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PREFJ&ACE

In writing this paper I have kept one thing constantly

in mind: The Tariff question as it relates to the fian-

cial legislation and the attitudes of the major political

parties. It is easy in tie light of accumulated experience

to pass judgment on the errors of the past, but historical

study is more fruitful if tie reader endeavors to interpret

the past in accordance with the experience :hich was avail-

able at txe time the occurrences took place.

I am obliged to pass by many incidents of keen inter-

est. The result is doubtless a loss of interest but it is

hoped that the gain from an orderly presentation of the es-

sential facts may be a substantial compensation.

iv
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CHAPTER I

EARLY NATIONAL PERIOD
(1789-le6l)

A tariff policy is two-sided and may be compared to a

wall. Every export from a country is some other country's

import, and every tariff imposition, while apparently a

domestic law to bring in a revenue or build up home indus-

tries, is, at the same time the means of keeping out some

other country's exports. Too often, we look upon only one

side of the wall--our own side. We are likely to regard

the tariff as a means of controlling the inflow of foreign

goods or as a means of raising revenue. But to understand

the tariff policy and employ it to its fullest advantage

or disadvantage we must be willing and capable of looking

over the wall to understand the effect of a tariff--or any

other commercial policy--on the aims and aspirations of

other nations.

George Washington was inaugurated as President of the

United States on April 30, 1789, but already on April 8

three weeks before that event and but one week after Con-

gress was organized, James Madison introduced a revenue

bill to meet the most pressing problems of the young nation.

It is not surprising that the source chosen for revenue was

a tariff on imports.

1
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Even before it created the departments, Congress passed

a revenue law. Indeed, next to its own organization and

the counting of the electoral votes, its earliest act was

an exercise of the new power of taxation. Madison, kept

out of the Senate by the Antifederalists in the legislature

of his state, had turned to his neighbors as a candidate

for the lower house, and it was he who moved the enactment

of a five per cent duty on the value of all imports.

A Pennsylvania member asked that the duties be laid,

not uniformly on all imported goods, but upon such as com-

peted with domestic industry. At the same time that the

necessary revenue was obtained, American production would

then enjoy an advantage over foreign. The protective prin-

ciple was thus introduced into tariff legislation at the very

outset, although it was incidental to the purpose of rais-

ing a revenue. It was not until domestic manufactures de-

veloped on a considerable scale that protection became the

dominant motive power in framing tariffs.

The first tariff debate was typical of all that have

followed in bringing out the conflict of interest of differ-

ent sections of the country. Georgia, for example, which

needed slaves, objected to any tax upon imported negroes;

Virginia with slaves to sell, desired a duty. New England

opposed an import on molasses, the raw material of the rum

distilleries of Rhode Island and Massachusetts, while other

sections desired the revenue which it would yield.
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The act as passed laid duties averaging about eight per

cent. This first financial measure was framed hastily un-

der pressure of urgent needs, with little calculation of

the relation of the probable returns to government expend-

itures.

The House of Representatives in committee of the whole

adopted resolutions favoring duties on foreign spirits and

an excise tax on domestic spirits ranging from nine to

twenty-five cents per gallon. There was much debate on

this matter but finally the Senate passed the House bill on

August 5, having made but a few amendments, all of which

were accepted by the House. The most casual study of this

bill shows that it was distinctively and exclusively a rev-

enue measure, and that it was passed in haste to meet an

emergency.

James Ladison, the sponsor of the bill, was a believer

in a tariff for revenue. He did not hold this inconsistent

with a belief that labor and industry if left alone would

seek out those employments most lucrative to the nation or

that the use of protection might be proper under certain con-

ditions. These conditions included the continuance of some

protection for those industries which had become used to

protection, the discouragement of certain imports for sumpt-

uary reasons, and the encouragement of industries needed for

National defense.

Homer Carey Hockett, Political and Social Growth of
the American People, p. 314.~



4

The bill was "protective in intentions and spirit" even

though the "general range of duties was by no means such as

would have been thought protective in later days". 2 The

Act made use of both specific and ad valorem rates. Spe-

cific duties, it has been estimated, were the equivalent

of about eight and one half per cent ad valorem. If this

Act was the first assertion of sovereignty on the part of

the government that came to the people, it was also a test

of the sovereignty of the government itself.3

Alexander Hariilton was appointed Secretary of the Treas-

ury on September 11, 1789. He believed a sufficient rev-

enue could be obtained from the existing duties, with an in-

crease of rates upon wines, spirits, tea, and coffee and an

excise tax upon domestic spirits, to carry on the affairs

of the government. Hamilton was ordered to prepare a report

and to be ready to submit it to the next Congress. In con-

formity to this instruction he prepared his great "Report on

tanufactures.t The report is deservedly ranked among the

ablest of the state papers of that distinguished statesman,

whose ideas upon the constitution of the government have

gradually and insensibly, but at last almost completely

prevailed.

2F. Taussig, Tariff Hist2r of United States,
pp. 14-15.

3Edward Stanwood, American Tariff Controversies in the
Nineteenth Century, p. 173.



hanilton first proceeded to consider the general objec-

tion to the policy of encouraging manufactures; that agri-

culture is the most beneficial and productive object of

human industry and that this principle applies especially

to the United States with its vast tracts of fertile but

unimproved territory; that encouragement of manufactures

by government is an endeavor to transfer the natural cur-

rent of industry from a more to a less beneficial channel.

This policy was deemed unwise because private interest will

guide people to the most profitable employment. vhile con-

ceding that agriculture has a strong claim to prominence

over every other kind of industry, he contended against the

idea that it "has a title to anything like an exclusive

predilection in any country". He objected to the theory as

it is the only productive form of industry, He showed how

the labor of the artificer and the labor of the farmer sup-

plement each other and gender the other more efficient and

productive.4 He explained that the use of machines would

afford occasional and extra employment to individuals who

would otherwise be unemployed. It would also encourage the

emigration to the country of manufacturers attracted by the

inducements of a better price for their fabrics or their

labor. This would result in an increase of the population

and of productive labor and at the same time avoid the evil

of diverting hands from the pursuit of agriculture.

4 lbid, p. 81.



b

The Secretary next considered the objection that while

the encouragement of manufactures might be advantageous to

a country secluded from foreign commerce, it may not be so

for state possessed of vacant and fertile territory. If

therefore, they do not manufacture for themselves a con-

stant and increasing necessity for the commodities of Eu-

rope and partial and occasional demand for their own, would

expose them to impoverishment. The price of manufactured

articles has a direct and very important tendency to bene-

fit agriculture.

Hamilton then turned his attention to the affirmative

side of the argument, and shoved some positive reasomf or rec-

on ending manufactures to the patronage of the government.

Je asserted that the trade of a country which is both ranu-

facturing and agricultural would be more lucrative and pros-

perous than that of a country which is merely agricultural.

Not only tie wealth, but the independence and security of a

country, appear to be materially connected with the prosper-

ity of manufacturers.5

This great state paper, "Report on Manufactures" has

been almost universally regarded as the foundation and

storehouse of the argument for protection in the United

$tates. It is quite impossible to treat the Report itself

as anything but a plain, straightforward, uncompromising

5
Ibid., p. 90.
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argument for protection. Hamilton gave the reasons for

favoring a protective policy with great frankness and lu-

cidity.6

The first Tariff Act, that of 1789, was protective in

intention and spirit. The Congress of the Confederation

had framed a plan for a general five per cent duty with a

few specific duties on articles like tea, coffee, and sug-

ar, a plan whose failure was one of the most important

events leading to the adoption of the constitution. When

Congress met in 1789, this scheme which had aimed solely

at procuring the needed revenues, was presented anew by

Madison, who advocated it not only on financial grounds

but on the general principles of free trade. The general

range of duties was by no means such as would have been

thought protective in later days; but the intention to pro-

tect was there.

The legislation of the next twenty years, however,

brought no further appreciable development of the protec-

tive policy. For a short time after 1789, it may be pos-

sible to detect a drift in favor of protective duties which

doubtless was strengthened by the powerful advocacy of pro-

tection in Hamilton's "Report on manufactures" but that fa-

mous document had little, if any, effect on legislation.7

0lbid., pp. 92-99

7Taussig, ja. cit., p. 16.
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The industrial situation4 changed abruptly in 1808.

The complications with Englfnd and France led to a series

of measures which mark a ttining point in the industrial

history of the country. The Non-Intercourse Act followed

in 1809. War with England was declared in 1812. During

the war, intercourse with England was prohibited, and all

import duties were doubled. Some signs of the gradual

growth of a protective feeling appear before the close of

the war.

For some time after the war and the enactment of the

Tariff of 116 there was no pressure for a more vigorous

application of protective principles. The general expec-

tation was that the country would fall back into much the

same things as that which had existed before 1808.

Agriculture and Oommerce would again be as profitable

as during the previous period and would be as exclusively

the occupation of the people. The harvests in Europe f ar

several years were bad and caused a stronger demand and

higher price for products. The demand for cotton was

large and the price high. Most important of all, the cur-

rency was in a state of complete disarrangement and con-

cealed and supported an unsound economic condition.

The import duties doubled at the beginning of the war

for revenue purposes, and averaging about twenty-five per

cent, were continued by the tariff Act of 1816. On some

classes of goods, especially cottons, the rates were in-
creased.
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By 1816 the conflict of sectional interests had grown.

measured by increase in population the West had grown in

Importance six times as fast as the rest of the country.

The great shift westward caused a radical readjustment of

the nation's life. As circumstances connected with the

war had impaired the shipping interest and stimulated the

growth of manufactures, so now the farming, manufacturing,

and planting interests had to adjust themselves to the

changing geographical basis.

