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NOTE ON COPIES

Perhaps unusually for collected papers relating to the

Edwardian period, the Tariff Commission Papers contain both

incoming correspondence and copies of outgoing correspondence.

Since the latter are virtually all carbon copies of typed
letters, the conventional procedure of directing attention to

copies in footnotes has been dispensed with.
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ABSTRACT

This thesis examines the history of Joseph Chamberlain's Tariff

COrrmUssion, with special reference to the years 1903-13, when Tariff

Reform bulked so large in British politics.

Chapter 1 charts the difficulties that the complex debate posed for

Tariff Reformers. In his 'first campaign' Chamberlain attempted to avoid

them, at first by avoiding details of his policy, and subsequently by

promising the establishment of a 'commission' of businessmen which would

draft a 'costless', 'scientific' tariff.

Chapter 2 tells of the backstage moves that led to the formation of

the Commission. Its main purpose, however, is to examine the ideology of

Hewins, the Commission's secretary and Tariff Reform's leading economic

thinker. As a historical economist, he believed that neo-classical

economics paid insufficient attention to economic dynamics, and that

inductive study would reveal the causes and remedies of Britain's economic

'decline' •

Chapter 3 examines the economic interests of the business members of

the Commission. It suggests that fiscal allegiance was less simply a

matter of industrial interest than some historians have thought. Often, it

was political alignment which determined fiscal allegiance. Nevertheless,

broad industrial biases remain, and on this wider front strict determinism

remains a valid element in the analysis.

Chapter 4 uncovers the working of the Corr.massion. Its rigid method-

ology, particularly the 'reduction' process, imparted bias into its

operations in spite of Hewins's belief that, since facts were facts and

description revealed causation, neutrality on the fiscal issue was
unimportant. Furthermore, businessmen al.ding the inquiry were self-

selecting, another element i~arting bias.



Chapter 5 ex~nes the Commission's inquiry into the iron and steel

industry, including a study 1n more detail of the 'reduction' process which

lay at the core of its method. The Commission's treatment of dumping and

of the effect of a tariff on price are given special attention. The chapter

concludes by stuqying the Commission's drafting of a tariff schedule,

demonstrating both the economic and the political difficulties encountered.

Chapter 6 shows the Commission's handling of a strongly Free Trade

industry, cotton, and its admission that the case for protection was weak.

Finding in its quite careful statistical analysis that the British industry

was in relative decline, the Commi ssi on argued that 'retaliation 'was the

best long-term safeguard of the industry's prosperity.

Chapter 7 discusses the inC},uiryinto agriculture. The Agricultural

Committee was less cautious than its parent, but even here political

considerations and conflicting interests within agriculture put severe

constraints on its recommendations. Though improving agriculture's lot an

the Tariff Reform package, the Committee probably did not dispel the

suspicion amongst many farmers that, compared with industry, they stood to

gain little from Chamberlain's policy.

Chapter 8 analyses the Commassion's failure, for both political and

economic reasons, to draft tariff schedules for most industries it studied,

its failure to encompass banking in its examination, and its failure to

produce an integrated tariff which harmonised interests between different

industries. Propagandist activity, never absent from Commission business,

increased as Hewins ventured directly into politics himself. The chapter

concludes with a survey of the Commission's activities during the First

World War, by which time its original purpose had been forgotten.



CHAPTER 1

The Development of a Tariff Reform Policy during

Joseph Chamberlain's First Campaign,

May 1903 - February 19041

Few dates of the Edwardian era are better remembered than 15 May 1903.

On that day, in a speech at Birmingham, Joseph Chamberlain launched a

campaign to widen the commodity base of Britain's import duties, partly for

protection for its own sake and partly as a necessary prerequisite for

granting preferential treatment to the colonies. Though there is no

realistic way of quantifying the importance of any motivating factor in a

decision to embark upon a programme of this kind, there can be no doubt that

both political and economic motives weighed heavily in Chamberlain's mind,

and since he saw his policy as the means of obtaining both his economic and

his political objectives it matters little which of those objectives he
2regarded as paramount. But, though the "ends" of the policy might be both

poli ti cal and economi c , the "means" were not. As the campaign developed,

the policy had to be formulated in more detail than had emerged from the

Birmingham speech, and had to possess economic validity, since without this

they would possess no political credibility. Where did the specific

measures, the economic tools to bring about the Tariff Reformers' desires,

come from? The many autobiographies, even Chamberlain's collected papers,
give us little idea. Indeed, in Amery's Life of Joseph Chamberlain, the

1. An earlier version of this chapter has appeared in W.H. Chaloner and
B.M. Ratcliffe (eds.), Trade and Trans ort: Essa s in Economic
History in Honour of T.S. Willan, Manchester, 1977 •

2. It is recounted by a biographer of Bonar Law that the deciding factor
in Chamberlain's decision was the imperial rather than the
protec~ioniBt is~ue, w?ich he "Should have left ... to younger men".
But th1~ ~elps l1ttle :n an assessment of the importance of economic
and po11t1cal factors 1n the desire for Empire consolidation. See
Chamberlain's remarks, quoted in H.A. Taylor, The Strange Case of
Andrew Bonar Law (London, n.d. but c. 1929), p. 78.
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most detailed political biography of the period, the economic measures at

the heart of the campaign emerge quite l~te, almost as a bolt from heaven,

at Glasgow in October.l

It is the intention of this chapter to argue that the detailed

measures - and they really were not very detailed, nor were they considered

so by the Tariff Reformers - emerged from the public debate that immediately

surfaced in the wake of the Birmingham speech, and which dominated the

columns of the press 1n the ensuing months. There is perhaps insufficient

evidence to regard them as having originated in the debate, though it seems

that way at times. But at least they were conditioned and moulded by the

course of the debate into the form which they possessed by February 1904.
In the public controversy a conflict between policy objectives and

policy measures, between "ends" and "means", was evident. Chamberlain hoped

to win acceptance of his policy in terms of objectives, since these were the

less controversial. His opponents would not - indeed, could not - let him;

they sought constantly to illuminate the weaknesses contained in the

specific measures Which, they asserted, he would have to advocate. In the

debate over measures Chamberlain was less convincing, and had to advocate a

new methodology. The most significant event establishing a terminal date

for the first campaign was not so much, as is commonly supposed,

Chamberlain's departure on a Continental holiday after a particularly

gruelling series of major speeches but the establishment of a new organisation,

the Tariff Commission. Partly intended as a propagandist body, partly as

an investigating committee of more noble purpose, the task of the commission

was to bring new methodologies to bear in the formulation of policy, to

enable the discussion to break out of a closed loop of controversy which

revolved around imponderables. The Commission's scientific task was to

find answers; its propagandist task was to be seen to be finding answers.

1. J. Amery, The Life of Joseph Chamberlain, (vols. 5 and 6): Joseph
Chamberlain and the Tariff Reform Campaign (London 1969) chapters100-10. --- - , ,
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I

In terms of its content the Birmingham speech did not formulate new

proposals and policies. Chamberlain was content to start off his movement

by appealing that the time had come to review thoroughly Britain's
. . . h 1commerclal arrangements and the place of the colonles ln tern. Indeed, in

a literal sense he did not so much advocate imperial preference as urge that

people should discuss the issue in what later became known as the "great
• • II 2lnqulry In this, people took him up immediately. Whatever backstage

manoeuvring was going on, the immediate effect on the public was their

bombardment by an unprecedented volume of Tariff Reform and Free Trade

material. Speech-making was a primary weapon here - in the series of

great speeches of summer 1903 the fiscal debate seldom took second place to

the 1902 Education Act, and any such reversal of priorities was usually

practised by second- rather than first-rank political figures. But it

should be remembered that the biggest meetings reached directly only some

5,000 or 7,000 people, and much of this was preaching to the converted.

