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PROTECTION

AND WAGES.

BY HENRY GEORGE.

F¥rom Chapter XIX of “Protection or Free Trade?"

We have in previous chapters sufficiently
seen the effect of prutection on the production
of wealth., Let us now inquire as to its effect
on wages. This is a question of the distribu-
tion of wealth.

Discussions of the tariff question seldom go
further than the point we have now reached,
for though much be said, in the United States
at least, of the effect of protection on wages,
it is a deduction from what is asserted of its
effect on the production of wealth. Its advo-
cates ciaim that protection raises wages; but
in so far as they attempt to prove this it is
only by arguments, such as we have already
examined and disproved, that protection in-
creases the prosperity of a country as a
whole, from which it is assumed that it must
increase wages. Or when the claim that pro-
tection raises wages is put in the negative
form (a favorite method with American pro-
tectionists) and it is asserted that protection
prevents wages from falling to the lower
level of other countries, this assertion is
always based on the assumption which in pre-
vious chapters we have seen to be fallacicus,
that protection is necessary to enable pro-
duction to be carried on at the higher level of
wages, and that if it were withdrawn pro-
duction would so decline, by reason of the
underselling of bome producers by foreign
producers, that wages must also decline,

But although its whole basis has already
beenr overthrown, let us (since this is the mos
important part of the question) examine
directly and independently the claim that
protection raises (vr maintains) wages.

Though the question of wages is primarily
a question of the distribution of wealth, no
protectionist writer that I know of ventures
to treat it as such, and free traders generally
stop where protectionists stop, arguing that
protection must diminish the production of
wealth, and (so far as they treat the matter
of wag 3) from this inferring that protection
must reduce-wages. For purposes of contro-
versy this is legically sufficient, since, free
trade being natural trade, the onus of proof
must lie upon those who would restrict it.
But ks my purpose is more than that of con-
troversy, I cannot be contented with showing
merely the unsounduess of the arguments of
protection. A true proposition may be sup-
ported by a bad argument, aud to satisfy
ourselves thoroughly as to the effect of pro-
tection we must irace its influence on the dis-
tribution, as well as on the production of
wealth. Error often arises from the assump-
tion that what benefits or injures the whole
must in like manner affect all its parts
Cuuses which increase or decrease aggrezate
wealth often produce the reverse effech on

classes or individuals. The resort to salt in-
stead of kelp for obtaining soda increased the
production of wealth in Great Britain, but
lessened the income of many highland land-
lords. The introduction of railways, greatly
as they have added to aggregate wealth,
ruined the busitess of mabpy small villages.
Out of wars, destructive to national wealth
though they be, great fortunes arise. Fires,
flovds and famines, while disastrous to the
community, may prove profitable to indi-
viduals, and he who has a contract to fill, or
who has speculated in stocks for a fall, may
be enriched by bard times.

As, however, those who live by their labor
constituse in all countries the large majority
of the people, there is a stropg presumption
that no matter who else is benefited anything
thut reduces the aggregate income of the
commurnity must be injurious to workingmen.
But that we may leave nothing to presump-
tion, however strong, let us examine directly
the effect of protective tariffs on wages.

‘Whatever affects the production of wealth
may at the same time affect distribution. It
is ulso possible that increase or decrease in
the production of wealth may, under certain
circurnstances, alter the proportions of distri-
buticn. But it is only with the first of these
questions that we have now to deal, since the
second goes beyond the question of tarifl, and
if it shall become necessary to open it, that
will not be untii after we have satisfied our-
selves as to the tendencies of protection.

Trade, as we bave seen, is 8 mode of pro~
duction, and the tendency of tariff restrictions
on trade is to lessen the production of weaith.
But protective tariffs also operate to alter the
distribution of wealth, by impusing higher
prices on some citizensand giving extra profits
to others. This alteration of distribution in
their favor is the impelling motive with those
most active in procuring the imposition of pro-
tective duties and in warning workmen of the
dire calamities that wjll come on them if such
duties are repealed. But in what way can
protective tanffs affeot the distribution of
wealth 1o favor of labor? The direct object
and effect of protective tariffs is to raise the
price of commodities. But men who work for
wages are not sellers of commodities; they
are sellers of lubor. They sell labor in order
that they may buy commeodities How ern
increa.seﬁ&t.he price of commodities benefit

| them?

