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SPEECH 
OF 

HON. J. L. MoLAURIN. 

The Senate having under consideration the bill (H. R. 379) to provide reve
nue for the Government and to encourage the industries of the United 
States-

Mr. MCLAURIN said: 
l.\fr. PRESIDENT: Although not strictly in order under this amend

ment, as the debate has assumed a wide range on the subject of 
cotton, I desire to call the attention of the Senator in charge of 
this bill to paragraph 342 to inquire and express the hope that he 
will be able to explain why a duty is imposed on jute bagging for 
covering cotton, while in another paragraph binding twine is 
placed on the free list? 

If such discrimination can be defended, I am certain that it 
would be listened to with very great attention. If such a policy 
can be justified by any rule of national legislation, its advocates 
should hasten to make the disclosure. 

To my mind it assumes the form of studied and pernicious sec
tionalism, of a deliberate and premeditated attempt to punish the 
cotton planter of the South and favor the grain grower of the 
North and West. In my opinion it admits of no other construction. 

Mr. PETTUS. Will the Senator from South Carolina allow me 
to suggest that cotton ties are in exactly the same attitude? 

J\1Ir. McLAURIN. I am coming to that. 
Mr. PETTUS. And more than that, if they come in on cotton 

I suppose they are now taxed 20 per cent, but before 20 per cent 
was added they came in free on cotton imported, but we have to 
pay for them if we use them at home. 

l.\Ir. McLAURIN. Yes, sir; I will come to cotton ties in a mo
ment. 

SECTIONALIS)I EXPOSED. 

In fact, a careful examination discloses the earmarks of sec
tional advantage running all through the provisions of the bill, 
which should be a source of profound regret to everyone inter
ested in the general welfare of our common country. · 

The South seeks no advantage and only asks for equal rights 
under all national legislation. 

Sound public policy, if nothing else, should secure to us these 
rights, since continued injuries to the South in the near future 
must react on the balance of the country. When I consider the 
evident unfairness of this measure, I must confess to a feeling of 
alarm that the spirit of oppression yet prevails and that the South 
must continue to conserve the greed and avarice of the North. 

This measure will doubtless pass and become a law. There is 
little hope of changing few, if any, of its oppressive features. Yet 
I desire to go on record as protesting against its sectionalism and 
demanding justice and equality for the industries of the South. 
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Going further into the details of the bill, I find free binding 
twine for the Northern farmer and taxed cotton ties and jute bag
ging for the Southern planter; protected wheat and corn for the 
North and, until recently, free cotton for the South. The Senate 
committee attempted to protect the Northern railroad-tie industry 
and leave the Southern tie industry to fight for itself. .As the bill 
came from the House, there were free hides for New England and 
taxed boots and shoes for the balance of the country. 

I find Northern linseed oil protected 20 cents per gallon and 
Southern cotton-seed oil but 4 cents per gallon. Maple sugar, for 
Vermont and the North, is protected 4 cents per pound, while the 
tar of Georgia and the Carolinas is put on the free list. The tur
pentine of the South °is put on the free list, while the maple sirup 
of the North is protected by a duty of 4 cents per pound. North
ern hay is protected S3 per ton, while Southern oil cake is placed 
on the free list. Cotton waste is found on the free list, while New 
England shoddy is protected 20 cents per pound. 

I might continue this list of discriminations to a greater length. 
I might take up the list of manufactured products and show that 
certain grades manufactured in the South are not protected in 
proportion to other grades in similar lines manufactured at the 
North. 

I might analyze the iron, coal, and other great industries and 
show how the Eastern monopolists have arranged their intricate 
schedules to plunder the South. I might point to the outcome of 
the recent contest over the railroad ties, rice, and cotton schedules 
as further evidence of the sectional animus of this bill. 

If all the tricks and schemes of the New England manufac
turers and Eastern importers could be fully exposed, the people 
would be amazed at their extent and the cunning manipulations 
which fixed them in this bill. But I have already pointed out 
enough to sustain my contention that this bill is framed upon 
sectional lines and is unjust and injurious to the South. Even in 
its provisions of reciprocity with Hawaii the South bears the 
burden, while the North, as usual, reaps the benefit. I venture 
the assertion that 90 per cent of the free imports from those 
islands come in direct competition with Southern industries, while 
90 per cent of the exports to those islands are Northern products. 

THE BILL MIGHT HAVE BEEN DEFEATED, 

While I disclaim most positively any attempt to stir up sectional 
strife or sectional animosities, I feel a sense of deep concern over 
the sectional features of this measure. ·without intending to crit
icise anyone, or in any manner assume superior knowledge, I give · 
it as a matter of personal opinion if those who are opposing this 
bill had taken time to thoroughly analyze its sectional provisions 
and had fought it out on that issue as persistently and intelligently 
as they now are doing on other lines, the bill might have been 
defeated or a full measure of justice and fair play secured. 

I believe there are those on the other side of this Chamber who 
would recognize these unfair conditions and vote with us to cor
rect the wrong. 

Mr. President, in a speech upon this bill while under considera
tion at the other end of the Capitol, I took occasion to disclose the 
result of sectionalism in previous tariff legislation, and the dis
closures made at that time have so far remained uncontradicted. 
I gave the facts and statistics concerning the different sections of 
the country with reference to the decrease in wealth, the accu-
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mulation of wealth, and the distribution of capital ancl wealth. 
In each and every instance the result favored the manufacturing 
and money-loaning States. I will quote the conclusions given at 
that time: 

lllr. Speaker, I have shown by comparison of losses betweon the sections, 
by a comparison of gains between the sections, and by the distribution of 
loanable funds among tho sections, that tho manufacturing and money cen
ters of the East in each hold a decided advanta~e. I have shown also that 
these advantages are increasing every year, ani! now submit the question 
whether this state of affairs is to continue or not? Shall the manufacturers 
and money loaners of the East continue to exact tribute from the balance of 
our people? Shall these two interests stand on the highway of national prog
ress, and, like the buccaneers of old, demand tribute from all who pass their 
way? 

The cry for relief from the insatiate greed of these two absorbers of wealth 
is coming up from our people louder and more earnest every day. Some
thing must be done, in my judgment, and that at once, to stay the rapacity 
of the one ancl lighten the burdens of the other. At this point it is proper to 
ask what has brought about this vast difference in conditions. While many 
no doubt will refuse to accept my interpretation, yet I firmly believe that 
unequal taxation and the increased purchasing power of money lies at the 
root of this great evil. Unequal taxation brought unfair exchange between 
the sections, and the increased purchasing power of the dollar took what 
remained after the transaction. 

Many of our ablest statesmen believe thnt tho manipulation of our finances 
is alone responsible for present conditions. I am ready to concede that our 
financial system is wholly bad, and has been a ;11otent factor in bringing about 
the distress we seo on every hand. But, Mr. Speaker, there must have been 
unfair exchanges among the people before money secured its present power
ful position. So long as exchanges are fair and equal between the sections, 
just so long will the people of the various sections secure their proper share 
of the money in circulation. 

