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Borrede.

. 3n ber Gihung bded Ausdjchuffes des Bereind filr Socialpolitif vom
26. September 1890 twurbe auf eine jGriftliche Anrequng von Dr. v. Mias-
fowsti Yin bejdloffen, wenn e8 miglih) fei, in einem Sammelbande bdie
Gntwidelung ber Hanbdeldpolitif der widtigeven Kulturitaaten in der lepten
Beit barzulegen. Man ging von der Anfidht ausd, daf im Lauje der Jahre
1891 und 1892 feine volfewirtjdajtliche JFvage groBeve Bebeutung ge-
winnen twerde, ald die ber am 1. Februar 1892 meift ablaufenden Hanbeld=
vertrdge, baf ein tiefered BVerjtandnid ber grofen, Yierbei beteiligten Jnter-
effen, eine Dbeffere Ginfiht in bie berdnbderten Jiele der Hanbdeldpolitif am
eheften burd) eine foldje miglichit objeftive Graahlung der Buftande, Maf-
vegeln und Strdmungen in dben eingelnen Lindern erreicht werde. Man
betonte, dap aud) focialpolitifd) diefe Frage fiir fehr viele Staaten gegen=
wirtig im Bordergrund jtehe, jofern der Unterhalt von FTaufenden und
Millionen von Arbeitern von den Abjahwegen abhinge, welde die gejamte
eigente unbd frembe Hanbeldpolitif den betveffenden Prodbuftionsdzweigen jhaffe,
erhalte ober verjdliepe.

Der Ausjdup fonnte aber jelbjt nihtd mehr thun, ald mir ald Bor=
jigenbem anbeimgeben, Pierfiir eine KLommiffion zu bilden, und ebenjo
wenig war e8 miglid), bdie Herren Dr. Brentano, Dr. Cohn, G. Geibel,
Dr. 8erid8 und Dr. von Miasfowsti, die id) bat, mid) ju unterftithen,
nun bald darauj nodhmal ju einer SiBung gu verfammeln. IJd) fonnte
venjelben nur in einem Givfularjdhreiben (vom 22. Oftober 1890) die G-
figtspuntte vorlegen, von denen id) glaubte, dbaB man audgehen miiffe,
und bann auj Grund ihrer Antworten und meiner Antrige dad jolgende
Programm aujjeBen, bad jedem bder gewonnenen Mitarbeiter iiberjandt
werben follte, um fo eine gewijfe GinYeitlichleit der eingelmen Teile Yerbei=
aufithren.  Dasjelbe ijt datiert vom 11. November 1890 und Yautet:



VI DBorrede.

,68 fann nidyt die AbJidht ded Ausdjdjufied8 bed8 Verein3d fiix Socialpolitit fein,
denjenigen Herren Mitarbeitern, weldpe fiir den Sammelband besiiglich der Hanbelz-
politit ber veridiebenen Staaten in ben lepten zwanzig Jahren Beitrdge zugejagt
Haben, bindende Borjdriften iiber die Art der Abfafjung geben zu wollen. Wber e3
Haben eingelne Mitarbeiter felbit eine gewiffe Direftive und ndhere Prdzifierung der
Trage gewiinjht. Und auBerdem liegt aud) das wiffenidaftlihe Jntereffe vor, dap
die in dem Band vereinigten Arbeiten, mefhr ober weniger nad) gleidhen Gefichta:
punften gearbeitet, eine gewifje Bergleichbarfeit exmdglidhen. Deshalb exlaubt fich ber
Auzjdhuly, den Herren Mitarbeitern im folgenden fury darvzulegen, tweldhe Gefichts-
puntte filv ihn bdie erheblidhen find.

Der Unlap zu dexr Sdhrift ift der Ablauf der europdijfen Hanbdelzdvertrdge am
1. ebruar 1892. Jeber Dbeteiligte Staat fteht vor ber Frage, ob und wie er die
beftehenden Hanbdeldvertrdge ermeuern wolle; ob er bie bidher eingefaltenen Bahnen
feiner Hanbeldpolitit Leibehalte ober verlaffe. €3 YHandelt fid) fitx wifjenidaitlide
und praftifjhe Bwede darum, 3u zeigen, twie da3 Beftehende entftanden fei, weldje
Folgen fi) dbaran gefniipft Haben, wie gans allgemeine Thatladjen ber mneueren
Hanbdelzentwidelung und die fonfreten Berhaltniffe des eingelnen Sanded (einfhlielid)
der vorherrihenden Klaffen: unbd Parteiintereffen) jujammengewirtt Haben, die Heutige
Handel3politit faft itberall in anbere Babhnen zu leiten, al3 fie ju Anfang bder
fechaiger Jahre fiix immer feftgeftellt dhienen.

Somit {dheint e8 angezeigt, die Darlequng der Hanbdel2politif jeded eingelnen
Qanded zu beginnen mit einer furzen Ginleitung itber bdie Gpodje der europdijchen
Handel3vertrige der fechziger Jahre. Davan Hatte fih ju jhliegen eine Schilberung
bed Nmidywunged in den fiebziger Jahren und bdie nifhere Darlegung bder feither auf
diefem @ebiete erfolgten Shritte. JFm RKern der Betradytung miifgte dabei ftetd die
nderung der Jolfdge, der Sdhiffahridabgaben ac. ftefhen. Die Eifenbafnpolitif, bdie
Wahrungdpolitit, die Beterindrpolitit und alled dhnlide diixfte nur foweit beriid-
fidtigt werden, al3 fie auf den Gang ber Gin- und Ausfufhr ded Lanbded diveft ober
inbiveft eingewirvtt Haben. Aud) alle Berdnberungen ded Tarifs, die wefentlid) finans-
politijher Natur {ind, miihten in zweite Sinie geftellt werden. Die Berhandlungen
in ben geiebgebmben Sorpern, die dffentliche Distulfion itber autonome und vertrags-
magige Anberungen miiften in ihren Grundziigen dargelegt, die Hanbdeldpolitijdjen
Sonflifte gejdjildert werden.

Gine furze Darlequng der Folgen der Hanbeldvertrdge, der Jolldnderungen 2.
ift natiielid) ecwiinfht. Aber eine genaue wiffenjdjaftlidye Unterjudjung diefer Folgen
auf Grund der gangen Hanbdeldftatiftif und aller Hanbeldnadjridyten bdiirfte bet dem
Umfang, bden unjre Arbeiten nur Haben fonnen, faum mibglid) jein. Jmmer toird
der Ausjdup fiir Darlegung ded Wefentlichften dbantbar fein.

Gilr die Staaten mit Lolonien miifgte womdglidh) bdie Handeldpolitit diefer
und gegenitber bdiefen ebenfalld gur Darftellung gelangen. Und nicht blog bie be-
ftehende Handeldpolitit, fonbdern aud) die Tenbengen auf ihre Anbdevung in der Ju:
tunft, wie 3. B. fiix England die Beftrebungen, die unter dem Sdlagwort Imperial
Federation ujammengefaBt werben.

Jn einem Sdlupfapitel miipte jeder der Herven Mitarbeiter ben gegentvdrtigen
Stand ber Handeldpolitijden Ordbnungen und Jntereffen feined Landed bdarlegen und

jdildern, wa3d wabrjdeinliderweife in ber nddyften Bufunft in dem Lanbe zu ex-
waxten fei.”
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Bezitglic) ded Nmjangd der eingelnen Arbeiten fam man itberein, daf fie
in ber Regel 4 Bogen nidht itberfdyreiten, fitr die fleineren Linber jogar auf
8 fich bejdjrdnfen follen, daB aber der deutjdhen Hanbeldpolitif 8 einju=
viumen und neben ifhr einer Bearbeitung der beutjen Hanbdelsftatijtif
teitere 4 ju twidmen feien.

ilber bie Mitarbeiter Hhaben jhon in Frantfurt am 26. September
einige Borbefpredhungen ftattgefunden; bdie oben genannten Heryn, denen
nod Dr. Gonrad beigufiigen ift, iibernafmen fitv eingelne Lanbder bie Ver=
Handlung und YHaben mid) in danfendivertefter LWeife bei Dderfelben unter-
ftitht.  Aber immer Blieb bag Gejdhdjt ein fehr jhwieriges, innerhalb jebhr
furer Beit wo mibglih in dem Detreffenden Lanbe einfeimijde ober fehr
gut befannte, praftif) ober theovetild) ald Sadhfenner Hewdhrte Autoren
3u bejdhaffen. Nod) peinlidher wurde die Sadje, wenn ein nad) woden=
langer Gorrejpondens endlid) gewonnener Mitarbeiter nad) dbem iveiteren
Ablaui von einigen Wodjen ober gar Monaten erfldrte, er Hedaure die
Arbeit nidht liefern 3u fomnen. Nun muPte ein Stellvertreter mit jo viel
tiivgever RQieferungdseit gefudht werden; fitr eine gange Anzahl der Staaten
famen wir in diefen Fall.

