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PREFACE.




 




IN this book I have endeavored to

determine whether protection or free trade better accords with the interests of

labor, and to bring to a common conclusion on this subject those who really

desire to raise wages.




I have not only gone over the

ground generally traversed, and examined the arguments commonly used, but,

carrying the inquiry further than the controversialists on either side have yet

ventured to go, I have sought to discover why protection retains such popular

strength in spite of all exposures of its fallacies; to trace the connection

between the tariff question and those still more important social questions,

now rapidly becoming the "burning questions" of our times; and to

show to what radical measures the principle of free trade logically leads.

While pointing out the falsity of the belief that tariffs can protect labor, I

have not failed to recognize the facts which give this belief vitality, and, by

an examination of these facts, have shown, not only how little the working

classes can hope from that mere "revenue reform" which is miscalled

"free trade," but how much they have to hope from real free trade. By

thus harmonizing the truths which free traders perceive with the facts that to

protectionists make their own theory plausible, I believe I have opened ground

upon which those separated by seemingly irreconcilable differences of opinion

may unite for that full application of the free-trade principle which

would secure both the largest production and the fairest distribution of

wealth.




By thus carrying the inquiry

beyond the point where Adam Smith and the writers who have followed him have

stopped, I believe I have stripped the vexed tariff question of its greatest

difficulties, and have cleared the way for the settlement of a dispute which

otherwise might go on interminably. The conclusions thus reached raise the

doctrine of free trade from the emasculated form in which it has been taught by

the English economists to the fullness in which it was held by the predecessors

of Adam Smith, those illustrious Frenchmen, with whom originated the

motto Laissez faire, and who, whatever may have been the

confusions of their terminology or the faults of their method, grasped a

central truth which free traders since their time have ignored.




My effort, in short, has been to

make such a candid and thorough examination of the tariff question, in all its

phases, as would aid men to whom the subject is now a perplexing maze to reach

clear and firm conclusions. In this I trust I have done something to inspire a

movement now faint-hearted with the earnestness and strength of radical

conviction, to prevent the division into hostile camps of those whom a common

purpose ought to unite, to give to efforts for the emancipation of labor

greater definiteness of purpose, and to eradicate that belief in the opposition

of national interests which leads peoples, even of the same blood and tongue,

to regard each other as natural antagonists.




To avoid any appearance of

culling absurdities, I have, in referring to the protectionist position, quoted

mainly from the latest writer who seems to be regarded by American protectionists

as an authoritative exponent of their views—Professor Thompson, of the

University of Pennsylvania.


















 




Chapter I. INTRODUCTORY.




 




NEAR the window by which I write,

a great bull is tethered by a ring in his nose. Grazing round and round he has

wound his rope about the stake until now he stands a close prisoner, tantalized

by rich grass he cannot reach, unable even to toss his head to rid him of the

flies that cluster on his shoulders. Now and again he struggles vainly, and

then, after pitiful bellowings, relapses into silent misery.




This bull, a very type of massive

strength, who, because he has not wit enough to see how he might be free, suffers

want in sight of plenty, and is helplessly preyed upon by weaker creatures,

seems to me no unfit emblem of the working masses.




In all lands, men whose toil

creates abounding wealth are pinched with poverty, and, while advancing

civilization opens wider vistas and awakens new desires. are held down to

brutish levels by animal needs. Bitterly conscious of injustice, feeling in

their inmost souls that they were made for more than so narrow a life, they,

too, spasmodically struggle and cry out. But until they trace effect to cause,

until they see how  they are fettered and how they may be freed,

their struggles and outcries are as vain as those of the bull. Nay, they are

vainer. I shall go out and drive the bull in the way that will untwist his

rope. But who shall drive men into freedom? Till they use the reason with which

they have been gifted, nothing can avail. For them there is no special providence.




Under all forms of government the

ultimate power lies with the masses. It is not kings nor aristocracies, nor

land-owners nor capitalists, that anywhere really enslave the people. It is

their own ignorance. Most clear is this where governments rest on universal

suffrage. The workingmen of the United States may mould to their will

legislatures, courts and constitutions. Politicians strive for their favor and

political parties bid against one another for their vote. But what avails this?

The little finger of aggregated capital must be thicker than the loins of the

working masses so long as they do not know how to use their power. And how far

from any agreement as to practical reform are even those who most feel the

injustice of existing conditions may be seen in the labor organizations. Though

beginning to realize the wastefulness of strikes and to feel the necessity of

acting on general conditions through legislation, these organizations when they

come to formulate political demands seem unable to unite upon any measures

capable of large results.




This political impotency must

continue until the masses, or at least that sprinkling of more thoughtful men

who are the file leaders of popular opinion, shall give such head to larger

questions as will enable them to agree on the path reform should take.




It is with the hope of promoting

such agreement  that I propose in these pages to examine a vexed

question which must be settled before there can be any efficient union in

political action for social reform—the question whether protective tariffs are

or are not helpful to those who get their living by their labor.




This is a question important in

itself, yet far more important in what it involves. Not only is it true that

its examination cannot fail to throw light upon other social-economic

questions, but it leads directly to that great "Labor Question" which

every day as it passes brings more and more to the foreground in every country

of the civilized world. For it is a question of direction—a question which of

two divergent roads shall be taken. Whether labor is to be benefited by

governmental restrictions or by the abolition of such restrictions is, in

short, the question of how the bull shall go to untwist his rope.




