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American tariff legislation wes initiated with the
insuguration of the new government under the Constitution
of the United States. The first Congress passed the Tariff
Act of 1789 which with several revisions from timelto tire
constituted the major source of national income down through
the period of the war of 1212. ‘'hese early tariff provisions
were for revenue »irposes and only incidentelly, when duties
were high, did they afford a degree of protection. The
Period of the war, 1212-1814, creeted a situation vhich made
it necessary for the United States to beco-e econorically
self-sufficient. In consequence the infent industries, that
had sprurg up during the var-time period, d:manded a degree
of protection with the terminsti-n of the war in order to:
avert the "dumping" policies of foreign producers, English in
particular who threatered the continuence of the newly-found-
ed American industries. A program for the developrent of a
system of nationzl econory v.as fostered, in part at lecst, by
the protective tariff legisletion which found its first
expression in the sct of 1816. The protective feature wes
enlarged upon in the subscquent Acts of 1824, 1828, 1832,
1833, and 18:2.

In the Baltirore Convention of 1844 the machinastion of
Robert Walker of lLiississippi led the Democratic party to
nominate a Southerner, James K. Polk, as their candid:te.
With Polk's election the influence of the Southern wing of
the Demgfratic party wes assured from Merch 4, 1845 ﬁo lnarch

4, 1849, During the campaign of 184+ the teriff issue had

1. W. E. Dodd, "ixpension end Conflict," po. 127-128.



been purposely obscured by the party leaders, but Polk had
expressed his stand in the following manner:
I have heretofore sanctioned such honest

descriminating duties as would produce the amount

of revenue needed and at the same tize e£fford

reasoneble incidental protection merely, not for

revenue. 2

In 1345 the Treasury had a moderate surplus and with the
advent of the year of 1846 it seemed likely that it vould be
increased. In keeping with the Southern Democretic position
on the tariff Robert Wwalker, the Secretary of the Treasury,
recormended the following six princigles as the basis for
| new tariff legislation: (1) all tariff rates should provide
for a revenue sufficient for current government expenditures;
(2) no duty should be imposed on any article avove the lowest
rate which would yield the largest amount of revenue; (3)
below such rate discrimination could be made descending the
scale of duties or, for imperative reasons, the article
micht be placed on the free list; (4) that a maximum duty
should be charged on luxeriess; (5) that all minimun and
specific duties should be sbolished in favor of gg valorem
duties; (6) th~t all duties should operate ecually through-
out the Union.3 In 1846 Congress passed a bill embracing

these ideas of Secretary Walker with provisions for tariff

schedules alphabetically arranged.

The period from 1846 to 1861 wzs one of great industriel

prosperity &nd iés fostered by the tariff, the discovery of

2. L.L.Bogart, "iconomic History of the Americen People", pp.413-
415.

3. Ibid.



gold in California, as well as the increased demand for
manufactured goods resulting from & growing population due
to immigration.4 The acceptance of the talker Teriff Act of
1846 occurred at the beginning of an upward trend in the
economic cycle so that the administration of the measure was
more adequate fiscally than the government expenditures deman-
ed. The effect produced was indicated in the increased
eannual income from 1846 to 1857 which was .;46,000,000 over
the previous annusl income derived from the tariff between
the years of 1842-1846 which had been 526,000,000.5

The Tariff Act of 1857 was based on the Act of 1846 and
effected a general tariff reduction amounting to an average
of 20% in 1859, 19% in 1860, and 18.1% in 1861.6

From 1853 to 1857 the average annual income ©f the
Federal Government had emounted to 68,000,000, but in 1858
as a result of the depression, which had begun in 1857, the
annual income dropped to 346,000,000 resulting in an actual
deficit of 50,000,000 during the years from 1858 to 1860.7

In the Republican Convention of 1860, due to the influence
of Horace Greely and the wishes of several former iwhigs, a
moderate protective planik was written into the platform which

stated:

While providing revenue for the support of

4,E.L.Bogart, "Economic History of the Americcn People”,
pp 413-415.

S5.Ibid.

6.W.W.JEnnings, "History of iconomic Progress in the U.S.",
pPp. 293-294.

7.D.R.Dewey, "Financial History of the United States",p. 266.



the general government by duties on imports,
sound policy recuires such an adjustment of
these imposts as to encourage the development

of the industrial interests of the whole count-y,
and we commend that policy of national exchanges
which serves to the workingmen liberal weges, to
agriculture renurierating prices, to mechanics
and manufacturers an esdequate reward for their
skill, labor, and enterprise, end to the nation
commercial prosperity and independence. 8

Such a position on the tariff was ma'e possible because
of three different fectors: (1) the party wes making a bid
for the vote of manufecturing interests in Pennsylvania;

(2) the National Treasury wns in need of increased revenue;

(3) free trzsde had becorme practically synonomous with the
9

slave power of the South.

To meet the economic situation the llorrill Tariff Act
of 1861 was enacted before the fall of Fort Sumter and the
culmination of the secession movement. J. S. Morrill, the
author of the measure, was a Vermont Republican who ardently
believed in protection and who described the Act of 1861 in
the following sentences:

No prohibitory duties have been aimed at

but to plece our people on a level of fair

competition with the rest of the world is thought

to be more than reasonable., Most of the highest

duties fixed upon have been so fixed with a view

more to revenue than to protection. 10

With the outbreak of the Civil War subsecuent tariff

lavs were drafted in order to reise revenue for the govern-

ment's war-time needs., The Morrill bill, however, did not

g. ggygy Ashley, "kodern Tariff History", p. 196 ff.
. 1Q.-
10. D.R.Dewey, op. cit., p. 266.



pass the Senate 'ntil severel of tie Southern States had
seceded from thne Union. H The next tariff measure was
passed in the summer of 1861 with provisions for reising the
rates on iron and wool. Again, in December of the same
year tariff revisions were made which jplaced duties on tea,
coffee, and suger,lzwhile a later act cf the same ye&ar
provided for increases in the revenues.13 In effect these
several tariff lews of 1861 had merelv restored the tariff
level to vh&ét it had been in 1846 under the Wwalker Act.l4
One of the vesknesses of the Federal Government's
administration of the Civil Wer was its inability to enact
revenue laws that could meet the wartime demands on the
Treasury. The many internal revenues provided by
Congressional acts during the war had raised the prices on
raw materials of the menufacturers, end led to their demand
for increased protection for their manufactured goods.15
Contemporary with the toriff meeasures was the Federel
Incore Tex. This revenue feature provided for a tax of 3%
on all incores over $800, but was increased in 1865 to 5%
.on &ll incomes betweern ;600 and 5,000, end 10% on all incomes
over @5,000.. This tax wes repealed in 1872, It is evident
from these facts that under Democratic influence before the
Civil War tariffs were gredually reduced until the wartime
demands for revenue introduced a policy that started a trend

16 17
toward increasing tariffs.

ll. F.W.Taussig, "Tarllil History ol the U.S.", pp. 1o9-160.
12. Ibid.

13. Ibid.

l14. D.R.Dewey, op. cit., p. 266.

15. Ibid.

16. Ibid.

17. See appendix A.



The Republican Party had been crganized in 1854 for the
purpose of preventing the spread of slavery to the Federal
territories. This objective of the party was expressed in
its platform of 1856 s follows:

Resolved thet in view of the necessity of
battling for the first principles of Republican
governrent end sgainst a schemre of an aristocracy,
the most revolting and oppressive with which the
earth has ever been cursed or man debased, we will
cooperate and be knovn as Zepublicans until the
contest be terminated., 18
As the Civil War progressed the Republicen administration

was forced to raise revenues by every conceivable means which
included high tariffs, a mﬁltiplicity of internal revenue

measures, the incore tax, besides the many heavy losans.

Having realized its cbjective, the Republicen party at
the close of the war wes confronted with the vital ocuvestion
of continuing &s a national organisetion. Naturally the
party politicians were not inclined to let go of the gains
made by the Republicens under the Lincoln edministration,
1€61-1865., If the party were to continue it would be necess ry
to revitalize itself by meking new affiliations and deciding
its position on the (ost-war issues which confronted the
country. Should the perty support the interests of the
western farmer; should it seek to win the favor of the
tastern industrialistz; or should it try to win the supnort

of both elements?

From 1865 to 1875 the Republican administ-etion had
not definitely determined its pnsition on p:otection, largely

because it hed not yet decided the cuestion of its economic

18. Frank A. Flower, "History of the Republicen Party", ». 180.



affiliations. Aifter the war period when the Federal Govern-
ment began to cut the sources of national revenues, it was
not the tariff which met with lowered revisi-ns, but rather
the rgpeal of internsl revenue meesures &s well es the income
tax.lyihe repeal of the excises was due to two influences,
narely; (1) the popular discontent with the multitude of
internal texes, anrd (2) the influence of manufacturing groups
who vere anxious to repeal excises on rew meterials and
thereby cut the costs of production, but who at the ssarne

time wished to retain high teriffs. During the yezrs fromn
1865 to 1869 the antaginism between President Johnson and
Congress afforded a politicel situation favorable to the
manufacturing group in obtaining its objwetive.

After 18735 the incore from the tiriff declined because
of a decrease in our imports?oand the effect of this decline
tended to encourage higher tariffs ratter than edd to the
internal taxes. 1In 1875 a "lame-duck™ Republicen Congress
restored the duties to their vartize level and in so doing
the party in power definitely corziitted itself to the policy
of protection.21

Iepublicen Presidents were herpered by Democretic Houses
during the years of 1875 to 128l =nd by a Democratic Senate

from 1879 to 1821, thus preventing the cassage of tariff laws.

Congress in 1881 provided a Tariff Commission, which in spite

19. Percy Ashley, op. cit., p. 2C2.
20. See appendix B.
21. Percy Ashley, op. cit., p. 208.



of its protectionist bias due to the character of its
personnel, came to the conslusion that "a substantial reduction
of tariff duties is demanded".zz It was not until 1883 that
its report received due ettention when a protectionist
measure, which reduced the duties on a few textiles and
raised duties on other mesnufactured goods, was passed,
This same measure also provided for the repeal of internsl
Itaxes which Ead nisde vossible the passage of the teriff
provisions.zo The leKinley Bill of 1890 w:s passed to
meet the yledges for protection as advocated by the Republican
party Platform of 1888, The Congressicnal elections of 1888
had been fought largely on the teriff issue end in as much
as the 2epublicans had gained strength bv the elections
they logically concluded thet their victory was a popular
mandate for increased protection.g4 The new bill raised all
duties beyond the wertime level and the Americen public w:s
confronted with the tariff issue more clesrly and decisively
than at any previous time.25

As the Republicen party hed been greduslly dravn from a
moderate leaning towerd protection, so the Democratic party
on the other hand had continued to opsose the protective
principle and to advcocate a tariff for revernue only. In
the election of 1856 the bHemocratic party had openly opposed

26
protection but at the same time it hed elected Jemes Bucheanen.

22. Percy Ashley, "kodern 7ariff History", p. 19°5.

23, W.W.Jennings, "History of xconomic Progcress in
the U.S.", p. 457 ff. :

24. F.W.Taussig, "Tariff History of the U.S.", pp. 2¢

25. Ibid.

26. Percy Ashley, "iodern Tariff iHistory", p. 195.
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The election of 1:-&4 marked the return of the _emocrats for
the first timg since tne Civil War. The platfcrm was a general
document except on thne issue of prohibition to which it referred
to as being a "sumptuary" law. The tariff was not mention=d

27
nor wes any legislation in that direction promised.

President Cleveland in 1885 had little or no under-
standing of the complex tariff issue of his day.28 With the
usual dogged perseverance the President, after a careful study
of the whole cuestion, drew up his memorable nmessage to
Congress in December of 1887, which presented a clear eand
logical exposition of his tariff views.29 As a result of this
message the Election of 1888 was the first of a series torbe
fought between the two major parties on the tariff issue.éo

The Tariff legislation of the Democrats during the period
from 1834 to 1829 consisted of two measures. The first of
these, the lorrison Bill, vwas sgonsored by Lr. Morrison of
Illinois. It advocated a twenty per cent "horizontel" re-
duction of the tariff on all schedules with the purpose at
heart of fulfilling the party pledges in spirit but in reality
of leaving protection undisturbed. The vot of the House in
December of 1886 revealed that a Democratic minority was
opposed to t:.riff reform as indicated by a vote of 26 for
and 169 Democrets against--thus the bill failed of enactment

31
in the House.,

27. Frank Kent, "The Democratic Farty", pp. 226-593.

28, Ibigd.

29. Ibid.

30, Ibid.

3l. F.W.Taussig, "Tariff History of the U.S.", pp. 250-252,.
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Two years later Congress faced a changed situation.
Tariff hed been an issue in the Campaign of 1888 and the
‘Democrats, who hed been elected, were soon to present the
Mills Bill in fulfillment of Democratic party pledges. The
proposed bill of the House reduced some protective tariffs
but its outstanding feature was the alteration of duties on
raw materizls and the placing of wool on the free list.52
However, the presence of a Republican majority in the Senate
made possible the introduction of a counter bill so that

neither of these bills were passed. Nevertheless, they did

reveal the positions of both perties on the tariff issue.

.

In sumnary it may be stated that the tariffs from 1846
to the outbreak of the Civil War, 1860, h&éd been devised as
revenue reasures with protection only incidental. However,
after the Civil iar protection rather than revenue had come
to be the prime objective of tariff legislation. The Republic-n
party had definitély accepted the protectionist principle
and consistently advocated the protecfive system, while the
Democratic party had assumed the role of champion for revenue

tariffs only,

I1

Two years after the passigce of the LicKinley Tariff Act
of 1890 the Democratic party included the following teriff
plank in its platform:

We denounce ttis T2p.blican protection as
a fraud, a robbery of the great majority of the

32, F.W.Taussig, "Tariff History of the U.S.", p. 256.
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American people for the benefit of the few, e
declere it to be a fundamental principle of the
Democratic Party that the federal government has
no constitutionel power to impose and collect
tariff duties except for the purposes of revenue
only, end we demand that the collection of such
taxes shall be limited to the nscessities of the
governrent when honestly and economically administ-
ered.

we denounce the )NcKinley tariff law enacted
by the Fifty-first Congress &s the culminating
atrocity of class legislation; we endorse the
efforts made by the Democrats of the present
Congress to modify its most oppressive features
in the direction of free raw matcrials and checp-
er manufactured goods that enter into general
consumption, and we promise its repeal as one of
the beneficient results that will follow the actim
of the people in intrusting to the Democrstic
Party. Since the McKXinley tariff went into operation
there have been ten reductions of the viages of the
laboring men to one increase, .e deny that there
has been any increc.se of prosperity to the country
since that tariff went into operation, and ve
point to the dullness &nd distress, the wege reduct-
ion and strikes in the iron trade, as the best
possible evidence that no such prosperity hes
resulted from the McKinley Act. 33

That the Democratic Party had adopted by 1692 the views

introduced by Grover Cleveland in his famous message of
34
December 16, 1887 was conclusive. In 1892 the public feel-

ing in opposition to tariff was running high, ss indiceted in

periodical literature by such writers of pr-minence &s Lr.

v

David A. Viells who wrote in the "Forum" of September 1892:

If the legislative department of the State
decides that it would be expedient to establish
or stimulete the menufacture of certain commodities,
no one under a free government would venture to
openly justify such action except on the ground
thaet the public welfare would be thereby promoted,
although practically, such justificetion in the
United States has long since ceased to be other
then a pretence and a cover for the promotion
of private interests. 35

33, Frank Kent, "The Democratic Party", p. 310.ff.
34, Allan Nevins, "Letters of Grover Cleveland", p. 168.
35. "Forum", Vol. 51, p. 51.
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As a result of the November election of 1892 the
Democratic party had gained control of the majorities in
both the Senate and the House of Representatives, but these
majorities could not brook any difference of opinion with-
in the party.36 In the House of Representatives the Democratic
party had £20 members &s against 126 lepublican members;
while in theHSenate there were 44 Democrats as against 38
Republicans.o7 Then too, by 1893 there were three Populists
in the Senate who could be depended upon to vote with the
Democrats on a teriff bill.38 It was apparent that only by
a very narrow margin did the Democratic party have control

of legislation and that dissension within the party would

defect constructive legislation sought by the executive.

The platform promises of the Democratic psrty were

modified in'their fulfillment by the economic conditions

that immediatelv followed the inauguration of the Cleveland
administration, Instead of a troublesome government surplus,
which had been created by a high profective tariff, the Panic
of 1893 wes steadily reducing the Covernment revenues until
it became necessary for President Cleveland to call a special
session of Congress immediately following his inauguretion.
;h%%e the main issue involved in the Panic was a monetery

one, yet the e&ays and Lkieans Committee was authorized by

this special Session of Congress to prepare a general teriff

6. F.W,Taussig, "Tariff History of the .3.", p. 235,

37. Ibid.

38. Ibid.

39. 0.C.Lightner, "History of Business Dapressions", p. 188.
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40
measure to be reported in the reguler session. During

the trying rmmonths of the 3pecisl Session of Coneress two

things vere heappening to the Treasury of the United States:

(1) its sources of revenue were cut off by the prohibitive

tariffs of 1890 and the general business decline, &nd (2)

the Secretary of the Treasury was forced to deplete the gold

reserve of the country 20,000,0C0 below its statutcry level.41
As a result of the business depression wige reductions

had caused strikes in industry while a bumver crop had cuused

an agriculturel surplus tkat reduced the farmer's incorwe.42

These tendencies within and without the government rade a

new revenue meesure izperative, In the House of Reprasentatives

a reform teriff ves welcomed by those who wanted to raise

reverue and decresse -rctection, while in the Senate a

rmajority wanted to keep _rotection but remedy the finencial

problem of the Treasury.43 It is evident then, thet the Panic

of 1893 tended to force both Houses to come to terms on a

revenue measure in en hour of crisis.

ITI

In Congress the ajority party vas divided on the
guestion of teriff reform. The opyosition in the House
wes rot sufficient to bl:ck a reform meezsure so thet Lr.

W.L.Wilson of west Virginia, vho vwes €hairwen of the lays

40. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 1 Sess., p. 3100,

41. A.D.Noyes, "Thirty Years of Americen Finence", p. 026.
42. Ibid.

43, Ibid.
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and Lecns Committee, was able to assume the leadership of the
tariff reform group in accordance with the wishes of President
Cleveland?4 with the President's prodding, the «ilson Bill

w:s ready by Movember 27, 1894 so t@at it could be pushed
forwerd in the House w%EEout delay?D In the Senate a
different situation prevailed for there the bDemocratic
Senators Hill and Gormen, whose presidential aspirations had
been overshadowed by ir. Cleveland, et once became the leaders
of opvnosition to tariff reform. Loreover, because of their
political strengt:, they wers able to revise the wilson Bill
of the liouse into the «#ilson-Gormen Bill of the Senate.

This cenate ogposition was "accentuated b the violent
personal enmity which many 3enators developed against vlevelad.
Morgan of =~labama, a silverite &nd a believer in Ilawaiian
annexation, veclared that, 'I hate the ground that man walks
on%9" Murphy of INew York had a grievence against V“leveland,
since the time Lr. Hill and :r. Crocker of ‘ew York combined
to exalt Lurphy to the _enat= and Cleveland protested even
telling Nurphy to his face that he was unfit for the Senatorisl
office. 4All this wes in 1892 when Cleveland wes President-
elect%v Irrespective of what the Senate did with the Wilson
Bill Presicdent Cleveland in 1894 still held to the seme tsriff
views that he had expressed in 187 so that the vwilson Bill

48
as passed by the House had his approval from the start.