Die Monate Dezember 1890, Januar und Februar 1891 ivaren
Hauptjadhlih) von bdiefen Berhandlungen erfiillt; Anjang Miry waven die
meiften YUrbeiten untergebracht; 1. Juli follten fie abgeliefert werden. ilber
eingelne Staaten Haben bdie Corvvejponbdengen bHid Yeute fortgedauert. Die
frangdfij und englifd) gejdhriebenen Beitrdge im Original u druden und
nicht in einer ilberfesung, daritber war die Mehrzahl der Lommiffionsmit-
glieder mit miv einverftanden. €3 exleidhterte dagd bdie Rebaftiondgejd)dite,
die fi) in meiner Hand Ffongentrierten, auBerordentlih). Denn id) Yatte
bie lberfeber bejhaffen und controllieven miiffen; bdie 11berfekung der zoll-
technifchen Wusbriide, der eingelnen Tarifpofitionen YHitte fidher su mandyem
Derftof AnlaB gegeben. Sdhon die Durdhfidht dber Manuffripte, die wiv
iiberfest abdruden, tefp. deren Autoren, obwohl fie nidht Deutjdhe find,
beutfd) gejdrieben Haben, bot mande Sdywierigleit, ndtigte su manderlei
Riidjragen. Wenn nidht mein Affijtent, Herr Dr. Olbenberg, midh in bdiejen
Gejdaften fo eifrig unterjtiit Hatte, wire die Fertigitellung Hierburd jehr
biel mehr verzbgert worben.

Der Drud jollte im Juli beginnen; aber nur bie amerifanijden
Herven Batten jum 1. Juli geliefert. JIm RLauje bed Oftoberd follte dad
Wert wombglich exfcheinen, um nod) vor den Reid)stagdverhandlungen iiber
bie neuen bdeutjdhen Hanbeldvertrige den Mitgliedern ded Vereind und bem
PBublifum vorgelegt werben Fu fonnen. Jmmerhin fammelten fidh) im Qaufe
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peg Jult und Auguijt fo viele WManuffripte bet mir, dbaf der Druct im lehteren
Ponat beginnen fonnte und feither fortgefest wurbe. Dag seitlihe Ein-
treffen dex Wrbeiten muBte in ber Hauptjache die Reihenjolge der Drud-
legung Dbejtimmen; eine Anordnung nad) inneven Guiinden YHitte ju jehr
aufgehalten. Gine RKorveftur Hhaben bie Herrn Wutorven alle felbjt gelefen;
da die Mehrzahl derfelben aber wihrend ded Auguitd und Septembers auj
Reifen waren, entftand vielfad) Hierdurd) eine Berzigerung bed jortjdhreiten=
den Drudes.

A im Oftober fich) itberfehen lieR, auf welde Beitrige wir nod
linger 3u twarten Haben, bejhlop i mit unjerm Werleger, Herrn Garl
Geibel, die nun eingegangenen Arbeiten fo jdhnell ald miglid) ale erjten Teif
3u verdffentlichen, jumal fie jhon einen ftattlichen Vand bilden. Weldye
Linber fie betreffen, weldhen Herven der BVerein die Darftellungen verdantt,
aeigt bad Jnbaltdverzeidhnid. Jd) Habe in Ddiefer Beziehung nur Weniges
hingugufiigen.  Sunachft besiiglich Ofterveich-lngarnsd, dak wir jitr diefes
Reid) und die Balfanftaaten bdie Jujage eined Yoheven biterreidhijdhen
Beamten Hatten, der im leten Moment verfagte; e& war eine jehr grofe
Geiilligleit ded Herrn Dr. A. Peeg, bah er fid) Hetvegen [ief, feine Sommer=
frifjdge und u opjern unbd bdie Liide audzujiillen; der Umijtand evfldrt ju-
gleid), daf bie Darjtellung etwasd fitrzer gehalten ijt, ald bdie der itbrigen
©taaten, und die Balfanftaaten darin nidht Hehanbdelt find.

Dann bejiiglid) der Nationalitdt der Herven Mitarbeiter nod) ein
Wort: bdie Herrn Mayo=Gmith) und Seligman, Peez, Mahaim, Réus,
Sdyarling, Fahlbed, Frey {ind Bilvger der Staaten, bdie fie Hearbeitet
Yaben; Herr,Sombart fennt dburd) mehrjdfhrigen Aufenthalt und eingehende
Studien Jtalien jehr genau, Herr Wittjhewaty ijt ein durd) Herrn Dr.
Joh. v, Keupler und empiohlener Livlinber, der, exrft jeit furger Jeit nad
Deutjdland iibergefiedelt, bidher in RuBland gelebt Hat, die ruffijhe Spradhe
und die bdortigen Verhiltnifle genau fennt. €8 war unjer Jiel, fo mig-
it RKrdjte su gewinnen, bdie nid)t jotwofhl vom beutjdnationalen Jnter=
effenftandpuntt ausg bie Dinge fehen, jondern fie gleihjam von Jnnen heraug,
aud den Strebungen und Gedanfen bed Detreffenden Bolfed fHheraus be-
greifen. —

Den ©dhluB bdiefes erften Banded bildet bie (tatiftifhe Arbeit des
Herrn Dr. von Sdjeel itber den auddrtigen Hanbdel ded deutjhen Joll-
gebieted im letten Jahrzehnt. Sie war beftimmt, mit der Hiftorijhen Dar-
jtellung der bdeutjdjen Handeldpolitit Fujammen verdffentlicht zu twerden;
da fie aber jdhon einige Beit fertig war, jdhien €3 beffer, fie noch mit diefem
Bande audjugeben. Daf fie auj dasd lepte Jahrzehnt fich befdhrantt, er-
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flart fid) aug bem Umfjtand, daB wir eine uverldffige Statiftit des aus-
wdrtigen Hanbdeld erjt o lange Haben.

ilber die nod) ausftehenden Staaten Hemerfe idh Golgended. Deutjd)-
land Yat Herr Dr. Lop itbernommen, bder von Anfang an fic) einen etwas
pateven Lieferungdtermin audbedang; wir Yaben ben Drud feiner Wrbeit
foeben begonnen und Hoffen fie ald Hefondered Hejt der Bereindjdrijten bald
auggeben gu finnen.

Die BVearbeitung der franzbfijdhen Hanbdeldpolitit Hatte unter giitiger
Lermittelung von Herrn Charled Gide in Montpellier Herr Octave Nosl
in Parig jugefagt; er ift durd) andauernded MiBgejdhid in feiner Familie
verindert worden, bdie vbeit ju fertigen. Jd) Habe die fidere Hoffnung,
3u Anjang bed Jahred 1892 von Seiten eined ausdgegeichneten frangdiifdjen
Gelehrien, der ugleid) der Prarid ded Jolltvefend nabefteht, einen eben-
biirtigen Crjag 3u erfhalten.

Die englifdhe Handeldpolitif und bdie feiner KLolonien Hat Herr Dr. Garl
Johanned Fud)s, der die einfchlagigen MNaterialien in dem ifm langjt be-
fannten Lande in diefem Frithjahr fammelte, darujtellen iibernommnten.
Gine Rrantheit, weldje ihn in bden Herbjtferien an der Arbeit BHinbderxte,
Hat die Fertigitellung verzdgert. Wahrideinlid) twerben ivir feine Arbeit
sugleid) mit der jrangdfijhen exfhalten.

it denjelben Termin Hat ungd Herr Dr. Morip Strdll (Bantdivettor
in Miindjen) nod) bdie jehlende Hanbdeldpolitif ber Balfanjtaaten jugejagt.
Und itber eine Darlegung der fpanifdjen Hanbeldpolitif jhiweben die Unter=
handlungen nod). J& YHoffe, 8 jei mibglid), fo bie Hanbdeldpolitif Gng=
lands, Jranfrei®s, Spaniend und bder, Baltanjtaaten ufjammen im Februar
ober Mdry ald dritten und lepten Vand bdiefer Unternehmung bed Bereing
exrfjeinen 3u lafjen. — —