I speak of price in conformity to the cus
tomn of comparing other values by that of
money. But money is only a medium of ex-
change and a measure of the comparative
values of other things. Money itself rises
and fails in value as compared with other
things, varying between time and time, and




)]

place and place. In reality the only true and
final standard of values is labor—the real
value of anything being the amount of labor
it will command in exchange. To speak ex-
actly, therefore, the effect of a protective
tariff is to increase the amount of labor for
which certain commodities will exchange.
Hence it reduces the value of labor just as it
increases the value of commodities.

Imagine a tariff that prevented the coming
in of laborers, but pluged no restriction on
the coming in of commodities. Would those
who have commodities to sell deem such a
tariff for their bepefit? Yet to say this would
be as reasonable as to say that a tariff upon
commodities is for the benefit of those who
have labor to sell.

It is not true that the produocts of lower
priced labor will drive the products of higher
priced labor out of any market in which they
can be freely sold, since, as we bhave already
seen, low priced labor does not mean cheap
production, and it is the comparative, not the
absolute, cost of production that determines
exchanges, And we have but to loock around
to see that even in the same occupation,
wages paid for labor whose products sell
freely together, are generally higher in large
cities than in small towns, in some districts
than in others.

It is true that there* is & constant tendency
of all wages to a common level, and that this
tendency arises from competition. But this
competition is not the competition of the
goods market; it is the competition of the la-
bor market. The differences between the
wages paid in the production of goods that
sell freely in the sume market cannot arise
from checks on the competition of goods for
sale; but manifestly arises from checks on the
competition of labor for employment. As
the competition of labor varies between em-
ployment and employment, or between place
and place, so do wages vary. The cost of
living being greater in large cities than in
small towns, the higher wages in the one are
nob more attractive than the lower wages in
the otber, while the differing rates of wages
in different districts are manifestly main-
tained by the inertia and friction which re-
tard the flow of population, or by causes,
physical or social, which produce differences
in the intensity of competition in the labor
market.

The tendency of wages to a common level

is quickest 1 the same occupation, because
the transference of labor is easiest. There
cannot be, in the same place, such differences
in wages in the same indusiry as may exist
between differentindustries, since labor in the
same industry can transfer itself from em-

ployer to employer with far less difficulty’

thao is involved in changing an occupation.
There are tines when we see one employer
reducing wages and others following his ex-
ample, but this oceurs too quickly to be caused
by the competition in the goods market It
occurs at times when there is great com-
petition in the labor market, and the
same coanditions which enable one em-
ployer to reduce wages enables others to do
the same. If it were the competition of the
goods market that brought wages to a level,
they could not be raised in one establishment
orin ome locality unless at the same time

raised in others that supplied the same mu.-
ket; whereas, at the times when wages go up,
we see workmen in one establishment or in
one locality first demanding an increase, and
then, if they are successful, workmen in other
establishments or localities following their
example.

If we pass now to a comparison of occupa-
tion with occupation, we see that although
there is a tendency to a common level, which
maintains between wages in different occupa-
tions a certain relation, there are, in the same
time and place, great differences of wages.
These differences are not inconsistent with
this tendency, but are due to it, just as the
rising of a balloon and the falling of a stone
exemplify the same pbysical law., While the
competition of the labor market tends to
bring wages in all cccupatious to a common
level, there are differences between occupa-
tions (which may be summed up asdifferences
in attraction and differences in the difficulty
of access) that check im various degrees
the competition of labor and produce
different relative levels of wages. Though
these differences exist, wagzes in different
occupations are nevertheless held in a certain
relation to each other by the tendency toa
common level, so that a reduction of wages
in one trade tends to bring about a reduction
in others, not through the competition of
the poods market, but through that of the
labor market. Thus eabinet makers, for
instance, could notlong get $2 where workmen
in other tradesas easily learned and practiced
were only getting §1, since the superior wages
would so attract labor to cabinet making as
to increase competition and bring .wages
down. But if the cabinet makers possessed a
union strong enough to strictly limit the num-
ber of new workmen entering the trade, is it
not clear that they could continue to get $2
while in other trades similar labor was only
getting $§1! As a matter of fact, trades
unions, by checking the competition of labor,
have considerably raised wages in many
occupations, and have evean brought about
differences between the wages of union and
non-union men in the same cccupation. And
what limits the possibility of thus raising
wages is-clearly not tbe iree sale of commodi-
ties, but the difficulty of restricting the com-
petition of labor.

