Mr. CHAIRNMAN:

The bill under consideration, H. R. 3221 “To reduce
tariff duties, to provide revenue for the government, and for’other
purposes", is the most important that will come before the 63rd
Congress.

The bill contains some provisions which meet quapprO-

val, and for which I would like to vote,
ool
Taken as a“she}eﬂthe bill does notl meet my-mpproved

Corlairs .
It—hasﬂmore bad features than good ones. The evil that will flow from

.

its enactmentﬁout—weigh by far the benefits which it will bring. &+F,
therefore, I am competied on final vote to vote fap op agsinst the
measure as-—a—wholer—I—shall ke compelled—to—vot e agoinst—itr

In the first place, I am sincerslyr—eeomrscremciouni,
=rd _pogitlivedss believe in the principle of protection. The framers

of this bill gm‘not hBlb83G~uLJ3ML{ﬂ4HG&@%e—&ﬁéﬁﬁ%kuaké%Lﬁrﬁfﬂ?Eb-
ar

thay: Gl
té&ﬁh___lii_syaiem €hey have gpenly—exnd intentionally drawn the-
g,ﬂ.,,, e D> W\m Ciaais o Sx
i — 2 ion, Beress by accident, over-

A

. . . o= . !
sight or from necessity, no American 1ndustry,An?*1ﬂ1°, thing o3

product is given protection by this measure. The authors and sup-
porters of this bill assert that a protective tariff is unconstitu-

tional, & eclare their

- [

It is difficult for one who believe in the principlef
of protection to vote for any tariff bill that has been prepared by

those who do not believe in protection - even though many of the



provisions of the bill may be wise, sud—Perwetivimd
To change our tariff system from a protective policy-

to a competitive tariff policy, or to a tariff-for-revenue-only policy

whigh-—are supposed—to—rhe—the——sare—thing, will fail to cure any of the

existing evils in our social, industrial, financisal, and commercial
systems,

I have no confidence in the remedy proposed. It has
been tried before and failed. It never has proved successful, and in

my judgment never will., This is not all. Heretofore itfhas not only
o
failed as a remedy for existing evils, but it has brought greater -*.

Aerviaaday Bu.‘,,_,,f Dﬁu(ewkﬁ 70w/\&,bc€, G2A4
evils. The ewse, i8 more dangerous than the disease. Athe people who
expect benefiti;?%E@:é:gZ;géa.ia—eu:=§§§f§f:3§iiﬂy will be disappointed.

The business interests will suffer, and the great masses of our people
will have no relief,

The problems of life confrontlng the common people will

bin-Aenns o5 |
beAmofe diff icult to solve. '.lheAmasses of our citizens will kawe 'U“f\

thedr-buprdens multiplied, and thsi;lstruggle for existence will be
ANMLVE O Ak ennd « g

intengified, A Thedisw 65portunities will be less, and the attainment of
success will be more difficult. ZEverywhere and among all classes of

) e & egpere

our people it will be nwvekdéfffcu&t to live, harder to atiainﬁthose

things which contribute to the comfort, contentment, and happiness of
~ 1’0_ -mﬁ;:(ﬁ-o—ef,

mankind. One—thing I éﬁzgiﬁkhau;é;be emphasizeiﬁyhat the enactment

of this bill does not mean merely the change of rates in the various

tariff schedules. It is a change of a policy. It is an abandonment

of the principle of protection. The bill adopts a new policy. It

establishea a new system. The enactment of this bill into law means
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te—eoademﬁAprotection ?: & principle, as a policy, and substituteS
therefore a CompetitiveﬁPOliCy,:;W;ystem of tariff for revenue only -
which means ultimately free trade. It is not a question of lowering
tariff rates. It is not a question of reducing duties. It is not a

question of adding this or that article to the free list. It is not

a question of resorting to the income tax to raise a part of the funds

to meet the expenses of a Federa] goverrment It e ahfvidﬂquﬁlkd“.“ﬁ
S Q_AAyme4-~4ﬁ4- §1anT4LAA«&w4?

The Repub]lca partj, always standing for protection
to American industry and American working men - has never been comm-
itte@ to any particular schedule of rates. We differ as to what rates
may be necessary. We may differ upon what products need protection.