Sehr nafhe lige miv nun die Verjudhung, zum Sdluf diefer Vorrede
pem Gindrud Worte gu leihen, den dbie mehrmonatliche Leftitve der Manu-
ffripte und RKovrefturen auj mid) gemad)t Hat. G8 it ein grofed und
merfioiirdiged Stitd mobderner Hanbdeld- und Wirtjdajtsgejchichte, dad Hier
in gedbriingten vergleihenden ilberfichten dem Refer borgefithrt twird, ein
Bild, um o wirflamer, je qrbBer die natitrliden focialen und wirtjdajt-
lidgen Unterjdhiede der Staaten untereinander jind und je gleihmipiger dod
itberall ber groBe Nmjdhwung von der fiberiviegenden Freihandelddira (etwa bon
1845—1875) 3u ber itberiviegenden Schubzollepodje (ettva 1875—1890) Her=
vortritt. Alleriwirtd wurden mehr oder weniger die Jdeen und Tenbengen der
Danbeldpolitif andere, ald in der vorhergehenden Generation; und Heute be-
reitet fih johon mwieder ein Nmjchoung bor, der gegen das ilbermaR der
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fhupsilinerifhen Politit und gegen die vorhandenen ober drofenden Zoll-
triege gericdhtet ift. Auj Grund bed bvorliegenden Materiald aud) nur mit
einigen Stridjen darzulegen, toie biefe BVerdnberungen teild in anjtedungs-
artig fid) verbreitenden Jdeenridhtungen und dogmatijdyen Theorien, teild in
ben ftdrfjten prattijen Bebiirfniffen tourzeln, iie fie durd) die Gejdichte
ber Tecdhnif und ded BVerfehra, durd die Jahre der Haujje und Baiffe, durd)
die wed)elnde Finanzlage der Staaten beherrjht ober beeinfluft wurbden,
wie die geographijdhe Qage, die Grise und der tecdhnijd = fultuvelle Enitvid-
(ungadgrad bed eingelnen Staated fie mobdifizieren muften, twie die alten
freihandlerijhen und die alten jhupsolinerijhen Borjtellungen und Argu-
mentationen iiberall in die Briide gehen und einer vertieften Grfenntnis,
einer Yiftorijhen Wuffafjung, einer faufalen Grflarung bder Grideinungen
Plab madjen, wire eine fehr angiehende Wujgabe. Aber i) tviirde damit
bod) glauben, meine Pflidht ald einfacher Hevaudgeber und Bereingdborftand
su iiberfhreiten; benn eine folche Darlegung ioiirde immer etwad in dad
®ebiet fubjeftiver Nrteile und ilberjengungen Yinitberfithren. N darf
Hier nur ald Vorfigender ded Wuzjduijed unfered Veveind redben. Deghalb
jlieBe i) mit bem vperbindblidhjten Dante an bdie Herren Mitarbeiter
und mit dbem udbrude einer gewiffen ftolzen Freude, dap e dem Bevein
gelungen ift, u biefem toiffenjdajtlihen Werfe DHerborragende Krdjte ber
verfdjiedenjten Bilfer diedfeitd unbd jenfeitd ded8 Oceand Fu veveinigen.

Berlin, 1. Nobv. 1891,
Gujtay Sdymoller.



II.

IIL

VI
VIL

VIIL

IX.

Jnhaltdverseidnis.

Seite
The Commercial Policy of the United States of America.

1860—1890. By Dr. Richmond Mayo-Smith and Dr.

Edwin R. A. Secligman, Professors of Political Eco-

nomy in Columbia College, New-York City. . . . . . 1—T4
Die Hanbeldpolitit Jtaliend feit bder Ciniqung ded Kdnigreidhs.

Bon Dr. Werner Sombart, Profeflor der Staatdwifien:

jdhaften an der Univerfitdt Bredlau . . . .. . T15—166
Die diterveidhifde banbe[apohttf ber lefsten funfunbamanatg Sabre.

Bon Dr. A. Peey in Wien. Mit einer graphijden Darftellung:

Der Fabrifaten-Aufenhanbdel Ofterveid): llngarns 1877—1888;

verfaBt von @. Raunig . . . ... . 167—193
La Politique commerciale de la Belglque Par Elnest

Mahaim, Docteur spécial en droit publlc et administratif

de I'Université de Li¢ge . . . oo . 195238
Die Handeldpolitit der Niederlande in ben Ietfen ,?M)raef)ntm

Bon Henry de Réus, Consul-suppléant des Pays-Bas au

Ministére des Affaires Etrangéres, und @. &. Gudt. . . 239—271
Die Handeldpolitif Ddanemarts 1864—1891. Bon Profefjor Dr.

William Sdharling in Kopenhagen . . . .. . 2733801
Die Handelapolitif Sdjwedend und Norivegens. %nn i&tofeﬁnr

Dr. Fafhlbed in Lund . . . . . . 303—360
Die rufjfijde Joll- und .bnnhelépoltttt bet Iegten ,i}at)raei)nte S&m

B. Wittidewsty in Bredlau . . . ... 361—449

Die jdyweizerijhe Hanbeldpolitif der lepten 3af)raef)nte. ‘l}on (&mt[

Frey, Bizediveltor der {Hweizerijden Rentenanftalt in Jiivid) . 451519
Der audrodrtige Handel ded deutjdjen Jollgebieted im lepten Jahr:

3¢hnt. Bon Dr. H. v. Sdheel, Geheimem Regierungdrat und

Direftor ded Teutidjen Statiftijdjen Amted in Berlin . . . . 521—645



DOl https://doi.org/10.3790/978-3-428-57296-0 | Generated on 2025-07-07 07:23:01
OPEN ACCESS | Licensed under CC BY 4.0 | https://creativecommons.org/about/cclicenses/



I

The Commereial Policy of the United States of America. 1860-1890,

By

Dr. Richmond Mayo-Smith and Dr. Edwin R. A. Seligman,

Professors of Political Economy in Columbia College,
New York City.

Sdyriften XLIX. — Hanbdeldpolitif. 1



DOl https://doi.org/10.3790/978-3-428-57296-0 | Generated on 2025-07-07 07:23:01
OPEN ACCESS | Licensed under CC BY 4.0 | https://creativecommons.org/about/cclicenses/



Part 1.
Historical Sketch of the Tariff, 1860—I89l.

Introduction.
The Tariff before 1860.

A. The Colonies and the Confederation.

The commerce of the American colonies, like that of all the
other colonial dependencies of the European states during the sev-
enteenth and eighteenth centuries, was subject to the mercantile or
colonial system. As a rule the European nations confined the trade
and commerce of the colonies to the mother country: and in many
cases the exclusive right of trading with certain colonies was granted
to particular companies (the so-called monopolies), restricted to definite
ports and often limited to particular ships. England was not much
more liberal in this respect than Spain or Holland. The English
idea was well expressed in Lord Sheffield’s observation that ,the only
use and advantage of the American colonies is the monopoly of their
consumption and the carriage of their produce.“

The English ,Navigation Act“ of 1651 reserved all the commerce
of the mother country with the colonies and of the colonies with
each other, for English vessels. But after the dissolution of the Ply-
mouth company, England did not confine the trade to any mono-
polistic company. And France, after the dissolution of the ill fated
Mississippi company, pursued the same quasi-liberal policy in this
respect. )

On the other hand, the colonial products were divided into two
classes, enumerated and non-enumerated commodities, The en-

umerated commodities could be exported under penalty of forfeiture
1*
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only to Great Britain and the other English plantations: the non-
enumerated commodities could be exported directly to other coun-
tries, provided they were transported in British or Plantation ships
i. e. vessels of which the owners and three quarters of the mariners
were British subjects. The enumerated commodities differed at
various times. In the navigation law of 1660 they included sugar,
tobacco, cotton wool, indigo, ginger, and fustick or other dyeing
woods. To these were subsequently added molasses, tar, pitch, tur-
pentine, hemp, masts, yards, copper ore, pig and bar iron, pot and
pearl ashes, beaver skins, whale fins and hides. Conversely the law
of 1663 prohibited the importation into any colony of any com-
modities of the growth, production or manufacture of Europe, unless
laden and shipped in Great Britain and in English built shipping.
The only articles excepted were ,salt for fisheries, wine from Ma-
deira and the Azores and all sorts of victuals from Scotland and
Ireland.“

The non-enumerated commodities could originally be shipped
to any part of the world. In 1766 they also were limited to the
part of Europe lying south of Cape Finisterre. The chief non-en-
umerated commodities were grain of all kinds, lumber, sugar (since
1781), salt provisions, fish and rum. The reason of this was the
desire of England to keep America an agricultural country and to
prevent any interference with English enterprise. Thus not only
were grain, salt provisions and fish non-enumerated, but their impor-
tation into England was entirely prohibited.