Do not these factsshow that what American
workmen have to fear is not the sale in our
goods market of the products of ‘‘chesp for-
eign labor,” but the transference to our labor
market of that labor itselft Under the con-
diticns existing over the greater part of the
civilized world, the minimum of wages is
fixed by what economists call the *standard of
comfort”—that is to say, the poorer the mede
of life to which the laborers are accustomed
the lower are the wages and the greater is
their ability to compel a reduction in any
labor market they enter. What, then, shall
we sav of that sort of ‘“‘protection of Ameri-
can workingmen® which, while imposing duties
upon goods, under the pretense that-they are
made by “pauper labor," freely admits the
“pauper laborer” himself.

The incoming of the products of cheap labor
isa very different thing from the incommg of
chesp labor. The effect of the one is upon
the production of wealth, increasing the ag

6)

gregato amount to be distributed; the effect
of the other is upon the distribution of wealth,
decreasing the proportion which goes to the
working classess, We might permit the free
importation of Chinese commodities without in
the slightest degree affecting wages; but,
under our present coanditions, the free im-
migration of Chiness laborers would lessen
wages.

Let us imagine under the genersal conditions
of modern civilization one country of com-
paratively high wages and anotber couniry
of comparatively low wages. Let us, in im-
agination, bring these countries side by side,
separating them only by a wall which per-
mits the free transmission of commodities,
but is impassable for human beings. Can we
imagine, as protectionist notions require, that
the bizh wage country would do all the im-
porting and the low wage country all the ex-
porting, until the demand for labor so less-
ened in the one country that wages would
fall to the level of the other? That would be
to imagine that the former country would go
on pushing its commodities through this wall
and getting nothing in return. Clearly the
one country would export no more than it got
& retura for, and the other eould import no
more than it gave & return for. What would
go on between the two countries is the ex-
change of their respective productions, and,
as previously pointed out, what commodities
passed each way in this exchange would be
determined, not by the differences in wages
between the two countries, nor yet by differ-
ences between them in cost of production,
but by differences in each country in the com-
parative cost of producing different things.
This exchange of commodities-would go on to
the mutuat advantage of both countries, in-

“creasing the amount which each obtained;

but no matter to what dimensions it grew,
how could it lessen the demand for labor or
have any effect in reducing wages?

Now let us change the supposition and im-
agine such a barrier between the two coun-
tries as would prevent the passage of com-
modities, while, permitting the free passage
of men. No goods produced by the lower
paid labor of the one country could now be
brought into the other; but would this pre-
vent the reduction of wagest Manifestly not.
Employers in the higher wage country, being
enubled to get in laborers willing to work for
less, could guickly lower wages.

What we may thus see by aid of the imagi-
nation accords with what we do see as a
matter of fuct. In spite of the high duties
which shut out commodities on the pretense
of protecting American labor, American
workmen in all trades are being forced into
combigations to protect themselves by check-
ing the competition of the labor market. Our
protective tariff on commmodities raises the
price of commodities, but what raising there
is of wages has been accomplished by trades
unijons and the Knights of Labor. Break up
these organizations and what would the tariff
do to prevent the forcing down of wages in
all the now organized trades?

