

THE INCOME TAX (8. pOoC, 1T1).
Memorandom prepared by Representative HULL, of Tennessee,
A 5, 1913,

The amendment ugmposed by Senator Roor on July 18, 1913, is based
upon the theory that the proposed income-tax law can not reach for
taxatlion any income ace g prior to the date of Its taking effect,
which was reguired to be taxed under the rule of apportionment under
the decision in the Pollock case, even though such income acerued
subsequent to the ratification and promulgation of
amendment to the Constitution, The essence of this contention is that
within the meaning of the proposed tdx law the tax is limited to the

ticular income as a specific fund out of which the tax is to be

ken, and also that such income becomes principal whenever received,
and that prioecipal, therefore, enn only be reached for taxation by
apportlonment, notwithstanding the effect of the recent amendment and
the usual method of levying and measuring income taxes by the rule of
uniformity as embraced in the (’% law and in former laws and
practices of the United States vernment.

Prior to the Pellock decision Congress had exercised the broadest
power to impose the tax on incomes by the rule of uniformity. from
whatsoever source derived. The great question raised In the Pollock
case did not go to thetgowar of Congress to impose the tax, but to the
question of whether the (B)ower had been exercised according to the
method preseribed by the Constitution—that is to say, whether a power
to tax, limited only by one exception and two qualifications, was being
used according to the restrictions as to the method preseribed for its
exercise. The Pollock decision held that only certnin classes of incomes
were excise taxes and as such levianble by the rale of uniformity, while
certain other classes, viz, rent of real eslate, and incomes derived from
invested personality, were of such a nature that a tax laid upon the
same constituted s direct tax, and which must fall under the rule of
apportionment. Prior to this deeision the policy of the Government and
the decisions of the courts were to the effect that all taxes upon incomes
being considered excise taxes might be levied under the rule of uni-
formity and might be measured by the income accruing during the
preceding year or preceding years.

The income-tax act of August 5, 1861, provided that the tax shounld
be assessed “ n the annpal income for the year preceding the 1st of
January, 1862,” thus including the income that had acerued during the
seven months next preceding the passage of the law. The act of July
14, 1862, required the tax to be imposed upon the income that had

durilng the previous six and one-half months of that year prior
to the date of the passage of the act.

The English act of June 28, 1853, likewise applicd to all income
accruing from the 5th day of the preceding April.

In the ease of Btockdale v. Insurance Co. (20 Wall,, 331) the _Suprema

€a1d :

“The right of Congress to have imposed this tax by a new statute,
aithough the measure of it was governed by the income of the past
{urs. can not be doubted; much less can it be doubted that it could
m such a tax on the income of the curremt year. though part

pose 0 part of
E-?:f:' year had elapsed when the statute was pass The joint resolu- .
o

f July 4. 1864, imposed a tax of 5 per cent on all income of the
pmmﬁ:a,ﬁur’ although one tax om it had already been paid; and no
one deub the walidity of the act or attempted to resist IL.”

The soundngss of thls la e was later sustained in the case of
Patton v. Brady (104 U. 8., 608).

In the case of Maine v. Grand Trunk Ry. (142 T. 8., 217-229) the
Supreme Court suggested that income for one year might properly be
taken for the measure of all future years.

Again—
“ ynless the Constitution prohibite retrespective legisiation, the basls of
the assessment of taxes may as lawfully be retrospective as the reverse;
that is to say, it may as well have regard to benefits theretofore re-
celved as to those tha
tion, 3d4 Bd.. 482.)

Retrospective legislation is not prohibited.

In Drexel & Co. v. Commonweagh (46 I'a. St., 31, at p. 40) the
Bn‘]‘;reme Court said:

1t is clearly constitutional as well as expedient in levyin% a tax upon

profits or income to take as a measure of taxation the profits or income
of the preceding year. To tax is legal, and to assume as a standard the
transactions immediately prior is certainly not unreasonable."”

Additional authorities might be cited to the same effect. As stated,
these authorities only had in mind the imposition of an income tax as
an excise or indirect tax by the rnle of uniformity, whereas it should be
borne in mind that under the Pollock decision incomes from rent of real
estate and invested personalty are direct taxes. and until the ratifica-
tion of the recent amendment could only be levied by apportionment,

t may be assessed thereafter.” (Cooley on Taxa-
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The recent amendment. however, provided that Congress might im

a tax on incomes without apportionment, whether conside as direct
or indirect taxes. It is evident, therefore, that in so doing the rule of
uniformity must govern. The guestion then arvises as to whether Con-
gress may thos impose a tax upon all incomes from whatever source de-
rived. whether considered direct or indirect taxes, In the same manner
in all essential respects that it had, previous to the Pollock decision, im-
rosed the tax upon Incomes as an excise and under the rule of uniform-
ty. If so, it necessarily follows that the tax may be measured by all
income accrulng from and after the ratification of the constitutional
amendment. -

Does not the very nature and purpese of a tax on incomes accord with
the foregoing view? In the broad and usual sense of tax laws the Gov-
erriment, for example, might impose a tax upon nramrt{ aecording to its
valuoe by a direct and specific levy upon the gmper y itself, and in
concrete form, either real or perscnal; this would be done by apportion-
ment ; or If it was sought to impose a capitation tax, which is one upon
the ?erson solely, without any reference to his proi)ert}', real or per-
sonal, this would be effected by apportionment, while, upon the er
hand, a tax lald upon any business, cr franchise, or employment, or in-
come would fall under the rule of uniformity. E

The Pollock decision held the income tax Invalld not on the ground
that Incomeé could become capital and escape the tax, but on account
of its origin; that it was, in effect, a tax on realty and personalty.
The only rog\)el‘ inguiry in the light of the recent amendment, therefore,
iz not as to the origin or disposition of the income in question, but what
amount of income accrued to a taxable Individual during a given period.
It must follow that the account of annual income required of a citizen
is for the purpose solely of ascertainini what amount of tax ought to
be Imposed upon him In consequence of his having made profits and col-
lected by the Government not necessarily out of the specific income in
que{s‘tion.? gmt from the general property of the taxpayer as- well. (61

“This view refutes the theory both that income may become principal,
;mc} ,"‘t‘i"’“” escape taxation, and also the objection as to retrospective
eqisiation.

In the language of the Sugreme Court (8 Wall., 234) :

“The tax is payable by t
io[tt% amount and without reference to the way in which it was ob-

alned.

The proposed measure would require mo act of the citizen until the
1st of January mnext. It would assess and collect a tax off the indi-
vidual during next year. Until the 1st day of January the citizen could
not balance off n[intnst his gross profits his losses, expenses, etc., and
ascertain his net income for the preceding year. Until the cloge of the
year the citizen could not know whether his income would be absorbed

¥ losses, expenses, etc., or otherwise disposed of without even being
received, nor in fact could he know whether he would have a“y net
income until he had balanced his rece[Fts and expenditures aftdr the
end of the year. Within the meaning of the gropnaed tax the cumulat-
ing items of profit must necessarily remain in abeyance until the ex-
enditures for the year are deducted therefrom at the end of the year
fore it could be known whether there was any sum remaining that
would or could become capital. 1

The framers of the Constitution preseribed two great classes of taxes.
The sole practical basis for this division related to the method of their
imposition, viz, those that were to be apportioned were called direet
taxes, while those to be levied by the rule of uniformity were called
indirect taxes. No court has ever inquired whether a tax is direct or
indirect except for ithe purpose of determining whether it shall be levied
under the one or the other rule just stated. Income from real estate and
invested personalty is now as fully exposed to the taxing power of the
Government under the rule of uniformity as is income from trades, pro-
fessions, ete. The inquiry is not whether profits from any source are
property, but are they income. If so, they are taxable.

he Pollock decision held that as to certain classes such profits were
property and not income; but the recent amendment, in its necessary
effect, revoked this doctrine and said they shall be treated as any other
kind of income for the purpose of an income tax.

Under the proposed measure income is both the subject and the
measurement of the tax. The recent amendment gives Congress the

ower to tax all classes of income without apportionment. Certainly,
hen, Congress may measure the tax by the same income. The Supreme
Court has held that where the power to lany a tax exists it may be
measured by the income from pro rtg not in itself tarable. (Flint v.
%toge élér}t):y Co, 220 U. B, 107; U. 8. Express Co. v. Minn., 223

o .

The constitutional amendment simply exempts the entire tax to
which it relates from the rule of apportionment. It then becomes
utterly immaterial to Idguire whether the tax is direct or Indirect or
a8 to the origin or source of the income or its disposition—the only
inquiry pertinent and necessary is, What amount of net income acerued
to an individunl during a given taxing period? The tax is thereupon
measured by the same and collected out of his general prope ef’

From any viewpoint it must be agreed that Congress would impose
a tax with respect to the annual net income of the citizen, and the tax
to be measured by such income, whether the same or parts thereof be
congidered property or otherwwise. Had the recent amendment been a
part of the Constitution when the Pollock case was decided there is no
reason to suppose that even for the purpose of income taxation any
clnsg of income would have been held to he property in the tering sense
whatever its character or nature may have been considered in other
senses.  Defore the recent amendment the direct tax was considered
a tax in terms on property, real or personal, whereas all other taxes
related to businesses, privileges, franchises, etc., though measured by
different methods.

These latter taxes are taken from the general property of the eiti-
zen, just as the former, though not imposed in terms thereon. 'The
recent amendment simply transferred certain categories of income from
one of the great classes of taxes to the other, to all intents and pur-
poses if not in name. This transfer makes all incomes conform to the
tax-meaning definition of the same as prescribed by all the courts,
text writers, commentators on the Constitution, and acts of Congress
prior to the Pollock decision.

Income has been defined as ' the galn which proceeds from labor,
lusiness, or property of any kind; the %ronts of commerce or business.”
(44 Pa. St,, 347; 42 L. A.. 428; 28 I.. R, A., 48)

Algo, an income tax is defined as “ a tax which relates to the produet
gr E\"wu;ln'i% r}rom property or from business pursuits.” (60 Ga., 93; 30

It is a tax upon a person in respect of his income imposed in com-
sideration of the amount of his net profits,

e tax on_the yearly profita arising from property, professions,
trades, and offices.” (Black's Law Dictionary.)

e person becauge of his income, according

“One which relates to the product or income from property or
business pursuits.” (97 Ky., 394 ; 30 8. W., 973.)

Under the general property laws of the States the taxable status of
property, real and personal, relates to the date fixed by law for its
assessment, The assessment, when later made, must fix its value as
of this date. This may be any day during a taxable year. (141 Ind,
159 ; 109 Fed., 726.)

An income tax is assessed and collected during the year subsequent
to the accrual of the income returned and by which the tax is meas-
ured. Under a tax imposed with respect to net incomes the citizen
may be required to return for the purpose of the measurement of the
tax either his income for the preceding year, or his average income
for a designated. number of preceding years, or his estimated income
for the current year. That view is sustained by previous citations

‘herein,

1t therefore follows that Congress at least during any period of
ihe present year may impose and collect a tax on all incomes acerning
subsequent to the promulgation of the recent comstitutional amend-
ment, and it is strongly probable that the constitutional amendment
had the effect to empower Congress to measure the tax by all income
acceruing from the 1st day of January last. The power to impose
the tax has existed during the entire year, and there has been no im-
pediment to its imposition under the rule of uniformity during most
of the year, and uhder the weight of authority in the States, together
with the constroction placed upon the National Constitution by the
Supreme Court In the Legal Tender and other cases, no reason ap-
i:ears why the tax now proposed could and should not be measured by
he income accruing from the first of the vear.

Such latter provision would provide for the doing of mo act prior
to December 31 next which would otherwise hdve been done by the
citizen. 1t would undo nothing; it would neither take eway nor impair
nnxlvested right. (4 Nev., 313.)

The lnnguage of a constitntional amendment should be read in con-
nection with the known condition of affairs out of whizh the oceasion
ior its adoption may have arisen, and then construed if there be therein

ny doubtful expressions, in a way, so far as is reasonably possible, to
fokrward the known purpose or ohject for which the ameudment was
adopted.” (Maxwell v. Dow, 176 U. 8., 581.)

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
OPFIL‘E“OP "l}ill?lt A'r':gnmw ;:‘r:m-:aal..
s - Tashington, D, C'., August 6, 1312,
Hon. F. M. Brmyoxs, % ¢ %
United States Senate.