In one way or another, we must

act upon the tariff question. Throughout the civilized world it everywhere lies

within the range of practical politics. Even when protection is most thoroughly

accepted there not only exists a more or less active minority who seek its

overthrow, but the constant modifications that are being made or proposed in

existing tariffs are as constantly bringing the subject into the sphere of

political action, while even in that country in which free trade has seemed to

be most strongly rooted, the policy of protection is again raising its head.

Here it is evident that the tariff question is the great political question of

the immediate future. For more than a generation the slavery agitation, the war

to which it led and the problems growing out of that war have absorbed

political attention in the  United States. That era has passed, and a

new one is beginning, in which economic questions must force themselves to the

front. First among these questions, upon which party lines must soon be drawn

and political discussion must rage, is the tariff question.




It behooves not merely those who

aspire to political leadership, but those who would conscientiously use their

influence and their votes, to come to intelligent conclusions upon this

question, and especially is this incumbent upon the men whose aim is the

emancipation of labor. Some of these men are now supporters of protection;

others are opposed to it. This division, which must place in political

opposition to each other those who are at one in ultimate purpose, ought not to

exist. One thing or the other must be true—either protection does give better

opportunities to labor and raises wages, or it does not. If it does, we who

feel that labor has not its rightful opportunities and does not get its fair

wages should know it, that we may unite, not merely in sustaining present

protection, but in demanding far more. If it does not, then, even if not positively

harmful to the working classes, protection is a delusion and a snare, which

distracts attention and divides strength, and the quicker it is seen that

tariffs cannot raise wages the quicker are those who wish to raise wages likely

to find out what can. The next thing to knowing how anything can be done, is to

know how it cannot be done. If the bull I speak of had wit enough to see the

uselessness of going one way, he would surely try the other.




My aim in this inquiry is to ascertain

beyond per adventure whether protection or free-trade best accord with the

interests of those who live by their labor  I differ with those who

say that with the rate of wages the state has no concern. I hold with those who

deem the increase of wages a legitimate purpose of public policy. To raise and

maintain wages is the great object that all who live by wages ought to seek,

and workingmen are right in supporting any measure that will attain that

object. Nor in this are they acting selfishly, for, while the question of wages

is the most important of questions to laborers, it is also the most important

of questions to society at large. Whatever improves the condition of the lowest

and broadest social stratum must promote the true interests of all. Where the

wages of common labor are high and remunerative employment is easy to obtain,

prosperity will be general. Where wages are highest, there will be the largest

production and the most equitable distribution of wealth. There will invention

be most active and the brain best guide the hand. There will be the greatest

comfort, the widest diffusion of knowledge, the purest morals and the truest

patriotism. If we would have a healthy, a happy, an enlightened and a virtuous

people, if we would have a pure government, firmly based on the popular will

and quickly responsive to it, we must strive to raise wages and keep them high.

I accept as good and praiseworthy the ends avowed by the advocates of

protective tariffs. What I propose to inquire is whether protective tariffs are

in reality conducive to these ends. To do this thoroughly I wish to go over all

the ground upon which protective tariffs are advocated or defended, to consider

what effect the opposite policy of free trade would have, and to stop not until

conclusions are reached of which we may feel absolutely sure.




To some it may seem too much to

think that this can be done. For a century no question of public policy has

been so widely and persistently debated as that of Protection vs. Free

Trade. Yet it seems to-day as far as ever from settlement—so far, indeed, that

many have come to deem it a question as to which no certain conclusions can be

reached, and many more to regard it as too complex and abstruse to be

understood by those who have not equipped themselves by long study.




This is, indeed, a hopeless view.

We may safely leave many branches of knowledge to such as can devote themselves

to special pursuits. We may safely accept what chemists tell us of chemistry,

or astronomers of astronomy, or philologists of the development of language, or

anatomists of our internal structure, for not only are there in such

investigations no pecuniary temptations to warp the judgment, but the ordinary

duties of men and of citizens do not call for such special knowledge, and the

great body of a people may entertain the crudest notions as to such things and

yet lead happy and useful lives. Far different, however, is it with matters

which relate to the production and distribution of wealth, and which thus

directly affect the comfort and livelihood of men. The intelligence which can

alone safely guide in these matters must be the intelligence of the masses, for

as to such things it is the common opinion, and not the opinion of the learned

few, that finds expression in legislation.




If the knowledge required for the

proper ordering of public affairs be like the knowledge required for the

prediction of an eclipse, the making of a chemical analysis, or the

decipherment of a cuneiform inscription, or even like the knowledge required in

any branch of art or  handicraft, then the shortness of human life

and the necessities of human existence must forever condemn the masses of men

to ignorance of matters which directly affect their means of subsistence. If

this be so, then popular government is hopeless, and, confronted on one side by

the fact, to which all experience testifies, that a people can never safely

trust to any portion of their number the making of regulations which affect

their earnings, and on the other by the fact that the masses can never see for

themselves the effect of such regulations, the only prospect before mankind is

that the many must always be ruled and robbed by the few.