The only contact of most people with the debate was through the press.

Here not only were major speeches reported verbatim but there were also

widespread reporting of minor speeches, even on a very local level, endless

columns of editorial comment, and thousands of letters. And in a

controversy with so many participants, dealing with economic issues and

their political implications, political issues and their economic

implications, it was inevitable that there was much confusion and

uncertainty.

Chamberlain's aim as expressed in the Birmingham speech was imperial

unity in the face of a Changing world order and the rise of new economic

supe r-powe rs • But he knew that such unity could be promoted by means only
•

1. Chamberlain, at Birmingham, 15 May 1903; reprinted in Times 16 M~
1903, p. 8.

2. This phrase had SUfficient currency at the time to be chosen as the
title of Hilaire Belloc's satirical pamphlet The Great Inquiry (London,
1903) •
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of reciprocal preferences, Slnce other methods (closer co-operation in

imperial defence, and the proposal of the 1890s for a "Council of Empire")

had already been vetoed by the self-governing colonies at the previous two
1colonial conferences. Very quickly the Free Traders began to formulate

possible schemes from the implications of Chamberlain's generalised

statements. Asquith was one of the first to suggest that the plan involved

taxation not only of imported food but also of imported raw materials.2

Furthermore, since only 20 per cent of Britain's food imports and only

33 per cent of her raw-material imports came from the colonies, British

costs of production would be bound to rise even if colonial products were

allowed in free. A few days later Dilke hammered this lesson home in the

Commons' debate on fiscal policy, in the process adding semi-manufactures

to the list.3

Chamberlain was reluctant to concede on this issue. In the Commons

debate he again stressed that imperial preference was raised only as an

issue for discussion. He merely:

••• called attention ••• to the opportunity existing at
the present time ••• of making preferential arrangements
in the nature of a reciprocity treaty with out colonies
[and] to the fact that under our existing system we are
helpless ..• to bring any influence to bear on foreign
countries if they attack our colonies or if they attack us
in any manner which .•. would seriously endanger our
industries'4

Though seeking to perpetuate his idea of the reality of any discussion,

Chamberlain did on this occasion admit that any step towards imperial unity

via preference had little room for manoeuvre. In the carefully hedged

climax of the Commons debate he remarked, "Therefore we come to this: if

you are going to give a preference to the colonies - I do not say that you

2.

The conferences of 1897 and 1902. For a good short summary see
S.H. Zebel, "Joseph Chamberlain and the Genesis of Tariff Reform",
Journal of British Studies, VII (1967), pp. 138-41.
Asquith, at Doncaster, 21 May 1903; reprinted in Times, 22 May 1903,
p, 5.
Parliamenta~ Debates, 4th ser., CXXIII, 28 May 1903, cols. 143, 144,147.
Ibid., cols. 178, 179.

1.

3.
4.
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1are - you must put a tax on food".

Chamberlain had invited discussion: now he had admitted the necessity,

under his scheme, of taxing food. But further than this he had said

little, in spite of the Times' prediction that in the Commons debate he

would have a chance to develop his ideas "with greater fullness and
. . ,,2preCl.S10n • His critics, that newspaper announced, had misrepresented him

and made wild inferences about his intentions, to the extent that "he has

been credited with the visionary idea of forcing some cast-iron scheme of

preferential tariffs upon all our colonies at once •.• he has been charged

with plotting universal aggression upon the commerical world".3

Chamberlain's statements in the Commons debate seemed to confirm such remarks

about misrepresentation. Indeed, in the first exchange he had replied to

Dilke's assertion that his plan was to tax food and raw materials with the

words "I must ask the right hone gentleman not to quote me as committed to

thO h" ,,4l.S, that, or any ot er proposl.tl.on. But his subsequent remarks surely

left the Times disappointed: after the Commons debate his plans still

possessed neither "fullness" nor "precision".

Chamberlain's reluctance to indulge in detail has been applauded by his

official biographer, who sums up the situation thus: "The Opposition had

called for a detailed statement of the new policy. They hoped to hear a set

of proposals which could be subjected to every kind of criticism.

lain had no intention of falling into the trap. ,,5

Chamber-

Indeed, the reluctance

was understandable, and there was perhaps little else that Chamberlain, a

self-confessed novice in economics, could do. But any hopes of the success

of silence on this aspect were unreal. The campaign could not for long be

conducted on the basis of extreme generalities. And the opposition were

not likely to impose upon themselves the restrictions on the debate over

1. Ibid., col. 185.
2. ~s (editorial), 28 May 1903, p. 7.
3. Ibid.
4. Parliamentary D:bates, 4th ser., CXXIII, 28 ~ 1903, coL 143.
5. J. Amery, Ope Cl.t., vol. 5, p. 232.
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details hoped for by Chamberlain.

By August Chamberlain had still gone no further than to admit the

necessity of taxing food. In a published letter to Griffith-Boscawen, a

Tariff Reform MP, he put on record that he thought taxation of raw materials
1would be unnecessary. Free Traders, however, capitalised on the Asquith-

Dilke argument that, ln such a case, the scheme would rest on too narrow a

base. The Standard published the views of John Charlton, a member of the

Canadian House of Commons of thirty-one years' standing, who maintained that

a preference on wheat alone would benefit directly only the north-west

proVlnces of Canada. Ontario in particular would gain little. Charlton

felt that "it would be as well for British politicians to understand that

preference confined to one or two articles would not be likely to command a

favourable response an Canada". 2 To be fair to Chamberlain, from 28 May

onwards he had by implication not confined his remarks to wheat alone, but

nevertheless Free Traders were delighted when Charlton elaborated a

desirable list from the Canadian point of view - all grainstuffs, flour,

butter, cheese, meats, other farm produce, and timber, one of the industrial

raw materials that Chamberlain had declined to include in his scheme.

At Cinderford in October Asquith pretended to take Chamberlain's

reluctance to mention raw materials as an indication that he intended to

exclude such commodities from taxation. Asquith wondered how the Canadian

lumber exporter, already in bitter rivalry with Norway in the British market,

would react to the news that he was to be denied the preference granted to

his compatriot wheat farmer. Perhaps more dangerously, he pointed out that

such a Canadian situation would have an Empire-wide parallel. South

African food exports were negligible: the colony's principal export to

Britain was raw WOOl, the raw material of one of our great industries. 3

1. Chamberlain to Arthur Griffith-Boscawen, 15 August 1903; published an
Standard, 18 August 1903, p. 3.

2. John Charlton, quoted in Standard, 17 August 1903, p. 3.
3. Asquith, at Cinderford, 8 October 1903; reprinted in T.L. Gilmour

(ed.), All Sides of the Fiscal Controversy (London, 1903), p. 70.
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In fact Asquith was not the ploneer of this argument. The Free Trader had

anticipated his speech, illuminating the inconvenient fact that after raw

wool (exports to Britain in 1902 of £3.15 million) Cape Colony's only exports

of any consequence to Britain were skins (£484,000), copper (£339,000) and

hides (£83,000).1 The lesson was simple: either raw materials would have

to be taxed or the result would be a scheme with huge inequalities of treat-

ment both between colonies and within colonies.