We may not agreé upon what mrticles should go on the free list. These
are matters of detail - matters of information - matters of judgment.
But the Republican party from its birth, on down, through the fifty
years of glorious history, has never faltered, halted, hesitated or
dodged or equivocated, in its adherence to the policy of protection

to American industries, Gk IMAgstCon Z“/g'”"'

Differing as to rates, disagreeing upon details, con-
tending one against the other as to the degree of proiection which may
be necessary, Republicans have heretofore been, and I hope always will
be, united on the policy of protection to American labor and American

Industries.
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The Republican platform of 1900, on which William McKinley
was elected President, condemned all conspiracies and combina-
tions intended to restrict business, to create monopolies, to limit
production, or to control prices, and specitically declared for—
such legislation as will effectively restrain and prevent all such abuses,
protect and promote competiticn, and secure the rights of producers,
laborers, and all cngaged in industry and commerce.

The Republican platform of 1908 declared that the act of July
2, 1890, should be strengthened by such amendment as will—
give the Federal Government greater supervision and control over,
and greater publicity in, thc management of that class of corporations
engaged in interstate commerce having power and opportunity to effect
monopolies.

The Democratic platform of 1908, declared for “such addi-
tional legislation as may be necessary to malke it impossible for
a private monopoly to exist in the United States” and, among
rewedies, declared for a Federal license system and for a law
compelling licensed corporations ‘to sell to all purchasers in
all parts of the country on the same terms, after making allow-

ance for the cost of transportation.”
DL A NETE IR TR S o s =
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A CURE FOR THE TRUSTS.

They tell us that a protective tariff has created the
trusts, and that a tariff for revenue only will deszfoy them.
But trusts have developed and existed in England gge%fEZZe—trade
has prevsiled and does prevail to-day. Some of our trusts manu-
facture and control products which are on the free list. Some of
them manufacture and control products upon which thé rate of duty
is insignificent. The International Harvest Company is one of
the most complete monopolies in the United States. BEighty-five
per cent. of the reapers, mowers, and threshing machines used in
the United States are manufactured by this great corporation—
which came into existence when there was a tariff of only fifteen
per cent. on farm implements—and this only on machinery ccming
from countries having a tariff upon similar products manufactured
in this country. No candid man can claim that this smsll tariff
was an important factor in the organization of this great corpor-
ation. The fact is the tariff has little to do with a large part
of the monopoly existing in this country to-day. And a tariff
for revenue only will not destroy the trusts. A competitfgéltariff
will not abolish monopoly. And even complete free trade would
not be a eure for the monopoliégéganditions in our industrisl
and financial affairs. This bill proposes to introduce foreign
competition. But foreign competition will destroy home competition.
This is inevitable.

To illustrate: The United States Steel Corporation con-
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trale

trests, ealy about sixty per cent. of the iron and steel product$
of the United States. This gives this great corporation large
monopolistic control. Still independent companies manufacture
forty per cent. of the producti. If foreign competition shall be
introduced and that competition shall be effective—the independ-
ent companies will go down first. The great steel corporationf,
with its immense eapital, up-to-date plant, splendid equipment,
and effective organization can produce cheaper than the smaller
ccencerns. This great corporation can flourish long after the
smaller concern have been sent to the scrap«pile, and their em-
ployees have gone on the tramp for other employment. Our home
competition is gone, with no prospeet for its re-establishment.
We have then competition from abroad. But what is this competi-
tion? It is the foreign trust against the home trust. If we can
not trust a home trust, how can we have security desling with a
foreign trust.

Por one I will stand for no policy that will destroy
our home competition in the attempt to introduce foreign compe-
tition. For myself, if I must deal with a trust, I prefer to
buy of a trust that employs Americen workingmen, that pays taxes
to an Americen state, that contributes to the support of our
National Government, thaet is under the contro{:énd subject to the

laws of the United States, and that does business under the Stars

and Stripes.
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The fact is & competitive tariff or a tariff for revenue
onlj will not solve the trust problem; it will not remedy the evil
of monopolistic control in our industriasl system. We must place
our great corporations under the contrcl of a great Federal Trade
Commission. I d&o not believe in Government control of private
businesses. But corporations are artificial persons. When they
acquire large monopolistic control in the manufacture, sale, and
distribution of produets in common use, constituting the necess-
ities of 1life, they L&+ t0 De prlvate concerps, and beccorme a

o Gon B e < ﬂ»w&( ot ﬁm-?fs iy e At Sl »
public agencye Such corpordtlons can not safely exist except un-
der National supervision and control. On the 25th of January,
1912, I introduced a bill in the House, H. R. 18,711, creating an
Interstate Corporetion Commission, with large power over our great
industrial corporations. So far as I have been able to ascertain
this was the first bill of the kind to be introduced in the House
of Representatives. On the 20th of February, 1912, I made a
speech in this House advocating the adoption of this measure

bée ﬁmﬁ A rppnds B Cnpe {? Fi"fr- & “

far as I know I was the first to advocatigsuch a Commission ¥ £
this-Heuwes. Subsequent thereto, the Republican Party in its
national platform endorsed such Commission.