In accordance with the general principles of Mercantilism, the
growth of raw materials in the colonies was favored by an extensive
system of bounties, especially on indigo, hemp, flax, timber, raw silk,
and pipe-, hogshead-and barrel-staves. On the other hand every pos-
sible attempt was made to frown down the growth of manufactures
or of any product which had passed beyond the first rude shape. Already
in 1699 (10 & 11 Will. IIT ¢. 10) a law was enacted which pro-
hibited the exportation of wool, yarn, cloth, or woollen manufactures,
The bounties given by the various colonies to encourage home-in-
dustry finally excited the wrath of the mother country. In 1732 the
exportation of hats was entirely prohibited and in 1750 the erection
of any slitting or rolling mills, or plate-, forge- or steel- furnaces was
peremptorily forbidden. The only example of an import duty is af-
forded by the act of 1788 which imposed a duty on all rum, mo-
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lasses and sugar imported into the American plantations from foreign
sugar colonies. This was an attempt to protect not American but
British industry; since the West-Indies, from which most of the rum
and sugar were imported, did not belong at that time to England.
The interests of the colonists were sacrificed to those of the British
sugar planters.

In the main, therefore, the colonies were compelled to remain a
purely agricultural community. They exported raw produce and re-
ceived manufactured articles in return. Even the considerable pro-
duction of pig and bar iron was only a seeming exception. For
during this period, when coal was mnot yet used as fuel, their pro-
duction was more analogous to agriculture. And in England they
were regarded as raw materials.

During the revolution and the period of confederation (1774—
1789) the industrial interests of America remained about the same.
As soon as the United States gained independence they signified their
opposition to the colonial system by throwing open the ports to all
the world (April 6, 1776). The treaty of 1778 with France provided
for a commerce on the basis ,of the most perfect equality and reci-
procity. Neither the colonial nor the confederate Congress, however,
had any right to levy import duties. The whole subject was rele-
gated to the legislatures of the separate commonwealths.

During the war many mushroom industries sprang up. It was
not surprising that they should have been embarrassed when peace
came. The separate commonwealths hence enacted numerous tariffs
which, while mainly of a revenue nature, occasionally disclosed a
protective spirit. From 1780 to 1788 Pennsylvania enacted 15 tariffs;
Virginia 12 ; Massachusetts 7; Maryland 7; New York 7; Connecticut 6
and the other commonwealths a smaller number. In the Southern
states the reasons were purely of a revenue nature; in the Middle
and New England states, they were to a small extent retaliatory and
protective.  The rates were generally insignificant; but in a few
cases they rose to 20—22 /2% ad valorem. The mutual jealousies
among the states even went so far as to lead to a war of tariffs
among themselves, with retaliatory and discriminating duties. It was
principally this unseemly state of affairs, together with the unsuccess-
ful attempt to give Congress the power to impose a 5 %o import
duty, that led to the formation of the new federal constitution which
went into effect in 1789 and under which the United States now lives.
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B. The Genesis of the protective Tariff.

The early tariffs of the United States were mainly of a revenue
nature. It is true, indeed, that the preamble of the first tariff act,
passed July 4th, 1789, contains the following passage: ,whereas it
is necessary for the support of the government, for the discharge of
the debt of the United States, and the encouragement and protection
of manufactures, that duties be laid“ ete. etc. And it is likewise
true that Hamilton’s great Report on Manufactures, submitted to Con-
gress two years later, outlined the policy and necessity of protecting
‘the infant manufactures of the country.

But a careful review of the debates in Congress, of the discus-
sions by the public, and of the provisions of the act itself; shows
clearly that the paramount consideration was that of revenue. The
chief need of the times was an adequate provision for the govern-
ment expenses; and the manufacturing interests were so utterly in-
significant that the main stress was laid on the revenue feature. This
would be proved alone by the mere fact that only a few articles
were enumerated and that the rate of duty on all unenumerated ar-
ticles was only five per cent ad valorem:. The duties on all the
articles were equivalent to an ad valorem rate of 829%. It is
therefore erroneous to speak of any protectionist movement at this
period.

The same is practically true of all the tariff acts until the close
of the war of 1812 with England. Up to the outbreak of the war
fifteen tariff acts were enacted, the important ones being those of
May 2nd, 1792, June 7th, 1794, March 3rd, 1797, May 13th, 1800,
March 26th, 1804!. In all these acts however there was but little
protection. The duties were very light, and in so far as they were
gradually increased, it was due almost exclusively to considerations
of revenue. Thus the rates on the unenumerated articles rose to
7l2, 10, 121/2, 15 and finally owing to the exigencies of the war to
30 %. The isolated cases in which the duties were at all protective
were intended to aid those minor industries which already had a
footing. The tariff was really not intended to divert the capital or

1 Table I gives in summary form a comparison of the tariff-rates on
our chief articles of import from 1789 to 1816.
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industry of the country into any new channels. And the great in-
dustries of the future cotton, wool and iron had scarcely begun to
exist, Public feeling, in so far as it manifested itself at all in this
direction, was influenced mainly by political considerations.

The popular movement in favor of protection did not assume
any decided shape until after the close of the war with England.
The fortunes of the United States were seriously affected by the
Napoleonic wars in Europe. The fierce commercial struggle between
France and England from the close of the 18th. century gave an
immense impetus to the growth of the American neutral shipping.
The commercial navies of France, Spain and Holland were well nigh
swept from the ocean, and these countries now remained in large
measure dependent on the neutral flags for their supplies. In con-
sequence of this the American vessels now to a great extent became
the ocean carriers of the civilized world. The enormous profits of
the shipping trade also explain the slight inclination of the Americans
to invest their capital in manufacturing industry, and thus render
intelligible the absence of any serious demand for protection.

A new turn to the condition of affairs was given by the issue of
the Orders in Council of 1807, and the Berlin and Milan decrees of
Napoleon, which were met in the United States by the passage of
the Embargo and Non-Intercourse law. The restrictive measures from
1807 on shut off most of the supplies of manufactured goods which
were consumed by the people. The country was thus thrown on
its own resources and was compelled to supply itself with what
was needed. This artificial stimulus to industry resulted in the
springing up of factories all over the New England and Middle States,
Before the European troubles were over the United States became
involved in a war of its own. From 1812 to 1815 the period of
artificial stimulus to manufactures was even strengthened. The em-
bargo and the war, a period of almost ten years, were practically
equal to the most extreme protection. Large numbers of industries
had suddenly arisen, and the interests had become to a certain degree
vested. The manufacturers were now all dependent for prosperity on
the continuance of the policy which had called them into exi-
‘stence and had enabled them to flourish. They were all threatened
by speedy destruction, if there was to be a recurrence to the old
condition of affairs. Thus for the first time in the history of the
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United States a movement for protection began. It was a movement
to render permanant a policy which should insure the continuance of
what was practically the result of a series of accidents.

C. The Period of Protection. 1816—1846.

The period of protection was thus inaugurated by the act of
April 27th, 18161). The arguments mainly used in Congress were the
independence argument (in case of war) and the infant industry ar-
gument. The crisis of 1819 brought about a gradual change in the
condition of the textile industries and gave a more decided stimulus
to the protective movement, the contest around which was henceforth
to form the chief political issue of the day. The cotton and woollen
industries assumed continually growing proportions and even the iron
industry now began to become more prominent. The divergence of
sectional interests grew sharper, until the North finally became solid
for protection, and the South solid for free trade. The tariff of 1824,
with ad valorem rates on some articles as high as 50 %o, was en-
acted chiefly at the instignation of the cotton and woollen manu-
facturers, the new argument in Congress now being the ,home
-market® argument. The wave of protectionist feeling however
went on unchecked until it reached its culminating point in the cele-
brated tariff of 1828, the so called ,Bill of Abominations“, toward the
passage of which the German economist Friedrich List contributed so
signally. The main abominations were the exorbitant duties levied
on iron, wool, hemp, flax, sugar, salt, coal, molasses, and the so called
»minimum-system® applied to woollens. Two years later the existence
of a surplus caused a reduction of the tariff, but in harmony with
the protective idea the duties were diminished only on those articles
which were not produced at home, especially coffee, tea and cocoa.
The period from 1830 to 1833 was one of the greatest political agita-
tion, all centering on the tariff question. One by one the most outra-
geous of the abominations were abolished: the tariff of 1832 brought
the country practically back to the condition of 1824; until finally,
after an effort at nullification on the part of South Carolina, an

1 Table II gives a summary of all the tariffs from 1816 to 1857 in-
clusive.
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attempt was made to allay the excitement by the passage of the cel-
ebrated ,Compromise Act® of 1883.

