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fault was in not doing it earlier, and doing it
right.
+

With his veto power, President Taft could at
any time have forced his party in Congress to
redeem the party’s campaign promises, for which
he himself went bond to the people; and by acting
earlier he could have done it without serious party
friction. In so far as the new tariff law fails to
redeem the downward-revision promises which Mr.
Taft made for his party last Fall, the responsi-
bility lies with Mr. Taft himself. He would have
had the support of more than a third of the mem-
bership of each House in any demand he had
made for the fulfillment of those promises, and
that would have given him control of the situation.
How, then, can his friends say now, that he did
all he could to keep faith with the voters who
confided in his campaign promises?

. + 4
Mr, Taft’s Campaign Promises.

But Mr. Taft proclaims that his campaign
promiges are redeemed by this tariff bill. He says
that the bill “is a substantial downward revision.”
How much like the huckster at the county fair
in the old story, Mr. Taft seems, to be sure. “Hot
mince pies! Hot mince pies! Here’s your hot
mince pies, only five cents apiece!” barked the
huckster as he pushed his way through the crowd
with a basket on his arm one cold October day.
A chilled and hungry and confiding youth bought
a pie; and when his nickel had gone irrevocably
into the huckster’s pocket and the pie had come
into his own eager hands, the unsalted youth ex-
claimed: “Ah, this pie ain’t hot!” “I didn’t say
it was,” the huckster answered. “Yes you did,”
replied the buyer; “you called out over and over,
‘Here’s your hot mince pies,” and everybody
about here heard you.” “Oh, is that it?” said
the huckster; “Why, man alive, that’s the name
of the pie!” Having promised a substantial down-
ward revision of the tariff, Mr. Taft makes good
by handing out an upward revision bill with a
downward revision label on it—a cold pie with
“hot” for a trademark.

+

Can Mr. Taft “get away” with this subzerfuge?
The opportunity is favorable, of course, for the
tariff bill is so voluminous and complex that only
experts will be able to tell whether the revision
is up or down until prices begin to talk. On the
face of the official table of alterations, nearly
every item seems to be a reduction and only a few
an increase. But Senator La Follette says, quot-
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ing a statement prepared by the bureau of 1manu-
factures in the Department of Commerce and
Labor that 286 increases of duty do not appear in
the official table, which omits only 38 decreases;
and Senator Dolliver declares that the rates in
the cotton schedule are increased all along the
line, some of them as much as 100 per cent. Even
on the face of the official table, the decreases
appear to be infinitesimal, and for the mest part
unimportant, while the increases and retertions of
old rates are significant of plutocratic -ontribu-
tions to campaign funds.

+

That the bill is as much a bunco as the “hot
mince pies” of the huckster in the story is likely
to appear with increasing emphasis as the new
tariff gets into practical operation. It is already
evident, however, from such testimony as Senator
Dolliver’s, a good Republican, who says the Ameri-
can people are being duped by it with humbug and
misrepresentation, and from the documents Sena-
tor La Follette has put into the Record to prove
that the measure revises the tariff upward and
not downward.

+ 4

The Free List in the New Tariff Law.

From the free trade point of view there is little
or nothing in the new tariff law to approve with
any approach to enthusiasm, except the placing
of hides and petroleum on the free list. Neither
is this very important in itself. But it is in the
right direction in itself, and it has a tendency also
to weaken the protection combine. The objection
that the advantage will go to the manufacturers
for whose industries these products are raw ma-
terials, is not valid. Except as manufacturers are
buttressed by some kind of monopoly which does
not depend upon protection, the benefit of freeing
their material goes to consumers of the finished
product. If, for instance, the price of hides falls
for lack of tariff protection, the price of shoes
must fall, even though they are protected by the
tariff, unless by some other mode of protection
the domestic competition which cheaper hides
would stimulate can be strangled. Protection on
the raw materials of an industry makes it easier,
and free trade in those materials makes it harder,
to monopolize the industry and dictate prices.

+ +
The “Maximum” and “Minimum’ Tariff.