When the sections which produce raw material receive proportionate re
muneration with sections;which manufacture, the producers of raw material 
will prosper reciprocally with those who manufacture. In other words, when 
there is a reciprocity in remuneration or profits for all labor in all sections 
there exists an equality of results, which eliminates the advantage of one 
class of laborers over another. Under such condition, no matter whether 
the volume of money be great or small, everyone who labors will receive his 
proportionate share, and the money or such a country will remain divided 
among its Jleople, and can not be secured and hoarded by a few while the 
many go without. The very moment, however, that one aection obtains an 
advantage unequal exchanges begin, and unequal division of monoy follows. 

Money is the lifeblood of business, flowing through the arteries and veins 
of commercial exchange. When these exchanges are fair and just, the entire 
economic system thrills and vibrates with this life-giving element. But when 
exchanges become unfair, when some of the veins and arteries are clogged, 
and this life-giving element does not or can not return, the entire system 
becomes deranged, and the lifeblood is found congested in some parts nnd 
wanting in others. The result is disaster and death. An unfair protective 
taritf gave the Eastern manufacturing States an advantage. This advantage 
in taxation made unfair and unequal exchanges throughout the country. 
Through its application the manufacturer obtained a larger remuneration 
for his labor than those who produced the raw material used in the factory 
or the food products consumed by the operatives. 

Under such conditions the manufacturing centers gradually but surely 
received an unequal share of the general fund of circulating medium, and 
became the money as well as the manufacturing centers of the nation. ·with 
every exchang"e between the East and the balance of the country an unfair 
division of profits or remuneration took place, ancl an unequal portion of the 
general stock of money went to New Englana. It was through this method 
of unfair exchange, made possible by unequal taxation, that the East obtained 
more than its proportion of the money of the country, and now bids defiance 
to the balance of the nation. 

THE SOUTH PLUNDERED OF ITS RIGHTS. 
Mr. President, the more I examined the subject the more thor

oughly I became impressed with the belief that the people of the 
South were being plundered, and that, as a rule, we were giving 
more attention to the propaganda of a political theory than the 
material interests of our constituents. Acting upon this belief, I 
demanded of the Committee of Ways and Means an equalization 
of the benefits of this measure between the North and the South. 
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I asserted that if the policy of the measure proved beneficial, the 
South was selfish enough to want her proportion; if, on the con
trary, the bill should be detrimental, the South was patriotic 
enough to stand its share of disaster; that in any event and at 
all times we of the South demanded that all national legislation 
should distribute its burdens and benefits equally among all the 
sections and all the people. The novelty of such a position was ED 
great and the spectacle so rare for a Southern representatiye to 
make such demands that I have been called a protectionist. 

NOT .A PROTECTIONIST. 

l\fr. President, I am not a protectionist; have never given a 
vote in support of that principle or uttered a word in defense of 
that doctrine. I look upon the doctrine of protection as indefen
sible and a potent factor in building up and maintaining trusts 
and monopolies. Certain newspapers in the North, instead of 
answering my arguments against protection, have been pleased 
to call me a protectionist because I demanded equality before the 
law. I stand squarely upon the tariff plank of the Chicago plat
form ancl base my actions entirely upon its teachings. l\fy votes 
upon the lumber, cotton, and 1·ice schedules are in strict accord 
with the doctrines of Democracy. They were given in defense of 
the people whom I represent, and to compel the Republican party 
to place the South on an equal footing with the balance of the 
country. 

So far I have been guided by a sincere desire to serve the best 
interests of my own State and the South. And I want to say 
most emphatically that no matter who may criticise, or what crit
icism may be made, I shall continue to labor for the welfar~ of 
South Carolina to the very limits of my ability. 

I believe that if the representatives ot each State would labor 
more earnestly for the material interests of their people the laws 
on our statute books would be less sectional and far more just 
and equitable. 

HISTORY OF THE DOCTRINE OF FREE RAW lll.ATERI.AL. 

Mr. President, I would gladly yield the floor at this point, could 
I do so and retain my self-respect or in the least degree merit the 
continued confidence of those whom I represent. But, sir, with 
others, I have been charged, in this Chamber and elsewhere, with 
being recreant to established principles of Democracy and that 
such action threatened discord in the Democratic party. Much 
as I love peace and deprecate all party dissensions, I can not permit 
such imputations to remain unchallenged. I have sought care
fully and earnestly to inform myself upon this subject, with a sin
cere desire to be right and act intelligently. 

From all the facts that I have been able to gather, I feel justified 
in making the assertion that what is now known as the doctrine 
of free raw material has never been an established principle of 
Democracy. To prove my contention, I will appeal to the past 
record of the Democratic party itself. I repeat that the idea of 
placing raw material on the free list, while the finished product is 
protected by a duty, is not and never has been a principle of 
Democracy. 

The Walker tariff, which was practically in force from 1846 to 
1861, did not provide for a single article of free raw material ex
cept cotton. I will admit that the rate of duty on certain prod
ucts was very low, but I contend that the principle of free raw 
material was not recognized in that bill. 
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I have examined quite carefully the history of legislation since 
the war, especially the speeches and letters of the Hon. S. J. 
Tilden, and I find no mention of this "established principle " of 
])emocracy until March 30, 1882. On that day Hon. A. S. Hewitt, 
then a member from New York, introduced the following resolu
tion, upon which he made an extended speech: 

Resolved, That the bill creating a tariff co=ission be recommitted, with 
tnstructions to the Committee on Ways and Means to report within thirty 
days, or an earlier date if it be practicable, a. bill based upon the following 
Instructions: 

First. That all raw materials, meaning thereby all materials which have 
not been subjected to any process of manufacture, and all waste products, 
meaning thereby all waste materials which are only flt to be manufactured, 
and all chemicals which are not produced in this country,and alcohol for use 
1n manufactures, shall be placed upon the free list. 

Second. That so far as possible specific duties shall be substituted for ad 
valorem, and that in determining such specific duties the average dutiable 
value of imports during the last three years shall be taken as the standard of 
value, upon which no higher rate of duty shall be imposed than shall bo nec
essary to compensate tor the difference in the cost of labor at home and 
abroad expended in the production of such products, after making due allow
ance for the expenses of transportation, and that tho rate of duty shall not in 
any case, except on luxuries, exceed 50per cent of such average dutiable value. 

The bill under consideration at that time provided for a tariff 
commission. I have examined the debates on this measure as 
carefully as my limited time would admit, but failed to discover 
that this resolution attracted much attention, or was cordially 
indorsed by Democratic speakers. Mr. Hewitt was charged by 
the Republicans with selfish motives, which the facts in the case 
appeared to confirm. 

FRAUDULENT DEMANDS OF :NEW ENGLAND. 