The West was predominantly agricultural. Cheap land

was the lure which drew to it the great majority of its

inhabitants. These people dreamed of a self sufficing

western world, maintained by exchange between town and

country, the farmer supplying the wants of the townsman in

the way of food and receiving in return the products of the

craftsman's art. But the local market was not sufficient

to absorb the surplus yield of the fields. The growth of

manufactures did not keep pace with that of agriculture, and

it became the chief problem of the farmer to find an adequate

market.

Unfortunately the period of rapid expansion of western

agriculture coincided with years of increasing production

in Europe. The end of the war swallowed soldiers by thou-

sands to resume their normal occupation as tillers of the

Hockett, -j.cit., pp. 516-519.
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soil. The supply of farm produce in the world market in-

creased much more rapidly than the demand for it and prices

fell.

&hen the western farmers learned the causes of the

hard times, they began to believe that a protective tariff

would help them, on the theory that if a larger proportion

of the people were encouraged to engage in manufacturing

and a smaller part in agriculture, the farmer would find a

profitable home market in supplying the needs of the manu-

facturing population.

It was the Tariff which, next to the Jissouri question,

caused the chief section conflict of the period. The Tariff

of 1816 had produced sufficient revenue for a year or two

and had made possible the repeal of internal taxes. The

Panic of 1819, however, called forth a demand for a new tar-

iff of higher rates, both because treasury receipts were

falling off and because the factories felt the pinch of the

hard times. It was evident from the vote in Congress that

the spirit of sectionalism had replaced the nationalism

of 1816. The alignment of the agricultural Vest and the

manufacturing areas of the East in support of the measure

was almost perfect; while the union of the maritime interest

with the cotton, tobacco, and cane growers in opposition was

no less so.

The battle was now joined in earnest and year after

year the protectionists returned to the attack, under the
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prod of continued hard times. In 1824 they succeeded in

carrying through a new act, with increased duties.

On the debate of the Tariff Act of 1824 the southern

speakers began to invoke the Constitution against the tariff,

urging that import duties were permissible only as a means

of regulating cot nerce or raising revenue and not for the

purpose of protection. This Act proved unsatisfactory to

the woolen manufacturers, who found that the duty on Engr

lish woolens was evaded by deliberate undervaluation of the

goods, to deceive customs officials.

The development of the issues of the years 1815 to 1828

played havoc with the reputation for consistency of many a

public man. Jefferson changed ground twice, once when he

indorsed the Tariff, and again when he reverted to states'

rights. Webster supported the Tariff of 1828 and explained

his new stand by saying that the interests of his consti-

tuents had changed since 1824. He had become the enemy of

protection and the champion of sectional interests. This

change was due primarily to the manner in which protection-

ism had grown. His idea had been that protection for a few

years would establish manufactures against strong competi-

tion.9

From 1824 there was unceasing agitation of the tariff,

headed by the woolen manufacturers, who insisted upon higher

Davis R. Dewey, Finarcial history of the United States,
p. 45.
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duties. iMassachusetts now took a prominent part in the

discussion, and ebster's constituents imposed upon him

the awkward duty of presenting to the House of Representa-

tives resolutions passed by the legislature asking for fur-

ther protection to woolens. In January, 1827, the so-called

vallary Bill was reported in harmony with these demands; it

aimed particularly at a full establishment of the minimum

principle, but though it passed the House, it was lost in

the Senate by the casting vote of the Vice-President, Cal-

houn. The failure of the allary Bill led to an important

developAent in the contest for higher duties, in spite of

the fact that business had regained its courage after the

slight depression of 1825-1826, and that prosperity at the

moment seemed wide-spread. The cotton industry had become

more thoroughly established during this period; a beginning

had been made in the exportation of cotton goods; and the

cotton manufacturers were not eager for a revision of the

tariff. The experience of seventy years has shown that

claims f or assistance from government cannot stand isolated

upor their special merits, but that the demand of one in-

terest starts up appeals from all. The agitation by the

woolen industry consequently led to a general campaign for

increased protection; in 1827 a convention of the friends

of protection was held in Harrisburg, and a scheme for a

thorough-going protective policy was set forth in a memorial

to Congress and in an address to the people.

-I'm NO 9 -- .. .1-1 1



Clay, Adams, and Jackson were all candidates for the

presidency, and the tariff question was raised to such prom-

inence in the contest that it became necessary for each to

make a public statement of his position. As far as the rec-

ord went there was little from which to choose; they were

all protectionists. Clay and Adams were advocates and prop-

agandists, and even Jackson in 1824, in a letter much talked

about, had frankly stated his approval of "adequate and fair

protection."

The Tariff Act of 1828 represented the highwater mark of

protective legislation before the civil war; it was gener-

ally condemned and termed the "Black Tariff" and the "Tar-

iff of Abominations.l

The Tariff of 1824 stimulated lead-nining, and manufac-

turing began in I issouri and iron mining in Virginia. Four

years later there were cotton factories in Porth Carolina

and Georgia.

The increase of manufacturing was accompanied by a

strong revival of the protection spirit which entered par-

ties and controlled the action of politicians. The admin-

istration of Adams was distinctively in favor of the policy

of protection. The Secretary of State was the leader of the

protectionists.

The commercial bodies, the large cities, as well as

farmers in the South and Southwest made strong protests.

10Ibid., pp. 176-177; 180.
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Soon organized political movements began in South Carolina

and Virginia. Resolutions were passed by Virginia and

adopted by public meetings held in South Carolina, during

the spring and summer of 1827. >adison opposed the anti-

tariff declaration of Virginia, but he and onroe refused

to permit the use of their names on the Adams or Anti-

Jackson electoral ticket.

Prior to the Act of 1828 it is probably fair to assert

that the problem was primarily an economic question, but

beginning in 1828 politics became more important.. The bill

was never intended to become a law. It was framed by a com-

mittee of seven, five of whom were "Jackson men". By means

of high rates on raw materials it was thought the Iew Eng-

land manufacturers would join with the Southerners in bring-

ing about the bill's defeat thereby weakening the prestige

of two protectionist presidential aspirants-Clay and Adams-

and increasing the chances of Jackson. The strategy was to

prevent any amendments, but the woolen interests were strong

enough to force its passage. 1 1

The high watermark of the early protective movement was

reached in the Tariff of 1828, a bill preceded by a manufac-

turer's convention at harrisburg and much agitation on the

part of the woolen manufacturers. Although a considerable

amount of sentiment for a higher tariff had been aroused

by this time, it is difficult to determine either its extent

11Asher Isaacs, International Trade, p. 182.
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or trend, for tie Tariff of 1828 was so preeminently a po-

litical measure that the whole question was clouded. The

American tariff system has been many times the football of

politics, but never quite to the extent that it was in 1828,

The Jackson men planned a tariff which would satisfy the

protective demands of the Western and Middle States, but

because of the high duties on raw materials would be ob-

noxious to New England. It was expected that after defeat-

ing all amendments the bill would be too much for New Eng-

land to swallow, and that section, in combination with the

South, would defeat it, thus throwing upon few England and

the Adams men the obloquy of its failure and allowing the

Jackson men to pose as the friends of domestic industry.

The bill, as John Randolph sarcastically remarked, "refer-

red to manufactures of no sort or kind, except the manu-

facture of a President of the United States."1 2

whilee there were no propositions looking to disunion,

there was some private conversation on the effects of a

dissolution if it was regarded as necessary. On this topic

Madison denied the power of coercion. He admitted that all

of them were under high degree of excitement of the tariff

status.

The tone of the a6gressive party grew bolder towards

the end of the year. James Hamilton, of South Carolina

l2C H. Orennan, "Tariff Problems of the United Statest
The Annals: American Acadety of Political and Social Science
Vol. GXLI, p. 12.

Orlim- -Awom.



in a speech at Ualterborough, said that nullification was

the rightful remedy. But he concluded by giving the con-

stitution as his toast.

Cne feature of the times was the charge by the low-tar-

iff papers, North as well as South, that the Adams adminis-

tration fanned the excitement in South Carolina in order

to bolster a sinking administration and party.'3

Congress enacted a new tariff law in July 1832. The

new rates which were an improvement over the "Tariff of

Abominations" but was still based upon the protective prin-

ciple. The new tariff of 1832 brought matters to a crisis.

The South Carolina members of Congress issued an address to

their fellow citizens asserting that "all hope of relief

from Congress is irrevocably gone." The State rights party,

won the following election and soon thereafter the "Ordi-

nance of Fullification" was passed. This measure declared

the tariff laws of 1828 and 1832 unconstitutional and void,

and the assembly closed with a threat of secession from the

Union in case Congress should pass any law for the employ-

ment of force against the state. The Ordinance of Nullifi-

cation was to go into effect on February 1, 1833, but upon

a promise of a revision of the Tariff Act of 1832, on Jan-

uary 21, it was voted to suspend the ordinance.

The Tariff of 1833 is of particular interest since it

contemplated a gradual reduction of duties which might give

t Cicero Harris, Sectional Qtru e, p. 176.

9



17

time to the capital and labor of the country to adjust

themselves to the change; even the first modification was

not to go into effect until nine months after the passage

of the act. Fiscal experts, however, have generally been

skeptical over horizontal reductions of tariff duties,

inasmuch as it is impossible to foresee what will be the

incidence of taxation when rates are cut uniforrly on com-

modities varying in their supply and use. It is difficult

to estimate the merits of the copronise tariff act as a

producer of revenue, since it never went into complete ef-

feet.

The Comproruise Tariff has one unique interest in leg-

islation because it is one of the few measures designed to

lImit the freedom of future Congresses over the revenue.

The act was repeatedly referred to as an inviolable promise.