44, Frank Kent, "Tnhe Democr:tic Party", p. 423 f.
45, Allen levirs, "Grover Cleveland", p. 568,

46, Ibid.

47. Ibid.

48. Frank Kent, op. cit., p. 328 ff.
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During the Special Session of Congress called by President
Cleveland the Wways and L.eans gommittee w:s &guthorized to
prepare & new tariff measure.‘g The mermbership as follows:

W.L. Wilson of west Virgiria, Chrrn.; Benton licMillin,
Tennesee; H.G.Turner, Georgia; Alex.B.Montgomery, Kentucky;
J.R.Whiting, Michigan; W.Burke, New York; L.T.Stevens,
liassachusetts; #W.J.Bryan, Nebraskes; C.R.Beckinridee, Arkansas;
W.D.Bynum, Indiana; J.C.Te¢rsney, hkissouri; T.B.Reed, Lainey
J.C.Burrows, lichigan; S.A.Payne, New York; John Delzell,
Pennsylvania; Albert J. Hopkins, Illirois; John H. Cear,

Towa,

Willicm Lyne Wilson, the Chairman of the Ways &nd leans
Committee, had been a educator, es well 8s a Cebinet member
before his election to Congress. During the Civil War he
had served in the Confederate Army under General Robert i.
Lee. The Federal Test QOath lavs had kept Vilson from practic-
ing law for sore years during which time he had be=n President
of West Virginia University. He was elected to vongress fram
a district where high tariffs on cocl were in fsvor so that
his views on tapiff reform were herdly in kecping with the
wishes of his district. He helped to freme the Mills Bill
of 1888 and vigorously opiosed the kcKinley Bill of 1€90.

The Wilson Bill enbodied his ideas in thet it embraced free

50
raw materials, and ad valorem instead of specific duties.
a8 yesarer

45. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. £ o€SS., D. 2522.
50. "Dictionary of Americen biography", Vol. 20, pp. 351-253.
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The condition of ths United States Treasury at this
time depended upon thre: fact rs, nemely: (l%lthe cheracter
of the volicy of the Secretary of the Treasury; (2) the amount
of surplus revenue 2vailable; (3) the generel economic conditions

prevelent in the country.

John G. Carlisle vas Cleveland's Secretary of the
Treasury from 1893 to 1€¢7. He wss born in Kentucky, of
humble parentage, had been a tescher, & 1l -wyer and, during
the Civil War, a State legislator. 1In 1887 he entered
national politics as a United States Representative. «hen
Cleveland a:,ointed Carlisle in 1693 the letter hed gained
the recognition of the American public as s stitesman and
economist, as well as a constitutionel 1awyer.02

The condition of the Treesury according to the report
,of July 1895 reveal:zd that the government income had s&n
increase of nearly 26,000,000 over that of 1892, in spite
of the fact that no tonds had been sold. During the sarme
period the government's expenses had been increese:c by
$38,000,000 over those of 18¢2, Kevertheless, a surplus of
$2,341,274.29 vweas in the Treasury and according to the
cstinates thet were mede for the next two reers this Treasury
report «nticipated a surplus. The &sctual conditions indicst-

ed that the " reasury faced severel perzlexing srotlems, namely:

5. J.kA.Barn.s, "J.G.Carlisle”, p. 203,
52. Ibid.
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(1) the Sherman Silver .‘ct of 1890 hcd caused a decrease in
the gold reserve which t:nded to destroy publiec confiderce,
(2) Eurorean invefgnfs had already started to licuidate their
Americcn securiti;;, (3) the surplus revernue of “~levelands
First Administration had vinished during the Earrison Admin-
istration, and the government now faced a serious currency
problem.54

On December 19, 1893 Mr. Wilson of iest Virginis eas
Cheirman éf the .ays and Meens Committee presentesd a bill
entitled, "House Resolution 4864, to reduce taxation, to
provide revenue for the governrient and for other purposesi?
Mr. Burrows, one of the Lichigan representetives on the
Committee of Ways eand ieans, requested that a minority report
be printed. Permission was gragged and the report vas made
available on December 21, 1x93. Thus by such action a bill
was introduced into the House of Representetives which was

to become a source of serious and prolonged debate, as well

as a ceuse for party divisions.

It was not until Jenuary 8, 1894 that the rouse resolv-
ed itself into the Committee of the Whéle to consider the
bill.57 Lr. Wilson opened the general debate, in which 265
of the %52 Representaetives took pert, by first indiceting the

need for tariff reform legislstion, end by esserting that the

o3, J.A.Barnes, "J.G.Carlisle", p. 201.

54, Ibid.

55, Congressional "ecord, 53 Cong. 2 -2ess., p.415.
56 . Ibid.

57‘0 Ibido
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proposed bill was &imed at a practical solution of that
o8
sroblem. In his introductory remearks I'r. Wilson stated
that:
The majority of tre merbers on the Committee

of Ways and i'eans who have prepered this bill do

not present it under any delusion as to its true

chsracter. They have had to deal with a system

that has grown uus through thirty years of legis-

lation. They do not profess tat thsv h:ve been

atle in one stroke of rcoform to free it from

injustice. 59

iire Wilson, in reviewing the tariff policies of tihe
pest, assert:d that protectionism hed cre:ted a privileged
cless vhs through the tariff b ought econoric and social
inecualitiss to the masses, and he further pointed out thet
the Republicén tariff of 1883 had forced the laborer to
pay 1174 ior 100% .of value for his wool clothing while the
MecKinley Act of 1890, also a -—epublicen measure, had raised

60

the price from 1175 to 25&%. He concluded that the natural
acvantage possess=d by smerica in having its iron and coal
mines in close proximity to each other hed not produced the
desi-ed social benefits under a protective teriff, but head
simply added to(;ﬁe strencth ard wealth of the ovners of

these pesources.

In referring to the condition of the Treasury lir.
Wilson sugg=sted that internal taxes could be .sed in meet-
ing the deficit if an amendment Tor a £, income tax on all

incomes over $4000 were added to the bill as recommended by

B8, Congressional Record, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., Appendix, p. 193 ff.
°9, Ibid.
60, Ibid.
61, Ibid.
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62
the ways and lieans Committee of the House.

’

On the evening of January 8 the bill w:rs again presented
for debate in the House before the Committee of thz “hole.
Mr. Lane, a Democrat from Illinois, &t that time spoke in
favor of the bill and urged its pessace for the following
reasons: (1) the Democratic party in the recent campaign had
prormised to revise the tariff downwe~d and the proposed
bill constituted a general reduction in the retes; (2) that
protective tariff laws were unconstitutional because they
constitute class legislation and such legislation had been
dedlared unconstitutional in the State Supreme Courts of
Iowa, Kansas, lMaine, and lMichigan; (3) because teriff does
not produce high wagzs--they are merely the result of
conditions in the American lebor m:rket end was further
demonstrated by the f'act that those industries protected by
the high teriff of 18390 had, in many cases, lowered wages;
(4) That tariff revision was essential to ecualize the retums
on farriers investment with those of the manufacturers vho
had rmade profits amounting to 363% before 1890, and 44
after 18¢0 whi%e the ferrers investment return averaged only
two per cent.e‘5

A Republicen member of the House from liassachusetts,
I:r. Morse, continued the debate for the o position by d=z=clar-

ing that the tariff was not a tax on the fmerican people, &¢nd

‘62, Cong. Record, 55 Cong. & Sess., Appendix, p. 193 ff.
63, Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., p. $38 fr.

[ g
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by referring to salt as an example he showed that while a
duty of 32 a pound hzd been imposed, yet the farmer could
buy all the szlt he needed for 50¢ a barrel--the barrel
included. He also maintained that wool farmers needed
protection from the imprortation of foreign wool at a chesap
price. MNr. hMorse blamed recent railroad failures to the
Democrstic threat to destroy that teriff crotection which
was vital to those compsznies. After cozparing the clatforms
of Andrew Jackson end Cleveland to show thet Cleveland's-
tariff views were oprosed to those of Jackson, he expressed
his disapproval of the proposed 1w by giving as lis reason
thit it was an atternpt to show favoritism to interests of
the majority party. In proof of this Lir. Morse pointed
out that protection was teken away from northern lumbering
interests which were known to be Republicen, while protectim
was increased for the chocelate industry, which wes located
in & district strongly Democratic.64

kr. Bell, a Democratic Tepresentative from Texas erose
to define the difrersnce between a protective teriff &nd a
revenue tariff., The protective tariff he stated prohibits
the sale of imports wiiile a revenue tariff on the other hand
is so adjusted &s to permit the entry of imports but exacts
customs duty edeguate for the United States Treasury. When
protection is practiced not only is government revenue cut

off, but the people are taxed in other ways in order to meet

64, Cong. Record, 58 Cong. 2 Sess., D. 546 ff.
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the expenditures of governmcnt. Eell illustrated his point
by commenting that & pair of shoes imported to sellf at
51.25 would yield & tax of twenty-five cents to the govern-
ment while shoes manufectured within our country of the same
quality might sell for 31.20 & pair, but the twenty cents,
instead of boing paid to the government in a tax would be
added to the profits of the manufscturer. On this basis the
growth of wealth in the country tended to be one of inecualitw
and unfairness. In his desire to further ccnvince the
Committee of his contention, kr. Bell pointed.out thet while
the cost of labor on a :;¢ir of Americeéen-made shoes was
twenty-five cents in ingland the labor costs were tuirty-
four cents a pair.65

In answer to itne statement of rr. hMorse, who advocated
protedtion for wool growers, kr. Bell said that since the
price of wool in London had been higher than in the United
States from 1867 to 1891 with the exdeption of two years,
1871-1872, it seemed correct to concl:de that the teariff
was %ﬁ; the cause of a feir wool price as Znglend had no
tariff: Iir. Bell continued his remarks by attributing the
csuse for depresséd economic conditions of the country to
the L.cKinley tariff of 1890 which, he claimed, had caused
the home industries to overproduce, thereby flooding the
‘markets et a time when :gricultural indebtedness prevented a
like extension of buying power to increase ccnsumption enough

to consume the goods. He continued by stating that p=ople

65 Cong. Lecord, 53 cong. 2 J€ss., p. 548 If.
66, Tbvid.
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vere starving vhile the banks bulged with money--a condition
due .to an une ual distribution of »Hrofit causcd by a protect-
ive tariff system. After citing the reductions that would
result from the new tariff proposed, I.r. Bell concludzd his

remarks by arguing that thzvproposed law wes a just one es

vell as a party necessity.

The debate for the opposition was continued by Lr.
Bowers, a Pepublican from California, who remarked that
uncertainty was larcely tihe c.use of the present econowic
distress end that the basis of this uncertainty was the tariff
reform issue which had been before the .eople =sinces 1884,
After denouncing Democratic principles contained in the
proposed measure he pointed out th t the ruropean countries
would welcore such tariff legislation e&s was being vroposed
in the United States as it would cnable them to profit at
the expense of the American producer. Bowers quoted from
the Pall Mall Gazette of London, dated& November 9, 1892

656
which made the following cozment:

Both the merchants and unemployed vorking-
men of wngland have reason to rejoice at the
Democratic victory as with the pos ibility of the
reopening f the American merket to the goods of
Birmingham, Bradford, and lanchester. Cepitelists
will get a chience to rrocure some return on their
money invested and the workingmen will hrve &n
opportunity to get a decent ourice for their labor
without the necessity of striking. 69

After presenting several letters &nd getitions, which sought
to delfeat the bill, i r. Bowers retired to his =e:t. The

Committee of the Vwhole vty dissolved without coming to any

Cong. 2 Sess., p. 943 ff.

B7. Cong. Recor 3
5 Cong. 2 Sess., p. 559.

d,
68. Cong. liecord,
69. Ibid.
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decision on the measure.7o

On Jesnuary 9, 1894, Lr. Burrows, a -epublicen from
Michigan, attascked the vropossl because, first, it sunvlant-
ed the i'cKinley Bill which h:d successfully r cduced the
surplus, and secondly, because the revenue obtained by the
McKinley Bill vies needed by the Treasury, in &s much as the
uncertainty of American tariff policy had thro'n the country
into a panic. He went on to show that & great many new
textile factories h«d bezn established on thglstrenqth of
the po.icies set forth b;r the :cKinley Eill, Thet the
tariff wes c.nstitutional wes evidenced br the fact thet the
Constitution was designed to protect :merican weslfare i'r.
Bur:ows asserted, and he gt empted to prove his statements
by quoting from such eriinent Americens as James Liadison,
Thorias Jefferson, end Daniel Webster. A new title for the
bill was suggested by kr. Burrows which, if eccepted, would
have read, "A bill to lescsen revenue, to destroy imericen
ind.istries, :nd pause ize American labor."?:5 He concluded
b7 arserting that sd valoren duties offered too great an
opportunity for freud in the stating of the price &nd the val ue
of the gosds.v4

In the evening session of the same day Lr. Hain:cs, a
Democrat from New York, continued the debate b presenting

a petition from Troy, New York which asked for tre defeat of

70. Cong. Record, 55 Cong. & S€SS., p. 9o9.
71. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. £ Sess., p. 572.
"72. Ibid .
73. Ibid.
74. Ibid.
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75
the ..ilson bill. .fter drewing a pathetic zicture of

suropewn irdustrial conditions and pointirg out thsast the
Wilson bill would rroduce like conditions in smericay if
passcd, ir. Heines asserted that t'e opponents of the bill
76
had taken a Jjustifiable position.
The Populist Senator from Kansas facetiously ¢sked if

the Troy petition came from those vho mede collcrs and shirts,

77
or from the people who wore shirts and collers, and wrs
78
snswered by Mr. Haines with the single vord "both." Mr.
79

W. J. Bryen, t:e Decmocrat from lNebraska, asked to vheat

extent protection w:rs desired to which kr. Haines repnlied th%g
the protection of the kcKinley till wes all that wos needed.
Again kr. Bryan inguired of ir. Heines, that if such p-otection
vere granted, would lr. Haines be willing to help peas the

Sal
pending bill to vhich cuery i'r. Haines reclied affirmatively.

The Republican Representativé from Pennsylvania, Lr.

Woomer, continued the discussion by lauding the protective
theory of tariff legisl«tion be cesuse it fostered new industries,
and he was of the opinion thet at all tires & country as rich

in naturel resources as America should develop new industries

by giving them the protection from outside competition

essential for their growth. He thought the protective teriff

should be the :solicy of this country ¢nd that it should be

75, Cong. i'ecord, 55 Cong. 2 Sess., p. 604,
76, Ibid.

77, Ibid., p. 607

78, Ibid., p. 607

79, Ibid., p. 6.&.

80, Ivid., p. 608-

81, Ibid., p. 602-
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consistently meinteined. As to the comparctiv: adveartege
of the protective systerm to faormers, he stetzd that while
they might heéve to pay hiéher prices for some types of manu-
factured goods, ysct they would find conpené&ting benefits in
tariffs on wool, potatoes, and eges. In closing his remerks
he directed ettention to two vesknes. es of the proposed
Wwilson Bill, nemely: (1) it did ironicelly offsr a degree
of protection vhile the party sponsoring tre bill wes vehemently
declaring protection &35 un:arrented and unconstitutional,
end (2) the change from specific duties to 2d valorem duties
was & weakness of the bill vhich lr. Burrows of Liichigen had
already pointed out.ge

Mr. Pendleton, & Democret from Texes, favored the bill
by declaring thet in addition to "death end texes being two
sure thingss", might be added @nother certainty, and "that is
thet no bill which prcmises any substentisl reli-f to the
tax-burdened peopls will meet the approval of the tariff-
protected industries."83 The two tessks which the Democrat
party ought to purfo:m, &s Lir. Pendleton s'w trem ware: (1)
to reduce the tax burden as far as possible, erd (2) to see
that the taxéaurden wes ecually distribufed arong all clesses
of citizens. i He further declared trat protective tariffs

.

enabled mercheants to profitcer &t home end cut srices abroad,

82, Cong. record, 53 Cong. 2 sess., p. 608 ff.
83. Ibid., p. €11 f.
84, Ibid.
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and he contended that the protective system had destroved
Americen comrercial shipping, ¢s ¢ttested to by the fezct that
in 1860 United States ships carried thirty per cent of our
own imports &nd exgorts, while in 1294 Americen vessels were
carrying only fifteen per cent of our ovn goods.85 Lr.
Pendleton argued that the free list of the propos=:d bill
would hurt his district, but since the bill ves such & great
improverient over the [icKinley Aét of 1890 he vould favor its
passage, hovever reserving the ri ht to zdvocate such amend-
ments vhich, in his estimation, would improve the biil.86

As could be expected lr. Curtis, a Republican from New
York, opposed the Wilson bill because he thought it sought
to raise revenue and in so doing left enough protection to
throw the whole system of business out of b:ilance. He offered
as exanples in proof of this contention the reduction of
tariff duties on grenite, marble and sandstone, and added
that the laborers did not live in marble palaces they would
not be sble to profit by the reduction, yet they would be
taxed to make up for the deficit in the revenue the govern-
ment would loose by such reductions.87 Curtis w as of the
opinion that duty-free lumber wouid ultimately raise the price
of Canadian lumber because of an increased demeand for it,
that the Americen lumbering industry would cut 'ages &nd
prices, and the gpvernment would loose the tariff revenues

88
while our citizens would be taxed to meke up the loss.

€4 Cong. Record. 53 cong. 2 oess., pe 611 f..

86 1Ibid.

87 Cong. Record. 53 Cong. 2 less., Appendix, p. 36 f.
88 Ibid.
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By similar reassoning he opposed meny articles on the free
list claiming such a measure would unbalance the existing
relations between labor and industry, imperil revenues,
snd fail to equalize the government burden on the people.
He, too, blamed the uncertain tariff policy of the perty in
power for bringing about the Panic of 1895?9

The Republicen Representative from Illinois, Mr. Hopkins,
continued the debate on January 10, 1894 by quoting from
a document written by Mr. Ingersoll of Pennsylvania which
showed that the prices of goods of the protect d industries
were lower in sfmerica than in foreign markets.go By reveal-
ing a list of commodity prices for the year of 1837 and
cormparing them with a list of commodity prices for 1894 he
showed that the 1894 prices were less than the trices for
1837 and that while protection was not present in 1837 it
was in 1894, glkr. Bryan asked if protection had caused the
reduction end Lr. Hopkins replied that undoubtedly it hed,
in as much «s protection had forstered inventions eand through
inventions came cheaper manufactured goods.92 Not sctisfied
with Mr. Hopkins answer Lr. Bryan again askéﬁi if this reason-
ing also applied to agricultural products. Ir. Hopkins

retorted that he considered the reduction in farm products

as an effect of & low tariff. Ir. Bryan incguired, if he

89. Cong. Record, o5 Cong. 2 Jess., Appendix, p. %6 f.
90. Ibid., p. 632,

91, Ibid., p. 633.