A scheme really iutended for the protection
of workingtnen from the competition of cheap
labor would not merely prohibit the importa-
tion of cheap labor under contract, but wouid
prohibit the landing of any laborer who had

not sufficient means to raise him above the
necessity of competing for wages, or who did
not give bounds to join some trades union and
abide by its rules. And if, under such a
scheme, any duties or commodities were im-
posed, they would be imposed, in preference,
on such commodities as could be produced
with small eapital, not on those which require
large capital—that is to say, the elfort would
be to protect industries in which workmen can
can readily engage on their own accouat,
rather than those in which the mere workman
can never hope to become his own employer.

Qur tariff, like all protective tariffs, aims
at nothing of this kind. it shields the em-
ploving producer from competition, but in no
way attempts to lessen competition among
those who must sell him their !abor; and the
industries it aims to protect are those in
which the mere workman, or even the work-
man with a small capital, is helpless—those
which eannot be carried on without large es-
tablishments, costlv machinery, great amounts
of capital, or the ownership-of natural oppor-
tunities which bear a high price.

It is manifest that the aim of protection is
to lessen competition in the selling of com-
modities, not in the selling of labor. In ne
case, save in the peculiar and exceptional
cases I shall hereafter speak of, can a tariff
on commodities benefit those who have labor,
not commodities, to sell. Nor is there in cur
tariff apy provision that aims at compelling
such employers asit benefits to share their ben-
efits with their workmen. While it gives these
employers protection in the goods market it
leaves them free trade in the labor market,
and for any protection they need workmeo
have to organize.

I am unot saying that any tariff could raise
wages, Iam merely pointing out that in our
protective tariff there is no attempt, however
inefficient, to do this—that the whole aim and
spirit of protection is not the protection of
the seliers of labor but the protection of the
buyers of labor, not the maintaining of wages
but the maintaining of profits The very
class that profess anxiety to protect Ameri-
can labor by raising the price of what they
themselves have to sell, notoriously buy la-
bor as cheap as they can and fiercely oppose
any combination of workmen to raise wages.
The ery of *‘protection for American labor®
comes most vociferously from newspapers
that lie under the ban of the printers’ unions;
from coal and iron lords who, importing .
“pauper labor” by wholesale, have bitterly
fought every effort of their men to claim any-
thing like decent wages; and from factory
owners who claim the right to dictate the
votes of men. The whole spirit of protection
is against the rights of labor.

This is so obvious as hardly to need illustra-
tion, but there is a case in which it is so
clearly to be seen as to tempt me to refer-
ence.

There is one kind of labor in which capita}
has no advantage, and that a kind which has
been held from remote antiguity to redound
to the true greatness and glory of a country
—~the labor of the author, a species of labor
hard jo itself, requiring long preparation, and
in the vast majority of cases extremely
meager in its pecuniary returns. What pro-
tection have the protectionist majorities that




have so long held sway in congress given to
this kind of labor! While the American
manufacturer of books—the employing capi-
talist who puts them on the market—has been
carefully protected from the competition of
foreign manufacturers, the American author

- has not only not been protected from the
competition of foreign authors, but bas been
exposed to the competition of labor for which
vothing whatever iz paid. He bas never
asked for any protection save that of common
justice, but this has been steadily refused,
Foreign made books have been saddled with
& high protective duty, a force of customs ex-
aminers is maintained in the post office, and
an American is not even allowed to accept
the present of a book from a friend abroad
without paying a tax for it.(1) But thisis not
to protect the American author, who as ao
author i8 8 mere laborer, but to protect the
American publigher, who is a capitalist. And
this capitalist, so carefully protected as to
what he has to sell, has been permitted to
compel the American author to compete with
stolen labor, .Congress, whick year after
year has been maintaining a heavy tariff, on
the hypooritical plea of protecting American
labor, has steadily refused the bare justice of
acceding to an international copyright which
would prevent American publishers from
stealing the work of foreign authors, and en-
able American authors not only to meet for-
eign authors on fair terms at home, but to
get payment for their books when reprioted
i foreign countries. An international copy-
right, demanded as it is by honor, by morals
and by every every dictate of patriotic pol-
icy, bas always beer opposed by the protec
tive interesia.(2) Could anything more clearly
show that the real motive of protection is al-
ways the profit of the employing capitalist,
never the benefit of labor?