My DeAnr Sexator: Replying to your letter of July 30. in which
you inclose an amendment offered by Senator Roor to the income
section of House bill 3321, together with his remarks at the time of
its introduction, and asking for my views with reference to the Sena-
tor's contention, permit me to say:

am sending you two separate memorandums, one which Conzress-
man HULL very kindly prepared upon my request, and the other pre-
pared by one of the assistants In the department. I hope they will
answer your demands.

It seems to me that the Senator’s proposition is not well founded.
The practice in the past, the necessity for moving along practical
lines with respect to tax matters, t er with the other suggestions
contained In the inclosed memorandums, are adequate to overthrow
his contention.

With best wishes, falthfully, yours,
J. C. McREYNOLDS,
Attorney Gencial.

RE ME. ROOT'S PROPOSAL TO AMEND INCOME-TAX LAW.
[Memorandum for the Attorney General by T. M. Gordon, July 31, 1013.]

Mr. Roor suggests that the income-tax law must be amended to
operate only from the date of gn.wge. His theory is that income, once
accrued, becomes principal. ence there ean be no such thing as an
‘income tax" on past income. Such a tax is a tax on prineipal, a
direct tax, still requiring a&portionment, despite the fifteenth amend-
ment, I do not agree with . Roor.

The whole question turns upon what the words “ taxes upon incomes
gg;:t whatever source derived” mean as used in the sixteenth amend-

An income tax is sul gemeris. It is a legal fiction, a purely meta-
physical conception, very difficult to define or classify. It scems to
me, however, that it must be treated in a practical sort of way, and
that the definition which Mr, Root's argument assumes builds up an
undunly elaborate legal fiction, unwarranted by authority and very
unfortunate in its results.

course Mr., RooT ean not have in mind that a tax to be an income
tax must actually be collected, or even nassessed, before income ceases
to be ineome. Buch a l'eqtl‘lil'E]]lEl'.lt would be wholly impossible to comply
with. For example, such a requirement would render it Improper to
assess the tax upon income for the preceding year, as is done by this
law, and as is the universal custom of income-tax laws both in this
country and in England.

Apparently Mr. Roor does assume, however, that a tax can not be
a “ tar wpon income* unless the law levying the tax is in active oper-
ation at the precise instant that the income accrues, so that it may
then seize ufOn the income ecomstructively; 1. e., in legal fictton., The
law is conceived as a sort of invisible net interposed between the indi-
vidual and his source of income. The Federal 1 per cent is caught,
branded, and turned loose agaln, as it were, to be counted and collected
at a later day by the assessor, Of course physical analogies can not
express precisely how the legal fiction solves such difficulties as the
fact that any individual's yearly income can not be known till the end
of the year, or the situation of the merchant who may gain in one
transaction and lose in the next; nevertheless it must be admitted that
such a conception of a tax on income, though very refined and meta-
physlecal, is intellectually possible.

do not think, however, that usage, as evidenced by prior laws upon
the subject and by judiclal decisions, has ever restricted the meanin
of rtlmh lwc:rds; to tax laws which might be concelved to operate in suc‘E
a fashion.

1. First, as to the word “ income,” 1 do not think that word neces-
sarily implies a epecific fund from which the tax must be taken. A
man who possessed no vested right to anything might properly say,
“ My present income is §5,000 a year.” 1f that is his “ present in-
come,” why may he not be taxed upon it? _

1I. That lcads to the gignificance of the wword “ upon.” 'This word is
uged In such a wide varletg of ways that it is very diffienlt to define
exactly what we do mean when we say a tax * upon # anything. Taxes,
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general spenking, are really contributions from ong, who are
clugsified for tax purposes with reference to various ehnmctcr&sﬂm‘ru
ownership of Iam{ carrying on a certain kind of business, ete. he
factor or factors with reference to which Indlviduals are classified Is
usnall&said to be the thing “ upon' which the tax i3 levied. (2} Hav-
vard w Review, pp. 41-42.) Thus Mr. Kennan, In his recent book
on Income Tazation, defines an Income tax as “a fax the amount o
shich is determined iwith reference to the income of the tarpayer”
{p. 9). In other words, “upon" usually means “with reference to,”
or “ based wupon,” or “measwred by.” nd an income tax is a tax

upon income or measured by income, not carved out of a specific
fund of income.

In this sense a tax can be “u
longer owns or a state of things which has now ceased to exist.
Mr. Cooley eays (Cooley, Taxation (3d Ed.), pp. 492, 403, 404):

“ Unless the Consatitution prohlbits retrospective legislation the basls
of an assessment of taxes may as lawfully be retrospective as the re-
verse ; that is to say, it may as well bave ard to benefits theretofore
received as to those which may be assessed thereafter. (Locke v. New
Orleans, 4 Wall,, 172, p. 492.)

“s » * Nor in apportioning the tax between Individuals Is there
any valid objection to making It on consideration of a state of thin
that may now have come to an end; as where a tax 48 imposed on the
extent of one’s business for the preceding year instead of upon an esti-
mate of the business for the ycar to come. (Drexell v. Commonwealth,

n" a thing which a person ﬂ

46 Pa. 8t., 81; People v. Gold Co., 92 N. Y., 383.) * * * One may
be taxed upon property which he has long ceased to own when the tax
Is levied ™ (pp. 49349

Locke v, New Orleans (4 Wall,, 172), clted supra, held a State stat-
ute Impesing an additional tax on property according to the assessment
for the previous year, and also according to the assessment for the
year before that, but not exceeding the tax already lmposed according
to those assessments, was constitutional.

Drexell v. Commonwealth (46 Pa. 8t., 31), also relied on by Mr.
Cooley, related to an Income tax. The court sald (p. 40) :

“ This act clearly intended to levy a tax of 8 per cent on the Pmﬂm
or income of the business and was not meant to tax capital, rofits
must necessarily be the net profits of the business, and the Common-
wealth was to recelve of them 3 per cent. It was in fact a tax upon
the income of the business in which the defendants were engaged, e
English income tax and the United Btates income tax are based upon
the incomes recelved In preceding years. The present United States
fncome tax is laid upon the income of 1862, and the act of Congress of
the Gth of August, 1861 (12 Stat. L., 309), exgmly declares that ‘ the
tax hereln provided shall be assessed upon the annual income of the
perscns hereinafter named, for the year next preceding the 1st of Janu-
ary, 1862, and the sald taxes, when so ass and made public, shall
become a llen upon the property or other sources of said income for the
amount of the same, with the interest and other expenses of collection
until paid.’

“1t is clearly thercfore [z:rtectly constitutional as well as expedient,
in levying a tax apon profits or income, to take as the measure of taxa-
tion the profits or Income of a preceding year. To tax is legal, and to
assume as a standard the transactlons immediately prior is certainly
not unreasonable, particularly when we find It always adopted In ex-
actly similar cases. The tax is graduated upon each individual upon
his individual receipts.”

In People v. Gold Co. (92 N. Y., 383
corporations, based upon dividends for
of the law, was upheld.

*The faet that the amount of the tax may in some cases be fixed by
reference to the business of the coml:anr durinﬁnlhe year does not make
the act retrospective. The burden It imposes future and for future
expenditures, It Is competent for the legislature to adopt such method
of valuing the franchises or pmperty of corporations for the purpose of
taxation as it deems proper " (pp. 300-391).

In G w v. Rouse (43 Mo., 479) an additional tax on incomes,
levied according to the assessment of the preceding year, was upheld.
The court declared this to be * in entire harmony with the then existing
revenue law, which provided that the taxes collected for any year
should be based on an assessment made for the previous year " (p. 488).

111. As appears from the cases supra, the courts do not go %hm h
an eclaborate fiction to prove that the income is still income at the
time the tax attaches. An income tax is stlll an income tax whether
it 1= levied on this year's income or last year’'s income or (as has actu-
ally been done In the case of professional incomes by the English
income-tax statutes since earliest times) on the average e for a
period of years.

Furthermore, every one of the earlier Federal Income-tax statutes and
every one of the English statutes that I have examined not only based
each year's tax upon the income for the preceding year, but also based
the tax for the first year ntpon Income toh had already acerued befrure
the passage of the act. It 1a only falr to assume that the kind of in-
come tax to which the sixteenth amendment refers is kind of income
tax which had been called an income tax in Federal statutes and levied
and collected many times theretofore,

The Federal Income-tax laws are as follows:

Act of Aungust 5, 1861 (12 Btat., 292) :

*“The tax hereln provided shall be assessed upon the annual income of
the persons hereinafter named for the year next preceding the time for
assessing sald tax, to wit, the year next preceding the 1st of January,
Ca 2 Stat., , Bec, 4 2
Act of July 1, 1862 (12 Stat., 473, 474) :

* * & “The duty herein provided for shall be assessed and eol-
lected upon the income for the year ending the 31st day of December next
preceding the time for levylng and collecting such du i that Is to say,
on the 1st day o Hgﬂ, 1863, and In each year thereafter.”

Act of June 30, 1884 (18 Stat., 223, 281, 283) :

“And the duty hereln provided for shall be assessed, collected, and
pald upon the gains. profits, or income for the year ending the 31st day
of December next preceding the time for Ievyin%.ecoliectins, and paying
such duty (p. 281, sec. 1168). * * * Bhall levied on the 1st day
of May" (p. 283, sec, 116),

Act of July 4, 1864 (13 Stat., 417) @

# o = Wihere shall be levied, nssessed, and collected on the 1st
day of October, 186}, a_special income duty upon the gains, profits, or
income for the year ending the 3ist day of December next preceding the
time herein named.”

Act of March 2, 1867 (14 Stat., 471, 478, 480) :

“And the tax hercin provided for shall be assesscd. collected, and
paid upon the gains, profits, and income for the year ending the 31st
day of December next preceding the time for levylng, collecting, and
paying the tax (p. 478).

a tax upon tha franchises of
e year preceding the passage

“Provided, That the tax on {ncowmes for the ycar 1866 shall be levicd
on the day this takes effeot” (p. 480),
Act of ul_r 14, 1870 (16 Stat., 236) :
* ¢ # Uithe tax hereinbefore provided shall be assessed upon the
aing, profits, and Income for the year ending on the 31st day of
cember next preceding the time for Icvging and collecting said tax,
and shall be levied on the 1st day of March, 18717
!'\ct of August 27, 1804 (28 Btat., 553, 8. 27) : :
“Tax to levied January 1, 1805, on income for the year ending
December 31 next pgeceding time of levy " (s. 1 and 8. 30)
English income-tax laws are as follows:
Jltg.t! 2Jnne 22, 1842 (5 and 6 Vict,, c. 33) : Taxed Income from April
- iz
Act June 28, 1853 (16 and 17 Vict,, ¢. 34) : Taxed income from April

5, 1863.

Since 1860 the English tax has been reenacted annually (16 Hals-
bury's Laws of England, 609), The act of April 20, 1010 (10 Edward
w‘l‘f??dllncﬁﬁfd iy ] e T mbulne;fumple' the 6th dap of April 999,

X Tor the year be on the ay o, ril, 1
shall be charged at the rate of 1s. gd. ¥ il g

“(2) All such enactments as were in force on the 5th day of Aprll
1908, shall, subject to the provisions of this act, have full force an
effect with respect to any duties of income tax hereby granted.”

IV. The economic conception of an income tax is apainst Mr. Root's
{nterpretation.

From the economist's Eolnt of view the income tax 1s a contribution
by each I.ndivl(junl, based upon his ability to pay, measured by his in-
come. A man's fncome for the preceding year is the most natural
measure of his ability. And, as we have seen above, all previous in-
come-tax measures have been levied on that basis,

Nor would It make the tax a “ capltation " tax to consider It In this

wnf. “ Capitation " taxes, In the constitutional sense, are poll taxes,
}:‘_(‘fm%(%agrc’-g: all men equally, without regard to wealth or extrinsic clr-

(Cooley, Taxation (8d Ed.), p. 28; Hylton v. U. 8., 3
Dall., 171; Springer v. U. 8., 105 0, 8., '586; Head Money cases, 18
ed., 135, 139 ; Glasgow v. Rouse, 43 Mo., 480,)

It is true that in Pollock v. Farmers Loan & Trust Co. (168 U, B,
601) the court stated the economic theory and expressly refused to
follow 1t to its logical conclusion in the case of income from property,
Insisting upon the necessity of considering also the sowrce whence the
income was derived. (8ee p. 629.) But that holding does not help
Mr. Root's contentlon. The holding was that a tax upon the in-
come of property is a tax upon the property itself, mot beeause the
fnoome is property, but because the tax reaches back throwgh the in-
come to the source from which it springs. (Knowlton v. Moore, 17%
U. 8,, 41, 82.) Therefore the sixteenth amendment, which was passed
with the express purpose of escaping that declsion, must be held to
Elve power to levy a direct tax on property, at least thet kind of a
Irect tax on ro]ilerty which is measured by its income. As was sug-
gested above, if the sixteenth amendment is really designed to permit
o tax on property measured by income, there is no reason why income
already accrued may not be taken as the standard.