92. Ibid.

$3 Ibid.
94'. Ibldo
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were to understand that the seme tariff which 1lovered the
price of ganufactured goods also rsised the .rices of farm
products.~5 At this juncture i.r. Hopkins declined to assume
any responsibility for whet kr. Bryan might understand, but
he did clsim to prove that protective tariffs were uriversally
beneficial by citing specific reductions in the selling
prices of products menufactured by protected industfies.
Mr. Hopkins concluded his remarks by expreésing grave fesars
for American labor if the ilson bill were passed because
he believed it would tend to lower wages, and by causing an97
increased inmport trade would force our workers out of jobws.
In the evening session of the scme day L.r. Snodgrass,
a Democrat from Tennesee, continued the deb:te by calling for
all true Democrats to vote for the ¥ilson Bill, &nd by re-
marking that those who were elected on the Democratic ticket
and who opposed the measure whould join the ranks of the
Republicansgggther than remain Democrats and hblock party
legislation. He confessed thét there were parts of the
bill which he did not like such s the high rste on finished
stecl, the duty-free iron and coal, the sugar bounty, and the
income tax of 2, on all incomes over :;4000--unless such a
tax would be graduated?9 By referring to and by quoting
Andrew Jackson he attempted to prove that the protective
tariff in American history had been 2nd continued to be both

1C0
unjust and unconstitutional. 3nodgrass declared that the

90, Cong. Record, ©3 Cong. 2 Sess., p. 633,
96, Ibid.
97, Ibid., p. 661.
98, Ibid.
99, Ibid., p. 662.
100, Ibiad.
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proposed bill would give a net ssving of 300,000,000 to the

Americen public annualy by.taking into consideration price

reductions, as well as by the lowering of taxcs due to the 101

increase in revenue when the prohibitive tariffs were lovered..
The Pennsylvania Republican Representetive, Lr. lkahon,

by presenting a brief history of the tariff laws of the

United States indiceted how the agricultural south had

gradually grown to ravor free trade, while the industrial

North had coite to demand the high teriff provision. To

illustrate this conflict of economic interests he ~uoted

from the “onstitution edopted by the Confederate States

which forbade protectiv%ztafiffs. I'r. Mahon, however, favor-

ed a protective tariff.

On January 11, 1894 i.r. Beckenridge, a Democret from
ientucky, spoke in favor of the iilson Bill by commenting
on its fairneﬁ%zfnd the inclusion of the principle of ad

valorem duties.,

On the same day i.r. P’ichards of Chio defined the is-ue
zs not being one of protection}zﬁfsus free trade, but r:tuer
an issue of reform or no reform. ifter citing the 18¢2
CampaignAas being for reform he orocceded to give a history

of the tariff in which he attempted to show that free trade

10L Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., p.662 T.
102, Ibid., pp. 573-688.

103 Ibid., p. 710.

104 Ibid., p. 713 f.



30

eras were times of independence and procrress, while high
tariff periods were productive of protected interests and
trusts. He concluded that *the remedy for Eg%s condition
could be found in a tsriff for revenue only. Relative to
tariffs favoring wool growers he pointed out thast the price
of wool was higher during the years from 1846-1860, with
the exception of the ptnic year of 1858, without protection,
than the nrice had been for the fifteen year period predeecd-
ing 1894, with protection. In addition to this he showed how
wool tariffs cnanged the cuality of wool:zn manufactured
goods by c=ncouraging the use of shoddy. Richards stated
that before 1290 the ratio of shoddy to pure wool had been
one to four, while it was raised to the r:tio of one to one
after the psssage of the LcKinley Act. In commenting on &ny
possible harm low ta iffs on iron might do, he pointed out
that free ore simply competed with sources of sunply that
were located within one hundred miles of the seaboard, while
for those iron mines located farther inlend the transoortation
across the land cost enough to give Zmerican ore a price
advantage. In answering the argument that protection makes
possible high wages Richards stated that weres in tihe tariff
countries of Germany and France vere lower than thev were in
the free-trade countrics of Belgium and Engla%g? o7

Mir. Bverett, a Democrat from Mausachusetts, continued

the debate by suggesting that later he wished to Propsse an

105, Cong. necord, 56 Cong. 2 Sess., p. 713 f.
106. Ibid.
107. See Appendix C.
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amendrnient to the bill, But that at the present time he would
defend it as it stood%oq He cuoted from.the writings of
Alexander Hamilton to show that Z“uropean high protection made
it essential for the United States to adopt a similar policy,
and sugg:sted that if we feared the competition of =uropean
labor then we should meet the issue by appropriate legislation
restricting the migration of such labor to our countri?g
He further stated that the system of protection violated
the princicles of Christianity end was, therefore, pagan,
since it promoted the int=rest of one country at the expense
of all others%lo

The Re_ublican Representative from Mew York, Mr. Payne,
who was next to speak was of the opinion that no one liked
the VWilson Bill completely in its present form. He felt
that verious tariff schedules were treated in the bill ss
local issues and that the bill with its suggested amendments
was simply catering to local interesté%l while he did not
favor the passage of the bill he did fevor its preservation
es a monument to the folly of the Democratic party%lz

Mr. Siiipson, a Populist Representative from Kensas,
next wished to place himself on record as favoring a tariff

113
{or revenue only. Agriculture being the backbone of American

108 Cong. Record, 50 Cong. 2 S€sS., D. 706.
109 .Ibid., p. 762.

110 . Ibid. "

111 . Ibid., p. 765 f,.

112 . Ibid.

113. Ibid., p. 772 f.
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life, kr. Simpson declared the s.ccz2ss or failure of the
country hineged on the condition of that basic economic
activity}l4 Eetween the years of 1850 and 1290, he remarked,
the farmers decreased their holdings of the wealth of the
nation from sixty to forty per cent while in the country at
large conditions were in ccntrast to this. ‘'ealth had
incressed in the nation ovar 237% durirg the years from 1850
to 1880, but during this period the gross income of the

farmer was only six per cent, while that of the manufegturer
averaged over two hundred per cent on his investment}ld

Wwhen asked by Mr. Bowers from California is he would sattribute
the decline in agricultural wealth to the Republic:n protective

policy, kr. Si - pson replied thst §§6most certainly would

place that responsibility upon it.

Another Republican, AMr. Danicls of Virginia, next spoke
by discussing the constitutional aspects of the cuestion.
He stated that since t e states had the power to levy tariffs
before the Constitution of the United Stat.s wis adopted, then
the Federai Congress did not now possess that euthority
since the power still rested with trhe several states, if
tariffs by the rederal Govern:ent were to be declered
unconstitutional. He endeavored to show that the teriffs
passed by the States previous to the adéption of the United
States Constitution were prot ctive in purpose, ana then to

prove that such protective nieasures should now be provided

114, Cong. ecord, 53 Cong. 2 Sest,, p. 772 f.
115, Ibid.
116, Ibid. °
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by federzl law, he cited the Supreme Court decision that
declared a ..tate could not set up tariff barriersl.le He
further explained how the provisions of the Act of 1830 gave
trhe right to American manufecturers to rave refunded to tinem
99% of the teriff they naid on rew materials when they shioped
the finished products made from those raw meterials back to
foreign countries. In this way a free trade relationship
was established for the manufacturer but it did not give

corresponding advantagef to the consumer. Mr. Dani-=ls
19

opposed the "ilson bill.

Mr. Hermann, a republican frf§00regon, opposed the bill
by presenting st:ctistical m=terial favoring prot=ction which
broug -t out the fact,'that while in the United States the
laborer earned from ;249 to $258 more a year than his English
cousin yet it allowed more than énough for a protective
tariff end at the same time pay American labor a higher wage%Zl
Mr. Hermann's argument.was largely concerned with the merits

P

of the McKinley Bill.

The Democratic Representative from New Jersey, Mr. inglish
placed teriffs in three categories, namely: (1) the tariff
of robbers for protection only; (2) the tariff of idiots
providing insufficient revenue and giving no protection; (3)
the tariff for revenue only for which the Denocratic party

123
stood. He rejected entirecly the idea that industry any

1i7. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 oesS., p. 77. T.

118. Ibid., p. 777. (Priggs vs. the State of rennsylvsnia)
119. Ivid., p. 777.

120. See Appendix, D.

121. Ibid., Corig. ‘ecord, Appendix, p. 507,

122, Ibid.

123. Ibid., Cong. Record, p. 7€9.



longer neceded to be fostered by protectio%f4

Xr. Pickler, a Republican from South Dekota, was the
next merber to engage in debate by steting that over one-
sixth of the imports of 1889 were osroducts which competed
with the American farmer, and that the re:seal of the LcKinley
Bill would not only restore that condition, btut ‘n addition
would give the Canadian wool growers &nd horse brecders the
opportunity to compete with us. Mr. Turner of Georgia
replied to lMr. Pckler by pointing out that an ed v:clorem
duties vould give even more protection than the specific
duties of the _cKinley Bill. HHe attempted to prove his
contention b citing a comparison of duty on a ten dollar
l.exican mule with the duty on a one hundred and tifty dollar
mule that would coripete with Dakota mules. He added that the
wilson Bill would require a thirty dcllar cduty on the valuable
mule, but only two dollars on the lexican mule., Under the
icKinley Act both would be taxed alike, under the '“ilson
Bill the importation, that would compcte with the Americen
product of velue, would receive ecual protection asccording
to Mlir. Turneg?s

Mr. Grosvenor, a republicen from Ohio, undertook in his
remarks to explain why Americean-made goods thtt needed
protection at home were sold cheaper abroad than &t home by

Aamerican manufacturers by stcting t at such goods were of an

124, Cong. Record, 54 Cong. 2 3€SS., DPe. 777,
128 Ibid., Appeudix, pp. 45-46.
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inferior quality since forcign tariff laws permitted low
126
quality goods to be irportec for a lover tariff bounty.

The Democretic Heprsentetive from I'ew York, i'r. Cockran,
who vas a member of the lays and Means committee, stated that
it was the uninformed wno feared th:t the proposed bill
would bz unable to raise sufficient revenue, and to support
his rcmark he cuoted from Lr. Took, as "perheps the greatest
authority who ever wrote on pric:s," as follows:

The breaking down of the old berricrs to

the free exercise of the skill and industry of

the modern states is ecugl in its economic effect

to the discovery of a new and beneficient agent

in neture, to the opcning of a fresh continent

or the access to a new South Sea., 127

Much discussion wes provoked &s 0 whether increesed
imports wo 1ld not slow down internal production and thus off-
set eny benefits of reduced tariffs. kr. Cockren maintsined
the negetive position throughout his discussion by assert-
ing thrat cur iwports would consist of those products which
we ought not to produce esnd for which we could better trade

goods that we couldlggtter tasrade goods th#t we could more

efficiently produce.

lr. wWweadock, a Democreat from iichigan, adivocated e
revenue tariff only snd then expressed his egpfggal of the

~1lson Bill &3 esteblishirg good revenue rates,

126 Cong. Record, 56 Cong. 2 Sess., Zppendix, p. 142.
127, Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 3ess., Appendix, p. 11 ff,
128, Ibid., Apv., p. 11 ff.

129, Ibid., App., p. 213.
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Mr. Doolittle, & Republican from Washington, added his
sup;01t to the orposition of the debate by basing his
arguments on the previous thirty years of rrosperity attribut-

1
ing it to the ,rotective policy of the kepublicen party.

Mr. Bryan, a Democrat from Nebraska, was granted unlimit -
ed time to discusc the proposed reesure. He stated that
the bill as it stood reduced by fiftv per cent the taxes
imposed by the LcKinley Bill of 1890%01 Protection wes
attscked br him bhecause raised prices proportionate to the
increase in wages thereby leaving the menufacturer to reap
tiie sole benefits of high tariff laws. To substentiste this
statement he choved the decreese in the value of farm lands
in 'ew knglend from 1820 to 1890, while in the earlier period }
from 1850 to 1860 under low tariffs land values had increased%dz
In referring to the coal indust-y he remarked thut, if we
could not produce coal ss cheaply as Canada, then we had
better produce =sormething which Canada could not produce &nd
buy our coal%os Lr. Bryan defendcd the gradusl reduction of
the sugar bounty et the rate of 121% each year for eight
years as provided for in the proposed bill on the ground
that it prevented a sugar tariff, while st the same time,
it gradually reduced the governrent expense occzsioned by
the bounty. The tax reduction effected by th;s bill would
amount to $75,000,000 directly according to the imports of

1893, am vwell as an estimeted saving of ;375,000,000 being

130. Cong. R.cord, cu Cong. 2 Sess., p. 606 ff.

131. Cong. Record, 53 Ccng. 2 Sess., App., p. 219 ff.
132.. Ibid.

133., Ibid.



taken by American Manufacturers who vere eble to rcise prices
g0 that the people would pay four dollers in price increases
before the Government obtained cne dollar in r=venue. The
total saving according to Lhr. Bryans' estimiate would amount
to g%ze dollars per capita or twenty-five dollars per femily
head. i.r. Bryan looked upon ad valorem duties &s the falrest
method of taxation end he accused the opronents of the measure
of waving the "bloody shirt™ on the wool schedule, when they
stated the bill was & Southern measure in es much as Texas
alone raised more sheep then all the lNorthern States, and yet
they were willing to grant free wool to textile mills of
Massachusett§?5

The general debate on the bill closed on January 14,
1894, Durirg the morning session of Jenuary 15, 1894, Mr.
wWilson, the Chairman of the Ways ¢nd Lieans Committee, request-
ed that the bill be taken up section by section. After some
discussion &8s to the %E§Priety of such a proceedure his
suggestion vas adopted. From Jenuary 15, to February 1,
1894, the datei%gg Deriocratic caucus had set for the final
vote on the bill, the day segsions were given over to consider-
ing the variqus sections of the bill while the evening scssions

were rarked by grolonged debate.

Mr. Hudson, a Populist frou kansag, spoke in favor of

the bill and cspecially .avored the income tax feature &lthough

134. See Appendix L.

135. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., App., p 219 ff.
136, Ibid., p. 822.

137. Allen Nevins, "Grover Clevelend," p. 566.
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he did not advocate the income tax on Corporstions in &s
much as so m¢ény of the comnon neople held stock in tho:e
corporations. Hudson also expressed a desire to have the
inconme tax graduated according to the amount of income
received alluding to guotations from ¥nslish stetcocsmen vho
138

believed in a gredusted income tax.

Mr. Sperry, @ Democrat from Connecticut favored a teriff
for revenue only by remerking that:

It is a condition thot confronts us. It

is a condition which ought to be met without re-

gard to theory. The condition is one to which

this House ought to give its innediate sttention.

T:e Secretary of the Treasury 1is todey besecching

Congress to grant him perirission to issue bonds

to run the government into debt in a tire of

profound peace. 139
He attacked the wilson Bill because at a time when increesed

revenue wes needed,l %t proposed to reduce the government
4

income from tariff.

Mr. Post, a Republicén from Illinois, addressed the
Committee of the ihile on "party responzibility" asserting
that the welfare of all the ieople vas the duty of eny party
and since the Fepublican tariff had trought .rosperity while
the Democratic tariff had brought depression tne peth of
duty was clear, the proposed bill was not to be regarded as

141

a good thing for &ll the ceople, I'r. McKeighan, a Populist

from liebraska spoke in fcvor of the bill because a FProtectime

138 . Cong. Récord, 58 vong. 2 .ess., App. p. 42 ff.
139 . Ibid., App., p. 107 ff.

140 .Ibid., App., p. 107 ff,

14} . 1bid., Apr., p. 86.
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tariff benefitted cnly 125,000 zeople at the expense of all
the rest, while Ikr. Hayes a Democrat from Iova favored t:re
bill not as an end but r~trer as a constructive step toward

142
a turiff for revenue only.

Lr. Celdwell, & Republican from Ohio, opposed the
measure on the ground thet a free wool provision would decressc
the number of sheep in the country &end be disssterous for thnat
industry's future.l45

Mr. Sibley, a Democrat from Pennsylvania, address:d the
Committee first in osposition to the issuing of bonds to aid
the Treasury deficit and suggested a legal tender bond bear-
ing 2 interest to be used in payment of pensions until either
the deficit was removed or bonds had been iszued to the extent
of $50 per cepit§?4 These bonds would be legal tender except
for import duties snd taxcs. He next spoke in favor of an
incorie tax calling upon &ll Democrats to support such a

145
mcasure as a just means to provide government revenue,

Mr. Bell. a Yemocrat from Colorado, spoke in favor of the
income tax provision but expressed fears of its passage due
to the general fecling of doubt that persuaded legislators on
the proposal. He looked upon the meesure s bsing rore

equitable then sny previous revenue bill but nroc=eded to

point out that slready the balance of trade had turned

1427, Cong. Record, 5o Cong. & Sess., D. 1020; App., p. 1452.
143 . Ibid., p. 1026.
144 , Ibid., p. 1030 ff.

145.. Ibid., p. 1030 ff.
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unfavorable to the United States under the threat of frse
trade just as it hed done under the free t:rade status that
existed from 1857 to 1861, Fe concluded that the proposii6
bill should not be pecssed le:t it repeat these conditions.

A

A considerable nurber o minor aiendments were made to
the bill on the floor of the ‘ouse and many more we-e DProros-—
ed ‘hich were not passed. On the whole the am n<ments to

the ©till &s recomm nded by - he 'ays end keens Committee were
neither numcrous nor «s a rule important{47 rowever, two
important emendrents were passed which were personally propos-
ed, namely: (1) e provision for a free wool schedule to teke
ffeet immediately, and (2) ¢ provision {hgt ell sugar
bounties were to cesse after July 1, 1894% It was lMr.
Johnson, a Republican from (Orio, who propos=d en amendment to
the bill, which Conrress passed by a vote of 112 to 102,
vlacing wool on the free ist irmediately. The @ommittee had
already plsced it on the free 1list, Rzg the change wes not

to be effective till December 1, 1894. ¥r. liarner, a
Democret from l’ew York next introduced an amendment thet
provided for all sugar bounties to be immedistely reveesled
andlg%ich would heve if accepted pleced sugar on the tree
list. The bill as previously reported out of the kays and
Means Committee had provided for a gradual reduction of the

sugar bounty over a .e:iod of yeigi at the rete of twelve and

one-half per cent for eight years.

14 ¢ Cong. =ecord, 53 Cong. 2 3ess., p. 1079,

147+ E. Stanwood, "American Teriff Controversies", p. 324.
148+ Ibid., p. 100.

149+ Cong. kecord, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., p. 947.

150+ 1bid., p. 947, ’

151 Ibid., p. 1181 f.
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l.r. Robertson of Louisiana wiio shortly proposed en .
amendnient for the repeal of the sug:r bounty wished to continue
a fairly high teriff on the produc%fz Iie was supvorted by
Mr., Cannon of Illinois who arrsued that the Democratic perty
was inconsistent if it did not include a tax on sugar since
it stood in favor of a teriff for revenue only, end that
the sugar teriff head befn an accepted source of revenue for
over one hundred years%ds l.r. Cannon reminded the House
that, although the Democratic members hed opposed free suaig4
in the kcKinley bill of 1890, they were favoring it in 1-94.

Mr. Tersney of the Wavs &nd i eans Committee, defended
the bill b=zcause it was free from both a bounty and & duty
on sugar. He was of the telief that a bounty stood as a
wasteful unéonstitutional subsidy while & protective teriff
stood for an unf:ir tax on consumers for the benefit of
producers. The Democratic Kepresentative from Tennesee, MNr.
Cox, asked whetaer or not bounties were constituticonal to
which question LMr. Tarsney evasively answered by c¢:oting from
Mr. Cockran of New York who had remerked:

These protected industries e e in the

condition of an individual who hss been unon

a long debauch &nd thet to teke away from them

that which has sustsined them would result in

death, 196

while individual r.presentatives fevored teriff reform

in gener¢l, yet protection for the industries in their own

152 .. Cong. necord, 50 Cong. 2 SCsSs., p. 1248.
153 . Ibid., p. 1ll&6.
154 . Ibid., p. 1192.