What would be thought of the congressman
who should propose, as & ‘“‘workingman's
measure,” to divide the surplus in the treas
ury between two or three reilway kings, and
who should gravely argue that to do this
would be to raise wages in all occupations,
since the railway kings, finding themselves so
much richer, would at once raise the wages
of their employes; which would Jead to the
raising of wages o all railways, and this
again to_the raising of wages in all oceupa-
tions? Yet the contention that protective

(1) Although & great sum is raised in the
United States every year to send the bible to
the heathen in foreign parts, we impose for
the protection of the home “bible manufac-
turer” a heavy tax upon the bringing of bibles
into our country. There have recently been
complaints of the smuggling of bibles across
our northern froutier, which have doubtle
tnspired our custom house officers to renewe
vigilance, since, according to an official ad-
vertisement, the following property, seiged
for violation of the United States revetiue
laws, was sold at public auctioa in front of
the custom house, Detroit, on Saturday, Feb,
6, 1886, at 12 o’clock noon: 1 set silver jewelry,
8 buttles of brandy, ¥ yards astrachan, 1 silk
tidy, 7 books, 1 shawl, 1 sealskin cloak, 2
rosaries, 1 woolen shirt, 3 pairs of mittens, 1
pair of stockings, 1 bottle of gin, 1 bible,

{2) An exception is to be made in favor of
Horace Greeley, who, though s pProtectionist,
did advocate an international copyright.

(3] '
duties on goods raise wages involves just -~ —

such assumptions, : _

It is claimed that protection raises the
wages -of labor—that is to say, of labor gen-
erally. It is not merely contended that it
raises wages in the special industries pro-
tected by the tariff. That would be to con-
fess that the benefits of protection are dis-
tributed with the partiality, a thing which its
advocates are ever anxious to deny. It is
always assumed by protectionista that the
benefits of protection are felt in ail industries,
and even the wages of farm laborers (in an
industry which in the United States is not
and cannot be protected by the tariff) are
rointed to as showing the results of protec
tion. '

The scheme of protection is, by checking
importation to increase the price of protected
commodities 80 as to enable the home pro-
ducers of these commodities to make larger
profits. It is only as it does this, and so long
as it does this, that protection can have any
encouraging effect at all, and whatever
:gect. it has upon wages must be derived from

is.

I have already shown that protection can-

not, except temporarily, increase the profits .

of producers as producers; but without re-
gard to this it is clear that the contention
that protection raises wages involves two
assumptions: (1) that the increase in the
profits of emvloyers means increase in the
wages of their workmen:; and (2) that in-
crease of wages in the protected occupations
involves increase of wages in all occupations.

To state these assumptions is to show their
absurdity. Is there any one who really sup-
poses that because an employer makes larger
profits he therefore pays higher wagest

I rode not long since on the platfcrm of a
Brooklyn horse car and talked with the
driver. He told me, bitterly and despair-
ingly, of bis long hours, hard work and poor
pay—bow he was chained to that car, a verier
siave than the horses he drove; and how by
turning himself into this kind of & horse driv-
ing machine he could barely keep wife and
3hild’;'en. laying by nothing for a ‘rainy

ay.

Iysaid to him, *“Would it not be 2 good thing
if the legislature were to pass a law allowing
the companies to raise the fare from five to
six cents, so as to enable them to raise the
wages of their drivers and conductors”

The driver measured me with a quick
glance, and then exclaimed: ‘They give us
more becanse they made more! You might
raise the fare to six or to sixty cents, and
they would not pay us a penny more No
matter how much they made, we would get
no more, go long as there are hundreds of
men waiting and anxious to take our places.
The company would pay higher dividends or
water the stock, not raise our pay.”