I will quote from a speech of Mr. Townsend, of Ohio, upon this 
point: 

And right here, Mr. Chairman, let me emphasize what I have said b'l re· 
ferring to the resolutions which appear at the opening of the speech o the 
sentleman from New York, which declare for free raw material. This would 
mclude iron ore; and in the course of his remarks he favors the free impor· 
tation of scrap iron. He would strike a blow at our native ores, which 
constitute so large a part of our mineral production~. and drive out of em· 
ployment our puddlers by the free introduction of scrap iron. The manu· 
facturers on the seaboard want free foreign ore, because they need it to mix 
with the ores of New J ersey; and if once they could bring- it in as ballast 
cheaper thnn they could get our Lake Superior ores, tho benefit, if any, 
would be to the manufacturers on the seaboard, and would not result in a 
reduction in the price of iron or steel. It would give an advantage to those 
manufacturers, at the expense of their associates engaged in the same trade 
further removed from the seaboard. 

When in addition to the above it is known that Mr. Hewitt was 
a large manufacturer of iron, the charge of selfishness appears not 
altogether without foundation. I examined the daily press of 
New York and found these resolutions mentioned as "Hewitt's 
plan " and "Hewitt's idea." This led me to suspect that the doc
trine of free raw material originated with Mr. Hewitt, and that 
his motives were somewhat selfish. 

These resolutions were up before the New York Chamber of 
Commerce on April 8, 1882, and were adopted by the narrow ma
jority of 33 to 29. 

A meeting held at Chickering Hall, New York, April 15, passed 
resolutions favoring Mr. Hewitt's propositions. The Democratic 
county committee of New York soon after indorsed the resolu
tions, all of which went to prove that at that time the doctrine of 
free raw material had not become an established Democratic prin
ciple. 

It is not probable that all this trouble would have been incurred 
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to bring out and indorse an old and well-established Democratic 
principle. 

On May 6, 1882, at the close of debate on the bill, Mr. Hewitt in
troduced the following amendment as specific instructions far 
the tariff commission: 

1. Repeal of the duties on raw materials. 
2. The proportionate reduction of the duties on articles manu

factured from raw materials thus placed on the free list. 
3. No duties to exceed 50 per cent except those on luxuries. 
4. No internal-revenue duty to be imposed on alcohol used in 

manufactures. 
5. Where practicable duties to be made specific by converting ad 

valorem into specific duties on the basis of average market values. 
This amendment was rejected on a division by a vote of 42 to 88. 
It is evident from this vote that Mr. Hewitt's doctrine was some

what of a stranger among Democratic principles. 
HON. RANDOLPH TUCKER, HON. W. R. MORRISON, AND HON, R. Q. MILLS 

STRANGERS TO THE DOCTRINE IN 1882. 

Hon. Randolph Tucker, of Virginia, immedrately followed with 
another amendment in which he proposed a schedule of duties 
ranging from 45 per cent ad valorem on woolens to $14 per ton on 
railroad iron. The only free raw materials suggested by Mr. 
Tucker were medicinal barks, prepared or otherwise. This amend
ment was rejected by a vote of 37 to 79. 

It is quite evident that so eminent a Democrat as Mr. Tucker 
had not learned of this doctrine's being an important tenet of his 
party, Hon. W. R. Morrison then presented an amendment for a 
similar purpose, which provided: 

Said commission shall report no revision of the tariff providing for duties 
in excess of the several duties and rates of duty imposed by thee.ct of Con
gress approved March 2, 1861, and known as the Morrill tariff, on any of the 
following articles not subject to tax under the internal-revenue laws, namely: 

Manufactures of cotton, iron and steel, wood, hemp, jute, flax and manila, 
glass and glassware. 

On all articles embraced in the schedule of sundries; also on all metals not 
otherwise provided for, and all manufactures of metals. 

On all spices. 
On all wool, hair of the alpaca goat and other animals, and all manufac

tures thereof. 
On beef, pork, hams, bacon, cheese, wheat, butter, lard, barley, corn, and fish. 
Mr. Morrison is a Democrat of Democrats, but this resolution 

discloses the fact that even he haa not then learned the lesson of 
free raw material. He had the temerity to demand, in defiance 
of this alleged principle, a tariff on wool, wheat, corn, barley, and 
other raw materials. 

Then followed a motion by Hon. R. Q. MILLS, of Texas (now a 
distinguished member of this body), to recommit the bill with the 
instructions which I shall read. Mr. MILLS stated that his in
structions were those which were prepared by Hon. R. J. Walker 
in the tariff of 1846: 

Resolved, That the bill creating a tariff commission be recommitted to the 
Committee on Wa-ys and Means, with instructions to report within thirty 
days a bill framed m compliance with the following instructions: 

1. That no more money should be collected than is necessary for the wants 
of the Government economically administered. 

2. That no duty be imposed on any article above the lowest rate that will 
yield the largest amount of revenue. 

3. That below such rates-
I call particular attention to this-
That below such rates discrimination may be made, descending in the 

scale of duties, or for imperative reasons the article maybe placed on the list 
of those free from all duties. 
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4. The maximum revenue duty should be imposed on luxuries. 
5. That all specific duties should·be abolished and ad valorem duties sub

stituted in their place, care being taken to guard againstfr,mdulent invoices 
and undervaluation, and to assess the duty upon the actual market value. 

6. That the duty should be so imposed as to operate as equally as possible 
throughout the Union, discriminating neither for nor against any class or 
section. 

This amendment was rejected by a vote of 152 to 75. 
A TARIFF FOR REVENUE AGAINST THE DOCTRINE OF FREE RAW MATERIAL. 

Mr. President, this resolution of Mr. MILLS demanded the reen
actment of the Walker tariff of 1846, in which the idea of the 
doctrine of free raw material can not be found. This resolution 
received the solid support of the Democratic members, if I remem
ber correctly, and was no doubt considered orthodox Democracy at 
that date. 

May we not fairly draw the conclusion that up to this date the 
doctrine of free raw material '!!.ad not become an '• established prin
ciple" of the Democratic party? Having located, as I believed, a 
date when the doctrine of free raw material was not an established 
Democratic principle, I continued my investigation to find when 
it was. 

In the Democratic platform of 1884 I find the first mention of 
free raw material in the following indirect manner. Speaking of 
the Republican party, "It has subjected them to an increasing 
flood of manufactured goods and a hopeless competition with man
ufacturing nations, not one of which taxes raw materials." In 
the same platform I find the following significant statement, re· 
ferred to the other day by the Senator from Missouri [l\Ir. VEST], 
which I shall not take the time to read, as the Senate is familiar 
with it, but will print in my remarks: 

Knowing full well, however, that legislation affecting the operations of 
the people should be cautious and conservative in method, not in advance of 
public opinion, but responsive to its demands. the Democratic party is pledged 
to revise tho tariff in a spirit of fairness to all interests. But, in making re
duction in taxes, it is not proposed to injure any domestic mdustries, but 
rather to promote their healthy growth. From the foundation of this Gov
ernment taxes collected at tho custom-house have been the chief source of 
Federal revenue. Such they must continue to be. Moreover, many indus
tries havo come to rely upon legislation for successful continuance, so that 
any change of law must boat every step regardful of the labor and capital 
thus involved. The process of the reform must be subject in the execution 
to this plain dictate of justice-all taxation shall be limited to the require
ments of economical government. 