But this is not so. Political

economy is only the economy of human aggregates, and its laws are laws which we

may individually recognize. What is required for their elucidation is not long

arrays of statistics nor the collocation of laboriously ascertained facts, but

that sort of clear thinking which, keeping in mind the distinction between the

part and the whole, seeks the relations of familiar things, and which is as

possible for the unlearned as for the learned.




Whether protection does or does

not increase national wealth, whether it does or does not benefit the laborer,

are questions that from their nature must admit of decisive answers. That the

controversy between protection and free trade, widely and energetically as it

has been carried on, has as yet led to no accepted conclusion cannot therefore

be due to difficulties inherent in the subject. It may in part be accounted for

by the fact that powerful pecuniary interests are concerned in the issue, for

it is true, as Macaulay said, that if large pecuniary interests were concerned

in denying the attraction of gravitation, that most obvious  of

physical facts would have disputers. But that so many fair-minded men who have

no special interests to serve are still at variance on this subject can only,

it seems to me, be fully explained on the assumption that the discussion has

not been carried far enough to bring out that full truth which harmonizes all

partial truths.




The present condition of the

controversy, indeed, shows this to be the fact. In the literature of the

subject, I know of no work in which the inquiry has yet been carried to its

proper end. As to the effect of protection upon the production of wealth, all

has probably been said that can be said; but that part of the question which

relates to wages and which is primarily concerned with the distribution of

wealth has not been adequately treated. Yet this is the very heart of the

controversy, the ground from which, until it is thoroughly explored, fallacies

and confusions must constantly arise, to envelop in obscurity even that which

has of itself been sufficiently explained.




The reason of this failure is not

far to seek. Political economy is the simplest of the sciences. It is but the

intellectual recognition, as related to social life, of laws which in their

moral aspect men instinctively recognize, and which are embodied in the simple

teachings of him whom the common people heard gladly. But, like Christianity,

political economy has been warped by institutions which, denying the equality

and brother-hood of man, have enlisted authority, silenced objection, and

ingrained themselves in custom and habit of thought. Its professors and

teachers have almost invariably belonged to or been dominated by that class

which tolerates no questioning of social adjustments that give to those who do

not labor the fruits of  labor's toil. They have been like physicians

employed to make a diagnosis on condition that they shall discover no

unpleasant truth. Given social conditions such as those that throughout the

civilized world today shock the moral sense, and political economy, fearlessly pursued,

must lead to conclusions that will be as a lion in the way to those who have

any tenderness for "vested interests." But in the colleges and

universities of our time, as in the Sanhedrim of old, it is idle to expect any

enunciation of truths unwelcome to the powers that be.




Adam Smith demonstrated clearly

enough that protective tariffs hamper the production of wealth. But Adam

Smith—the university professor, the tutor and pensioner of the Duke of

Buccleugh, the prospective holder of a government place—either did not deem it

prudent to go further, or, as is more probable, was prevented from seeing the

necessity of doing so by the atmosphere of his time and place. He at any rate

failed to carry his great inquiry into the causes which from "that original

state of things in which the production of labor constitutes the natural

recompense or wages of labor" had developed a state of things in which

natural wages seemed to be only such part of the produce of labor as would

enable the laborer to exist. And, following Smith, came Malthus, to formulate a

doctrine which throws upon the Creator the responsibility for the want and vice

that flow from man's injustice—a doctrine which has barred from the inquiry

which Smith did not pursue even such high and generous minds as that of John

Stuart Mill. Some of the publications of the Anti-Corn-Law League contain

indications that if the struggle over the English corn laws  had been

longer continued, the discussion might have been pushed further than the

question of revenue tariff or protective tariff; but, ending as it did, the

capitalists of the Manchester school were satisfied, and in such discussion as

has since ensued English free traders, with few exceptions, have made no

further advance, while American advocates of free trade have merely followed

the English free traders.




On the other hand, the advocates

of protection have evinced a like indisposition to venture on burning ground.

They extol the virtues of protection as furnishing employment, without asking

how it comes that any one should need to be furnished with employment; they

assert that protection maintains the rate of wages, without explaining what

determines the rate of wages. The ablest of them, under the lead of Carey, have

rejected the Malthusian doctrine, but only to set up an equally untenable

optimistic theory which serves the same purpose of barring inquiry into the

wrongs of labor, and which has been borrowed by Continental free traders as a

weapon with which to fight the agitation for social reform.




That, so far as it has yet gone,

the controversy between protection and free trade has not been carried to its

logical conclusions is evident from the positions which both sides occupy.

Protectionists and free traders alike seem to lack the courage of their

convictions. If protection have the virtues claimed for it, why should it be

confined to the restriction of imports from foreign countries? If it really

"provides employment" and raises wages, then a condition of things in

which hundreds of thousands vainly seek employment, and wages touch the point

of bare subsistence, demands  a far more vigorous application of this

beneficent principle than any protectionist has yet proposed. On the other

hand, if the principle of free trade be true, the substitution of a revenue

tariff for a protective tariff is a ridiculously inefficient application of it.




Like the two knights of allegory,

who, halting one on each side of the shield, continued to dispute about it when

the advance of either must have revealed a truth that would have ended their

controversy, protectionists and free traders stand to-day. Let it be ours to

carry the inquiry wherever it may lead. The fact is, that fully to understand

the tariff question we must go beyond the tariff question as ordinarily

debated. And here, it may be, we shall find ground on which honest divergences

of opinion may be reconciled, and facts which seem conflicting may fall into

harmonious relations.


