V. The usefulness of the tar as a war measure.

This was one of the reasons most pemistentl{ urged for the adeption
of the sixteenth amendment. Mr. Root's interpretation wounld seri-
ously impair its effectiveness, however. How could large amounts of
money be ralsed with any deﬁree of quickness if Con must walt
a year for income to accrue? And of course Mr. Root's objection
would apply to an increase in the rote of taxation as well as to the
original position of a tax., That this is a consideration of real
substance is shown by the fact that the income tax of 1861, for
instance, was aimed at income for the entire r of 1861, though
passed on August 6 of that year. (12 Stat., 202.) And as the war
l)mceeded it was found necessary to levy (act July 4, 18G4) a speclal
neome tax on income for the whole year 1863, (13 Btat., 417.) It
would be very unfortunate if the th amendment would not
permit such a war measure, and for Congress to mssent to such a
construction by amending the law at this time wonld be a contempo-
raneous legislative interpretation of some weight if the question ever
arose hereafter,

Faithfually, Tnrnurnrow M., GORDOXN,
Bpecial Assistant to the Attorncy General.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ROOT TO H, R. 8321, JULY 18, 1813.

Opinion of Hon. Joux K, Smierps, Senator from Tennessea, furnished
Finance Committee at request of the chairman of that committee.

The gectlon of the bill imposing an income tax is in these words:

“A. Suobdivision 1. That there shall be levied , collected, and
pald annually upon the entire net income arisfng or accrulng from all
sources in the preceding calendar year to every citizen of the United
Btates, whether renldigig at home or abroad, and to every gemn residing
in the United States, thongh not a citizen thereof, a tax of 1 per centum
i)er annum upon such income except as hereinafter provided: and a
ike tax shall be assessed, levled, collected, and annually upon the
entire net Income from all property owned and of every business, trade,
or prolf_e.uslon carrled on In the United Btates by persons residing else-

where.
SBubdivislon tl2: merely provides for an additional tax upon la]tj‘g;ar in-

colge; in ?95) ings as provided in subdivision 1. (8ec. 2, subdivs. 1
and 2, p. 2
Thusplt plninly appears that the tax is imposed regardless of whether

the income or Ipmperty represented by it had its source In profita or
gains from real and personal property or business, and includes them

The method provided for computing or assessing the tax makes no
distinctlon on account of the source of the income, and ls the same
whether it arises from property or business. That portion of the bill
providing for this, after allowing certain deductions, contains a pro-
vision in these words:

“The sald tax shall be computed upon the remainder of sald net in-
come of each person subject thereto, accruing during each preceding
calendar year ending December 31: Provided, however, That for the

ear ending December 31, 1018, said tax shall be computed on the net
neome accruing from March 1 to December 81, 1013, both dates In-
clusive, after deducting five-sixths only of the specific exemptions and de-
ductions herein provided for,” (Bee, 2, div. D, {w . 172-176.)

The amendment g)ropﬂs@d by Mr. Roor, July é). 1913, is as follows:

“On 172 strike out the word * Lfm-ch,' and on page 173 all of
line 1, and in line 2 the words ‘both dates inclusive,’ and insert in
lien thereof the words ‘the passage of this act)" ;

The object of this proposed amendment, or at least its effect, would
be to uce the measure of the tax Imposed for the current year to
incomes accruing after the passage of the Dbill,
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tmelg ;eamns admncﬁd hji Mr. memﬁ ottﬁhe amendment, as
etat ¥ him at {he time it was p , are as follows :«

“I have introduced a brief amendment to the tarlff bill, whieh I
ghall ask to have referred to the Committes on Finance; but 1 wanted
to eall the Senators’ attention to the precise point of the amendment. It
is an amendment to the provision that the income tax shall be com-
puted on incomes aceruing from March 1 to December 31, 1913.

*1 think the provision will encounter very serious gquestion. The
change I propose is to have the income for the first year computed from
the passage of the act, rather than from a fixed date—March 1, 1913.

*The reason why I think it would be wise to make the
that all direct taxes must be apportioned unless they come within the
nmendment relating to the income tax. ‘We can impose a tax upon
incomes without apportioning it because of the amendment, but we
can not impose any other direet tax withont tli’lzgorﬂonmcn When
income Is recelved it immediately becomes prineipal. The Income that
was received the 1st day of July of the present year, having been re-
celved, became prineipal, and no law hereafter can tax it without
lpportlonnoaent. any morft htnatn we Etain tax tnow the income that was
received 10 years ago without apportionment.

“ 8o if the bill becomes a law with the provision In it that has been
reported from the committee you will find yourselves endeavoring in
one sentence to tax income that comes under the amendment, and to
tax past income, Income received, reduced to possession, and turned into
principal before the passage of the act, and t you can not do without
apportionment.

* 1t is to avoid that dimmlt]r which I am sure Is very serious, that
1 propose the amendment wh eh 1 now ask to have referred to the
Committee on Finanee,” (COXGRESSIONAL RECOND, P 27 I

The argument advanced to support the contention of the Senator
Is predicated solely upon the assumption that profits, dividends, and
other moneys, constlg;?ting an income, when recelved, Im tely
become * prineipal,” or, in other words, is incorporated into the corpus
of the estate of the taxpayer, and therefore not subject to direct
taxation without apportionment. This Involves the further assump-
tion that the tax imposed can only be collected out of the income of
the tax arer{ or, in ottl.ner words, that his general estate can not be
subjected to its paymen

'J.Jlm uestion pwhether or not an income accrued immediately and
automatically becomes principal or a pert of the general estate of the
owner, whether sound or unsound In economics or financial evolution,
is not In my oplnion material to the question involved.

Bat it is unsound. An income is defined to be:

“That gain which proceeds from labor, business, property, or capital
of any kind, as the produce of a farm, the rent of houses, the proceeds
of professional business, or money or stock in funds, etc.; salary,
wp{'chlly. the receipts of a private person or a corporation from

roperty.”
2 Tp!fis ,i's the natural and obvions sense of the term, and it is so used
in the constitutional amendment and in this bill. The galn, profit,
or acquisition constituting the income when It accrues and is ascer-
tain becomes an entity and property as muech as a farm, bonds,
corporate stocks, or other proge.rtf from which it may have had Its
source. That it may automatically tmmedmtel;gE become incorporated
into the estate of the owner or invested thereafter to yleld an income,
or is spent, given away, or consumed, does not destroy the groperty
entity of the wvalue it had when it acecrued. The fact that the
existed and was owned by the taxpayer at one time Is
mestructlbie.

I suppose the objection of the Senator goes only to computations

on mmpu?ga ?risl.ngmir:m property, real and personal, and not to those
ineomes from eE8.

mThe n&nuﬂon really presented for consideration Is whether the

rovision of the bill for the tax for the current year Is retroactive in

Pts operation and Imposes a liability for taxes before the enactment

of the law, and is for this reason unconstitutional,

The constitutional amendmten‘;duil:ger which this tax In part is

?oaed without apportionment ordains :

i.m_ The Congress ghall have power to lay and collect taxes on {ucomes
from whatever source derived, without apportionment among the several
States nndl withT:‘;. rﬁﬁrﬂ to any census or enumeration.

It is well sett that—

“The language of a constitutional amendment should be read In con-
nection with the known condition of affairs out of which the occasion
of its adoption may have arisen, and then consirued, if there be therein
any doubtful expresslons, In a way, so far as s reasonably ble, to
forward the known purpose or o Uject for which the ame cnt was
adopted.” (Maxwell v. w, 176 U. 8,, L. Ed., Book 18, p. §97.)

It Is a part of the history of this country that much of the nal

roperty owned by everyone, and the great accumulations of wealth
Fn the {nnds of the few, had for years escaped taxation. They could
not be taxed direct without apportionment, which was not med
advisable. The income-tax law of 1894 was enacted to remedy this
injustice and to make this property bear its just proportion of the
expenses of the Government.

he Supreme Court of the United States held that tax, In so far as
it was imposed upon Incomes received from real estate and personal
property, to be a direct property tax and, being levied without a

tionment, unconstitutional, The tax upon incomes which arose from
other sources, and upon which an exeise tax could be impo was not
held wvoid for that reason, but the contra conceded. 'ollock .
I-‘ag{uers' Loan & Trust Co,, 158 U, 8., 618, 630; L. Ed., Book 39, 1119,
1123,

'Thg sixteenth amendment to the Constitution was proposed and
adopted to authorize Congress to impose a tax like that of 1894, after
which this is modeled, and which 1s proposed to be enacted under that
power, In o far as it taxes Incomes arising from real personal

property. Congress already had the power to Im
ﬂlp][mrtlonment on incomes arising from galn:hgm ts, or other acqul-
gitions in a business nmmarn{‘ called an ex tax, (Flint ». Stone
Tracy Co., 220 U. 8., 108; 65 L. BEd., 808.)

There are two grounds upon whieh, in my opinion, the tax for the
current year can be sustalpned.

First. The Congress has general power to lay and collect taxes,
duties, imposts, and excises, to pay the debts and provide for the com-
mon defense and general welfare of United States, unlimited save
that duties, imposts, and ex 1 be uniform throughout the
United States, and no capitation or other direct tax shall be laid unless
in proportion to the census or enumeration, directed to be taken
iecent 8 ally, réor oélnax)'dcles exported from other States. (Constitution

rt. I, secs. 8 and 0.

The Constitution contains no provision prohibiting the Congress from
imposing a tax upon property owned or business done by the taxpayer
previoue to the enactment of the law levying the tax, The general

a tax without

rule is that the c:;gges. within constitutional limitations, has abso-
lute power to dete the objects of taxation and the method of the
assessment the tax. (Cooley’s Con. Lim., 787 ; Flint v. Stone Tracy
Co., 220 1. 8., 187; Weston v. City of Charleston, 2 Pet,, 466.)

Therefore if the bill be construed to impose the tax for the current
Year on account of the ow‘nershig of incomes received—property owned
and business done previous to the enactment of the law—it I8 within

ower of without constitutional objection, and wvalid.

There is no constitutional prohibition of retroactive legislation which
will affect this tax. (Black's Con. Law, 753 ; Cooley's Con. Lim., 520;
Satteriee v. Mattheson, 2 Pet., 380 Drehman v. Stifle, 8 Wall., 595.) *

If the constitntional amendment changes or antﬁorlzee Congress to
change the classification of & tax on Incomes derived from roperty
from that of a direct tax to that of an excise tax, and the ‘?ax here
imposed Is onme of the latter clnmt!ﬁ then the provision for comggém
Incomes before the enactment of the bill Is clearly a8 mere met o
assessment and not only allowable, but usually done in assessing excise
taxes. The authorities authorizing this manner of assessment of exclse
taxes will be hereafter stated.

Becond. The provision of the bill req;ir&ng incomes received by the
taxpayer from all sources, from March 1, 1913, to be computed In

ng the tax to be pald for the current year is not the imposi-

tion of a retroactive tax, but the method of assessment of the tax im-

for that part of the current year after the enactment of the law,

consisting in part of a property tax and in part of an excise tax, and
is valid and constitutional.

It is immaterial what the tax Is called. The courts will treat it
u:cordmf to its correct classification as ascertained by the legislative
intent disclosed in the Dbill when construed In the light of its legisla-
tive and judicial hiﬂto:{. I am inclined to think the tax Imposed
Is a property tax in part and an excise tax in part. It is a property
tax so far as im upon Incomes accruing to the taxrayer from
real and personal property, and an excise tax so far as laid upon in-
comes arising from all other sources. I do not think ihe constitutional
amendment was Intended to change the classification of the tax, but
merely to allow It to be Imposed without apportionment.