Without waiting for the Tariff Reformers to concede that taxation of

raw materials would be necessary, the Free Traders proceeded to show that

most products were in some circumstances raw materials. Though they

surprisingly made relatively little play of agricultural products in this

part of the debate, numerous propagandists made the general point. But the

Free Trader took the laurels for pedantry when it printed excerpts from two

papers, one by Free Trader Harold Cox and the other by protectionist Ernest

E. Williams, in parallel columns as if in shocked surprise that the two

camps could ever agree about anything. It hoped that Chamberlain would

enlighten the country "as to why he does not intend to tax raw materials,

and .•. why his reasons do not apply with equal cogency to manufactured

materials".2

Let us, for a moment, consider manufactured goods in general. There

can be little doubt that Chamberlain, because of his endeavours at the

Colonial Office, because of the capture of his imagination by the

"illimitable veldt,,3 during his trip to South Africa, had a sincere

autonomous interest in the success of a colonial policy and was not merely

using the Briton's sentiment for Empire as a vehicle for industrial

protection. If this is so, it does raise the question as to whether

Chamberlain, in his policy, would have therefore accepted a "second best"

solution, that of preference to the colonies but with no duties on

l.
2.
3.

Free Trader, 28 August 1903, p. 34.
Ibid.,p.37.
Chamberlain, at Birmingham, 15 Mav 19030, 1 °t'J oc. Cl °
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manufactured goods, if it had been forced upon him. In this respect it is

well to remember that the train of events was pulling manufactures more into

the centre of the controversy, whether they were dispensable to Chamberlain

or not. Bernard Semmel is correct in s~ing that the first six months of

Chamberlain's proposals were "exclusively imperial in scope"l if by that he

means that Chamberlain's second public speech on the issue took place SlX

months after his first. But this neglects what had been going on 1n the

public debate. There, duties on manufactures had made an oblique entry, not

only through the development of a protectionist policy but also through

revenue considerations. And whatever the intentions of the Tariff Reformers,

Free Trade criticism played no small part in conditioning the role of duties

on manufactures in the evolution of the Tariff Reform programme.

Many Free Traders seemed determined to ignore the fact that Chamberlain

did not intend to exclude agricultural products other than wheat from his

plan, in order to show that it could not succeed. Sir William Harcourt,

after a homily on the dangers of over-reliance on imperial wheat supplies,

informed Chamberlain 1n the press that any scheme to finance old-age pensions
2would require duties on manufactured goods as well as on wheat. In fact

Chamberlain had already widened the alternative possibilities in his

programme, a step which 1n the long run was to result in the dropping of

pensions from the scheme. At the Constitutional Club on 26 June he had

mentioned the possibility of a series of compensatory reductions on existing

food duties, and stated that working men would have a choice - they could opt

either for such compensations or for longer-term social benefits:

That is a matter which will come later. When we have the
money then will be the time to say what we shall do with
it: and if the working classes refuse to take my advice •.•
if they prefer the immediate advantage ••• if, for instance,
they are called to PB¥ 3d a week additional on the cost of
their bread, they may be-fully, entirely relieved by a
reduction of a similar amount in the cost of their tea,

1. B. Semmel, Imperialism and Social Reform (London, 1960), p. 93.
2. Free Trader, 31 July 1903, p. 4.
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their sugar, or even of their tobacco. In this case,
what is taken out of one pocket could be put back into
the other'l

Almost immediately certain Tariff Reformers proceeded to neglect

Chamberlain's advice too. It is not impossible that they were prompted by

a Chamberlain anxious to formulate a policy that would avoid the political

stumbling block of an increase in working-class living costs, but, whether

or not they were secretly guided from above, their actions ironically gave

Free Traders more ammunition rather than less, this time on the other front

of manufactured goods. The Daily Telegraph and "A Revenue Official" in the

Times attempted to review the whole scheme to shaw how bread and meat could

be taxed without affecting the budget of the working man.2 The two schemes

were quite similar, though using slightly different figures, and we can

therefore concentrate on the one which excited most comment. "A Revenue

Official" found that a 5 per cent tax on imports of foreign foodstuffs would

yield to the Exchequer £7.5 million. But, as Free Traders were quick to

point out, the cost to the consumer would be more than this, since the pr~ce

of home-grown produce and colonial imports would also rise. The Free Trader,

using a different estimate that a 5 per cent duty would yield some £5.8

million in revenue, assumed that the real cost to the consumer would be as

high as £14-15 million. This meant that to keep the family food budget

unchanged the existing food taxes (some £13.6 million in 1902) would have to

be taken off in their entirety, and a residual amount £0.4 million - £1.4

million) would have to be taken off the tobacco duty.3 Whether "A Revenue

Official" agreed that a tax which yielded only £7.5 million (or £5.8 million)

to the Exchequer would actually cost the consumer as much as £14 million -

15 million he did not say, but he certainly did advocate the removal of the

whole of the existing £13.6 million revenue duties on food imports.

2.
Free Trader,1.

of Fiscal Polic ,
Official" to ed.,

3. Trader, 7 August 1903, pp. 10-11.
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As noticed by Free Traders, the implication of the scheme thus far was

to leave an Exchequer shortfall of between £6.1 million (£13.6 million minus

£7.5 million) under "A Revenue Official's" conditions and £8.7 million

(£14.5 million minus £5.8 million) under those deemed likely by his

opponents. "A Revenue Official" proposed to raise the necessary revenue by

a 7 per cent ad valorem duty on imports of foreign manufactures, this rate

producing a slightly larger amount than that necessary to cover the
1shortfall. "Already, therefore," remarked the Free Trader, proud of its

Machiavellian skill in exposing the ungodly, "the controversy gravitates

towards the central point of . .. ,,2the Protect10n1st 1deal.

Such rather precipitant schemes brought with them other, related

difficulties. "A Revenue Official" was taken to task in the Times for

failing to mention that, of the £37.8 million of Britain's food imports

already subject to revenue duties, about 30 per cent were from the Empire,

thus rendering an equitable system of preference between colonies more

difficult. 3 It was further pointed out that nearly half the existing duties

were yielded from sugar, a tax that had been imposed under emergency

conditions in the Boer war and which many regarded the Unionist government as

pledged to repeal. Other critics related this back to the question of

manufactures, whilst yet others wondered whether even taxation upon

manufactures was enough to recover the revenue lost to the Exchequer 1n view

of the fact that, if "crudely manufactured raw materials" and "domestic

appliances and personal necessaries" were excluded, duties under this

heading would rest upon only 15 per cent of Britain's total imports.4 The

implication was that either duties on manufactures would have to be very

high or else taxation would have to spillover into raw materials and semi-

manufactures.

