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CHAPTER X

REPRESENTATIVE VIEWS OF THE PROTECTIVE TARIFF

INTRODUCTION

Next to currency problems no purely economic subject has aroused so much interest in the United States, and played so great a part in political discussion both in and out of Congress as the tariff policy of the federal government. From the first measure to raise a revenue from import duties in 1789 until the present time no generation of the American people has escaped the tariff controversy. More than anything else this controversy has furnished our statesmen and the public at large with such knowledge of economic science as they have acquired. It is this aspect of the subject, together with its influence upon our politics, rather than any direct effect upon economic development, which makes it an important factor in American economic history.

Perhaps the most striking result of the long discussion of the relative merits of free trade and protection is the way it has increased the disposition of our people to exaggerate the influence of the government in economic affairs. From the first our public men have made this the chief factor in explaining whatever of prosperity or depression the country has experienced. Other influences have not been appreciated or have been ignored altogether. Tariff discussion has greatly increased this tendency. Clay set an example of it in his great speech on the American System in 1832. "If I were to select. any term of seven years since the adoption of the present Constitution which exhibited a scene of the most wide‑spread dismay and desolation, it would be exactly that term of seven years which immediately preceded the establishment of the tariff of 1824."  "If the term of seven years were to be selected, of the greatest prosperity which this people have enjoyed since the establishment of their present Constitution, it would be exactly that period of seven years which immediately followed the passage of the tariff of 1824." The inevitable conclusion was: "This transformation of the condition of the country from gloom and distress to brightness and prosperity has been mainly the work of American legislation fostering American industry, instead of allowing it to be controlled by foreign legislation, cherishing foreign industry." Calhoun, McDuffie, and Hayne were hardly less emphatic in attributing the undoubted economic ills of South Carolina to the same legislation. From that time to this it has been the practice of public men on both sides to follow these examples, and the general public has usually accepted their explanations.
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It is hardly necessary to remark that such hasty generalizations have little or no foundation in fact. The influences of protective duties are not to be discovered by such a simple method. They are so mingled with other influences affecting economic conditions that only the most minute investigation of each industry can reveal them, and even then the results are likely to be uncertain and inconclusive. This is certainly the case with our tariff history before the Civil War. It is not going too far to say that no important feature in our economic development during that period can be attributed unmistakably to tariff legislation. No important industries can be said to have been created or prevented from growth by that legislation. Other influences determined the main features of development, and the tariff policy did nothing more than modify them a little, where it had any effect at all. The best evidence of this is the fact that the change from the high duties of the early years to the low duties of the later ones brought no corresponding change in the course of economic development. The growth of manufactures continued after the change of policy and was no less rapid than in former years. The superintendent of the census of 1860 declared, "The returns of the Manufactures exhibit a most gratifying increase, and present at the same time an imposing view of the magnitude to which this branch of the national industry has attained within the last decennium."

The reasons for the small influence of tariff policy during this period may be found in two circumstances. In the first place, the growth of manufactures in the northeastern states was already being forced by the impossibility of securing them through commerce. As McDuffie pointed out, import duties were not needed to prevent the northern people from purchasing foreign manufactures. The impossibility of exporting anything with which to pay for them was sufficient for this purpose. Protective duties might cause the South and West to purchase domestic instead of foreign goods and thus to stimulate the growth of manufactures. Their influence in this direction, however, does not seem to have been very great, since domestic manufactures continued to increase under the lower duties of the acts of r846 and 1857. What appears to have happened was this: the commercial relations of the country with the outside world made the development of manufactures desirable. Various inventions and improvements in the arts made that development easy. The import duties helped on the process to some extent, but their influence was too small to be distinguished from the larger ones that in reality dominated the situation.

A second circumstance tending to diminish the importance of tariff policy was the large area of the country. From the free‑trade point of view the principal effect of protection is to interfere with territorial division of labor. In a small country this interference may be great enough to amount to a serious handicap; but in a country of. continental proportions it is reduced to a minimum. The territorial division of labor inside the country may be extensive enough to compensate to a considerable extent for such loss. This circumstance has greatly reduced the disadvantages of protection in this country   [489]   and rendered the arguments for free trade much less forcible than when applied to the smaller countries of Europe.

If our public men have overestimated the influence of tariff policy upon the country as a whole, they have not failed to recognize the true relation of that policy to the industry of their particular section; and their attitude toward the policy of protection has accurately reflected this relation. Southern statesmen saw clearly enough that this policy could bring no economic advantage to their section. Some of them were willing at first to support it for the sake of the political advantages that might result to the nation as a whole. To place the manufacturer by the side of the agriculturalist, to use Jefferson's phrase, would save them from the turmoil of European wars. But that this involved economic sacrifice was clearly recognized; and the solid opposition of the South to the policy after 1816 was the result of no delusion. Their only mistake was in overestimating the amount of the sacrifice the policy involved for them and in attributing to it many economic ills that were due to other causes.

The position of the Middle States and West was almost equally decided and sprang from as thorough an understanding of their interests. By an overwhelming majority their representatives in Congress voted in favor of the adoption of the policy of protection in 1824. The people of this section were for the most part agriculturalists, and they saw clearly that prosperity could only come to them with a market for their products. Since foreign markets could not be had, a home market was the only alternative, and the building up of manufactures seemed to them the only way of securing this. With the growth of the southern market for agricultural produce the protective sentiment weakened, especially in the West, and by r 846 this section had swung to the opposite side of the question. It was also influenced by the repeal of the English corn laws. It was this change which made possible the adoption of the low tariff policy of that year.

New England was divided in her interest throughout the period. Commerce and shipping had long been the principal source of her wealth, and these had nothing to gain and much to lose from the policy of protection, especially as they rested largely upon the carriage of southern commodities to foreign markets. On the other hand, as a manufacturing community it shared with the Middle States in the benefits of protection. Until 1824 the commercial interest was the stronger. Only fifteen of her congressmen voted for the protective measure of that year, while twenty‑three voted against it. After that the manufacturing interest increased, and from 1828 until 1846 a majority of her people were in favor of protection. After that time, however, either because protection was deemed unnecessary or because commerce became relatively more important, the protective sentiment declined, and in 1857 eighteen of her congressmen voted to lower the duties, while only nine voted against it.

The following record of votes in the House of Representatives on the more important tariff measures of the period will show the sentiment of each section at different dates. It should be noted that the question of protection played   [490]   a subordinate part in the Act of 1857. It was passed to relieve currency difficulties. The opposition to it, however, was due in large measure to the existence of protective sentiment. 

	
	Act of 1816
	Act of 1824
	Act of 1833
	Act of 1846
	Act of 1857

	
	Yeas
	Nays
	Yeas
	Nays
	Yeas
	Nays
	Yeas
	Nays
	Yeas
	Nays

	Southern States . .
	17
	33
	3
	64
	63
	2
	49
	12
	53
	0

	Middle States . . .
	44
	10
	60
	15
	24
	47
	18
	47
	24
	28

	Western States . .
	10
	1
	29
	0
	22
	8
	32
	17
	21
	35

	New England States. .
	17
	10
	15
	23
	10
	28
	9
	19
	18
	9

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


I. THE NATIONAL VIEW: PROTECTION AS A MEANS OF DEFENSE

Jefferson's Letter to Benjamin Austin, 1816

(Writings, XIV, 389‑393)
You tell me I am quoted by those who wish to continue our dependence on England for manufactures. There was a time when I might have been so quoted with more candor, but within the thirty years which have since elapsed, how are circumstances changed

We were then in peace. Our independent place among nations was acknowledged. A commerce which offered the raw material in exchange for the same material after receiving the last touch of industry, was worthy of welcome to all nations. It was expected that those especially to whom manufacturing industry was important, would cherish the friendship of such customers by every favor, by every inducement, and particularly cultivate their peace by every act of justice and friendship. Under this prospect the question seemed legitimate, whether, with such an immensity of unimproved land, courting the hand of husbandry, the industry of agriculture, or that of manufactures, would add most to the national wealth? And the doubt was entertained on this consideration chiefly, that to the labor of the husbandman a vast addition is made by the spontaneous energies of the earth on which it is employed: for one grain of wheat committed to the earth, she renders twenty, thirty, and even fifty fold, whereas to the labor of the manufacturer.   [491]   nothing is added. Pounds of flax, in his hands, yield, on the contrary, but pennyweights of lace. This exchange, too, laborious as it might seem, what a field did it promise for the occupations of the ocean; what a nursery for that class of citizens who were to exercise and maintain our equal rights on that element? This was the state of things in 1785, when the " Notes on Virginia " were first printed; when, the ocean being open to all nations, and their common right in it acknowledged and exercised under regulations sanctioned by the assent and usage of all, it was thought that the doubt might claim some consideration. But who in 1785 could foresee the rapid depravity which was to render the close of that century the disgrace of the history of man? Who could have imagined that the two most distinguished in the rank of nations, for science and civilization, would have suddenly descended from that honorable eminence, and setting at defiance all those moral laws established by the Author of nature between nation and nation, as between man and man, would cover earth and sea with robberies and piracies, merely because strong enough to do it with temporal impunity; and that under this disbandment of nations from social order, we should have been despoiled of a thousand ships, and have thousands of our citizens reduced to Algerine slavery. Yet all this has taken place. One of these nations interdicted to our vessels all harbors of the globe without having first proceeded to some one of hers, there paid a tribute proportioned to the cargo, and obtained her license to proceed to the port of destination. The other declared them to be the lawful prize if they had touched at the port, or been visited by a ship of the enemy nation. Thus were we completely excluded from the ocean. Compare this state of things with that of '85, and say whether an opinion founded in the circumstances of that day can be fairly applied to those of the present. We have experienced what we did not then believe, that there exist both profligacy and power enough to exclude us from the field of interchange with other nations: that to 6e independent for the comforts of life we must fabricate them ourselves. We must now place the manufacturer by the side of the agriculturist. The former question is suppressed, or rather assumes a new form. Shall we make our own comforts, or go without them, at the will   [492]   of a foreign nation? He, therefore, who is now against domestic manufacture, must be for reducing us either to dependence on that foreign nation, or to be clothed in skins, and to live like wild beasts in dens and caverns. I am not one of these; experience has taught me that manufactures are now as necessary to our independence as to our comfort; and if those who quote me as of a different opinion, will keep pace with me in purchasing nothing foreign where an equivalent of domestic fabric can be obtained, without regard to difference of price, it will not be our fault if we do not soon have a supply at home equal to our demand, and wrest that weapon of distress from the hand which has wielded it. If it shall be proposed to go beyond our own supply, the question of '85 will then recur, will our surplus labor be then most beneficially employed in the culture of the earth, or in the fabrications of art? We have time yet for consideration, before that question will press upon us; and the maxim to be applied will depend on the circumstances which shall then exist; for in so complicated a science as political economy, no one axiom can be laid down as wise and expedient for all times and circumstances, and for their contraries. Inattention to this is what has called for this explanation, which reflection would have rendered unnecessary with the candid, while nothing will do it with those who use the former opinion only as a stalking horse, to cover their disloyal propensities to keep us in eternal vassalage to a foreign and unfriendly people.