In so far as it is a property tax, it is imposed upon the taxpayer
as the owner of so much pme!tr—that certain portion in value of
his property which he aecqul as an income from real and personal
property: nring certain periods for the current year, from Mareh
1 to December 81, and thereafter annually. The extent of the Erog;
erty—the portion of the estate of the taxpayer upon which he
taxed—Is thus measured by the income recelved dnrtn_f said periods,
to be aseertained .and fixed as in the bill preseribed. under the

Polliock cases, is a direct tax, but it is now author without appor-
:.lonblénent,cltagd the eonstitutional amendment under which it is proposed
o ena 5

It is an excise tax so far as it is imposed on incomes from all other
sources, as has been by the Bupreme Court in many ecases.

There seems to be no valld objection to imposing the twe classes of
taxes in the same law., This was done in the act of 1894 and not con-
gidered objectionable. The ecourt, referring to it in the Pollock cases
expressly stated that this point did not affect its decision. (158
U. 8, 636; L. BEd., 1125.)

The Congress, within constitutional limitations, has plenary po
to select tbe objects of taxation and the methods by which the
im ghall be levied, assessed, and collected.
uniformity, tax all the property of the taxpayer or only a portion
or a certain kind of it. It may impose an excise tax on all busi-
ness, avocations, or on part of them. It also has almost unlimited
power in providing for the selection of the property to be taxed, and
all necessary machinery for the assessment of the same for taxation
and for the collection of the tax. These principles are elementary.
(Cooley’s Con. Lim., 737, 739; Cooley's Taxation, vol. 1, 602-604.&("

In the case of Fiint v. Stone Tracy Co. (230 U. 8., 167; 55 L. 1.,
420) it is sald:

“ We must not forget that the rl%ht to select the measure and ob-
jects of taxatfon devolves upon the Congress and not upon the courts,
and :el.lt‘ll sﬁl ons are valid unless constitutional limitations are
overstepped,

All the authorities a that the basis of an assessment for tax-
ation may be retros ve. (Cooley on Taxation, vol. 1, p. 492.)

The same meth it is true, ls here provided for assessing the

roperty tax and the excise tax Imposed, but I can see mo objection
o the bill on this account. It is ually apglimble to both taxes
and makes the machinery less complicated and easier of operation.
Direct taxation by reason of the ownership of roEerty and an exclse
tax upon business are merely different metho«fa y which the same
end is reached; that Is, by which the taxpayer is made to coniribute
out of his pro to the suip?ort of the Government.

As before stat the provislion of the bill requiring the computation
of incomes recelw sbs{ taxpayers during the Feriods mentioned in the
bill is merely the basis for the assessment of the tax, and it is well
settled that incomes received before the law is passed may be con-
gidered in ascertal the tax to be paid for the first year.

The excise cases decided by the Supreme Court of the United
States sustain these conclusions. They are directly in point in so far
as the. &ropert taxed arises from Incomes from business subject to an
exclse tax and clearly analogous where the Inccme arises from
and personal property, both of which are to be found In this bill.

The court has held in all these cases that the tax to be collected
may measured by the business done, the prefits made, the divi-
dends accrued, and the gains made for periods previous to the enact-
ment of the law imposing the tax, in some other cases a part of the
year, like the present law, and In others the year previous to that in
which the law was enact

It is also held that where the basis fixed for the assessment is a per-
cenufe on the capital stock or business dome by a corporation, and
that this way assets which are exempt from faxation and business
not taxable are included In making the assessment, the validity of
the tax imposed is not affected.

In Home Ins. Co. v. N. Y. (134 U. 8., 594; 33 L. Ed., 1025) the tax
in ?ueatlon was imposed upon the privilege of the complainant to do
business as a corporation within the State and was measured by the
extent of the dividends of the corporation of the current year npon the
o

wer
inx
It may, with pro

k, some two million dollars of which were invested in
of the United States exempt from taxation. The tax was at-
tacked because this mode of assessing the same included the value of
exempt progerty. The court, in anstain.h:g‘lthe tax, =
“It Is not a tax in terms upon the eapi stock of the company, nor
u any bonds of the United States composing a of the stock.
statute designates it a tax upon the ° corporate franchises or busi-
ness ' of the company, and reference is only made to its capital stock
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and dividends for the purpose of determining the amount of the tax
to be enacted each year. The validity of the tax can in no way be
dependeat upon the mode which the State may deem fit to adopt in
flx‘lng the amount for any year which it will exact for the franchise.
No constitutional objection 'lies in the way of a legislative body pre-
scribing any mode of measurement to determine the amount it will
charge for the Prlvilpge it bestows.” -

The case of the State of Maine v. Grand Trunk Ry. Co. involves an
excise tax levied by the State upon railroad corporations for the

rivilege of exercising their franchise within the State, the tax being
Exed by a certaln percentage of the transportation receipts of the com-

ny, including interstate and foreign commerce, for the previous year.
‘he tax was assalled upon the ground that it was a burden upon inter-
state commerce and the business done in a former year. he court
sustained the tax, In the opinion, among other things, it is said:

*The character of the tax or its validity is not to be determined by
the mode adopted in fixing its amount for any specific perfod or the
time of its payment. 'The whole field of inquiry into the extent of
revenue from sources at the command of the corporation is open to the
consideration of the State in determining what may be justly exacted
for the privilege, * * *

“And if the Inquiry, of the State as to the value of the privilege were
Hmited to the receipts of certain past years instead of the year in
which the tax is collected it is conceded that the wvalidity of the tax
would not be affected ; and if not, we do not see how a reference to the
results of any other year could affect ils character. There is no levy
by the statute on the receipts themselves, either in form or fact; they
constitute, as stated above, simply the means of ascertaining the value
of the privilege conferred.” 4

Ia Stockdale v. -Atlantic Ins. Co. (87 U. 8., 341, 22 L. Ed., 350) an
excise tax nssessed upon dividends declared by the company previcusly
was held to be valid. Mr. Justice Mlller in his opinion said:

“The right of Congress to have imposed this tax by a new statute,
although the measure of it was governed by the income of the past

ear, can not be doubted; much less can it be doubted that it could
mpose such a tax on the income of the current year, though part of
that year had e!&g‘s&d when the statute was passed. The joint resolu-
tion of July 4, 1864, imposed a tax of 5 per cent upon all incomes of the
previous year, although one tax on it had already been pald, and no
one doubted the valldity of the tax or attempted to resist it.”

Flint v. Stone Tracy Co. (220 U. 8., 55 L. Ed., 410)—the corpora-
tion-tax case—is the latest excise-tax ease. All the cases where excise
taxes have been attacked, ause in the measurement or assessment of
the tax property nontaxable, and profits, incomes, and business accru-
ing prevgms to the passage of the law, were included and valued, are
reviewed, and it is there held that the Government may use these
methods in measuring or assessing the tax imposed without affecting the
validity of the tax.

1 think the principle controlling all these cases is the same here
involved, and sustains the tax proposed to be imposed.

There is nothing in the amendment requiring the tax to be paid or
collected ont. of the specific moneys constituting the Income accruing
during said periods, and what the taxpayer does with the moneys con-
stltutfng his income Is immaterial. It can not have the effect to relieve
him of the tax imposed upon him as the owner of property of Its value.
This tax, like all other taxes, is a debt due to the Government, and col-
lectible out of any of the taxpayer’s property that may be found. If
the law was otherwise, the payment and collection of the tax would be
dependent upon the ability of the taxpayer to dispose of his income

ore the authorities could selze it for the payment of his just contri-
butlon to the expenses of the Government,

The statutes of a majority, if not all, of the States provide that prop-
erty shall be assessed against the owners upon some certain day of the
year and that transfers after that shall not affect the assessment. The
pwner of the property upon the day of the assessment is liable for the
tax thereon according to the assessment made, notwithstanding the gen-
eral assembly, municipal council, or other taxing power may levy the
tax on a subsequent day of the year. The property of the citizens
taxed for that year is here measured by that which they own on the
day fixed for the assessment, and which is made as of that day. These
laws have never been questioned so far as I can find.

The provisions of this bill upon this question are not different from
the income-tax laws of England and those heretofore enacted in this
conntry.

The English income tax enacted June 28, 1853, provided that the
same should be operative and effective from and after April 5, 1852, and
of eourse included incomes accruing previous to its enactment,

!&I‘et‘ietinctome tax imposed by Cobogress August 5, 1861, expressly pro-

v at—
“ the tax herein provided shall be assessed npon the annual incomes of
the persons hereinafter named for the year next preceding the 1st of
January, 1862, and the said taxes when so assessed and made public
shall become a lien upon the property or other sources of said income
for the amount of the same, with the interest and other expenses of
collection until paid.” (12 Stat. L., 309.)

Here the taxwas imposed upon the incomes accruing between January
il. 1561, and August of that year, the day of the enactment of the
aw,

The act of July 14, 1862, superseding the one above stated, provided
for the assessment upon incomes received from and after January 1 of
that year, or for a period of six months before the act was passed.

The income tax of 1804, enacted In August of that year, provided
for the taxation of incomes from the beginning of the current year
and was -attacked upon this ground. The question was not decided
in the cases which reached the Supreme Court of the United States,
but it was held by the SBupreme Court of the Distriet of Columbia In
the case of Moore v. Miller, decided January 23, 1895, that there was
nothing in the objection, In that case Hagner, J., said:

“This provision is of the same character as those appearing in the
former income acts of the United States.

“The first act, passed on the Gth of August, 1861, declared that from
and after the Ist of January, 1862, there should be levied an income
tax, which should be assessed in the first instance ‘upon the annual
income for the year preceding the 1st of January, 1862 thus including
in return the income that had accrued during the seven months next
preceding the Passage of the law. e

.“The act of the 14th of July, 1862, which superseded the first law,
declared that the tax should be levied on the 1st of May, 1863, u
the income of the preceding year ending the 31st of December, 1§32_
including thereby the six months and a half of the year that had ex-
pired at the time the act was passed.

“The Euglish act of 1853, passed on the 28th of June, 18533, declared
that the income tax thereby established should be operative from and
after the Gth day of the preceding Aprll.

-

“ No authorlg was quoted In suplpart of this contentlon, and I have
been unable to discover any if it exists.

“ Bat the ver{’ point appears to have been decided the other way in 20
Wallace, 331 (Stockdale v. Ins. Co.), where Mr. Justice Miller said:
‘*The right of Congress to have imposed this tax by a new statute,
although the measure of it was governed by the income of the past
ears, can not be doubted: much less can it be doubted that it could
mpose such a tax on the income of the current year, though part of
that year had elapsed when the statute was passed. The joint resolu-
tlon of July 4, 1864, imposed a tax of 5 per cent on all incomes of the
previous year, although one tax on It had already been Eald: and no
one doubted the valldity of the act or attempted to resist It.'"”

In a Pennsylvania case, in which a tax in substance was imposed upon
incomes, a similar question was presented and held not to affect the
validity of the law :

““This act clearly intended to levy a tax of 3 per cent on the profits or
income of the business, and was not meant to tax capital. Profits must
necessarily be the net profits of the business, and the Commonwealth
was to receive of them 3 per cent. It was in fact a tax upon the in-
come of the business In which the defendants were engaged. The
English income tax and the United States Income tax are based upon
the incomes received in preceding years. The present United States
income tax is laid upon the income of 1862, and the act of Confress
of the 5th of August, 1861 (12 Stat. L., 309), expressly declares
that * the tax herein provided shall be assessed upon the annual in-
come of the persons hereinafter named, for the year next preceding
the 1st of January, 1862, and the said taxes, when so assessed and made
l)ublic. shall become a lien upon the property or other reseurces of said
ncome for the amount of the same, with the interest and other ex-
penses of collection until paid.

It is clearly, therefore, perfectly constitutional, as well as expedi-
ent, in levying a tax upon profits or income, to take as the measure of
taration the profits or income of a preceding year. To tax is legal,
and to assume as a standard the transactions immediately prior is
certainly not unreasonable, particularly when we find it always adopted
in exactly similar cases. The tax is graduated upon each individual
upon his Individual receipts.”