Referring to the control of the trusts, the platform

says: "In the enforcement and administration of Federal laws
governing interstate commerce and enterprises impressed with a
public use engaged therein there is much that may be committed to
a Federal tradd commission, thus placing in the hands of an ad-
ministrative bosrd many of the functions now necessarily exercised
by the courte, This will promote promptness in the administras-
tion of the laws and aveid delays and technicalities incident to
court procedure.”
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Pollowing the lead of the Republican Party the Pro-
gressive Party in its national platform declared for a Pedersl
Trade €Commission.

Such a Commission, with adequate power, can control
our great industrial corporations, prevent them from exerecising
monopolistic control to the injury of the people, and yet re-
tain the good there is in them, for the greatness and glory of our
country and the welfare of all our people.

The advocates of the protective tariff system have
maintained that home competition would be sufficient to insure
reasonable prices and prevent monopoly.

The weakest link in the chain of our protective tariff
argument is the obaa:geﬁﬁﬁkof effective competition in certain
lines of manufactured products. The American people never will
consent to the elimination of effective competition in products
in common use, unless we substitute for competition Government
control that will save them harmless from any monopolistic econ-

d%égijé;;t any great corporation may possess.

The Democratic Party had control of the House during
the 62nd Congress. No bill was passed to give the Federal Govern-
ment any additional control over our great corporations.. No
bill of this kind was even favorably reported from a Committee.

No bill was reported amending in any way the Sherman Anti-Trust
Law. To-day the only remedy offered is the establishment of a
tariff law that will destroy everything else before it does the
trusts. I confess the Republican Party has been tardy in grappling

G_(‘\et.LMf'/
effectively with the trust problem. But it has beeeﬁa great.&443’cc
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difficult problem. But the Republican Party is looking in the
right direction. It stands for regulation and preservation,
rather than amnihilation. In its policies it stands for con-
struction rather than destruction. And there is nothing the
Republicen Representative in this House can do that will be of
greater service to the country, aadfggntr§bute more towards
strengthening our Party than the form&@é&g(and advocacy of a
practicael, construetive measurebégéézgéiéé:giiﬂﬁtét is good in
our financial and industrial system, and at the same time amply

protect the people from the evil of monopolistic power.



The framers of this bill contend that it will reduce the
cost of living, _ sHe—usainss 5

_Whatéver effect this bill may have in reducing the cost of
living will be more than off-set by @« reduction in the earning

A & [t le. A
capacity of Lo d . The ability, the capacity, the
opportunity to earn a living is a greater question than the re-
letixe cost of that living. What the average man spends to live
igs to a large extent within his own control. But vwhat we earn,
what we make, vhat we receive for our labor depends upon the
demand for our services. We must have employment to earn any
kind of a living. If our serwvices are in demand, if there is
plenty to do, if our mills are running, if business is prosper-
oug, if commerce is flourishing, if there is a démand for eveeyIIAu?

thing and every thing we can make or produce, we have only our=-

gelves to blame if we do not earn &3 the comforts, and necesg-

'i%ieq4of life, and secure many of the luxuries.sfFz3if=, 50 Lhe
L] o
Renublican paﬁty believes that a protective tarif€4i%xwés$% tméer

Athié:§aiée7—ve ehlarge, multiply, and magnify the opportunities

of life. Weﬁgivefa man a chance t0 get along in the world. Under

th licy th ‘mam med suly lived well, but millions kev
is policy € pooTr wHadw, . lived we ut millions heve<
‘ } (‘_ﬁﬂ{&:

MNW&WMMWL/ a
acquhsed—e—coupé%eﬁeeT‘an&—%hvu > »ieh. The high
cost of living is not ewe—ef the great‘%tbblems of the hour.

o~ A U tate L -

woays so]vef itself.
The cost of living will slways vary with the earning capa-
city of a people. Living is higher in the United States than

elsewhere because the pecple of the United States earn more than

the people of any other country. People will spend what they



earn. The cost of living can not go higher than the earning
capecity of the gqeat masses of our people. If our people%s
eaans&e&.wereAless, the cost of living would be less. Reduce
the earning capacity of eur people, and the cost of every pro-
duct that enters into the cost of living will go down.

