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More Imports - More Jobs

Senator Robert A. Taft of Ohio,
in the course of his campaign for
the Presidential nomination, said re-
cently: “The Republican Party be-
lieves in imposing and retaining a
tariff egual to the différence in the
cost of produciion abroad and the
cost of production at home”

Senator Taft is true to hig heri«
fage, His amiable father, the late
President William Howard Taft, was
& staunch advocate of a high pro-
tective tariff, too staunch, perhaps,
for nis own good. His best remem-
bered speech ig otte delivered at Wi-
nons, Minnesstn, during the presi-
dential campaign of 1912, in defense
of the Payne Act, a turiff measnre
enacted by the Repuhlicansg in 1900.
Unfortunately for the elder Taft, the
speech wotked in reverse, In the
tlectoral college ballot, the genial
president running for reelection re-
ceived only 38 of the 531 votes cast.
It is not surprising that William
Howard Taft is remembered more
for his kindly disposition than for
his political acumen.

‘The senatorial son might draw a
lesson from bhis father's experience.
Perhaps he has; and perhaps he has
concluded, as well he might, that
there was nothing in his fathers
unfortunate experience to prove that
adherence to a high protective tariff
is politically inexpedient, He might
puint out with truth thai the tariff
guestion was bult one, and a lessen
one at that, of & multitude of causes
leading to his father’s political down-
fall. And ever if voters in 1812
were antagonistic to high' tariffs,
their attitude could justly be de-
scribed as but a passing phase. Had
not the Republican party, the tradi-
tionally high tariff party, won most
of the national elections since ihe
Civil War? It could hardly be
tlaimed that the great mass of vot-
ers for any considerable lehgth of
time have favored low tariffs, much
less free trade.

The evidence is all {0 the econ-
trary. Senator Tafl might claim,
foo, and Wwith egual validity, thet
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there are more than a few high tar-
iff advocates among the Democrats,
though that argument would piove
considerably less than nothing. No,
thefe is nothing in the record to
prove that whooping it up for the
high tafiff has lost its efficacy as
8 device for capturing votes.

But for those 6f us who agree with
the fellow who defined a Republican
as one who thought a Democratic ad-
ministration was bad for the coun-
tI‘Sf, and a Democrat as onc who
thought a Republican administration
bad for the country, and said they
were both right, some consideration
of the econoinic consequences of the
tariff may be of passihg interest,

Of the seven iariff measures en-
acted by Congress in the past 50
years, five were labeled Republican
and two Demwocratic. The Under-
wood Act passed in 1913 following
thie Democratic landslide which swept
the Taft administration out of office
in 1912, was an earnest and reasoh-
ably successful effort to undo some
of the more harmful provisions of
the Payne Act. 'The other piece of

DPemocratic tariff législation was the
Wilson Act of 1884, Whataver its
aim_it accomplished no great results,
though it was an improvement on
the McKinley Act of 1890.

Figures prepared by the Tariff
Commission in 1930 show the fol-
lowing estimates of the average ad

valorem duties embodied in thode
seven measites:

Smoot-Hawley Act (Rep.) 1930 41.54%%
Fordney Act (Rep.) 1922 38.22
Uhderwood Act {Derm.) 1918 26.97
Payne Act Rep.) 1909 40.73
Dingley Act {Rep.) 1897 46.49
Wilzon Act (Dem.) 1894 4139
McKinley Act (Rep.) 1890 4%.39

i

The above figures suggest that {he.
tariff of 18930, though higher than
that of 1922, whs lower than the
Dingley and McKinley Acts, How-
ever, because radical changes have
taken place in the charactér of
Ameriean imports in recent years,
the figures must be read with cau-
tion. Aectually, the Bmoot-Hiwley
bill of 1980 represented the peak of
economic mnationalisin, ‘That act,
passed al the vociferous insistence. of-
industries having a vested interest
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in the maintenance of tariffs, not
only increased rates but also au-
thorized the government to impose
additional duties to offset any sub-
sidy that might be granted by a for-
eign nation to stimulate exports to
the United States,