 




Chapter II. CLEARING GROUND.




 




THE protective theory has

certainly the weight of most general acceptance. Forty years ago all civilized

countries based their policy upon it; and though Great Britain has since

discarded it, she remains the only considerable nation that has done so, while

not only have her own colonies, as soon as they have obtained the power, shown

a disposition to revert to it, but such a disposition has of late years been

growing in Great Britain herself.




It should be remembered, however,

that the presumption in favor of any belief generally entertained has existed

in favor of many beliefs now known to be entirely erroneous, and is especially

weak in the case of a theory which, like that of protection, enlists the

support of powerful special interests. The history of mankind everywhere shows

the power that special interests, capable of organization and action, may exert

in securing the acceptance of the most monstrous doctrines. We have, indeed,

only to look around us to see how easily a small special interest may exert

greater influence in forming opinion and making laws than a large general

interest. As what is everybody's business is nobody's business, so what is

everybody's interest is nobody's interest. Two or three citizens of a seaside

town see that the building of a custom-house or  the dredging of a

creek will put money in their pockets; a few silver miners conclude that it

will be a good thing for them to have the government stow away some millions of

silver every month; a navy contractor wants the profit of repairing useless

iron-clads or building needless cruisers, and again and again such petty interests

have their way against the larger interests of the whole people. What can be

clearer than that a note directly issued by the government is at least as good

as a note based on a government bond? Yet special interests have sufficed with

us to institute and maintain a hybrid currency for which no other valid reason

can be assigned than private profit.




Those who are specially

interested in protective tariffs find it easy to believe that protection is of

general benefit. The directness of their interest makes them active in

spreading their views, and having control of large means—for the protected

industries are those in which large capitals are engaged—and being ready on

occasion, as a matter of business, to spend money in propagating their

doctrines, they exert great influence upon the organs of public opinion. Free

trade, on the contrary, offers no special advantage to any particular interest,

and in the present state of social morality benefits or injuries which men

share in common with their fellows are not felt so intensely as those which

affect them specially.




I do not mean to say that the

pecuniary interests which protection enlists suffice to explain the widespread

acceptance of its theories and the tenacity with which they are held. But it is

plain that these interests do constitute a power of the kind most potent in

forming opinion and influencing legislation, and  that this fact

weakens the presumption the wide acceptance of protection might otherwise

afford, and is a reason why those who believe in protection merely because they

have constantly heard it praised should examine the question for themselves.




Protection, moreover, has always

found an effective ally in those national prejudices and hatreds which are in

part the cause and in part the result of the wars that have made the annals of

mankind a record of bloodshed and devastation—prejudices and hatreds which have

everywhere been the means by which the masses have been induced to use their

own power for their own enslavement.




For the first half century of our

national existence American protectionists pointed to the protective tariff of

Great Britain as an example to be followed; but since that country, in 1846,

discarded protection, its American advocates have endeavored to utilize

national prejudice by constantly speaking of protection as an American system

and of free trade as a British invention. Just now they are endeavoring to

utilize in the same way the enmity against everything British which long

oppressions and insults have engendered in the Irish heart, and, in the words

of a recent political platform, Irish-Americans are called upon "to resist

the introduction into America of the English theory of free trade, which has

been so successfully used as a means to destroy the industries and oppress the

people of Ireland."




Even if free trade had originated

in Great Britain we should be as foolish in rejecting it on that account as we

should be in refusing to speak our mother tongue because it is of British

origin, or in going back to hand  and water power because steam engines

were first introduced in Great Britain. But, in truth, free trade no more

originated in Great Britain than did the habit of walking on the feet. Free

trade is the natural trade—the trade that goes on in the absence of artificial

restrictions. It is protection that had to be invented. But instead of being

invented in the United States, it was in full force in Great Britain long

before the United States were thought of. It would be nearer the truth to say

that protection originated in Great Britain, for, if the system did not

originate there, it was fully developed there, and it is from that country that

it has been derived by us. Nor yet did the reaction against it originate in

Great Britain, but in France, among a school of eminent men headed by Quesnay,

who were Adam Smith's predecessors and in many things his teachers. These

French economists were what neither Smith nor any subsequent British economist

or statesman has been—true free traders. They wished to sweep away not merely

protective duties, but all taxes, direct and indirect, save a single tax upon

land values. This logical conclusion of free-trade principles the socalled

British free traders have shirked, and it meets today as bitter opposition from

the Cobden Club as from American protectionists. The only sense in which we can

properly speak of "British free trade" is the same sense in which we

speak of a certain imitation metal as "German silver." "British

free trade" is spurious free trade. Great Britain does not really enjoy

free trade. To say nothing of internal taxes, inconsistent with true free

trade, she still maintains a cordon of custom-house officers, coast guards and

baggage searchers, and still collects over a hundred million dollars of her

revenue  from import duties. To be sure, her tariff is "for

revenue only," but a tariff for revenue only is not free trade. The ruling

classes of Great Britain have adopted only so much free trade as suits their

class interests, and the battle for free trade in that country has yet to be

fought.