This law of March 8rd 1833 provided for a gradual reduction
of all duties to 20 0. After 1838 one tenth of the excess of any
import duty above 20 %o was to be deducted biennially to 1841. In
1841 one half of the residue of such excess was to be deducted and
after 1842 the other half. The free list was also considerably in-
creased. But by 1842 both the political and the financial situation had
changed and the protected interests were sufficiently powerful to
compel the passage of the Act of August 30th, 1842 which prevented
the realization of the programme of the Compromise Act. The act
of 1842 retained many of the protective features, especially in the
important woollen and iron industries, the rates in some cases being
as high as 50 %. The average duty on dutiable goods was about
83 %o, while the specific duties on some commodities corresponded to
an ad valorem duty of from 80 to 168 %o. This act marks the
last triumph of the protectionist policy before the civil war.

D. The so called Period of Free Trade.
1846—1860.

With the election of the Democratic president Polk in 1844, the
commercial policy of the United States was to suffer a considerable
change. Secretary of the Treasury Walker made a celebrated report
in which he outlined the principles of a tariff for revenue only. After
considerable discussion this policy was inaugurated in part by the
Act of July 80th, 1846. This law divided all enumerated articles
into 8 classes, which bore a duty respectively of 5, 10, 15, 20, 25,
80, 40, 50, and 100 %o. The law, however, provided only partly for
a strictly revenue tariff. Purely revenue articles like tea and coffee
were put on the free list; while wool e. g. was taxed thirty per cent.
Most of the important manufactures were subjected to a duty of from
25 to 30°%0; while many of the other articles like copper, lead,
steel, etc. were taxed at a lower rate, not so much from any con-
sideration of revenue, as from the fact that they were not produced
to any considerable extent in the country. In the main however, the
duties were far lower than in the preceeding tariffs. The rate on all
unenumerated articles was twenty per cent ad valorem.
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Under this act the importations and the duties increased en-
ormously.  Although the Whigs made occasional efforts to stir the
question, their attempts were of no avail. Slavery was gradually
becoming the paramount political issue; and the South, which hence-
forth dominated American politics, clearly perceived the close connec-
tion between slavery and free trade. All endeavors to divorce the
tariff question from the slavery question were unavailing. The country
moreover gradually became accustomed to the lower duties, and
when the financial condition of the government became so prosperous
during the fifties as to produce a continual surplus, a further reduc-
tion of the import duties was urged as the only permanent solution
of this novel difficulty. Accordingly the law of March 8rd 1857
was enacted, which provided for a horizontal reduction of about twenty
per cent on almost all of the eight classes of the law of 1846. To
be exact, classes A and B of 1846 were taxed 80 %o: the succeding
classes respectively 24, 19, 15, 12, 8 and 4 %,. The free list was
considerably enlarged and wool under twenty cents a pound was also
made free. The maximum protective duty under this law was 24 %o,
while the average level of all the duties was about 20 %o, — lower
than at any time since the war with England. It is worthy of notice
that this act was attended with very little public discussion and that
the manufacturing interests raised no objection. The country had, in
short, become accustomed to the era of comparatively low duties, and
the matter seemed to have dissappeared from the political arena.

Chapter I.
The Morrill and the War Tariffs. 1861—1865.

It is generally assumed that the change in the commercial policy
of the United States was due to the exigencies of the war. This
is not perfectly correct, for the Morrill Tariff of 1861 was enacted
before the war began and for reasons unconnected with the necessity
of providing means for the war expenses.

The tariff of 1857 which was accepted with friendly recognition
by the country was intended to reduce the revenue. After the crisis
of 1857, however, which occurred only a few months subsequent to
the passage of the law, the govermental revenues fell off to such an
extent that there were annual deficits, It became necessary to retrieve
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the waning credit. The situation, moreover, was further complicated
by politics. The new Republican party, which was in control of the
House of Representatives in the 36th Congress, was very desirous of
gaining for the impending elections the unqualified support of Penn-
sylvania and other states which leaned to the protective policy.
Mr. Morrill of Vermont accordingly introduced into the House on
March 12th, 1860 a bill which provided for a considerable increase of
duties. Ostensibly Mr. Morrill desired to restore the rates of 1846.
Actually an increase was provided for under the cover of a change
from ad valorem to specific duties. The bill however failed in the
Senate and it was not until the next year that it finally became a
law by the act of March 2nd, 1861, the so called Morrill Tariff.

It must be remembered that the Morrill bill was introduced be-
fore there was any thought of war. Although the main increase of
duties took place in the iron and wool schedules?), in order to obtain
the political adhesion of Pennsylvania, the discussion turned mainly
on revenue considerations. Few of the manufacturing states except
Pennsylvania were in favor of the bill, and Mr. Morrill himself de-
clared later on that ,the tariff of 1861 was not asked for, but coldly
welcomed by manufacturers, who always and justly fear instability“.

The Morrill tariff, as has been said, is noteworthy especially for
its increase in the protection afforded to the two chief American
industries, iron and wool. The duties on 1ron from 1828 on had been
as follows:

1828 1832 1833—1841 1842 1846 1857

Pig dols. 12.50 per ton. dols. 10 Gradual-Reduction. dols. 10 30% 24%

Hammered | ' 9949 . . . 18 - - - 17 30% 24%
Bar |

Rolled Bar - 37— - - - 30 - - - 25 30% 24%

The Morrill bill changed the duties to six dollars per ton for
pig iron and fifteen dollars for bar iron — a considerable increase over
the preceeding rates owing to the gradual fall in the price of iron which
was itself due to the improved methods. More important was the
wool duty and the introduction of the ,compensating system“. Accor-
ding to the tariff of 1857 all wool below 20 cents a pound had been

1 The important provisions of the Morrill act will be found in Table III,
Tariffs, from 1861 to 1883.
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free. By the Morrill act wool costing less than 18 cents paid 5o
ad valorem; wool costing 18 —24 cents paid 8 cents a pound;
while wool costing above 24 cents paid 9 cents a pound. A corre-
sponding increase was made in the duties on woollen manufactures.
An ad valorem rate of 25°%0 was levied as a protecting duty. But
an additional specific duty of 12 cents a pound was levied as a com-
pensation for the increased duty on wool, on the assumption that four
pounds of the wool commonly used were needed for one pound of
cloth. This system of compensating duties while perfectly proper at
the time, afterwards became the means of changes which had origi-
nally been entirely unexpected.

Scarcely had the Morrill Tariff been enacted when the civil war
broke out in the Spring of 1861. The urgent need of an imme-
diate increase of the revenues induced Congress at the extra session
in the summer of 1861 to pass, with but very slight discussion, the
act of August 5th, 1861 which looked mainly to revenue and de-
creased the free list comsiderably, while increasing the duties on many
purely revenue articles. The rates on tea e. g. were raised to
15 cents a pound, on coffee to four cents a pound, on silk to 40 %o
ad valorem ete. etc. The duties on iron and wool were not chan-
ged. An additional act of Dec. 24th, 1861 likewise was of a purely
revenue nature, and was intended to increase the custom receipts by
several million dollars, by raising the duties on tea, coffee, and sugar
respectively to 20, 5, and 21/2 to 8 cents a pound.

In 1862 however the great revenue acts were passed. The inter-
nal revenue act of July 1st, 1862 provided for a whole series of
direct and indirect internal taxes, including specific taxes on all kinds
of manufactured articles. This led Messrs. Stevens and Morrill to
prepare a tariff bill which was ostensibly meant to compensate the
manufacturers for the increased burdens laid upon them by the inter-
nal taxes. But, as was to have been expected, the manufacturing
interests succeeded in obtaining an advance of the rates which more
than compensated them for their increased taxes. The next result was
an increase in the protective duties by the great act of July 14th, 1862.
This was the first comprehensive tariff during the war, although it
was entitled ,An act increasing temporarily the duties on imports etc.”
The chief changes created by this law were the increase of duties
on iron, coal, woollens, cottons and distilled sprits. The average duty
on all commodities was now about 37,2 %o,
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A minor act of March 3rd, 1863 made a few unimportant chan-
ges and a joint resolution of April 29th, 1864 increased all duties
fifty per cent for a few months only. In the summer of 1864,
however, came the culminating point in the financial history of the
civil war. The internal revenue act of June 30th, 1864 provided for
a system of taxation more comprehensive, more burdensome and more
confused than it has ever been the lot of any other civilized eom-
munity to bear. No less than twenty-two different kinds of taxes
were created, one of them alone taxing pretty much all kinds of
manufactured articles and products. Among the various species of
taxes were licenses, stamp duties, taxes on income, auction - sales,
legacies, successions, tobacco and spiritous liquors, passports, adverti-
sements, salaries, slaughtered cattle, banks, railroads and other trans-
portation companies, telegraph and insurance companies, theatres,
lotteries and all kinds of manufactures. The revenue from this source
alone amounted in one year to over 309 millions of dollars.