The subject of revenue has been the most vexatious in

the history of the United Colonies and of the United &tates

under the Articles of Confederation, above everything else

the difficulty of raising it had brought about the move-

ment for a "ore perfect government. As questions of money

and regulation of trade lie at the base of all public ad-

ministration, it was the revenue for the support of the gov-

ernment which was the first matter debated in committee of

the whole in the first House of Representatives. 1

Crennan,pp.cit., p. 13.
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The Gompromise Tariff of 1833 called for a reduction

of all duties exceeding twenty per cent in the Tariff of

1832, the reduction to be gradual until 1842 when a uni-

from rate of twenty per cent vas to be established. Like

the bill of 1828, it was essentially a political measure;

its purpose was to mollify the South rather than to estab-

lish scienitific rates. In this it was successful, but the

Tariff of 1&33 is significant also in that it inaugurated

a period of low tariffs. Although the protective measure

was never lost sight of, the trend, with the exception of

a higher tariff from 1842 to 1846 was downward.15

The Tariff Act of 1833 plEanned important changes in

the atainistrative collection of customs duties. The

difficulty in securing a fair valuation of the goods im-

ported was increasing year by year, and became more serious

as soon as ad valorem rates instead of specific duties con-

stituted a considerable part of the tariff schedules. One

irregularity came fram consigments of goods by foreign

manufacturers to agents in ALmerica with invoices based upon

manufacturer's costs but decidedly lower than the valuation

placed upon similar goods purchased by Americans in foreign

markets; the home manufacturer was placed at a disadvantage

as compared ith his foreign rival-16

Jaes Harvey Dodd, jAlied Economics, p. 381.
16
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The character and history of the early protective

moveient uas not merely to maintain the protective provi-

sions of the Tariff of 1816, but much to exterd the pro-

tective element in tariff legislation. In 1824 the pro-

tectionists succeeded in passing the tariff of that year,

hich increased all duties considerably. In 1828 the pro-

tective movement reached its highest point before the civil

war. The measures which followed in 1832 and 183 moder-

ated the offensive provisions of the Act of 1828, but re-

tained the essential parts of protection for some years

longer. From 1816 on, there uas applied for some tvety

years a continuous policy of protection. 1 7

A further aark of dissatisfaction is the vision in

the Cotpromise Tarif: of 1833 that a home valuation of

goods imported be adopted after Jute 3 0, 1842. The clause

was inserted in order to include freight as a part of the

cost and thus to increase the protection. Owing to polit-

ical changes caused later by Tyler's erratic administra-

tion, the principle was not given a trial, and later dur-

ing the free-trade period inaugurated in 1846 it was so

sharply criticized that the proposition was allowed to

drop.

Another and a periianent change incorporated into the

compromise tariff was the abolition of credits to importers.

Hockett, o cit., p. 24.



After 1842, credits were abolished, and the change to cash

payments waz intended somewhat to stifLer the protective

systeri and to compensate for the lower rates Thich the corn-

pro ise tariff of l833 prescribed after 1842.16

Froe the enactment of the Comproise Act of 1833 until

1861 the only warm contests over the tariff was that in

1846. lany arguaerts resulted in favor and in opposition

to protection of industry by the government. In the early

debates on this subject what may be termed the "rational

Independence" argument was a favorite and was forcibly used

in popular appeals to patriotic constituentss. 9

The year 1858 began a new series of treasury deficits

and it was soon made clear that another revision of the

revenue system was imperative in order to provide adequate

supplies. The government was living hand-to- outh, or as

Morrill expressed it, "was obliged to go to bed without its

supper" every time the imports of the week fell short a

million at the port of iew York. Howell Cobb, the Demo-

cratic secretary of the treasury, and the Republicans in

control of the house of Representatives were both agreed

as to the need of the treasury, although they differed as

to the method of relief.

In the winter of 1859-1860 the Republicans had a plu-

rality in the House of Representatives, and Justin S.. Morrill,

18Ibid., p. 191.. Ibid., pp. 191-192.



a republican member from Vermont, introduced a tariff bill

on which much labor had been spent. torrill was a proted-

tionist by conviction, but realized there was no chance of

passing a protectionist measure. His bill was moderate.

The most important change proposed was a return to specific

duties on many commodities which were subject to under-

valuation and fraudulent entry.20

Thus, the attitude of the opposing political parties

toward the tariff question before the time of the Civil

war is best reflected in the attitude of the outstanding

party leaders. lianilton as a leader of the Federalist

party faced Jefferson and Ladison as leaders of the Repub-

lican-Democratic party in the early years of our national

existence,. wailton vas a frank and ardent champion of

tariff measures that would protect American industries.

nadison, who also expressed Jefferson's position, wanted a

tariff primarily for the purpose of producing revenue for

the national government. ladison realized that any tariff,

no matter what the rate, would be "protective" to the ex-

tent in which it benefitted the American producer. So long

as this type of protection was reasonably low and only in-

cidental, Wadison's followers Were satisfied. On the other

hand, after auilton's friends had once tasted of the fruits

of protection, they constantly clamored for more. While

2QIbid., pp. 265-266.

21
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these attitudes were comparatively mild ones they are

roughly indicative of the two opposing political parties

down to the present hour.

By 1832 old party na es had given away to new ones.

The Whigs had replaced the Federalists, and the old

Jefferson Republican party was henceforth to be known as

the Democratic Party. The typical Whig position on the

tariff issue was that of henry Clay, who championed a

plan of higher protective measures, frequently referred

to as Clay's "American System." The Anti-Jackson wing

of the Democrats under the leadership of John C. Calhoun

violently opposed the high protective tariff as a viola-

tion of the constitution, on the ground that it deliberately

imposed a hardship upon one section of the country in or-

der to bestow an advantage upon another section. Jackson

jockeyed between these extremes for a position of personal

political advantage. Following the fierce quarrel over

the tariff in 1853, a sort of tariff truce existed until the

eve of the Civil War.



QBAPTER II

RtITY POLICE 3 AT TITUDEES
(1861-1916)

Beginning in 1862, hardly a session of Congress

passed without some increase in the tariff until 1864

the average rate had been advanced to forty-seven per

cent. A total 01ob305,360,000 was raised from the tar-

iff duties during the war. An important purpose of tar-

iff legislation, however, was to protect Northern indus-

trialists from foreign competition in order to enable

them to pay high domestic taxes. 2

Any definite or quantitative estimate of the effect

of tariff duties on the import trade of the United States

is exceedingly difficult to make. The factors that influ-

ence the amount and the character of merchandise that is

imported at any period are so diverse and complicated that

to isolate any one of them, such as the rate of duty, and

to give it a definite measure of its importance, can

hardly be done, except, perhaps, in a few specific in-

stances.

1 Thomas Walker Page, Making the Tariff in the United
States, p. 751.

2Ibid., pp. 751-752.
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Doubtless the rate of duty is an important factor in de-

termining the amount and the character of imports; in par-

ticular commodities it may be, and often is, the dominant

influence. Its restrictive influence on total trade, how-

ever, is less than is generally supposed.

Another difficulty in measuring the influence of the

tariff on our imports arises from the fact that since the

Civil War the United States has been continuously under a

protective tariff system.3

The purpose of a protective tariff is either to lessen

or to shut out imports of the merchandise protected. If

it does not do this, it fails in its primary intention. And

for particular articles of merchandise there are examples

a-plenty that tariffs have accomplished to a greater or

less degree what they were expected to accomplish in this

respect. Since the sum total of our import trade is made

up of particular commodities it follows that increases or

decreases in tariffs do have an effect on our total duti-

able imports.

During the period since the Civil war the total value

of imports into the United States has shown a generally

steady increase except for the two periods of wide eco-

nomic depression in 1873-1879 and 1893-1895.4

35C. H. Crennan, "Tariff Problems of the United States,"
The Annals: American Academy of Political and Sociaj Sci-
ence, Vol. CXLIPI.s's

4Asher isaacs, International Trade, p. 195.
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The Republican party returned to power on March 3,

1865, and then compound duties were placed on cotton manu-

factures, together with certain other products, other

changes occurred in 1866 and 1867. It is important to re-

member that, while some of the increases had taken place

to offset increases in domestic taxation, the former re-

mained after the latter were repealed.

In the campaign of 1868 there was no mention of the

tariff in the Republican platform. The Democrats, however,

stated their belief in

a tariff for revenue upon foreign imports, and such
equal taxation under the internal revenue laws as
will afford incidental protection to domestic manu-
facturers, and as will, without impairing the reve-
nue, impose the least burden upon, and best promote
and encourage the great industrial interests of the
country.5

On July 14, 1870, a part of the revenue act reduced

rates on some revenue-yielding items (tea, coffee, sugar,

molasses, wine, spices, and pig iron) and increased a few

duties.

In 1872 Taussig relates that: "The government was

buying bonds in the open market in order to dispose of the

money that was flowing into the treasury vaults."6 A bill

introduced into the House provided for reduced tariff

5Ibid., p. 194.

6F. W. Taussig, The Tariff History of the United States
p. 181.
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rates although retaining the protective principle. The

Senate, however, was considering its own bill that pro-

vided for a horizontal reduction of ten per cent on pro-

tected items, and this plan proved victorious, It was

accompanied by a drastic reduction of other sources of

revenue as well. In Pay 1872, tea and coffee were placed

on the free list and in June 1872 an Act was passed pro-

viding for the horizontal cut mentioned above along with

reductions in the rates on salt and coal. Some enlarge-

ment of the free list was also included.

In 1872, the Republican platform included the fol-

lowing plank:

The Annual revenue, after paying current
expenditures, pensions, and the interest on the
public debt, would furnish a moderate balance
for the reduction of the principal, and that
revenue, except so much as may be derived from
a tax on tobacco and liquors should be raised
by duties upon importations, the details of
which should be so adjusted as to aid in se-
curing remunerative wages to labor, and p omote
the industrial prosperity of the country.

The Democratic plank straddled the issue in the

following manner:

We demand a system of Federal taxation which
shall not interfere with the industry of the
people, and which shall provide the means neces-
sary to pay the expenses of the government, econom-
ically administered, the pensions, the interest on
public debt, and a moderate recognition annually
of the principal, and recognize that there are in

7Isaacs, op_. cit., p. 196.
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our midst honest, but irreconcilable differences
of opinion with regard to the respective systens
of protection and free trade, we remit the dis-
cussion of the subject to the people in their
congressional districts, and to the decision of
the Congress thereon, wholy free from executive
interference or dictation.