155 . Ibid., p. 1192.
156 . Ibid., p. 1193.
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=

district secmed to be justifiecble, Mr. Mercer, a Democret
from Nebraska--a sugar bcet producing state, fevored a sugar
duty, while I'r. J. L. Weshington a Democrat from Tennesee,
ogposéd the bounty but favored the retention of the tariff
dut%?B A Republican from Celifornia, Lir. bowers, justified
the sugar bounty on the basis th:st it would produce a home
industry within a ten-yecar period, thereby freeing the
Unit d States irom its subservience to the foreign sugar

=
interesté?g He tried to strengthen his argiment by expleining
the effect of the coffee teriff on the price of coffee. He
informed t.e Ilouse that whenzver the coffee teriff had been
lovered the Brazilian producers hed ircreased the selline
pricz, so theét while the government lost revenue the ~merican
people paid just as much for th:ir coffee., 3Such exploitetion,
he rema{ggd, could be stogped only by & home-producing
industry. Neturally Mr. Blanchard from Louisiana fcvored
a sugar bounty to aid th: American cane sugar industr;?l
lir. Wilson of west Virginia explained that, while free sugar
with a decressing bounty vwas a compromise measure, an immediate
repeiézwould not do violence to the intent of the proposed
bill. ~fter consider:-ble debate Mr. Wa.ner's acendment for

free sggar was passed on January 25, 1394 by a vote of 161

to 48,

157 E. Stunwood, "Asericen Tariff Controversies", p. J20.
158, Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 iZess., p. 1194.

159. Ibid., p. 1196,

160, Ibid., p. 1197.

161, Tbid., p. 1200.

162, Ibid., p. 1205.

163, Ibid., p. 1250.



The most significant of &ll the House amendments to the
revenue bill wes the on: prusented on January 29, 1lcz24 by lir.
Mciillin, a Democrat from Tennesee. JThe proposed emendment
provided for an income tex of two per cent per eannum on all
incomes of persons end corporations vho:e gross receipts
totalsd 34,000 when the income was estimeted by includdng:

(1) all interest received on notes or bonds; (2) all income
from real estate sales; (3) all r.ceived by gifts or
inheritance; (4) all income as salary; but.excluding, (1)

all interest paid on indebtedness; (2) all texes paid to
federal, stete or municip:1l governments; (3) only one amount

of $4,000 from the incorne of &1l the employed in :<ny one
family{64 There were certain exemptionsfrom the incomne tex

as outlined by the crmendment providing that; (1) all religious
and chcritatle organizations should not be taxed; (£2) all
income from lederal bonds was exompted; (3) mutual insurance
compani. s were not required to pey;(4) the salari.s of Federal
employees were not to be subjsct to such a tai{65 411 residents
and citizens of the United States whether resident or not,

vere expected to file reports when their income excceded
+3,900. This also applied to all corporstions operating with-
in the jurisdiction of the i'ederal Government. In cese @
revenue coll ctor wts refused this information, the amend-
ment provided thct he ¢ uld obt=zin aid &nd mcke an estimete

of the income of such a person or fiim and after adding

fifty per cent thereto, could use such an estimate as &

184 U. S. Statute. at Large, Vol. 28, pp. ouo-061.
168 Ibid. :



166

¥ederel inco:e tax claim.

LT Lelzillii deferded his proposal by rirst atteck-
ing Republican protectionism ard bty asserting thet the tire
had core for using texes fof public ¢ocd rather tran for the
benefit of private interests. Tie estimeted the government
costs to be & per cawita which he believed shonld be paid
by a tax on what »ncrsons alreedy possessed%67Lr. Stone, a
Jermocrat from ¥entucky, incuired why ‘nited States bonds vere
tax-fr.e end to vhich I r. heciillin replied by stating thet
such exemption should not t< cont mplated for it seemed
uncenstitutional in his opinion%681r. Compton of i.aryland
ingquired as to the amo.nt of revenue the proposed tax would
raise, ¢nd 7r. Lckillin replied that é four per cent tax
on personal incoies would raise .:30,000,000 enruclly with
and additional 15,000,000 from t: e corporation and inherit-
ance taxes%sgln referring to the cuestion »f administration,
LchMillin asserted that 3346,000,000 had b-en reised by a
siuilar tax during the Civil Wer period when law and order
were lzss stable than they were in 1894}70Mr. liciiillin had
raised the question as to the source from which revenue to
off-set the reductions of the wilson RBill could be best
raised on the estates of the desd or the labor of tre living}7l
He pointed out, as the virtues of the new tax, its flexibility

172
and justice acs vell as its successful use in other countries.

166. U. S. Statutes-at-Large, Vol. 23, pp. 056-061.
167. Cong. R~cord, 94 Cong. 2 3ess., ADP., pPD. 411-420.
168. Ibid.

169. Ibid.

170. Ibid.

171. Ibid.

172. Ibid.
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The Reigublic:n l'epresentative from Pennsylvania, :.r.
Stone, pointed out that since protect’ve tiriffs had elweys

provided ample revenue for~ gove nuent expenses, it wes a

sound method which represented the -:c-ublican positicn and
173
should be continued as a perman-nt imerican policy. LT

Bartlett, a ‘emocrat from 'eow York, remarked that since the
Fopulists rather than the Democratic :latform had stood for
an income tex, the Denocrets wno favored such a tex vere
174
traitors to their party. In cuoting from ! r. Yavid a, Wells,
the well known sconomist, ir. Bartlett steated:
The prectice of texing property outside

of the territory end jurisdiction of the .:tate

and which, th=2r«=fore, the laws of the State can

in no way protect, merely because the owner is

a citizen or residernt of the state, rests uuvon

identically tiie s me principle es that which

constitutes the basis of bargandsge, namely,

that control of the person of the victim confers

the right to a revenue consisting of a pcrcentage

of the value of ¢1l1 the victims property of every
d=scription and wherever situated. 175

kr. Pence, a Populist from Colorado, proposed an amend-
rnent to the income tax amendment that vould h:ve gradueted
the incore tex by plecing & levy of 1% on all incomes between
2,500 end $10,000; 2% onell incomes between ;10,000 end
$30,000; 3% on all incormes tetween 330,000 and ~60,000;
4% on all incories between ¢6o,gg% and $100,000; 5% on all
incomes over 100,000 annually. r. Sibley of Fennsylvania

offered a subtstitute for i.r. Pence's proposal that would heve

173.. Cong. I.ecord, 93 Cong. 2 S_os., ADD., D..1642.
174 . Ibid., p. 1599. ’
175 . Ibid., p. 1599.

126 . Ibid., p. 1730.
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required a tex of 2% on t&ll incomes between %4,000 end
$10,000; 3% on all incomes between $10,000 ¢nd .;50,000;
57 on &ll incores between 50,000 end $100,000; 10% on all
incomes over $100,000. Sibley defended his suggestion by
a certing that it was based on principles in accordance with
the Bibit?v Due to the fact that debate wes limited little
discussion was provoked, but bothl;ge am-ndrments of L.r.
Pence and Mr. Sibley were rejected.

The income tax amendment to the Wilson Bill passed the
Committee of the thle on Februery 1, 1894 by a vote of
175 to 56. +sfter the vote, the Committee of the Whole erose
and lir. Richarson of Tennesee re.orted the bill to tre
House of Representatives. There was never any doubt that
the bill would pass the House quickly &nd eesily which it
did on rebruary 1l by a vote of 204 to 140, there being 8

179 180

Representatives not voting. Of this vote there were 194
Democrats and 10 Populists who voted for the bill, end 18
Democrats who voted egainst it. Of the dissenting votes
there were 9 from Iew York, & from Louilsiana, 2 from
Pennsylvania, end 1 esch from Il'ew Jersey, Connecticut, Rhode

Island, and KNebraska., It was evigfnced by this vote that

party unity wes fer from reelized.

During the riontls that the House of Representatives wes

debating upon thes provisions of the Wilson Bill the editors

177, Cong. Record, 53 CTong. 2 5€sS., pe 170l.

178, Ibid., p. 1732,

179, Allen Nevins, "Grover Cleveland™, p. 565.

180, Cong. kecord, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., pp. 1780-1796.
181, sllen XNevins, op. cit. p. 567.
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and journelists of the country were commenting on the wisdom

of such a m_.asure,

"The protectionist organs indulgc:d in an instant and

raucous outery, the New York T-ibune declaring that the bill

neant hauling down the Americen flag, end the Philadelphia

Public Ledger that it would practically revolutionize our

vhole economic structure." On the other hand the "extreme

free trade organs were ecually critical, Watterson's Courier-
182
Journal sttacking the meesure as feeble and inadeguate.”

The real truth was probebly staéted in the "New York Journal

of Commerce:

The reductions of duty are mueh more moderate
than hes generally been expected. As a rule,
the existing duties leave such a wide margin of
difference between tie prices at which home goods
can be profitably made and thosz &t which like
foreign ¢rticles can be i ported, thnat the
tariff goes far bevond 211 requirements for
"protective effort., The Proposed duties do not,
for the most part, even approximately wipe out
the surplusage of duty. DBeyond this, most of
the lceding branches of industry will be benefitted
either by an entire exemption of raw materials
from duty or by reductions of duty upon articles
partly manufsctured and which become the raw
materials of other products.......the spectacle
of an ind:strial revolution which has created such
ag incontinent scare all over the country is there-
fore dispelled. Those who had hoped for a fund-
amentally non-protective tariff find a tariff
still more highlg protective than that of any
other country. 183

sx=-opeaker of the House, Thomas B. Reed, wrote in the

North American Rcview of January 1394 that if the V.ays and

——

182, Allen Nevins, "Grover Clevelend", pp. 564-565.
183, Ibid., p. 565.
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lleans Cormittee had sought to paralyze business, they wo:ld

have devised no better way than to prolong the tariff controverég?
A contrary opinion was expressed by L'r. A. T. Lyman, the

Treasurer of the Lowell lLiassachusetts Carpet Co., who remark-

ed that the low price of wheat as well ss the gereral business
depression of 1893 had effected business rather than the

185
tariff controversy.

An economist of California, who was & specialist on
tariff, lr. O, L. Elliot cxplained in the larch number of

the Overlaend Monthly for 1894 that both protection and free

trade sought prosperity, but differed es to the meens of
accomplishing it. He esserted that high wages must be earned
or they could not be paid, so that the solution of the tariff
vroblem demanded a series of new definitiomns relative to
society and new concepts of national life es well as a

186 .
revolutionary change in our industrisl conditions.

The Providence Rhode Island Journal, en independent daily,

of i.arch 22, contended that the Wilson Bill would bring to
an end the steps toward reciprocity encouraged by the LicKinley

Bill but that such a change would be berneficial in es much

&7

as the idea of reciprocity hed been a failure. On the other

hand the Chicago Record, an independent deily, favored such

agreenents as well as a bounty or tariff on sugar in order to

184. Public_Opinion, V. 16, p. 382.
185. Ibid.

186. Ibid., p. 618.

187, Ibid., p. 616.
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188
aid the Louisiana care and western beet s:cir interssts.

The Philadelphia Press, a Republican daily, of i.arch

16, 1894 held that suger wes tne chief item involved in
189
reciprocity and favored the House bill, while the Chicago

Herald, a Democratic paper of _arch 21, remarked that an

aczendment abrosfngng the reciprocity of the iLcKinley Bill
Q

b

wes rost needed.

In general, while the press comments were in the neture
of discussion relative to the merits and demerits of the
bill's several provisions, yet they manifested far more
concern over the rassage of some bill that would end the
uncertainty that had prevailed for months. The Republican
group opposed the bill &s could be expected, while tie
Democrats outside of Congress were dissatisfied with it
because it did not cerry throvsh enough of a reform as
indicated in the t.riff rates%gl

On February 2, 1894 Lir. Daniel .olsey Voorhees, the
Pemocratic senstor from Indiana, who had served in the FHouse
of Representatives during the vears from 1861 to 1866 and
again from 1567 to 1873 as Chairman of the Senate Finsnce
Committee, placed the bill entitled "House Resolution 4864,

to reduce taxation, to provide revenue for the Governnment

jeg. rublic Opinion, V. 16, p. 617.
189. Ibid.

190. Ibid.

191. E.Stanwood, op. cit., p. <21,
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and for other purposes" before the 3encte, and m ved that it
193 193
be referred to the Committee on Finance. It was so oredered.
kr. qusy, a képublicen from Pennsylvania, recuestsd that
copies of the bill be printed both in document ¢&¢s well as
in bill form. Lr. tuay's recus-t was grantedl.'g4

From f'ebruary 2 to iiarch 20 the press continued to
express wonder, wriile the people vaited for the introduction
of the wilson bill in the -enzte. For months before the
Bill reached the -‘enate "high-tariff lobbyists had been
conccntreting thelr pressure upon senators known to be
doubtful"%gsDuring the tire the Bill was in the hands of
the Finance Committee of the .enecte little is known &s to
what rappcned to the rneesure. It was first entrusted to
senators Vest and liills (&ills was not a member of the
Finance Committee) vho undertook to revise taeriff schedules
downv.ard beyond what the House Bill haa done., when this
became knovn certain Hemocratic Senators, who were opbosed
to even as much of a reduction as was provided for in the
House measure, took steps that resulted in a Democratic
Caucus in which the Louisiana Senators, especially ihite,
ergue& for a duty of either forty-five per cent ad valoremn
or a specific rate of one and one-half cents a pound on

96
sugar. "Pugh of #labama gave defiant notice thct he would

oppose any bill which placed coal and iron ore on the free

192. Dictiopnary of American DBioe¢raphy, Vol. 19, p. 291.
193. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., p. 1804,

194. Ibid., p. 1804.

195. Allen Nevins, "Grover Cleveland", p. 568.

196. Ibid., p. 572.
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197
list, and others rose in rebellion". Altiough "the :idministration

leaders, Voorhecs, Vest, Jonss, and Harris, %gpued hotly,
they ssw t 2t a compronmise was inescapable“}JuThe Caucus
finally chose a sub-committee of the Finance VYormittee
consisting of Vest,O{ones, and ¥ills who vere given instructions
to modify the Billlééough to secure the votes of forty-three
Democrats. 'hey wore to pergonally interview the Democratic
Senagogs in order to find out just what they wanted in the
Bill.O

The comzosition of the United States Senate in 1294
consisted of forty-four Democrats, four.Populists, and thirty-
seven itecublicins. The Populists could be counted on to
vote for the bill if it inciuded an income tax provision
but such a provision would be sure to alienate oﬁe Democrat
(Mr. Hill of New York) and all the Republican;¥XLAlthough no
official 1list of the Senators who opuosed the bill wes made
availa*le, it is certein that "the antegonism felt in the
Senate wes both revealed and accentuated by Cleveland's
militant attempt to slace on the Supreme Court bench & man
personally repugnant to Hill. Following the death of Justice
Samuel Blatchford in the sumser of 1893, the President short-
1y nominatedagglliam B. Hornblower of lew York City to this

2

vicant seat". This ves & very wise choice es ilornblower,

besides being a Princeton graduate, was the head of an

197, Allen Nevins, "Grover Uleveland", ©o. 572.
198, Ibid.

199, TIbid.

200, i,Stanwood, op. cit., p. 328.

201, Ibid., p. 327.

202, Allen Nevins, op. cit., p. 569.



important lew firm. The apjointment, however, was too much
for Hill who looked upon lornblower as a bitter eneny, because
two years bzfore Hornblover had been on a Committee of
Investiretion for the kew York State Bar Association. This
committee had found Hill and his fricnd Ise:c H. liaynard
"euilty of an utterly unjustifieble crive"%OSMaynard, wvho at
that time vas deputy c¢ttorney-general a&nd ecting counsel for
the Board of State Canvassers, had comiitted a theft of the
public records of Dutchess county in order to make certeain

of ti:e Democratic control of the state Senate. Hill now
rallied his friends to defeet the ap.ointmont &and wts success-
ful ty a ballot of six votes due to the f:rct that Cleveland
took no peins to influence his friends in the Zenate since ho
sgllowed no persozal situations to influence his decisiuns &as
a public servant?O4Uleveland Turther defied Hill by passing
over the nomination of xufus W. Peckham who would have been
acceptable to ilill, and eap-.ointed Feclham's brother, l'he=ler
H., Peckham, who had becen even more eaggresdive than Hornblower
in reve:lirg Hill's misconduct in as much as hegggd been the
President of the lMew York State Bar Association. Again
Cleveland's prestire w:s disturbed for the Senate lggeby the
intriguing Hill, rejected the a» .ointment of Peckham.

The President then ccpitulated by eppointing iZenator White

207
of Louisiana to the office. This whole affair was an insult
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to the Prasident end a victory for the Senate op-osition

. . - . 20
which tended to encourage further dissension.

several Senators, ¢mong them Hill of New York esnd <mith
of New Jersey® did not conceel their diseépnrovel of the
incore tax feature of thz wilson bill, Senatof Laurphy of
New York reveeled his tariff position b insisting upon
protection for collars and cuf'fs &t least. Senators Brice of
Chio and Gorman of lLaryland were looked uuon as the leaders
of an "insurgent™ group which included the tbove mzntioncd
as well as the Jenators from .est Virginia, lLaryland, end
Alabema. These "insurgents™ needed to rmuster but five
Democratic votes in order to block revenue legislation. It
was therefore inevitaeble that certain dccided chenges vould -
have to be made in the House Bill when it recched the Senatéfh
On kMarch 20, senetor Voorhees of Indiana announced that
the Finance Yommittee was ready to report the bill out on
April 2 for the Senate's consideratioﬂ%loThe bill reported sas
ready et this tiue leid a moderate tariff on those cormodities
rost discussed in the caucus, n.mely: suger, iron ore, and coiﬁi
Lr. Voorhees wes interrogated by hr. ikanderson, a iopulist
from lebraska, as to whether or -ot the amendments and changes
would be available in printed form, to which cuery Iir.

212
Voorhees re:lied that such could not be definitely promised.
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IL.r. cPherson, a spublican from ! ew Jersey, announced
that while he did not favor the entire bill yet he did think
it to be a feir comororise in as much as the Committee had

213
differed so widely.

AS scheduled the *evenue Bill was presented on foril 2
to the Jenate which resclved itself into the §ommittee of the
whole for debate on the measure. kr. Voorhees, Chairran of
the sinance Committee, introduced the measurs br first
reconeiling the _.aradoxiczl nasture of a measure which propos-
ed to i:creese government income, and at the same time propos-
ed to reduce the tarifr. Ie introduced statistics to prove
that sufiicient revenue co:1d be produced by the mcasurg%4
Voorhees attacked the doctrine of protection by presenting
certain merits of the progosed bill in contrast to the
protezction f previous ressures. He beéiived that ad waloren
duties were prefercble to specific ddtiesdand, although he
favored dutv-free rew wool, he did not orject to a low tariff

on menufectured wooslons, nor was he oprosed to & moderate

duty of one-eirhth cert g¢cr pound on sugar.

Mir. aAllison, a iepublican from Iows, continued the debate
by emphesizing c=rtein defects in the bill as seen by the
minority. He stated that the inco e tax as well as the sugar
tariff represented a departure from the accepted methods of

exation «t a time when higher tariffs with specific duties

213. cong. Record, 53 tong. 2 OES5S., D.
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vvould improve business ethics since specific duties would

be less easily evadeg}v Senator i ills, a Democrat from "axas,
addressed the ..encte in favor of #d valorem duties by stating
that democratic taxation should be sccording to the value of
the goods rater than according to its quantit?%a Senator
Peffer, a Populist from Kansas, expressed concern about the
mounting Government expenses by revealing that the annual
taxes amounted to five per cent of the assessed veluation of
the real property of the country, while indebtédness amounted
to thirtv-three and one third per cent more than the assessed
valuatioi}g He remarked that the esgimates of I'r. Voorhees
were shy by an amount of gG0,000,00ST Mr. Peffer's chief
objecticn to the proposed bill was that it discririnsted agseinst
the fermer by reducing ghe duty on agricultural products to
the extent of ¢3,300,OOO?1 As a reriedy he suggested his own
measure vhich provided for duty-free necessities regardless

s &

of the place of their manufeccturer.