On the other hand, it is absurd

to talk of protection as an American system. It had been fully developed in

Europe before the American colonies were planted, and during our colonial

period England maintained a more thorough system of protection than now

anywhere exists—a system which aimed at building up English industries not

merely by protective duties, but by the repression of like industries in

Ireland and the colonies, and wherever else throughout the world English power

could be exerted. What we got of protection was the wrong side of it, in

regulations intended to prevent American industries from competing with those

of the mother country and to give to her a monopoly of the American trade.




The irritation produced in the growing

colonies by these restrictions was the main cause of the revolution which made

of them an independent nation. Protectionist ideas were doubtless at that time

latent among our people, for they permeated the mental atmosphere of the

civilized world, but so little disposition was there to embody those ideas in a

national policy, that the American representatives in negotiating the treaty of

peace endeavored to secure complete freedom of trade between the United States

and Great Britain. This was refused by England, then and for a long time

afterward completely dominated by protective ideas. But during the period

following the revolution  in which the American Union existed during

the Articles of Confederation, no tariff hampered importations into the American

States.




The adoption of the Constitution

made a Federal tariff possible, and to give the Federal Government an

independent revenue a tariff was soon imposed; but although protection had then

begun to find advocates in the United States, this first American tariff was

almost nominal as compared with what the British tariff was then or our tariff

is now. And in the Federal Constitution state tariffs were prohibited—a step

which has resulted in giving to the principle of free trade the greatest

extension it has had in modern times. Nothing could more clearly show how far

the American people then were from accepting the theories of protection since

popularized among them, for the national idea had not then acquired the force

it has since gained, and if protection had then been looked upon as necessary

the different States would not without a struggle have given up the power of

imposing tariffs of their own.




Nor could protection have reached

its present height in the United States but for the civil war. While attention

was concentrated on the struggle and mothers were sending their sons to the

battle-field, the interests that sought protection took advantage of the

patriotism that was ready for any sacrifice to secure protective taxes such as

had never before been dreamed of—taxes which they have ever since managed to

keep in force, and even in many cases to increase.




The truth is that protection is

no more American than is the distinction made in our regular army and navy

between commissioned officers and enlisted men—a distinction  not of

degree but of kind, so that there is between the highest non-commissioned

officer and the lowest commissioned officer a deep gulf fixed, a gulf which can

only be likened to that which exists between white and black where the color

line is drawn sharpest. This distinction is historically a survival of that

made in the armies of aristocratic Europe, when they were officered by nobles

and recruited from peasants, and has been copied by us in the same spirit of

imitation that has led us to copy other undemocratic customs and institutions.

Though we preserve this aristocratic distinction after it has been abandoned in

some European countries, it is in no sense American. It neither originated with

us nor does it consort with our distinctive ideas and institutions. So it is

with protection. Whatever be its economic merits there can be no doubt that it

conflicts with those ideas of natural right and personal freedom which received

national expression in the establishment of the American Republic, and which we

have been accustomed to regard as distinctively American. What more incongruous

than the administering of custom-house oaths and the searching of trunks and

hand-bags under the shadow of "Liberty Enlightening the World?"




As for the assertion that "the

English theory of free trade" has been used "to destroy the

industries and oppress the people of Ireland," the truth is that it was

"the English theory of protection" that was so used. The restrictions

which British protection imposed upon the American colonies were trivial as

compared with those imposed upon Ireland. The successful resistance of the

colonies roused in Ireland the same spirit, and led to the great movement of

"Irish Volunteers," who, with  cannon bearing the

inscription "Free Trade or——!" forced the repeal of those

restrictions and won for a time Irish legislative independence.




Whether Irish industries that

were unquestionably hampered and throttled by British protection could now be

benefited by Irish protection, like the question whether protection benefits

the United States, is only to be settled by a determination of the effects of

protection upon the country that imposes it. But without going into that, it is

evident that the free trade between Great Britain and Ireland which has existed

since the union in 1801, has not been the cause of the

backwardness of Irish industry. There is one part of Ireland which has enjoyed

comparative prosperity and in which important industries have grown up—some of

them, such as the building of iron ships, for which natural advantages cannot

be claimed. How can this be explained on the theory that Irish industries

cannot be re-established without protection?




If the very men who are now

trying to persuade Irish-American voters that Ireland has been impoverished by

"British free trade" were privately asked the cause of the greater

prosperity of Ulster over other parts of Ireland, they would probably give the

answer made familiar by religious bigotry—that Ulster is enterprising and

prosperous because it is Protestant, while the rest of Ireland is sluggish and

poor because it is Catholic. But the true reason is plain. It is, that the land

tenure in Ulster has been such that a larger portion of the wealth produced has

been left there than in other parts of Ireland, and that the mass of the people

have not been so remorsely hunted and oppressed. In Presbyterian Skye the same

general poverty, the  same primitive conditions of industry exist as

in Catholic Connemara, and its cause is to be seen in the same rapacious system

of landlordism which has carried off the fruits of industry and prevented the

accumulation of capital. To attribute the backwardness of industry among a

people who are steadily stripped of all they can produce above a bare living, to

the want of a protective tariff or to religious opinions is like attributing

the sinking of a scuttled ship to the loss of her figure-head or the color of

her paint.