In the platform of 1876 the Republican platform pro-

vided:

The revenue necessary for current expend-
itures and the obligations of the public debt
must be largely derived from duties upon im-
portations, which so far as possible should be
adjusted to promote the interests of American
labor and advance the prosperity of the whole
country.9

In 1876 the platform of the Democrats demanded that

all custom-house taxation shall be only for revenue.

The platform of 1880 for both parties was noted for

brevity. All the Republicans had to say was: "We reaffirm

the belief avowed in 1876, that the duties levied for the

purpose of revenue should so discriminate as to favor Amer-

ican labor."10

The Democratsin turn, declared: "The Democrats of

the United States, in convention assembled, declare a tar-

iff for revenue only." 1 1

During the years of confusion after the war each

year schemes for reduction and reform were brought forward.

8Ibid., p. 196. 9Ibid.

10Ibid., p. 197. 1kIbid.



The pressure from the interested domestic producers were

strong, the power of the lobby was great, the overshadow-

ing problem of reconstruction absorbed the energies of

Congress .12

In 1883 the country having enjoyed a return of pros-

perity, attention was turned once again to the problems

of surplus revenue. The Republicans being in control of

Congress, a tariff commission consisting of nine members,

a majority of whom were protectionist was appointed in

1881.13

The election of 1884 placed the Democratic party in

power for the first time since the Civil war.

In Cleveland's message of 1887 he pointed to a super-

abundant revenue. The public treasury, he declared, "be-

comes a hoarding-place for money needlessly withdrawn from

trade and the people's use "and he demanded that "our pres-

ent tariff laws, the vicious, inequitable, the illogical

source of unnecessary taxation ought to be at once revised

and amended."14

The chairman of the ways and means committee, a free

trader named Roger Q. Mills, of Texas, introduced what has

been called the "Mills Bill." It passed the House but was

12Taussig, op. cit., p. 147.

16Isaacs, p.t cit., p. 198.

1 4Ibid., p. 200.
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so changed in the Senate that, when in its new form it

was returned to the House, the latter refused to consider

it, alleging that it was a new bill for raising revenue

having originated in the Senate instead of the House.

William ivicKinley expressed Republican attitude to-

ward protection and free trade on the Mills Bill as fol-

lows:

From 1789 to 1888, a period of ninety-
nine years, there have been forty-seven years
when a Demngratic revenue-tariff policy has
prevailed.0

and he added:

- . . fifty-two years under the protective
policy, and it is a noteworthy fact that
the most progressive and prosperous periods
of our history in every department of human
ef fort and material development were during
the fifty-two years when the protective party
was in control, and protective tariffs were
maintained; and the most disastrous years-
years of want and wretchedness, ruin and re-
trogression, eventuating in insufficient rev-
enues and shattered credits, individual and
national-were during the free-tjgde or reve-
nue-tarif f eras of our history.g r

In the same speech McKinley sounded the key note for

the campaign in the fall of the year 1888-that of pauper

labor. Charging that labor here is paid more than abroad,

he insisted that the:

0. . .tariff must be maintained to maintain
the difference of wages or one of two things
must inevitably occur; we must abandon pro-
duction in many of the most valuable fields

15Ibid. 16Ibid.
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of industry here or our labor must come down to
the standard of the competing labor.1

Stanwood approaches the subject of the Act of 1890 with

the words: "The period was a harvest-time for economic

quackery, an era of success for loose thinking.18

The victory of the Republicans in 1888, and the elec-

tion of Harrison were the results of the issue thus placed

before the voters. The election was won by a narrow mar-

gin, and affected by certain factors which stood apart

from the main issue.

With the session of 1887-1888 the tariff controversy

entered a new phase. Cleveland in his outspoken attitude

had the effect of committing his party unreservedly to a

policy of opposition to the existing protective system.

The Tariff Act of 1890 raised tariff protection to a

rate of practically fifty per cent. This was due in part

to Cleveland's stand which made the revenue tariff a Demo-

cratic principle and forced the Republicais to accept,

even more clearly than they had previously accepted, the

principle of protection.

The Act made use of the minimum principle not only in

textiles but in the case of a number of other products.

The objection to the minimum principle, aside from its

1%Edward Stanwood, American Tariff Controversies in
the Nineteenth Century, Vol. 11, p. 245.

18 Ibid.
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fictitious character, is the tendency on the part of the

exporter to price his goods near the minimum point and

the tendency on the part of the importer to undervalue

them.1 9

The question of principle which was presented to the

American people by the Tariff Act of 1890 was answered with

remarkable promptness, and, to all appearances, in unmis-

takable terms. Immediately after the passage of the Act

the party which had thus espoused the extreme protective

policy suffered a crushing defeat; and, after two years

of discussion and deliberation, the verdict at the polls

was again overwhelmingly against it.

Harrison had recommended tariff revision in his mes-

sage to Congress, and McKinley, who was chairman of the

ways and means committee, introduced a bill "To reduce

the revenue and equalize duties on imports, and for other

purposes". In submitting the bill he was quite candid in

stating that the "exact effect upon the revenues of the

government of the proposed bill is difficult of ascertain-

ment" but that .he was quite sure there would be a substan-

tial reduction.

The Act of 1890 raised tariff protection to a rate of

practically fifty per cent-a protection motivated, not in

the spirit of Hamilton and Clay for infant industries.20

19Taussig, op. cit., p. 270. 20Isaacs, op.cit.,p.202
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For the first time in our history the tariff was the

chief campaign issue and received an adequate discussion.

Although Cleveland received a majority of the popular

votes, Harrison won the electoral college, and, in 1890

the Republicans, after revising the House rules to pre-

vent dilatory tactics on the part of their opponents,

passed the XcKinley Bill, which raised the average level

to 49.5 per cent.

This tariff was so quickly reflected in the higher

cost of living that the Democrats were given possession

of the house in 1890, and of the Senate and chief execu-

tive's office in 1892. For the first time sirce the Civil

war that party had control of both the legislative and

executive branches. Then it actually came to making the

tariff, the process revealed the handiwork of many high

tariff Democrats, and Cleveland denounced the bill as a

piece of party perfidy and dishonor and allowed it to be-

come a law without his signature. The Act reduced the av-

erage level to 39.9 per cent and any lack of revenue was

expected to be taken care of by an income tax. The latter,

however, was declared unconstitutional in 1895 and in the

meantime the Panic of 1893 had so depleted the income from

the tariff that, for several years, the treasury reported

a deficit. 2 1

21 Crennan, o cit., pp. 15-16.



The Republican plank on the Tariff of 1892 was ob-

viously that of a party already in power, and the Demo-

cratic party plank was a bitter denunciation of the

vicKinley Act.

The severe defeat of the Republican party about a

month after the icKinley Act became law and the subse-

quent return of Cleveland to the White House, with a sub-

stantial Democratic majority in the House and a working

majority in the Senate, might have laid the foundation

for a revenue tariff. But the silver controversy and the

related Panic of 1893 forced Cleveland to call an extra

session for the repeal of the Sherman Silver Purchase Act.

Although successful in this, the unity of his party was

disrupted.

The sponsor of the Act of 1894 was William L. Wilson,

who submitted a bill accompanied by a statement that it

"contemplates a general revision, reduction, and simpli-

fication of our system of import duties."22 This was

known as the Wilson-Gorman Act.

After the Wilson-Gorman Act of 1894 the Democrats

swept the country within one month after the McKinley Act

was passed. Republicans retained Senate control. The

Wilson Act was presumably a step toward free trade.

22 Isaac, 2p. cit., p. 220.



Cleveland allowed it to become a law without his signa-

ture ii order to show his disapproval. ho uniform or con-

sistent principle was followed. The bounty was taken from

sugar and a tariff restored>6

The Act of 1897 was an aggressive spirit of protection.

iuch was said of the "verdict of the people" in favor of

the protective policy. Given the political complications

of 1896-1897 it was, no doubt, inevitable that a measure

imposing higher duties should come. But the Act of 1897

pushed protection in several directions farther than ever

before, and farther than the political situation fairly

justified. It disheartened many who had supported the Re-

publicans on the money issue in 1896; and even a good party

member, loyal to the general policy of protection, doubted

whether that policy had not now been carried too far.24

The long life of the Tariff Act of 1897 was the result

of various causes. The fact that the Republican party ,

which passed the Dingley Act, was in power continuously

during the next twelve years, naturally made changes less

likely.2<5

The Dingley Act of 1897 was thoroughly protectionist

and had an uneventful legislative history. Pushed through

the flouse by the incomparable Reed, it faced eight hundred

P,3 114
2.5Ibid. Crennan, p.Cit., p. 64.
Stanwood, pflt.,Vol. 1, pp. 337-338.
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and seventy-two amendments in the Senate. Effects of

this tariff are hard to follow because of war with Spain.

In 1897 the country was ready for a season of pros-

perity. The uncertainty as to the monetary standard was

dispelled. In short, all things were made ready for the

success of the tariff.26

The Dingley Act lasted eleven years-longest lived of

our tariffs prior to 1934. The "true principle of pro-

tection" enunciated by Republicans meant such duties "as

will equal the difference between the cost of production

at home and abroad, together with a reasonable profit to
27

American industries.'

It seemed good; but it carried to conclusion meant

the virtual stoppage of importation. Anything can be pro-

duced in the United States if the cost of production is

assured and a reasonable profit above it. A special ses-

sion was called solely for consideration of the tariff.

The House made eight hundred forty seven amendments to

the House bill. Taft failed to get reductions in conference

committee.

Reciprocity was abandoned and retaliation endorsed.

