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Do They Want a “Change?’—How the
& Tariff Comes In.
President Roosevell's last letter te
Mr. Bryan, under date of Sept. 27, hay
an important bearipg on the 'tariff,
now the foremost issue of. the cam-
paign. Mr. Roosevelt enumerates
among the achievements of his admin-
istration the collecting of over $150,000
in fines from the American Sugar comn-
pany, $15,000 from each of four pack-

Much light upon the relations be-
tween these trusts and the administra-
tion is shed by facts marshaled by one
of Mr. Roosevelt's supporters, Mr. H.
E, Miles, who describes himself as a
“protectionist, a manufacturer and a
Republican,” Mr, Miles, who s chair-
man of the tariff committee of the
Natlonal Association of Manufactur-
ers, in a recent pamphlet on “Tariff
Making” says that the tariff “dicker”
of the federal governmeni “with the
sugnr trust has cost the R ople of the
United States $200,000,000 in the past
ten years.” In view of these undeni-
able tariff favors as compared with
about $150,000 in fines the American
Sugar company 18 still somewhat in the
debt of Roosevelt “deeds” and, prima
facie, not likely to desire a change.
Though the tariff was passed under
McKinley, Roosevelt has not recom-
mended a withdrawal by his adminis-
tration from the “dicker.”

Again, Mr. Miles, commenting on the
fact that Standard Oil products, while
nominally on the free list, are by - a
tariff trick heavily protected, says this
“petroleum joker has cost the country
another $200,000,000, government in-
vestigation showing that American pe-
troleum is sold in foreign markets for
30 to 50 per cent below the price
charged to domestic consumers.”

Even if the government should col-
lect the Landis fine of about $29,000,-
000, which seems unlikely, the Stand-
ard Oil company would appear to be
no loser through the sum total of the
administration’s “pollcies,” its tariff
debits largely overbalancing the ‘“fine”
credits,

The president does not mention any
fining or prosecution of the steel trust,
but only a permission by the adminis-
tration of its swallowing a rival com-
pany. He says the smaller company
strongly desired to be swallowed and
that this prevented “widespread dis-
aster.” _ But Mr. Miles, discovering no
inconsiderable disaster in the tariff
tributes levied by this trust, says,
‘“The steel people have taken in the
last tén years from $300,000,000 to
$500,000,000 of the people’s money.”
Mr. Roosevelt says, “If they violate
the law in connection with any act of
the steel corporation I will {mmedi-
ately proceed against them.” Has it
never occurred to the president or his
attorney general that a number of
legally independent steel companies
probably could not consistently hold
up to $28 per ton the price of steel
rails, which all admit can be made
for $14 or less, if there were not be-
tween them an agreement in restraint
of trade and competition? Have not
meetings in

no attempt at concealment, secure in
the knowledge that the fgovernment,
which sold them the $30,000,000 to
$50,000,000 of tariff graft per year,
would permit them to bank it without
molestation?

In the Dingley schedules as a whole.
against which the president has ut-
tered no protest, Mr. Miles sees ‘“the
robbery of the public, as the supreme
court defines it, of $500,000,000 per
year.” Upon these schedules scores
of trusts fatten without even the
thought of a fine or a prosecution.
Some years ago the president said
that there is no connection between
the trust question and the tariff, and
the practice of his administration has
been consistent with that transparent
fallacy, which has led him to attempt
to punish some trusts for doing what
the tariff encourages them all to do.
A promised tariff revision to he made
by his party, presumably through Can-
nop.. Payne, Dalzell and Fordney in
th(ﬁ(’mw and Aldrich, Burrows, Platt.

fs not calculated to iuspire the tariff
sheltered trusts with a desire for a
change of parties,

JESSE F. ORTON.

He Can't Get the Steak. . _

—De Mar in Philadelphia Record.

Can’t Stand Cannon.
i, complatus Collier's Weekly, a Re-
publican journal, which, while sup-

‘ism and is working
deteat of the stand m
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Penrose and Hopkins in the senate, !