The Wisconsin income tax law went into effect July 5, 1911, but
provided for taxing all incomes received during that year. The act
was attacked, among other grounds. upon the contention that it was
retroactive and void under the constitution of that State. The court
in disposing of this question said:

“ One further objection we overrule here without comment, for the
reason that it seems very unsubstantial, namely, the objection that the
law is retroactive and void, because assessed on incomes received during
the entire year 1911, while it did not go into effect until July 15 of
that year, and also because it includes profits derived from the sale of
property purchased at any time within three years previously.” (In-
come Tax cases, 148 Wis,, 456, 514.)

In Wisconsin & M. R. Co. v. Powers (191 U. 8., 879: 48 L. Ed., 220)
a statute was sustained which made the income of the railway com-
pany within the States. including interstate earnings, the prima facle
measure of the valne of the Property within the State for Fhe purpose
of taxation. In the course of the o‘pinion the court said:

“In form the tax I8 a tax on ‘the property and business of such
railroad corporation operated within the State,’ computed upon certain
percentages of gross income, The prima facie measure of the plaintifi's
gross income is substantially that which was approved in Maine v,
Grand Trunk R. Co.” (142 U. 8, 217, 228.)

The statute of Minnesota, passed for revenue purposes in 1903,
levied a property tax to be computed upon the gross receipts of cor-
porations doing both domestic and interstate business, the last of
which, of course, could not be taxed by the Btate, as such a tax would
be a burden upon Interstate commerce and in violation of the com-
merce clause of the Federal Constitution. The SBupreme Court of the
Tnited States sustained this statute and upheld the tax, In the opinion
delivered for the court by Mr. Justice Day it is said:

“ Upon the whole we think the statute falls within that class where
there has been an exercise in good falth of a legitimate taxing power,
the measure of which taxation is In part the Sroccefls of interstate
commerce, which counld not in itself be taxed and does not fall within
that class of -statutes uniformly condemned in this court, which show
a manifest attempt to burden the conduct of interstate commerce, such
ower, of course, being beyond the authority of the State.” (Express

0. v. Minn., 223 U. 8., 335.)

These two last cases seem to be directly in point. They involved
statutes imposing property taxes, measured or assessed by methods
which involved in part the computation of property and incomes not
within the taxing {)ower of the State. This was but an application of
the general principle that the legislature has the power to prescribe any
method of assessment of property for taration that may be deemed wise
and efficlent and illustrates the important distinction detween the sub-
ject of taxation and the method of assessment of taxation,

1 think the amendment without merit and the provision of the bill
called in question constitutional. .

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Mr. President, I snggest to the Senator
from Mississippi that it might be well to have these opinions
printed also as a Senate document. The matter will be in
better type and more readable if we have them printed in that

way.

Mr., WILLIAMS. If that is desired, then I shall also ask
that these opinions may be printed as a Senate document. I
make that request.

The VIOE PRESIDENT. Is there any objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, before we begin on the in-
come-tax provision I should like to inguire of the chairman of
the Finance Committee when he expects to return to the para-
graphs that have been passed over? There must be 100 of
them, and it seems to me we ought to know just when we are
to take them up and finish them.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am sure that by the time we have fin-
ished the income-tax section and the administrative sections of
the bill the committee will be through its consideration of the
various matters that have been referred back to it. It was our
plan then to begin at the beginning and take up each paragraph
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and consider and determine the matters that have been passed
OYer.

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator desires first to take up the
income-tax and the administrative features before he returns
to the paragraphs that have been passed over?

Mr. SIMMONS. That is the plan I desire to follow.

Mr. BRISTOW. The reason I spoke of it was that I thought
Senators ought to know about when those paragraphs will
come up.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am very glad the Senator asked the ques-
tion, so that I might make a general statement on the subject,
becanse  Senators are coming to me and asking me about the
matter from time to time.

The reading of the bill was resumed, beginning on page 163,
under the heading “ Section IL"”

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
Section II, subdivision 1, page 165, line 2, before the word
“and,” to insert “collected”; in line 7, after the word “in-
come,” to strike out “ over and above $4,000 " and insert “ except
as hereinafter provided ”; and in line 9, after the word “ levied,”
to insert * collected,” so as to make the paragraph read:

A. Bubdivision 1. That there shall be levled, assessed, collected, and
pald annually upon the entire net income aris"mg or accrulnti from all
sources in the preceding calendar year to every citlzen of the United
States, whether residing at home or abroad, and to every person residin
in the United States, though not a citizen thereof, a tax of 1 per cen
per annum upon such income, except as herelnafter provided; and a like
tax shall be n=sossed, levied, collected, and pald anoually upon the entire
net income from all property owned and of every business, trade, or pro-
fession carried on in the United States by persons residing elsewhere.

The amendment was agreed to. o

The Secretary proceeded to read subdivision 2, on page 165,
and read down to line 20, as follows:

Subdivision 2. In addition to the Income tax provided under this see-
tlen (herein referred to as the normal income tax) there shall be levied,
assessed, and collected upon the net income of every individual an ad-
ditlonal lncome tax (hereln referred to as the additional tax) of 1 per
cent per annum upon the amount which the total net income exceeds
$20,000 and does not exceed $50,000.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I am not going to enter upon
any extended discussion of this provision, but I suggest to the
committee, or to the Senators having this part of the bill in
charge, that it seems there ought to be a different arrangement
and proportion with reference to the surtax.

The bill now reads:

One per cent annum upon the amount by which the total net in-
come exceeds $20,000 and does not exceed $50,000, and 2 per cent ﬁr
annum upon the amount by which the total net income exceeds $50,000
and does not exceed $100,000, and 3 per cent ﬁr annum upon the
amount by which the total net income exeeeds $100,000,

If I were permitted to have my way, I would have the pro-
vision read as follows:

One per cent Ber annum upon the amount by which the total net in-
come exceeds $10,000 and does not exceed $30,000, 2 per eent
annum upon the amount by which the total net income exceeds $30,000
and does not exceed $50,000, and 3 per cent per annum upon the
amount by which the total net income exceeds ?;0,000 and does not
exceed $100,000, and 4 per cent g:er annum upon the amount by which
the total net income exceeds 100,000,

I think we ought to bear in mind that which is proven to be
well founded in experience, and that is that the man with a
small income always pays more completely npon his income
than the man with a large income. If a man has an income of
$£5,000 a year, he will come closer to paying the tax upon $5,000
a year thdn the man who has an income of $40,000 a year. I
presume that has been the experience of all countries with
reference to this matter. Therefore, if we are going to reach
proportionately the men with large incomes, it seems to me we
must raise the grade of taxation more than is here specified.

I think I shall not offer the amendment formally, because
I presume the matter has been thoroughly considered by the
committee and the amendment would not prevail. But if it is
the design of the commitfee to reach the man who pays £50,000
as fully as the man who pays $20,000, they will have to change
the rate of tax from that which is found in the bill. Besides,
I think a person who has an income of $100,000 a year ean well
afford to pay a tax of 4 or 5 per cent upon that amount, and
he will not suffer inconvenience in se doing, and it will not be
so difficult for him te part with that amount of money as in the
case of the man who pays the rate here proposed upon an in-
come of $10,000 or $15,000 a year.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr, President, if the Senator will yield for
a moment, I desire to offer an amendment to this part of the
bill. I have not the amendment prepared now, because I had no
idea this part of the bill would be taken up this afternoon, and I
do not wish to be foreclosed from offering the amendment in the
morning.

Mr. SHIVELY. The Senator certainly will not be foreclosed.
I do not propose to discuss at length the guestion raised by the

Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran]. There is a fiscal question
involved here as well as an economic question. With us the fis-
cal question is of first moment, -

The Senator from Idaho is evidently discussing this matter
largely from the economic standpoint. There is a difficulty
always confronting a body that has to pass upon the question
of where an income tax should begin. In England it begins with
an income of £160, about $800. IHere we have fixed it at $£3,000,
or at nearly four times as high an amount.

It is difficult to grade an income tax on the theory on which
the Senator from Idaho proceeds. Of course it requires about
so much to sustain a family. While there are large differ-
ences as to the amount of income required in this station in life
and that station in life, the question confronting us was a fiseal
question, a guestion of raising sufficient income which, added to
other incomee, will pay the expenses of government.

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator will permit me, the Sen-
ator suggested that we had fixed the minimum at four times
that of Great Britfin, or more than that. Has not the com-
mittee fixed it at $3,000 by amendment?

Mr. WILLIAMS, It has fixed it at $3,000 for a single man,
and $4,000 for a man with a family.

Mr. GALLINGER. So that it would be a liftle less than four
times as much.

Mr. SHIVELY. The minimum would be a little less than
four times as much,

Mr. GALLINGER. Precisely.

Mr. BORAH. I do not understand the difficulfy in the fiseal
proposition as applied to my amendment. It does not make any
difference, except that it is caleulated to raise mere revenue.
Senators on the other side may be assured that they will not
have any surplus. Besides that, if there is going to be a re-
mitting of taxes it can very well afford to be elsewhere than
upon fortunes which bring in an income of §100,000 a year.

I do not see where the difficulty arises as to the fiscal proposi-
tion. I realize perfectly how difficult it is to adjust an income
tax in the first instance to all conditions, but I do not under-
stand at this time where the difficulty arises with reference to
this particular suggestion.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. SaiveLy] has referred to the
fact that England has an exemption of about $800. That is
true, but England also has a rebate which she allows up to
$3,500, and in addition to that England raises her revenue in an
entirely different way proportionately from the way in which
we raise ours.

According to the estimates made this year in the budget
speech of Mr. Lloyd-George the customs income of that country
this year will be £32,200,000, and the excise income £38,850,000.
Those are the indirect taxes which fall most heavily upon the
consumer. The direct taxes are as follows: Death duties,
£26,760,000; land taxes and house duties, £2,230,000; income and
surtax, £45,950,000.

We will raise about one-eighth of our income, according to this
bill, from the income tax. The rest of it will be raised from
taxation upon consumption. The English Government, on the
other hand, raises practically one-half of its income from the
income or direct tax system. So when we have adjusted the
matter in aceordance with the actual faects it will be found, in
my judgment, that the English Government has gnite as large
an exemption as this Government will have even after we have
adopted the suggestion I have made.

In addition to that, England has adopted the differentiation
plan. That is to say, England distinguishes as to the sources of
income. In addition to the exemptions to which I have referred,
she provides for a lower rate for all earned incomes and a
higher rate for all unearned incomes, or incomes over $10,000.
If the two bills are laid down side by side, it will be found, in
my judgment, that we are giving no greater exemption than
the English law does in its practical workings.

Mr. LODGE. If the Senator will permit me, I think the
English additional tax to which he has referred goes on at
£3,000, or $15,000. I think it is £3,000, or $15,000, in roumd
numbers, in our money.

Mr. BORAH. The Senator may be correct. I thought it was
£2,000, or $10,000; but the Senator may be correct.

I think I shall offer the amendment, anyhow. I shall not
take up the time of the Senate in discussing it, but I shall ask
to have it passed upon. I will state the entire amendment, so
that it will be in consecutive form.

After the word “exceeds” in line 19, page 165, I move to
strike out all down to the period after the figures “ §100,000"
in line 3, page 166, and to insert in lieu thereof the following :

Ten thousand dellars and does not exceed $30,000, and 2 per cent per

annum hich the total net income exceeds $30

upon amount by w! 4
and does not exceed $50,000, and 3 per cent per annum upon the amount
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by which the total net income exceeds $50,000 and does not exceed
$100,000, and 4 per cent P" annum upon the amount by which the
total net income exceeds $100,000.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator has read the amendment, It seems
to me he has not got the proportion guite right. He makes a
jump of 1 per cent from $10,000 to $30,000, then he makes a
jump of 1 per cent from $50,000 to $100,000. The gap between
$50.000 and $100,000 is a great deal bigger than the gap between
$10,000 and $30,000.

Mr. BORAH. Yes; perhaps it would be better to make the
correction suggested.

Mr. LODGE. I am not quarreling with the amount of tax
the Senator imposes on the $100,000 income or the §50,000
income; but in dividing the $100,000 it seems to me he makes
his first increase too soon. I think it would better reach the
same point and would be better proportioned if he divided more
equally. From $10,000 to $30,000 he jumps once. *

Mr. BORAH, And from $30,000 to $50,000.