The system of maximum and minimum rates were adopted. Where

26Hugh A. Bone, American Politics and the Party System,
p. 314.

27
Isaacs, 0j. cit. , p. 220.



discrimination appeared, the President could raise rate

twenty-five per cent. he was to be advised by a newly

created Tariff Board. 2 8

The Republican platform of 1900 said:

The Dingley Act, amended to provide suf-
ficient revenue fOr the conduct of the war, has
so well performed its work that it has been pos-
sible to reduce the war debt in the sum of forty
million. The country is now justified in ex-
pecting, and it will be the policy of the Re-
publican party o bring about, a reduction of
the war taxes.2

The Democratic platform of 1900 said:

Tariff laws should be amended by putting
the products of trusts upon the free list to
prevent monopoly under the plea of protection.
We condemn the Dingley tariff law as a trust-
breeding measure, skillfully devised to give
the few favors which they do not deserve.and
to place upon thg many burdens which they
should not bear. 0

The Republican tariff plank of 1904 offered nothing

new. The charge that the Republican tariff meant pros-

perity and the Democratic tariff adversity was again re-

cited. The Democratic platform of 1904 although written

several weeks later did not take the Republican claims

to task.

The Republican platform off 1908 promised a special

session of Congress to deal with the tariff. It also in-

cluded a special plank regarding trade with the Phillipine
Islands.

28Ibid., p. 121. 2%Ibid., p. 210.

30Ibid.



Between the United States and the
Phillipines we believe in a free inter-
change of products with such limitations
as to sugar and tobacco as will afford
adequate protection to domestic interests.

The Democratic platform of 1908 hailed the promise

of tariff revision by the Republicans as sarcastic and

as a tardy recognition of the righteousness of the Demo-

cratic position on the tariff question. 2

In 1908 the desire for a change in the tariff became

more marked. Eleven years had passed since the Dingley

law was enacted; many rates were out of harmony with ex-

isting industrial conditions and the conviction was grow-

ing, particularly in the middle west, that the tariff

fostered trusts and monopolies which were exercising a

larger and larger power in the commercial and financial

development of the country. The Republican party in its

convention for the nomination of a president recognized

this sentiment, and although its platform declared in

favor of such duties "as will equal the difference between

the cost of production at home and abroad, together with a

reasonable profit to American industries," it was generally

understood that if successful in the election, the party

would promptly make a reduction in rates.3 3

31Ibid. , p. 211. 3Ibid, pp. 211-212.

3 Ibid., p. 212



A somewhat different spirit from that of 1890 or 1897

was shown in 1909. Though the Act as a whole brought no

considerable downward revision, it was less aggressively

protectionist than the previous Republican measures. The

increases of duty were more furtive, the reductions were

more loudly proclaimed. The extreme advocates of protec-

tion were on the defensive.

The Tariff of 1909 had a short life. There was much

disappointment over its outcome; the cost of living con-

tinued to increase; trusts and large corporations appeared

to be controlling prices with the firmer grip of monopoly;

and the consumer felt that he had been sacrificed to the

interest of the producer. The Republicans were beaten in

the congressional election of 1910 in very much the same

way as they were after the enactment of the McKinley tariff

twenty years earlier.04

After 1910, a Republican President and the Senate

found themselves in conflict with a Democratic House of Rep-

resentatives. In 1911 a "Farmers Free List Bill" was passed

by both House and Senate, only to be vetoed by the Presi-

dent. It sought to reduce certain rates by placing on the

free list additional agricultural implements along with

flour, meat, boots, and shoes, fence wire, leather, and so

on. Another bill, called the "Vvoolen Bill", which provided

34Ibid.



for reductions on wool and woolens was likewise vetoed.

till another, the Cotton Schedule Bill, providing for var-

ious reductions failed to become a law although passed by

both Houses. Commenting on this general situation, Taussig

has remarked: "The Democrats in the House passed bills

which they knew the Senate would not entertain: the Senate

made amendments which it was certain the House would re-

ject." When the House and Senate did agree, the President

was sure to disagree.65

The Republican convention of 1912, which renominated

Taft, adopted a plank expressing a strong belief in protec-

tive tariff. It also contained a plank regarding the estab-

lishment of a tariff board. The Democratic platform of

1912 charged the Republicans with having failed to keep

faith and was critical of the bills vetoed by Taft.36

The Presidential Campaign of 1912 was enlivened by the

followers of Theodore Roosevelt who formed the Progressive

Party. This split in the Republican ranks brought about

the election of Woodrow Wilson, the second Democrat to hold

the office since the Civil war.

The Republican platform of 1912 states in part:

It is appropriate that we should now
recall with a sense of veneration and
gratitude the name of our first great leader,who was nominated in this city, and whose

bTaussig, l cit., p. 413. 36Isaac, _p.cit, p. 221.

3 7 Ibid., p. 216.
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lofty principles and superb devotion to the
country are an inspiration to the party he
honored, Abraham Lincoln. In the present
state of public affairs we should be in-
spired by his broad statesmanship and by his
tolerant spirit toward men. The Republican
party is opposed to special privilege and to
monopoly. The Repuolican party favors the
enactment of legislation supplementary to
the existing anti-trust Act which will define
as criminal offences those specific Acts that
uniformly mark attempts to restrain and to
monopolize trade, to the end that those who
honestly intend to obey the law may have a
guide for their action and those who aim to
violate the law the more surely may be pun-
ished.6

The new President, Woodrow Wilson, called an extra

session of Congress which considered the question of the

tariff. The chairman of the Ways and heans Committee was

Oscar Underwood of Alabama. He presented a bill in 1913,

which had been prepared in advance during the hold-over

session and which incorporated certain features of the se-

ries of vetoed bills of that session. In his report

Underwood offered a sort of historical summary suggesting

that the "tariff situation resulting from fifty years of

high protective rates had gradually become intolerable",

that the Payne-Aldrich Tariff of 1909 had failed to improve

the situation, and that since 1897 there had been a "tre-

mendous increase in the cost of living" and in the activity

of trusts. He blamed the protectionist system for "a too

rapid rate of depletion of natural resources" for the

existence of obsolete plants and methods in many lines of

58Kirk H. Porter, National Party Platforms, p. 355.
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industry." To remedy these conditions, the bill he pre-

sented aimed "to eliminate protection of profits and to

cut off the duties which enabled industrial managers to

exact a bonus for which no equivalent is rendered" and

"to introduce in every line of industry a competitive

tariff basis providing for a substantial amount of impor-

tation" so as to prevent monopoly39

The bill passed the House and was subjected to a de-

bate it the Senate that lasted all sumer, finally pass-

ing at the end of September, after having been amended

through additions to the free list and a lowering of some

rates. It became a law on October 3, 1913 and has been

called by Taft "the most intelligent tariff act since the

Civil war." 4 0

The Tariff Act of 1913 remained in force nine years,

the application of moderate duties for nearly a decade.

The years during which the Tariff Act of 1913 was in force

were far from normal as could be imagined. The World War

turned everything topsy-turvy. To American manufacturing

industries it served as protection more effective than any

tariff legislation could possibly be.

The Underwood Tariff of 1913 gave little attention to

furthering a thoroughgoing reciprocity policy. This tariff

Isaacs, op., cit., p. 217.

4 Harold Faulkner, American Economic History, p. 692.



did away with the maximum and minimum schedules of 1909

and authorized the President to negotiate reciprocity

agreements effective upon approval by Congress. Nothing

was done in the way of treaty arrangements, possibly bt-

cause of the war.

It is impossible to tell what this Act might have

accomplished. Rendered inoperative because of World War

I, it remained in force nominally for nine years. These

nine years marked a political truce as well. After the

election of 1920 and the complete overthrow of the Demo-

crats, the tariff issue reappeared.



CHAPTER III

THE TARIFF POLICY OF THE UNITED STATES
(1914-1950)

The outbreak of the European phase of World War I in

1914, our participation in it from 1916 to 1918, and the

sharp postwar collapse prevented the Democratic Underwood

Tariff from working effectively. The enormity of the war

costs would have dwarfed any amount that even a high tariff

might have brought into the treasury, but the Underwood Tar-

iff supplied less than five per cent of the taxes collected

during the year 1918. The Revenue Act of 1914 increased du-

ties on liquor, but the total customs fell off by ,83000,000,

and the fiscal year ended with a deficit in excess of

430,000,000. At the end of 1915, Congress decided to retain

the tariff on sugar which under the Underwood Act was to be

removed. A Tariff Commission consisting of six members was
established by an Act of 1916 combining some revenue provi-

sions with those already established. The commission was the
result of a demand from many quarters for a more intelligent

or discriminating procedure than that which had characterized

the legislative history of tariff measures during the preced-
ing generation. either political party was greatly in favor
of the step. But it was strongly urged by the Wilson Adminis-
tration, and with some reluctance Congress gave it a trial.1

lAsher Isaacs, International Trade, p. 223.
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The Tariff Commission must be independent of the de-

partments of government as now established. The need for

an independent commission has often been denied. Those

responsible for abolishing the Tariff Board in 1912 main-

tained that all the work proper for it to do could be as

well done by the Department of Commerce. Accordingly the

Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce was organized in

that department, and the staff and equipment of the Tariff

Board were transferred to it. The chief object of the bu-

reau has been to promote the growth of American export

trade.2  In this field its work is admirable. It has gath-

ered and interpreted facts of the greatest value about for-

eign markets, foreign and domestic resources, and interna-

tional trade. But it has aimed to connect these facts with

the extension of opportunity abroad for American business,

and any usefulness they may have had for making the tariff

has been purely incidental. A search for information, what-

ever be the agency that conducts it, is commonly made with

a view to answering certain definite questions; and the tar-

iff information gathered by a government bureau for other

purposes throws no light. That the Bureau of Foreign and

Domestic Commerce was no satisfactory substitute for a more

specialized agency became apparent during the tariff revi-

sion of 1913; and it was created in 1916 by the same political

party that had abolished the Tariff Board in 1912.