Was not the driver rightt Buyers of labor, -

like buyers of other things, pay, not accord-
ing to what they can, but according to what
they must, There are occasional exceptions,
it is true; but these exceptions are referable
to motives of benevolence, which the shrewd
busizess man keeps out of his business, o
matter how much he may otherwise indulge
them. Whether you raise the profits of a

horse car company or of a manufacturer,

fof réducing wages. " Biit this is an excuse -
_crease the éompetition of Workinén for em-

" wages theif . émployes  will be ¢ompelled to

Bibce my talk with thie driver, the horse car-

_ of manipilations which cafi bé learned by

. e7en a few hours. - As to all-this Jabor, which -
«<oustitutes by far the gréater part of the |

neither-will dn. that adeonnt pay any hipher
wages. Employera Rever give the increase.
of - their profits as a reéason for raising the :
waged of their workmen; though they fre- |
quently assign decreased profits asa reagon

10t a reason. The true Téason is” that the-
dull “times: which® difnifiish their profits in=

ployment. - Such ' éxcuses ave given -only
when - émployers feel that if they reduce |

submit to the reduction, gifice othiers will ba
glad' to step into. their plices,  And whers |
trades unions succeed in chiecking this com-
petition: -they - are. enabled: t6 riize wages. -

employeés of New Yotk and Brookiyn, organ=
ized ibto assémbliés of ‘the Knights -of Labor
and supported by that sssociation, have sio- -
ceeded in somewhut raising their pay_and
shortening their hours, $hus gaining what o |
increase in the profits of the cothpanies would
bave had the sliglitest fendeticy to iive them.

_ No_matter how miich & protective duty
may increasé the profits of émployers it will
have no effeat In" raisibg wages unléss it o
wets upon competitich .43 to give Worlmeit

for a dertain kind of skilled labof; the Wageéa.

to an extent and for a time determined by~
the .difficuities of obtaining skilled laborers
from other countries or of the'acquirement by
new laborers'of the needed skiil.- - C

But in any industry it is only” the few Work:
men of pecular skill %o can’ this bs affectad.
and even when by these few such an advans |

tage is gained, it-can ouly be maintaited b;

trades upions that limit-entrance to.the éraft.
The cases are, I think, feiw indeed in. whick
any increase of Wwages hds this been gained:
by even that small class of workimen who in
any protected  industry. require such éxéep-
‘tional skill that thejr raiks cannot easily be-|
swelled; and the cases are fewer still; if they
exist all; in which the difficulties.‘of: bringing
workmen from abroad, or teaching tew-Work-
men, have long sufficed t6 maihtain: stich:in-
crease. ' As for the great mass. of thoseé
engaged in the protécted industries, their
labor can hardly bé “called skilled. . Much of .
it ‘ean be performed by. ordinary unskilied"
laborers, and much of it does not.even need
the physical ‘strength of the adult man, bat '
<consists of the mere ténding of machinery; or

‘boys and girlsin & fow ‘weéks, a féw days, or

labor required in the industries We most care-
fully protéet, aby teiporary. effect which a

-tariff might-havetoincrease wages i the way-|
pointed out’ would be &6 quickly lost that it |

could hardly ba said to. come into. operation
For an incréase in the Wages of sich occupas
tions woild at oncé be culnteracted by the
flow of labor from other occupaticns. - And it
st betemembered that the effect-of ‘‘ens

‘which the

& level, and unless raised in.the lowestand
: widest ocdupations can béraised in ‘any pars
-tiéllar o¢cupation only as:itis walled in fromm—
“éompetitions S L
" The general rate of wages in every country
is manifestly detérmined by the rateé .in the -
‘oc€upations which. require léast spacvial skill, - - T

Nor could wages be raised if the bounty -

industriés, We were to make laws by Which so
mich should be added to the  wages of the
workmen, the increased competition which

S8HIF to discourage other industries, and thus
toforcé labor ifito the protected industri esby T
driving it out of others. | S

ff aiths t6 give employing pro- - .
ducers wéfe given directly to their workmen. -