Meat,snd bread, and clothing and rent, and furnifure,
and every other article in common use, will decline in price as
the earning capacity of the masses of the American people become
less,

Living can never be higher than the ability of the
people to pay. The prices of articles ;gtiifmiiLgiiuzi? %j:&tifﬁf‘*
above the ability of the people to pay. Waterdoesnet—run—up—
ik b S 2otarexn -
kild~ You can not extract blood from a turnip. Men can not buy
without money. The fact that we consume at home the great bulk
of all our products demonstrates that the cost of living is not
disproportionate to the earning capacity of our people. The
rich are few in number. What they eat, and wear is but an infin-
itesimal fraction of the wast volume of products of every kind
consumed in the United Staes every year. ﬂnx%:;y therefore to
reduce the cost of living is to reduce the earning capacity of
our people. Reduce wages and salaries and products will come
down. Create an army of idle Workihgmen, and you have taken a
step toward reducing the price of every food product, and every
manufactured product of the land. Reduce the price of farm pro-

ducts, lessen the ability of the farmer to buy and you have marked

down the prices of those manufactured products which are in common

use among the fifty million people residing on the farms.
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If the American people have reachquconlusions that

we must reduce the cost of living, the change of our tariff

policy is bhe-mosi-eﬁiec&;veh?ethod of doing it. But let the

people understand the process that must be followed. The move-
ment once started will complete the t<»efc. The wave upon our

industrial ses,set in motion by enacting this law, will not
QannAA”-l4P“°7

cease until it has rocked the hnaﬁ e whlchﬁeue¢yxbu31ness (7

Ciwawl,. s ooy, ok Il O

This bill, designed primarily to reduce the cost of

living means that the farmer must take less for his products,

sand this means that the manufacturer who depends on the farmer

to produce his goods, must take less for his manufactured pro-
ducts, and if the manufacturer sells his goods at a less price,
the men he employs must accept less pay for his days' labor, and
as we are to have larger importations from abroad, we must man-
ufacture less goods at home, and our workmen here must have less.
employment, and the merchant must reduce his sales, and his clerks

must receive less wages, and the professional men must fall in line

with the rest. -Q,ﬁ (/f:.u (L g-e_ew Em-/‘ G fr1t Ol

l5 ! A e‘££;¥° had a re-adjustment. We have reduced the cost
« tn 2l Ggin lart
of living. DBut the years through which we have passed_ ame filled
CU'\XLI\-(I'V\— ‘
with distress and want and poverty. Business kas been disturbed,
toabe ligets (et Yoserirs A
industry k&8 been paralized, commerce kas been stifled, all growth

. (e
and expansion haﬁ}been arrested, and wﬁﬁhave been set back a

guarter of a century. ra
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This bill primarily effects two grest industries, agri-
culture and menufacturing. These are basic industries. We have

twelve and one-half millions of personskver ten years, sve at
-t A
work on Bke,farms. Forty-five millions of our population xzesile
Lpfoeads.

A/ flf-fu_eﬂ
Gﬂ_iimLiigmL/&Seven and a half millions of persons ewer—ton yesrs—

wk—age are toiling in our shops and manufacturing establishments.

Tweniy millions of our ypopulstien—depend—for their support upon

the waggs";eeeive&—bv—theee—seﬁ Nearly two-thirds of 211 our

Tyl
populatlon gare the men and the families of #%kewe who labor on the

A

farm and in our manufacturing establishments. #+] other ceeupa-
6.,/9':;-4/
béens—aﬁé\businesseendependsuﬁen_tha_p$98§ef%%y—e€kthese two greast
gwm’ﬁ/‘-ddffl—ﬂ—v‘%-
producing industriesﬁ Whatever affects adversely these two great
indvstries injures every othpr business, irr—the Tamd. When the farm
and the factory flourish, trade, transportation, and commerce will
grow, extend,and expand. When tbe farmer and manufacturer prosper
SNl QAW“- o aldAX a_.
th&ﬁ&riirvﬁb‘wﬁe—&re_am§l&gai_ln_$xaﬁsﬁ e Ling, di
butiing, and selling their—prodmetmewill reap their full reward.