2 Edward Stanwood, American Tariff Controversies in the
Nineteenth Century, Vol. II, pp.220-203.
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An additional weakness of a departmental bureau as

an aid in tariff making grows out of the nature of depart-

mental control. The bureau chief is subject to the direc-

tion of that member of the President's cabinet who is in

charge of its department. It is the will of a member .of

the cabinet therefore, which determines what his work

shall be and how he is to do it. Since political motives

dictate the selection of members of the cabinet, work done

on the tariff at their direction would hardly inspire con-

fidence in its impartiality. There are many bureaus, it

is true, whose work is so purely scientific, so remote from

political significance, that political interference with

them practically never occurs. The Bureau of Standards,

the Weather Bureau, the Bureau of Chemistry, and others of

like nature have been relatively free from the effects of

a party change of administration. But in those bureaus

which deal with social and economic matters both personnel

and activities have frequently been subjected to changes

which it would be invidious to specify but which are so no-

torious that specification is unnecessary. Even when the

head of the department refrains from using undue pressure

and is himself unwilling to steer investigation away from

the fullest ascertainment of facts regardless of their po-

litical bearing, there will still be a strong tendency for

the men working under him to show the results which they be-

lieve it would please him most to have him show.
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While independence is a necessary condition of impar-

tiality it does not, of course, insure it. There are other

important conditions which must be fulfilled. It is abso-

lutely essential that a tariff commission should carry out

its work without prejudice. Nothing can so completely de-

stroy the usefulness of such an agency as the taint of fa-

voritism or partiality or political bias.

The first chairman of the commission was the eminent

economist, F. W. Taussig of Harvard University, who accepted

the position for the purpose of organizing the commission

The tone of the Republican platform of 1916 was again

that of a party which was out of power and which therefore

had to use the strategy of criticism.

The Democratic platform of 1916 offered a very sober

statement regarding the tariff in the Campaign of 1916.

There was no great change in either platform for 1920.4 The

election of 1920 resulted in a victory for the Republican

party. On his last day in office Wilson had vetoed a tariff

bill which provided a protective system for agriculture. The

plight of the farmer was the result of many factors growing

out of the abnormal wartime demand, high prices, and then the

sudden decline.

3Ibid., p. 205-207.

4Isaacsjqp. cit.,p. 225.
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The Emergency Tariff Act of 1921 was passed quickly

during a special session of Congress, under the leadership

of the bloc of Congressmen from the agriculture states.

Intended to last but six months, it remained in effect un-

til the Fordney-cCumber Tariff became a law in 1922. The

Act provided higher rates on textile materials and textiles

and on dyes and chemicals. It sought too, to prevent the

post-war dumping of European goods on the American market.5

In the Tariff Act of 1922 a significant attempt was

made to define what is meant by "competitive." That Act

fixed duties on coal-tar products on one basis, if there is

any "similar competitive article" produced in the United

States and on a different basis if there is no such article.

The effectiveness of competition depends in part on the com-

parative price of imports and domestic products. From the

standpoint of common sense, articles may be said to compete

in use when reasonably equal results can be obtained from

them. But such articles do not always compete in commerce.

The steel rails, the coarse and medium types of cotton cloth,

and some classes of boots and shoes which are made abroad

give as good service as like articles of domestic manufac-

ture, and yet they do not compete appreciably in the Amer-

ican market. The reason is obvious. It is because the do-

mestic goods can be had at a lower price than those Of for-

eign origin. Articles are commercially competitive only

5Ibid.,p. 226.



when the purchasers expect equal results from them at the

same price, or else when a higher price is offset by better

results. Accordingly, knowledge of the price of imports is

as necessary for tariff making as knowledge of their variety

and quality.6

In 1921 the Dyestuffs Importation Act went into effect

prohibiting, except under license, the importation of all

synthetic dyestuffs and intermediate products. This law

was made permanent in 1934, and the restricted list of com-

modities was enlarged. In the former year, too, the Safe-

guarding of Industries Act singled out certain "Key" indus-

tries for a protection of thirty-three and one-third per

cent against foreign goods which were being sold in the United

Kingdom below the cost of production or below a price which

the home manufactures were compelled to charge for profit-

able production. Among those given tariff protection at this

time were the coal, iron and steel, engineering, shipbuild-

ing, electrical trades, textiles and chemical industries.

Other manufactures were also placed on the tariff list al-

though not called "Key" industries. The Act was intended to

run for five years, but it was renewed in 1926 for a ten-

year period, and once again in the latter year so that it was

effective until 1946. The year 1921 also witnessed the pas-

sage of the Reparation Recovery Act intended to check the

6Arthur I. Schlesinger, Political and Social Growth ofthe United States, p. 113.
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potential invasion of German goods with rates as high as

fifty per cent ad valorem.

In 1922 another law was passed assessing the rate of

thirty-three and one-third per cent ad valorem on commodi-

ties originating in countries affected by currency depre-

ciation. Never applied to countries enjoying the most-

favored-nation treatment, it was allowed to lapse two

years later.

In July 1921, the House of Representatives passed a

new tariff bill, but it spent a long legislative life in

the Senate, which made 2,436 changes; and it did not be-

come a law until September 19, 1922. That the caliber of

the debate was on a "high plane" is indicated by the plea

of Senator lorris Shepard of Texas who opposed an increase

of one hundred per cent in the duty on safety pins which

he called "the symbol and the guard of infancy, necessary

to rich and poor, to humble and to proud, whether in palace

or hovel house, the new born glory of a babe." 7

Known as the "Fordney-1 cCumber Tariff" it marked the

return to the protective system which the Underwood Tariff

had interrupted. Agricultural products continued to enjoy

high rates-those on flaxseed, lemons, sugar, wheat, wool,

butter, and milk, being above the Republican Tariff of 1909.

A significant addition to the tariff was the flexible

7 alter W. Jennings, A History of Economic Progress in
the United States, p. 628.



provision which permitted the President of the United

States to revise rates upward or downward by as much as

fifty per cent whenever it was found that the existing duty

failed to equalize the difference in American and foreign

costs of the principal competing countries. The jurisdic-

tion of the Tariff Commission was increased at the sate

time in order to permit it to advise the President as to

such changes.

The Fcrdney-McCumber Tariff protects only specific

industries, and the people at large only incidentally. The

whole tariff was drawn up in an atmosphere of log-rolling,

and legislative bargaining and trading was the underlying

principle. It is one of the most ill-drawn legislative

acts of recent political history. It is probably near the

actual truth to say that, taking for granted some principle

of proper and adequate protection of American business and

industry, the country has prospered in large part due to

post-war conditions abroad and in spite of , rather than on

account of, the Fordney-kcCumber Tariff.

That no really serious use was made of the "flexible

provision" by the Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover administra-

tion may be seen from the fact that only thirty-seven

changes were made during the years 1922-1930 and that, of
these, thirty-two were increases and five were decreases.9

4 .. S. Myers, The Republican Pa : A History, pp.465-
467.

921thel B. Dietrich, World Trade, p. 53.
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The World War I, by its cutting off or reduction of

competition from the manufacturing countries of Europe,

acted much in the same way as did the Civil war. It gave

protection to American industries to such an extent that

in some cases there was a species of hot house forcing in

many lines of production. The Armistice threatened a

flood of foreign goods produced under the exceptional con-

ditions of inflated currency and over-growth of the supply

of labor that immediately followed the demobilization of

the armies. The necessity of special protection, even of

an emergency character, to prevent a possible overwhelming

of American industries along many lines, was not only rec-

ognized by the thoughtful and able statesman among the

leaders of the Republican party, but was taken advantage

of by less worthy elements. These latter consisted of some

individuals of a demagogic turn of mind who were looking

for special opportunities of personal advancement, and

also by others, such as Fordney of ichigan, the chairman

of the committee of ways and means by the House of Repre-

sentatives, whose sole political stock in trade seemed to

be a worship at the shrine of outworn Republican doctrines.

They cooperated with more or less selfish elements among

the manufacturing and industrial interests who believed that

they should be protected first, last and always, and the pub-

lic, who had to buy the products and pay the bills, only as

a matter of incidental favor.
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It is true that some objections were made to this

wholesale giving of largesse to special interests. That

there were some instances of troubled consciences is -made

evident by the provision in the Fordney-lcCumber Law that

increased the power of the Tariff Commission, according to

which it was to make investigation and recommended to the

President the raising or lowering of rates in order to meet

differences in the cost of production between the United

States and abroad. This, as might have been expected, has

proved futile. In the first place, most of the changes

have been upward, for interests naturally took this added

advantage to increase their gain, and, in several instances,

with success. There is nobody who "loves" the consumer, at

least to an extent to take the time and make the effort to

readjust downward any oppressive and excessive rates of duty4

An impossible task was placed upon the commission. It

has proved impossible to get all the evidence necessary to

determine the differences in the cost of production between

American and foreign manufactures, for the business and in-

dustrial interests of other countries are hardly so foolish

as to open their books to the inspection of foreign offi-

cials, and, furthermore, there are often greater differences

between costs of production in different parts of the United

States than between our own and foreign manufactures. If

the commission had succeeded in learning the cost and doing

the technical part of their work, inevitably it would have



stepped on somebody's toes, and Congress would have promptly

legislated it out of existence.

It is at this point that there may be mentioned the

fundamental mistake in much of the tariff legislation, fa-

thered not only by the Republican leaders from time to time

in our political history, but also actively assisted by Dem-

ocratic members who hoped to escape any trace of party re-

sponsibility in their attempts to secure advantages for

special interests located in their own Congressional dis-

tricts or possessed of means of effective propaganda and

legislative coercion.10

It may be taken for granted that no matter what argu-

ments economists may bring against a protective tariff as

a system, yet it must be recognized as a fact that for prac-

tical and business reasons such a tariff is a necessity, at

least at the present time and under the present system of

world organization. This fact is the same as that perceived

by Alexander Hamilton more than a century ago, when he drew

up his celebrated financial plans for our newly-established

government. His theory of protection is that the object of

protection should be the welfare of all of the people as a

corporate and political, as well as an economic unity.