The necessary reduction and faxation can and must be effected without 
depriving American labor of the ability to compete successfully with foreign 
labor and without imposin~ lower rates of duty than will be ample to cover 
any increased cost of production which may exist in C)nsequence of tho 
higher rate of wages prevailing in this country. Sufficient revenue to pay 
all the expenses of the Federal Government, economically administered, in
cluding pensions, interest, and principal of the public debt, can be got under 
our present system of taxation from the custom-house taxes on fewer im
ported articles, bearing heaviest on articles of luxury and bearing lightest 
on articles of necessity. \Ve therefore denounce the abuses of the existing 
tariff; and, subject to the preceding limitations, we demand that Federal 
taxation shall be exclusively for public purposes, and shall not exceed the 
needs of the Government, economically administered. 

It would require a very vivid imagination, in my opinion, to tor
ture this statement into a demand for free raw material; yet the 
distinguished Senator from l\Iissouri [Mr. VEST] declared quite 
recently that such was its meaning. 

The platform of 1888, which the distinguished Senator so em
phatically stated declared for the doctrine of free raw material, 
reads as follows: 

The Democratic party of the United States,in national convention assem· 
bled, renews the pledge of its fidelity to the Democratic faith, and reaffirms 

2793 



9 

the platform adopted by its representatives in the convention of 188!, and 
indorses the views expressed by President Cleveland in his last annual mes· 
sage to Congress as the correct interpretation of that platform upon the 
question of tariff reduction; and also indorses the efforts of our Democratic 
representatives in Congress to secure a reduction of excessive taxation. 

It would appear from the reading of this paragraph antl the 
declaration of the distinguishetl Senator from Missouri that the 
interpretation placed on the Democratic platform of 1884 by 
President Cleveland, together with the schedules of the Mills 
bill, furnish the real authority for declaring the doctrine of free 
raw material a cardinal principle of Democracy. 

DON'T WANT CLEVELAND'S INTERPRETATION, 

:l\Ir. President, I do not remember President Clevelancl's inter
pretation; neither do I care to know, since the time has come, 
thank God, when his declaration of what Democratic principles 
are or should be do not pass current. 

As for the distinguished author of the Mills bill being authority 
upon so important a matter, I assume there is at least room for 
honest differences. Not that I would reflect on his Democracy or 
eminent ability, but the resolutions of 1882, when compared with 
the schedules of his bill of 1888, disclose a want of continuity that 
is not always a distinguishing feature for safe guidance. 

In 1882 the distinguished Senator is found advocating the doc
trine of the Walker tariff, in which there is not a single trace of 
the principle of free raw material, while in 1888, less than six 
years later, he is declared the bulwark of that principle. 

I find free raw material mentioned in the platform of 1802, as 
follows: 

We indorse the efforts made by the Democrats of the present Congress to 
modify its most oppressive features in tho direction of free raw materials 
and cheaper manufactured goods that enter into general consumption. 

In the platform of 1890 the idea of free raw material was elimi
nated altogether. 

JI.fr. President, have I not shown conclusively that the doctrine 
of free raw material has never been an established principle of 
Democracy? Have I not shown that a single allusion macle to it 
in the platform of 1884, a covert attempt to indorse it in 1888, a 
qualified indorsement in 1892, and an absolute abandonment in 
1890 is the real history of this dogma? 

This doctrine, Mr. President, came and went with Grover Cleve
land, and I believe that the people are willing for him to keep it, 
or sink it in Buzzards Bay, as he may elect. 

GOVERNOR CULBERSON OF TEXAS AGAINST FREE RAW MATERIAL. 

Mr. President, since I took a position against the Eo-called doc
trine of free raw material, I have received hundreds of letters 
from:the South commending my course. I will refrain from print
ing any of them, but instead read an extract from a letter written 
by the present governor of Texas, Hon. C. A. Culberson, for the 
purpose of disclosing the fact that a very wide difference of 
opinion exists on the question of free raw material between the 
governor of Texas and the distinguished Senator from Texas, Mr. 
MILLS. The letter is dated Austin, Tex., July 9, 1895, and is 
addrassed to Hon. John Brookhout, Dallas. I will print the let
ter and comments by Mr. E.W. Cave as an appendix to my re
marks, and content myself at present with reading a short extract: 

The great question of tarilf reform should be resolutely pressed. Tho taxes 
levied by this system should be limited to the actual needs of government 
economically administered, and within these limitations the interests of 
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Texas and her inexhaustible raw material should be cared for. No good can 
result to the people of Texas by continuing high duties on manufactured 
articles and putting our raw material from which they are made on the free 
list, and thus invite destructive competition with foreign countries, which 
only benefits Eastern manufacturers. Until Texas engages more largely in 
manufactures than at present, such a policy can but be hurtful to us and in 
the interest of sections already enriched by protection. If in the present 
condition of the •rreasury it should be deemed unwiso or inexpedient to at
tempt a further general revision in the near future. inequalities should be 
adjusted by special laws. 

The conclusions which I have reached in regard to the doctrine 
of free raw material are the result of careful investigation. I dis
claim all thoughts 0£ bringing discord into the Democratic party, 
and I sincerely hope this doctrine will follow Grover Cleveland 
into quiet obscurity and thus fade into "innocuous desuetude." 

COXTEST OF SCIIEDULES. 

Mr. President, I realize quite fully the difficulties which sur
round this measure. I saw them at the beginning of its construc
tion, and have seen them multiply and intensify every clay since. 
Long before the bill left the Ways and Means Committee it had de
generated into a contest over schedules, and has remained in that 
position until the present time. This bill represents no fixed or 
particular economic theory, but, to the contrary, is a mixture of 
them all, with the keen New England manufacturers, the sugar
trust kings, and other kindred spirits manipulating the compound. 

By attempting to liquidate political obligatio~s in conjunction 
with a billion-dollar Congress, the Republican party has fallen 
upon hard lines, and in its extremity has given the country a tariff 
bill which, to say the least, is fearfully if not wonderfully made. 

If the next one hundred years of national existence witnesses as 
rapid an increase in per capita expenses and political obligations 
as the past century, it is extremely problematical as to what sort 
of taxation will then obtain. Secretary John Sherman, then Con
gressman from Ohio, in a speech datecl·l\fay 27, 1858, gave the per 
capita expenses of the Government at different dates. 

For information I will quote them: 
1789 to 1701.. .......•.••...••..... S0.42 I 1840 .....•....•.•..........•....... $1. 41 
1800.. .. . . ..... ..... ... .... ........ . 90 1850.. ..... .... ... ... • . . ... .... ...• 1. 00 
1810............................... .73 1857 ........•................. ..... 1.93 
1820 ...•...•••...••••..••.........• 1.36 1858 ...................•........... 2. 98 
1830 ......•...............••..•.••• 1.03 

We are now living under a billion-dollar Congress, which means 
an expenditure of $500,000,000 annually, or $7.19 per capita for our 
70,000,000 of people. 

