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take iron ore off the free list voted to pu

above named articles—al)] expensive, higgl; g::
fshed manufactured articles—on the free list,
Many of these same genators are “vocally” clam-
orous for free cotton ties, after making it im-

tie;h arepmanutactured.

e Fayne bill cut the duty on lumber
half, and almost the entire democratie membelr13
ship of the house voted to place lumber on the
free list, in compliance with the national demo-
cratic platforin. When the bill reached the sen-
ate, the finance committee increased all the
houaq rates on lumber 50 per cent, and thesge
same senators, or nearly all of them, voted for
the senate rates of increase on lumber, while
claiming that they are very much worried for
fear the republicans will not revise the tariff
~downward, '

The Payne bill placed hides on the free list
and reducedl the duty on boots and shoes 40 per
cent, and om sole leather to § per cent ad
valorem, - This reduction in the rates on leather
and on boots and shoes was in consideration of
putting hides on the free list.

The senate committee restored the Dingley
rates of 15 per cent on hides of cattle, and in
the senate a motion was made to retain hides
on the free list, where the house put them, and
sixteen republicans voted for this motion, and
bad all the democrats stood by these sixteen
republicans hides would have remained on the
free list; and no doubt the house reductions on
shoes, boots, and leather would have remained
in the bill; but a sufficient number of our demo-
crats voted against keeping hides on the free
list to sustain the committee in placing a duty
of 15 per cent on hides, the present Dingley
rate.

Giving this action as his reason, Senator Ald-
rich immediately moved to increase the house
rate on sole leather 100 per cent, and to in-
crease the house rate on shoes and boots 25 per
cent, which motion was adopted. Thus these
democrats were the immediate and direct cause
of increasing the burdens of the consumers of
boots and shoes and all other forms of leather
goods by taking hides off the free list.
~~ It was shown in the debate that the beef trust,
and not the cattle growers, gets all the benefit
of the tariff on hides. The great bulk of the
farmers’ cattle are sold on foot, and the hide
goes at the same pound-rate price pald for the
steer in gross. The beef trust controls
both. the price -of cattle and the price of
the meat to the consumer, while he gets a tariff-
protected price for the hides of the cattle that
cost him per pound no more than the hoof or
the horns or the hair of the animal.

The total revenue collected on imported hides
for the year 1907, the best year, commercially
speaking, in the history of this country, was
$3,105,390. As shown by the government re-
ports away back in 1904, the production of boots
and shoes in the United States for that year was,
in round numbers, $316,000,000, not including
any other forms of leather goods. If no greater
amount of boots and shoes were manufactured
in the year 1907 than in 1904, the reduction
of duty on boots and shoes alone, measured by
the reduction of duty in the house bill, would
have been a saving to the consumers of these
articles the enormous sum of $31,600,000 for
one year. From this sum take the total revenue
collected on hides, $3,105,390, by placing hides
on the free list, and we have as a net gain to
the consumers, by way of reduced prices for
boots and shoes, the enormous sum of $28,444,-
610 for one year. With hides on the dutiable
list at the rate fixed by the senate amendment,
the government gets as revenue, in round num-
bers, $3,000,000, while as a result of the duty
on hides the manufacturer gets by way of com-
pensatory duty $31,000,000,

This is a clear demonstration of the evil of
‘levying a tariff on a crude raw material,

Not satisfied with restoring iron ore and hides
to the dutiable 1ist and increasing the house rates
on lumber 60 per cent, some of these senators
voted to take bituminous coal from the free list,
" where the house bill placed it, and restore it
to the dutiable list at 60 cents a ton, being a
reduction of only seven cents a ton on the pres-
ent Dingley rates. To show the absurdity of
placing a duty of any kind on coal, it is only
necessary to state the facts as to exports and
imports of coal, In the year 1908 the exports of
‘coal from the United States was 11,853,000 tons,
against imports of only 1,604,000 tons, showing
that our exports were seven times as great as
our imports. If we can sell in the open market
of the world seven times as much coal as all the
world sells in our market, does it look as though
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our market for cpa
foreign competition?