Nominally as a compensation for these enormous burdens, Mor-
rill introduced his tariff bill which became law by the Act of June 3 0th,
1864. It gave the protectionists a great opportunity. Since the inter-
nal revenue acts taxed about everything, so pretty much every manu-
facturer who came before the committee and asked for a protecting
duty obtained it. When the bill was introduced it was rushed through
at once. So that the greatest tariff act in the history of the United
States took just one day of discussion in each of the two houses.

The tariff of 1864 increased the rates on almost everything?! to
a point far higher than that hitherto reached in the history of the
country. It did not repeal the previous acts, but it changed so many
of their provisions that it may be regarded as practically a new tariff.
Over 1450 articles were made specifically subject to duty; while the
average rate of duty on the dutiable commodities was now as high
as 47,06 %o. The tariff of 1864 is the real war tariff, and the basis
of the present tariff. While the main reasons of its passage were
without doubt the need of increased revenue for the government and
the desire to compensate the various interests for the burdens imposed
on them by the internal revenue, it is undeniable that its final shape
was largely owing to the endeavors of the protected manufacturers
to gain each for himself the greatest possible advantage irrespective

1 Cf. table III for chief details,
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of the other’s interests. Above all, the habits engendered during this
period of comprehensive protection to everything led to a crystalli-
zation of the sentiment in favor of national exclusion and isolation.
The commercial policy of the United States for many decades was
moulded by the feelings and habits generated during this period of
the civil war. Henceforth the movement in favor of high protection,
which still in great part dominates the American people, was to be-
come the leading feature in the commercial and political life of the
country. What was in its origin a mere temporary expedient called
forth by the exigencies of a great military struggle was to become
a permanent institution. Althéugh repeated endeavors have been
made to change the national policy and although at a few times there
seemed to be some chance for what was deemed a reform, yet in the
main the settled policy of the country has been persisted in, and the
average rate of duties has gradually been, not diminished, but actually
increased.

Chapter II.
Changes and attempted Reforms. 1865—18883.

The immediate effect of the tariff of 1864 and of the internal
revenue act was to stimulate every branch of business. But in a short
time this was all changed. The increased cost of production due to
the advance in the price of labor and of raw materials was greater
than the increase of the tariff; so that the business of production was
no better than, or even in so good a condition as, it was previous
to the tariff of 1864. The main reasons however why no reaction
set in in the commercial policy and why no serious attempt was
made to reduce the war tariff, were as follows:

I. The problems of political reconstruction and the chaotic state
of the financial legislation engaged the efforts of congress for several
years and left them no time for other matters.

IL. The burdens of the tariff were not so severely felt as were
the heavy internal taxes, especially the taxes on manufactures and
the income tax. The country was more clamorous for a reduction of
these taxes then for any change of the tariff. Accordingly most of

the internal taxes were repealed by the successive acts of 1867,
1868, 1870 and 1872.
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III. The interests of the domestic manufacturers were so power-
ful that they prevented any reduction of the tariff for the first few
years. The whole industry of the country gradually adapted itself
to the existence of the high tariff and the people soon became con-
vinced of the advantages of a policy of commercial stability. The
tariff had undeniably fostered and even created many manufactures
and the owners of the large capital invested now clamored that they
would be ruined by any change. Popular feeling changes quickly.
Just as the country had accommodated itself to the so called free trade
policy of the period 1846—1857, so now again the tendency seemed
to be averse to any sudden change. Step by step the purely revenue
articles were put on the free list and the tariff became a strictly
protective tariff.

The first change after the war was an amendment called for
by a change in the internal revenue system, which imposed taxes on
cotton and petroleum. The act of March 8rd, 1865 imposed a duty
on cotton, silk and illuminating oil and increased the duties on
liquors, cottons and silk manufactures.

Congress now proposed to reform the whole financial legislation
and authorized the appointment of a commission to investigate the
general question. In June 1865 Messrs. David A. Wells, Stephen
Colwell and Samuel S. Hayes were appointed a revenue commission.
They presented an elaborate report Jan. 29th, 1866. But no action
was taken on their recommendations. In the summer of 1866
Mr. Morrill introduced another bill which amended the tariff so as to
conform to several changes in the internal revenue act of July 13th,
1866. This act of July 28th, 1866 made a slight change in the
duties on cigars and cottons. It also contained an important provision
that the value of all goods subject to import duties should be fixed
by their value at the place of exportation plus the expenses of trans-
portation, plus the value of the box, sack or covering, plus the com-
mission and other charges.

On July 13th, 1866 an act was passed providing for the appoint-
ment of a special commissioner of the revenue. The appointee — Mr. David
A. Wells — made his first report in Dec. 1866. In the mean time, not-
withstanding the impending reductions in the internal revenue, a bill
was introduced imposing higher rates of duty on most articles.

The bill even passed the House but was not acted on in the
Senate in time, and thus went over to the winter session. Mr. Wells,



16 R. Mayo-Smith and E. R. A, Seligman.

who was not yet a free trader, recommended an abatement of the
duty on raw materials and the putting on the free list of those that
did not compete with domestic growers. He opposed the bill before
Congress; taking up each industry in detail. He did not desire to
reduce the duties on cottons, woollens or iron because he believed
in the principle of protection; but he objected to the indiscriminate
protection of the war tariff and opposed the projected increase of the
duties on woollens. Mr., Wells’ bill, which provided for a reduction
of duties on articles like lumber, dyes, coal, hemp, flax and scrap
iron etc., and which rearranged the duties on other articles, was pas-
sed by the Senate Jan. 31st 1867 by a heavy majority. Under ordi-
nary circumstances it would also have passed the lower House. But
the session was so near its end that the bill could be reached only
by taking it out of the Committee of the Whole. For that purpose
a majority of two thirds was necessary. This it was impossible to
obtain although the vote was 106 to 64.

The bill of 1867 was thus defeated. All attempts at tariff reform
were henceforth checked. It became more and more difficult to obtain
any hearing for proposals of reductions, The bill of 1867 was the
only serious attempt to make any thorough-going reform, and with
its defeat the Protectionists received considerable encouragement.

The most striking example of the success of the Protectionists
in increasing the tarif is seen in the celebrated Woollens Act of
1867. The compensating system has already been explained. By the
act of 1864 the duty on wool had been raised to the following
rates: Wool costing 12cts. a pound or less paid 3cts. a pound; wool
costing from 12 to 24 cts. paid 6 cts.; wool costing from 24 to 32 cts.
paid 10cts. a pound plus 10%o; while all wool above 82 cts. paid
12 cts. a pound plus 10%. To compensate for this the duty on
woollen manufactures had been increased to 24cts. a pound, while to
compensate for the increased internal taxes the protective duty had
been increased to 40 %o, The duty was thus 24cts. a pound plus 40 %/o.

During the war the woollen manufactures had prospered greatly,
owing partly to the great demand for military clothing ete., partly to
the depression of the cotton industry. After the war a revulsion se-
emed likely. In order to avert this a few manufacturers of carpets
and blankets arranged a convention at Syracuse in December 1865,
which was ostensibly a meeting of the ,National Woollen Manufac-
turers, Association® and the ,National Wool Growers, Association“. The
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manufacturers hoped that the wool growers would consent to a reduc-
tion of duty on fine wools produced to only a limited extent in the
United States like the so called ,combing“ and ,carpet wools. But
the wool growers on the contrary demanded an increase of duty.
Finally a compromise was reached. The wool growers were to ask
10 cents per 1b. plus 10 %o (except on carpet wools — this being insi-
sted upon by the carpet manufacturers), while the manufacturers were
to demand 85%0 ad valorem over and above what would be neces-
sary to offset the increased duties on wool and dyes. *
This was the programme of the Syracuse Convention; and it
became a part of the general revenue bill of 1867, which failed.
Mr. Wells had already ecriticised it severely, but it was nevertheless
introduced as a separate bill, and finally became law by the Act of
March 2nd, 1867. This so called Woollens Bill divided the duty
on wool into 3 classes:
1. Carpet wool Value 12 cts. a pound or less paid 8 cts. a pound

» above 12 cts n 6 4 5 »
2. Combing wool | 82 cts. a pound or less , 10 , ,
-+ 11%

8. Clothing Wool , above 82 cts. paid 12 cts. a pound - 10 %
This was more than had been asked originally. It was practically
a great increase over the rates of 1864, because most of the wool
used in the United States cost from 18 to 24 cents a pound. Before
1867, this paid 6 cents a pound. Now it paid 10 cents + 11 %o,
or about 12 cents a pound, almost double the former rates.