In commercial transactions large aggregates of business are 
conducted on less expenditure per unit than smaller ventures. 
Yet it would seem, so far as national business is concerned, that 
retailing is much cheaper per unit than wholesaling. When our 
national expenses increase from 42 cents per capita to $7.19 per 
capita, I submit something is radically wrong and calls for im
mediate and careful attention. 

MY RE::UEDY. 

M:r. President, it will be a very difficult undertaking to bring 
prosperity under any system of taxation, more especially under 
present condit.ions. Something besides tribute bearing must inter
vene before the people will enjoy the blessings of plenty and good 
times. In my opinion, the first move in this direction should be 
to open the mint to the free· coinage of silver. Follow this by a 
reduction of expenses to the lowest point consistent with good gov
ernment. 
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Abolish the internal-revenne system and put in its stead a just 
and proper income tax, together with an inheritance tax similar 
to the one proposed by the distinguished Senator from Indiana 
[l\'.Ir, TURPIE), 

Then I would secure the balance needed for Government ex
penses by a good, old-fashioned Democratic tariff for revenue, so 
adjusted as to place its burdens upon all the people of all the sec
tions and give its incidental benefits to labor, where it ever be
longs. This, in brief, is my remedy for present hard times, and I 
trust the near future will see it applied. 

In 1837 we had one of the most destructive panics of the century. 
In 1857 we had another disastrous panic. 
In 1873 we had a panic that brought wreck and ruin to nearly all business 

interests. 
In 1893 we had a panic of which no one need be reminded. 
The panic of 1837 occurred under the Clay tariff, averaging about 26 per 

cent. 
The panic of 1857 occurred under the Walker tariff, averaging 25 per cent. 
The panic of 1873 came under the Morrill tariff, which avera;:ed 48 per cent; 

and the panic of 1803 occurred under the lllcE;inley tariff, which averaged 58 
per cent. 

Here we find that two disastrous panics camo under the lowest tariffs since 
1816, and also that two terrible panics came under the highest tariffs we over 
had. 

This proves that panics come under low tariffs and high tariffs. 

But no man living or dead ever heard of or witnessed a panic 
when the people had plenty of money. 

APPENDIX. 

FREE RAW MATERIAL VS. A TARIFF FOR REVENUE-EQUITABLE DUTIES O~ 
ALL HIPORTS-TEXAS AND HER INEXHAUSTIBLE RAW MATERIAL SHOULD 
BE CARED FOR. 

[Open letter from E.W. Cave, Houston, Tex., to Governor C. A. Culberson.] 
HOUSTON, TEX., November 1, 1895. 

SIR: I take the privilege, as a citizen of Texas and a Democrat, to congrat
ulate you, the Democratic party, and the country on the following states
manlike views on the subject of "tariff reform," expressed in your letter to 
Hon. John Bookhout, Dallas, Tex., dated Austin, July O 1805: 

"The great question of tariff reform should be resolutely pressed. The 
taxes levied by this system should be limited to tho actual needs of govern
ment economically administered, and within these limitations the interests of 
Texas and her inexhaustible raw material should be cared for. No good can 
result to the people of Texas by continuing high duties on manufactured arti
cles and puttmg our raw material from which they are made on the free list, 
and thus invite destructive competition with foreign countries, which only 
benefits Eastern manufacturers. Until Texas engaf,eS more largely in manu
factures than at present such a policy can but be nurtful to us and in the 
interest of sections already enriched by protection. If in the present condi
tion of the Treasury it should be deemed unwise or inexpedient to attempt 
a further general revision in the near future, inequalities should be adjusted 
by special laws." 

Although entirely out of politics, I feel an interest in the success of my 
party and in tho welfare of my country. I hope it may not be deemed pre
sumJ?tuous in me to supplement your views with some data and suggestions 
bearmg on the subject. 

In 1871, previous to coffee being placed on the free list, the total imports, 
exclusive of specie, were $520,223 000. The "free list" was but $36,587,000. 
The customs revenue was $206,270,000. The average duty on dutiable imports 
was 43.05 per cent, and if levied on all imports, the average duty would have 
been 38.04 per cent. 

In the fiscal year ending June 30a 1895, the total imports were $731,957.000. 
Tho "free list" was $363,2'28,000 an the dutiable list was f368,720,000. The 
customs revenue was but $152, 749,000. The average rate of duty on dutiable 
imports was 41.42 per cent. If levied on entire imports, the average duty 
would have been but 20.86 per cent. 
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Leading items of the free list of 1871. 
Chemlcals,drugs,dyes,dye- I Rags for paper •.....••.... $3,749,000 

wooqs--------------------- $5,88.1,000 Rubber,gut~a-percha,etc. 2,30.7,000 
Fur skms, undressed .••••.• 1,028,000 Wood and timber_________ 1,016,000 
Horse hair __________________ 1,379,000 ·----
Raw silk, cocoons........... 5, 739, 000 Total free imports.__ 36, 587,000 

Leading items of free raw materia1 in 1895. 
Art works------------------ $3,655,000 Matting ___________________ _ 
Chemicals, drugs, and dyes. 30, 325, 000 Oils . 
Cocoa, crude--------------- 3,195,000 Rags 
Coffee .• ___________ ·····----- 95, 085, 000 Seeds ·---··---- -------- ----
Cork ..•.•..••••.•••.•••••..• 1,049,000 Raw silk, cocoons .•......• 
Cotton, raw ..••..• ······---- 4, 714,000 Spices ____ ------ ________ ...• 
Feathers, undyed ·······--- 1, 722,000 Sugar and molasses ...... . 
Fertilizers ••..••••...•.....• 1,092,000 Tea·-·-··---·--------··---· 
Fish .•.••• ------------------- 1, 106, 000 Grasses, etc .... ·-----------Fruits, nuts _________________ 5,467,000 Grasses, etc., manufac· 
Furs, undressed .•••••••...• 3,320,000 tured 
Grease---------------------- 1,227, 000 Wood 
Hair, unmanufactured ..... 1,165,000 Wool. ____ _ 

$1,638,000 
3, 179, 000 
3,786,000 
1, 336, 000 

22,626,000 
2,367,000 

29, 599, 000 
13, 170, 000 
12,099,000 

6,401,000 
13,597;000 
23, 896,000 

Chip, etc .•...•••...•••.....• 2,755,000 
Hides,skins ---------------- 25,962,000 
Rubber, etc ..•••.....•....• _ 18, 477, 000 

Totalfreelist ........ 363,228,000 

Manufactured articles into which the free raw materials of this list enter 
are protected by duties ranging from 10 to 50 per cent. Many of the manu
factures are protected by a specific duty. 

For the fiscal year of 1890 the total imports were $789,310,000, of which $523, -
641,000 were dutiable and $265,668,000 free of duty. The receipts from cus
toms were $229,668,000. The receipts for 1889 were $223,832,000. 