It is well to remember that durin
g the eoal
:E‘rlk&? few years 480 even the high protectionist
d.p;;x cans and our “anti-free raw material
‘mocrats™ all joined in voting to suepend the
;aut;!rng? :o:lal for a period of one or two years,
emocrat | rote
58 o Bt dah n the house voted against
But to cap the climax, the finance committe
In the senate reported the duty on ptnoap;:?on a(:
the present Dingley rate, which is a protective
;-)fitltle. and so intended when put on in the Dingley
But gome of our democratic senators were not
satisfled to let this republican duty remain :o
& demoecratic member of the finance mmml'tme
moved an amendment {n the senate to increasge
the Dingley rate on pineapples 1283% per cent,
which was carried by a vote of 34 to 30. Nine
of the thirty-four votes to Inereage this rate
were democrats, while eight democrats only
voted against the Increase,
Does this look like our “anti-free raw material
democrats’ are suffering much on account of the
republicans falling to revise the tariff downward?

. But, Mr. Speaker, when the vote came up to
put a duty of one-half of one cent a gallon on
crude petroleum, our “anti-free raw material
democratic' senators, especially those who had
been most vociferous in their denunclations of
the doctrine of free raw material, flopped right
around, forgot all about their loudly proclaimed
democratic principles of “anti-free raw ma-
terial,” and voted against the proposed duty
on crude petroleum. It was shown beyond dis-
pute that the Standard 0Oil company owned only
11 per cent of the oil wells of the United States,
while the independent oil producers and re-
finers owned 89 per cent, Crude ofl is as much
raw material as is fron ore, coal, lumber, or
hides, and the producing oil wells are not owned
or controlled by a trust, as is coal, hides, iron
ore, and lumber; but, notwithstanding all these
facts, it was more than our “anti-free raw ma-
terial democratic” friends could stand, and =0
they took the back track, and by thelir votes
proclaimed their allegiance to the good old dem-
ocratic doctrine of free raw material, What
I regret most is that the vote on oil did not come
up before our democratic senators “got ruint”
and declgimed so loudly agalnst any kind of
free raw materials, but I find that consistency
is a jewel rarely worn by a statesman.

« I am not eriticising our demoeratic senators
who voted for a duty on iron ore, lumber, coal,
and hides, for refusing to give a like vote for
& duty on crude petroleum, but when some of
us who voted for free raw materials are taunted
with the charge of being out of harmony with
the earlier democratic position, and to that ex-
tent not democratie, I want to remind them
that they are not consistent In voting for a
duty on the raw materials of some classes of
manufactures, while permitting the manufac-
turers of refined petrolenm to have their raw
materials free.

Why did not our “anti-free raw material rey-
enue tariff democrats'’ propose a small revenue
producing duty on both ecrude and refined petro-
leum and products thereof? At this point I will
read a part of an article by Hon. Willlam J.
Bryan in a late issue of The Commoner bearing
on the duty on iron ore, and expressing his
position as to free raw materials, and as to
the possibility of giving all sections of our
country an equal share in the so-called ‘“bene-

fits of protection:”

The Commoner belleves that raw material ghould,
as a rule, be admitted free of duty. It has already
pointed out the fallacy embodled In the dogtrine
of those who insist that “if we are to have protec-
tion, it ought to be uniform anq’ give all sections
an equal share of the benefits, Protection ecan
not give all sections an equal share of the bene-
fits. Protection I8 naturally and necessarily un-
fair. A democratic senator or congressman may
decelve himself with the argument that he Ig help-
fng his section when he Insists that raw .material
produced in his section ghall be taxed, but he can
not decelve those who have studied the tarlff ques-
tion. Raw material is not produced by states or
by districts; it is produced by Individuals, and the
taxation of raw material I8 not for the benefit of
all of the state or all of the district in which It
{s produced, Take the case of iron, for Instance.
Alabama I8 credited with nearly 8 per cent of the
total quantity of iron ore produced In the United
States in 190¥. But who producgd the iron ore In
Alabama? All of the people? Not by any means.
Not one per cent of the voters of Alabama own
fron mines. A taniff on iron ore necessarily Im-
plies a compensatory duty on manufactured Iron.
As soon as fron ore Ts taxed, the manufacturer de-
mands that he shall be permitted to transfer the
duty to the consumer of the manufactured pro-
ducts, and the argument will always be accepted
as sufficlent reason for Iputtins' a tariff upon the
manufactured product. Is there a democratic se?&
ator who voted for a tariff on fron ore who wau e
vote to put manufactured iron on the free list
To vote for a tariff on Iron ore s, therefore, to
vote for a higher tariff on manufactured iron than