We are unable to agree with our friends who
object to the “maximum” and “minimum” clause
of the new tariff law. Not that we approve of
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this sort of thing any more than they do; but that
we find nothing in it so essentially bad as to make
_ 1t repugnant under the circumstances.

- +

It does not confer legislative power upon the
Executive, although we must concede that it might
be appealed to as in some sort a precedent for
graduated steps in that objectionable direction in
the future. What it does in this respect is, first,
to fix, by regular legislation, the minimum rates
of tariff, below which only Congress can go; sec-
ond, to fix the maximum rates, above which only
Congress can go; and third, to authorize the
President to impose one rate or the other—and
nothing either above or below or between—as he
finds other nations disposed to permit their people
to trade with our people. Whatever else this may
be, it is no more a delegation of legislative power
to the President, than the fixing of maximum and
minimum fines or terms of imprisonment in
criminal cases is a delegation of legislative power
to the judiciary. :

+

Economically this clause is a bungling thing.
But so is a crutch physiologically. Yet, as a crutch
may be helpful to a man who has jumped off a
house-top and broken his leg, so may this mini-
mum and maximum tariff expedient be to a nation
which has crippled itself with protection and
hasn’t sense enough to do what the man with the
broken leg can’t do—unecripple.

+

Involved in the device is the ilea of reciprocity,
and involved in that is the id-a of free trade.
Reciprocity is the disgusted protectionist’s way of
getting back to free trade without giving himself
and his botch of a theory dead away. Therefore
we welcome it. It may prove to be a very good
bridge from protection to free trade. Suppose, for
illustration, that public opinion in this country
should adopt the reciprocity idea, which is that
free trade, while injurious to a country that freely
admits goods from all countries indiscriminately,
is bencficial if limited to imports from countries
that engage to take its exports reciprocally. In
that case the maximum and minimum clause of the
new tariff law might furnish a convenient prece-
dent. Following this precedent, Congress could
fix the maximum tariff at a protective level and
the minimum at zero. and then authorize the
President to enforce the maximum against coun-
trics that obstruct their people’s trade with us
and allow the minimum to those that reciprocally
encourage it. This cannot be done, to be sure,
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tariff legislation really is.

~ this jurisprudential tomfoolery.

M

so long as the Federal government depends upon
indirect taxation for its revenues; but with the
income tax for that purpose, the present sneak
gystem of Federal taxation could be abandoned.

+ +
A Scramble for Plunder.

The debates and votes in Congress preceding
that final treaty between the Interests at which
Mr. Taft acted as umpire and which produced
the latest tariff law, show clearer than ever what
It is a scramble for
plunder, among sections or industries ostensibly,
but among capitalists in fact.

+ +

Automobilic Presperity.

Farm mortgages to pay for automobiles are char-
acteristic of the widely boasted automobilic pros-
perity of Western farmers. But this fact is usu-
ally not emphasized. The combination is no
bragging matter. . a

The Same Old Confidence Game.

“From every section and nearly cvery trade
comes a rteport of confidence restored, and
the eager looking forward to the good times that
are sure to come with the resumption of business
after Summer.” This is the latest contribution
of the Chicago Tribune (August 8) to the news-
paper chorus of prosperity flim-flam, which has
broken out every month or two for the past year
and a half. “Optimism,” they call it. It is a
“new thought” method applied to business de-
pressions. If you don’t see prosperity, say you
sec it and the fools will think you do. You will
come to think so yourself, if you are one of the
fools. And if you think you see something you
don’t see, you do see it after all, don’t you? as
the lunatic said to his keeper.

+ +

“Secondary” Boycott Law.

One of our highest courts has broken away
from the absurd distinction in labor cases, that
while a “primary” boycott is lawful a “sec-
ondary” ,boycott is unlawful. That is—observe
ve, oh puzzled reader—that Jones’s strikers may
ask their friends not to patronize Jones, but they
must not ask their friends not to patronize Smith
if he continues to patronize Jones. It is the Su-
preme Court of California that has “kiboshed”
The decision is
summed up as follows by the San Francisco Coast
Seamen’s Journal of July 28th: “This court
recognizes no substantial distinction between the