To offset this the woollen manufacturers asked for a compensating
duty of 53 cents a pound, in addition to 35%0 ad valorem of which
25%0 was to represent the protective duty and 10°0 compensation
for the internal revenue taxes. The final rates on woollen manufac-
tures were fixed at 50 cts 4 385%, while in some cases, as
carpets, the rate was fixed at 70 cents a yard + 385%b0, and on clo-
thing at 50 cents a 1b. 4+ 50 %o.

In reality this whole jcompensating system“ was made to give
the manufacturers a far higher protection than the ostensible 25 %o
rate. Under the garb of compensating specific duties the rates were
raised to as high as 60—100% ad valorem. It was a signal vic-
tory for the protectionists.

During the next few years the internal revenue taxes were

gradually repealed. But no attempt was now made to reduce the
Gdriften XLIX. — Hanbelspolitit. 2
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compensating duties on woollens or for that matter to reduce the
duties on anything else. On the contrary the example set by the
Woollens Act of 1867, was soon followed by the Copper Act
of 1869.

According to the war tariff the duty on copper was 500, and
on copper bars and ingots 2!/2 cents per pound. But during the last
few years rich copper mines had been discovered on Lake Superior,
The increcased output contributed with other causes to reduce the
price. Consequently the owners of the copper mines secured the
passage of the Act of Feb. 24th, 1869, which increased the duty on
copper to 3 cents per pound i. e. 25to 30 %o instead of 5%o0; and
on copper ingots to 5 cents a pound. The bill was vetoed by the
President but was passed over his veto. The result was a stoppage
in the imports of the foreign ores, and the closing of several refining
and smelting works on the seaboard.

The Reform of 1870.

Every succeeding year the special commissioner of the revenue,
Mr. Wells, had called attention to what he considered the enormities
of the tariff. The sentiment in favor of some reform in the tariff
grew in importance. Accordingly a bill to reduce the customs duties
was introduced in 1870, and became law by the act of July
14th, 1870.

In reality, however, the reductions were made almost without
exception on the non- protected articles. Thus the duties were consi-
derably reduced on tea, coffee, cocoa, sugar, molasses, spices, wines
and brandy, and fruits. The only real reduction of a protection duty
was on pig iron, which was reduced from § 9 to § 7 a ton. But this
reduction could have been made earlier because the internal tax of
$ 2 on iron (to offset which the import duty had been raised in 1864)
had been taken off already in 1866. On the other hand many of
the protective duties were really increased. So the duties on flax,
marble, watches, silk buttons, nickel and steel rails.

Thus the so called reform bill of 1870, was only a sham
reform. The protectionists still had the field, and the reductions were
those on revenue articles, as a sop to the people.

During the next few years the feeling in favor of tariff reform
became more serious. This was especially the case in the West,
where agriculture was considerably depressed and where the ,Gran-
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ger’ movement had arisen. The farmers werc disposed to favor a

reduction. We thus come to the

Reform of 1872,

Early in 1872, a bill was introduced into the Senate providing
for an all-round reduction of 10 %o on all protective duties. Although
the protectionists opposed it, a far more radical measure was intro-
duced a few months later (April 16) in the House of Representatives.
This was a veritable reform measure, considerably reducing the duties
on iron, wool and woollens, cottons, coal, salt and lumber. Tea and
coffee were also reduced, but not put on the free list. The protec-
tionists were now thoroughly alarmed, and at the instigation of M.
John L. Hayes, the Secretary of the Wool Growers’ Association, a
new scheme was elaborated. Although many of the protectionists
were opposed to the Senate bill of 10%o reduction, Mr. Hayes per-
suaded them to accept this reduction, but to join to it a radical
reduction of non-protective duties like whiskey and tobacco and a
total abolition of the duties on tea and coffee. This compromise finally
took shape in the passage of the so called Randall bill of May, and
the Dawes bill of June, 1872. The act of May 1st, 1872, repealed
the duties on tea and coffee. The act of June 6th, 1872, took
10%0 off the duties on cotton, wool, woollens, iron and steel, metals,
paper, india rubber, glass and leather manufactures, and reduced the
duties on coal, salt and skins. The internal taxes on whiskey and
tobacco were also reduced.

Both free traders and protectionists regarded this as a victory.
But experience soon showed that the protectionists were correct. For
after the panic of 1873 the customs receipts fell off so greatly that
it became necessary to increase the revenue. President Grant, the
Secretary of the Treasury and Senators Sherman and Schurz favored
the reimposition of the duties on coffee, &c. But the protectionists
were now too powerful; and Mr. Dawes advocated the repeal of his
own law. The pretext was the necessity of providing a fixed revenue
pledged to the sinking fund to pay off the debt incurred during the
war. And thus, without much congressional debate or public discussion,
Congress enacted the law of March 8rd, 1875, which repealed the
horizontal reduction of 10%o provided by the law of 1872, and in-
creased the duties on molasses and sugar. Thus all the efforts of the

reformers had come to nought; and the duties were again at the old
2*
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rates, — the war rates with the additions made in the subsequent
years. The history of these years is the best proof of the impolicy
and inadequacy of any system of horizontal reduction of tariff rates
in the face of a determined and influential party of protection.

During the next eight years but little attention was paid to the
subject of the tariff. The Western depression disappeared, and no
serious complaints were heard. In the East the problems of resump-
tion and the currency engaged public attention almost to the exclusion
of anything else. In 1876 Mr. Morrison introduced a tariff bill into
the House, which was somewhat discussed but failed to pass. In 1878,
Mr. Wood presented a similar bill, which was also defeated by a
considerable majority after a short discussion. The only change in
the tariff was the abolition of the duty on quinine in 1879.

Chapter III.
The Tariff Commission of 1882 and the Tariff of 1888.

It was not until after 1879 when trade revived and the govern-
ment was annually confronted by a surplus of revenue over expendi-
ture that the tariff question again became prominent. By 1882, the
demand for a decrease of revenue had become so loud that Congress
was forced to take some action. As the protectionists were in the
majority, an act was passed on May 15th, 1882, providing for the
appointment of a Tariff Commission to investigate the whole subject
and report at the next session. The Chairman of the Commission
was Mr. John S. Hayes, the same gentleman who was reponsible for
the compromise of 1872; the majority of the Commission were pro-
tectionists, and not one was heartily in favor of national revenue
reform from the free trade standpoint. The conclusion was thus a
foregone result.

The testimony appended to the report forms most valuable ma-
terial for a study of the industrial and commercial situation. The
report itself opposed any psubversive or radical change in the present
system“ and upheld ,the necessity of preserving the general structure
of our tariff system.“ Yet it is significant that the Commission favored
»a substantial reduction“. They declared that ,excessive duties®
were positively injurious, a diseredit to the whole system, and that
they furnished a plausible argument for its complete subversion.
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»No rate of defensive duties, except for the establishment of new indu-
stries, which more than equalize the conditions of labor and capital,
can be justified. The Commission decided on an average reduction
of 2090, but they opposed a horizontal reduction as ,unskilful, timid
and unjust.“ They divided all articles into 14 schedules from A to
M., and also proposed a customs court.

The Commission brought in its definite recommendations in Dec.,
1882. The House could not agree on a bill. In the mean time,
however, the House had passed a bill reducing some of the internal
revenue taxes, and the Senate added as an amendment to this bill
what was practically the Tariff Commission Report. The bill as it
finally passed the conference committee of the new House was consi-
derably modified and contained far less reductions than the original
Senate bill. It was another victory for the protectionists. Thus the
Act of March 3rd, 18883 contained a few reductions, but on the
other hand there were actually some advances in the rates. The
chief items were wool and woollens, cottons, iron, steel, marble and
nickel.

In the case of wool the ad valorem duty was taken off The
old rates had been, on clothing and combing wools costing less than
82 cents a lb., 10 cents a lb. and 11%o; on such wools costing
more than 32 cents a lb., 12 cents per lb. and 10%o; and on
carpet wools from 3 cents to 9 cents a pound. The rates on clothing
and combing wool were now simply 10 cents and 12 cents a pound,
but the line of division was changed from 82 cents to 30 cents a pound.
This tended to neutralize the reduction, and on the mass of the
cheaper wools used in the United States the duty was still practically
prohibitory. The rates on carpet wools were changed to 2l/2 cents
—15 cents a pound.?!