On April 9 lr. Allen, a Democrat from llebraska, noved
that the debste should cease on June 4 so that & finel vote
could be tsken by June 7, but as Lir. S%%gman, a Republican
from Ohio, objected no action wes teken. Lkr. Hill of llew
York continucd the general debate by asserting trhat the party

in power was responsible for action in e&s much as measures

more than men hasd been involved in the elections <f 18%0 end
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g}g' Ibid., p. 3148.
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224
and 1£92., ~s~fter finding feult with the President's Hawaian

policy, he cormended the generel behaviour of thne administration
and pointed-out especially tiie handling of the ~herman Silver
Purchase Act as well as the repeal of Federal «~lection Lawg?5
In acdition to recognizing these sccomplishrents, he urced

the need for tarif reform in the light of the dcpressed
econor.ic conditions of the country snd called for united action
on a non:oertisian basis in order to remedy the Treasury
deficit?QGAt the s:zre time, he voiced tre objection of lew
York Stite to subiit to any form of an income tax for Federal
revenuezf7 i.r. Hill rext quoted from President Cleveland's
liessage to “Yongress of vecember 4, 1893 in waich he had
ientioned a cor.oration income tax, but had ge"ained silent

on the ¢dvisability of a personal income tax:%zBesides fing-
ing fault with the general principle of such a tex, Mr. EHill
ascerted that the exemption of {4,000 ﬁas too high if such

a tex vere to be enected. e further attacked the income tax
8s being inguisitorial, since it recuired that all p:rsons
taxed would be obliged to give & compl=te sccruntirng of their
income sources. Due to these objections the proposed m=axzure
appeared to Mr. Hill as gggng too revolutionary and

unnecessary «t that tire. Mr. 5ill asked the Zenste to contrest
the experience of the country during the Civil War times when

ew York State alone paid three per cent of the income tex

as against the Bastern &nd iiid-Viestern contribution which

524 . Cong. Record, 50 Cong. 2 S€SS., Dp. 3307-3358.
z25. Ibid.
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amounted to seventy per cent of the inco.e tax collections,
with a teriff that wes collected from all sections slike, amd

230
then decide which was the rore egquitable tex to levy.

The debate wes corntinued by "enator Lodge, & Iepublican
frori Massachusetts, who contended that two questions vere
involved in the tariff, nemely: (1) trne domestic effects of
the tariff uon business end wages as well &s on the general
prosperity of the country, and (2) the theoreticel considerations
which involved a choice between protection or free trade.

r. Lodge defended the theory of protection by stating that
tiiere were twenty-eight paupers for every one thousand persms
in ®ngland, Ireland, and :-cotlesnd, wvhile in the United States
trere was only half & psuper for every thousand pevsons%3l

He further- shoved thet the reduction of the tariff would
rerove from labor meny American workers, so that thenggfects
of the psnic would be increased as well es prolongedfOQ

l’r. liorgan, a Democret fro:.: «-labame, opened his d=bate

by cuoting from tre 'ew York ivening Post as follows:

The ' ill-Gorman-Pugh school of Democrats in the
senate, who a:e trying to block tariff reform
ought to have their eyes opencd by the eddress
issued by the I.innesota Democratic fssociation
yesterdey. “his is exactly the sort of pronun-
cismento which is needed, because it neies the
offenders, tne two from ilew Jersey, the two from
louisiana, the two from raryland, the two i'rom
Alabama, Camd:n -of .est Virginia, and iirice of
Ohio. These are the 1::n who wear the rask of
Democreéts that thev may the better betr:zy our
cause. These thev sre who hsve vrought this
marvelous chenge putting our perty in the attitude

230. Cong. Bccord, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., p. 3565.
231. Ibido 9 pp. 3611"56230
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of defeat end giving our oponents that of victory. 233
r. Morgan pleaded not guilty to this charge by pledging his
supoort to the Eg&l es it was repo:rted out of the Senate
Finance Committeef4

Lfter a few duys of debate it became evident that
moderete duties would not be acceptable to the 3enate. Wien
the Reopublicans borgan to predict the defeat of &ll tariff
legislation L.r. Jones of Arkensas, took the bill under his
personal charge only to find that certein senators "hed

entered into a corbinstion confi. ed tooggemselves to stand by
<0

one another in their diflerent demands"., Jones resolved to
"eo throuclhi the bill peragreph by caragraph with each of the
dissstisfied Democrets" end in so doing he discovered thet the
combination wic headed by Corman of laryland and supported
by others who were backed by "some of the most powerful

) 236
econoriic interests in Lhe country". This group, which was
composed of Lurphy from New York representing the linen shirt
and collar manufacturers of Tror, CGorman and Fueh represent-

237

ing the iron and coal interests of their states and Smith of
New dJersey renresenting glass and pottery manufacturers, vere

238
all interested in protection. Jones took the revised emend-

ments, &s agreed upoh efter advising with as nany Deocretic
Senators &s wvo:1ld be re-uired to pass the bill, to the
Secretary of the Treasury Carlisli?g After a nine-hour
conference Carlisle was quoted by Jones as stating that he

would fevor those c. anges, 1f they would guarantee the
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passage of the bilf?o Cleveland expressed hope that eventually
free iron and coal could be gained, but favored the compromise
amendrients to get the ©ill through the Senate with the hope

that the conference would adhe:e more closely to the Prasident's

. 241
desires.

The Republican Senator from Oregon, kr. kitchell, first
uph:1d tie constitutionality of a high tariff in onnosing
the Wilson Bill, and at the same time, he expressed his fear
as to the effects of duty-free wool, lead, hay, &nd horses,
¢s well ss other agricultural products on which American
farmers Wﬂ%ld be forced to compete with the cheap zuropean
products; aﬁr. wuay, a Republicen from Pennsylvania, express-
ed regret thet the Finance Cormmittee had failed to do its
duty by not rewriting the House bill in orde¢r to free it from
its absurdities, sectionalisr, and injusticés. He spent
much time end meny wo:ds in d=fending high vrotection for
iron, steel aﬁd sugar and azsserting that these prosperous

industries constituta%i%rmtional asset and should be protect-

ed for the public good.

while Mr. licLeurin, a Dem-crat from iiississippi, did not
favor all the provisions of the me:sure, yet he favored its
passage because he wus convirced that it wes a step in the
direction of teariff reform since it sought to tax on the basis
of ability to pay§44ﬂe did not accept the 4,000 exemption of

the incomz tax »rovision, but advocated the eleriination of

2840. A1llen Levins, "Grover Clevelend', p. 570.
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that provision entirely and the raeising of teriff rates in
order to offset the decrease that would otherwise follow?45

Because the proposed rmeasure was designed to include
enough protection to secure a sufficient number of votes to
pass it in the Senate, Mr. Gallinger, a Republican from New
Hampshire, opposed its passage?4sBesides its compromise
provisions he expressed fear for those industries, whose
protection would be disturbed, and asserte:d that he was oppos -
ed to the income tax on the ground that it would rermove the
tax burden from the foreign importer to the wealth of the
North?47ln proof of his assertions that the Bill would'have
these disastrous effects, I'r. Gallinger noted the hopefulness
of Canada as well as other foreign powers that the Bill might
be passed?48

The Senetor from Linnesota, lr. Washburrn, not:d that thre
proposed bill ss it had come from the House edhered to the
Chicago Platform of 1892, but the Senate bill did not. 1In
as ruch ss the free list provisions of both nieasures did not
demand reciprocity on the pert of foreign countries, he
oprosed the Eill?490n the other hand 3enator kills from Texas

téted that while the present bill did not meet his whole-

hearted approval, yet it cvuld not be expected that a neasure
enacted by a legislative asscmbly representing so vast a

country could be entirely s: tisfactory to all sections. Ee

further remarked that he favored duties on cofiee, tea, sugar,

245. Cong. kecord, 55 Cong. & Zess., rp. o780-2783.
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cotton, wool, and rmanufectured goods, but at the seme tire low
enough to obtain only revenue for the government. l.r. ills
explained that srierican wheat was being k_.pt at home as a
result of the americean high teriffs which had prevented
vuropean producers fr.m sellirg their manufactured goods on
the Americsn mark:t thereby realizing credit for purchasing
Anierican wheat. In proving thst high tariffs do not give the
working r.an the advantace of higher wsges, t e Senator present-
ed statistics to show that the cost of labtor gmounted to a
larcer per cent of the value of the goods produced in BEurope
than in Amcrica; that is, wsuropean workers were naid & lerger
share of the vealth they produced than were Americen woiigré.
Mr. Liills c Ecluded hhis debate by urging tre imriedicte pacssage
of tne bill?oa

On April 25, 1894 Senator Harris, a Dermocrat freom
Tennesee, moved t et the sessions of the Senszte be held until
six o'clock in the efternoon dzily except Jaturday until the
reading of the bill co 1ld be completed and all amendrents to

253 254

the bill be passed. The rotion was agrecd upone.

Altrough the presentation of arendmients to t'e Lilson
Bill ber~:n April 25 in reality the debate on the Bill contimed
but the presentation of amendments wis in order. As soon &s
the Finance Committee presented its first arendirent which chang-

ed the date of its inauguration from June 1 to June 30 L.
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Aaldrich rrom Rhode Island, who wes the leader of the Republicen
oprosition, acsserted that such an amendrient was futile and
that the bill as all the Derocratic Senators vell knew wes
far from being in its completed form?SsHe went so fer as to
state that three or four hundred additional amendments were
being secretly ;lanned. when AMr. Voorhees guecstioned that
acsertion, hr. Aldrich rcaffirmed his statcment by saying
the £ill could not be intelligently discusscd in its present
form?561n reply to Senator Aldrich both the Senator from
Il1linois, ir. Palmer, and the Senator from Texas, I'r. Lills,
denied eny such possibilityzggr revisions. In reality these
Denmoncratic Senators were misinfo:ned for tihe Jones' amendrients
were as yet unpresentsd, but it was about time for them to be
introduced. It is now generally conceded that many of the
provisions of the Jones rriendments were dictsted by Revublicans
thraurh Democratic "insurgents"?SBMr. Shermen from Chio
protested the secr-cy with which the mejority of the €ormittee
hed handled therill, to whiéh Mr. Voorhces, tiie Yhairman of
the Committee on rinance, offeredAto give vo>ice to any nminority
ocinion of the Conmittee?59

The first amendment nroposcd by the Committee was never

passed, nor vas it tabled until llay 2. During the discussion

on that amendr=nt Senator Lodge from ..assachusetts, mainteined .
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that those Democrats, w o proposed to change the bill, ought
to air their proposals imnmediately before fhe Jenate?6o

Mr. Hosr, a <enublicen from liessachusetts, opvosed the
pro-osed bill deleyings action on tie p:i-t of the majority
party by & - rolonge: speech defending orotectionism &s a
vital part of americsen life?6lkr. Palmer {rom Illinois answered
».r. Hoar by esscrting that protectionism, it it were needed
to preserve industry, had served the same enc as communism but
for only a restricted group%o2

Lr. Gallinser from Vew Haupshire »r:posed &n amendment
resembling the provision of the jcKinley Act of 1890 in thet
it vould have alloved reciprocal tariffs to be afranged betwe:n
Canada and the United States at the discretion of a joint-
com:ission. However, the amendizent was soon withdrawn?(s5

"On ay 3 a fresh Democrstic ceucus, aominated by Jones
and his allies, resolved br a vote of 39 to 1, Iiill being the
dissenter, to su.port four hundred a'd eight new amendments
proposed by the Finance Cormittee--thet is, the Jones emcnd=-
ments"?64From nay 7 to July & these amendments were und T
consideration by the Senate. "The forty-three Denocrats"
that Jones interviewed, "stood together like a <tone wall end
redeerned their pledges like men"?65There was one break when

three Uemocrats joined the Republicans t— make the sugar

schedule effective im.ediately instead of January 1, 1895, es
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was formerly _.lanned.

The erniendment proposed by the rinance Committee which
occasioned m ch debate vies the proposal to take iron from
the frece list by pleacing a duty of forty cents a ton upon it?67
Immediately protests were sent to the Senate from the iron and
steel intersts of tie ¢ untry which derianded at least a duty
of seventy-five cents a ton, while, =t the same time other
petitions werz read requesting duty-free iron ore?68Mr. Peffer
of Kansas next proposed &n amnendment to th: amendrent to remowe
all duty from iron ore, but his proposal wes rejected?sg
Next lMir. Platt of Connecticutt proposed an amendm.nt to the
anmendrsient that wo.ld place a duty of sicty c?nts a ton on iron
ore, but his proposal was laid on the table?]OLr. Gorren of
Maryland sddress:zd the Jenate expressing hié o.position to
any great upset in teriff -rotection and by favoring the precsent
law becaise it fulfilled tre party pledecs in cutting tariff
rates far below the LcKinley rates of 1390 es well as the kills
Bill of 1€&88, and wet would provide s fficient revenue to pay
the Government's expenses%72

With sore furthef discussion on tne emendment it wes
agread to place a duty of fortry cents a ton on iron ore and
thereby one of the basic principieé of tariff refora was

273
sacrificed.
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The amendment d=aling with revisions of the sugar duties
provoked rajor discussion. Senator kandecrson, a Republican
from Nebrasxa, »roposed an amendmsnt thst would have coantinued
the ggunty on sugar until 1206, as provided by thke LcKinley
Bill?/4After Senator Jones, a Democrat from Arkansas, offered
an erendment to the House bill that would rave repealed all
sugar bounties after January 1, 1895, ir. I:anderson withdrew
his amendment?75

Senator Caffery, & Democrat from Louisisna, spoke in
favor of a sugear tariff or & sug: r bounty in order to protect
the sugar interests of his state. He expressed « préference
for a tariff in as ruch &s the bounty seemed to be unpopular?76
His proposal was sup.orted by his colleague Senator Bianchard
of Louisiana, who asse ted that such protection was needed in
order to preserve the sugar interests_of his state?77Although
Senator Peffer of Kensas expressed his views by remarking that
the issuing of government bonds was a W?ll Street suggestion
uncallad for by the financial neseds of the governmetnt which
could be easily remedied by internal taxes, yet he favored a
bounty instead of a tariff when it c:me to the question of

278
sugar.

sSenator Jones of Arkanses next presented an emendr=nt to
: 279
place a duty of fortv per cent ad valorem on sugar. This

proposed amendment vus the source of nmuch d«bate which finally
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reached a settlement in the s.gar schedule by providing for
280
such a tax. It passed Juzs O, 1894 by a vote of 35 to 28.

3enator Hale, a Republican, placcd an eriendiment before
t e Senate providing cu toms duties on hor:es and mules%el
His pronosal found supporters among those Jenators whose
constituencics woild have been benefitted thereby, but the
regions so efiected d}d not have sufficlent voting strength
to pass the amendmentfez

Senator Cullom of Illinois on behalf of the Re:ublican
opposition opened his address to the i3enate by giving & brief
history‘of the Wilson Bill in which he renarked, that the
4vilson Bill after a fight in the House had been sent to the
Senate from whence it was piloted into the secrct council of
the majority members of the Finance Cormittee. 3Senator Cullom
pointed out that the purgose of the Bill's provisions was to
oppress t e llorth for the benefit of the South. In order to
remedy this evil he feavored a general revision of the rcasu.e
which would afford tne necessary protectivs fes..i',ures‘?&5

The Republican Senator from :ontana, .. r. Powors, express-
ed his epproval of a wool tariffz because it would amply yrotecf
the finished product of the farm?84ﬁe was backed by nearly all

the Senators from the wool-growing statcs including senator

Peffer of Kansas, Hoar e&nd Lodge of Lhassachusetts, and Platt
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2895
of Connecticut. ihile duty-free wool wes theorztically

maintained, yet a good many gg_valgrem duties were placed
on wool by the Senate amendments?gb

The incorme tax featire of the BEill h«d aroused some
o.position in the House, but it wes in the Senate thet it
encountercd its bitterest struggle. .enator Hill of I'ew York
spoke first on thzt fecut:ire of the bill when it wis taken up
June 21, 1894?87From the point of view of party volicy, lr.
Hill contended that en income tax was an unwise mezsure in as
nuch as it w~s a Populist raﬁher than & Democratic feature,
and that no national erergency then existed to make such &
tax imper:tive and co 'demned it as a rider to the pro.osed
bill?BaTo show that such a tax was an unwcrranted innovetion,
which rad b:en made without tne sanction of the Democratic
Party Convention, Senator Hill pre ented a petition from the
Democratic business men of lNew York?sgIn referring to iingland's
income tax he argued that beccuse of Britain's committment to
a wer-time prbéram over a long period of years such a tax was
necessary, while the American situation did not permit the
United States government to resort to it durirg an era of
peace. He strengthened his contention by quoting the eminent
historian, Professor Goldwin Smith of Oxford University, who
had said thet such a tax constituted a d=moralizing influence

290
on any people, Lioreover, Hill mainteained, that since the
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states under their existing tax system were taxing hecavily
the larger incomes, & fedcral income tax wo:ld add to the
burden ot those who were already tearing the greater portion
of the municipal and state taxcs?glln concludirgs his remerks
SJenetor Hill cited the estimate of the Secretary of the
‘reasury, for the year of 1895 providing the Wilson Bill were
passed, which showed & surplus over ex ences cof some thirty-
one billion dol}ars even il the income tex Te:ture of the bill
were eliminated?gz

On June £2, Senatc-cr kyle of South vakoteé addressed the
senate by favoring the income»tax amendment to the Bill and
by offering as proof for the soundnzss of his idezs cuotations
from such eminent authorities &s Professor Ely, an outstand-
ing econo-ist at the University of ' isconsin, Professor
Thompson of the Social Science Department ¢t the ""niversity
of Pennsylvanisas, iLr. N. A. Dunning, Editor of the National
watchman, and Professor Levi, of Kings College, London, all
of who:;a favored an incoue tax as just and equitable?93
Senator Kyle continued by asserting thet wealt: had usually
becn favored by our svstoem of taxation, and he produced a
chért of strtistics indicating that the rich paid taxes on
eight per cent of the real value of their property while the
poor peid on the ave age of twenty-four per cent of the reel
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¥alue of their sroperty. . concluded his rema—-ks by remarkinc
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thet the decline in the revenue from the Income Tax of the
Civil Wwar period hed becn another illustration of the fact,
that the righ vere unwilling to bear their just part of the
tax burden?“5

The next provision of the Bill, which c:mec under the fire
of debate, was the vrovision that the incomes accruing from
Government bonds should be exe:pted from tie pro.osed incore
tax. JSenator Hill of Iew York pointed out that the exem.tion
of such sccurities would remove so..e 635,000,000 of taxable
wealth fr-m the scope of an incone tax which had been built
on the principle of texing those best able to pay?geﬁe then
suggested that both state and runicipal bonds should also be
included in the exermption as a mettzr of fairnesssto both
governmcnts?970n the other hand Senator Vest of Missouri
argued that such a proposal would further defeat the very
purcose of the incorie tax provision, while Senator Hill
defended his position by asserting that eny other course of
action would make it too difficult for the states &nd
municipalities to negotiatc bond issues?98When the arendment
was rejected Senator Hill immediately provosed that the
‘exemption Ee extended to include the state bonds but not the
municipal?ngest continued his opposition on the searie ground
as befcre, namely, that it sought to defeat the purpose of

300
the income tsx provision of t* e bill. Senator Hig: irs, a

295. Cong. Record, 5¢ Cong. 2 o€ess., p. 6690,
296. Ibid., p. 6804.

2970 Ibido

298. Ibid., p. 6805.

299, Ibid., p. 6810.