My objections to this bill are

First, that, in the main, I do not believe it will accomplish the
things that its authors claim it will accomplish:

Second, I believe that where it does bring about the result
sought to be attained, it will create other evils, and conditions
more dangerous than these now existing.

IxxXXXEXTBXBAXAXKHAEKXANBXHEX KR

AGRICULTURE.

This bill if enacted into law will effect every industry in
the land, but xkaxgxmxtesk primarily it effects agriculture and
manufacture - the two great producing industries of our land.

One of the primary purposes of this bill is to reduce the
high cost of living, but you can not reduce the high cost of
living by the method you propose without a reduction in the price
of farm products, which would entail annually hundreds of millions
of dollars of loss to our farmers. Nearly one-half of our popula-
tion reside on the farm, and I protest against any legislation
that will injure this great basic industry - with the view to
benefitting the non-farmers. The cost of living is merely a
sign of the times - an index to our general prosperity, a gauge
that marks our standasrd of living, and a barometer that measures
the power of our people to produce, their capacity to consume and
their ability to earn. Farm products are not too high. The
farmer gets only 46 percent of the amount paid by the consumer for
food products.

The difficulty is between the farmer and consumer - and this

bill will not remedy the evil,
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The cost of living csn not rise above the ability of the
people to payd/ We produce in this country nearly $35, 000,000,000
worth of products. We import nearly as much as we export. We
consume these products. The common people have the money to pay
for them.

It is not the price of the thing you want to buy - it is in
having the price to pay. If this bill reduces the price of liv-
ing it will be becsuse it reduces the earning capacity of our
people - because incomes have been cut down, wages and salaries

have fallen, and profits have diappeared.



MANUFACTURES.

In 1909 we had in the United States 268,000 manufacturing
industries. 273,000 persons owned these establishments., Their
annual products were valued at §20,672,000,000. They employed
7,%?5,000 persons and paid them in wages $3,427,000,000 -
aboﬁt $10,000,000 for every week day in the year, and over a
million dollars for every working hour of the day. It is
asserted that the present protective tariff enables our manu-
factures to make excessive profits, and that the purpose of this
bill ie ¥ to reduce the profits of these manufactures,.

The authors and supporters of this bill assume of course that
this bill, if enacted into law, will reduce the profits of the
owners of our manufacturing establishments, but will not effect
their employees either as to their employment or as to the wages
paid.

Under this law owners will have less profits, but the
employees will have less employment and loweyr wages.

The owners and employees in our manufacturing establishments
are inspparably bound together.

They are partners in business,

They are members of thesame industrial family.

They are members of one body.

Our manufacturing plants are simply institutions or instru-
ments viteli#bd by owners and empdoyees to pay interest on capital
and pay employees for their muscle, skill and intelligence.

Every employee has a direct, sustantisl, important and vital



interest in the prosperity of the institution in which he
labors.
In 1909 the productis of the menufactures were worth
$20, 672, 000, 000, &12 000, 000, 000 worth of material was, used,

s wd hade 15 hcie oo p lini ol -
leaxing $8, 000,000, OOO& Out of this the 7,405,000 employees
were paid $3,427,000,000 - or nearly fifty per cent of the entire
amount earned,

| Any movement, measure, Or law that mdterislly reduce the

net profit of these concerns will introduce a period when wages

will not advance, but when they must either remain stationary or

go down,



THE MANUFACTURER AND HIS EMPLOYRES.

There are in the United States 268,000 manufacturing
establishments. These establishments have 273,000 owners and
proprietors. The capital invested amounts to $18,428,000,00.They
consume every year $12,000,000 worth of rew material, and turn
out every year a product worth $20,gg;%000,000. In these manu-
facturing establishments are employed 7,405,000 persons. These
employees in 1909 received $3,427,000,000 in wages~—ten millions

b ot Al lhasne fn oy tovilass hoe g dh
for every week day in the year. The wages paid in 1909 were $1,

106,000,000 more than the amount paid in 1899. 1In that ten years

the number of employees increased 40.4 per cent., while the amount

. W
of wages increaged 7C.6 per cegt.-7:£ﬂ- foor beee o

A eanoct b M Cocgepan P““‘L‘
- The owners and employees of our manufscturing establish-

ments are aqaailgﬂinte“e“ﬁeﬂ in their prosperity. Employexrfand
employees have their difficulties. Capital and labor their con-
troversies. %hke ownerS and operatives have their differences. But
these are family troubles. They come from the distrbution c¢f pro-
fits of the concern. No employee wants to see the business of his
employer depressed and unprofitable. The seven nmillions of men

in our factories and manufacturing establishments know that their
welfare is inseparably bound up in the establishments in which
they toil. They know that profits and dividends must go to the

owners or that employment must diminish and wages must be reduced.
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In the Congressional Record of May 24, 1910, page
7008, there is a colloquy which took place between the
gentleman from South Bakota (Mr. Martin) and my col-
league from Oklahoma (Mr. Carter). The colloquy ia as
follows:

"Mr. Carter. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the
gentleman if he knows how the Oklahoma delegation stood
on the question of the lumber schedule.