Under the extreme policy of protection, as defined by the McKinley bill 
of 1890, the results were: 

Year. 

1891*-------
1892--------------------------------------
1893 .....• 
1894. ...•. 

ImJ?orts 
dutiable. 

$478, 674, 000 
369,402,000 
421, 856, 000 
275, 199, 000 

Imports 
free. 

$366, 241, 000 
457, 999, 000 
444, 544, 000 
379, 796,000 

* Sugar dutiable, 1891, $52, 792,000. 

Customs 
revenue. 

$219, 522, 000 
177, 452, 000 
203, 355, 000 
132, 293, 000 

The effort doubtless was to protect the manufacturer fully, both by high 
tariff duties and "free raw material." The result was an average increase 
of free imports for the four years of $146,477,000. The dutiable imports de
creased, at the end of the four years, $248,442,000. The American manufac
turers, with free raw material, had command of the market. The customs 
revenues decreased $97,850,000. 

The total loss of revenues in the four years, as compared with 1890, was 
$186,520,000. 'J'he Government was left without the means of sustenance. 

The tariff-reform policy of the Fifty-third Congress eventuated in a reduc
tion of the ad valorem rates of duty imposed by the McKinley bill, substi
tuting in some cases specific duties and the perpetuation and extension of 
the policy of "free raw material" except as to sugar, which was made duti
able at 40 per cent ad valorem. The effort was to further extend it to em
brace free iron ore and coal. The result for the fiscal year ending June, 
1895, is: 
Increase in dutiable imports--------------····-····------······------ $93,530, 000 
Decrease in free imports .... ----------·-··-·--------------·----······ 6,567, 000 
Increase in total imports .... --··------------------------------------- 76, 963,000 
Increase in customs revenues ...... -----------------------------····· 20, 930, 000 

The imports of sugar free in 1894 were $124,635,000. The total imports for 
1895 were $76,460,000, of which $29,599,000 was free. The wise placing of sugar 
on the dutiable list gave the Government about $18,400,000 of revenue. The 
deficit in the Government's receipts and expenditures was $42,825,000 for the 
year. 

It seems apparent that under the present system it is not practicable to 
produce such an amount of customs revenues as is necessary for the support 
of the Government. Exorbitant protective tariffs like the McKinley bill 
reduce imports, and thus reduce revenues. 

Reasonable reduction in tariff rates will not increase imports in such ratio 
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as to afford greatly increased revenues. Receipts from customs must con 
tinue to be, as they always have been, the chief source of revenues. Inter· 
nal revenues, like those from customs, are likely to be depleted by more oner 
ous taxation, and collection defeated by an effort to extend that system to 
the annoyance and cost of the people. The decrease in the last fiscal year is 
$3,5-1.1,000. Tho clecrcnse in the three months of 1805 ending September is 
S:.'U,3/J0,030. The necessity for a return to the Democratic policy of a "tariff 
for reYenue" seems equally apparent. · 

Upon what Democratic ground can "free raw material" for manufactures 
bo maintained 1 Unless it can be chimed that Government should be operated 
and the people taxed for the benefit of manufactures, "free raw material" 
can only be defended on the same grounds as the doctrine of protection. The 
ar~tment that our manufacturers should have free raw material in order to 
build up om· manufactures, enable them to compete with foreign manufac
turers, give emplo:yment to our labor, and ultimately cheapen the cost ot 
goods to our people 1s nil that ll!r. llicKinley or Mr. REED would urge in behalf 
of a high protective tariff. 

"Free raw material" is the additional discriminating protection l,l'ven the 
American manufacturer as against the foreign manufacturer and importer 
who pays a duty not only upon the cost of manufacturing but also upon the 
material of which tho articles are composed. 

It is a mooted question who pays the tax on imported goods-tho consumer 
or the foreign manufacturer. There is no doubt as to who pays the tax on 
"froo raw material" imported. The people pay it, to recoup the Govern
ment in tho lost revenue donated to the manufacturer. Commerce must be 
maintained and defended. Navies, ministers, consuls, Government must be 
supported. Why shoulcl not all commerce contribute to this? Why should 
$30,WO,OOO of chemicals, drugs, and dyes imported be exempted from duty 
and chemical glassware be taxed 40 per cent; medical preparations be taxed 
25 per cent, and dyed cotton cloth, valued at 6t cents per yard or less, be 
taxed lt to 1! cents a square yard? It is true we have cheap quinine, but the 
imports of quinia and extracts of cinchona bark only amount to $342,000. 

\Yhy should $95,000,000 of coffee be imported free! It is a luxury and a 
comfort, but so also is the Government. Do the people realize anr benefit 
from its loss of revenues! Coffee was dutiable at 3centsa pound in 18,3, when 
it was placed on the freo list. The wholesale price in New York in 1869 nnd 
1870 for Rio coffee was 11 and 13 cents per pound. From 18-H to l&iS New York 
quotations were 5 and 8 cents per pound. The price was forced up between 
1873 and 1878 to as high as 28 cents, when it declined, reaching the lowest 
point, 7! cents in 1882. The price was 8! ancl 10 cents in 1885. It has been ad
V!\ncing since, under the control of foreign rings, and is now quoted in New 
York at 16 cents per pound. The consumption in 1871 was 7.91 pounds per 
capita, in 1885 was 9.60 pounds per ca:pita, in 1881 was 6.81 pounds per capita, in 
1892 was 9.G3 pounds per capita, and m 1893 declined to 8.25 pounds per capita. 
The total imports for 1895 were 652,000,000 pounds. The Government sacri
ficed $19,560,000 of customs revenue without any benefit to the people of this 
country. 

Ninety-seven million two hundred and forty-nine thousand pounds of tea 
were imported free last year, at an average mvoice value of 13.55 cents per 
pound. Consumption per capita, 1871, was 1.14 pounds. Consumption per 
capita, l893l was 1.82 pounds. Tea was dutiable in 1871 at 17.7 cents II pouncl. 
If a duty or 5 cents a pound had been collected on last year's imports of tea, 
the Government would have been able to decrease the deficit $4,860,000. Can 
it be supposed any ten consumer would be able to find where the duty came 
in when settling with his grocer at the retail price! 

Why should the Government not have collected a duty on the 100,000 bales 
Egyptian and other cotton imported free last year, ancl especially when its im· 
portationat9}centsavera~eperpound is destructive to the culture of sea-is
land, good middlinguplanas, and other long staple cotton in the South? '.rhese 
cottons are fostered by foreign capital, and practically produced by semislave 
labor. The imports have grown from 6,G50 bales in 1879, at invoice value of 
l(ii .cents, to the above figures. The N ortheru and Eastern manufacturer, 
who thus ignores the Southern planter, is protected in the class of goods for 
which they are used and in mixture with other good middling cottons by du
ties ranging from 30 to 50 per cent. Every product of Northern and Eastern 
agriculture, from a green apple to preserved watermelon rind, from a bush 
bean to a bushel of wheat, from a dozen of eggs to a dressed gobbler, is pro
tected by a tariff duty. Why should our Southern staple be discriminated 
against, and especially when the Government needs the revenue? These 
imports are increasing. In tho el~ht months of 1895 there were imported 
73,600 bales, an increase over previous eight months of 21,200 bales. '.rhese 
cottons will now take the benefit of our short crop. 