10C. H. Crennan, "Tariff Problems of the United States,"
The Annals: American Academy of Political and Social Science,
Vol. CXLI, pp. 244-245.



The welfare of specific industries or interests should be

subordinate.

The Democratic Platform of 1924 contained a bitter

denouncement of the Republican Tariff of 1922.11 An addi-

tional reference to the tariff was also found in the plank

on agriculture which pledged "to restore the farmer again

to economic equality with other industrialists" and to do

so in part by adjusting "the tariff so that the farmer and

all other classes can buy again in a competitive manufac-

turer's market".12

The Republican Platform of 1924 said in part:

'e reaffirm our belief in the protective
tariff to extend needed protection to our pro-
tective industries. We believe in protection
as a national policy with equal regard to all
sections and to Agriculture and Industry. Amer-
ican labor and American manufacturers by as-
sured a return sufficient to perpetuate Ameri-
can standards of life. 1 3

Throughout its life the Republican party has held more

or less steadily to the doctrine of a highly protective tar-

iff. Its reason for doing so in the beginning was to develop

infant industries. Later its leaders advocated high protec-

tion to maintain the prosperity of those industries already

established and the classes dependent upon them.

The South, the mother of the Democratic party, held and

still holds a virtual monopoly of the world's cotton. Her

1lDietrich, op. cit., p. 227. 12Ibid., 53.

1Ibid.,p. 227.



principal resource being a commodity that did not fear im-

port competition and her supplies being largely brought

from the outside, the South inclined toward free trade.14

In the Platform of 1928 the Republicans promised a

continuance of the protective system and a "revision in

the light of changes in the world competitive situation.

"But this revision hardly foreshadowed the actual tariff

that resulted. Hoover asked Congress for a "limited revi-

sion", but as Dewey has aptly remarked, "It is practically

impossible-once the tariff is opened up for revision to con-
"'15

fine changes to limited range. That this was true is in-

dicated by the fact that one-third of the rates of the Ford-

ney-McCumber Act were changed-there being eight hundred nine

increases and two hundred thirty-five decreases.

The tariff plank offered by the Republican party in

1928 was notable because of its extraordinary length and the

Republicans promised a continuance of the protective system

and a revision in the competitive situation.1 6

The legislative history of the bill, though over a

year in length, had few dull moments. The testimony at pub-

lic hearings covered almost 20,000 pages, the number of

items under discussion came to 25,000. Senator koses, of

14Charles W. Holman, "Can the Tariff Be Taken Out of
Politics?", Vol. CXLI, The Annals: American Acaem of Polit-
ical and Social Science, p.T301.

bDavis R. Dewey, Financial Hi of the United
States, p. 531. -

16Isaacs, op. cit., p. 229.



New Hampshire, called some western Senators "sons of wild

jackasses," and long drawn out debates on the rate to be

charged on tomatoes were the order of the day. Although

not much public attention was paid to the bill while in the

House, the publication when it reached the Senate brought

out a flood of protest.

The protests and warnings were not confined to traders.

On May 5, 1930, 1,028 American economists asked Hoover to

veto the Hawley-Smoot bill. The bill became a law and led

to violent tariff repercussions the world over and was as-

signed a major role in the world-wide depression of the

thirties by a number of authorities.

The Hawley-Smoot Tariff of 1930 has doubt-
less occasioned more comment, more contro-
versy, more vituperation in the national
as well as in the international sphere
than any other tariff measure in history.
National agitation in regard to a general
tariff revision is a natural phenomenon
in American history, but never has the
United States in peace time experienced
such an extended and violent reaction to
any piece of local legislation as that
attending the Tariff Act of 1930.11

The Republican and Democratic conventions of 1932 met

in the midst of a world-wide depression. How much of this

depression was due to postwar conditions, questions of rep-

arations and war debts, unsound financing, high tariffs and

other trade policies, speculation and unsound currencies and

how much was due to internal conditions and weaknesses in

17Davis R. Dewey, Financial Hiso of the United States,
p. 531.



the capitalistic system is, of course, impossible to say.

Since any one explanation must be inadequate, care must be

taken not to pick out any one factor as the cause until it

has become established that one explanation or factor can

apply to highly industrialized nations equally as well as

to dominantly agricultural ones, to democratic as well as

fascist nations, to western as well as Eastern Hemisphere

nations, to countries with high standards of living as well

as to those with low standards, to rich ones as well as to

poor ones, to capitalist as well as to communist nations.

The tariff plank of the Democratic party proposed

something different-a program of bargaining with other na-

tions to bring about reciprocal trade agreements. The

victory of the Democratic party meant a change in tariff

policy. In November 1933, the problem of protecting and

enlarging our export markets loomed large and the committee

was unanimously in favor of a reciprocal trade program.18

The state of world trade in 1933 has been described

by the League Information Section as follows:

The total volume e of goods exchanged between
countries has diminished by about thirty per cent
in comparison with 1929. This aspect of world
trade is especially serious. Previous crises
never showed such a shrinkage in the volume of
trade; on the contrary a fall in prices used to
give rise speedily in the volume of trade which
made it possible for the situation to improve." 1 9

1 8Isaacs, 2 . cit., p. 245.

1 9 Ibid., p. 243.



The Ottawa conference was held during July and August

1932. The British government undertook (1) to levy duties

on foreign imports of wheat, corn, copper, linseed; (2) to

increase the existing duties on foreign imports of a large

range, mostly foodstuffs, all of which were to continue

free when imported from empire sources; (3) to control by

quotas the importation of meats in the interest of Dominion

producers.20

The year 1935 witnessed a revision of the tariff af-

fecting four hundred ten classifications. Of these, eighty-

four represented increases in the interests of the metal,

textiles, fertilizer, and chemical industries. Another pro-

posal seriously advanced was that the government should form

export companies to purchase the current output of potential

export industries and to stock the commodities which they

could not sell. Exporters were also given a large measure

of protection against the risk of overseas customers who

could not meet their payments because of war conditions.

The export Credits Guarantee Department, first established

in 1919, raised its coverage against transfer risk, with

few exceptions up to ninety per cent, and recognized polit-

ical expediency and "national interest" in the place of

strictly commercial considerations. In April 1940 a new com-

pany was formed for the primary purpose of developing and

20J. B. Condliffe, The Reconstruction of_ World Trade,
p. 188.
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carrying on trade with the Balkans and was known as the

"English Commercial Corporation."

September 3, 1939, marked the declaration of war against

Germany. Within a few months, French economic activities

were under government control. By the middle of November an

economic accord with Great Britain was announced for the du-

ration of the war and for a period of six months thereafter.

This accord, together with subsequent ones regarding finan-

cial policy and the joint-purchasing of war supplies in the

United States and Canada, was based on some of the lessons

of World War I such as the evils of competitive purchasing

and independent attempts at raising loans and controlling ex-

change. The activities under the accords were not published,

and no statistics have been published to show what was done.

But, in view of the collapse in France in June 1940, there

was not sufficient time for any real commercial policy to

assert itself.

The Reciprocal Trade Agreement Program became a law on

June 12, 1934 and the power to negotiate was to run for three

years. In 1937 it was renewed for another three years and

similar extensions of life have been voted since 1940. In

form it was not a new tariff act but an amendment to the

Hawley-Smoot Tariff. Section 336 of the Hawley-Smoot Act,

which is known as the "flexible provision," still is in force

except in the case of such commodities for which trade agree-

ments have fixed the rates at the existing level.
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Early in January, 1940, Secretary of State Cordell

hull appeared before the ways and means committee to urge

an extension of the Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act which

was to expire on June 12, 1940.

In evaluating the Reciprocal Trade Program there are

a great many factors to keep in mind. The years 1934-

1940 have been years unprecedented in international re-

lations. They followed and were in a sense a part of the

world-wide depression during which extreme nationalism

and mercantilism were resorted to as weapons.21

The Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act was to expire on

June 30, 1943. Administration leaders, fearing the effect

on diplomatic relations if renewal failed, took the matter

up early in the year. They were mindful of the fact that

only two Republican Representatives and five Republican

Senators had voted for it originally; that on renewals the

Republicans had voted against it unanimously in the House

on one occasion and the Senate on another. On June 7, 1943

the act was renewed for two years to June 12, 1945. At this

time it was extended to 1948.

The Republican Platform,of 1948, promised support of

reciprocal trade "at all times safeguarding our own industry

and Agriculture". 2 2

ZlIsaacs, 2p!. cit., p. 268.

22Freda Kirchwey, "The Republican Platform," The
Nation, pp. 3-4.



Under the Democratic Administration, Congress in 1948,

while under control of a Republican majority, had almost

cut the heart out of the reciprocal trade agreement program

by extending it for only one year instead of three and in-

creasing the role of the bipartisan Tariff Commission at

the expense of executive discretion.

During the Senate Debates of 1949, Georgia's studious

Walter George declared:

This bill is a very important step toward
a solution to the dollar-shortage problem
and the continuation of our own prosperity.
If we do not make every effort to main-
tain export trade, we might as well abandon 23
the marshall Plan and stop wasting our money.

After seven days of debate, the Senate was facing a vote

on extension of the reciprocal-trade program.

Actually, only a few Senators were opposed to the

bill itself. Their case was sketchily made by Nevada's

George ;alone who waved a Japanese-made Kewpie doll and

shouted across an all-but-empty Senate floor: "'ye are im-

porting unemployment." Ohio's forthright Robert A. Taft

got down to fundamentals, he said bluntly:

The issue is whether we believe in
free trade or we don't. I do not be-
lieve in free trade. I agree that the
whole world would be better off on the
average. But the U. S. would be worse
off. We would ave age down, as the
others average up. 4

23Time Maazine, September 26, 1949, p. 19.