Madison's Message to Congress, February, 1815

(Statesman's Manual, I, 326.)
. . . The reviving interests of commerce will claim the legislative attention at the earliest opportunity, and such regulations will, I trust, be seasonably devised as shall secure to the United States their just proportion of the navigation of the world. The most liberal policy toward other nations, if met by corresponding dispositions, will in this respect be found the most beneficial policy towards ourselves. But there is no subject that can enter with greater force and merit into the deliberations of Congress, than a consideration of the means to preserve and promote the

   [493]   manufactures which have swung into existence, and attained an unparalleled maturity throughout the United States during the period of the European wars. This source of national independence and wealth I anxiously recommend, therefore, to the prompt and constant guardianship of Congress.

Madison's Message to Congress, December, 1815

(Statesman's Manual, I, 331‑332.)
In adjusting the duties on imports to the object of revenue, the influence of the tariff on manufactures will necessarily present itself for consideration. However wise the theory may be which leaves to the sagacity and interest of individuals the application of their industry and resources, there are in this, as in other cases, exceptions to the general rule. Besides the condition which the theory itself implies of a reciprocal adoption by other nations, experience teaches that so many circumstances must occur, in introducing and maturing manufacturing establishments, especially of the more complicated kinds, that a country may remain long without them, although sufficiently advanced, and in some respects even peculiarly fitted for carrying them on with success. Under circumstances giving a powerful impulse to manufacturing industry, it has made among us a progress, and exhibited an efficiency, which justify the belief that with a protection not more than is due to the enterprising citizens whose interests are now at stake, it will become at an early day not only safe against occasional competitions from abroad, but a source of domestic wealth and even of external commerce. In selecting the branches more especially entitled to the public patronage, a preference is obviously claimed by such as will relieve the United States from a dependence on foreign supplies, ever subject to casual failures, for articles necessary for the public defence, or connected with the primary wants of individuals. It will be an additional recommendation of particular manufactures, where the materials for them are extensively drawn from our agriculture, and consequently impart and insure to that great fund of national prosperity and independence an encouragement which can not fail to be rewarded.
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Madison's Letter to D. Lynch, 1815

(Writings, III, 42‑43.)
Although I approve the policy of leaving to the sagacity of individuals, and to the impulse of private interest, the application of industry and capital, I am equally persuaded that in this, as in other cases, there are exceptions to the general rule, which do not impair the principle of it. Among these exceptions is the policy of encouraging domestic manufactures within certain limits, and in reference to certain articles.

Without entering into a detailed view of the subject, it may be remarked, that every prudent nation will wish to be independent of other nations for the necessary articles of food, of raiment, and of defence; and particular considerations applicable to the United States seem to strengthen the motives to this independence.

Besides the articles falling under the above description, there may be others, for manufacturing which natural advantages exist, which require temporary interpositions for bringing them into regular and successful activity.

When the fund of industry is acquired by emigrations from abroad, and not withdrawn or withheld from other domestic employments, the case speaks for itself.

I will only add, that among the articles of consumption and use, the preference in many cases is decided merely by fashion or by habits. As far as an equality, and still more where a real superiority, is found in the articles manufactured at home, all must be sensible that it is politic and patriotic to encourage a preference of them, as affording a more certain source of supply for every class, and a more certain market for the surplus products of the agricultural class.

Calhoun's Speech on the The Tariff Bill of 1816

(Works, 11, 164‑168.)
The security of a country mainly depends on its spirit and its means; and the latter principally on its moneyed resources. Modified as the industry of this country now is, combined with our peculiar situation and want of a naval ascendancy, whenever we   [495]   have the misfortune to be involved in a war with a nation dominant on the ocean‑and it is almost only with such we can at present be ‑ the moneyed resources of the country to a great extent must fail. He took it for granted that it was the duty of this body to adopt those measures of prudent foresight which the event of war made necessary. We cannot, he presumed, be indifferent to dangers from abroad, unless, indeed, the House is prepared to indulge in the phantom of eternal peace, which seems to possess the dream of some of its members. Could such a state exist, no foresight or fortitude would be necessary to conduct the affairs of the republic; but as it is the mere illusion of the imagination, as every people that ever has or ever will exist is subjected to the vicissitudes of peace and war, it must ever be considered as the plain dictate of wisdom in peace to prepare for war. What, then, let us consider, constitute the resources of this country, and what are the effects of war on them? Commerce and agriculture, till lately almost the only, still constitute the principal, sources of our wealth. So long as these remain uninterrupted, the country prospers; but war, as we are now circumstanced, is equally destructive to both. They both depend on foreign markets; and our country is placed, as it regards them, in a situation strictly insular; a wide ocean rolls between. Our commerce neither is nor can be protected by the present means of the country. What, then, are the effects of a war with a maritime power ‑ with England? Our commerce annihilated, spreading individual misery and producing national poverty; our agriculture cut off from its accustomed markets, the surplus product of the farmer perishes on his hands, and he ceases to produce because he cannot sell. His resources are dried up, while his expenses are greatly increased; as all manufactured articles, the necessaries as well as the conveniences of life, rise to an extravagant price. The recent war fell with peculiar pressure on the growers of cotton and tobacco, and other great staples of the country; and the same state of things will recur in the event of another, unless prevented by the foresight of this body. If the mere statement of facts did not carry conviction to every mind, as he conceives it is calculated to do, additional arguments might be drawn from the general nature of wealth. Neither   [496]   agriculture, manufactures, nor commerce, taken separately, is the cause of wealth; it flows from the three combined, and cannot exist without each. The wealth of any single nation or an indi​vidual, it is true, may not immediately depend on the three, but such wealth always presupposes their existence. He viewed the words in the most enlarged sense. Without commerce, industry would have no stimulus; without manufactures, it would be with​out the means of production; and without agriculture neither of the others can subsist. When separated entirely and permanently, they perish. War in this country produces, to a great extent, that effect; and hence the great embarrassment which follows in its train. The failure of the wealth and resources of the nation necessarily involved the ruin of its finances and its currency. It is admitted by the most strenuous advocates, on the other side, that no country ought to be dependent on another for its means of defence; that, at least, our musket and bayonet, our cannon and ball ought to be of domestic manufacture. But what, he asked, is more necessary to the defence of a country than its currency and finance? Circumstanced as our country is, can these stand the shock of war? Behold the effect of the late war on them. When our manufactures are grown to a certain perfection, as they soon will under the fostering care of Government, we will no longer experience these evils. The farmer will find a ready market for his surplus produce; and, what is almost of equal consequence, a certain and cheap supply of all his wants. His prosperity will diffuse itself to every class in the community; and, instead of that languor of industry and individual distress now incident to a state of war and suspended commerce, the wealth and vigor of the community will not be materially impaired. The arm of Government will be nerved; and taxes in the hour of danger, when essential to the independence of the nation, maybe greatly increased; loans, so uncertain and hazardous, may be less relied on; thus situated, the storm may beat without, but within all will be quiet and safe. To give perfection to this state of things, it will be necessary to add, as soon as possible, a system of internal improvements, and at least such an extension of our navy as will prevent the cutting off our coasting trade. The advantage of each   [497]   is so striking as not to require illustration, especially after the experience of the recent war. It is thus the resources of this Government and people would he placed beyond the power of a foreign war materially to impair. But it may be said that the derangement then experienced, resulted, not from the cause assigned, but from the errors of the weakness of the Government. He admitted that many financial blunders were committed, for the subject was new to us; that the taxes were not laid sufficiently early, or to as great an extent as they ought to have been; and that the loans were in some instances injudiciously made; but he ventured to affirm that, had the greatest foresight and fortitude been exerted, the embarrassment would have been still very great; and that even under the best management, the total derangement which .was actually felt would not have been postponed eighteen months, had the war so long continued. How could it be other​wise? A war such as this country was then involved in, in a great measure dries up the resources of individuals, as he had already proved; and the resources of the Government are no more than the aggregate of the surplus incomes of individuals called into action by a system of taxation. It is certainly a great political evil, incident to the character of the industry of this country, that, how​ever prosperous our situation when at peace, with an uninterrupted commerce ‑ and nothing then could exceed it ‑ the moment that we were involved in war the whole is reversed. When resources are most needed, when indispensable to maintain the honor, yes, the very existence of the nation, then they desert us. Our currency is also sure to experience the shock, and become so deranged as to prevent us from calling out fairly whatever of means is left to the country. The result of a war in the present state of our naval power, is the blockade of our coast, and consequent destruction of our trade. The wants and habits of the country, founded on the use of foreign articles, must be gratified; importation to a certain extent continues, through the policy of the enemy or unlaw​ful traffic; the exportation of our bulky articles is prevented, too; the specie of the country is drawn to pay the balance perpetually accumulating against us; and the final result is, a total derange​ment of our currency. To this distressing state of things there   [498]   were two remedies ‑ and only two; one in our power immediately, the other requiring much time and exertion; but both constituting, in his opinion, the essential policy of this country: he meant the navy and domestic manufactures. By the former, we could open the way to our markets; by the latter, we bring them from beyond the ocean, and naturalize them. Had we the means of attaining an immediate naval ascendency, he acknowledged that the policy recommended by this bill would be very questionable; but as that is not the fact ‑ as it is a period remote, with any exertion, and will be probably more so from that relaxation of exertion so natural in peace, when necessity is not felt, it becomes the duty of this House to resort, to a considerable extent, at least as far as is proposed, to the only remaining remedy.

II. THE MIDDLE STATES AND WEST‑MANUFACTURES AND A HOME MARKET

Clay's Speech of 1824

(Taussig, State Papers and Speeches on the Tariff, pp. 254, 255, 256‑257, 258‑260, 265, 266‑268.)

In casting our eyes around us, the most prominent circumstance which fixes our attention and challenges our deepest regret is the general distress which pervades the whole country. It is forced upon us by numerous facts of the most incontestable character. It is indicated by the diminished exports of native produce; by the depressed and reduced state of our foreign navigation; by our diminished commerce; by successive unthrashed crops of grain, perishing in our barns and barn‑yards for the want of a market; by the alarming diminution of the circulating medium; by the numerous bankruptcies, not limited to the trading classes, but extending to all orders of society; by a universal complaint of the want of employment, and a consequent reduction of the wages of labor; by the ravenous pursuit after public situations, not for the sake of their honors and the performance of their public duties, but as a means of private subsistence; by the reluctant resort to the perilous use of paper money; by the intervention of legislation in the delicate relation between debtor and creditor; and, above all, by the low   [499]   and depressed state of the value of almost every description of the whole mass of the property of the nation, which has, on an average, sunk not less than about fifty per centum within a few years . . . . What is the cause of this wide‑spreading distress, of this deep depression, which we behold stamped on the public countenance? . . .