During the making of the Smoot-
Hawley bill, 26 nations protested of-
ficially apgainst the contemplated
rates. After its passage, more
than a thousand American econg-
mists urged President Hoover not to
sign the bill. Following its enactment
ne less than 50 nations took action
against the United States by raising
fheir tariffs, or establishing quotas,
gpecial import duties or embargoes.
World trade fell from $68,000,000,000
to $23,000,000,000 a year, and part
and parcel of this drop was the un-
precedented unemployment we have
had in the psst ten years. In 1929,
United States exports provided a
livelihood for 2,585,000 families; in
1932 the number had dropped to 767~

- 620,

Obviously, the decline in world
trade was not the only cause of the
current depression, but it iz a mat-
ter of record that unempldyment
struck most heavily at those indus-
tries largely dependent on world
trade, In 1929 we were exporting
36% of our copper, 31% of our lubri-
cating oil, 41% of our typewriters,
49% of our cotton, 41% of our tobaec-
co. Ezxports in these industries de-
clined sharply after the Smoot-Haw-
ley bill became the law of the land.
‘Workers lost their jobs by the thou-
sands, and their purchasing power
for other goods—suits, dresses, fur-
niture, hosiery, shoes, glass, china,
food, etec.-practically stopped, and
the <circle of unemployment grew
wider and wider,

Between 1922 and 1929 our im-
ports increased by 34%, and exports
gained 51%. During that period,
under the mistaken idea that it was
undesirable to import goods, we were
lending millions of dollars abroad to
finance foreign purchases of Amer-
ican goods. Finally we found it im-
possible to continue the fantastic
policy of supplying both the mer-
chandise and the money te pay for
it. Our alternative was to amccept
payment in essential commedities,
But what we did was to raise far-

iffs even higher by the Smoot-Haw-
ley Act of 1930, The result was
that American industry, instead. of
being protected by the tariff, soon
found itself being destroyed by it.
Workers, instead of receiving higher
wages, lost their jobs in steadily in-
creasing numbers,

Senator Taft, yearning to be pres-
ident, might ponder on these things.
Let him delve into the records ever
so little and he will see for himself
whether high tariffs are the unfail-
ing panacea the grand old Republi-
can Party would have us believe. He
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might begin with import data of the
Department of Commerce and em-.
ployment data of the Department of
Labor, It won't take him more than
five minutes to discover that em-
ployment has always been highest
Wwhen imports were highest, and low-
est when imports were lowest. ;
If the Senator would be interest-:
ed in learning how tariffs subsidize i~
inefficient industries at the expense
of the American people, he might
turn to manganese. Manganese ore
is esgential in the production of steel.
Rich deposits are found in India,:
Russia, Brazil and the Gold Coast:
of Africa., Deposits in the United
States are poor and not extensive.:
The Smoot-Hawley Act imposed a
duty of $22.40 a ton on manganese, .
which in 1922 was 87% ad valorem, .
In 1929 we imported 316,000 tons of
manganese, on which we paid a duty
of over §7,000,000, Our domestic
production wag only 27,000 tons. We;
paid a tariff, or tax, of more than:
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§7,000,000 to protect an ‘American
industry whose total output was

-worth only §1,300,000. The American

industry was so small that compara-
lively few workers were employed
in it. So few, indeed, that it would
have been cheaper for the American
people to have closed down the in-
dustry and given évery manganese
worker an annuity equal to his av-
erage wage, plus room and board
at the Waldorf for the rest of his
life rather than burden the nation-
with the added price we paid for
manganese because of the $7,000-
000 tariff.

But perhaps candidate Taft is not
interested in such things. After al,
he doesn’t want to be an economist
—he wants to be president. Econom-
ists don't get to be president; poli-
ticians do. Let him .eschew’ econom-
ics, outpromise the New Deal, and
borrow some of old Doc Town-
send's ideas, and he may yet win
the object of his heart’s desire.

Yet, come what may, this strange
fact remains: that in all our recent
American exXperience, employment in
this country has closely followed the
volume of our imports. One would
imagine therefore, that politicians,
having in mind a program for solv-
ing our most pressing social prob-
lem, unemployment, would at least
bring this fact to light and make an
effort to lift the blockade of trade
imposed by tariff barriers, A piat-
form offering lower tariffs would, on
the record, be a platform offering
wider employment. There's no copy-
right on such a platform; it may be
had faor the taking, Who'll take it?