“They stood brutally pat on the tarm |

Mo, dohn De Witk Warner of New
York Writes on the Tariff lssue In
This Campaign—Wages Higher Be-

 cause of Labor's. Intelligence and
Country’s Resources. 3

According to the Republican plat
form, the “true principle of protec
tion” requires ‘such duties as wil
equal the difference between the c¢ost
of production at home and abroad, to
gether with a reasonable profit- to
American industries.” The addition of
“g ‘reasonable profit” is new in the
history of tariff discussion and inde-
fensible from any standpoint. If a
protected American industry is put on
a perfectly even footing with foreign
competitors by equalization of the
costs of production through tariff du-
ties it certainly can find no just basis
for any further demand.

Let us consider for a moment the
claim that protective duties are needed
to equalize the costs of production.
This term is generally understood to
refer chiefly to “labor cost.” It issaid
that without “protection” our labor
will be reduced to the level of nnder
paid foreign labor,

The pretexts for the establlshment of
our high tariff were the greater ecosts
of production caused by the elvil war
internal revenue taxes and the insufli-
clent supply of labor left after the rais-
ing of immense armies. These pretexts
having been snatched from the em-
ployer by the abolition of the internal
revenue taxes except those on spirits,
by the disbanding of the armies and
the introduction of foreign laborers on
an enormous scale, the protected inter-
ests have rallied about the labor cost
of production, not because. of the inher-
ent strength of this position, but be-
cause it is their last ditech. There is
reason to suspect that it is because

-they have felt more and more the ghal-

lowness of this fortification, that they
have now attempted to eke out their
defense with the false and awkward
breastworks of ‘“reasonable profits.”
The argument founded on differences
in labor cost has no basis of fact to
support it. The allegations on which
it i1s based are simpiy not true. The
question is not as to the daily wage of
the American laborer as compared
with foreign rates of wages, but as to
the labor cost in a given produect, and
there is admittedly no considerable
“protected’” industry in which the effi-
ciency of our labor and the enterprise
of our inventors have not reduced the
labor cost well below that in any eom-
peting foreign industry.
Alexander Hamilton, the first apostle
of “protection” in America, said noth-
ing of higher wages or “standard of
living” as a basis of a permanent pro-
tective policy. His plea was merely
for a temporary inducement to capital
for the purpose of accelerating our de-
velopment along natural lines. He ex-
plained that the somewhat higher
wages then paid in Ameriea, especially
in agriculture, would become equalized
with European wages by importation
of the best and cheapest labor from
European factories. He even argued
that numerous factories would make it
possible to utilize the work of women
and young children more completely
n was possible in agriculture.

ter, in like manner, Henry Clay
asked for a tariff in the interest, not of
labor, but of manufacturing employers
He pointed out that ingenuity in the
construction of machinery and adroit-

than counterbalanced the lower wages

ly existed.”
After capital had thus had its “tem

in 1846 abandoned the theory of ‘pro-
tection,” reducing
revenue basis, and in 1857 most of the
remaining “protection” was removed.
The high tariff of the civil war,
adopted chiefly to allow the manufac-
turers of the country to get back from
the people at large such taxes as the
former had been compelled by the In-

support of the government, was accom-
panied by another . measure about
which little was sald—the contract la-
bor law of 1864. Under the guidance
of Mr. Sherman in the senate and Mr.
Morrill in the house this labor law,
demanded by the manufacturers, was
put through. It provided for -official
advertisement throughout Europe for
laborers to come to the United States
and gave ascistance to American em:
ployers contracting for lahorers abroad
for the "éxpress purpose of reducing

armies returning at the close of the
war found their jobs. gone and were
forced to compete with contract labor.