. . . It is to be found in the fact that, during almost the whole existence of this government, we have shaped our industry, our navigation, and our commerce, in reference to an extraordinary war in Europe, and to foreign markets which no longer exist; in the fact that we have depended too much upon foreign sources of supply, and excited too little the native; in the fact that, whilst we have cultivated, with assiduous care, our foreign resources, we have suffered those at home to wither in a state of neglect and abandonment. The consequence of the termination of the war of Europe has been the resumption of European commerce, European navigation, and the extension of European agriculture and European industry in all its branches. Europe, therefore, has no longer occasion, to anything like the same extent as that she had during her wars, for American commerce, American navigation, the produce of American industry. Europe, in commotion, and convulsed throughout all her members, is to America no longer the same Europe as she is now, tranquil, and watching with the most vigilant attention all her own peculiar interests without regard to the operation of her policy upon us. The effect of this altered state of Europe upon us has been, to circumscribe the employment of our marine, and greatly to reduce the value of the produce of our territorial labor. The further effect of this twofold reduction has been to decrease the value of all property, whether on the land or on the ocean, and which I suppose to be about fifty per cent. And the still further effect has been to diminish the amount of our circulating medium, in a proportion not less, by its transmission abroad, or its withdrawal by the banking institutions, from a necessity which they could not control . . . .

. . . The greatest want of civilized society is a market for the sale and exchange of the surplus of the produce of the labor of its members. This market may exist at home or abroad, or both; but it must exist somewhere, if society prospers; and wherever it does   [500]   exist, it should be competent to the absorption of the entire surplus of production. It is most desirable that there should be both a home and a foreign market. But with respect to their relative superiority, I cannot entertain a doubt. The home market is first in order, and paramount in importance. The object of the bill under consideration is, to create this home market, and to lay the foundations of a genuine American policy. It is opposed; and it is incumbent upon the partisans of the foreign policy (terms which I shall use without any invidious intent) to demonstrate that the foreign market is an adequate vent for the surplus produce of our labor. But is it so? First, foreign nations cannot, if they would, take our surplus produce. If the source of supply, no matter of what, increases in a greater ratio than the demand for that supply, a glut of the market is inevitable, even if we suppose both to remain perfectly unobstructed. The duplication of our population takes place in terms of about twenty‑five years. The term will be more and more extended as our numbers multiply. But it will be a sufficient approximation to assume this ratio for the present. We increase, therefore, in population, at the rate of about 4% per annum. Supposing the increase of our production to be in the same ratio, we should, every succeeding year, have of surplus produce 4 % more than that of the preceding year, without taking into the account the differences of seasons which neutralize each other. If, therefore, we are to rely upon the foreign market exclusively, foreign consumption ought to be shown to be increasing in the same ratio of 4% per annum, if it be an adequate vent for our surplus produce. But, as I have supposed the measure of our increasing production to be furnished by that of our increasing population, so the measure of their power of consumption must be determined by that of the increase of their population. Now, the total foreign population, who consume our surplus produce, upon an average, do not double their aggregate number in a shorter term‑ than that of about one hundred years. Our powers of production increase, then, in a ratio four times greater than their powers of consumption. And hence their utter inability to receive from us our surplus produce.

But, secondly, if they could, they will not. The policy of all Europe is adverse to the reception of our agricultural produce, so   [501]   far as it comes into collision with its own; and under that limitation we are absolutely forbid to enter their ports, except under circumstances which deprive them of all value as a steady market. The policy of all Europe rejects those great staples of our country which consist of objects of human subsistence. The policy of all Europe refuses to receive from us anything but those raw materials of smaller value, essential to their manufactures, to which they can give a higher value, with the exception of tobacco and rice, which they cannot produce. Even Great Britain, to which we are its best customer, and from which we receive nearly one half in value of our whole imports, will not take from us articles of subsistence produced in our country cheaper than can be produced in Great Britain. In adopting this exclusive policy, the states‑of Europe do not inquire what is best for us, but what suits themselves respectively; they do not take jurisdiction of the question of our interests, but limit the object of their legislation to that of the conservation of their own peculiar interests, leaving us free to prosecute ours as we please . . . .

Our agricultural is our greatest interest. It ought ever to be predominant. All others should bend to it. And, in considering what is for its advantage, we should contemplate it in all its varieties, of planting, farming, and grazing. Can we do nothing to invigorate it; nothing to correct the errors of the past, and to brighten the still more unpromising prospects which lie before us? We have seen, I think, the causes of the distresses of the country. We have seen that an exclusive dependence upon the foreign market must lead to still severer distress, to impoverishment, to ruin. We must then change somewhat our course. We must give a new direction to some portion of our industry. We must speedily adopt a genuine American policy. Still cherishing the foreign market, let us create also a home market, to give further scope to the consumption of the produce of American industry . . . .

The creation of a home market is not only necessary to procure for our agriculture a just reward of its labors, but it is indispensable to obtain a supply of our necessary wants. If we cannot sell, we cannot buy. That portion of our population (and we have seen that it is not less than four fifths) which makes comparatively   [502]   nothing that foreigners will buy, has nothing to make purchases with from foreigners. It is in vain that we are told of the amount of our exports supplied by the planting interest. They may enable the planting interest to supply all its wants; but they bring no ability to the interest not planting; unless, which cannot be pretended, the planting interest was an adequate vent for the surplus produce of the labor of all other interests. It is in vain to tantalize us with the greater cheapness of foreign fabrics. There must be an ability to purchase, if an article be obtained, whatever may be the price, high or low, at which it is sold. And a cheap article is as much beyond the grasp of him who has no means to buy, as a high one. Even if it were true that the American manufacturer would supply consumption at dearer rates, it is better to have his fabrics than the unattainable foreign fabrics; because it is better to be ill supplied than not supplied at all. A coarse coat, which will communicate warmth and cover nakedness, is better than no coat. The superiority of the home market results, first, from its steadiness and comparative certainty at all times; secondly, from the creation of reciprocal interest; thirdly, from its greater security; and, lastly, from an ultimate and not distant augmentation of consumption (and consequently of comfort) from increased quantity and reduced prices. But this home market, highly desirable as it is, can only be created and cherished by the protection of our own legislation against the inevitable prostration of our industry which must ensue from the action of foreign policy and legislation. The effect and the value of this domestic care of our own interests will be obvious from a few facts and considerations. Let us suppose that half a million of persons are now employed abroad in fabricating for our consumption those articles of which, by the operation of this bill, a supply is intended to be provided within ourselves. That half a million of persons are, in effect, subsisted by us; but their actual means of subsistence are drawn from foreign agriculture. If we could transport them to this country, and incorporate them in the mass of our own population, there would instantly arise a demand for an amount of provisions equal to that which would be requisite for their subsistence throughout the whole year. That demand, in the article of flour alone, would not be less than the   [503]   quantity of about 900,000 barrels, besides a proportionate quantity of beef and pork and other articles of subsistence. But 900,000 barrels of flour exceeded the entire quantity exported last year by nearly 150,000 barrels. What activity would not this give, what cheerfulness would it not communicate to our now dispirited farming interest! But if, instead of these five hundred thousand artisans emigrating from abroad, we give by this bill employment to an equal number of our own citizens now engaged in unprofitable agriculture, or idle from the want of business, the beneficial effect upon the productions of our farming labor would be nearly doubled. The quantity would be diminished by a subtraction of the produce from the labor of all those who should be diverted from its pursuits to manufacturing industry, and the value of the residue would be enhanced, both by that diminution and the creation of the home market, to the extent supposed . . . .

III. NEW ENGLAND‑COMMERCE AND NAVIGATION VERSUS MANUFACTURES

Webster's Speech of 1824

(Works, III, 94‑95, 97, 100, 102 103‑106, 133‑134, 129.)

. . . I deeply regret the necessity, which is likely to be imposed upon me, of giving a general affirmative or negative vote on the whole of the bill. I cannot but think this mode of proceeding liable to great objections. It exposes both those who support and those who oppose the measure to very unjust and injurious misapprehensions. There may be good reasons for favoring some of the provisions of the bill, and equally strong reasons for opposing others; and these provisions do not stand to each other in the relation of principal and incident . . . .

Being intrusted with the interests of a district highly commercial, and deeply interested in manufactures also, I wish to state my opinions on the present measure; not as on a whole, for it has no entire and homogeneous character; but as on a collection of different enactments, some of which meet my approbation and some of which do not . . . .

[504]

. . . I dissent entirely from the justice of that picture of dis​tress which he [Clay] has drawn. I have not seen the reality, and know not where it exists. Within my observation there is no cause for so gloomy and terrifying a representation. In respect to the New England States, with the condition of which I am, of course, most acquainted, the present appears to me a period of very gen​eral prosperity. Not, indeed, a time for great profits and sudden acquisition; not a day of extraordinary activity and successful specu​lation. There is, no doubt, a considerable depression of prices, and in some degree a stagnation of business. But the case pre​sented by Mr. Speaker was not one of depression, but of distress; of universal, pervading, intense distress, limited to no class, and to no place. We are represented as on the very verge and brink of national ruin. So far from acquiescing in these opinions, I believe there has been no period in which the general prosperity was bet​ter secured, or rested on a more solid foundation. As applicable to the eastern States, I put this remark to their Representatives, and ask them if it is not true. When has there been a time in which the means of living have been more accessible and more abundant? when has labor been rewarded, I do not say with a larger, but with a more certain success? Profits, indeed, are low; in some pursuits of life, which it is not proposed to benefit, but to burden by this bill, very low. But still I am unacquainted with any proofs of extraordinary distress. What, indeed, are the gen​eral indications of the state of the country? There is no famine nor pestilence in the land, nor war, nor desolation. There is no writhing under the burden of taxation. The means of subsistence are abundant; and at the very moment when the miserable condi​tion of the country is asserted, it is admitted that the wages of labor are high in comparison with those of any other country. A country, then, enjoying a profound peace, a perfect civil liberty, with the means of subsistence cheap and abundant, with the reward of labor sure, and its wages higher than anywhere else, cannot be represented in gloom, melancholy, and distress, but by the effort of extraordinary powers of tragedy . . . .

The general result, therefore, of a fair examination of the present condition of things, seems to me to be that there is a   [505]   considerable depression of prices and curtailment of profit; and, in some parts of the country, it must be admitted, there is a great degree of pecuniary embarrassment arising from the difficulty of paying debts which were contracted when prices were high. With these qualifications, the general state of the country may be said to be prosperous; and these are not sufficient to give to the whole face of affairs any appearance of general distress . . . .