Had the plan been just to tax corn and meat, leaving revenue duties

1. "A Revenue Official" to ed., Times, 28 July 1903, p. 6.
2. ::ThQe Pt:OPOS~d Gamble i? Food", Free Trader, 7 August 1903, pp. 10-lI.
3. ues aone r to ed., Tl.mes, 7 August 1903, p. 5.4. Free Trader, 7 August 1903, p. 11.
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untouched, the Exchequer would have gained. Not perhaps by the £7.5 million

suggested by "A Revenue Official" (the Tariff Reformers almost always

assumed that sources of supply would shift from foreign to colonial countries,

but that they would continue to collect duty on the food that no longer came

from the foreign countries!) but by some positive amount.l But since, in

order to stifle political hostility to an increase ln the cost of food,

Chamberlain felt the need, as early as June, to offer a choice between

pensions and "compensatory" reductions, he was indeed committing himself

either to leaving the Exchequer short (and thus, given the unlikelihood of

any reduction in government expenditure, having to increase internal

taxation) or to duties on manufactured goods.

Nevertheless, in spite of one or two loose statements, the Tariff

Reform leaders and most of their supporters were by no means as forthcoming

on the possibility of taxing manufactured goods, at least on the sustained

basis necessary to satisry the revenue considerations, as the Free Traders

would have had the public believe. Though Chamberlain's remarks from

Birmingham onwards advocated a policy of "retaliation" and the re-establish-

ment of Britain's ability to negotiate, he was never specific. Phrases

like "not being bound by any purely technical definition of Free Trade",

"power of negotiation", and words like "freedom", all used in the Birmingham

speech, hardly had the power, the solid reality or the permanence of the

forbidden word "protection". Furthermore the least euphemistic passage from

that speech (" ••• if necessary, retaliation, whenever our own interests or

our relations between our Colonies and ourselves are threatened by other

people") had direct reference to the imperial situation through Germany's

proposed reprisals against Canada following the unilateral preference granted

by the Dominion to Britain in 1897. All this could be interpreted as

1. The yield from a duty on corn and meat would also have depended on the
extent of any preference granted to colonial produce. This was to
rem~n an unspecified, indeed largely unmentioned, feature of the
Tar1ff Reform proposals throughout the campaign.
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periodic, ad hoc countervailing power rather than sustained protection.

Chamberlain had not quite burned his bridges. But, by the same token, he

had left the question of government revenue very much in the air.

In June C.A. Vince, Secretary of the (Birmingham) Imperial Tariff

Commi ttee and probably in as good a position as any to know in advance what

really lay behind Chamberlain's statements, interpreted the policy as an

essentially moderate one of eliminating unfair conditions of competition.

In particular the granting of bounties, "direct or indirect", would be
1discouraged by the imposition of a duty corresponding to that bounty.

Vince forecast in the Times:

Mr. Chamberlain would adhere in every case to Cobden's
principle of free interchange at the natural price.
According to this, if he did put On a duty it would not
necessarily give a claim to any other manufacturer.
If Mr. Chamberlain found that the Germans earned their
success legitimately, he would leave the home manufacturers
to find out how they did it and to beat the Germans with
their own weapons'2

The use of the phrase "if he did put on a duty" in Vince's letter high-

lights the refusal of the Chamberlainites to recast their general policy in

terms of any concrete structure. Where the Tariff Reformers had come

closest to presenting specific proposals, these proposals had not received

the endorsement of Chamberlain himself. The Free Trade press was not at a

1. The principal example used by Vince was German machinery exports.
Countervailing duties on direct bounties were quite widely accepted 1n
principle: indeed, at that precise time the question of the sugar
duties was being discussed by Parliament. But Vince must have
realised that "indirect" bounties was a term which could have been
used to cover any financial assistance given by the German government
to exporters or transport concerns in the form of subsidies,
exemptions from taxation or tax remissions. Indeed, taken to its
logical conclusion, the term could even have embraced Germany's
superior educational facilities. In view of the positive role of the
State in pre-1914 German economic development such a policy, taken
li tera1.1y, could have given the implementers of a tariff carte blanche
with regard to provisions against Germany. See C.A. Vince to ed.,
Times, 10 June 1903, p. 12.

2. Ibid. (~ emphasis). Vince's letter had been sent to the Times only
after consultation with Chamberlain's private secretary. Furthermore
it is worthy of note that when, later in the year Vince published his
bO?k Mr. Chamberlain's proJosa.ls. What they Mean'and What we shall
G8.l.nby Them (London, 1903, the volume's authority was increased by
the inclusion of a preface by Chamberlain himself.
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loss to suggest a reason for his silence in the face of the criticism of

schemes put forward by his supporters but apparently without his authority:

While committing himself as little as possible he
[Chamberlain] allows his lieutenants to put forward
scheme after scheme and argument after argument, so
that he may see which will take with the public, and
hastily drop, all without prejudice to himself, those
which obviously will not do •.• [This] will enable
him to start his campaign in October with a tolerably
clear idea of the line of least resistance on which he
has to move. For example, he has already learnt that
the promise of Old Age Pensions will fallon incredulous
ears, and that the nation will not stand any proposal
admittedly increasing the cost of food'l

If the precise structure of Chamberlain's policy was the subject of heated

debate, so too were its likely effects. We must bear in mind that, since

the effects were discussed in the absence of any definitive statement of

policy, this was inevitably to heighten the prevailing confusion even more.

A fundamental element of the controversy, of course, was the effect on

pr~ces of a duty on wheat. At the extremes of opinion certain opposition

speakers, such as Harcourt, argued from the beginning that the price would
2be raised by the complete amount of the duty, whilst some Tariff Reformers

even argued that the price would fall.3 The press debate was as unconvincing

as the views of important pub Lic figures. Two correspondents in the Times

conducted an absurd debate over the supposed effect of the French duties on

the price of bread in Paris. The periodical Free Trader saw fit to inter-

vene in this debate to correct the arithmetical errors, but the only thing it

succeeded in proving conclusively was that its expert statistical staff

thought that there were 2 kg in 1 Lb , not 2 Ib in 1 kg. 4

It is generally recognised that the difference of opinion among academic

economists over Tariff Reform reflected the division within the emergent

profession between marginalists and historical economists.5 In the public

5.

Free Trader, 7 August 1903, p. 11.
Sir William Harcourt, "Mr. Chamberlain's proposals", Free Trader,
31 July 1903, p , 4. See also Free Trader, 7 August 1903, p , 9.
Sir Gilbert Parker to ed., Times, 6 August 1903, p. 9.
A: Branscombe Wood to ed., Times, 28 July 1903, p. 6; R. Gamman to ed.,
T1mes, 4 August 1903, p. 2; Free Trader 7 August 1903 p. 16.AWe t " .. , ,
• • 0& s, Poh t~ca1 econoIll¥and the Tariff Reform campaign of 1903",

Journal or Law and Economics, XI (1968), p. 224.

1.
2.

3.4.
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debate no such niceties of methodology were involved. Free Traders

frequently resorted to supposed historical proofs of the effects of a duty.