Mr. ¥artin of South Dakota. No; but I will give

the -gentleman an opportunity to place himself on record

on the propoaition.
Mr. Carter. Two Democratic Nembers of Congress

zgtsd fof free lumber and three Republicans voted against

As T am one of the three Republican representatives
from the State of Oklahoma, thesabove statement, there-
fore, includes me. The above statement, insofar as it
applies to how i voted on the lumber schedule is incorrect.
My colleague has probably beeh misled by statements which
have been published in democratic papers throughout my
district on the same subject. My colleague heing a democrat
probably assumed that statements made by demooeratic news-
papers were reliable. This, however, is a very violent
presumption when democratic editors are publishing polit-
ical articles.

In asserting that the above atatement is incorrect



I do not ask the gentleman or this house to take my
statement. I desire to submit the vote ag shovn by the
Congressional Record. The vote taken con the lumber
schedule in the Payne-Tariff Bill was taken on April

9, 1909. The record of that 4 ate, pages 1174, 1178, 1176,
and 1177 shows how every repregentative in Congress voted
on that schedule. The Congressionel Record of April

9, 1909, page 1174, shows that the gentleman from Minnesots,
(Mr. Tawney) moved to strike out paragraph 196 of the

Payne Bill. This paragraph was as follows:

"196. Timber, hewn, sided, or squared otherwise
than by sawing (not less than 8 inches square) and round
timber used for spars or in building wharves, one-half of
1 cent per cubic foot.®

If this paragraph had been stricken out, certain kinds
of timber as described therein would have been free from
duty. The vote on this motion to strike out this para-
graph was taken on acall of the yeas and nays and the record
shown on page 1174 shows that I voted in the affirmative.

On page 1175 of the Congressionel Record of April 9,
1909, there is recorded the vote taken on the consequent

amendment offered by the gentleman from Minnesota (Mr.

Tawney) to strike out certain partions of Section 197 of



the Payne Bill. The words to be stricken out ap provided
by this mmendment were as follows!:

u197. Sawed boards, planks, deals, and other
lumber of whitewood, sycamore, and basswood, fifty cents
per thousand feet board measure; sawed lumber, not
specially provided for in sections one or two of this
Act, one dollar per thousand feet board meagure."

The adoption of this amendment would have placed
rough boards and cormon lumber free of duty. The vote
on this amendment was taken by the call of the yeas and
nays and the record shows on page 1175 of the Congressional
Record of April 9, 1909, that I voted in the affirmative,
to strike out said paragraph. In the Congressional
Record of the same date, on page 11785, is recorded the
vote taken upon the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. DeArmond). The amendment offered waa
as follows:

“Amend the proviso by striking out all after the
word 'provided', and insert in lieu of the words stricken
out the following:

'That none of the duties impos ed by this paragraph
shall be levied upon any of the products of any country,
subdivision, or dependency of North America, South America
or Central America, or any island of the Western Hemis-
Phere, but all such products shall be admitted free of duty.'?

An examination of the record will show that I voted

for this amendment., It will be observed thét this amend-
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ment applies only to lumber imported from certain countiies
mentioned therein. In my own mind I had some doubt

about the propriety of adopting such an amendment tecause
oh its face the provision would discriminate between dif-
ferent countries. However, the record shows that I voted
for the adoption of this mmendment and in doing so voted

to remove the duty from lumber imported from any country

of North, South or Central Aferica or any island of the
Vestern Hemigsphere.