Take the item of hides and skins, of which $26,000,000 worth were imported 
last fiscal year free of duty. Hides and skins paid an average duty in 1871 oflO 
per cent. What benefit is derived by the masses of the people from this dis
crimination against the cattle and sheep raisers of Texas for the benefit ot 
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the cattle and sheep raisers of Europe, South America, and Australia, and for 
the enrichment of a great leather trust capitalized at $128,000,000? ·while our 
cattle and slaughtered meats, as well as our salted meats, are excluded or 
prejudiced nuder the pretense of the public health, we are adding value to the 
cattle, sheep, and hogs of Europe by admitting their skins and hides duty 
free. The quotations for dry salted hides in the Houston market for April, 
1893, 1894, and 1895 have been 5 and 5t cents; October 30, 6 and 7 cents. 

The price of leather has been dictated by the trust, and prices have been 
advanced largely until in the last few months discord has broken combina
tions and competitive influences have advanced prices of our hides. This may 
end in a week, and prices be governed by the same dictation. It seems folly 
for the Government to longer sacrifice its revenues under the illusive idea 
that shoes and harness can be thus cheapened. Even if the leather trust is 
circumvented, the leather manufacturer is protected by from 10 to 20 per 
cent, and the manufacturer of boots and shoes by from 20 to 40 per cent. 
Meanwhile the free import increases, reaching 200,000,000 pounds in the eight 
months of the year ending August, an increase of 160 per cent. 

Free wooll This extraordinary concession to the woolen manufacturing 
interests of the country must rest upon the same argument as that of "free 
raw material" generally, True, wool enters largely into the uses of the 
people, but at the same time it amounts to a discrimination against the pro· 
ducers of this country in favor of the wool producers of foreign countries. 
The question of direct benefit to the people of this country will probably be 
found, as in the case of other" free raw material," so finely drawn as not to 
be demonstrable. What the foreign wool grower or manufacturer does not 
take to himself will be difficult to find in a wool shirt or a blanket. Besides, 
wool is the competitor of cotton in American manufactures. 

In proportion as it is cheapened or fills the market, cotton inevitably must 
be displaced. Every additional thread of wool substituted for cotton in a 
mixture lessens the demand for that much cotton. The man who sleeps under 
a blanket does not sleep under a quilt. Cheap wool means cheaper cotton. 
Our people might as well understand this now, as the vast product of the 
world's sheep is tending to our markets. In 1871 the imports of wool into the 
United States were 68,000,000 pounds. Of this 50,174,000 pounds entered into 
consumption. Of this the wool of class 3, valued at 12 cents per pound or 
less, and dutiable 3 cents per pound, was 19,658,000 pounds, at average invoice 
value of lOt cents per pound. Upland cotton was then worth in New York, 
lowest price, 15 cents per pound, and it did not get below 11 cents until 1877. 

'l'he imports of wool in the last fiscal year were 206,131,906 pounds, at an 
average value of 12.4 cents per pound. 'rhe increased imports over 1894 were 
151,000,000 pounds. Of this 105,500,000 pounds had an average invoice value of 
but 9 cents per pound. For the eight months of 1895 the imports are 179,521,-
000 pounds, an increase of 13.5,000,000 pounds, of which there is 65,000,000 pounds 
of class 3 wools free, with an average invoice value of 9.47 cents per pound, 
and 100,449,000 pounds of clothing wools free, with an average invoice value 
of 15.6 cents per pound. Our consumption per capita: 

Year. Wool. I Cotton. 
~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~,~~~,~~~ 

Pounds. , Pounds. 
5.43 10 
7.11 16.16 
7. 03 17.28 

It will be seen that while cotton consumption increased 60 per cent, 1870-1880, 
it has been practically held in check since. The interests of the woolgrowers 
and cotton planters of Texas are alike jeopardized by free wool and free 
cotton. 

The world's capacity to supply wool is only practically measured by a 
profitable demand. The production in 1891, exclusive of the United States, 
was 2,149,673,000 pounds. The increase from 1870 to 1880 was 1,030,673,000 
pounds. The increase from 1880 to 1891 was 656,673,000 pounds. 

Our imports last year were 156,770.000 pounds greater than in 1870. 
Over $18,500,000 timber, lumber, and shingles im:r;,orted duty free last year, 

depriving the Government of the revenue and brmging the lumber of Can· 
ada farther down the country, into competition with the lumber of Texas 
and the Southern lumb~r districts. What a stretch of the liberality of the 
Government and evidence of the elasticity of the tariff system it is to sacri
fice the revenues that ought to be collected on $18;477,000 of crude india-rub
ber, gutta-percha, etc., while rubber manufacturers are protected by a 30 
per cent dutyl Why should we risk the importation of the rags of the 
world free of duty for the benefit of paper manufacturers, who are protected 
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by duties on '()aper from 10 to 35 per cent? Where does the benefit to the 
masses come from the import last year? 

Twenty-two million six hundred and twenty-six thousand dollars of raw 
silk, cocoons silk"_!'nd silk waste. Tho manufacturer of silk goods with his '(lro
tcction of from w to 50fer cent can see where the benefit to him comes in, or 
probably to his especia employees; but what do the farmers of Texas, who 
have to pay 30 per cent duty on an unported trace chain, get out of this free 
raw silk? Thirty-one million two hundred and five thousand dollars of manu
factured silli: and silk goods were imported last fiscal year, notwithstanding 
the advantage given the American silk manufacturer by "free raw material." 
Silk and silk manufactures certainly are within the most extreme line of 
taxation, and those who wear them can certainly afford to contribute to the 
support of the Government, no matter in what shape imported, 

The great railway transportation interests of the country are deprived of 
the benefits of foreign competition in the American market for steel and iron 
rails. Perhaps if a revenue had been ass11red by a reasonable tariff on raw 
silk, Congress would have felt encouraged and justified in levying a Jess duty 
than $7.8-1 per ton on these rails, and we may have had some imports, as tho 
present duty on rails is prohibitory. The whole imports last year amounted 
to but 78-1 tons; in 189-!to 2,178 tons. Considering the fact that there are about 
2"28,000 miles of railways in the United States, besides street railways, with 
an enormous demand for new rails for renewals and extensions, the showing 
seems remarkable. The London price of steel rails for the year has been 
£312s. Gd. 