. 300. Ibid., p. 6811.
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Democrat from Deleware, prolonced the discussion by accusing
t..e Democretic party of violating its state rights principles
in two ways, nenely; (1) by proposing an inco..e tax which was

¢

a state's method of income by taxetion, end (£) by s:eking to
301
include in it incorie derived from stete bonds. After sone

lesser discussion between Vest of liissouri, Hill of Few York,

and Hoer of Lassachusetts?oihe vote was taken and the pro.osal
s03

wes rejected.

Aftzr r pected &attempts to so amend the inco e tax
provision of the Bill that it wonld be useless, tle Senate
begen to consider the e~ount cf ex-mption to te ellowed by
that provision., OSenator Allison of Iowa proposed an smend-
ment to exempt small corporetions from the tax provision,
while Senator noar of kiassachusetts proposed an amsndront to
allow a tax exemption on the i'com§ of a corporation ecguel to
the aggregete exenption of all its stockholders?04Senator
Hill of liew York, argued that only individuals should be
taxed while Vest, of liissouri, argued that, since corporations
enjoy the protection of Fedcral law, they shculd likeviise
bear their share of the income tax?OSSenator Allison finally
withdrew his amendment?O6While several amendments recorincnded
by tre Cormittee on Ifinance were zgreed to, yet they wezre
nerely inserte? to clarify the administrative set up under

307 .
the Bill.

301. Cong. Record, °5 Cong. 2 Sess., p. 6311, -
302. Ibid., pp. 68l2-6814.

303. Ibid., p. €820.

504. Ibid., pp. 6820, €€32.

305, Ibid., p. 6865.

306, Ibid., p. 6895.
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Senator Allison next raised debate on ti.e internal
revenue feature of the Bill by proposing a change in the
limit on the bonding period of distilled liquoy “rom e¢ight
to four yeers, but his proposal wes rejected?o8

June 29 vus the last day thz Bill wes considsred in the
Cormittee of the Whole. lany amendments vere proposed on that
day &nd several of themn passegrthe Senate, but none of these
v.as of any great significance?09

On July 2 the Senate was ready to consider the report
of the Cormittee of the “Whole. The opecning minutes were
consuned by the various Senators asking for a separate vote
on certain specific arendrents effecting provisions of the
ﬁill in which they were interested?loThe report of the
Comiittee was generally accepted with but little debate and
with few changes. The greatest change "es the one providing
for the repeal of the suger bounty imnedistely instead of
January 1, 1895?11"At the last moment, on the rorning of July
3, there was an interview between Harris and Cle#eland.
Harris told the President that he and kis friends in the
Senate, particularly Viles, mus: reconcile the.selves to the
Eill es it stood without the dotting of an 'i' or the cross-
ing of a 't] or all hope for tariff legislation wo%ig sink

in utt:r feilure before twenty-four hours elespsed". Late

the same night, @fter an eleven hour continuous session, votes

308. Cong. Record, 59 Cong. 2 S.:ssS., p. 7000.
309, Ibid., 7006-7014.

310. Ibid., pp. 7042-7044.

311, E, Stanwood, op. cit., p. 339.

312, Allen Nevins, "Crover Cleveland", p. 579.
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vere taken. "Seventy-seven of the eirhty-five Senetors were

in their seats. Twelve of the Senators .ere peired. Hill it
wes said, wss confident till the very end thet his 'no' would
defeat t-e bill"™ and the Républicens were leg to expect the
defeat of the bill up to the final roll callle"A sigh of
relief went up irom the vremocratic side'" when it was announc-
ed that the bill had passedAby a vot:z of 39 to 54?14The

margin was even closer than the final vote indicated for
Blanchard of Louisiana hed refus~d to vote while Ceaffecry, his
colieague, voted 'no' in protest "against what he considered

an iniustice to uis stfte"?ISWhen Irby of South Carolina, who
WE S knownqto be doubtful voted "aye", "Caffery was observed

to start"fl6A few seconds later the Populist from South

Dakota, Kyle, and “dward Murphy elso voted "aye"?l7It is
evident then thct if Irby and XKyle had joined both .Jenators B
from Louisiana "the bill would have been lost beyond recovery"?l8
The bill had pgssed, but it weas only a hollo victory for ths
maj rity party?lgThe bill'was then returned to the House of

Representatives from wrich it had originated,

While the Wilson Bill w:s pending in thes .enate a con-
siderable amount of speculation &nd corment wes offered by
the press ¢s to what was cctually happening to it. The

independent !'ew York Herald of karch 17, 1894 expres:sed wonder

as to the amount of time the Senate would consume in consider

313. 4. Stanwood, op. cit., p. 3o9.

314. Cong. Record, 5% Cong. 2Sess., p. 7136.
315. Allen MNevins, op. cit., p. 520.
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$17. Ibid.
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320
ing the Bill, while the tariff reform paper, american Indus-

tries, assailed the Senate Finance VYommitt.e by asserting

that the proposed changes shoved the trail of the serpent
321
of vested interests. The New York Qu!loo: asserted thet the

promise of duty-free reéw meterials had been reduced to free

vool, and thtt the promise of free nece=sities had now beco:e

lost since sugir was to be toexed under the pro osed changes
soe

to the =xtent of one cent & pound. The American Federation

of Labor paper, the Arerican Federaticnist, vpointed to the

changes made in the Jenat- =s evidence thet only the organization

of labor, rather than & osrotective tariff, could insure
323
high wages to the vorker. The Fariers' Alliance paper, the

vashington letional Zconoizist, called the Eill less oppressive
324
than the previous LicKinley Act.

The independent Detroit News rermarked that, sirce the

pro.osed bill was to raise revenue, protection would defeat

it's purpoce, henc=s wisdom demanded thest the teriffs be lower-
325
ed. The Democratic Baltimore Sun stated that every loysal

Democrat woi'ld be dissatisfied end "indignant at the changes
326

made by the Senate Finance Committee, while the MNew Orleans

Statzs, 8lso a Dwmocratic peper, opposed all changes, except
327
those chenges offering protection to sugsr.

The Democretieé peper, The Kanses City 7Times, accused

Senator Gorman of lea“ing a clicue of Democretic ._enators who

520. Public Opinion Vol. 16, p. 592.
321. Public Opinion Vol. 16, p. 592.
322. Ibid.

325. Ibid.
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325. Ibid., 0. 475.

326. Ibid., p. 568.
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had borrow=d the Democratic party by which to sponsor protection.

Both the Detroit News and the Indisnavpolis lews, which were

independent pavpers, egreed with that on»inion.

The accuseation of uribery of -enetors in order to reise
tariffs was heralded by many papers includings the Democratic
Brooklyn Eagle, th~ Republican Toledo blede, &rd the independent

330
Philadelphia lLedrer.

Harper's lieekly referred to the Zenate Bill as being of

a .orse chsract-r than the | cKinley Bill, but ex:ressed the
hope thet the House would finally refuse to concur on the
oul
Senate zmendrents.
The view of the Csnadian press of course depended largely
upon the politicel bias of the papers represented. 'The liberal

Toronto Globe rcmerked tnat such a bill as the Senate had

revised out of the ilson Bill and which was nearing comoletion
on the eve of Independence Day, proved to what depths America
had sunk since the‘Day of Independence wnen she had revolted
against unjust and unfair taxation?zZThe conservative Liontreal
Gazette, on the other hand , praised the Democratic opposition
to the Bill asserting that Ego much was et stzke for even a
free trade party to ignore?oo

A varisty of opinions prev:siled turoughout tie country

but in g=neral tiic ovinion of the public secmed to favor the

028, rublic Ocinion, vol. 17, p. 203.
529, Ibid.

%30. Ibid., p. 204.

5351. Ibid., p. 329.
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533. Ibid., p. 329.
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Wilson Bill as it had left the House, and was still unasware

tr=t the Jenste had largely changed the measure by its many
354
amendments.

On July 6, the Wilson-Corman Bill was referred back to
c35
the VWays and L.eans Committee by the ilouse of Representatives.

Cleveland urged tne House leceders to show fight which thsy soon
began to do. A c~nvans of the House by the iorld indicated

trnet 116 Derocrats were decidedly oo osed to the amended bill,
536
wvhile only two definitely fevored it. #illiem L. Wilson led

an acgressive battle to force tie Zfentte to rocede, #nd he

was able to secure the backing of the ‘ays and leans Cormittee
337
which submitted the following resolution to the House:

Resolved, thet efter the pauzage of this
resnlution the Committee of the Whole on the
state of the union shall be discharred from the
further consideration of the bill (House
Resolution 4864) with the Senate amendments there-
to, and the same shall be considered in the House:
that after two hours of general debete it shall
be in order in tne House to rove to nonconrcur in
tiie Senate amendments to the said bill in gross,
and to agree to a committee of conference =5 asked
for by the S:znate, on tne disagreeirg votes of
the two Houses; end the House shall, without
further delay or other —wction, :roceed to vote
uson said motion. 338 .

ir. Reed f haine asserted thet thne Constitution geve to
the Hou:e of Reoresentatives the expressed eauthority to write
tax bills and strenuously objected to the delegating of that

339
authority to either a conference comrittec or to th: Senate.

334, Public Opinion, Vol 17, p. 329 f.

©55. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 3ess., v. 7161.
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333. Cong. fizco~d, 53 Cong. 22ess., p. 7189.
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lr. Wilson stated that he would not attem.t to contrest thne
ariended bill with the original cne, but would simply roint
out that it had been returned after "f;ve months pendency in
the Senate with some six-hundred and thirty-four amgndments?fo
While he admitted a great meny of these revisions were of
minor iu:portence, yet he noted that some of them involved a
change in the whole purnose of the Bill. He also pointed to
t e fact tlat treoriginal bill hc¢d as its nirpos: "two clear'
and intellis-nt p-incipl-s"; (1) the maintainance of the duty-
free feature on basic raw meterials of which onlv wool and
lumber had survived the Senste revision, and (2) ad vslorzm
duties which had been largely eliminated by th: Senate in
favor of specific duties?4lﬁr. Peayne, a Democret from llew York,
asserted that ninety per cent of the six-hundred §nd thirty-
four amendments were reterisl chenges in the billf42Mr.
Dalzell remarked that the wilson Bill of the House as sent to
the Senate fulfilled the Democratic glatform, vwhile the"bill
sent back br the Senate was best described in the words of
senior Senator from MNew York, Ir. Hill, who steted:
The Senate bill, the Gorman compromise bill,

as it is now generally known in the press tirouech-

out the country, I mean the bill in its present

sht#pe 1is neither satisfactory to tre Democrstic

party nor to the country. There is no mistaking

public sentiment upon this rvoint.

The true principles of tariff refom hsve
been szcrifie=d in the effort to insure the re-

tention of en income tax. This the country
believes--this the country understends. We

540. Cong. Record, 55 Co g. 2 3¢SS., De. 7191.
341. Ibid., p. 7191.
342. Ibid., p. 7192.
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nromised the people bread and v- cre giving trem

a stone. We promised them free raw meterisl and

we are giving them taxed coal, taxed iron or:,

taxed coke, taxed lead ore, ard other taxed raw

rmaterials., 343

The House pessed favorably on ir. Wwilson's motion for a
Gonference Committee, and conferee- were subseqguently ap-

344 ‘
pointed. Tihe personnel of the Conference Comuittse wes
exceptionally well cualified from the stendpvoint of tre loyal
Democrats. From ti:e House tlere were four Democratic and
three Republican membzrs on the Committee. Lr. wilson, the
Cheirman of the Wars and i.esns Committee as vell as a leader
for teriff reform; Lr. McMillin, who proposed the Inccme Tax
amendment; Mr. Turner a ssutherner from Ceorgia, and Nr.
345

Monteomery o~ Kentucky constituted the Democratic members;
while [.r. Reed of .eine, ir. Burvows of l.,chigan, and Lr.
Payne of liew York constituted the Republic:n grou: from the

346
House. The Democratic conferees from the sSenate were tariff
reform sympathizers and having steer .d tlie «ilson Bill through
tiie Sencte knew how far the cenate would compromise on the
measure. The Democratic conferees r:om the Senate were kr.
Voorhees of Indiana, Chairman of the Finance Committee, ir.
Harris of Tennszssee, kr. Vest of . issouri, and ir. Jon:s of

347 '

Arkanszs, while the Republican members were }.r. Sherman of

348
Ohio, Lr. Allison of Iowa end kr. Aldrich of :‘hode Island.

serator Hill was cuoted b7 the New York VWorld as assert-

343, Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 5£SS., pe. 7194.
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ing thet the corfereces were at a standstill because, of treir
cioice of food for he said, "len who are in agroement and
making progress n:.v-or send for sweet milk end corn bread;

vhen you see trays carrying a decanter and a box of cigers,
349
you can bet that an agreement has been reached."

On July 15, Zenator Brice of Chio predicted a decdlock

which w:-s realized three days later when the conference
&50
comnittee voted itself unable to recach a decision.

The report of the House conferees wes considered in the
house on July 19, vhen .r. Outwaite of tue irules Committee
laid a motion befcre the ilouse which read as follows:

Resolved, th:t after the adoption of this

- resolution it shall be in order vhen the House
conf:rees on the FHouse Bill 4864 muke & reoort
nf disegre-ment to move that the Touse insist
uson its disagreen=nt to the Senate ariendments
to said bill in gross, end ask a further
conference with the Senete on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon. Thet two hours
of debate shall be allowed upon said motion,
end then without deley or other motion a vote
s~all be taken thereon. Should such a moticn
prevail the Speaker shall apooint the House
conferees and the netter siall then for the tine
being pass from the consideration of the House. &51

The House however vas reluctant in adopting this recommend-
atfon of the Rule Comriittee and Lr. Wilson of West Virgiria
was obliged to present en adverse revort of the conferees
back to the House which read:

The Conferernce Comuittee on the bill House

Resolution 4864, aft-r final, full and free
conference, failed tc agree. The Scznate conferees

349. Allen KNevins, "Grover Cleveland", p. 580,
350. Ibid., p. 5&l.
351. Cong. Rkecord, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., p. 7709.
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insist on treir amendmcnts to seid bill, end the
liouse confere:s insist on their disagrecrent to
the Senate amendments.

We L. Wilson

Benton Lcl’illin

H. G. Turner

A. B. Lontgome 'y 332
Conferees on the pert of
the ilouse

Mr. Wilson advised the House to insist on their dissgreemernt
and to give & call for a second conference. ‘10 convince the
House, that this should be done, he rmacde a definite deperture
from vhat had rrevi-cusly been considered sroper by closing
his spzech in a sensetional ménner with the reading of a

letter sent to him by President Clevelend under the Date of
303 '

July 2. The letter in part read es follows:

&verv true Democrat and every sincere tariff
reformer Knows th:t this bill in its present form
as it will be subrmitted to the conference falls
far short of the consurmetion for which we hfve
long labored, for which we have suffered defeat
without discouragement, which in its anticipation,
gave us a rellying cry in our day of triumph, &nd
which, with Democratic pledges ard Democratic
success that our abondonment of the cause of the
principles upon which it restsz msans csrty perfidy
sand party dishonor.

Our topic will be subr:itted to the conference
vhich erbodies Denocratic principle so dir~ctly
thet it cannot be compromised. YWe have in our
platforms snd in every way possible ceclared in
favor of the free importation of raw materials.
+#e have again and agair promised that this should
be accorded to our people and our manufacturers
as soon as the Democratic party was vested with
the power to determine the teriff policy of the
country. The party now hss that power. We are
as certain todey as we have ever been of the great
benefit that would accrue to the country fr m the
ireuguration of this policy, &nd nothing has
occurred to release us froii our obligation to
secure this advantage to our people. It must be

352. Cong. Re€ord, 5o Cong. 2 3ess., p. 7711.
358, 3ee Appendix J.
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adriitted thet no tariff rieasure can accord with
Democretic principles ¢nd promises, or becr a
benuine benocratic Badge, t &t do>s not provide
for frec raw materials. In the circumstances it
ray well excite our woncer that Derocrats ere
willing to depert from this tre most Deriocratic

of all tariff prrirciples, and thet the inconsistent
absurdity of such a propose: departure should

be enchasized bv the suggestion thet the wool

of the farmer be placed on tihe free list and the
protection of tariff taxction be placed around the
iron ore &and coal of corporations ¢nd ce.itclists.,
How can we fecce the people after irdulging in

such outrageous ciscriminations and violations

of principles. 354

Lr. Wilson had "Persuaded Clevelend to let him use th;s letter
in t:e hoce of moving the Senate to favorable ection"??s

The report of the JSenete confere=s on tle fipst conference
was submitted on July'l9 and was tabled until the following
day?56ln the meantine news of Clevelend's letter as read by
+ilson to the House hed served te same end ¢z a "brickbat
thrown into a n¢st of hornets"?57The behavior of the 3enate
was not &t 8ll promising to those vho hoced for a peacesble
ad justment. Only a few Senators stood by tre President of -
whom were Vilas, Gray, &end strarge though it may seem, Hillt58
Besides lcading obstructionists Cleveland's letter hed turned
the Senators previously intsrestzd in comproriise, including
Joness, Vest, and ilarris, sgeinst him. They viewed the letter
as being an uvnwarrarted atteck "uvon their p,rsonél «nd
political integrity" and were aflare witn resentment?590n
July 20 the report of the conferees, as well &s tiic ressage

360
o
from tie liouse acking for furt.cr corference, wac presented.

554. Allen N=vins, "Grover Cleveland", pp. $55-357.
355. Ibid., p. 58l1.
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Senator hill of New York then nece a rnotion thet the lenate
recede on the ane??m;nts thet hac pleced duties on bituminous
coal end iron ore?OlThere vas great laughter and not a little
indifnetion in both tre Senate and galleries, when lr. Hill
presented his rmotion. Hill referred to the letter from t-e
President, which Representative .'ilson read to the House,
expressing agrecment with tne P;esident tiiat the country
necded duty-free rew materials?ozlt was well known that :'r.
Hill f=vored the eliminetion of the income tax provision of
the Bill so that he wes :orced to deferd his stend, while et
tie same time pledging his loy:+1lty to the President, by
quoting fror. the previously m-ntioned letter of the President
which r=ed, "You know how much I deprecated the zgcorporetion
in the proposed bill of t-.e ircome tax feature"?oohr. Hill,
likewicse, cuoted fromn ‘resident Clevelend's famous Tariff
l.essage of 187, as well as from his icceptence .peech of
1892 to clarify and lend weignt to nis remarks?64

The debete on tne report of the co:ferees extended fronm
July 20 to July 27. On July 23 Gorman launched on of the
bitterest sttecks against Cleveland ever delivered by a
resoonsible Scnator uopon a Fresident of his own perty. In
referring to the letter he stzted that it wss one of the
"most extraordinary, unprovoked, and unwise communications
ever penned by a chief magistrate, @nd he further contended

385
thet it was the product of dishon=csty end cuplicity. Althouch

361, Cony. Record, o CONg. 2 S=SS., pP. 1700 ’
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Gorman was the r:cognized leader of the insureents, he wus
never a leader on the floor of the i3enete during the period
of the debate. In his cddress at this tiie he insisted that
a denleted Treasurv and an eager country awaited the speedy
pass:-ge of the Bill?66He took pains to quote the Secretary of
the Treasury, Carlisle, in order to assure his collezgues
tnhat tune Senate amendnients were consistent with Democratic
perty pronises?67In answer to an incuiry by Senator Gorrian
Senator Harris of Tennesee statsd t::at the current press
report, indicating the President's willingnsss to agree to
the Senate amendinents, if no better modificetions could be
mede, was a correct one?688enator Gorman then concluded by
plzading o~ no corinpro:ise on the Senate amendments?69There-
fore, tie motion of Senator H}ll to recede was rejected on
July 25 by a vote of 65 to 6?700n July 27, the S«n:»te decided
by formal motion to mzintain its position and appointzd the
same conferees for a s:zcond conference. "Cleveland's letter,
essentially an appeal to public sentiment, had come, like

his tariff message of 1887, just a little too l=te. It had
all the desired effect in calliné forth a burst of remonstrance
against the Senafe obstructionists, but the Pime had pas:ed
when suc: é demonstretion cowld do any good"?7l"Democratic
State Conventions in Iowa; Indizna, Florida and iiassachusetts

passed resolttions endorsing the letter; public meetings for

thet purpose vere held in Lerylend; and Governor I atthews of

566, Cong. Record, 55 Cong. 2 Se¢ss., p. 7601,
567. Ibid., p. 7803.
568. Ibid., p. 7805,
569. Ibid., p. 7809,
370, Ibid., p. 7891.
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Indiana declared that nine-tenths of the Democrats of his
372
state preferred no bill at 211 to the Corman Bill",

The report of the second conference‘coymitteebwas not
forthcoring until August 13, 1894, when I‘r. Catchings of the
House Rules Comnittee presented a resolution to the House'
~which set forth:

Resolved, thet efter the adontion of this
resolution it shall bs in order in the House to
move thet the order heretofore méde reouesting a
Conference with tre Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two llouses on House Resolution 4864
be rescinded; thet the Confereces heretofore appoint-
ed on the part of the House be discharged fron
further duty in that behalf and that the House
recede from its disagreement to the Secrate amend-
ments to said bill in gross, and &gres to the
same. That &fter two hours derste on seid motion
(which shall be indivisible) the vote shall be
taken wit:iout delay or other motion, general
leeve to print is hereby gr. nted for temn dzys. 373

The rosolution also cezlled for separate bills to put suger,
374
coel, iron ore, and barbed wirs on the free list. After

two hours of uneventful debate tihe Eill was passed by the
375
House with 188 yeas and 3 nayes.