In the Congressional Record of'April 9, 1909, page
1176, is recorded the vote taken upon the motion made by
the gentleman from j)issouri (Mr. Clark) to strike out all
of paragraph 197. This paragraph is as follows:

"Sawed boards, planks, deals, and other lumber
of whitewood, sycamore, and basswood, fifty cents per
thousand feet board measure; sawed lumber, not specially
provided for in sections one or two of this Act, one dollar
ver thousand feet board measure; but when lumber of any
sort is planed on one side and tongued and grooved, one
dollar per thousand feet board measure; and if pianed
on two gides and tongued and grooved, one dollar and fifty
cents per thousand fect boarl measure; and in estimating
board measure under thisschedule no deduction shall be made
on board measure on account of planing, tongueing and
grooving; Provided, That if any country, dependency, province,
or other gubdivision of government shall impose an e xport
duty or other export charge of uny kind whatsoever upon, or
any discrimination against, any forest product exported to
the United States, or if any country, dependency, province,



or other subdivision of governuent forbids or restricts

the exportation of any forest product to the United States,
in any way, there shall be imposed upon all of the forest
products of such country when imported into the United
States the duties prescribed in section three of this Act
during the continuance of such export duties, charges,
embargo, discrimination, or restriction."”

Paragraph 197 is the important paragraph of the
Payne Bill, providing for duty gpon Iumbher imported in
the United States. The amendment ¢ffered was to strike
out this entire paragraph. The vote was taken by the
calling of the yeas and nays and the record showa that I
voted for thke motion to gtrike out this entire paragraph.
In the Congressional Recadd of April 9, 1909, on
Page 1177 the gentleman from Minnesota (lir. Tawney), moved
to strike out paragraph 708 and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

"708. Wood: Sawed boards, planks, deals and other
lumber of white wood, sycamore, and basswood and sawed lumber,
timber hewn, sided, squared or sawed and round timber used for
gparg or in building wharves, logs and round unmanufactured
timber, including pulp woad 8, firewood, handle bolts, shingle
bolts, gun blocks for gunstocks rough hewn or sawed or
‘planed on one side, hop poles, ship timber and ship plank-
ing; all of the foregoing not specially provided for
in section 1 and 2 of this act."

Paragraph 708 is one of ihe Paragraphs & the Payne

Tariff Bill reciting the articles that should be admitted



free of duty, known as the free ligst. This amendment,

if adopted, would have placed the grades 6f lumber therein
described on the free list. The vote thereon was taken
by the call of the yeas and nays, and the record shows on
page 1177 of the Congressional Record of April 9, 1909,
that I voted for the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Minnesota., 1In o daing, I practically voted to place
lumber on the free list.

Thege five votes are the only recorded votes taken
oﬂfthe lumber schedule. The record, therefore, shows that
my colleague from Oklahoma was mistaken in his statement
insofar as the same relates td my votes8 upon the lumber
abhedule cf the Payne-Tariff Bill. I desire to go into
this matter fully for another reason. On the night after
the House voted on the Payne~Tariff Bill, s Washington
correspondent of the Daily Oklahoman, published at Oklshoma
City, Oklahoma, the leading Democratic paner of the state,
gent a dispatch to his paper making an assertion similar
to the one my collesague made, a8 shown in the Congressional
Record of Mayn24, 1910. I telegraphed the editor of this

paper denying the report and asking that proper corvection
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be made. The editor did make the correction as requested
and I asked to have tle editorial of the "Daily Oklahoman®
(s} 4 April 18th,1909, printed as a part of my remarks.

The editorial is a8 follows:

In Justice to Mr. Morgan.

A few days ago the Oklahoman, in commenting
upon vote in the house on the lumber schedule of the new
tariff bill, charged that Dick T. Morgan, representative
of this district in congress, voted against duty-free
lumber. Our comment was based upon a Washington dispatch
which covered the proceedings in the house on the day
the lumber schedule of the tariff bill was under considerae
tion. This dispatch came from our Washington correspondent,
who hags always borne an e xcellent reputation for veracity.
It is not the purpose of The Oklahoman, however,
to place any man in a false attitude. VWhemever we find
that we have unwittingly done so, we cheerfully make the
amende honorable. Accordingly we desire te direct the
attention of our readers ito the following dispatch from Mr.
¥organ, advieing us of the inaccuracy of our news rport
and the absence of foundation for the charge of voting
against free lumber which we imputed to him:

Mushington, D. C., April 12, 1909.-~~Hon. Roy E.
Stafford, Editor Okalhoman, Oklahoma City. In committee of
+he whole and in house I voted to out lumber on free list.
Your Washington dispatch untrue. Please publish this
telegram and meke editoriazl correction. The people sare
entitled te the truth.

Dick T. Morgan.