24Ibid.



Taft and alone were in the lonely minority. The

only real debate came over an amendment which would retain

the "peril-point?'procedure added to the bill last year by

the Republican 80th Congress. Under this provision the

Tariff Commission determines how far a tariff can be re-

duced without "threatening serious injury" to the U.S. in-

dustry concerned. The President can go below the peril

point in negotiating reciprocal trade treaties, but if he

does, he must publicly report his reasons to Congress.

All the Republicans asked, Colorado's Eugene Milliken

insisted, was to restrain those who thought the United

States should be "the world's shmoo and who are always

shaking themselves to pieces lest other countries have a

bad opinion of us." The peril-point provision would sim-

ply allow Congress "to judge the extent to which our do-

mestic producers have become the pawn of diplomacy."25

Democrats had their answers ready. The peril-point

procedure, they said, would induce caution verging on

stagnation in the Tariff Commission; how could anybody

safely predict a peril point for years in the future? It

was also an open invitation to every industry to bring

terrific political pressure to bear on its behalf. "With

the peril-point amendment", argued Majority Leader Scott

Lucas:



ve abandon our position as the economic
leader in world affairs. . . Ve cannot say
to the rest of the world: "From now on the
primary factor in our tariff system is pro-
tection to domestic industry", and escape
the retaliation which will follow. . .9
shall move backward instead of forward.

At the end of one week the Senate voted peril-point

amendment. The vote divided almost exactly on party lines;

only three Democrats-Colorado's Ed Johnson, Wyoming's

Joseph Q'iahoney, Oklahoma's Elmer Thomas-crossed over to

support the solid front of thirty-five Republicans. It was

not enough. The amendment was defeated forty-three to

thirty-eight.

Seven other amendments were voted down. One offered

by Wisconsin's Joseph McCarthy to put quotas on Russian

furs was defeated only after a tie vote was broken by Alben

Barkley, exercising the Vice President's prerogative. Then

the Senate approved the bill itself, extending the recipro-

cal trade program for two years by a thumping sixty-two

votes to nineteen. 2 7

By extending the reciprocal-trade program with no

strings attached the United States had shown that it was

prepared to face the new demands of the testing time.

For over fifty years Republicans and Democrats alike

have agreed upon the need to regulate big business and

2 6 Ibid., pp. 19-20.

271bid.



high finance in the interests of the little people who

were unable to stand up against odern giants. Further,

both parties have utilized governmental undertaking to

compel monopolies to reduce their rates and have extended

government enterprise into fields unoccupied by private

enterprise. In short, government has protected the weaker

28
members of society by collective action.

28val Peterson, "How to Put the G.O.P. on Its Feet",
American Magazine, p. 128.



CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSION

The preamble of our first tariff stated that it is

necessary for the support of the government, for the dis-

charge of the debts of the United States, and the encour-

agement ard protection of manufactures that duties be

laid.

Many of the arguments of the protectionists are

based upon selfish motives. In spite of the difficulties

involved in the question of protection versus free trade,

the consensus of opinion among economists in this country

seems to be that neither extreme protection nor absolute

free trade is the solution to the difficulty. Some im-

port tariff is desirable on certain commodities, but just

how much the tariff should be is difficult to say. Tar-

iff making has long been a political issue. Often tariff

rates have been fixed by the lobbying of manufacturers and

of others who desired protection. It can readily be seen

that this method of settling the question is not likely to

result in a satisfactory solution to the problem.

Even before the first President was inaugurated or

the Treasury Departmenb was established, the need for rev-

enue and care of debt was presented to Congress. Taxation

was applied first to foreign trade in 1789.



Small changes and additions followed in 1790, 1791,

and 1792. Other acts were passed in 1804, 1807, 1809,

1812. The Embargo, Nonintercourse Act, and the war of

1812 marked the turning point in American industrial his-

tory.

The Federalist idea was to place the duties upon for-

eign articles imported which compete with those produced

here, and, with the exception of luxuries, to permit the

noncompeting articles to enter our custom-houses free.

The Democratic-Republican idea was a revenue tariff

purely, by which duties are imposed upon foreign articles

which do not compete with articles produced at home.

At the beginning of the Civil war the VWNhig party had

been replaced by the Republican party. The attitude of

the Republicans was mildly but definitely protective,

while that of the Democrats may be called mildly but def-

inately anti-protective. The approaching Civil war and

reconstruction eras were destined to make the tariff ques-

tion a national issue again.

Under the protective system inaugurated in 1861 and

which has continued from that time until now, were wit-

nessed the highest prosperity atong our own citizens and

in the nation at large.

The experience of this country, the experience of

Canada, the experience of every other country demonstrates

the fact that under a protective tariff a nation is more
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prosperous. Its people are better clothed, better fed, bet-

ter housed, and better educated-more content and happy. And

it is this condition of affairs that is most to be desired.

The outbreak of the European phase of "World War I in

1914, our participation in it from 1916-1918, and the sharp

postwar collapse prevented the Democratic Underwood Tariff

from working effectively. The enormity of the war cost

would have dwarfed any amount that even a high tariff might

have brought into the treasury, but the Underwood Tariff

supplied less than five per cent of the taxes collected dur-

ing the year 1918.

The Republican platform in 1936 made a number of gen-

eral charges against the New Deal legislation which can be

interpreted as part of the Republican attitude toward the

Reciprocal Trade Agreements as well. The Democrats were ac-

cused of having dishonored Ameridan traditions, having per-

mitted the President to usurp the powers of Congress and

having passed laws contrary to the Constitution.

The convention of the Republican party adopted its

platform two weeks after the Reciprocal Trade Agreement Act

had been renewed for three years, in marked contrast to the

platform four years earlier, in which the party pledged to

repeal the present trade law agreement.

The United States Tariff Comission is a valuable in-

vestigative and advisory force in the field of tariffs and



68

tariff making. It has published numerous reports on com-

petitive productive conditions at home and abroad and

stands ready to make such investigations as Congress may

direct. It is evident that the membership of the commis-

sion should be small and that men should be appointed to

it whose ability and experience inspire confidence in the

accuracy and impartiality of their work. The Co ission

should refrain from recommending duties, because to do so

would stimulate partisan attempts to influence tariff

policy. The Commission should complete its investigations

with reasonable dispatch and transmit the result to Congress

as quickly as possible.

The Dewocratic party has accepted the formula that

duties should be fixed at a rate which will insure the

maintenance of competition between foreign and domestic

producers. The RIepublican party has formally accepted the

difference between domestic and foreign costs of produc-

tion as the standard measure of duties. The Democrats

contend that this difference in costs of production is un-

fit for general application as measure of duties because

it would make some duties too low and others altogether

too high. The application of the difference between

costs as a measure of duties is usually impossible owing

to the difficulty of finding what the difference may be.

The abandonment of tariff autonomy by the United
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States constitutes a step of great significance in the

history of commercial relations between nations. Hereto-

fore, American policy has been based upon a single column,

autonomous tariff system. This was premised upon the as-

sumption that customs duties were purely an internal at-

ter rather than the subject of international negotiation.

It is true tiat at times limited excursions were made

contractually into the field of pure reciprocity, but

these attempts to secure special preferences in selected

markets were never an established policy.

The risu in world trade barriers and the growth of

trade discrimination have had severe repercussions upon

international trade. Especially was this true of the

foreign trade of the United States which declined both

absolutely and relatively. The two purposes of the new

American trade policy-the reduction of world trade bar-

riers to aid in the revival of international trade and the

promotion of the principle of equality of treatment in coti-

mercial relations-flow essentially from these conditions.

It was to achieve these airs that a radical shift in

American coamercial policy occurred. The formerly "intan-

gible" American tariff now becomes the subject of inter-

national negotiation and contractual relations. In a

word, the United States has completed the resolution of

the long-standing conflict in commercial policies between

the Anglo-Saxon countries.
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Thus, over a period oi more than 160 years of tariff

controversies both major parties have favored a tariff

on most imported goods. since any tariff is incidentally

protective, the arguments have centered around the amount

of the tariff and the specific items of export upon which

the customs tax is levied. In the main the Federalist-

Whig-Republican group has favored high rates designed

to benefit manufacturers, factory workers and allied in-

terests. The Jefferson-Republican-Democratic group on

the other hand, has worked for low rates in order to sat-

isfy the consumers and other people who wished to avoid

higher prices on commodities protected by a high tariff.

iany individual leaders in Congress and other places

of political power have learned that the stand of his po-

litical party on certain specific articles works to the

disadvantage of his home district and he refuses to go

along with his party. Congressmen from sugar growing see-

tios, cattle regions, and oil areas are inclined to vote

for the interest of their districts rather than to vote

with their party bosses. Therefore, there is a great

amount of irregular voting on specific items. In the Nain,

however, the party attitudes are traceable from Alexander

Hamilton to Cordell Hull and are comparatively consistent.

The difference in the attitudes of the two political

groups has beon chiefly in degree-the one wanting a little
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more and the other a little less of protection. A tariff

as a source of revenue has ceased to be of any real im-

portance. Before World War I customs receipts of our

government amounted to more than all other receipts put

together. Since that time other sources-income taxes,

inheritance taxes, excise taxes, and sinlar levies have

amounted to far more than tariffs. Tarif receipts are

less than two per cent of the total today.

It appears, therefore, that the recent Reciprocal

Trade Agreement policy might now become the instrument

for fostering and promoting comercial good will with for-

eign peoples rather than a device for the financing of our

own government. It even appears that there is a possibil-

ity that the tariff issue as it has been known for a cen-

tury and a half will soon cease to exist at all as an is-

sue between the major political parties.
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