At its crudest this approach is illustrated by a Gloucester correspondent

who ascribed the dismal position of the labourer before 1846 to the evils of

protection. When Chamberlain responded that the two situations afforded

no parallel the West Countryman had sufficient guile to recall a speech of

Chamberlain's in 1885 in which he had talked of the labourer's "hopeless"
1position under a "prohibitive protective duty". Another Free Trader

discovered the 246-year run of wheat prices in volume 29 of the Encyclopaedia
.., . 2Br1tann1ca to be noth1ng less than a Book of Revelatlons. Elderly men

enjoyed a brief period of popularity in being allowed to reminisce upon the

terrible conditions of life under the corn laws.3 Examples of such

simplistic approaches were to be found in great numbers. On a more serious

level "Diplomaticus", in the Westminster Gazette, was one of several who made

a detailed historical analysis of colonial preference before 1846, comparing

the world and British market prices of sugar and timber and ascribing solely

to the timber preference the short-lived supremacy of the US shipbuilder

be'f'o re the Civil War. 4 Even when deali ng wi th more recent events the Free

Traders showed a strong affinity for the historical method. The editor of

the Corn Trade Year BoOk sent to the Times information for the years 1890-97

to show that the French price of wheat, in that period, had always been

greater than the English by more than the amount of the French duty. The

Free Trader took these "conclusive figures from France" to prove that any

corn tax would increase prices by more than the amount of the tax itself.5

Such over-simple analyses, in which the tariff was accredited with

monocausal importance in the determination of price differences, are

1. Free Trader, 4 September 1903, p. 45.
2. "M.B." to ed., Times, 4 June 1903, p . 9.
3. See, for example, G. Chambers to ed., Free Trader, 21 August 1903,

p. 29.
4. Cited in Free Trader, 21 August 1903, p. 28.
5. George J.S. Broomhall to ed., Times, 29 August 1903, p. 5; Free Trader,4 September 1903, p. 42.
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completely unsatisfactory 1n hindsight. And Chamberlain too sought

frequently to stress that other factors had to be taken into account, not

least to explain his retreat from his Free Trade position of the early
11880s. But not all Tariff Reformers were able to sense the illegitimacy

of the method, all the more since many of them were us1ng similar arguments

themselves. Indeed, to many Tariff Reformers historical method was taken

as a central method of investigation.

Furthermore the Tariff Reformers' case was weakened by a duality of

objectives. Chamberlain's Birmingham speech had virtually coincided wi th

Chaplin's deputation to Balfour protesting at the removal of the corn

registration duty, and it was hard for many to see why agriculturalists

should agitate so strongly for the retention of a measure which they

maintained would not increase the price of corn.2 The Hon. Thomas Brassey,

in his well publicised c~ange of allegiance to the Conservative Party,

expressed the view that Tariff Reform would tend to arrest the decline a n

the agricultural population, thus inferring that he expected the profit-

ability of British farming to increase under a duty.3 But another wing of

Tari ff Reform ideology maintained the reverse. Both Sir Vincent Caillard

and Sir Gilbert Parker argued that the supply of corn from the colonies

would be so increased under a preferential scheme that in a few years the

price in the home market would fall.4 The Free Trade press made the most

of these conflicting approaches.5 This apparent inconsistency had its

l.
2.

Free Trader, 4 September 1903, p. 45.
Times, 16 May 1903, p. 9. See also editorial, p. 11, where the Times,
whilst asserting its opinion that the reinstitution of the corn
registration duty would not increase the price of corn, admitted that
"possibly what was done a year ago by SIR MICHAEL HICKS BEACH suggested
to the agricultural classes that they had a chance of obtaining
protection, in the future, though not in the present ...".
Hon. T.A. Brassey to the chairman of the Conservative and Unionist
Association of the Rye division of Sussex; Times, 7 August 1903, p . 6.
Sir Gilbert Parker to ed., Times, 6 August 1903, p. 9; Sir V.H.P.
Caillard, Imperial Fiscal Reform (London, 1903). Caillard's book was
bas:d on three articles which had appeared earlier in the NationalRenew.
Referr~n~ to Brassey and Parker, the Free Trader felt that "the task of
reconc1ling these two Dromios of Protection is frankly beyond our
power"; 14 August 1903, p. 17.

3.
4.

5.
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parallel In another sphere too. Whilst many Tariff Reformers took the line

that the price of bread would not rlse, others argued with Arnold Forster

that a small increase in the cost of living would not be too high a prlce to

pay for closer relations within the Empire.l Usually such speakers denied

that there was any certainty of a price increase, but in admitting the

possibility they contributed to the confusion, a confusion that was only

increased when the financial orthodoxist Robert Giffen, in arguing that this

might well be a situation where political conditions were more important than

economic ones, remarked in a weighty letter to the Times that "something we

may not quite approve may become expedient". 2

In such a situation the public looked eagerly to the expert for judge-

mente But as Professor Coats has poi nted out, so too di d Balfour, himself

relatively well versed in economic matters, and the advice he received from

the Treasury on the effects of a duty on the price of corn was diametrically

opposed to that from three Board of Trade officials.3 The academic

community was also divided, and some economists, like Marshall, were

reluctant to enter the debate. The famous "manifesto" of the "fourteen
4professors" did not prove an outstanding success in settling the debate:

3. The injury which the British consumer would receive from
an import tax on wheat might be slightly reduced in the
possible, but under existing circumstances very improbable,
event of a small proportion of the burden being thrown
permanently on the foreign producer.

4. To the statement that a tax on food will raise the price of
food it is not a valid reply that this result may possibly,
in fact, not follow. When we say that an import duty
raises price we mean, of course, unless it is overborne by
other causes operating at the same time in the other
direction. Or, in other words, we mean that in consequence
of the import duty the price is generally higher by the
amount of the duty than it would have been if other thi ngs
had remained the same'5

1. Arnold Forster, at Belfast, 18 August 1903; reported 1n Free Trader,
28 August 1903, p. 40.

2. Sir Robert Giffen ~o ed., Times, 28 May 1903, p. 5.
3. A.W. Coats, loc. c1t., pp. 191-3.
4. "Tariff Reformer" [L.S • .Amery] to ed., Times, 18 August 1903.
5. C.F. Bastable, A.L. Bowley, E. Cannan, L. Courtney, F.Y. Edgeworth,

E.C.K. Gonner, A. Marshall, J.S. Nicholson, L.R. Phelps, A. Pigou,
C.P. Sanger, W.R. Scott, W. Smart and Armitage Smith to ed., Times,15 August 1903, p. 4.
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This was hardly the clear and simple answer the public was hoping for. In

hindsight, too, it seems a particularly deficient statement. The

expectation that it would be improbable that the price of wheat would rise

by any amount less than the duty was a relatively brutal simplification of

the theory of the time, and the objectivity of the assertion was doubtful.

In addition the postulate of a ceteris paribus situation was not very helpful

1n assessing the probable effects of a policy which would, if the Tariff

Reformers' most sanguine expectations were realised, produce radical and

dynamic changes 1n the production possibility curves of Empire wheat
1growers. In the Times A.C. Pigou later avoided these pitfalls, but in

order to show that a probable increase in price of slightly less than four-

fifths of the amount of the duty could be expected he had to confront his

public with terms like "the elasticities of production in taxed and untaxed

sources respectively", and to hope that his readers would follow his

reasoning that:

••. to justi f'y r the] .•. assertion that the 'major part'
of the tax will be borne by the consumers [sic], it is
necessary to assume that the elasticity in the United
Kingdom and the Colonies together is not merely equal to,
but is nearly six times as great as, the elasticity in
foreign countries - an assumption which it is impossible
to defend'2

II

Finally, on 6 October, at Glasgow, Chamberlain gave details of his

policy. In brief, the tax on corn was "not to exceed 2!!_ a quarter", whilst

maize was to be exempted because it was a food of the poor and a raw material

for pig farmers. A " d' t" tcorrespon lng ax was 0 be put on flour. A "small

tax of about 5 per cent on foreign meat and dairy produce" was suggested,

though bacon was to be excluded again because of its importance in the

1. It is true that elsewhere in the "manifesto" the possibility of
increasing imperial supplies was doubted, but not denied. See ibid.,
para. 6.