What, however, in the United

States at least, has tended more than any appeals to national feeling to

dispose the masses in favor of protection, has been the difference of attitude

toward the working classes assumed by the contending policies. In its

beginnings in this country protection was strongest in those sections where

labor had the largest opportunities and was held in the highest esteem, while

the strength of free trade has been the greatest in the section in which up to

the civil war slavery prevailed. The political party which successfully

challenged the aggressions of the slave power also declared for a protective

tariff, while the men who tried to rend the Union in order to establish a

nation based upon the right of capital to own labor, prohibited protection in

the constitution they formed. The explanation of these facts is, that in one section

of the country there were many industries that could be protected, while in the

other section there were few. While American cotton culture was in its earlier

stages, Southern cotton planters were willing enough to avail themselves of a

heavy duty on India cottons, and Louisiana sugar growers have always been

persistent sticklers for protection. But when cotton raised  for

export became the great staple of the South, protection, in the absence of

manufactures, was not only clearly opposed to dominant Southern interests, but

assumed the character of a sectional imposition by which the South was taxed

for the benefit of the North. This sectional division on the tariff question

had no reference whatever to the conditions of labor, but in many minds its

effect has been to associate protection with respect for labor and free trade

with its enslavement.




Irrespective of this there has

been much in the presentation of the two theories to dispose the working

classes toward protection and against free trade. Workingmen generally feel

that they do not get a fair reward for their labor. They know that what

prevents them from successfully demanding higher wages is the competition of

others anxious for work, and they are naturally disposed to favor the doctrine

or party that proposes to shield them from competition. This, its advocates

urge, is the aim of protection. And whatever protection accomplishes,

protectionists at least profess regard for the working classes, and proclaim

their desire to use the powers of government to raise and maintain wages.

Protection, they declare, means the protection of labor. So constantly is this

reiterated that many suppose that this is the real derivation of the term, and

that "protection" is short for "protection of labor."




On the other hand, the opponents

of protection have, for the most part, not only professed no special interest

in the well-being of the working classes and no desire to raise wages, but have

denied the justice of attempting to use the powers of government for this

purpose.  The doctrines of free trade have been intertwined with

teachings that throw upon the laws of nature responsibility for the poverty of

the laboring class, and foster a callous indifference to their sufferings. On

the same grounds on which they have condemned legislative interference with

commerce, free-trade economists have condemned interference with hours of

labor, with the rate of wages, and even with the employment of women and

children, and have united protectionism and trades unionism in the same denunciation,

proclaiming supply and demand to be the only true and rightful regulator of the

price of labor as of the price of pig iron. While protesting against

restrictions upon the production of wealth they have ignored the monstrous injustice

of its distribution, and have treated as fair and normal that competition in

which human beings, deprived of their natural opportunities of employing

themselves, are compelled by biting want, to bid against one another.




All this is true. But it is also

true that the needs of labor require more than kind words, and are not to be

satisfied by such soft phrases as we address to a horse when we want to catch

him that we may put a bit in his mouth and a saddle on his back. Let me ask

those who are disposed to regard protection as favorable to the aspirations of

labor, to consider whether it can be true that what labor needs is to be

protected?




To admit that labor needs

protection is to acknowledge its inferiority; it is to acquiesce in an

assumption that degrades the workman to the position of a dependent, and leads

logically to the claim that the employé is bound to vote in the interest of the

employer who provides him with work. There is something in

the  very word "protection" that ought to make workingmen

cautious of accepting anything presented to them under it. The protection of

the masses has in all times been the pretense of tyranny—the plea of monarchy,

of aristocracy, of special privilege of every kind. The slave owners justified

slavery as protecting the slaves. British misrule in Ireland is upheld on the

ground that it is for the protection of the Irish. But, whether under a

monarchy or under a republic, is there an instance in the history of the world

in which the "protection" of the laboring masses has not meant their

oppression? The protection that those who have got the law-making power into

their hands have given to labor, has at best always been the protection that

man gives to cattle—he protects them that he may use and eat them.




There runs through protectionist

professions of concern for labor a tone of condescending patronage more

insulting to men who feel the true dignity of labor than frankly expressed

contempt could be—an assumption that pauperism is the natural condition of

labor, to which it must everywhere fall unless benevolently protected. It is

never intimated that the land-owner of the capitalist needs protection. They,

it is always assumed, can take care of themselves. It is only the poor

workingman who must be protected.




What is labor that it should so

need protection? Is not labor the creator of capital, the producer of all

wealth? Is it not the men who labor that feed and clothe all others? Is it not

true, as has been said, that the three great orders of society are

"workingmen, beggarmen and thieves?" How, then, does it come that

workingmen alone need protection? When the  first man came upon the

earth who was there to protect him or to provide him with employment? Yet

whenever or however he came, he must have managed to get a living and raise a

family!




When we consider that labor is

the producer of all wealth, is it not evident that the impoverishment and

dependence of labor are abnormal conditions resulting from restrictions and

usurpations, and that instead of accepting protection, what labor should demand

is freedom? That those who advocate any extension of freedom choose to go no

further than suits their own special purpose is no reason why freedom itself

should be distrusted. For years it was held that the assertion of our Declaration

of Independence that all men are created equal and endowed by their Creator

with unalienable rights, applied only to white men. But this in nowise vitiated

the principle. Nor does it vitiate the principle that it is still held to apply

only to political rights.




And so, that freedom of trade has

been advocated by those who have no sympathy with labor should not prejudice us

against it. Can the road to the industrial emancipation of the masses be any

other than that of freedom?


