‘If, instead of laws itténded to add to the
“profits of thé employibg -prodicers in certain -

thie bounty woiild cause would soon bring -

Wages plus the bounty to the Fate &t which
wages stood without the bounty. . The Fesult -

. wolld be what it was in England wheh, dur~
ing the early parbof this century, it wasat- -
_témpted o improve thé iniserable condition -
- of agriciltural laborers by “grantsin aid of
‘wages” from patish rates. Just as the grants
‘wete tiiade; 80 did-the wages paid by the

farmerysink. - :
" The car driver ‘was right.

tothing eould

taisé his wages that did not lessen the com- -
‘petition of those who stood  ready to take his -
_place for the wiges he was getting. If we

weTe to enact that every éar driver should be
paid a dollar ‘s day additiohal from public -

funds, the resalt would simply bé thatthemen

who afe afixiolis to get places aa car drivers.

| for the wages now paid Woiild be as anxions -

| to gét them at one dollar leds: If we Wéte to -
give evéry car driver {wo dollars a day; the .

| companies Woiild be able to. get mén without
-paying thém anything, just as where réstaus

Tant Wwaiters are customarily’ feed by the -

. of such labor may be. tethporarily incréased, | patrons, théy get little or o wages; and in

some Cases even pav s bonus for their places.

. Butif it be préposterous to- imagine ‘that
any efféct a‘tariff miay havé to raise profits in-
| 'the protected industiies can. rdise Wagesin

those industries, what shall we say of vhe no- -
‘tion that-sich raisifg of wages i the pros
tected industrigs wold raisé wages in all’
industries? ‘This islilte saying that to dath the

| -Hudsdn river would raise thé level: of New
York harbor and corséquently thab of the

Atlantie ocedb. Wages, like water, ténd to

afid to which the man who bas nothing but
Lis l&bor can most easily résort. As they ens

gage the greater body of -labor thése Gecupas

tions cofistitute the base “of the industrial

orgahization;. and are to other occupations .

‘what the océan is to ‘its bays The rate of
wages in._ the higher “occupatiofis: cin be
raiséd above the rate prevailing in- the lower

only as the higher occupations are sbut off

from the inflow of 'labor by their greater risk
or uncertainty, by their requirement of s

_perior skill, education or matiral ability, or
by restrictiéns such as" those imposed by Ll

trades uniona. _Aud $o secure -anything like :

8 genéral rise-of wages, ofeven to. secire & .

-rise of wages in any occupation upon ingress -
- Yo' which Festrictions are n6t at the same time

' placed, it is necessary to: Faise wages'ih. the”
-lower and wider occupations. - That is to 84y, .

Yo Téturn to our forter illustration, the level

oouragiig” any industry by taxationis neces-

‘of Mg baysand harbors that open into it eafis




~— labor thus engaged can mever-bé mofe thian

-— -— colonial days, before we bad..any pfotective
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ot be ra.tsed antil the ]evel of the . ocea.n i8]
raised.

If it were ewdent in” no other - WAy, the_
recognition of ‘this general prineip wbu]d}]
suffice to make it clear that-dutiés ofi 1poTts’
oan-never raise the general Fate o ‘wages:
For import duties can only “‘protect” oeclpa--
tions in which there is not sufficient labor em--
ployed to produce the supply we neéd, . The

afraction of thelabor envaged in produciiig
commaodities -of which we”not only Provide |-
the home supply'but have & surpius fof ex-
port, and the labor enva.ged in- work that
must be done.oit’ the spot. :
No'matter what the shape or size of an ice-"
berg, the massabove the water miist be very
much less than the mass below- the water:
Bo po matter what be tha -conditions of & |
country or what the peculiarities of -its ins’
dustry, that part of its labor engaged i oe-
cupations that can be “protected" by imgort
duties must always be small as compared
with that engaged in occupations’ that can:
not be protected. In the United -States; | ;
where protection has been carried to the tut-.
most, the census retarns show that not more
than one twentieth of the labor of the ¢dun=
{ry is engaged in protected industries. o
In the United States,  as in the world at |
large, the lowest and ‘widest- occupa.t:ons.
are those in which men.apply their labor di-
rectly to nature; and of these agnculture is |
" the most unporta.nt. How qhulckly the rise of .
wages in these "oceupations will ‘inérease -
wages in all occupations wias shown in the
early days of California, as afterward in .
Australia. - Had anything Happened 'in Cali-
fornin to increase the demand for cooks ér
carpenters or painters, the rise in such wapges |
would have been quickly met by the inflow.of
lebor from other occupations and’ in this way
retarded and finally neutralized.- Bat ‘the |
discovery ot the placer mives, which greatly
raised the wages of unskilled labor, raised |
wages in all occupations. )
The difference of wages betweén the United -
Btates and European couatries is itsélf  an
illustration of this. principle. - During our