2. A. Pigou to ed., Times, 3 December 1903, p. 5, quoted in A.W. Coats,
loc. cit., p. 216 n.
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budgets of the poor. There would be a preference on colonial wines and

perhaps colonial fruits. And, in compensation, a remission of "three-

fourths of the duty on tea and half of the whole duty on sugar, with a
1corresponding reduction on cocoa and coffee". Using Board of Trade

figures of household budgets, Chamberlain estimated the maximum effect of

this proposal to be 4~ a week to the labourer, 5~ a week to the artisan, the

extra expenditure being totally remitted by the compensating reductions.

But the maximum effect was unlikely. Chamberlain had presented his

figures on the assumption that prices would rise the full amount of the

duty. But he did not believe that this would in fact be the result:

I have gone to one of the highest official experts whom
the Government consult •.. and in his opinion the incidence
of a tax depends on the proportion between the free
production and the taxed production ... if, for instance,
the foreigner supplies, as he does in the case of meat,
two-ninths of the consumption, the consumer only pays two-
ninths of the tax. If he supplies, as he does in the case
of corn, something like three-fourths of the consumption,
then the consumer pays three-fourths of the tax ... This
is a theory, like any other ... but I believe it to be
accurate'2

Thus, argued Chamberlain, if the pr1ce of bread or other taxed articles rose

by less than the amount of the duty, the consumer would gain, since goods

relieved from revenue duty would fall by the total amount of the duty

remitted, since there was no home production of such goods.

As we have seen in earlier Free Trade criticism, any such scheme would

have resulted in a loss to the Exchequer. Chamberlain's remission of

revenue duties was less sweeping than were forecasts of his policy, but he

still calculated a shortfall of some £2.8 million per annum. To make this

good, and to more than make it good, he proposed an average duty of 10 per

cent on manufactured goods, "varying according to the amount of labour in

these goods", and yielding an estimated £9 million - 15 million per annum. 3

1. Chamberlain, at Glasgow, 6 October 1903; reprinted in J.M. Robertson,
The Colla se of "Tariff Reform". Mr. Chamberlain's Case E osed
London, 1911 , pp. 52, 5 •

2. lliE:." p. 58.
3. Ibid., pp. 61-2.
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Chamberlain's scheme had apparently now emerged. But if anyone had

expected what Chamberlainites had insisted were misconceptions surrounding

the policy to disappear, they were disappointed. Though Glasgow was the

most detailed formulation to date, it differed little in outline from the

various forecasts that had been circulating weeks beforehand. In this

sense, therefore, the Free Trade criticisms of all the projected schemes

from 15 May onwards still had relevance.

Nevertheless the revelations at Glasgow do show some development in the

policy. Chamberlain's admission that the price of wheat could well rise by

75 per cent of the amount of the duty - an estimate well in advance of, and

little different from, Pigou's estimate of rather under 80 per cent - perhaps

indicates that he no longer regarded this issue as critical to the campaign.
1Suspect as was the theory of Chamberlain's "official expert" about the

effects of food taxes upon prices, perhaps he felt that the inclusion of

"compensatory duties" in the plan was hitting home.

Perhaps it was to avoid Chamberlain's adroit handling of food taxes

that Free Traders thereafter changed their emphasis somewhat towards

taxation of manufactured goods. Or perhaps it was that, now defined an a

little more detail, and endorsed by Chamberlain, the scheme's provisions

with regard to manufactures were more susceptible to criticism. The close

follow-up of the speech at Glasgow by those at Newcastle and TYnemouth later

in October provided ample material for discussion of this issue. It was,

of course, noted by the opposition that in hoping to raise £9 million - 15

million on manufactures Chamberlain was working on Board of Trade estimates

of manufactured imports, which included semi-manufactures. Indeed, this

was by Chamberlain's own admission; in the Glasgow speech he said just that.2

Asquith pointed out that the proposal to reduce imported manufactures, and

increase imports of raw materials to make exports with, suffered from the old

problem of the definition of a raw material. At Paisley he cited Sir Robert

1. Ibid., p , 57.
2. Ibid.,p.62.
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Giffen's definition that raw materials were anything that entered the

country to be worked on by British labour and British capital.l Here, of

course, was a fundamental difference of approach - Chamberlain regarded

semi-manufactures as manufactures, whilst the Free Traders regarded them as

raw materials, and they were not to tolerate Chamberlain's concession that

they should be subjected to a lower rate of duty. Besides, this meant

that the rate on wholly manufactured goods would have to be higher than

10 per cent. Following the Free Trade maxim that "one manufacture is but

the raw material of another", 2 Hicks Beach forecast dire consequences of a

possible 20 per cent duty on agricultural machinery upon the sorely

depressed agricultural sector.3

These objections to the plan were reinforced with four further

consi derations. Firstly, Asquith and Giffen attacked what Asquith regarded

as the Tariff Reformers' tendency to "panic" over the increase in imports of
4manufactures. Giffen, whilst admitting the great difficulties in using

government statistics that were often poorly tabulated and loosely defined,

thougbt that in his speech at Glasgow Chamberlain's use of table 1 of the

"Fiscal Blue Book,,5 was misleading and subject to about 70 per cent error,

since that table included semi-manufactures and manufactures together in one
6total. Secondly, though Asquith discounted dumping as being of no long-

term importance,7 it was realised that to stop it according to Chamberlain's

1. Asquith, at Paisley, 31 October 1903; ~n Morning Post, 2 November
1903, p . 4.
L.G.C.M. [L.G. Chiozza-Money], "Preferential tariffs and British trade,
II, The fear of imports - materials, raw and other", Free Trader,
7 August 1903, p. 15.
Hicks Beach, at Manchester, 5 November 1903; in Morning Post,
6 November 1903, p. 7.
Aaquith, at Paisley, 31 October 1903; loco cit.
British and Foreign Trade and Industry. Memoranda, Statistical Tables,
and Charts Prepared in the Board of Trade, with Reference to Various
Matters Bearin on British and Forei Trade and Industrial Conditions,
Cd. 17 1 1903 hereafter cited as British and Foreign Trade and
Indust;r •••), p. 5, table 1.
G~ffen to ed., Times, 24 October 1903, p. 12; Chamberlain to ed.,
Tlmes, 27 October 1903, p. 9; Girren to ed., Times, 29 October 1903,
p. 6. See also Chamberlain to Giffen 24 October 1903 and Giffen to
Cham,?erlai n, 2~ October 1903, in J. ~ry, Ope cit., voi.6, pp. 479-80.
Asq~th, at P~Bley, 31 October 1903; loco cit.

2.

3.
4.
5.

6.

7.
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wishes would require duties far higher than a maximum of, say, 20 per cent.