. . . The year 1819 was a year of numerous failures and very considerable distress, and would have furnished far better grounds than exist at present for that gloomy representation of our condi​tion which has been presented. Mr. Speaker has alluded to the strong inclination which exists, or has existed, in various parts of the country to issue paper money, as a proof of great existing diffi​culties. I regard it rather as a very productive cause of those difficulties; and the committee will not fail to observe that there is, at this moment, much the loudest complaint of distress pre​cisely where there has been the greatest attempt to relieve it by systems of paper credit. And on the other hand, content, pros​perity, and happiness, are most observable in those parts of the country where there has been the lease endeavor to administer relief by law . . . .

. . . I regard, sir, this issue of irredeemable paper as the most prominent and deplorable cause of whatever pressure still exists in the country; and further, I would put the question to the members of this Committee, whether it is not from that part of the people who have tried this paper system, and tried it to their cost, that this bill receives the most earnest support? . . .

. . . The depression of prices and the stagnation of business have been in truth the necessary result of circumstances. No gov​ernment could prevent them, and no government can altogether relieve the people from their effect. We had enjoyed a day of extraordinary prosperity; we had been neutral while the world was at war, and had found a great demand for our products, our navigation, and our labor. We had no right to expect that that state of things would continue always. With the return of peace foreign nations would struggle for themselves, and enter into com​petition with us in the great objects of pursuit.

[506]

Now, sir, what is the remedy for existing evils? . . . We are bound to see that there is a fitness and an aptitude in whatever measures may be recommended to relieve the evils that afflict us; and before we adopt a system that professes to make great alterations, it is our duty to look carefully to each leading interest of the community, and see how it may probably be affected by our proposed legislation.

And, in the first place, what is the condition of our commerce? Here we must clearly perceive that it is not enjoying that rich harvest which fell to its fortune during the continuance of the European wars. It has been greatly depressed, and limited to small profits. Still, it is elastic and active, and seems capable of recovering itself in some measure from its depression. The shipping interest also has suffered severely, still more severely, probably, than commerce. If anything should strike us with astonishment it is that the navigation of the United States should be able to sustain itself. Without any government protection whatever, it goes abroad to challenge competition with the whole world; and, in spite of all obstacles, it has yet been able to maintain 800,000 tons in the employment of foreign trade. How, sir, do the shipowners and navigators accomplish this? How is it that they are able to meet, and in some measure overcome, universal competition? Not, sir, by protection and bounties, but by unwearied exertion, by extreme economy, by unshaken perseverance, by that manly and resolute spirit which relies on itself to protect itself. These causes alone enable American ships still to keep their element, and show the flag of their country in distant seas. The rates of insurance may teach us how thoroughly our ships are built, and how skillfully and safely they are navigated. Risks are taken, as I learn, from the United States to Liverpool, at t %, and from the United States to Canton and back as low as 3%. But when we look to the low rate of freight, and when we consider, also, that the articles entering into the composition of a ship, with. the exception of wood, are dearer here than in other countries, we cannot but be utterly surprised that the shipping interest has been able to sustain itself at all. I need not say that the navigation of the country is essential to its honor and its defense. Yet, instead of   [507]   proposing benefit for it in this hour of its depression, we propose by this measure to lay upon it new and heavy burdens. In the discussion, the other day, of that provision of the bill which proposes to tax tallow for the benefit of the oil merchants and whaleme, we had the pleasure of hearing eloquent eulogiums upon that portion of our shipping employed in the whale fishery, and strong statements of its importance to the public interest. But the same bill proposes a severe tax upon that interest for the benefit of the iron manufacturer and the hemp grower. So that the tallow chandlers and soapboilers are sacrificed to the oil merchants, in order that these again may contribute to the manufacturers of iron and the growers of hemp.

If such be the state of our commerce and navigation, what is the condition of our home manufactures? How are they amidst the general depression? Do they need further protection? and if any, how much? On all these points, we have had much general statement, but little precise information. In the very elaborate speech of Mr. Speaker, we are not supplied with satisfactory grounds of judging in these various particulars. Who cap tell, from anything yet before the committee, whether the proposed duty be too high or too low, on any one article? Gentlemen tell us, that they are in favor of domestic industry; so am I. They would give it protection; so would I. But then all domestic industry is not confined to manufactures. The employments of agriculture, commerce, and navigation, are all branches of the same domestic industry; they all furnish employment for American capital and American labor. And when the question is, whether new duties shall be laid, for the purpose of giving further encouragement to particular manufactures, every reasonable man must ask himself, both whether the proposed new encouragement be necessary, and whether it can be given without injustice to other branches of industry . . . .

Let me now ask, sir, what relief this bill proposes to some of those great and essential interests of the country, the condition of which has been referred to as proof of national distress; and which condition, although I do not think it makes out a case of distress, yet does indicate depression.

[508]

And first, sir, as to our foreign trade. Mr. Speaker has stated that there has been a considerable falling off in the tonnage employed in that trade. This is true, lamentably true. In my opinion, it is one of those occurrences which ought to arrest our immediate, our deep, our most earnest attention. What does this bill propose for its relief? Sir, it proposes nothing but new burdens. It proposes to diminish its employment, and it proposes, at the same time, to augment its expense, by subjecting it to heavier taxation. Sir, there is no interest in regard to which a stronger case for protection can be made out than the navigating interest. Whether we look at its present condition, which is admitted to be depressed; the number of persons connected with it, and dependent upon it for their daily bread; or its importance to the country in a political point of view, it has claims upon our attention which cannot be exceeded. But what do we propose to do for it? I repeat, sir, simply to burden and to tax it. By a statement which I have already submitted to the Committee, it appears that the shipping interest pays, annually, more than half a million dollars in duties on articles used in the construction of ships. We propose to add nearly, or quite, fifty per cent to this amount, at the very moment that we bring forth the languishing state of this interest as a proof of national distress. Let it be remembered that our shipping employed in foreign commerce has, at this moment, not the shadow of government protection. It goes abroad upon the wide sea to make its own way, and earn its own bread, in a professed competition with the whole world. Its resources are its own frugality, its own skill, its own enterprise. It hopes to succeed, if it shall succeed at all, not by extraordinary aid of government, but by patience, vigilance, and toil. This right arm of the nation's safety strengthens its own muscle by its own efforts, and by unwearied exertion in its own defense becomes strong for the defense of the country . . . .

Again, Mr. Chairman, the failures and the bankruptcies which have taken place in our large cities have been mentioned as proving the little success attending commerce, and its general decline. But this bill has no balm for those wounds. It is very remarkable that, when losses and disasters of certain manufacturers ‑ those of   [509]   iron, for instance ‑ are mentioned, it is done for the purpose of invoking aid for the distressed. Not so with the losses and disasters of commerce; these last are narrated, and not unfrequently much exaggerated, to prove the ruinous nature of the employment, and to show that it ought to be abandoned, and the capital engaged in it turned to other objects . . . .

I will now proceed, sir, to state some objections which I feel, of a more general nature, to the course of Mr. Speaker's observations.

He seems to me to argue the question as if all domestic industry were confined to the production of manufactured articles; as if the employment of our own capital, and our own labor, in the occupations of commerce and navigation, were not as emphatically domestic industry as any other occupation. Some other gentlemen, in the course of the debate, have spoken of the price paid for every foreign manufactured article as so much given for the encouragement of foreign labor, to the prejudice of our own. But is not every such article the product of our own labor as truly as if we had manufactured it ourselves? Our labor has earned it, and paid the price for it. It is so much added to the stock of national wealth. If the commodity were dollars, nobody would doubt the truth of this remark; and it is precisely as correct in its application to any other commodity as to silver. One man makes a yard of cloth at home; another raises agricultural products, and buys a yard of imported cloth. Both these are equally the earnings of domestic industry, and the only questions that arise in the case are two: the first is, which is the best mode, under all the circumstances, of obtaining the article; the second is, how far this question is proper to be decided by government, and how far it is proper to be left to individual discretion. There is no foundation for the distinction which attributes to certain employments the peculiar appellation of American industry; and it is, in my judgment, extremely unwise to attempt such discriminations.

We are asked, what nations have ever attained eminent prosperity without encouraging manufactures? I may ask, what nation ever reached the like prosperity without promoting foreign trade? I regard these interests as closely connected, and am of opinion that it should be our aim to cause them to flourish together.

[510]

I know it would be very easy to promote manufactures, at least for a time, but probably only for a short time, if we might act in disregard of other interests. We could cause a sudden transfer of capital, and a violent change in the pursuits of men. We could exceedingly benefit some classes by these means. But what, then, becomes of the interests of others? The power of collecting revenue by duties on imports, and the habit of the government of collecting almost its whole revenue in that mode, will enable us, without exceeding the bounds of moderation, to give great advantages to those classes of manufactures which we may think most useful to promote at home. What I object to is the immoderate use of the power, ‑ exclusions and prohibitions; all of which, as I think, not only interrupt the pursuits of individuals, with great injury to themselves, and little or no benefit to the country, but also often divert our own labor, or, as it may very properly be called, our own domestic industry, from those occupations in which it is well employed and well paid, to others in which it will be worse employed and worse paid . . . .

But I have a yet stronger objection to the course of Mr. Speaker's reasoning; which is, that he leaves out of the case all that has been already done for the protection of manufactures, and argues the question as if those interests were now, for the first time, to receive aid from duties on imports . . . .

Webster's Speech of 1828

(Works, III, 229‑231.)
New England, sir, has not been a leader in this policy. On the contrary, she held back herself and tried to hold others back from it, from the adoption of the Constitution to 1824. Up to 1824, she was accused of sinister and selfish designs, because she discountenanced the progress of this policy. It was laid to her charge then, that, having established her manufactures herself, she wished that others should not have the power of rivalling her, and for that reason opposed all legislative encouragement. Under this angry denunciation against her, the act of 1824 passed. Now, the imputation is precisely of an opposite character. The present measure   [511]   is pronounced to be exclusively for the benefit of New England; to be brought forward by her agency, and designed to gratify the cupidity of the proprietors of her wealthy establishments.

Both charges, sir, are equally without the slightest foundation. The opinion of New England up to 1824 was founded in the conviction that, on the whole, it was wisest and best, both for herself and others, that manufactures should make haste slowly. She felt a reluctance to trust great interests on the foundation of government patronage; for who could tell how long such patronage would last, or with what steadiness, skill, or perseverance it would continue to be granted? It is now nearly fifteen years since, among the first things which I ever ventured to say here, I expressed a serious doubt whether this government was fitted, by its construction, to administer aid and protection to particular pursuits; whether, having called such pursuits into being by indications of its favor, it would not afterwards desert them, should troubles come upon them, aid leave them to their fate. Whether this prediction, the result, certainly, of chance, and not of sagacity, is about to be fulfilled, remains to be seen.