This brief hlsmﬂcal outline shows

‘| that the “higher wages” argument as!

the basis_of the demand for tariff du-
ties is mereLv an afterthought laid bold

|of as a drowning man snatches at a

straw because nothing else is left:
Does “protection” raise wages?

| already noted, wages are not high :
here when uyunt and quality of prod- | this should result in keeping the high

uct are taken into account. But the

porting the¢ national tlchtwlthmny 3
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ness in its use, together with large }
natural stores of raw materials, more |
of labor in Great Britain, “if they real- :

porary inducement” the United States |

duties toward a

ternal revenue system to pay for the |

‘wages hére,so-thatethe veterans of our |

eultivate, Bp_l!;-;
secure lnborbtl ﬁom :

wm ”
fact and uplalned it

wbue Cldy, reasoning on the same
lin that, though wages might

o141l on mecount of the importation of

foreign labor, yet “the extent and fer-
tility of our lands constitute an ade-
quate security against an excess in

manufactures and alse against oppres- |

slon on the part of capitalists toward
the laboring portions of the communi-
ty”—in other words, that our unpro-
tected. _industries would always be a
protection te labor agalnst the oppres-
sion of protected capital:

In late years wages have advanced'
more rapidly in Great Britain than in
the United States, and the same was
true in Germany until her tariff legis-
lation of recent years. This result, co-
incident with extremely high and in-
creasing “protection” in America, sug-
gests one of the open secrets of the
general advance in wages, Another is
suggested by the fact that the con-
stantly improving physical and mental
condition of the world's workingmen
has made their hands and heads more
efficient in production and themselves
more plucky to insist upbn an equita-
ble share. In this country, about the
only one whose/inhabitants have never
as a whole been hungry, whose chil-
dren have never as a whole been
wretched and whose women have nev-
er as a whole sunk under unwoman!ly
labor, the result—the greatest prosperi-
ty since the sun shone upon Eden—Is
due to our frec soil and the blessings
of Providence, neither of which waited
for or came through the custom house.

JOHN DE WITT WARNER.

TARIFF SUPPORTS THE TRUST

Cleveland’s Secretary of the Interior
Speaks on Paramount Issue. \

It is useless for representatives of
the Republican party to declare hos-
tility to trusts while they maintain
the protective tariff. The protective
tariff which they made and which
they support makes and supports the
trust. The trusts, with their tariif
protected monopoly, control the raw
materials and therefore hold at their
mercy the manufacturers as well as
consumers. Individual enterprise is
artificially checked, and the reasonable
chances of the average man are de-
stroyed. 3

For a long time an effort has been
made to deceive the laborer with the
claim that a protective tariff was in-
tended to protect his wages against
foreign pauper labor. With the eom-
bination of protected industries de-
stroying competition among employ-
ers, with no restriction against pauper
labor comlng to take the laborer’s job,
with inflated stock and bond issues ab-
sorbing the profits from Increased
prices brought about by the tariff, this
argument has failed. At last the Re-
publican party pathetically admits that
the high tariff is to give profits to
those who hold the watered stocks of
the tariff protected trusts.

The Democratic party not only rep-
resents the financial interest of the
people on this question, but it repre-
sents the moral side. It is morally
wrong to permit one class to tax an-
other class. It is morally wrong for a
few to destroy domestic competition
by the aid of laws which cut off for-
elgn competition and then to charge
excessive prices for commodities so
necessary to commerce, to industrial
pursuits and even to daily living. The
law may make it legal. It cannot
mdke it right.—Governor Hoke Smith
of Georgia in Letter to New York
World.

Solving the Acrostie.

~De Mar in Philadelphia Record.

" 'Fake Prosperity.

',35: chiefly in Ohfo, Indiana, Hlinols
and West Virginia, for the purpose of
Mng work to 100,000 idle men whose
‘employment s not justified by trad:
conditions. But the “financial man”
e New Yopk Journal of Commerce

S that this story “comes from a
‘Bource that is always interesting and
d ﬂ‘h »

m in power it mlght be the

Alexander Hamilton notadx-the:v vine |

. {@ covert attack on protection.