In this sense it was perhaps unfortunate for the Tariff Reform cause that

Ashley's book The Tariff Problem was published so near in time to the Glasgow
1speech. For in that volume, commonly regarded as one of the finest state-

ments of the Tariff Reform case, Ashley expressed the opinion that duties of

50-75 per cent might well be necessary to prevent a determined campaign of

d . 2umpa ng . Thirdly, it was noted - and this not only in relation to

manufactured goods - that, once protection was established, its level had a

tendency to rise. At Cinderford Asquith used a phrase popular with Goschen

when he said, "Protection is an inclined plane. Once you put your foot on
3it there is no logical halting place until you get to the bottom." And

fourthly, it did not go unnoticed that Chamberlain, in asserting that his

10 per cent tariff would raise some £9 million - 15 million, was assUIDlng

that there would be no reduction in the volume of manufactured goods imported.

The Tariff Reformers were caught both ways: either a reduction if import

volumes would narrow even more the base on which to place duties, or else

the maintenance of import volumes would cast doubt upon the promise, carried

for week after week by the Daily Express on its front page, that "Tariff

Reform Means Work for All". 4 (It must be said that it is possible that

Chamberlain had in mind a situation where imports of semi-manufactures would

rise, in spite of a duty, owing to the differential duty between semi-

manufactures and wholly manufactured goods. But there is no real evidence

for this, and such a view would not have been very compatible with his

nationalistic sympathies towards British industry when it is considered that

a large proportion of those imports of semi-manufactures were iron and steel

products. )

2.
3.

W.J. Ashley, The Tariff Problem (London, 1903).
Ibid., p. 133.
Asquith, at Cinderford, 8 October 1903; loco cit. See also Goschen,
at Passmore Edwards Settlement, Tavistock Place, London, 16 October
1903; in Times, 17 October 1903, p. 8.
B. Semmel, Ope cit., p. 112.

1.

4.
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The Free Traders also criticised Chamberlain's statement, in

justification of duties on manufactures as a bargaining weapon, that

British exports had been stagnant for the previous thirty years. Giffen's

argument, that the export figures should be presented after deducting the

value of imported raw materials, seems to have been a refinement neglected
1by Free Trade spokesmen. Rosebery and Asquith were both more in tune with

the popular debate when they criticised Chamberlain for comparing 1902 with
2the abnormal year of 1872, though Chamberlain took pains to point out, at

Newcastle on 20 October, that this criticism was oversimplified.3 But

Tariff Reformers affected bemusement at being pilloried for using what,

after all, were the official returns, and they could take comfort from

4use.

Giffen's warning that for many purposes these were exceedingly difficult to

And Asquith and Harcourt both made mistakes similar to Chamberlain's

in the technique of historical comparison, Asquith glibly changing the years

under discussion from 1872-1902 to 1877-1902, and Harcourt deciding that

1892-1902 was quite sufficient.5

Though Free Traders did not, as far as an admittedly and inevitably

incomplete survey of the debate has revealed, criticise Chamberlain's

assertion that exports were stagnant on the grounds that exports valued at .

current prices would tend to conceal increases in real volumes, at least

until 1896, they did criticise the Tariff Reformers' tendency to omit coal

from the figures, perhaps highlighting a difference between the nationalist

and the cosmopolitan outlook on the economic situation. And they did

introduce, to a greater extent after Glasgow than before, the vexed question

1. Giffen to ed., Times, 29 October 1903, p. 6.
point as long before as 1877. See ESSays in
1877), p. 145.
Rosebery, at Sheffield, 13 October 1903; reprinted in T.L. Gilmour
(ed.), op. cit., p. 110. Asquith, at Cinderford, 8 October 1903,
loc. cit.
Chamberlain, at Newcastle, 20 October 1903; reprinted in Times,
21 October 1903, p. 10.
Giff:n to ed., Times, 29 October 1903, p. 6.
MornLng P~st (editorial), 2 November 1903, pp. 5-6. Austen
Chamber1aLn, at Aberdeen, 3 November 1903' in Morning Post, 4 November
1903, p. 4. '

Giffen had made this
Finance, 1st Ser. (London,

2.

3.
4.
5.



23

of invisible exports, which the Morning Post rather unconstructively

dismissed as a "kind of providence for the rescue of distressed Free
1Traders" . And the matter of paying for imports with the dividends on

overseas capital was, as a particular aspect of this, spotlighting a basic

difference in philosophy to confuse the public. "We should be glad" (again

the Morning Post), "If Mr. ASQUITH would go carefully into the question of

foreign investments, and explain in detail the advantage of the transference
. . . ." 2of British manufactur1ng enterpr1se to fore1gn countr1es. But it is

doubtful whether many of the public could have followed Felix Schuster, 1n

a widely reported paper before the Institute of Bankers In December, when he

pointed to the inherent tendency to exaggerate the visible import surplus

through the valuation of exports as f.o.b. and of imports as c.i.f., and to

the fact that an "undue" import surplus could not exist because of the

strength of the exchanges and the stability of interest rates.3 Hidden in

his analysis, however, was the assumption that Britain was not "living on her

capital", an assumption which was, of course, substantiated some years

later,4 but with which many Tariff Reformers would not have agreed at the

time.

This is not to s~ that food taxes were forgotten. If Chamberlain's

"compensation" argument had some plausibility, what better way to undermine

it than to argue that the duties required on wheat and meat would be so much

larger than the Tariff Reformers anticipated that a reduction of existing

revenue duties could not possibly compensate for them? Thus Dilke argued

that a preference, to achieve the imperial objective, would have to be much

larger than the proposed 2s per quarter.5 Hicks Beach tried to damage the

5.

Morning Post (editorial), 2 November 1903, pp. 5-6.
Ibid.
See, for example, "Bankers and the fiscal question", Morning Post,
17 December 1903, p. 4.
See G. Paish, "Great Britain's capital investments in other lands",
Journal of the Royal Statistical Society LXXII (1909), pp. 465-80.
and discussion, pp. 481-95. '
nitke, at Normanton, 2 (1) November 1903; in Morning Post,3 November 1903, p. 3.

l.
2.
3.
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neatness of Chamberlain's model by arguing that even though it might work an

theory the price reductions would not filte~ down to the consumer because

"middlemen are extremely astute individuals".l But he did admit that his

experience as the architect of the corn registration duty had led him to

believe that part of the tax was paid by "the great railway companies an the

United States, who lowered their rates to a certain extent in order to relieve

the flour producers in the Western States of America in order to place them
2on an equality with the home producer here"•

Thus the Glasgow speech, whilst an important stage in the progress of

the campaign, had not produced any decisive victories for the Tariff

Reformers in their great mission of educating the country. It did not clear

up the unanswered questions that preceded it, and it provoked new criticisms

to be answered. Many, especially those who adhered to some variant of

"National Efficiency", thought with Chamberlain that the main cause of the

uncertainty and obscurity that clouded each successive contribution was the

party element. Pleas for objective, non-partisan discussion had been heard

right from the beginning of the campaign. Chamberlain had asked for such a
. . ., h 3diSCUSSlon at Blrmlng am. After this it took only two weeks for Vincent

Caillard to write in exasperation to the Times that "one might as well discuss

Euclid on party lines as this".4 In June Walter Long, then president of the

Local Government Board, announced that the partisan way in which Chamberlain's

proposals were being discussed was an indictment of the party system.5 And

still, in December, Chamberlain, in a published exchange of correspondence,

clung to his view that the fiscal question was one of "National and Imperial

interest, which ought not to be discussed as a matter of party politics 11 •
6

2.
3.4.
5.