Mr. LODGE. And from $30,000 to $50,000.

Mr. BORAH, And from $£50,000 to $100,000.

Mr. LODGE. That is a jump of $20,000 each time at first
and then $50,000. It is merely a question of proportion.

Mr. BORAH. I will take the suggestion.

Mr. LODGE. It seems to me the only way to distribute the
rise before you get to $100,000 is to distribute it every $20,000,
or whatever you divide on.

Mr, JONES, Why not jump from £50,000 to $§75,000 and then
from $75,000 to $100,0007

Mr. NORRIS. I should like to suggest to the Senator a jump
from $50,000 to $75,000 at 4 per cent, or put another step in
there, and then above $100,000 make it 5 per cent instead of 4
per cent.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, while suggestions are being
made, if the Senator will yield to me, I should like to suggest
what I had in mind when I made the statement and expected to
offer an amendment—1 per cent per annum upon the amount by
which the total net income exceeds $10,000, and that then we
go up step by step, adding 1 per cent for each additional $10,000
until we reach the maximum of $100,000, making the total in-
come tax 10 per cent on all over $100,000. That does not have
as large jump, and the man who is receiving $100,000 a year
can afford to pay $10,000 a year tax to the Government just as
well as the man who has an income of $10,000 a year can afford
to pay what this would impose upon him, and much better. It
is not any greater hardship and would secure a more equitable
adjustment.

I make the suggestion to the Senator. I should like to have
him fix his amendment that way, and if he does not I should
like to offer mine, because that comes more nearly meeting my
judgment than anything which has yet been suggested.

Mr. BORAH. I think I shall ask to have the amendment
voted on as I offer it, and perhaps when the Senator from
Kansas offers his amendment we can get another chance to meet
that proposition.

Mr. SHIVELY. Permit me to inquire of the Senator from
Idaho if he has made an estimate of the amount of revenue
that would be produced in the event his amendment is adopted.

Mr. BORAH. No, Mr. President, I have not; neither have I
seen any estimate made by anyone else that was worth any-
thing to anybody as a guide. The estimate which has been
made, so far as I can ascertain, is purely speculative.

Mr. SHIVELY., Of course there will always be an element
of uncertainty and speculation in putting in force an income
tax. It has been estimated that the tax as provided in the bill
when in full force will produce about $100,000,000 annually.
Of course the main purpose is to provide for the fiscal neces-
gities of the Government, not to provide a system for the redis-
tribution of property or a system with reference particularly
to its economic effect. It is with more particular reference to
raising the required means with which to pay the expenses of
the Government, and on that basis this has been provided in
the bill.

I hope we shall have a vote on the amendment.

Mr. BORAH. If the estimate which the committee has made
with reference to the proposed income fax be even made with
any degree of certainty or accuracy, then it would not be very
_ difficult to tell what this rate would produce. Buf, Mr. Presi-
dent, even at the present time, after all the experience which
has been had in regard to the income tax in other countries,
it is the most uncertain tax with reference to estimates that
there is. A few years ago when they changed the tax entirely

in England, when Mr. Asquith introduced the differentiating

feature, he estimated they would lose a certain amount, a very
large amount. Instead of losing that amount they actually
collected a very large amount in excess of what the tax had
been the year before.

Therefore, I do not criticize or find fault with what I believe
to be the purely speculative estimate of the committee, but I
think it is purely speculative.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question ig on the amendment
proposed by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BoraH].

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, this schedule constitutes to
the extent to which it goes the introduction of an entirely new
fiscal system. It is, so far as it goes, revolutionary of existing
tax methods. The object of levying the tax, of course, is to pro-
vide a revenue, and in addition to that, to a large extent to
relieve the backs and the stomachs of people of burdens under
the present system and to place those burdens, as far as may be,
upon the backs of those who are able to stand them, to begin a
system at any rate, of taxing people according to their ability
to pay and not according to their necessities.

Now, like every new thing. the best speed is made in the long
run by going slowly at first. It is always the safest method
to make your first effort as simple as you can and not compli-
cate it with too many other things.

What we are doing with this income tax is a totally different
thing from what we hope fo do some day. We do not want to
collect any more revenue than we need. The Senator from
Idaho says it is largely speculation instead of caleunlation: but
we have caleulated as well as we could how much income tax
we would need after the reduction of the duties upon consump-
tion. Evidently his amendment would very much increase what-
ever sum we might attain. Having concluded that we- had
enough, we are not taxing the people’'s incomes even for fun,
nor are we taxing them for the purpose of building up a system.
The time may come, and I hope will come some day, when all
taxes for the Government will be raised by taxing the citizens
in proportion to their ability to pay. But the Senator knows
as well as I do that we can not go at that sort of thing too
quickly. We can nof revolutionize things too rapidly. We must
have some regard to existing conditions. In revising the tariff
we have tried to have that in view. In the opinion of most of
you on the other side of the Chamber, our attempt is awkward
and approximate, and all that, while in our own opinion it is
about as intelligent as anything you ever did on the subject.

Having accomplished that, we made up the difference that we
need in revenue from the income tax, We think this will make
it. We saw no use in either raising the rate or changing the
point of demarcation so as to increase the amount of revenue,
which is what would be the effect.

Now, the Benator says, and says very properly, that this in-
come tax might be complicated so as to make it still fairer than
it is in a way. For example, there might be a difference in
exemptions, a difference in rates dependent upon the source of
the income, whether it came from inherited estates, whether
it came from bonds that were laid by, or whether it came from
the compensation in the shape of salary or wage to the tax-
payer; but we thought it well now to proceed slowly and cau-
tiously and upon as simple grounds as we could inaugurate
the system, and after awhile the American people will have
people here to represent them who will perfect it, and as it
is perfected the taxes upon consumption will dwindle more and
more and the income tax will more and more take their place.

I hope for those reasons the amendment will not be adopted.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, the Senator from Mississippl
speaks of the amount of revenue. It seems to me that this tax
on incomes could be very properly increased and the tax on
corporations abolished. It is a well-known fact that nine-tentlrs
or more of the tax on corporations is simply passed on to the
consumers. The corporation, in fact, does not pay it; it charges
it up as an expense, and the public pays the tax.

Now, if you abolish the tax on corporations altogether and
increase the tax on incomes on a graduated scale you will get a
far more equitable system, it seems to me, than that proposed
in the pending measure.

Mr., WILLIAMS. Then the result of the Senator’'s scheme
would be to tax the individual citizen and leave the corporation
untaxed. Now, whether the corporation can or can not pass
on all this tax is a question. Of course it can pass some of it
on, but the Senator will note that throughout the bill the so-
called additional tax is not levied upon corporations at all. It
is only the normal tax that corporations pay.

Mr. BRISTOW. I know, but——

Mr. WILLIAMS. So when you get above a certain amount
this additional tax levied upon corporations is not a thing that
would be subject to the objection made by the Senator. They
pay merely the normal tax. To say that the great Steel Trust,
merely because it may be that it can pass on the tax, shall pay
nothing, strikes me as taking a position that the Senator will
reconsider.
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Mr. BRISTOW. My position so far as the corporation tax is
concerned is the same that it was four years ago. I voted
against a corporation tax then because 1 favored an income
tax instead of a corporation tax. A stockholder in a corpora-
tion who holds only a thousand dollars’ worth of stock pays
just as much in proportion to what he has got as if he owned a
million dollars’ worth. I do not think it is an equitable or just
system of taxation.

Then the Senator must know that these corporations simply
charge up the corporation tax only as an expense which they
incur in doing business, the same as any other expense, and it is
charged to the people who consume their product or who utilize
their facilities, whatever the character of the operation may be.

The income tax is a tax levied upon the income a man has,
and if it is properly propertioned it rests far more equitably
upon his ability to pay than the corporation tax possibly can.

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is no distinet corporation tax in
this, if that is what the Senator means, except for a part of a
year to continue the old tax. The taxes levied upon corpora-
tions here is simply an income tax, and a normal income tax
at that.

Mr. BRISTOW,
am objecting to.

Mr. WILLIAMS. We continue the old tax for a part of the
year, during which we can not levy the new tax. Then affer
that time that part of the tax upon corporations becomes an
income tax.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I think it can not be dis-
puted that we ought to limit our taxing power to the needs of
the Gevernment. It wonld be wrong and indefensible fo collect
$200,000,000 if we needed but $100,000,000,

I assume that the committee in making the estimate with re-
gard to this phase of the law has some information as to the
number of men who would pay 1 per cent upon incomes up to
$20,000, the number of men who would pay a tax upon incomes
from $20,000 to $50,000, and from $30,000 to $100,000. It would,
therefore, be a very easy problem to take the information which
the committee undoubtedly has to limit the effect of the law in
producing a revenue, even though a redistribution were made
concerning the rate of taxation.

I intend to vote for the amendment proposed by the Senator
from Idaho, but if it really becomes a serions matter that we
shall receive too much money by so doing, then I would want
some such adjustment as this: That on incomes up to $20,000
only one-half of 1 per cent be levied, upon incomes from
$20,000 to $50,000 three-quarters of 1 per cent, and go up in
that way. DBut when you reach the high incomes, from $50,000
on, then I think the rate proposed by the Senator from Idaho
ought to be employed in order to put the burden of government
where it belongs, even though upon the incomes below $30,000
¥you reduce the rate of taxation.

There is no difficulty about that computation if the commit-
tee has an estimate of the number of men who are in possession
of these various grades of incomes from $3,000 to $100,000 and
above.

Therefore I hope the amendment proposed by the Senator
from Idaho will be adopted, because it recognizes the right
principle. Then, if we discover upon further investigation that
it will bring too much money into the Treasury, let us reduce
the rate upon the men of lesser income. In that way we will
reduce the whole revenue and at the same time do full justice as
between those who have the smaller incomes and the larger
ones,

If it were not, Mr. President, for the fact that I think it is
good public policy that a large number of people shall feel that
they are contributing to the Government of which they are citi-
zens, I would be in favor of raising thte limit very much. I think
it is a sound proposition that most of the people of the country
ought to feel that they are contributing something to the main-
tenance of their Government in order to create a proper inter-
est upon their part in the management or the conduet of their
Government. If it were not for that, I would be in favor of
increasing the limit proposed in the bill; but if, in order to levy
a very fair and reasonable rate of taxation upon a man with
an income of $100,000 a year, it is essential that the man with
an income of but $3,000 shall pay one-half of 1 per cent, that is
the arrangement which should be made. However, until proof
is made in some way or other that the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Idaho would raise more money than would
be wise to put into the Treasury of the United States, I shall
stand and vote for his amendment, but if the objection made to
it is valid or has any foundation it is very easy to reduce the
rate upon the lesser incomes. x

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, if we have any real fear of
raising too much revenue, we can easily control that matter,

I——2387

It continues the old tax, That is what I

in my judgment, when we get over o the exemptions by raising
the exemption as may seem necessary; but what I rose to do
was to ask leave to modify my amendment in accordance with
the suggestions of some Senators, and I will restate it.

I move to strike out all after the word * exceeds,” in section
2, subdivision 2, page 165, line 19, down to and including the
figures “ $100,000,” on page 166, line 3, and in lieu thereof to
insert: :

Ten thousand dollars, and does not exceed $30,000, and 2 per cent
ggs ‘%lonum uéhon the amount by which the total net income exceeds

s and does not exceed $50,000, and 3 per cent per annum upon
the amount by which the total net income exceeds $50,000 and does not
exceed $580,000, and 4 per cent ger annum upon the amount by which
the total net income exceeds $50,000 and does not exceed $100,000,
and 5 per cont per annum upon the. amount by which the total net
income exceeds $100,000.

I ask for the yeas and nays on the amendment, Mr. President.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Seeretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. CHILTON (when his name was called). I announce my
pair as on the former ballots and withhold my vofe.

Mr. KERN (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Braprey] and
therefore withhold my vote. A

Mr. LEWIS (when his name was caled). I have a general
pair with the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. GRONNA].

Mr. REED (when his name was called). I announce my pair
with the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. SanrH] and with-
hold my vote. If at liberty to vote, I should vote “nay.”

Mr. SAULSBURY (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the junilor Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Cort] and therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. SMITH of Maryland (when his name was ealled). I
have a general pair with the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Dir-
LIN6HAM] and therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. THOMAS (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burron], and I
therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. O'GORMAN (when Mr. THORNTOR'S name was called).
The senior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. THoRNTON] is unavoid-
ably absent. If he were present he would vote “nay.”