I was in any danger from

Would otherwise be necens .
Mg Ary——in other words
:s: n“ vole to fix lnr‘Frr ultimate burden upan 'th':
nsumera of manu Actured lron tan would be
:u-t‘r’rnunr)‘ With free fron ore. '
fmocrat (in a republican senate
‘{nr & tariff on Iron are and then vr:lnmu'::lln:to':
';;:‘np:"r‘mninry tariff on manufactured Iron, but If
o ”ura-w_ruu wers framing a tarift b they
uid recognize the Justice of the demand that
mitted to eollect from the

It Is possible that

‘onsumer a tarifr equal to t} '
his raw mater : ARt A aed upon
given M Y al plus such a tariff as would e

here wore no tariff on
rmw
\'n':‘l':;‘ ‘:;h:“}rn!' I*h" voted for a l'lrifl' on"l‘::nt':::t
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tariff on manufactured than nw“pu:‘!"y . Deccansy
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S0 it appears, Mr. Speaker, that tho
crats, both in the senate und’huuun'hw;at) d:ﬂr:x::
:;:r fri'ee raw materials voted In ;ﬁ"urd wi(h
lh.:: ;rgl':l ec:'l; yc-mr late democratic nomince for

When the Wilgon bill passed ¢
erude raw materials were l:)n the :lr?mhﬁ::tmuzg
such as were restored to the dutiable list 'wm
put there by the action of the genate and were
finally virtually forced on the house, or else
have no bill at all 80, when the pr;umnt bill
was considered, or, rather, not considered In
the house, on all votes on raw materials ;htt
the house was permitted to give an overwhelm-

ing majority of the demoerats of this cCongresy -

voted to place raw materials on the free list,

Mr. Speaker, we In this house must be elected
évery two years by a direct vote of the people
while sgenators are elected only every six yenrs'
and then by the legislatures of the staten. It
Is therefore most natural that the members of
this house more nearly reflect the actual” views
of the people than do the senators; and as we
voted in the house for .free raw materials be-
fore the senators voted, they fully understood
that by their votes they were raising an Issue
with us that might mean that elther they or we
must go out of public life. We voted first, and
they could have voted with us, and in so doing
violated no democratie platform pledge, and thus
would have brought no trouble on themselves,
the party, or on us. But they saw fit to do
otherwise, and they must take the consequences.

It i but natural, belleving that we represent
the real sentiment of our party, having a better
opportunity to know what the sentiment of our
party is than they, and knowing that we have
voted In accord with our party, as declared In
Its most recent natiopal platform, we do not
propose to sit quietly by and permit this pro-
tective sentiment to be built up and strength-

“ened in the ranks of democracy without a vigor-

ous protest. No manufacturer ever wanted a
tariff tax on his raw materfals, and he only
accepted It because he knew that hy way of a
compensatory duty he could pass this burden to
the consumer, and because he knew that
by glving protection to the producers of
raw materials he strengthened and added
to the ranks of the protectionists In gen-
eral. The converse of this proposition fs
also true. The producer of raw materials does
not want protection on the finished product that
he does not sell, but must buy of the manufac-

turer, but In order to get protection -3 hls raw -

materials accepts and votes for a higher duty
on the manufacturers’ finished products. Yet
we hear some of our senator friends loudly
proclaiming that they will never vote to give
the manufacturer his raw materials free while
giving him a high protective duty on what he
sells made from these materials. Such a state-
ment must assume two false premises. One s
that demoecrats favor giving the manufacturer
high protection on his finished products, and
the other is that the manufacturer actually pays
the tax on his raw materials. Some loudly de-
clare they will not take the burden from the
manufacturer by making his materials tax free,

Mr. Speaker, how can we take a burden from
the manufacturer when he bears no burden by
way of taxed raw materfals, and when by way
of successive compensatory duties he passes the
tax on raw materials with a manufacturer's
profits added to the thus doubly taxed consumer?
The democrat that contends otherwise fools no-
body but himself.

Mr. Bpeaker, If the tariff tax on raw materials
was not added to the direct tariff tax on the
finished product, augmented by way of added
manufacturer’'s profits on the amount of the tax
paid on the raw material and thus finally all
passed to the consumer, there would not be so
much objection to taxing raw material, although
it would not then be an ideal objeet of a duty
even for revenue only, Much raw material must
go to waste In process of manufacture, and all
this waste is tariff taxed the same as that part
that finally lodges in the finished article.

.Mr, Speaker, the man who desires protection
can not disgulse his real purpose by calling it a
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