tariff, ordinary wages wete higher hiére than
“in Europe. The reason is élear. - Land being
easy to obtain, the laborer could readlly em "f
ploy himself, and wages in agriculture being. |
thus maintained at a higher lovel, the general

rate of wages was hizher., And since ‘up t6
the present time it has been easier to obtain:

land here tharn in Europe,-the hlgher rate of

wages in agricuiture has kept upa hlo'her

genera] rate.

To raise the general rate of wnges in the
United States the wages of agricultiiral -1a-
bor must be raised. But our tariff does not .
.and cannot raise even the price of agricult:
ural produce, of which we are’ exporters;.

- not lmporters. Yet, even had weas dense &
-population in proportion to our availablé’
land as Great Britein, and were we, like her, :
importers- ot exporters of agncultural pro--
ductions, & protective tariff upon such pro-.
ductions could pot ~ increase agr:cultural
wages, Btill less could it increase’wages in’
other occupations, whick would then have be:
come the widest. This we may see by.the-
offect of tho corn ‘laws in Great Bntam, :

I

-but’ stea
labor” 0 Europe. It does not follow that -

under the 'condxf:xons' I speik of; Bot: becomo'
a8 clear hére as in Great Bntam},
which ‘bénefited- the - fai

own_er of éapital, biit-as & laborsr,

‘We thus see from theory that protectlon
_cannot raise wages  That it does not, facts.
- show conclusively. ~='This has bee ,
 Spain, - ib - France; -in: Mexico, in Encr land
-dufifig protection times, afd- evervwhero .
that protéction has been triéd: . In countfies -
| where the workibg ¢lasses hava [little or Do

inflience Aapon - government itis never even

pretended that protection raises wages: It
| is_only. in- éountries. like thé Tnited States,
where 1txsneoessary to ‘cajole theé warkmg‘

€lads, that sich a _preposterons plea is miade. .

3 And here the fa:]ure of protecmon to raise

many other oountr:es, not because of. pro-

| teéction, bt - because we have - :
“vacant.land to overrun. Before.we had any -
| tariff wages were higher bere than:in Eircpe,

and far higher; rélatively to the productlve~

“ness of. 1abor, ‘thah: they dre now after piir. :
years.of proteétidn; In spite of all ot pro-.

tection=—aid; for tha last twenty- four Veafs
at leasb, protectionists haveé had it a1l their

own_ way<the - condition . of _the laboring: -

classes of thé. United. States has beeti. slowly .
- sinking to that of the  {‘pauper:

' that. protecnon ha.s proved powerless to pre— .

vent it

To discover whether protect:on has or has
‘ot beneﬁted the . working - classes of the.

venfy and examme. The determmmg fa.cts
- arenotofiotis, Itisamatter of coiimon knowl=:

edgé that -those to whom ‘wé have given

_power to.tax the Americah people “for the -

¥ woiild; have: the*. ) =
slighitest tendency to raise wages, sive as it T
- bénefted Lim; not as an owaer of laiid oF aa.

: m-liyaterlous Disappearance:
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protection . of American Andustry”™ pay. their

-employes as l:ttle as’ thev can and make o

against whose - produets the tanﬂ' i8- main-
tained: . It is notoricus that wagés in the pro-
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; tlons tendto brmv workmen mto a. atnte ot e
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