Has it been demonstrated during the paternal efforts of the Government 
to legislate prices for the benefit of the people by discriminating "tariffs" 
and "free lists" that the desired result can be thus secured? Good and bad 
seasons, increased foreign and domestic production, trade depression, war 
apprehension, panics, money value, combinations, and trusts are factors that 
often negative these efforts. This country has grown too large for depend
ence on the paternal care of Government as a regulator of prices of commodi
ties. The time has come when the Government may safely enga!l'e princi
pally in the business of providing for its own maintenance. That 1t may be 
relieved of apprehensions on this score, is pretty clearly indicated by the re
sults of making sugar dutiable. Although sugar pays a duty of 40 p0r cent 
under Senate bill of 189-1, the following is the result: 

Sugar quotations, Houston (Tex.) market. 

Date. Gran
ulated. Cubas. Pow

dered. 
Fancy 

yellow. 
-----------------1----,----,----,----
March, 1893 ______ ----·- ------ ------ ------
October, 1893 ------ -----· ------ ----··----
March, 189.J. ______ ··---- ···-·· •••..• ··----
October, 1894 ··--·· ···-·· ··---···-···---· 
March, 1S9o-----···--···----···--···-----
October,1895 -·--·- ------ ··--·· ----·-·--· 

5 
5i 

4-f to 4t 
5, to 5t 
4.t to 4t 

51-

5t 
6} 
5t 

5t to 5r 
5 to 5t 

5t 

--·----flt 
5t to 5t 
5t to 5t 
5 to5t 

5t 

4t 
5i 
4t 

4t to 4t 
8t to 3t 
4.t to 4t 

Iron cotton ties w0re graciously '()laced on the free list in 189!. There were 
none imported in 189!; last fiscal year the imports showed an extraordinary 
increase amounting to $1.."0. Bagging, gunny cloth, and similar material for 
covering cotton was also placed on the free list. Not a yard was imported 
in 189-1; the imports of the last fiscal year were only $".30,490. Binding twine, of 
which thero had been no imports in 189-1, was placed on the freo list; the im
ports last fiscal year only reached Sl6,422. Burlaps, however, tailed on to 
cotton ties, cotton bagging, and binding twine. and $4.500,000dutiable imports 
of 180-1, were converted last fiscal year into ~-1,902,000 free imports, for the 
benefit of the great mill interests of the country, who buy bags; !lax and hemp 
were already freo, in competition with our farmers'production, and in com
petition with the use of cotton for bags and sacks. Now we have the manu 
factured bags free, unit!nf~ cheap manufacturing labor with European and· 
Asiatic cheap agricultura labor against the producers of American hemp, 
flax. and cotton. 

Rice has been on the dutiable list since 1867. The duty on clean rice 
ranged from $2.37 to $2.59 per hundred pounds until 1879; New York quota
tions, 5J, to St cents, lowest, to 7 to 12, cents, highest, per pound, affected part 
of the time by gold fluctuations. The duty in 1879 was 2.02 cents per pound; 
price, 5t to 7t cents per pound. The duty in 1888 was 2t cents per pound; 
price, 4 to 7t cents per pound. The price fell in 1885 and 1880 to 5.38 cents per 
pound. The duty in 1890 was 2 conts per pound. The Bureau of Statistics 
quotes New York prices on "good" rice, 1893, July to December, 2t to 4t 
cents; 1894, January to December, 4t to 5 cents. 
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The duty on rice was reduced, under the Senate bill of 189!, to H cents per 
pound. The Bureau of Statistics quotes New York price, August,, 189!, to 
August, 1893, at 4! to 5 cents per pound. The price in August and September, 
1894, was 5 cents per pound. 'rhe price in .June, 1895, was 4Ho 41:, and in .July, 
~to 5 cents. 

In view, therefore, of the advanced condition of our manufactures, the 
uncertainty as to whether the people are benefited in low prices on articles 
imported free consumed by them direct, the depressed condition of our agri
cultural. pastoral, and timber interests, affected by foreign competition, the 
inequitable discrimination in favor of certain manufacturers and consumers, 
and th~ necessity of the Government to have sufficient revenues for its sup
port, has not the time come for a new departure? 

Let us have "tariff reform" on the basis of a "tariff for revenue," with its 
rates of duty equitably distributed on true economic principles, and on the 
line of a conservative public policy. It is perhaps too enrly to even contem
plate any large retrenchment of expenditures. The people have got used to 
an expensive and extravagant Government, and, strange to say, seem to like 
it. Billion-dollar Congresses are probably not altogether a thing of the past. 
In the fourteen years previous to 189! the customs contributed an average 
annually of about 8206,000,000 to the Government receipts. The culmination 
of the restrictive duties and expanded free list of the McKinley bill brought 
the customs revenues down in 189! to $132.294,000. 

To sustain our present system the customs must furnish about $200,000,000 
annually. It is now impossible to secure this upon a dutiable list of S!00,000,· 
000. It can be secured by fair duties on all imports and our manufacturers 
and agricultural interests receive all the protection that a just consideration 
for the interests of all the people permits them to have. Our largest year of 
imports of merchandise has amounted to $866,800,000; under our present policy 
they had declined to $655,000,000. Indications point to SS00,000,00U for this fiscal 
year. 'l'he customs revenue in the eight months ending August show an in
crease of $20,728,000. The condition will not admit of further experiment on 
the line of internal taxes to recoup the losses on customs revenue. 

In the discussion in the House of Representatives of the United States, 
which resulted in the founding of a tariff system, Mr. Madison said, August 
9, 1879: 

"I presume that, however much we may be disposed to promote domestic 
manufactures, we ought to pay some regard to the present policy of obtain
ing revenue. * * * 

"In my opinion, it would be proper also for gentlemen to consider the 
means of encouraging the great staple of America. I mean agriculture, 
which I think may be justly styled the staple of the United States, from spon· 
taneous productions which nature furnishes, and the manifest advantage it 
has over every other object of embodiment in this country. * • • But 
it will be necessary to confine our attention at this time peculiarly to the 
object of revenue." 

After the war with England had demonstrated the necessity for additional 
encouragement of our manufactures, Mr. Calhoun, in his speech, April 4, 
1816, enunciated these broad principles: 

•· Neither agriculture, manufactures, nor commerce, taken separately, is 
the cause of wealth; it flows from the three combined, and can not exist with
out each. 'The wealth of any single nat;on, it is true, may not immediately 
depend upon the three, but such wealth always presupposes their exist
ence. • * • 

"It is admitted by the most strenuous advocates on the other sido that no 
country ought to be dependent on another for its means of defense; that at 
least our musket and bayonet, our cannon and ball, ought to be domestic 
manufacture. But what, he asked, is more necessary to the defense of a 
nation than its currency and finance?" 

After a hundred and six years of tariff experience, and the culmination of 
the grandest expectations of the statesmen who gave a fostering caro to our 
manufacturing interests, have we not again reached a point when, in the Jan
i;uage of Mr. Madison, "it will be necessary to confine our attention pecul
iarly to the object of revenue," and when we must recognize, in the graphic 
language of Mr. Calhoun, that "neither agriculture, manufactures, nor com
merce, taken separately, is th3causeofwealth," and also that discrimination 
against either is not conducive to national prosperity? 

Very respectfully, 

Governor CIIARLES A. CULBERSON, 
Austin, Tex. 
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