At the same time it is true, that, from the very first commencement of the government, those who have administered its concerns have held a tone of encouragement and invitation towards those who should embark in manufactures. All the Presidents, I believe without exception, have concurred in this general sentiment; and the very first act of Congress laying duties on imports adopted the then unusual expedient of a preamble, apparently for little other purpose than that of declaring that the duties which it imposed were laid for the encouragement and protection of manufactures. When, at the commencement of the late war, duties were doubled, we were told that we should find a mitigation of the weight of taxation in the new aid and succor which would be thus afforded to our own manufacturing labor. Like arguments were urged, and prevailed, but not by the aid of New England votes, when the tariff was afterwards arranged, at the close of the war in 18 16. Finally, after a whole winter's deliberation, the act of 1824 received the sanction of both houses of Congress, and settled the policy of the country. What, then, was New England to do? She was fitted for   [512]   manufacturing operations, by the amount and character of her population, by her capital, by the vigor and energy of her free labor, by the skill, economy, enterprise, and perseverance of her people. I repeat, What was she under these circumstances to do? A great and prosperous rival in her near neighborhood, threatening to draw from her a part, perhaps a great part, of her foreign commerce; was she to use, or to neglect, those other means of seeking her own prosperity which belonged to her character and her condition? Was she to hold out for ever against the course of the government, and see herself losing on one side, and yet make no effort to sustain herself on the other? No, sir. Nothing was left to New England, after the act of 1824, but to conform herself to the will of others. Nothing was left to her, but to consider that the government had fixed and determined its own policy; and that policy was protection.

New England, poor in some respects, in others is as wealthy as her neighbors. Her soil would be held in low estimation by those who are acquainted with the valley of the Mississippi and the fertile plains of the South. But in industry, in habits of labor, skill, and in accumulated capital, the fruit of two centuries of industry, she may be said to be rich. After this final 'declaration, this solemn promulgation of the policy of the government, I again ask, What was she to do? Was she to deny herself the use of her advantages, natural and acquired? Was she to content herself with useless regrets? Was she longer to resist what she could no longer prevent? Or was she, rather, to adapt her acts to her condition; and, seeing the policy of the government thus settled and fixed, to accommodate to it as well as she could her own pursuits and her own industry? Every man will see that she had no option. Every man will confess that there remained for her but one course. She not only saw this herself, but had all along foreseen, that, if the system of protecting manufactures should be adopted, she must go largely into them. I believe, sir, almost every man from New England who voted against the law of 1824 declared that, if, notwithstanding his opposition to that law, it should still pass, there would be no alternative but to consider the course and policy of the government as then settled and fixed, and to act accordingly. The law did pass; and a vast increase of investment in manufacturing   [513]   establishments was the consequence. Those who made such invest menu probably entertained not the slightest doubt that as much as was promised would be effectually granted; and that if, owing to any unforeseen occurrence or untoward event, the benefit designed by the law to any branch of manufactures should not be realized, it would furnish a fair case for the consideration of government. Certainly they could not expect, after what had passed, that interests of great magnitude would be left at the mercy of the very first change of circumstances which might occur . . . .

Webster’s Speech of 1846

(Works, V, 187‑188.)
I have said many times, and it is true, that, up to the year 18 24, the people of that part of the country to which I belong, being addicted to commerce, having been successful in commerce, their capital being very much engaged in commerce, were averse to entering upon a system of manufacturing operations. Every member in Congress from the State of Massachusetts, with the exception, I think, of one, voted against the act of 1824. But what were we to do? Were we not bound, after 1817 and 1824, to consider that the policy of the country was settled, had become settled, as a policy, to protect the domestic industry of the country by solemn laws? The leading speech which ushered in the act of 1824 was called a speech for the " American System." The bill was carried principally by the Middle States. Pennsylvania and New York would have it so; and what were we to do? Were we to stand aloof from the occupations which others were pursuing around us? Were we to pick clean teeth on a constitutional doubt which a majority in the councils of the nation had overruled? No, sir; we had no option. All that was left us was to fall in with the settled policy of the country; because, if anything can ever settle the policy of the country or if anything can ever settle the practical construction of the Constitution of the country, it must be these repeated decisions of Congress, and enactments of successive laws conformable to these decisions. New England, then, did fall in. She went into manufacturing operations, not from original choice, but from the   [514]   necessity of the circumstances in which the legislation of the country had placed her. And, for one, I resolved then, and have acted upon the resolution ever since, that, having compelled the Eastern States to go into these pursuits for a livelihood, the country was bound to fulfil the just expectations which it had inspired . . . .

IV. THE SOUTH‑PROTECTION A BURDEN WITH NO COMPENSATIONS

McDuffie's Speech of 1830

(Congressional Debates, VI, 843, 844, 845 846‑847, 849, 850, 851‑852, 854-855, 855‑858, 859‑860, 860‑861.)

Sir, I am well convinced that the people of the United States have not realized, even in a partial degree, the nature and extent of the oppression under which the : people of the southern States are laboring. I shall proceed, therefore, to inquire, in the first place, what is the operation of your system of impost duties upon the various portions of the Union, regarding it merely as a system of revenue.

Has it any pretensions to be regarded as a just and equal system of taxation? Is not the fact undeniable, that almost the whole burden of federal taxation is thrown upon those branches of productive industry which furnish the exchanges of our foreign commerce, while all the other branches of domestic production are free from taxation, and a large portion of them derive considerable bounties, indirectly, from the very burdens imposed upon those productions which constitute the stapes of foreign commerce? If I have not entirely mistaken the true operation of the revenue laws of the United States, there never was a more unequal and unjust system of taxation devised by any Government, of ancient or modern times.

A reference to the treasury statements of the commerce of the United States will show that the whole amount of the domestic productions annually exported to foreign countries, taking an average of years, is something less than fifty‑eight millions of dollars. Taking this to be the aggregate value of the domestic exports of   [515]   the whole Union, it may be estimated that those portions of the southern and southwestern States which are engaged in the production of the great agricultural staples of cotton, tobacco, and rice, constituting less than one‑third part of the Union, export to the amount of thirty‑seven millions of dollars; and those portions of the States just mentioned, which are engaged in the production of cotton and rice, constituting less than one‑fifth part of the Union, export to the amount of thirty millions of dollars. Now, sir, it would be difficult to imagine a proposition in political economy more undeniable, than that the amount of imposts which belong to each respective portion of the Union, must be proportioned to their exports. It is wholly immaterial who are the carriers and importers of the merchandise received in exchange for domestic productions, or through what custom‑house it happens to pass; it must still be regarded as constituting the commerce of that portion of the country, in exchange for the productions of which it is obtained; and every imposition of duties upon that commerce is a burden of taxation thrown upon the domestic industry by which it is sustained. If, therefore, you would know what stake any particular portion of the Union has in the foreign commerce of the country, you have only to ascertain what proportion the exports of domestic productions from that part of the Union bear to the whole amount of foreign merchandise imported for consumption. How, then, are the burdens imposed by this Government, regarding the impost duties as a mere system of revenue, distributed among the various States and sections of this Union? If I shall succeed in showing that the States engaged in the production of cotton, tobacco, and rice, are taxed by the Federal Government in proportion to the amount of their exports, it will follow that those States pay very nearly two-thirds of the whole amount of the federal revenue. It will also follow that the States engaged in the production of cotton and rice alone, with a population of little more than two millions, pay more than one‑half of that revenue. I am aware, sir, that these propositions are calculated to startle those who have not examined the subject attentively. Gentlemen will think it scarcely possible that any population in the world could have existed, in tolerable comfort, under such a weight of taxes. I will proceed, then, to the   [516]   proof of the proposition, that the exports of the planting States indicate the proportion of federal taxes paid by these States, taking fairly into view the entire operation of our fiscal system. And I beg that those gentlemen who are in favor of the existing policy, will examine my argument critically, and, if they can detect any fallacy in it, that they will expose it to this committee. My sincere desire is to arrive at the truth. If I am in error, it is my anxious wish that it may be clearly pointed out, as very important issues may probably hang upon it.

If the southern planters were to export their own productions in their own ships, and import, in the same way, the merchandise obtained in exchange for it, would any doubt exist that they actually paid into the treasury an amount of taxes proportioned to their exports? Exporting productions to the amount of thirty‑seven millions of dollars, they would pay, assuming the average rate of the duties even at forty per cent., fourteen millions eight hundred thousand dollars, while the States producing cotton and rice would pay twelve millions. Now, as the importing merchant is nothing more than the agent of the planter, the true operation of impost duties will be much more clearly perceived by dispensing with this agency. It tends to confuse the inquirer, by keeping out of view the real parties to the proceeding. The merchant certainly bears his own share of the burdens of federal taxation; but the burdens of the planter are in no degree diminished by that fact. I assume, then, that the planter is subjected to precisely the same burden, as a planter, that he would be if he had no factor or commercial agent, but exported his own produce himself, and imported what he obtained for it abroad . . . .

. . . I maintain, then, that an import duty imposed upon those articles of foreign merchandise which are received in exchange for the domestic productions of the planting States, is precisely equivalent, in the existing state of our commercial relations, to an export duty levied upon the productions of those States. A very brief examination of the actual state of our commerce with Europe will satisfy the House that those articles of merchandise, which are now imported principally from Great Britain, France, and Holland, in exchange for our cotton, tobacco, and rice, are the only articles   [517]   which can be obtained in those countries for the productions we send them. Whatever impost duty you impose, we must still continue to import the merchandise on which it is levied, until the duty reaches the point of prohibition . . . .

But, whatever may be said as to the matter of theory, no doubt can be entertained as to the matter of fact. Highly as you have taxed the manufactures of Great Britain, France, and Holland, we do actually import those manufactures, almost to the precise amount of the agricultural staples exported to the countries in question. We find it more advantageous to import the productions of those countries under a tax of forty‑five per cent., than to import specie free of duty. Such being the actual state of the trade in question, does it not follow that a duty upon the exports of cotton, tobacco, or rice, would not be more burdensome to the planter, nor to any other interest concerned, than an equal duty upon the manufactures received in exchange for those exports? No ingenuity can draw any substantial discrimination between the actual operation of the two kinds of duty. Can it be at all material to the planter, whether he pays the duty upon the cargo he sends out, or upon that which he brings back? To give a familiar illustration, which every man of common sense will readily understand ‑ would it be any more burdensome to the planter to pay a toll of forty per cent. upon the cotton he sent to market, than it would be to pay the same toll on the goods he received in exchange for it? The question is too plain to be argued. It would simply be the difference between paying as he went to market, and paying as he returned home . . . .