 




Chapter III. OF METHOD.




 




ON the deck of a ship men are

pulling on a rope and on her mast a yard is rising. A man aloft is clinging to

the tackle that raises the yard. Is his weight assisting its rise or retarding

it? That, of course, depends on what part of the tackle his weight is thrown

upon, and can only be told by noticing whether its tendency is with or against

the efforts of those who pull on deck.




If in things so simple we may

easily err in assuming cause from effect, how much more liable to error are

such assumptions in regard to the complicated phenomena of social life.




Much that is urged in current

discussions of the tariff question is of no validity whatever, and however it

may serve the purpose of controversy, cannot aid in the discovery of truth.

That a thing exists with or follows another thing is no proof that it is

because of that other thing. This assumption is the fallacy post hoc,

ergo propter hoc, which leads, if admitted, to the most preposterous

conclusions. Wages in the United States are higher than in England, and we

differ from England in having a protective tariff. But the assumption that the

one fact is because of the other, is no more valid than would be the assumption

that these higher wages are due to our decimal coinage or to our republican

form of government. That England  has grown in wealth since the

abolition of protection proves no more for free trade than the growth of the

United States under a protective tariff does for protection. It does not follow

that an institution is good because a country has prospered under it, nor bad

because a country in which it exists in not prosperous. It does not even follow

that institutions to be found in all prosperous countries and not to be found

in backward countries are therefore beneficial. For this, at various times,

might have been confidently asserted of slavery, of polygamy, of aristocracy,

of established churches, and it may still be asserted of public debts, of

private property in land, of pauperism, or of the existence of distinctively

vicious or criminal classes. Nor even when it can be shown that certain changes

in the prosperity of a country, of an industry, or of a class, have followed

certain other changes in laws or institutions can it be inferred that the two

are related to each other as effect and cause, unless it can also be shown that

the assigned cause tends to produce the assigned effect, or unless, what is

clearly impossible in most cases, it can be shown that there is no other cause

to which the effect can be attributed. The almost endless multiplicity of

causes constantly operating in human societies, and the almost endless

interference of effect with effect, make that popular mode of reasoning which

logicians call the method of simple enumeration worse than useless in social

investigations.




As for reliance upon statistics,

that involves the additional difficulty of knowing whether we have the right

statistics. Though "figures cannot lie," there is in their collection

and grouping such liability to oversight and such temptation to bias that they

are to be  distrusted in matters of controversy until they have been

subjected to rigid examination. The value of most arguments turning upon

statistics is well illustrated in the story of the government clerk who, being

told to get up the statistics of a certain question, wished first to know which

side it was desired that they should support. Under their imposing appearance

of exactness may lurk the gravest errors and wildest assumptions.




To ascertain the effect of

protective tariffs, we must inquire what they are and how they operate. When we

thus discover their nature and tendencies, we shall be able to weigh what is

said for or against them, and have a clew by which we may trace their results

amid the complications of social phenomena. For the largest communities are but

expansions of the smallest communities, and the rules of arithmetic by which we

calculate gain or loss on transactions of dollars apply as well to transactions

of hundreds of millions.




Thus the facts we must use and

the principles we must apply are common facts that are known to all and

principles that are recognized in every-day life. Starting from premises as to

which there can be no dispute, we have only to be careful as to our steps in

order to reach conclusions of which we may feel sure. We cannot experiment with

communities as the chemist can with material substances, or as the physiologist

can with animals. Nor can we find nations so alike in all other respects that

we can safely attribute any difference in their conditions to the presence or

absence of a single cause without first assuring ourselves of the tendency of

that cause. But the imagination puts at our command a method of

investigating  economic problems which is within certain limits

hardly less useful than actual experiment. We may test the working of known

principles by mentally separating, combining or eliminating conditions. Let me

explain what I mean by an illustration I have once before used. Ref. 001




When I was a boy I went down to

the wharf with another boy to see the first iron steamship that had ever

crossed the ocean to Philadelphia. Now, hearing of an iron steamship seemed to

us then a good deal like hearing of a leaden kite or a wooden cooking-stove.

But we had not been long aboard of her, before my comrade said in a tone of

contemptuous disgust: "Pooh! I see how it is. She's all lined with wood;

that's the reason she floats." I could not controvert him for the moment,

but I was not satisfied, and sitting down on the wharf when he left me, I set

to work trying mental experiments. If it was the wood inside of her that made

her float, then the more wood the higher she would float; and, mentally, I loaded

her up with wood. But, as I was familiar with the process of making boats out

of blocks of wood, I at once saw that, instead of floating higher, she would

sink deeper. Then, I mentally took all the wood out of her, as we dug out our

wooden boats, and saw that thus lightened she would float higher still. Then,

in imagination, I jammed a hole in her, and saw that the water would run in and

she would sink, as did our wooden boats when ballasted with leaden keels. And,

thus I saw, as clearly as though I could have actually made these experiments

with the steamer, that it was not the  wooden lining that made her float,

but her hollowness, or, as I would now phrase it, her displacement of water.




In such ways as this, with which

we are all familiar, we can isolate, analyze or combine economic principles,

and, by extending or diminishing the scale of propositions, either subject them

to inspection through a mental magnifying glass or bring a larger field into

view. And this each one can do for himself. In the inquiry upon which we are

about to enter, all I ask of the reader is that he shall in nothing trust to

me.


