Now then, ¥r. Chairman, why should the gentleman from
Oklzhoma, a Democrat, call into question how I voted or
how any other gentleman ¥oted on the lumber schedule. If

we d0 not have free lumber who is responsible for 1t? Dia



the gentleman intend to question the wisdom, goocd judig-
ment, or patriotism of his democratic associates who
voted azainst free lumber? Did he intend to cast any .
reflection upon his democratic associales through whose
vote the fight for free lumber was defcated. I call
the gentleman's attention to the fact that when the
vote was taken upon the motion to strike cut Paragraph
196 there were 45 democrats who voted in the negative.
The demeccratic platformyadopted at the Denver Convention
in 1908, on the question of lumber, declared as follows:
"e demand the immediate repeal of the tariff on

wood pulp, print paper, lumber, timber and logs, and that
these articles be placed on the free list.®

The republican platform of 1908 adopted at Chicagor
contained no specific declaration reclative to the tariff .
on lumber. It was, therefore, consisient for any repub-
lican who believes in the principle of protection, to
vote for a tarif? upon lumber. An examination of the
Congressional Record of Arril 9, 1909, page 1174, shows
that there were 57 republicans who voted to strike out
paragraph 196 and there were 43 democrats who voted against

striking out this paragraph. The vote as recorded shows



184 yeas znd 198 nays. If these 435 democrats-who voted
in the affirmative-had voted in harmony with the specific
declaration of the democratic national platform, the
vote would have stood 227 yeas and 155 nays. The para-
graph would have been stricken out and the lumher des-
cribed in said paragraph would have been plaged on the
free list.

The Congressional Record on Page 1175 ghows tba&
when the vote was taken of the amendment to strike Gut
a portiqn of paragraph 197, there were 53 republicans

gﬁé?votéd in the affirmative and 42 democrats who voted

in the negative. The vote as recorded shows 185 affirmative
and 200 negative. If these 42 democratic members of

this House had voted in the affirmative the vote would

have stood 227 in the affirmative and 158 in the negative,
the amendment would have carried and the provision in ihe
Payne Bill which places a dutynupon the lumber as described
in paraﬁﬁgph 196 would have been stricken out and the lum-
ber therein described would have been placed on the free

list. The vote on the amendment offered by the gentlemfin

from Minnesota, paragraph 708, was recorded on page 1177 of
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the Congressional Keeord of April 9, 1909. The effect of
this amenciment was to practically place all lumber on

the free list. The record shows that 52 republicans voted
for this amendment and 38 democraﬁé voted against it.

The vote as recorded sghows 181 votes in the affirmative
and 200 v0ues in the raaativo If the 38 democrats who
voted in the negative hud voted in the affirmatlve the
vote wduld have stood 219 in the affirmative and 162 in

" the negative, The amendment would have carried by & large
majority and lumber would have been placed on the free
list.

I am not here to criticise the vote of any membér of
this House, whatever may be his politics. I know that
everyone voted as he thoughtwas right and best for his
country, tut inasmuch as my colleague from Oklahoma saw
fit to woluntarily rise in his seat and call attention
to the House to the vote of the three republican members
from Oklahoma on the tariff schedule, it seems appropriate
in answer thereto that I should call his attention to how

his democratic associates voted upon the same gquestion.



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIYES

DICK T. MORGAN, i
SECOND DISTRICT OKLAHOMA. 0 7/
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WASHINGTON

The Congressional Record of May 24, 1910,
page 7008 shows that the following colloquy took place
betwesen the Centleman from South Dakota (Mr. Martin), and
my colleague from Oklahoma (¥r. Carter).

Mr. Carter. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the
gentleman if he knows how the Oklahomz delegation stood on
the question of the lumber schedule?

Mr., Martin of South Dakota. No; but I will give the
gentleman an opportunity to place himself on record cn the
proposition. ‘

Mr. Carter. Two Democratic lembers of Congress
voted for free lumber and 3 Republicans voted against it.

In fact of this statement, I wish to call
attention to the Congressional Record of April 9, 1909,
page 1174, 1175, 1176 and 1177. The Congressional Record
on page 1174 shows that the gentlemen from Minn. (Mr. Tawney)
moved to stricke out paragraph 196 of the Payne Bill. This
paragraph was as follows:

196. Timber, hewn, sided, or squared octherwise

gl 1 than by sawing (not less than 8 inches square) and round
oY timber used for spars or in building wharves, one-half of
1 cent per cubic foout.

The yeas and nays were taken and the Recoxrd

showe that Morgan of Oklahorma voted in the affirmative to
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