Mr. TILLMAN (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. STEPHEN-
soN].

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I transfer my pair with the junior Sen-
ator from West Virginia [Mr. Gorr] to the senior Senator from
Virginia [Mr. MArTIN], and vote. I vote “ nay.”

Mr. KERN. I transfer my pair with the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Beaprey] to the Senator from Lounisiana [Mr.
THORNTON] and vote. I vote “ nay.”

Mr. GALLINGER. I am requested to anncunce the pair ex-
isting between the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE]
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoMERENE].

Mr. CHILTON. 1 transfer my pair with the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. JacksgN] to the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Asnaurst] and vote. I vote “mnay.”

Mr. McCUMBER. I have a general pair with the senior Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. NEwraxps]. He being absent, I with-
hold my vote. -

Mr. POMERENE (after having voted in the negative). I
cast my vote a moment ago without recalling the fact that I
am paired with the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE],
That being the case, I withdraw my vote.

Mr. JAMES. My colleague [Mr. Braprey] is unavoidably
detained from the Senate, but he has a general pair with the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. Kerx]. I will allow this announce-
ment to stand for the day.

The result was announced—yeas 17, nays 47, as follows:

YEAS—I1T7.
Borah Cummins Norris Sterling
Brady ones Page Works
Bristow Kenyon Perkins
Catron McLean Poindexter
Clapp Nelson Sherman

NAYS 47,
Bacon James Owen Smith, Ga.
Bankhead Johnson Penrose Smith, 8. C.
Bryan Kern Pittman Smoot
Chamberlain Lane Ransdell Btone
Chilton Lea Robinsen Swanscn
Clark, Wyo. Lippitt Root Thompson
Fletcher Lodﬁe Shafroth Vardaman
Gallinger Martine, N. J. Sheppard Walsh
Gore Myers SBhields Warren
Hitcheock 0'Gorman Shively Weeks
Hollis Oliver Simmons Williains
Hughes Overman Smith, Ariz.
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NOT VOTING—S1.

Ashurst Culberson Lewis Emith, Mich.
Bradley Dillingham MecCumber Stephenson
Brandegee du Pont Martin, Va. Sutherland
Burleigh Fall ] Newlands Thomas
Buriton lid Pomerene Thornton
Clarke, Ark. Gronna R Tillman
Colt Jackson Saulsbury Townsend
Crawford La Follette 8mith, Md.

So Mr. Borau's amendment was rejected.

AMr, BRISTOW. Mr. President, as I have said, I desire to
offer one or two amendments to subdivision 2, but I have not
had time to prepare them since we took up the income-tax pro-
vision. I do not wish the section adopted until I can have an

_opporiunity to offer the amendments. I will have them ready
to-morrow morning. .

AMr. WILLIAMS. T will make no objection to the Senator
offering them to-morrow morning, and meanwhile we can pro-
ceed with the section.

Mr. BRISTOW, It is all right to proceed with the section,
but I want an opportunity tfo offer the amendments to-morrow
morning and have them voted on.

Mr. WILLIAMS. We agree that the Senator shall recur to
that to-morrow morning for the purpose of offering the amend-
ments. :

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
gection 2, subdivision 2, page 166, line 5, after the word * appli-
eable,” to insert * and are not inconsistent with this subdivision
of paragraph A”; and in line 10, after the word “ his,” to strike
out “total " and insert “ entire,” so as to read:

Subdivision 2. In addition to the Income tax provided under this sec-
tion (herein.referred to as the normal income tax) there shall be levied,
assessed, and collected upon the net income of every individual an addi-
tional income tax (herein referred to as the additional tax) of 1 per
cent per annum upon the amount which the total ‘net income exceeds

| £20,000 and does not exceed ,000, and 2 per cent per annum upon
the amount by which the total net income exceeds $50, and does not
| exceed $100,000, and 3 per cent annum ugon the amount by which
the total net Income exceeds $100,000. All the provisions of this sec-
tion relating to individuals who are to be chargeable with the normal
income tax, so far as they are applicable and are not inconsistent with
this subdivision of paragraph A, shall apply to the levy, assessment,
and collection of additional tax imposed under this section. Ewery
person subjeet to this ad 1 tax shall, for the purpose of its assess-
ment and collection, make a personal return of his entire net income
from all sources, corporate or otherwise, for the preceding calendar year.

The amendment was agreed to.

/ The next amendment was, in section 2, subdivision 2, page 166,
line 12, after the word “ year,” to insert:

Under rules and regulations to be prescribed by the Commissioner of
Internal Revenue and a I;roved by the Secretary of the Treasury. For
the purpose of this additional tax, taxable income ghall embrace the
ghare of any taxable individual of the gains and profits of all eompanies,
whether incorporated or partnership, who would be legally entitled to
enforce the distribution or division of the same, if divided or distributed,
whether divided or distributed or otherwise, and any such eompany,
when requested by the Commissioner of Internal Hevenuoe or any dis-
trict collector of internal revenue, shall ferward to him a correct state-
ment of such profits and the names of the individuals who would be
entitled to the same if distributed.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask, in behalf of the com-
mittee, that the amendment the Secretary has just read shall
be recommiited to the committee. There is an amendment
which the committee wants to propose to it.

Mr. ROOT. Mr. President, before the amendment goes back
to the commlititee, I desire to ask that the committee considetr
the question whether it is possible that the gains and profits

I referred to in this provision can be regarded as the income of
the individual stockholder when they are not divided or dis-
tributed. As I understand, this clause would have the effect
of imposing an income tax on the aliguot share of each stock-

' holder of a corporation in that part of the profits of the cor-
poration for the year which might have been distributed but
aere not distributed.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Not precisely that; but such part of the
income of the partnership or corporation as a pariner or share-
holder would have the legal right to force the distribution of.

Mr. ROOT. Not quite that, Mr. President.

Mr. WILLIAMS. That language, “if divided or distributed,”
is somewhat awkward, and for that very reason we want it to
g0 back to the committee; but the cbject of the amendment was
this: Here is a partnership, for example; the partners might
make a very large amount of money, but they can effect an
agreement whereby, instead of setting aside to each partner his
income for that year, they allow it to go into the business, each
partner to draw against the firm and make a showing of having

. no income at all from the partnership. Then, it was thought
- that for the purpose of obtaining revenue a corporation might
now and then poss up a portion of its profits to surplus or
otherwise refrain from distributing them. The clause, as here
written, we wish to nmend, because we do not think that it
clearly accomplishes the purpese which we had in view; but
what I have stated was the purpose we had in our mind.

Mr. ROOT. Mr, President, I understand that, but the clause
is very blind.

Mr. WILLIAMS. And for that reason we put in the words
“legally entitled to enforce the distribution.”

Mr. ROOT. But taking it altogether, particularly consider
ing the concluding words, I think it does aim to tax as income
of the stockholder the profits of the corporation which are not
divided. The concluding words are that the company * shall
forward to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue a correct
statement of such profits and the names of the individuals who
would be entitled to the same if distributed.”

I understand the law to be—I think it is the law in all of our
States—that no stockholder has a right to demand a dividend
from the profits of a corporation against the judgment of the
directors or trustees of the corporation.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then, in that case, it would not be Iegally
enforceable.

Mr. ROOT. But there are no words here which impose such
a limitation. The tax is to be imposed upon the individual
stockholders’ share of the profits when they are not distributed.
It is the share he would have if they were distributed. It
seems quite clear to me that that is not his income; he does
not get it; he has no right to get it by law. He may sell his
stock, and when those profits come to be divided in future years
they would go to the purchaser. He may die, and those profits
would go to any person who happened to have acquired the
stock after his decease. It can not by any possibility, in ac-
cordance with our existing law, be regarded as income of the

stockholder until the directors of the corporation have declared -
a dividend on it.
Mr, WILLIAMS, There is no doubt about that. .

Mr. ROOT. And if you wish to reach the surplus profits of a
corporation which ought to be divided, but are not divided, you \?’ /
must do it by taxing them as income of the corporation, not as |
income of the individual stockholder, because the moment you-j§ )
tax the interest of the individual stockholder in those profits
you are taxing the interest represented by his stock—that is tn:»-:’r /
say, you are taxing his principal and not his income.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr. ROOT. Certainly.

YMr. BORAH. I wish to say to the Senator from New
ork——

Mr. WILLIAMS. Just one word. if the Senator from Idaho
will pardon me. I do not think the Senator from New York has
paid guite sufficient attention to the phrase “who would he
legally entitled to enforce the distribution or division of the
same.” However, we want to amend the clause so as to make
it mean more clearly what we want it to mean.

Mr. BORAH. My, President, I have spent considerable time
upon this clause, and so far I have been unable to determine,
as a legal proposition, what it means. I entirely agree with the
Senator from New York [Mr. Roor] that until the directors
declare a dividend it is not the property of the stoekholders,
and it could not be their income.

Mr. WILLIAMS., I suppose nobody ever disputed that legal
proposition.

Mr. BORAH. T am very glad to have the Senator from
Mississippi indorse it, because that makes it absolutely cor-
rect. This clause says:

For the purpose of this additional tax, taxable income shall embrace
b whethey IBcoeporited e pestatesban who Somd S Jessiy
g:t‘iltlz'd ‘t'n erdorce themglstrlbutlon or divi.uic?fl of the same, if div‘l‘deé
or distributed.

YWhile the Senator fronr Mississippi seems to think some of
these propositions are indisputable, I should like to know what
that means. 'To me, as a legal propesition, it is difficult to
unravel. The language is * legally entitled to enforce.” A
stockholder is not legally entitled to enforce it until the board
of directors have declared a* dividend. 2

Mr. HUGHES. Would it not be possible that a dividend
might be declared and not paid? -

Mr. BORAH. Yes: that would be possible, but that would
not meet this situation.

Mr. HUGHES. Then he would be entitled to enforce pay-
ment of the dividend at the hands of the corporation, and we
ought to tax him on it

Mr. BORAH. Yes; but it says * whether divided or dis-
tributed or otherwise.”

AMr. ROOT. 'That is to say, this is to be taxed as income
against a person who would be entitled to sue for it if it were
divided, although it is not divided.

Mr. BORAH. Yes; but the diffienlty is that if it is not
divided he is not entitled to sue for it. Until the board of
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directors have declared a dividend, a stockholder is not entitled
te sue for his dividend.

Mr. ROOT. That is the foundation of my proposition.

Mr. BORAH. Exactly; and I agree perfectly with the Sen-
ator in regard to that; but, on the other hand, if that is taken
out, then the question which will be submitted to the committee

“is, How are you going to avoid these large estates incorporating
and availing themselves solely of the corporation tax and en-
tirely escaping the payment of an income tax?

Mr. OOT. By taxing the income of the corporation.

__ Mr. BORAH. Yes; you tax the corporation 1 per cent upon
\i its net profits or earnings, and then you would get but the
1 per cent. The very difficulty which I presume this amend-
ment was adopted to meet is the fact that they might incor-
porate, pay the 1 per cent upon their net earnings, and entirely
eseape the graduated tax or surtax. If there is not some way
to meet that, that is precisely what may happen.

So it seems to me that as a legal proposition this language is
somewhat involved and complex; and while the committee is
readjusting the language it must take into consideration the
fact {hat unless there is some provision by which to reach this

kind of an income, it will entirely escape under the corporatif‘n/

tax,

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. President, has the request of the com-
mittee been put to the Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. To what portion of the paragraph
does the Senator refer? =5

Mr. WILLIAMS. The clause beginning “ For the purpose of
this additional tax, taxable income shall embrace,” and so
forth, going down to the end of that amendment, should be

* gsent back to the committee, and the rest agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
portion of the committee amendment above iine 14, page 166.