. The steel trust denies that it will
nd $6,000,000 in wages before elee- |

It s pointed out that i:

guess in view of the fact
takes from the |

TI'IE NOOF HAS LEAKED OUT

- \

Pﬂmuor Edw-rd A. Ross, !conpmlot
and Author, Now at Wisconsin Uni-
versity, - 8:1‘. Principle, Not Pnrty
Contributions, Must Cmtrd ‘

The question of tariff revision is not
The
thirteen inch guns of the protection-
free trade controversy need not be
wheeled into line in this fight. For
some of us the point is this: It is well
known now that the present tariff was

ests held the national legislature with
a grip that is shocking to contemplate.
Enough has leaked out to prove that
in the making of the schedules the
greedy, alert private interest had its
way, whereas the general public inter-
est was consistently ignored. Now
that the people are awake to the im-
portance of protecting vast diffused
interests against -the aggressions of
small concentrated interests, as is evi-
denced by meat inspection, pure food
laws, antl-ch‘ﬂd labor legislation, cor-
poration control, {orestry and conserva-
tion, they demand that the schedules
imposed upon them in those evil times
of favoritism be overhauled by men

according to some principle.

Almost any rational principle will
lead to a tariff more acceptable than
the unresisted thrust of selfish intepr-
ests that shaped the Dingley tariff. A
system of protective duties honestly
built up on the principle of allowing
for the difference in labor cost between
the United States and competing corn-
tries would be infinitely preferable to
schedules dictated in many instances
by the heavy contributers to the party

: chest in the campaign of 1896.

EDWARD ALSWORTH ROSS.

ABOUT POTTERY.

Mr. Taft’s “For Instance” Mas an Omi-
nous Look.

Mr. Taft has at last made one speci-
fication on the tariff. *To his statement
that some schedules must be revised
up, some down, he now adds that “pot-
tery” should be revised up.
knows any duty that should be scaled
down to give the people relief from
monopoly prices he has not mentioned
it, Pottery is to go up, though plain
 now bears a duty of 55 per cent
and decorated ware 60 per cent, and
imports of both are discouraged by
freight charges of perhaps 10 per cent.
The New York Tumes, supporting
Taft under protest, shows that as the
tariff duty “is imposed on packings
and no allowance fs made on bmkm
wares” the “protection” enjoyed *
pottery, including costs of lmportation.
is from 75 to 100 per cent before the
wares reach the consumer; further,
that the pottery industry “is firmly
established, widespread, varied in
products, highly developed in machin-
ery and methods and perfectly capable
of holding the home market against all
comers without protection.”

The, Times remarks that Mark Han-
na tried to work this same increase of
pottery duties into the Dingley bill,

tors who were eager to be deceived it
it could be done plausibly.” No won.
der the Times asks why Mr. Taft can-
not let the tariff alone.

PAST PROMISES BROKEN.

Paper Friendly to Taft Doubts Good
Faith of Party. 2

That .the Republican party should
have promised tariff revision in its
platform is conclusive evidence that
the demand for some change has been
far stronger than it ever was before.
That the demand for revision to which
the convention listened is a demand
for lower duties hardly admits of ques-
tion. That the convention intended
to promise that is a very different
matter, Twelve years ago the Repub-
lican party promised reciprocity, and
eleven years ago it enacted a tariff law:
with speecial provisions in authoriza-
tion and rates of duty for reciprocity,
but the senate has . killed all the trea-
ties pnegotiated under it. Certain man-
ufacturers are already preparing to
descend upon congress mnext spring
with demands for higher duties, and
there is plenty of evidence that the
party leaders if successful will feel

S [that they have complied sufficiently |
with the convention promises if they | -

enact a double tariff, the Dingley rates
constituting the mlnlmum and tmb-
stantial- prohibition
m;lmum —New York .T )\ Oom-
' merce.
._.5__._._
Height of Impudence.
The New York Evening Post, al-

in the prosperity panic argument.
'."v ?

election will bring on panic and bard
That cry wumuedmmntthenem-

after more than ten years otunm»
rmudhepublmm ascendency we

framed at a time when special inter- |

alive to the public interest and recast | No.

If heA

but failed to *deceive even the sena- |

though supporting Taft, takes no stock
It | pow

- “Weé agree wlth Mr. Bryan that for
the Republicans to predict that his

times is the height of Impudence. |
ocrats’ in 1896, 1900 and . 1904. ‘But
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