. . . The truth is, that every duty levied upon production, whether direct or indirect, whether of impost or excise, whether upon exports or imports, naturally divides itself between the producers and consumers, according to the relative circumstances in which they are placed. At first it must operate, in all cases, principally as a tax upon the producer. Suppose, for example, that an excise duty of forty per cent. were all at once levied upon hats. The tax would be collected from the hatters. They would actually pay the money to the Government. Could they immediately raise the price of hats in proportion to the tax levied upon them? They certainly could not. The only possible means by which they could   [518]   raise the price of hats at all, would be by diminishing the production of them. If the supply was not diminished, nor the demand increased, no addition whatever could be made to the price. Now, a tax upon any article certainly does not increase the demand for it. Until the supply is diminished, therefore, by the withdrawal of some of those engaged in making the article, the price cannot be enhanced; and this withdrawal can only be made slowly and gradually. Let it be remarked, that it is only by the faculty of abandoning the branch of industry subjected to attacks, and engaging in some other that is more profitable, that the producer can throw any material part of the burden of taxation upon the consumer. If, therefore, a tax were laid upon all the other productions of the community equal to that supposed to be laid upon hats, the hatters could not find any relief by resorting to other pursuits. They surely would not leave an employment to which they were trained and accustomed, and in which their capital was already invested, to embark in a new and unaccustomed pursuit, subject to the same taxation. Such a change would not relieve them from the tax, and it would deprive them of all the advantages of their existing investments and acquired skill. The result would, therefore, evidently be, that the tax would fall almost entirely upon production. There would be a general fall in the profits of capital and the wages of labor. The tax would be paid by the producer, and yet he could not, in consequence of it, raise the price of his productions anything like in proportion to it. Now, whatever circumstances in the condition  of any class of producers prevent them from promptly and easily transferring their capital and labor from the pursuits in which they are engaged to other pursuits, will prevent those producers from raising the price of their productions, in consequence of any tax that may be imposed upon them; and, of course, from throwing the burden of that tax upon the consumers.

Let us now apply these obvious and well established principles of political economy to the actual condition of the southern planters. The Government has laid a tax (I will assume it to be forty per cent.) upon the productions of their industry. What is the power they possess to throw the burden upon the consumer? Can they diminish their production, in consequence of the tax imposed   [519]   upon their staples? Can they resort to any other employment mere profitable than the one in which they are engaged, even with the burdens imposed on it? Sir, I answer from my own knowledge and experience, that they cannot. Nothing could be more impotent than any attempt to raise the price of their cotton in foreign markets, by diminishing their production of it. Their great and principal markets are in foreign countries, where they meet competitors from all the cotton‑growing regions of the world. If we were to diminish the quantity of our own production, therefore, with a view to enhance the price of our staple, we should only create a vacuum in the foreign markets, to be immediately filled up by the cotton of South America, Egypt, Greece, and the East and West Indies. We cannot, therefore, diminish our production with impunity. It would be a fatal policy; for we should diminish the demand for our cotton, and open a market for the cotton of other countries, in exactly the same proportion. There is neither philosophy nor common sense in the idea that a tax imposed upon a branch of productive industry which depends almost exclusively on foreign countries for a market, can be thrown upon the consumers. Foreigners, sir, are the principal consumers of the productions of southern industry. But, even if we could enhance the price of our productions, by diminishing the quantity produced, how is this to be effected? Our entire capital is invested in lands and negroes, and the only staples, we can cultivate to any advantage, or for which we can find a market, are those we now produce. Shall we, then, abandon our lands, manumit our slaves, and then go forth to seek new fortunes in distant regions? No, sir; our citizens would sooner perish than to be thus driven from their rightful inheritances and the homes of their forefathers, by this unrighteous system of oppression.

There are insuperable objections to the transfer of the capital and labor of the southern planter from the production of their present staples to any other employment. It has been suggested that we might enter upon the manufacturing business. All our habits disqualify us for this sort of employment. It would require ten or fifteen years of ruinous experiment before we could acquire even a tolerable degree of skill, and, even then, we could not rival the manufacturers either of Europe or of the northern States of this   [520]   Union. But, even if we could succeed so far as to equal our domestic competitors, where should we find a market for our productions? It would be absurd to go to Europe, and equally so to go to the manufacturing States of our own country. From Mexico we are excluded by absurd restrictions, in imitation of our own; and, wherever a foreign market might be open, we should find ourselves forestalled and excluded by the manufactures of Great Britain and New England. Is it not an insulting mockery, then, to tell us that we ought tamely to submit to a system which drives us from our natural pursuits, because we have the wretched privilege of embarking in the production of manufactures, which we have no skill in making, and for which we could find no market after they were made? Great Britain alone could supply the whole world with manufactures, at little more than half the price for which we could afford to make them.

It must be perfectly obvious, that, even with more oppressive burdens than they have yet borne, the southern planters cannot, to any extent worth consideration, divert their capital and labor to other employments, and thereby diminish the production of their staples, with a view to an enhancement of their price . . . .

But, sir, even if we grant that the tax falls exclusively upon the consumer, I ask you, who consumes the productions of southern industry, if they are not consumed by the southern people? They are certainly the natural consumers of what they receive in exchange for their own productions. If they do not consume the very same articles they import, entirely and exclusively, they must consume some other articles obtained in exchange for them. Let us examine a little in detail what becomes of the imports of the South. In the first place, the Government takes forty dollars out of every hundred. That portion, of course, the planter cannot consume. But surely this circumstance does not diminish the burden imposed upon him. The fact that he does not consume it, is the very thing that makes the law, which deprives him of it, a burdensome tax upon his industry. As to the remaining sixty dollars, there can be no doubt that the people of the southern States are the direct consumers of the principal part of it. A portion of it, to be sure, is exchanged with the people of the northern States, either for other   [521]   foreign merchandise imported by them, such as East and West India produce, or for their own manufactures. But this is precisely the same thing as if the southern people consumed the very articles obtained abroad for their own produce. What does it matter to the planter, whether he consumes the very cloth for which his cotton is exchanged, or the tea, and coffee, and sugar imported by the people of the North, in exchange for their productions and industry, or the manufactures of the North? These foreign productions and domestic manufactures are enhanced in price, quite as much as the cloth imported by the planter, in consequence of the duties. Thus far, then, the southern people pay the whole amount of the imposts laid upon their productions, regarding them as consumers merely. But it has been said that we exchange some three millions of our imports for the live stock of the western States, which is not enhanced in price by any duty. But even here the planter is not entirely relieved from his burden. Can he purchase as much live stock with sixty pieces of cloth, as he could with a hundred? It would be absurd to maintain such a proposition; and yet this is the only way in which he could relieve himself from the whole burden of the impost. The fact is, that he would be able to purchase but little more than half the quantity of live stock from the western people, that he could have purchased if no duty had been laid upon his imports. In this way, undoubtedly, the burden would be seriously felt by the western people. But this would not mitigate the suffering of the planter. You deprive him of the means of purchasing live stock to a very great amount, and to that extent cut off the market for the productions of western industry. By this process, as in all cases of prohibition, you destroy two values ‑ that of the planter to the extent of the imposts, and that of the grower of stock to the extent that he is injured by losing a market for the productions of his industry . . . .

Upon the whole, then, the only means which the producer has to throw the burden of a tax from his shoulders, is to diminish his production of the article taxed; and the means which the consumer has to avoid having it thrown upon him, is to diminish his consumption of that article. In this contest, the consumer has a decided and obvious advantage. It may be very confidently   [522]   assumed, therefore, that at least one‑half of the burden of the impost duties laid upon the return productions of the planter would be sustained by him as a producer, even if he consumed no part of those productions. But it cannot be doubted that the people of the southern States consume, of the articles imported in exchange for their staples, of other foreign articles subject to pay duties, and of domestic manufactures, equally enhanced by the tariff, to the amount of three‑fourths of the entire return which they receive for their exports . . . . It follows that the direct operation of the impost duties throws upon the people of the staple-growing States a weight of taxation very nearly proportioned to their exports . . . .

Thus far, I have confined myself to the consideration of the mere fiscal operations of the Federal Government, and have attempted to show the unequal action of your revenue system upon different parts of the Union, without reference to the protection afforded by the impost duties to certain branches of domestic industry. It now becomes my duty to trace the operation of what has been very inappropriately denominated the protecting system; and to ascertain, if possible, how far it contributes to increase the inequality of the burdens imposed by the Federal Government upon the people of the staple‑growing States . . . .

What, then, let us briefly inquire, is the tendency, and what has been the effect, of the high duties imposed for the purpose of protecting manufactures and other domestic productions? It is too plain to admit of argument: indeed, it has been candidly admitted by the chairman of the Committee on Manufactures, in former discussions, that domestic productions can only be protected by prohibiting the foreign articles that would come in competition with them. He openly avowed that he aimed at prohibition, and it would have been folly to have aimed at less, if he really meant to give protection. No duty can give any protection to any domestic fabric, which does not exclude a similar foreign fabric; and, in the very nature of things, the amount of protection cannot exceed the amount of prohibition, though it may, and generally does, fall short of it. You cannot create a demand, for example, for any domestic manufacture, by legislation, otherwise than by   [523]   excluding a similar foreign manufacture; and as your legislation is calculated to enhance the price of the article, you certainly cannot create by it a demand for a greater amount of the domestic fabric than you exclude of the foreign. It may be confidently assumed therefore, that whatever may be the amount of iron and salt, and manufactures of cotton, wool, iron, and hemp, which have been brought into existence in the United States by the system of high protecting duties, at least an equal amount of foreign rival productions has been excluded by those duties. It will not be deemed an extravagant estimate to suppose that the protecting system has caused to be produced, annually; articles of these various kinds, to the amount of twelve millions of dollars, which would not have been produced, but for the protection given them. It follows, then, as a corollary, that at least an equal amount of these articles of foreign production must have been excluded. But these are the very articles which we receive from Great Britain, France, and Holland, in exchange for our agricultural staples. By excluding twelve millions of such articles, therefore, we necessarily diminish the foreign demand for our staples, and principally cotton, to that amount. There is scarcely any limit to the consumption of our cotton in Europe, but that which is imposed by our refusal to take manufactures in exchange for it. If, therefore, we were permitted to import the twelve millions of dollars worth of manufactures that have been excluded by our commercial restrictions, or, rather, if they had never been excluded by those restrictions, it cannot be reasonably doubted that we should now have a demand in Europe for four hundred thousand bales of cotton, beyond the existing demand. Even, therefore, if we grant, what is not the fact, that the whole of the domestic demand for cotton has been produced by the prohibitory effect of our tariff, it will follow that we have gained a market for one hundred and fifty thousand bales, by sacrificing one for four hundred thousand. From this estimate, it will be seen that the prohibition of foreign imports has resulted in curtailing the entire demand for cotton in the markets of the whole world, including our own, two hundred and fifty thousand bales. In addition then, to the annual burden he bears in paying the duties upon the imports he is still permitted to bring   [524]   into the country, the planter sustains an annual loss of seven million five hundred thousand dollars, being the value of the cotton for which he has lost a market, in consequence of the unjust restrictions imposed upon his lawful commerce by the suicidal policy of his own Government . . . .