On August the fourteenth theBill was signed by the
376
President of the Senate ~nd wes next submitted and signed
377
by the Speaker of the House on August the fifteenth.

It was quite natural to anticipéte in the Wilson-Gorman

Bill of 1%94 the rcalization of tariff reform, in as much ss

372. Allen llevins, "Grover Cleveland", p. o82.
373. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., p. 8468,
374, Ibid., p. 8469.
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tte Dem..cretic narty h.d taxen so definite a vosition on the

tariff. The tariff measure, ¢s originally pres-nted by the

ways and lzans Committee under the able leadership of ".illiam

L. Wilson of .ect Virginia, incorporated Cleveland's teriff

ide s as well as those presented in the Platform of 1892.

In the Senate, however, the Vvilson Bill wes revised to such

an extent tratit larcely became for all purvoses a n:w bill.

The original purpos. of the wilson Bill po increase the revenue,

bt diuinish protection, ves st least partially lost by the

‘wholesale revisions’ ecsrried through by the Zenzte, ;Under

the guidance of Senator Gor:en the bill was changed until~theh

.proteotive el:rients fairly outweiched any principle of reform:'j?8
Certain fect res of the Republican ICKinley Act of 1890,

however, were atandoned by the new act, namely: (1) the

bounty or subsidy on Américan-produced raw sugar was with-

dravn, and (2) th: reciprocity feeture, which had been insert-

ed with thepurhose of securing a larger shere of the Latin

American trade, +c¢s also cast aside.

The LicKinley Act of 1890 had established an average rate
of 49.55 vhich wés a little more than the wartire level of a
generation before, but the actual degree of protection it
afforded certain industries was doubled since 1864, The
Wilsoh-Gorman Act of 1894 brought back the duties to the

379
average level of the Act of 1883, or 39.9%.

378, D. R. Dewey, "Financial Adistory of the U. 5. ", p. 456.
379. v. W. Jennings, "Economic Progress in the United States",
Pp. 464-465.
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In revising the Wilson £ill the 3enate restored many of
the intricate specific duties which the House had eliminated.
There w:s, however, one meérked iuaprovement over the héKinley
Act in regard to the wool «.:.d voolen schedule. Raw wool was
now pleced on the free list without any serious hardship to
tre fermer. '‘he specific duties on woolens w:ire also removed,
but the ad valorem raites were scacely touched. In general
all the textile schedules were so:.ewhat lower then those of
the i.cKinley 5ill, but sorewhat hicher than those of the 1323
mzasure. The duties on coal and vig iron were restored to
nearly fifty ver cent of those in the lcKinley Act, but in
regard to oig iron this had little importance in &s much as
the United Statcs weas indevendent of its importation. The
duty on steel rails was out frm :13.44 to 47. 84 a ton; pig
iron was reduced trom 36.72 to $4.00 a ton; tin ;lateﬁwas
revised dowrward froin 2.4 cints to 1.2 cernts a pound?uoThe
sugar interests in the long run virtually decided the duty
on refined suger, while the 40+ on raw sugar was ebout half
t e rate under the Act of 1883 or thes “ounty under the I cKinley
Act?alThese revisions on the sugar schedule aliored a maer-in

of tariff orofit which nad not been contewmplated in the

original wilson Bill.

In order to derive ample revernue to rnieet the critical
fiscal condition of th- Treasury in 1894, as well as gain

the support of the Populists on the tariff ricasure, the

380, w. V. Jennings, op. cit., DpD. 464-465,
381. Ibid.
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Democrats rssorted to the income tex principle which had been
fitst employed by the Lincoln administration during the Civil
War crisis, but which hed been abandoned as a federel tex
measure in 18272 with the repeal cf the legislation. The
income tax provision of the wilson-Corman Bill of 1894
provided t:&t 8ll incomes in excess o;ﬁ;4,ooo were to bear a
tax levy at the rate of two per cent?béThis ves to be declar-
ed unconstitutional shortly by an ultraconservative Supreme
Court in 1895, on the pretense th:t it wes a direct tax axnd
therefore had to be gprnortioned& among the several states in -
accordence with the provisions of the Constitution, although
an ecrlier decisioﬁ in 1884 by the Supreume Court had declered
the incore tax an indirect taxjasThe income tax provisicn

weés vehemcntly denounced by its opponents "as inquisitorial,
perjury provoking, uvndemocratic, e&nd unconstitutional, and
was called a discrimination egainst tze wvell-to-do eand a
popular bid for support from t'.e poor?§41t is thought thet
the high 1izit of incomes to be texed w:s due lergely to the
influence of the POpulists?85This feeture of the VWilson-Gormen
Bill vas especially favored in the South and West, vhile l'ew
England, Pennsylvanieéeznd ew York cest only five votes in

the House fevoring it.

The Wilson-Gormgn Revenue bill was transmitted on August
15 to President Cleveland who permitted it to become a law

without his signature on ‘ugust 28, 1894. President Cleveland

82, D. R. Dewey, op. cit., p. 456, _

383. Allen Nevins, "Grover Cleveland", xppendix II.
384. W. W. Jennings, op. cit., p. 465,

385. Ibid.

586. Ibid.
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explained his pock=t veto dn &« le~ter to Thomas C. Catchirgs

of mississippi by stating tiat he had hoved the result of
their efforts for tariff reform woulld be of such a neture

that he coudd heartily endorse the tariff bill, but under

the circumstances he was determined to let it becore lew
without his signature?evThe House Bill followed the wishes

of Cleveland, but he had consentcd to vital emendrnents in
order to get the bill throucsh the Senste with thehope that .
thie lost ground could be regained in the conference c-:wm."ittee.b8
when the bill was in tne Senate, he wrote his friernd, Senator
William Viles on July 23, that all who favored reform were

to aid in passi:g the bill with the Senate emeﬁdments, but

to "take ho}dcefter the remission of the matter to the
conference"quAs early as February 25 Cleveland wnew that the
House Bill would be grestly endeng-:red by the insurgent group

in the Senate as he had written to L. Clarke Davis of the

Public Ledrer that he believed the right would eventually win,

but that he did not believe all who onc: want<d tariff reform
wanted it as riuch as their nolitical interests led them to
proclaim?goAt that ti~e Cleveland had yielded to the censte
in the contest ov r the chroice of a Supreme Court Justice as
he w:s aware that tq prolong that contest night se&al the fate
of the teriff b:'Lll'?%l

During tne davs between tne time trne BEill was sent to

the Presddent &nd théﬁime it beceme lcw, the Prisidert
!

387. R. N. Lczlroy, "Grover Cleveland", pp. 115-119.
388. Allen Nevirs, "GCrover Clevelesnd", p. 563.

3£9, Ibid., p. 362.

390, Ibid., p. 568.

391, Allen Nevins, op. cit., p. 9571,
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received many letuvers urging him to siegn or veto the Bill.
Among these was one frorn Jen&aétor Palmer who wrote in part
as follovs:

Your messcge of 1887 mede Tariff reform the

leading issu€......The present Tariff bill contains

all thet your true friends in Congress were able

o obteinsses..If you.....conclude to veto tre bill

they czn defend you.....If you sign the bill, you

thereby retain the leadership of the Dernocratic

party. Tne party can defend vou and its=1lf by

comparing the measure with the imcKinley Bill.....

The present Tariff bill is & Democratic msasure. 392

Andrew Canegie elso wrote to Yleveland urging hiim to veto
the bill in order th:t a new bill could be written that
would raise tariffs on luxuries used by the rich. He also
pointed to the fact that cleveland had entered the tariff
reform battle when a surplus made it necessary, but since
that is no longer the situation Carnegie urgcd the Presidént

393
to elter his views on tariff.

Ih spite of the mneculisr cirsumstances in vhich the
President found hirnrself, he decided to allow the Bill to
become law without his signature. He opposed many of its
provisions &nd wes convi.ced thet the government could wcll
afford to lose the reven.:z incident to pernitting rcew materisls

394 : ’
to be imported duty-free. Cleveland made no claim to be
bette: than his perty, therefore, he would not disown the bill
bv a veto, but all the things being considered he felt it was
right to witthold his pere~nal approval by refusing to give

395
thie measure his signature.

o92. R. N. Mcilroy, op. cit., pp. 114-113.
593, Ibid., pp. 121-124.

394. Ibid., p. 108.

395. &. Stanwood, op, cit., p. 354.
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With tie exception of a snall group of "protectionists”
the Democretic Party had been consistently edvocating teriff
reform as a party policy both before end cfter t-e Civil Wer
veriod. The grow h of a tariff refor: element within the
Repubiiccn ranks, vhich geve rise to the short-lived Tibarsl
Republicen rarty, ﬁndoubtedly revitalized the position of the
Denmocratic group until they agein won control of the national
adminidistration in 1835. "“he fruitless efforts of the
Democrats in the Lorrison Eill of 18c4 and the xills Bill of
1888, discouraging &s they must heve been to the Democratic
tariff reformers, seem to have girded thein for the realization
of their tariff program w en Grover “leveland c: e to the

Presidency for a second term in 1893.

The pessage of the lL.cKinley Tariff sct of 1890 during the
Republicen administration of Een ja:in Harrison had aroused
shapp o-position outside of Yongress and had found expression
in tie Yongressional elections of 18720 which resultcd in the
return of a most substantial majority of Democrats in the
House end a loss of eighty-eight seets by the Revublicans.

The sherp upturn in retesil orices a< well as tie mar-ked decrease
in imortations vere both sttributed to the icKinley measure.
Public opinion had turned decidedly ageinst the high protective
wall.which the Iepublicans had raised, &¢nd that opinion wes
dominant between the years of 18¢0-1892. While it is elweys
dangerous to acccunt for the election of a President on a

single plank of a party o»latform, especielly wien there are
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several issues of major im.,o-tance bo.fore the electorate, yet
it may be said . ith a degree cf certainty that the wlection

of 18¢2, which involved the vedl-proticted steel industry of
the Cernegie Comveny, did much in erousizg :ublic opinion
favorable to lator and.undoubtedly turned‘manv votez awav frox

the party of nigsh crot=ction.

The Wilson-Gormen evenue Lct of 1894 wes sassed by a
Democratic vongress at a tie when tlat varty i.ad taken a
most definite pbsition on the tariff issue durirg tre campaigrs
for the previous eiguht yesrs. “he rapidly chenging econcmnic
conditions between t'e Election of 1592 and the introduction
of the .iilson Bil! of 1894 may havz cazused a cnarge in publice
opinion 1l=ss fevorsble to the program proposed. ’herefore,
since tre besic features of the teriff raform did not corie to
be included in the .ilson-Gorman Act, the qu~siion arises as
to how far public ovninion in 1894 vas willing to embreace the
proposals presented in the wilson *ill. As a c-nsequence of
tre Pahic of 1893 there wes shifting of public opinion which
in 1892 hed largely supported both tariff revision &nd a
programin of sound 1money. ohortly Cleveland ~as forced to use
his power over patronage in order to fulfill his sound money
promise by obtaining a repeal of the sherman oilver Purchase
Act of 1890 after calling a speciel session of VYongress for
thet purpose., The period of economic depression lasting from
1393 to 1397 carie at a riost inappropricte time for tie

initistian of tariff reform on tie Democratic pattern. As the
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vears went by many peopls experienced thne privations that
salways co.ie durins a geriod of economic rec~ssion, and which
always give opportunity for explsnation as well &s criticism
of the existinc economic order. The op.onents of tariff
reform were sositive in their declarations that the depression
was being nroloneged beceuse of tne undertainty of the propos-
ed chenge8 in the teriff., when the Wilson Bill was introduc-
ed in the [fouse the public “es 1in sympathy with its purpose
and provisions, but the lengtin of ti-e conswied in the
consideration of it had tended to endourage the people to
entertain eny legzisletion thot wouls alleviate the depressed.
econoric conditions. In short by the ti.e the Senate was
prepared to vot: on the much revised Louse measure public
interest han shifted from insistence on tariff reforr to the
demeénd of an adcquate law to meet t-.e distressi:g fiscal

situation.

It is logicel at this point to cuestion the desircbiiity
of a teriff reform »rosram during a period of econoriic rccession
and especially &t a ti-e wvhen the Treasury of the United
States vas confronted with theproblem of enlarging deficits
eand the dwi-dling of the gold reserve far below tie ninimun
established by the Resumption Act of 1875, From tiae ~oint of
view of sound finance it seemed imperative that the existing
revenue laws should be maintainca, if not augmented, in order
to meet the crises. In the light of such facts Congress veas
inclined to b co e more hesitant in revising the toriff @own-

wvard and in substituting the always unpopular internal tsasxes



upon the electorate in order to realizc the recessary revenue.
It appesred thet the longer Congress hesitated the long=r the
deonression continued and the more public opinion svung tovard
any &decucte tariff reasure regcardless of tariff reform

princinles.

AN

A close examination of the wilson-Gorman ict revecls rneany
comoaromise pnrovisions which were necesszary to secure the
passage of the nieasure. In the suger provisiorns riay be found
the explenation as to why the Senctors from Louilsiana were
willizg to supvort the Bill, as well as the supsort from the
several Senators of the iWestern beet-sugar producing states.
The protection afforded the linen collar and cuff industry of
Troy, Iew York, vas inserted to win the vote of Serator

kurphy of that state, while coal and iron received the necessary
attention in order to win the votes of the Senators frou hary-
lan&, 4Alabsma, West Virginia, ard Ohio. Rew wool vas allowed
to remain on the free list as it was apparent tnet no efrlective
lobby» was present to prevent it. Theincome tex enli=ted the

four Populist S:enators.

Lven though the Revenue ..ct of 1894 feilcd to achieve
any degree of tariff reform trrough its meny provisions, yet
it did effect a lover income for the Govorament through the
revised import duties. The loss of income, however, largely
ceme as a result in the decline of our importstions during the
depression years. In order to meet the anticipated reduction
of income through the source cof custors duties, the :ict of
18¢4 provided an inco-e tax feature as = supplementary
provision., There were three definite aims to be realized

through the income tax foature, narely: (1) the applicstion
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of a canon of taxation trst it was a just and ecuitable tax,
(2) the supsort of the Populist vote in Congress, (3) tue
fiscal purpose of obtaining sufficient inco~e for thne Govern-
ment along with the tariff duties--the incidence of taxation
ras clac-d on thise persons test eble to bzer it. Whether or
not it ves a wise principle for the Democratic party to
insert in tne ZLct of 1894 mey be op:n to cusstion. Several
criticisms vere offered br lsading bLemocrats acainst thc
income tex provision. To some Democrats tie ideaz of the
irncoe tax vrs too closely azsocisted with the "radicalism"
of the Pouulist Platform of 1892, wnile to others it seemed
an unwarranted discrimination acainst tre well-to-do persons
if not a delibereate bid for the support of the masses., Thers
were; however, sone persons, who probably would have been
unwilling to> have susported such & measure during normel times
but preferred it in meeting a fiscal erergency to other types

of int.rnal taxes.

When it was r-:vealed that the Democrafic mer:bers in
Congress favored tariff reform in general but vere at the
game tire seeking protection for vestzd interests loc:ted
within their districts, tren the cincerity of the Democratic
Partv in regarc to tariff reform'was seriously qu=stionead.
Grover Cleveland in his lettsr to L. Clarke Davis of the

Public Ledger wus frank in his admission thet he did not

believe the sincerity of «ll Demncrcts who proclai. ed their
396 :
interest in teriff reform.

396. Allen Nevins, "Grover Cleveland", p. 568.
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The Teriff Act of 194 as actually enscted seemé&d to
prove that the Democratic Perty stood for lower teriff ratszs
rati:er than for a co prehencsive program of tariff refornm.
Cleveland sized up the situation remarkably well when he
stated, "every sinccre tariff reformer knows that th=se bill
in its' present form and as it will be submitted to the
conference fells far short of the conswmmation for which we

397
heve long labored.”

what Senators hed.a larse part in determining the final
provisions of the ~ct? In the Senate . r. Voorhees of Indiana,
Chairman of the rinancs Committce, desired the passage of the
viilson bill &s it came from the House, while Zenators Vest of
Missouri, Jones of irkansas, :ills of Texas, Viles of Wwisconsin,
and Pelmer of Illinois hoped for lowcr rated through the
senate's revisions. In sharp contrast to the reform element
in the Senate vas tre active, almostmilitant, group of
senators who rcpresentédd varisus vest=d interests. Ths latter
group vas led by censtor Gorsan of laryland whose name wes
ultimately atteched to the Lill as it left the JSenate, in as
much as his pro . osals rather than those of the Chairman
Voorhees were incofgorated in the measure. To Senator Jones
rust be given credit for th: .ert he took in deterninirg just
wiat conpromises were necessary in order to cecure the sufficicnt
nuriber of votes for the passage of the Bill. On Senators
Jones, Gorman, Hill, Brice, and the rour Populist Senctors
'the res;onsibility Bor g=tting the reasure through the Senate

largely rested.