 




Chapter IV. PROTECTION AS A UNIVERSAL NEED.




 




TO understand a thing it is often

well to begin by looking at it, as it were, from the outside and observing its

relations, before examining it in detail. Let us do this with the protective

theory.




Protection, as the term has come

to signify a certain national policy, means the levying of duties upon imported

commodities for the purpose of protecting from competition the home producers

of such commodities. Protectionists contend that to secure the highest

prosperity of each nation it should produce for itself everything it is capable

of producing, and that to this end its home industries should be protected

against the competition of foreign industries. They also contend (in the United

States at least) that to enable workmen to obtain as high wages as possible

they should be protected by tariff duties against the competition of goods

produced in countries where wages are lower. Without disputing the correctness

of this theory, let us consider its larger relations.




The protective theory, it is to

be observed, asserts a general law, as true in one country as in another.

However protectionists in the United States may talk of "American

protection" and "British free trade," protection is, and of

necessity, must be, advocated as of universal application. American protectionists

use the  arguments of foreign protectionists, and even where they

complain that the protective policy of other countries is injurious to us,

commend it as an example which we should follow. They contend that (at least up

to a certain point in national development) protection is everywhere beneficial

to a nation, and free trade everywhere injurious; that the prosperous nations

have built up their prosperity by protection, and that all nations that would

be prosperous must adopt that policy. And their arguments must be universal to

have any plausibility, for it would be absurd to assert that a theory of

national growth and prosperity applies to some countries and not to others.




Let me ask the reader who has

hitherto accepted the protective theory to consider what its necessarily

universal character involves. It was the realization of this that first led me

to question that theory. I was for a number of years after I had come of age a

protectionist, or rather, I supposed I was, for, without real examination, I

had accepted the belief, as in the first place we all accept our beliefs, on

the authority of others. So far, however, as I thought at all on the subject, I

was logical, and I well remember how when the Florida and Alabama were

sinking American ships at sea, I thought their depredations, after all, a good

thing for the state in which I lived—California—since the increased risk and

cost of ocean carriage in American ships (then the only way of bringing goods

from the Eastern States to California) would give to her infant industries

something of that needed protection against the lower wages and better

established industries of the Eastern States which the Federal Constitution

prevented her from securing by a State tariff. The  full bearing of

such notions never occurred to me till I happened to hear the protective theory

elaborately expounded by an able man. As he urged that American industries must

be protected from the competition of foreign countries, that we ought to work

up our own raw materials and allow nothing to be imported that we could produce

for ourselves, I began to realize that these propositions, if true, must be

universally true, and that not only should every nation shut itself out from every

other nation; not only should the various sections of every large country

institute tariffs of their own to shelter their industries from the competition

of other sections, but that the reason given why no people should obtain from

abroad anything they might make at home, must apply as well to the family. It

was this that led me to weigh arguments I had before accepted without real

examination.




It seems to me impossible to

consider the necessarily universal character of the protective theory without

feeling it to be repugnant to moral perceptions and inconsistent with the

simplicity and harmony which we everywhere discover in natural law. What should

we think of human laws framed for the government of a country which should

compel each family to keep constantly on their guard against every other

family, to expend a large part of their time and labor in preventing exchanges

with their neighbors, and to seek their own prosperity by opposing the natural

efforts of other families to become prosperous? Yet the protective theory

implies that laws such as these have been imposed by the Creator upon the

families of men who tenant this earth. It implies that by virtue of social

laws, as immutable as the physical laws, each nation  must stand

jealously on guard against every other nation and erect artificial obstacles to

national intercourse. It implies that a federation of mankind, such as that

which prevents the establishment of tariffs between the states of the American

Union, would be a disaster to the race, and that in an ideal world each nation

would be protected from every other nation by a cordon of tax collectors, with

their attendant spies and informers.




Such a theory might consort with

that form of polytheism which assigned to each nation a separate and hostile

God; but it is hard to reconcile it with the idea of the unity of the Creative

Mind and the universality of law. Imagine a Christian missionary expounding to

a newly discovered people the sublime truths of the gospel of peace and

love—the fatherhood of God; the brotherhood of man; the duty of regarding the

interests of our neighbors equally with our own, and of doing to others as we

would have them do to us. Could he, in the same breath, go on to declare that,

by virtue of the laws of this same God, each nation, to prosper, must defend

itself against all other nations by a protective tariff?



OEBPS/BookwireInBookPromotion/9783849646424.jpg
THE MINISTRY
OF HEALING

ELLEN GOULD WHITE





OEBPS/BookwireInBookPromotion/9783849644345.jpg
IGNATIUS DONNELLY

ATLANTIS

THE ANTEDILUVIAN
WORLD





OEBPS/BookwireInBookPromotion/9783849643874.jpg
MARK TWAIN
FULLY ILLUSTRATED EDITION

ROUGHING IT





OEBPS/BookwireInBookPromotion/9783849651725.jpg
‘CARL VON CLAUSEWITZ






OEBPS/BookwireInBookPromotion/9783849658069.jpg
THE SCIENCE OF
POLITICAL
ECONOMY

-
¥ HENRY GEORGE





OEBPS/Images/cover.jpeg
L
A
:
=
L]
L]
a2
o