The great misfortune is, sir-and it gives us the true key to this whole system-that, while this Government is an undivided and indivisible unity, the country over which it extends is divided into various and-disguise it as we may - diametrically adverse interests. Hence, it results, that the law which throws a restriction upon the commerce of the southern States, to the great and obvious injury of the planter, is obviously calculated, and professedly intended, to promote the interest of the northern manufacturer. If the manufacturer can gain ten per cent. by the restriction, it is his interest to adhere to it, though it impose a burden of forty or fifty per cent. upon the planter. Hence it is that the majority of this House are pursuing a policy with regard to the interests of the whole Union, which no human being would pursue in regard to his own interest. It is worth white, sir, to trace the operation of this policy a little more in detail. Great Britain, it is alleged, will not, or, which is the same thing, does not, in fact, purchase the grain of the northern, middle, and western States, and, consequently, those States have nothing wherewith to purchase British manufactures. This is the complaint. Now, sir, if this be true, the wisdom of man could not more effectually exclude British manufactures, or give a more complete protection to domestic manufactures, in those States. If they have nothing to give in exchange for British manufactures, what earthly necessity is there to exclude them by law? The domestic manufacturer is absolutely secured against foreign competition by the single fact, that the British manufacturer will not take anything in exchange for his fabrics, which the people of those States have to give. What, then, is the real object of the restrictions which the tariff States are so anxious to throw about our foreign commerce? It is not, sir, be assured, to prevent those States from importing British manufactures, who have nothing to give in exchange for them. That would be impotent and gratuitous legislation. The true object - disguise it as   [525]   gentlemen may - is to prevent those States who have the means of paying for British manufactures, and who have a deep and vital interest in preserving that branch of commerce, from importing those manufactures, in order to promote the interest of those States who have not the means of paying for British manufactures, and who really have, or believe they have, a deep and vital interest in destroying that branch of commerce. Twist it and turn it as you may, " to this complexion it must come at last." Hence it is, that to the gross inequality of the revenue system of the United States, the majority of Congress have superadded the intolerable burdens of the prohibitory system. Will any gentleman from Massachusetts, or Rhode Island, or Vermont, have the hardihood to maintain that the duties imposed on cotton and woollen manufactures, varying from forty to sixty per cent. are equally a burden upon his constituents as they are upon mine? Will any gentleman from Pennsylvania assert that the enormous duty upon iron imposes an equal burden upon the people of Pennsylvania and upon those of South Carolina? On the contrary, do not these gentlemen distinctly and openly avow that the duties which throw a grievous and oppressive burden upon the people of the southern States, operate as a beneficial and sustaining bounty to the people of the northern and eastern States? I do firmly believe, that, if the proceeds of the public lands would defray the whole expenses of the Government, or if the staple-growing States would assume the responsibility of paying those expenses out of revenues raised by themselves, there are certain States in this Union - I allude to those emphatically denominated tariff States - that would not consent to a repeal of the impost duties. No, sir, they gain much more than they lose, by the aggregate effect of the duties imposed, and the disbursements made, by this Government, regarding the system in the light of a mere pecuniary speculation. If a foreign invention were made, by which the operations of Government could be carried on without the expenditure of a single dollar, those States would regard it as a nuisance, and prohibit its importation by as rigorous penalties as are now proposed in regard to foreign manufactures. A greater calamity could scarcely happen to the interests of northern capital, confederated in favor of the protecting system, than would result   [526]   from an entire suspension of the fiscal operations of this Govern​ment, including both taxation and disbursement . . . .

The representatives of the manufacturing and tariff States allege that they have large and extensive manufacturing establishments, which it is their interest and their right to encourage and protect, and deny the right of the southern representatives to interfere with their protecting policy. Now, sir, as a southern representative, I claim no right to interfere with any protection, which any portion of the northern States may choose to extend, at their own expense, to their own manufactories. All I pretend to claim, is the right to put my veto upon this scheme of injustice and plunder, by which the property, the rightful and exclusive property, of my constituents, is unconstitutionally applied to that object.

There cannot be a proposition more self‑evidently just and equi​table, than that those States in which the manufacturing establish​ments are situated, should bear the burden of protecting them. Can a man be found, sir, in this House, or out of it, who would have the boldness to contest this position.? Then why do not the manufacturing States protect their own manufactures? Will it be pretended that they have not the constitutional power? Has not the Legislature of every State in the Union an unlimited power to impose taxes upon the people of the State, and appropriate the proceeds, in the form of bounties, for the protection of domestic manufactures, or any other branch of domestic industry? No man of common information ‑ no man, indeed, of common sense, will deny that every State Legislature has this power . . . .

How, then, has it come to pass, that, while the manufacturers have been, for more than ten years past, clamoring at our doors for protection, the Legislature of no single State in the Union, so far as I am informed, has ever appropriated a cent, or raised a finger, to sustain these languishing and suffering interests, which certainly have a claim upon the States for protection, if indeed they have any claim at all? Sir, I have frequently put this question in former discussions upon this floor, and have never found a man bold enough to answer it. The advocates of the protecting system have invariably passed it over with a prudent and profound silence. The reason is obvious. No man dare to avow openly the true cause why   [527]   the manufacturing States, having the undoubted power, will not extend any protection to their own manufactures, but send them to Congress for relief.

The moral sense of this nation would not tolerate the avowal, that the State of Massachusetts, for example, will not tax her own citizens to afford protection to her own manufactures, because the Federal Government can be made the unrighteous instrument of taxing the people of the southern States for the purpose of afford​ing that protection.

This, sir, disguise it as gentlemen may, is the true question in​volved in the protecting system. The tariff States would permit every establishment within their limits to sink into utter ruin, before they would levy taxes from their own citizens to nourish and sus​tain them. That would be too plain and palpable a proceeding. It would instantly open the eyes of the people to the true character of the protecting system. It would tear off from the monster the veil which conceals' its horrible deformity, and break its infatuating charm forever. If the protection afforded to the manufacturers by this Government were entirely withdrawn to‑morrow, I do not be​lieve there is a State Legislature in the Union, that would dare to substitute an equivalent protection in the form of pecuniary boun​ties drawn from the people of the State, and appropriated from the public treasury. Nothing that could be possibly suggested, in the way of argument, would exhibit the palpable injustice of this system in so strong a light as the course pursued, in this respect, by the Legislatures of the tariff States. Would any man believe, sir, that the Legislature of a sovereign State would memorialize Congress to protect the manufactures of that State, by imposing restrictions and duties upon the commerce of other States, when that Legislature, having the admitted power to protect those manufactures, utterly neglects to do it? Yet such was the conduct of the Legislature of Massachusetts; and such is, substantially, the course pursued by the Legislatures of all the tariff States . . . .

. . . I will now invite the attention of the committee to some con​siderations calculated to show that it involves a violation of the great and fundamental principles of civil and political liberty. There is not one of those principles of more vital importance, or more   [528]   absolutely consecrated by all the historical associations of both Great Britain and the United States, than that which secures the people against all taxes and burdens not imposed by their own representatives. This principle, indeed, is essentially involved in the very notion of self‑government. Now, sir, owing to the federative character of our Government, the great geographical extent of our territory, and the diversity of the pursuits of our citizens in different parts of the Union, it has so happened that two great interests have sprung up, standing directly opposed to each other. One of them consists of those manufactures which the northern and middle States are capable of producing, but which, owing to the high price of labor and high profits of capital in those States, cannot hold competition with foreign manufactures, without the aid of bounties, directly or indirectly given, either by the General Government or by the State Governments. The other of these interests consists of the great agricultural staples of the southern States, which can find a market only in foreign countries, and which can be advantageously sold only in exchange for the foreign manufactures which come in competition with those of the northern and middle States. It follows, as a necessary consequence, that it is the interest of the manufacturers in the northern and middle States to prohibit, by heavy taxation, the importation of those foreign manufactures, which it is as undoubtedly the interest of the southern planters to import as free from taxation as possible. These interests, then, stand diametrically and irreconcilably opposed to each other. The interest, the pecuniary interest of the northern manufacturer is directly promoted by every increase of the taxes imposed upon southern commerce; and it is unnecessary to add, that the interest of the southern planters is promoted by every diminution of the taxes imposed upon the productions of their industry. If, under these circumstances, the manufacturers were clothed with the power of imposing taxes, at their pleasure, upon the foreign imports of the planter, no doubt would exist upon the mind of any man, that it would have all the characteristics of an absolute and unqualified despotism. It will be my purpose, then, to show, that, by the aid of various associated interests, the manufacturing capitalists have obtained a complete and permanent control over the legislation of   [529]   Congress on this subject. A great number of causes have contributed to give the manufacturing interest this ascendancy. . . . .

. . . Men confederated together upon selfish and interested principles, whether in pursuit of the offices or the bounties of Government, are ever more active and vigilant than the great majority, who act from disinterested and patriotic impulses. Have we not witnessed it on this floor, sir? Who ever knew the tariff men to divide on any question affecting their confederated interests? If you propose to reduce any one of the duties, no matter how obvious the expediency of the reduction, they will tell you, if not in plain words, at least by their conduct, that the duty you propose to reduce is very oppressive and unjust, as in the case of salt; or very absurd and suicidal, as in the case of raw wool; but that, if you reduce either of these duties, a proposition will be made to reduce some other, and then some other, until the whole system of confederated interests will be shaken to its centre. The watchword is, stick together, right or wrong, upon every question affecting the common cause. Such, sir, is the concert and vigilance, and such the combinations by which the manufacturing party, acting upon the interests of some, and the prejudices of others, have obtained a decided and permanent control over public opinion in all the tariff States. All the representatives of those States, however decidedly opposed in principle to the prohibitory policy, are constrained to regard the interest of the manufacturers as that of their constituents at large. No man, sir, from a manufacturing district, would dare to vote against any measure, however unjust and oppressive, if it be only deemed beneficial to the manufacturers, and denominated a tariff . . . .