However the duty was a slight reduction, and to compensate for
this the duty on most woollen goods was reduced from 85 %o + 50 cts.
a pound to 85°%0 -+ 85 cents a pound. On the other hand the duties
on fine dress goods were raised as to their protective part from 85 %o
to 40%,. The decrease in the cheaper goods was only nominal, be-
cause the duty still remained high enough to be practically prohibitory.

The same is true of cottons. On cheap cotton goods the rates
were reduced from 5 cents to 2!/2 cents per yard. But this was of

1 For details of the most important articles see Table III.
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no importance because cheap cotton goods had for a long time been
exported from the United States. On the dearer goods, however,
such as embroideries, trimmings &c., the duty was actually increased
from 85 %o to 40 %o.

Again while the duty on pig and bar iron was slightly reduced
(from § 7.00 to § 6.72 a ton, and from 1 cent to 9—10 cents a pound),
the duty on iron ore was increased from 20 o to 75 cents a ton
(about 35 %o). So also while the duty on steel was nominally reduced
from 2'/+—38!/2 cents per pound to 2—38!/+ cents per pound, many
forms of steel manufactures like rods, piston rods, steamer shafts etc.,
had the duties considerably increased by a slight change in classi-
fication. The duty on steel rails, however, was greatly reduced,
although the new duty was still quite sufficient to prevent the impor-
tation of foreign rails.

The duties on copper, marble and nickel were reduced but so
slightly that their influence was not much felt. While on the other
hand the duties on quicksilver, files and certain manufactures of brass,
lead, pewter and tin were increased. The only real reductions,
although even these were slight, were on the duties on silk manu-
factures, and the finer linens, and the duty on barley, — which last
reduction was carried through at the request of the beer brewers.

In reality the act of 1883 did not change matters much. Mr. Hayes
afterwards said of it:

»It was a concession to public sentiment, a bending of the top
and branches to the wind of public opinion to save the trunk of the
protective system. In a word, its object was protection through re-
duction. We were willing to concede, only to save the essentials of
the wool and woollen tariff. We wanted the tariff to be made by
our friends.“

Thus the tariff of 1883 was in reality a continuance of the war
tariff. The few reductions were in the main more than counter-
balanced by the advances. Yet it must not be overlooked that the
duties on such important articles as wool, cheaper woollens and iron
were actually reduced. It was indeed no defeat of the protectionists,
nor a radical change in the prevalent policy; but it showed that the
public sentiment was beginning to veer around.
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Chapter IV.
The Mills bill and the McKinley tariff.

The tariff of 1883 thus practically left the situation in the
status quo. No fundamental question was settled. The surplus in
the treasury grew larger from year to year, and with it came renewed
efforts to reduce the taxes.

On Feb. 4th, 1884, Mr. Morrison introduced into the House a
bill known as the Morrison Horizontal, providing for an average
reduction of 20 %o, and making the rates under the Morrill Act of
1861 the minimum limit. But while the ,horizontal“ plan had passed
in 1872, it was now rejected. Various other bills introduced in the
same session met with a similar fate.

In 1884 the Presidential election resulted in the choice of Cleve-
land, although the party issues between Republicans and Democrats
were not those of Free Trade. The Protectionists were still in the
majority in Congress, and although a few bills were introduced in
1885 and 1886, looking toward a reduction of the tariff, nothing was
accomplished.

In 1887, however, President Cleveland published his celebrated
letter in which he definitely committed himself and the Democratic
party to the issue of Tariff Reform, and thus forced the question into
the Presidential campaign of 1888 as the leading issue. From that
time on, the tariff question became the chief line of division between
the two great political parties. The agitation became profound, and
the discussion heated. The Protectionists, seeing that their fortunes
were now indissolubly bound up with the welfare of the Republican
party, redoubled their cfforts. The campaign of 1888 was won on
the ,pauper labor® argument. The Protectionists abandoned their
previous contentions known as the ,infant-industry“ argument — prac-
tically that of Frederick List
principle of the necessary protection of the high paid American la-
borer against competition with the underpaid European laborer. The
success of the Republicans and the election of President Harrison were
thought to mean popular approval of the Protectionist policy. So
exultant were the Republicans that their Protectionism assumed an
extravagant shape. The old idea which had been shared by many

and now based themselves on the
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Republicans that protection was only a temporary necessity as leading
to ultimate free trade was now utterly abandoned; and the new creed
was adopted that protection was a good thing in itself, as a permanent
policy. Instead of lowering the duties below the war rates or of
making® any concessions t0 the demand for reform — such as”had
been partly the case in 1872 and 1883 — the protectionists now
assumed the offensive and maintained the legitimacy and necessity of
a retention, and even an increase of the purely protective duties. If
there was a surplus revenue, it was maintained that rather than re-
duce the tariff the expenses should be increased by a more liberal
pension policy, by the construction of a new navy and by the de-
velopment of internal improvements. Should a reduction of the taxes
even then become necessary, the plan would be to reduce the internal
revenue taxes first; and should even this be inadequate, the customs
revenue might be reduced by lowering the duties on the purely re-
venue articles, but maintaining and even increasing the purely pro-
tective duties.

Already before the Presidential election of 1888, Mr. Roger Q.
Mills of Texas, the Chairman of the Committee of Ways and Means,
introduced into the House the celebrated bill known as the Mills
Bill, or (because, as it was asserted, the manufacturers were given
no opportunity to be heard) the dark lantern bill.

The Mills Bill provided for a large reduction of revenue. Wool
was made free, as were also flax, hemp and jute and several materials
like old copper, iron ore, and tin plates. The duties on the chief
protected articles like woollens, cottons, iron, china and earthenware
were slightly reduced; the duties on sugar were to be slightly re-
duced while the only changes contemplated in the internal revenue
taxes were the abolition of the special taxes on tobacco, etc. The
total reduction in the revenue was estimated as follows:

Lumber . . . . . . . . $§ 1039207

Salt . . . . . . . . . - 676865
Hemp, Flax and Jute . . . - 1880873
Burlaps . . . . . . . . - 978 635
Tin Pails . . . . . . . - 5706433
Wool . . . . . . . . . - 68396055
Cotton Manufactures . . . . - 277600

Woollens e e e .« . . - 12254573
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Chemicals . . . . . . . § 750716
Earthern & Glassware - 855 362
Metals - 1267366
‘Woodenware . - 47588
Sugar & Molasses . - 10937174
Provisions . - 369601
Hemp, Flax, Jute - 1845913
Sundries . - 4208879

Total § 49486240

The policy of the Mills Bill in short was to put raw materials
on the free list; to make a corresponding reduction in the manufac-
tured articles in the chief industries; and to cheapen the cost of articles
which were mainly produced abroad like tin plates.!

In opposition to this the so called Senate Bill was introduced in
the same session. Neither of the bills became law pending the result
of the Presidential contest. But no sooner had victory declared itself
for the Republicans, than the main features of the Senate Bill of 1888
were introduced into the House in the next session by Mr.
McKinley. All resistance was easily overriden, and the bill finally
became law by the

Tariff Act of October 1, 1890.

The object of the McKinley Tariff may be declared to be, in
short, the decrease of the revenue by lowering duties on the articles
which are not produced in the United States or which are produced
so cheaply that they need fear no competition with Europe; and to
raise the duties on all articles which are supposed to still need pro-
tection to enable them to compete with foreign products. The tariff
may best be considered under five heads:

1. Reduced duties in order to diminish the surplus, like the du-

ties on sugar.

2. Increased duties on the great protective industries, like wool,

woollens, earthernware, glass and crockery, and cottons.

3. Decreased duties on industries which can hold their own, like

iron and steel.

4. Increased duties to create new industries, like tin plates.

1 Table IV gives a comparison of the rates of Act of 1883, the Mills
bill and the McKinley Tariff.
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5. Increased duties, due to political rather than economic reasons,
as in the agricultural products and tobacco.

1. Duties on Sugar.

Under the old law the duty on sugar ranged from 12/10 to 3!/2
cents a pound, according to the polariscope test, except on all sugars
from the Sandwich Islands, which were admitted free of duty according
to the reciprocity treaty to be spoken of later on. Even with the
free admission of Samoa sugar the receipts from the sugar duty
amounted in 1887 to over 58 million dollars. The Mills Bill had
reduced the duty on sugar onmly slightly, preferring to effect the de-
crease of the surplus in another way. But the Republicans saw in
this their great opportunity. They desired to satisfy the demand for
a reduction of the surplus, and at the same time redeem election pro-
mises to the protectionist manufacturers. This they accomplished by
not sacrificing any of the real protective duties, but by reducing the
proceeds from sugar. The revenue was decreased in a double way;
first by reducing the import duty and secondly by granting as a
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