The portion of the amendment above line 14 was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The remainder of the paragraph
goes back to the committee. -

The reading of the bill was resumed.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was, in
subdivision B, page 167, line 13, after the word “by,” to insert
the word * gift,” so as to read:

B. That, sabject only to such exemptions and deductions as are
hereinafter allowed, the net. income of a taxable person shall include
gains, profits, and income derived from salaries, wages, or’ compensa-
tion for personal service of whatever kind and in whatever form paid,
or from professions, vocations, busi trade, c« ree, or sales or
dealings in property, whether real or personal, growing out of the
ownership or use of or interest in real or personal Fmperty, also from
interest, rent, dividends, securities, or the transaction of any lawful
business earried on for gain or proflt, or gains or profits and income

*derived from any source whatever, including the income from but not
ihe value of property acquired by gift, bequest, devise, or descent,

Mr, CUMMINS. Mr, President, I do not rise to question the
amendment immediately before us, but I should like a little
information on the general prineciple involved in this paragraph.

If I understand this aright, if I have a farm and sell it for a
thousand dollars, the money I would receive as the purchase
price of the farm would be accounted as income; but if anyone
were to give me a thousand dollars during the year, or if I were
to receive it by bequest, devise, or descent, that would not be
accounted as income. T

Surely there must be some reason for that; and I should like
to know the difference in prineiple between money I would
receive from a sale of property I own and money I would re-
ceive by gift, devise, or bequest. If the one is income, why is
not the other?

I-may be wrong about my initial proposition, and if I am I
should be very glad to be corrected; but if I am right about it,
then I very much object to the exclusion of gifts and bequests.

Mr. SHIVELY. Mr. President, if I understand the Serator
correctly, he is inquiring, for the purpose of illustrating what
he has in mind, whether the price of a piece of land sold during
the year would be regarded as income. DMy answer is that it
would not be. The price of that land would be principal.

Mr. CUMMINS. Then, Mr. President, if that be true, the
paragraph will have to be rewritten.

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the Senator will pardon me, I think I
can fell him where he is making the mistake. He has gotten
hold of the words “or sales or dealings in property, whether
real or personal.”” He has forgotten to note that prior to that,
and modifying and limiting and defining it, is this language:

The net income of a taxable person shall include gains, profits, and
incomes derived from—

Then there follow, later on, the words:

Sales or dealings in property—

As well as various other things. So it refers only to gain,
pronts, and income derived from these things, .

Mr. CUMMINS. Yes.

Mr, WILLIAMS. In other words, if a man during the year
had bought a piece of property for $10,000 and sold it for
$12,000, he would be taxable upen the $2,000, A

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not so read it, Mr. President. It is
said that

The net income of a taxable person shall include zalns, profits, and
income.

And it does not define income as gains and profits, but it
makes them all substantive—
gains, profits, and income derived from salaries, wages, ‘or compensation
for personal service of whatever kind and in whatever form paid, or
from professions, vocations, businesses, trade, commerce, or sales or
dealings In property. ,

Mr. WILLTAMS. Why, of course. But for that a real estate
dealer would escape with all of his profits during the year.

Mr. CUMMINS. It seems to me, in view of the language, that
the amount received from the sale of property during a year
would be regarded as income received during the year.

Suppose I had a piece of property for which I had paid $550

some time before and T sold it during the year for $1,000, does
the Senator from Mississippi say that only $50 of that would be
income?
I~ Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator seems to attach to the word
“income™ a meaning that is not attachable fo it in this con-
nection. * Income ™ means the net gains or profits. He seems
4o think that the word “income ” is a broader word than * gains
or profits derived from any source whatever.”

Mr. CUMMINS. What is it used for?

Mr. WILLTAMS. A man's taxable income means his gains
and profits during the year. Those gains and profits or income
derived from any business of any description are taxed. If a
man is engaged in dealing in horses, if he buys horses and sells
horses and makes a profit or an income out of that dealing, he
must pay a tax upon the income.

I do not know that I exactly catch the Senator’s point. But
if I do catch it, he seems to have in mind the idea that the
word *income” means receipts of every sort. The income
within the contemplation of a tax law does not mean that. It
means net income, and is so defined in the bill. That means
profits or gains.

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator from Mississippi must certainly
understand what I am trying to say. If applied to a general
business, in which purchases and sales take place and gains
and profits are reckoned, I can very well understand that the
Senator from Mississippi is right, under the language of this
bill. But suppose 10 years ago I had bought a horse for $000,
and this year I had gold him fer $1,000, what would I do in the
way of making a return?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will tell the Senator precisely what he
would do.

Mr. CUMMINS. I mean, what would other men do?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I know; but what I mean is precisely what
the Senator would do, or precisely what he cught to do. Ie
bought the horse 10 years ago and sold him this year for a
thousand dollars. That thousand dollars is a part of the
Senator’s receipts for this year, and being a part.of his receipts,
that much will go in as part of his receipts, and from it would
be deducted his disbursements and his exemptions and various
other things.

Mr. CUMMINS. Would the price I paid for the horse origi-
nally be deducted?

Mr. WILLIAMS. No, because it was not a part of the trans-
actions in that year; but if the Senator turned around and
bought another horse that year, it would be deducted.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, the answer of the Sensator
from Mississippi has disclosed very clearly the weakness that
I have been attempting to point out. This provision, in the
form in which it appears, is utterly unworkable. It would
involve chaos among the people of this country if returns were
attempted to be made in the way suggested by the Senator from
Mississippi.

I have no amendment that will meet the emergency, because
I did not dream that we would enter upon the consideration
of the income-tax provision to-day. I only have to suggest
that the sort of thing involved in the homely illustration of
the purchase and sale of a horse—an instance which might not
occur very often—would oceur thousand of times every day in
the sale of other kinds of property.

Mr. GALLINGER. Particularly real estate.

Mr. CUMMINS. Yes; by men who are not engaged in what
is known generally as a vocation, but who do have occasion to
buy and sell property from time to time.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, I desire to ask a question,
and see if I have this matter clear in my mind. As I under-
stood the question of the Senator from ITowa, it was, if he

bought a horse 10 years ago for $100——
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Mr. CUMMINS. Nine hundred dollars.

Mr. BRISTOW. And sold it this year for a thousand dollars,
whether or not that thousand dollars would be counted as a
part of his income for this year, regardless of what he paid
for the horse 10 years ago. Is that correct?

AMr. WILLIAMS. No: I did not say that. It would be a part
of his gross receipts for the year, of course, but it may not
necessarily be a part of his net receipts, and therefore not a
part of his income that is taxable.

Alr. CUMMINS. But I asked the Senator from Mississippi
specifically whether, in the case I put, the price that was
originally paid for the horse could be deducted from the price
received.

Mr., WILLTAMS. The price paid 10 years ago? No; of
course not. How could it? When a man puts in his return for
his income of the previous year in order to be taxed he puts
down everything he has received and everything he has paid
out, subject to the exemptions and limitations otherwise pro-
vided in the bill. Necessarily that is so. To answer the Sen-
ator, I want to read the precise langnage of the provision.

Mr. ROOT. May I make a suggestion to the Senator from
Mississippi? That necessarily implies something which is quite
impossible, and that is that the Senator from Iowa would sell
a worthless horse, [Laughter.]

Mr. CUMMINS. In these days of automobiles most horses
are of little value. '

Mr. WILLIAMS. Here is the language, and I think if it
read this way and the words “ and income " are left out it never
would have struck the gentlemen as unobjectionable in any
respect: -

That, subject only to such exemptions and deductions as are herein-
after ahowed., the net income of a taxable person shall include gaiuns,
profits, and income—

Now leave out the word *income,” the repetition of which
has confused—
derived from salaries, wages, or compensation—

Gains and profits now—
derived from salaries, wages, or compensation—

For what?

;ror personal service of whatever kind and in whatever form pald, or
om—

What else?

rofessions, vocations, businesses, trade, commerce, or sales or dealings
fn property, whether real or personal, growing out of the ownership or
use of or interest in real or persomal property—

And, thea, again—
also from interest, rent, dividends, securities.

There is not the slightest lack of clearness in it, to my mind,
unless it grows out of putting a double definition upon the word
“incbme,” and I see no objection to striking out the word
“ income,” if you want to strike it out.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, it is evident that this
income-tax provision will not be settled to-day, and 6 o'clock
has arrived. I suggest that we either have an executive session
or adjourn.

Mr. WILLIAMS, I have no objection to that, if the Senator
will swait until this paragraph is read and finished.

AMr. CUMMINS. I hope the paragraph will be passed over
until I ean have an opportunity to present an amendment to it,
because, when it is taken in connection with the subsequent
paragraph preseribing the deductions that may be made from
the income, the point that I have endeavored to make clear will

be manifest. I ask that the paragraph may go over until to-
IMOITOW.
EXECUTIVE SESSION.
Mr. KERN. I move that the Senate proceed to the considera-

tion of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After 45 minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened and (at 6 o'clock
and 456 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
Wednesday, August 27, 1013, at 11 o'clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS.
Ezxeculive nominations received by the Senate August 26, 1913.
PROMOTIONS AND APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY.

Lient. George B. Landenberger to be a lleutenant commander
in the Navy from the 1st day of July, 10138.

Lient. (Junior Grade) Herndon B. Kelly to be a lieutenant in
the Navy from the 1st day of July, 1913.

The followlhgnamed citizens to be second lieutenants in the
Marine Corps from the 20th day of August, 1913, to fill va-
cancies :

Henry L. Larsen, a citizen of Colorado.

John C. Foster, United States Navy.

William H. Rupertus, a citizen of the District of Columbia,
James L. Underhill, a citizen of California.

Louis H. Fagan, jr., a citizen of Peansylvania.

Keller E. Rockey, a citizen of Pennsylvania.

Bryan . Murchison, a citizen of Sonth Carolina.
Egbert T. Lloyd, a citizen of the Distriet of Columbia.
Allen H. Turnage, a citizen of North Caroling.

George W. Hamilton, a citizen of New York.

Louis M. Bourne, jr., a citizen of North Carolina,
George L. Davis, a citizen of New Jersey.

David H. Miller, a citizen of New Jersey.

Matthew H. Kingman, a citizen of Iowa,

PoSTMASTERS.
TEXAS.

Lon Davis to be postmaster at Sealy, Tex., in place of W. F.
Viereck. Incumbent’s commission expired April 15, 1913.

W. T. Hall to be postmaster at La Porte, Tex., in place of
%{Iﬁg}y B. MecNitt. Incumbent's commission expired July 30,

VIRGINTA.
Byrd Anderson to be postmaster at Blacksburg, Va., in place

ggo Iéulu 0. Hoge. Incumbent’'s commission expired December 13,

WEST VIRGINTA.

J. L. Butcher to be postmaster at Holden, W. Va., in place of
William J. Crutcher. Incumbent's commission expired June 9,

1913.
CONFIRMATION.
Ezxecutive nomination conjfirmed by the Senate August 26, 1913,
PoSTM ASTER,
KANSAS.

Sophia M. Dickerson, Gypsum.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Tuespay, August 26, 1913.

The Hbuse met at 12 o’clock noon,

The Chaplain, the Rev. Henry N, Couden, D, D., offered the
following prayer:

We bless Thee, infinite Spirit, our heavenly Father, that Thou
art ever working in and through Thy children with persistent
energy and power, moving them upward and onward to larger
life and nobler achievements in both the material and spiritual
flelds of endeavor; and we most fervently pray that, though
we are dull of apprehension and prone to wander from the
paths of rectitude and duty, Thou wilt continue Thy work,
chiding us when we go wrong, encouraging us when we go
right, that we may be faithful and profitable servants both .o
will and to do of Thy good pleasure; that Thy plans and pur-
poses may be fulfilled in us, to the honor and glory of Thy holy
name. In the spirit of Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Friday, August 22, 1013,
was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Tulley, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed bill of of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives
was requested: *

S, 2065. An act {0 provide for participation by the Goyvern-
ment of the United States in the National Conservation Expo-
sition, to be held at Knoxville, Tenn., in the fall of 1913.

SENATE BILL REFERRED,

Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following title
was taken from the Speaker's table and referred to its appro-
priate committee as indicated below :

S. 2065. An act to provide for participation by the Govern-
ment of the United States in the National Conservation Expo-
gition, to be held at Knoxville, Tenn., in the fall of 1913; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

Mr. MarTIN, by unanimous consent, was granfed leave of

absence, indefinitel”, on account ¢f illness.

JOINT SESSION OF THE HOUSE AND SENATE TO-MORROW.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, Speaker, I move the adoption of
the resolution which I send to the Clerk's desk.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UsNper-
woon] sends a resolution to the Clerk’s desk. The Clerk will
report it.
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