What, then, becomes of the great principle of liberty, to which I have adverted, which secures the people against any burdens of taxation not imposed by their own representatives? Is it not absolutely annulled ‑ nay, is it not completely reversed, as to the people of the southern States, in all cases involving the interest of the manufacturers, and the policy of the protecting system? Is not the majority of Congress composed of the representatives of those who have a direct and positive pecuniary interest in imposing taxes upon the people of the southern States, in the form of high and prohibitory duties upon their lawful commerce‑the product of   [530]   their honest industry? Does not that majority declare it to be its interest, and avow it to be its object, to pursue this system of prohibitory duties until the whole of that commerce which gives value to the agricultural productions of the southern States, and without which our fields would be left desolate, shall be utterly and absolutely abolished? . . .

It is in vain, then, that the people of the South attempt to palter with this question, or to disguise any longer the sad reality of their condition. They have no security against taxation, but the will of those who have a settled interest and fixed determination to increase their burdens; they have no rights of property, no title to that commerce which gives the principal value to the productions of their industry, which they do not hold by the same miserable and degrading tenure. They are, to all intents and purposes, the slaves of northern monopolists. If I were called upon to give a definition of slavery, I could not use language more appropriate than that which should accurately describe the condition of the people of the southern States.

There is no form of despotism that has ever existed upon the face of the earth, more monstrous and horrible than that of a representative Government acting beyond the sphere of its responsibility. Liberty is an empty sound, and representation worse than a vain delusion, unless the action of the Government be so regulated that responsibility and power shall be coextensive. Now, I would be glad to know, under what responsibility the majority of this House act, in imposing burdens upon the industry of the southern people, and in waging this merciless warfare against their commerce. Are they, in the slightest degree, responsible to those upon whom they impose these heavy burdens? Have they any feelings of common interest or common sympathy to restrain them from oppression and tyranny? Does the system of prohibitory duties, which falls with such a destructive power upon the dearest interests of the southern people, impose any burden, or inflict any injury at all, upon the constituents of that majority by which it has been adopted?

The very reverse of all this is the truth. The majority which imposes these oppressive taxes upon the people of the South, so   [531]   far from being responsible to them, or to those who have any common interest or common sympathy with them, in relation to the matter, are responsible to the very men who have been, for the last ten years, making the welkin ring with their clamors for the imposition of these very burdens. Yes, sir, those who lay the iron hand of unconstitutional and lawless taxation upon the people of the southern States, are not the representatives of those who pay the taxes, or have any participation in it, but the representatives of those who receive the bounty, and put it in their pockets . . . .

I am aware that the answer given to all this will be, that it is the right of the majority to govern, and the duty of the minority to submit. There is no political principle more undeniably true, in all the cases to which it properly applies. But it is subject to two very important limitations in our federative system of Government, growing out of the constitutional compact, and founded upon the principles of natural justice. In the first place, the majority cannot rightfully do any thing not authorized by the constitutional charter. The great object of a written constitution is to restrain the majority. It is founded upon the idea that an unchecked majority is as dangerous as an unchecked minority. I believe, when cut loose from the moorings of an effective and real responsibility, it is more so. But of that hereafter.

In the second place, the right of the majority to govern, in a political system composed of confederated sovereignties, and extending over geographical subdivisions having diversified and conflicting interests, must be limited to those cases where there is a common interest pervading the whole confederacy. This is a limitation growing out of the very nature and object of the compact, even upon the exercise of powers expressly granted. The submission of interests which are essentially adverse to the control of a common. Government, necessarily involves the destruction of one or the other of them. This is the foundation of the checks and balances, even of consolidated Governments, and of the partition of power among distinct sovereignties in this confederacy.*  (* This is a clear statement of the situation which gave rise to the theory of nullification developed by Calhoun. See Disquisition on Government, Works, I.)

[532]

It is contrary to the clearest principles of natural justice, that the majority, merely because they have the power, should violate the rights and destroy the separate and peculiar interests of the minority. This would make power and right synonymous terms. The majority have no natural right, in any case, to govern the minority. It is a mere conventional right, growing out of necessity and convenience. On the contrary, the right of the minority to the enjoyment of life, liberty, and property, without any unjust interference on the part of the majority, is the most sacred of the natural rights of man.

When the great antagonist interests of society become arrayed against each other, particularly when they are separated by distance, and distinguished by a difference of climate, character, and civil institutions, the great object of the Government should undoubtedly be, not to become the partisan of either of those interests, but to interpose its power for the purpose of preventing the stronger from destroying the weaker. Instead, however, of assuming this attitude, instead of restraining the major interest from doing this act of injustice and oppression, this Government degrades itself into the character of a partisan of the stronger interest, and an instrument of its oppression. It cannot be otherwise, sir, as long as the majority in Congress, being nothing more than the agent of the major interest in the confederacy, assumes the power of arbitrarily and unjustly appropriating to its own use the rightful and exclusive property of the minority. The majority can have no such rightful power . . . .

I have said that there cannot be imagined a more odious and intolerable form of despotism, than that of a majority, stimulated by motives of self‑interest, and acting without any restraining power upon the interests of the minority. A just analysis and exposition of the true character and principles of that combination, or, more properly, conspiracy of interests, which constitutes the tariff majority in the United States, will exhibit this idea in a more striking point of view than anything I have yet advanced on the subject . . . .

I beg leave now to suggest, for the consideration of the committee, some historical analogies which are calculated to exhibit, in a strong, practical point of view, the tyranny and injustice of this proscriptive system of legislation which the majority of Congress have carried on for the last ten years against the lawful   [533]   commerce of the southern States. What, then, is the sum and substance of that system? It is precisely this, sir : that the southern States shall be prohibited from carrying on commerce in certain articles with the nations of the world, and shall be restricted to an intercourse with the tariff States of this Union. This reduces the southern States to a state of colonial vassalage to the tariff States, decidedly worse than that of our ancestors to Great Britain. What was the amount of the colonial vassalage of our ancestors? It was nothing more than that they should be " prohibited from carrying on commerce, in certain articles, with the nations of the world, and should be restricted to an intercourse with Great Britain."

The southern States, then, are reduced to the very same relation to the tariff States, in point of principle, as that in which all the colonies formerly stood to Great Britain. They have changed their masters, to be sure; and I will now proceed to inquire what they have gained by the change.

I confidently assert that the restrictions imposed by the tariff States upon the commerce of the planting States, are one hundred times more injurious and oppressive than all the colonial restrictions and taxes which Great Britain ever imposed, or attempted to impose, upon the commerce of our forefathers. Yes, sir, a revolution which severed a mighty empire into fragments, and which history has already recorded as the first in the annals of human liberty, originated in restrictions and impositions, not a whit more tyrannical  in principle, and, as I will proceed to demonstrate, not a hundredth part so oppressive in point of fact, as the restrictions and impositions now unconstitutionally imposed upon the southern States.

The prohibition which excluded our ancestors from the commerce of all other countries but Great Britain, was almost purely nominal. Without that prohibition, the trade of the colonies would have been confined almost exclusively to the mother country. She furnished them with the best market in the world for all the productions of their industry. She supplied the articles they wanted cheaper than they could be obtained from any other nation, and gave them a better price for their productions. But the very opposite of this is true as to the restrictions of which we now complain.
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Instead of coinciding with the natural course of trade, they come directly in contact with it. The southern States are excluded from their natural markets ‑the very best in the world, for the purpose of confining them to a market which is, in all respects, the very worst. Europe now consumes five‑sixths of our agricultural staples, and the consumption would be indefinitely extended, if the trade was unrestricted; the tariff States could not consume, under any circumstances, more than one‑fifth of these staples. Great Britain, France, and Holland could furnish us with such manufactures as we want, at a price one‑third less than that for which they ever can be furnished by the manufacturing States of this Union; and, under these circumstances, we are compelled to purchase from these States, and denied our natural right of purchasing from foreign nations. In one word, we are excluded from the very best markets in the world, and confined to that in which we can get least for what we have to sell, and are compelled to give most for what we desire to purchase.

The duties and restrictions imposed upon the commerce of the southern States for the exclusive benefit of the tariff States, amount to a larger sum of taxation and oppression in a single year, than all the restrictions and taxes imposed upon all the colonies by the British Parliament, from the date of the stamp act to the breaking out of the revolutionary war.

The southern States are to all intents and purposes recolonized, as much so as if the British Parliament had the supreme legislative power of regulating their commerce . . . .

I must now invite the attention of the committee for a few mo​ments to a brief exposition of the actual condition of suffering to which the southern States have been reduced by this system. I will draw no picture of the imagination, but present a few decisive facts that will speak a language too unequivocal to admit of but one in​terpretation. For the last twelve years, the condition of the country. has been growing worse and worse, in a steady progression. Dur​ing this time, the price of cotton has fallen from thirty to ten gents a pound, and every thing else in a corresponding degree. This state of things is peculiarly distressing. Almost any condition is tolerable which is permanent. We become reconciled to it by habit, and make   [535]   all our calculations and pecuniary arrangements to accord with it. But when tariff is passed after tariff, extending further and further the oppressive influence of the system, constant pecuniary embarrass​ment is the almost unavoidable result. l No prudence can avoid it. An unexpected decline in the price of produce baffles the calcula​tions even of the most cautious; and, in this downward tendency of things, the planter almost invariably finds, each successive year, his means of meeting his pecuniary engagements less than he reasonably calculated when he made them.

The profits of the cotton planter, with all the natural advantages with which Providence has favored him, are now actually less than those of any other description of capitalists in the Union. I speak of what I personally know, when I assert that the labor of a slave in the field does not yield the owner more than twelve and a half cents per day, on an average. Now, sir, I leave it to any gentleman from the middle or eastern States, to say whether the price of com​mon field labor is not three or four times as high. Taking the aver​age of the various kinds of labor in those States, I feel authorized to say, it may be set down at fifty cents a day. I am aware of the prevalence of an idea that slave labor is not as efficient as free labor; but, as regards agricultural pursuits, it is entirely erroneous. No white man from New England, or any where else, can do more field labor than a South Carolina slave. Taking the average of the year, the southern planter has greatly more labor performed by each hand, than the northern farmer. With us, there is no season of rest from one end of the day, or from one end of the year, to the other. The winter season, which is a period of festivity and rest with the northern farmers, is, with our planters, a period of active and laborious preparation for the ensuing spring. If, not​withstanding, he cultivates the most valuable staple in the world, and works thus incessantly through the whole year, the labor of the southern planter is not one‑fourth part as productive as the average of northern labor, does it not furnish a striking commen​tary upon the ruinous and exhausting effects of your oppressive system of taxation? If the soil and climate of Pennsylvania or   [536]   New York were as well adapted to the culture of cotton as those of South Carolina or Georgia, I am well satisfied, a Pennsylvania or New York farmer could not afford to cultivate cotton for less than twenty cents a pound, with all the industry and economy he could use. Let any man acquainted with the business of cotton planting make an estimate of the price for which he could afford to raise cotton, using hired labor at fifty cents a day, and he will find the statement I have made amply confirmed by the result.