3¢7. allen Nevins, "Grover cleveland', p. 599.
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whet part did pressure grouss play during tihe r-vision
of tihe Bill in the Senete? It is clear that certain Senators
were motivated by tihe interests they represented more or
less. ._uch vested intcorests es sugar, coal, 2nd iron ore
were vwell scrved by able men in the United States Senate. As
the Wwilson Bill lingered in the Zenzte rumors grew thet the
inter2sts werc ranipulating the Senate. Such a charpe found
Vready acceptence by the larg-r pcrt of the imerican public
Pecause of similer experience with previous tariff m-asures
and because t.e Sugsr Trust had been one of the first and ost
generally feared monopolies. A émngressional investigation
wes rovided to reveel any such nianipuleticns. ‘the sSenrte
Committee comnsisting <f two Democrats, two #enublicans, and
one PPopoulist rendered a doleful report  in which it was
contended thet at least one lobbyist had effered large amounts
ol money for tnc pu pose of defertin~s Le inco e tex provision
of t:e bill. The testimony offered th= “ormittee by lenry
0. Havemeyer, p coident of the :imerican Sugsr efinings Company,
indicated that his co »anyv hed made a prectice of contribut-
ing largely to th: campaign funds of one political purty or
the other with the obviosus purpose thit its irterests vnuld
be cerved. Besides officers of that orcunization had been in
washington throughout the period of thepending legisletion
for the sole curpose of cornf ring with enators end Committees.
The general imoression u...t the report rade was that v:isted
interests hed teen vaying the campsign expenses of coliticians
and that the politicians in return had permitted intere-ts to

frare teariff schnedules.
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Likewise there is évidence revealirg the willingrness of
at lecast two Senctors to speculste in suger stcceck vhile tre
Senate's Delibereétions on the tariff schedules were in progress.
senator «uay of Pennsylvania openly @dmitted tihest ne head
bought suger stoci when it vee low well knoving that the sugar
aniendrent would ultimetely raise the =rice. Senator LicPherson
of bPew Jersey admitted buying suger ctock w.en the price on
trhe nernet vac dellated for the fesr thet the bounty would be
rergved nd no protection substituted to keep out forsien
sugar. He eduitted ti:t before he hed becn @ble to sell he
had reelizce severel huhdred dollers by the transaction?g8

During t:e entir: neriod of t ¢ battle for teriff reformn,
Cleveleérd maintained tie position he heo previously teken in
his famous Messige of 1:27. Just as in 1887 he hid core to
realize that ris teriff views had core too lete for a populer
campaign Tor reform, so now in 1894 he realized that his
argurient with the J_n:te over theappoiniment of a Suprene
Court Justice w&s making personal enemies whose influence
wes likely to defeat his tariff r«<form proposals later. Again
Clevelend erred when he favorced the pessing of te 3Senate
am=nd:rents with tie hope that they might be altered subsecuently
in the confercnce c rmittee, because in so doing he delaved
his appeal to tlie public rade through his l=tter which Ir.
Wilson later read to tiie House., Thet ferous letter care too
late to allow public opinion to force the Zenete in line.

Nevertuneless, in spite o those blundcrs it can be accurately

398. Allen lNevins, "Grover “lcvelend™, p. 97,
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steted tnat vleveland «t ro tise fo sook his position for
teriff reform. Cicvelard vas willing to pernit thie rmcasure
to becor.e a law in so fer as it actually lovered the toeriff

duties, but he refused to give the Lill his personsl spprovel

D

by signing it in es much as it v not in kecping vith his

C
9}

e

teriff reform ide' s. His charscterization of the sgt of
1894 as a pi-ce of "party perfidy end party dishonor" simply
videned the breach between the executive a~d tie Democreatic

party leaders,

Cleveland's refusel to veto the bill mayv seem to indicate
his &nswet tc the cuery as to whether or not it would 'ave
been be ter to have ¢ ntinued with the l.cKinley Aot of 1290.

t
One might cecnclude that en outri-ht veto would certainly have
harmed his party 1no more than the /ct itself. On theother
hand the ocwntnuance of the previous Republican tariff mesasure
might have been inter reted ¢s a distict loss to tire prestige
of tie party whocse leaders vere at odds arong themselves as
well as with their executive ver a major econoric issue,-
Neither thelcinley ..ct of 15¢0 nor the -ilson-Gorman Act of
1894 plessed Crover Yleveland, but the condition of the Treasury
mede the prohititive duties of the l.cKinley ict during a
period of economic recession less acceptable than the defect-
ive Wilson-Gorman ict of his ovn party's mekicg. He there-

fore sccepted t e new DLill as beirg the lesser of the two evils.

The Wilson-Gori:an Revenue Act very shortly proved itzelf
inadequa:'e &s a revenuc measvre. while the constitutionality

of the incore tax provision of the Acet lL.ad been ass.umed bo have
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been settled by previ us Supreme Court decisions, yet it ves
n-t until the Supreme Court reversed its o:inion in the cease

of Soringer vs. inited Stetes (1880) by declering in the case

of »ollock vs. Farmer's Loan and Trust Cowpany (1895) the

incorie tax provision unconstitution in that being a direct
tax it rmust lLie aprortioned :rony the several states on the

basis of nuubers.

Not only was the bill considered as a decisive renudiation
of Democratic tariff refor:ers, but it wa:s &lso considered as
a direct exovression of defeat for the agresrian reformers of
the Vvest. Senator [.ills of Texas declarcd trat there were
not a tnou:en. j;eople in t-e Ugited States »ho were setisfied

g9
with the .ct in its final form. The American fer..r's hopes
for a wousible raturn of a more profitable egriculture by a
dra-tic revision of tariff duties were rade l=ss likely vhen
he learned that thei:core tax provision hed been thrown but
by the Court as unconstit.tional., Plutocracy of the ..ast

seemed to be still in the fevored :ostition. for tre further

exploitation or thne sgrarisn groun.

The Democrats also were forced to accept tie politicel
efl'ects which alwecys acc wseny unpopular legislation. Thre
fLet went into effect on August 24, 18¢4 just a few w:eks
before tiie Congressional elections of November. [ith the
exception of its s> thern representetinsn in the Fouse the

Democrets were just about removed from thet chember so thet

599, Allen Revins, "Grover @levesland”, p. 5&8.
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when the MNew Congrross met a R-publican org:nization vis effcect-
ed. Teariff reform becare & lost cc:se with the subsequent
Dingley Tariff act of 1897, vhich going into effect on the

davn of a new era of busin:ss prosperity ass.red the =epubliceans
of political dorinection and the rainte~ence of righ protective

tariffs.



APP IIDIX A

1

The sffect of the Civil War on Teriff Rates

Morrill Tariff

Commodity Act of July, Act of June,
. of 1861 1862 1864
Pig Iron $ 6. Ton $ 6. Ton $ 9. Ton
Iron rods 20. Ton 25. Ton 30. Ton
Steel rods 35, Ton
Ingots 30. Ton 45. Ton
salt . 04 bu. .18 cwt. .18 cwt.
Silk 30% 40%
Wool 160. Ton & 8% 200. Ton & 10%p263. Ton & 1571
APPxNBIX B

2

Unitcd States Imports and ixports 1870-1875

Fiscal year

1875

Ending Exports

June 30,

1870 $395,000,000 |

1871 443,000,000

1872 444,000,000

1873 522,000,000

1874 586,000,000
513,000,000

Imports

’ ’
520,000,000
627,000,000
642,000,000
567,000, 000
533,000, 000

1. D. R. Dewey, op. cit., p. 266.
2. Percy Ashley, "Liodern Tariff fistory", p. 209.



1
Wages in Protected and Non-protected Countries

Type '
of Protected Non-protected

- Labor Germany France Belgium Bngland
Bricklayer $3.45 $4.00 $6.00 $8.12
liason 4,00 5.00 6.00 , 8.16
Carpenter 4,18 5.42 5.40 8.25
Painter 4.60 4.90 4.20 7.25
Plasterer 4,35 5.40 8.10
Bleecksniiith 3.90 .40 8.12
Cabinet-

maker 4,95 4.80 7.70
Cormnion

labor 2.60 3.00 5.00

APPENDIX D

2
Comparison of znglish and American Vages With the Cost of Clothing

Occupation Wages " Prices

American:. English || English American Articl
Baker $2.04 31l.20 .00 $1.20 Shirts
Blacksmith 2.10 1.60 L 1.00 ' .75 Drawersg
Cabinet liaker 2.41 1.03 | «25 « 30 Hose
Common laborer 1.71 .88 2.00 2.00 Boots
Machinist 2.71 1.50 1.50 1.25 Shoes
Iron lioulder 2.65 1.65 1.00 1.50 Hats
Paintar 2.82 1.48 12.50 15.00 ~Suits
Plumber 3.48 1.70 .20 .25 Caps

l. Cong. Record, 53 Cong.2 Sess., p. 509.
2. Ibid., p. 720.



Bryen's kstimete of the Reduction of Taxation to be

APPLIDIX E

zffected by tne Wilson Bill of the House

1

Source

Amount

Decrease in import duties
Price reductions
Total tax reduction

Per capita reduction
Per fanily reduction

s 75,000,000
300,000,000

3575, 000,000

$5.00
25.00

APPENDIX F

Comparison of 'ages Paid to Value of Goods Produced

2

Value of Number of Product | Annual
Country product employees per

(in millions) . (in millions) hand wage |
Unlited Klngdom $4,100,000 5,189 $790 32%4
Frence 2,425,000 4,443 545 175
Germany 2,915,000 5,350 545 155
Russia 1,815,000 4,760 381 120
Austria 1,265,000 3,090 409 150
Italy 605,000 2,281 265 130
Spain 425,000 1,167 364 120
Belgium 510,0C0 953 545 165
Switzerland 160,000 370 433 150
United States 7,215,000 2,837 1,880 347

1. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., ApPp., pP. 229

2. Ibid., p. 4020




APP-TDIX G

Estimated Income and isxpense of the United _tates Govern-
ment for the Year of 1895 Based on the hilson-Gorman Revenue
Act, as P:esented by oenators Voorhees and Gorman

Income iXpenses
Itens by and Surplus
Revenue Deductions

Voorhees' Esticate:

Internal revenue .3160,000, 000

Incore tax 30,000,000
I3pirits 20,000,000
iICards 3,000,000
Custorn:s 165,561,000
iscellaneous 20,000,000
‘ostal service 84,427,766

Total Incorne 480,782,766
Civil Service $90,000,000,00
war Department 595,000,000,00
i;avy vepartment ©5,000,000,00

Indians 9,010,000.00
Penzions 145,0 0,000,00
Enterest 29,000,000.,00
Postel deficit

and expense 90, 3599,485,33 1
Totel nxoense 451,099,485,5¢
Esti zted sSurplus $29,389,280.67
Gorman's Estimate:

Total ircome ¢s

atove 40,728,766
sugar tax by Send te

Aendisent 1,329,067

Tota21l incore 482,117,803

Totel expense includ-

ing Pension reductions 420,775,219
Surplus (with inco.e

tex) 61,342,614
Deduction of inco: e

tax 30,000,000 2
Surnlus without

income tex 31,342,614

1. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 SESS., Pe O

2. Ibid., p. 6619.
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APPENDIX H

Petition Iegarding the Incote Tax Lavw as Present-
ed b~ sens#tor Hill of New York 1

We the undersigned citizens of the United
States and nembers of the Democratic Party respuct-
fully petition the Federal Senate to strike out
the clause in the pending teriff bill which
provides for an income tax.

In sub: itting this petition we not only
plead for the continuation of the system of tax-
ation which has endured without interruption in
tiies of peace since the foundation of the
Government, but we claim a right to protection
against the establishment of the different system
proposed injuring to us through the fact of the
emocratic success in 18%2.

At the last general election an incore tax
was prorosed, not by the Democratic pa:ty but by
two organizaetions of recent date, The Ponulists
and social Labor parties, eac: essentially
cormunistic in its character and purposes. ihile
we do not enter upon a discussion of the justice
or injustice of an incone tax or of its merits or
demerits as a feature of our Federal Government
we s:bmit thet the prooosition for its enactment
at this tirie comes as a political surorise with-
cut warrant end without authority pr.per to the
intrnduction of a policy so revolutionary.

~ithout making &n effort to add to our number
appearing before the -enatec es petitioners, we
sub: it this petition for protection against the
enact-ent of an incore tax in the conviction that
we demand only whet is our roral and coliticel right
under the lazt neztdonel election.

Respectfully,

we Be Cutting
John H. Inman
Alzx. #. Orr
Lvan Thomnas
William Sanway
Louis ¥indriuller
Jd. Edward Sirmmons

l. Cong. :ieccrd, 53 Cong. 2 iless., p. 6€11.



APPEVDIX I

1

Comperison of Tax Burden ugon the :ich and the Poor

5 ' Assessed Per
Property of the Rich Real Value
: Value cent
Title and trust bullding ’ R R
Chamber of Commerce 2,250,000 225,000 10
Rand McNally 1,600,000 160,000 10
Haymarket Theater 600,000 41,700 6
Franklin hMac Veigh 175,000 16,750 9
Plaza Building 600,000 30,060 5
Average per cent of taxes paid 8%
APPAIDIX I
" Assessed | Per
Property of the Poor Real Value
.. Value cent
P. 8. Lynch $2, 000 $ 500 25%
C. E. Young 4,000 1,600 40
H. Seeberger 7,000 1,526 21
F. A. Feder 6,000 1,050 17
R. W. Peters 9,500 2,384 25
W. A, Hendrie 7,000 1,450 20
Average per cent of taxes paid 24%

~—

1. Cong. Record, 53 Cong. 2 Sess., pp. 6687-6688.







APPETDIX J

The Letter from Grover Clevelend to ¥William I,. Wilson

Washington July 2, 1894

The certainty that a conference will be ordered between
the two houses of Congress for the purnose of sdjusting
differences on the subject of tariff legislatdon makes it
also certain that you will be agsin called on to do hard
service in ths cause of tariff reform.

My put:lic life has been so closely related to this subject,
I have so longed for its accomplishm:nt, and I he¢ve so often
promised its realization to my fellow-countryien as a result
or their trust and confidence in the D:.ocratic party, that
I hope no excuse is necessary for my earnest appeal to you
in this crisis you strenuously insist upon party honesty and
good faith and a sturdy adherence to Democratié principles,

I believe these absolutely necessary conditions to the
continuation of Democratic existence.,

I cannot rid myself of the feeling that this conference
will present the best, if not the only, hope of true Democracy.
Indications point to its action as the reliance of those who
desire the genuine fruition of Democratic effort, the fulfill-
ment of Democratic pledges, and the redemptioh of Democratic
promises to the people. To reconcile differences in the
details comprised within the fixed and well-defined lines of
principle will not be the sole task of the conference, but,
as it se-ms to me, its members will also have in charge the
qu=stion whether Democratic principles themselves are to be
saved or abandoned. There is no excuse for nmistsking or
misapprehending the feeling and the tempeér of the rank eand
file of the Democrecy. They are down cast under the assertion
that their party fails in ability to manage the Government,
and they are apprehensive dém their fear that Democratic
priiiciples may be surrendered.

In these circumstances they cannot do otherwise than to
look with confidence to you and those who with you have
patriotically and sincerely championed the cause of tariff
reform within Dewmocratic lines and guided by Democratic
principles. This conference is vestly augmentdd by the action
under your leadership of the House of Representatives upon
the bill now pending.

Zvery true Democrat and every sincere tariff reformer
knows that this bill in its present from as it will be submitt=d
to the conference falls far short of the conrsurmatdéon for
which we have long labored, for vhich we have suffered defest
without discouragement, which, in its anticipation, gave us

- & rallying cry i our day of triumph, and which, in its prorise




of accomplishment, 1s so interwoven with Democretic nledges
and Democratic success that our abandonient of the cause of
the principles upon which it rests means party pe-fidy &and

party dishonor.

Our topic wili be submitted to the conference which
embodies Democratic principles so directly thet it cannot
be compromised. e have in our platforms and in every way
vossible declared in favor of the free importation of raw
materials. We have again and again promised that this should
be accorded to our peosle and our manufacturers as soon as
the Democratic party was invested with thepower to determine
the tariff policy of the co:ntry. " he party now has that
power. VYe are as certezin today as we have ever been of the
great benefit that would accrue to the country Irom the
inauguration of this policy, and nothing has occur~ed to
release us from our oblig-tion to secure this advantage to our
people. It must be admitted thatno tariff messure can accord
with Democratic principles and promises, or bezr a genuine
Democratic badge, that does not provide for free raw materisals.
In the circumstances it may well excite our wonder that
Democrats are willing to depart from this the most Democratic
of all tariff yrincivles, aud that the inconsistent absurdity
of such a provnosed departure whould be emphasized by the
suggestion that the wool of the farmer be placed on the free
list and theprotection of the teriff taxation be placed
around the iron ore snd coal of corporations and cajitalists.
How can we face the people after indulging in such outrageous
discriminations and violations of tre principles?

It is quite apparent that this qu stion of free raw
nat=rials does not &admrit of adjustment on any middle ground,
since their subjection to any rate of teriff taexstion, gre:t
or snall, is elike violative Dewocratic principle and Democratic
good faith.

I hope that you will not consider it intrusive if I say
somethiing about another subject which can ha—dly fail to be
troubleso e to the conference. I refer to the adjustment of
tariff taxation on sugar. Under our party pletform, end in
accordance with our declared party purposes, sugar is a
legitimate and logical article of revenue texation. Unfortunatel -,
hoviever, incidents have accompanied certeain stages of the
legislation which will be subriitted to the conference that have
aroused in connection with this subject a natural Democratic
animosity to the methods and manipulation o7 trusts &nd
combinations. In confess to shering in this feeling; and
yet it seems to me we ougiht, if possible, to sufficiently
free ourselves from prejudice to enable us cooly to weigh the
considerations which in formulating tariff legislation ought
to guide our treitment of sugar ¢s & taxeble article. hile
no tenderness should be entertained for trusts, and while I
am decidedly opposed to granting them under the guise of
teriff taxztion any opportunity to further their peculiar
methods, I suggest that we ought not to be driven awsy from




the Jemocratic principle end poldécy which leed to the taxation
of sugar, by the fear, quite likely exegcerated, that in
carrying out this principle end policy we mey indirectly and
inordinatly endourage a combination of sugér-refining interests.
I know that in present conditions this is a delicate subject,
and 1 appreciate the depth and strength ¢f the fe=lirg which
its trestment has aroused. I do not believe we should do

evil tlat good mey come, but it s=ems to 7e that we should

not forget th:«t our aix is thes com letion of a teriff bill,

and thet in texing sugir for prope® purnoses and within
reasonable bounds, whatever else may be said of our actio:,

we are in no dsnyer of running counter to Democratic princivle.
“with 211 there 1is ¢t stake, there must be in the trestment of
this article some ground upon +hicn we e all willing to
stand, where tolerction and concilistion may be allowed to
solve tie proilem, without dcemanding the entire surrender of
fixed end conscienticus convictions.

I ought not to prolong this letter., If wiat I have
written is unwelcore, T bzg of you to believe in my rood
intentions. In the conclusi~ne of ths conference touching
the nurierous items which will be considered, the »eople are
not afraid thrat their interests will be neglected. ‘They know
thet the general result, so far es they are concerned, will
be to place lorie necessities and co:forts essier witnin their
reach «rd to irsure better and surer covwpensztion to those
who toil.

#e all know that a teriff covering &ll the varied i:terests
and co ditions of a country &8 vast as ours, must of necessity
be largely the result of onorcvle adjustmeht and compromise.

I expect very few of us can say when our measure is perfected
trhat all its features are exactly as vwe vould prefer. You
know how much I deprecated the incorporztion in the proposed
bill of the incore tsx fecture. In matters of this kind,
however, which do hot violate a fixed and recognized Democratic
doctrine, we a—e willing to de<fer to the Jjudgrient of & mejority
of our Democratic bretheen. I think there is a generel
agreement tn¢t this is party duty. This is siore palpably
apparent when wve reclize trat the business of our country
timidly stands and waici.es for tie result of our efforts to
perfect teriff le~islcetion, that a cuick «nd certein return

of prosperity weits uvon & wise adjustment, and that a confid-
ing people still trust in our rands their prosperity and well-
being.

The Democreaecy of the land vlead rost earnestly for the
speedy con.letion of the te  iff legislation vhich their
rcpresentatives heve und-ortaken; but they demend not less
earnestly thet no stress of necessity shall tempt those they
trust to the ebandonmcnt of Democratic princirples. 1

1. allen lievins, "Grover Cleveland", pp. 30D5-357.
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