Hicks Beach, at Manchester, 5 November 1903; in Morning Post,
6 November 1903, p. 7.
Ibid.
Chamberlain, at Birmingham, 15 May 1903; loco cit.
Sir Vincent Caillard to ed., Times, 28 May 1903, p. 5.
Walter Long, in Lincolnshire, 3 June 1903; in Times, 4 June 1903,
p. 4.
Chamberlain to Sir W. Treloar (of the City of London corporation),
4 December 1903; in Morning Post, 11 December 1903, p. 6.
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Partly, of course, it was a propagandist stratagem that prompted some

to raise the cry that the tariff should be taken out of politics - after all,

the Tariff Reformers could only stand to gain in the unlikely event of this

being achieved. Certainly it is true that the majority of those advocating

this course were Tariff Reformers. But there were others who took a

simi lar view . At Burnley, Rosebery had forecast that Tariff Reform would

cut "diagonally" across party lines, 1 though he was subsequently to discover

that, in the case of his own Liberal imperialists, this diagonalism was to

be manifest in the defection of a small but significant minority to the
2Conservative camp. The effort to remove the binding and blinkering party

element was, however, in part the reflection of a sincere belief that the

intricacies of the problem could be unravelled, that solutions and answers

could be found, by objective enquiry along "scientific" lines. Thus it was

that subsequent opponents of Tariff Reform - Devonshire, looking for a ray

of light in his perplexity, Rosebery for a way of deciding his divided

loyalties - had endorsed such attempts.

But Balfour's "inquiry by the Cabinet for the Cabinet", 3 which resulted
4in the publication of the famous Board of Trade "Fiscal Blue Book".

satisfied no one, and was commonly regarded as merely a collection of

statistics with no attempt to draw conclusions.5 And nor would the

appointment of a Royal Commission have been the answer. If the CO~SS10n

had been shunned by Free Traders it would have been criticised as having a

protectionist bias. If it had been constituted according to party

strength in the House of Commons it would have produced at least two

alternative reports, each convincing no one who was not already convinced.

There can be little doubt that Balfour, in resisting pressure from the

3.4.
5.

Rosebery at Burnley, 19 May 1903; in Times, 20 May 1903, p. 12.
Including the Duke of Sutherland, Sir Charles Tennant father-
in-law) and Thomas Brassey. See H.C.G. Matthew, The
Imperialists (London, 1973), p , 101. .=.!::.::::......=-=-=-=:7-- __
A.W. Coats, loco cit., p. 200
British and Foreign Trade and Indust 't_ ry •••• op. C1 •
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2.

See the remarks of Devonshi re and Edwi n Cannan inA. W .
p. 206 n,
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press and advice from the king downward, correctly divined the likely course

of events should a Royal Comnnssion have been appointed:

I have always had grave doubts about the value of a
Commission to examine what I may call 'fundamentals'
when the inqui~ is finished, it probably produces a
series of widely divergent Reports upon all the really
important issues. The Labour Commission, for example,
dealt with, on the whole, far simpler problems ... what
degree of agreement has followed from its protracted
labours? 1

III

Here, therefore, was a debate about a policy whose precIse measures

were still unclear, even after the Glasgow speech. It was a debate in

which the effects of those measures would, quite naturally, depend on the

measures themselves. And the effects even of given, assumed measures were

not known, or were at least hotly disputed. It was a debate that raised

fundamental questions about the use of statistics in proving causation:

more than this, it raised serious doubts about the reliability of even the

best British statistics extant. It was a debate which, however reluctant

were the politicians to enter into the realities of a complex international

economy, was pushing the public comprehension into areas well beyond all

normally accepted limits. It was a debate which was apparently not amenable

to examination by those traditionally regarded as expert in economic

enquiry: the civil service was divided, the academic economists were not

only divided, albeit unequally, but in many cases unwilling to participate,

and the idea of a Royal Commission was passed over because of its probable

inability to reach any firm and unanimous conclusions.

Furthermore, in the sense that by OctOber-November 1903 neither side was

obviously winning in the war of propaganda, things were going rather worse

for the Tariff Reformers than appeared on the surface. In spite of a great

volume of propaganda material organised and distributed by the Tariff Reform

1. Balfour, quoted in A.W. Coats, loco cit., p. 204.
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League and the Imperial Tariff Committee there were already indications that

the Free Traders' belief in overwhelming working-class support was to be

vindicated. Harmsworth's opinion poll of 2,000 people in August showed a

great mass of hostility towards Chamberlain's scheme.l By late November

similar indications were coming from organised labour. The writing on the

wall was discounted by Chamberlainites, who preferred to use the recent

works of Sidney and Beatrice Webb to argue that the TUC and its parliamentary
. . 2committee did not represent the V1ews of the rank and fIle. It is

doubtful whether they convinced even themselves. But, more than this, the

Tariff Reformers were fighting against ideas and beliefs, reasoning and

prejudice, established and entrenched for over half a century.

Fundamentally, what the Tariff Reformers had failed to do was to

propose a policy that was unequivocally superior to the existing policy:

not only that, but one which could be seen to be unequivocally superior by

an audience that was rapidly losing its grip as the debate become more

complex. In hindsight we might consider it absurd that they should have

expected to be able to do so. Nevertheless this is precisely wh~t they did

expect to be able to do. Moreover the Tariff Reformers thought it axiomatic

that such a policy existed. But to develop this policy a radical new

approach was necessary; a continuation of the controversy along existing

lines would eventually result in a stalemate which, combined with the inertia

of the voting masses, would lead to defeat at the polls. It was as much

with hope as with conviction that the Morning Post anticipated Chamberlain's

forthcoming speech at Leeds with the words "We do not agree with the critics

on either side who s~ that as far as the general aspects of the controversy

are concerned there is nothing more to be said. ,,3

2.

"Our walking inquirers", Daily Mail, 29 August 1903, p . 4. See also
A. Gollin, Balfour's Burden (London, 1965), pp. 87-8.
S. and B. Webb, Industrial Democracy (1st edn, London, 1897), especially
~ol. I, chapters 1 and 2; a new one-volume edition had been published
1n 1902. In this connection Bee Morning Post, 11 November 1903, p. 5;
12 November 1903, p. 5; 23 November 1903, p. 6; 25 November 1903,
p. 3; 28 November 1903, p. 4; 30 November 1903, p. 4.
Morning POst (editorial), 14 December 1903, p. 6.
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The new thrust came in combining the need for a "scientific", impartial

enquiry wi th the belief that "business principles" and the hard-headed

pragmatism of the businessman could succeed where politicians and economists

had failed. On 11 November the Tariff Reform League had issued a statement

that they had received enquiries from allover the country asking how

ChamberlE.in's proposals would affect particular trades and industries.

Sutherland and Chamberlainl had replied that the duties put forward in the

Glasgow speech:

.•. must not be treated as anything but tentative. It is
an essential part of his [Chamberlain's] policy that when-
ever the principles he adyocates are accepted the details
should be submitted to a committee, which will take
evidence and will carefully consider the conditions of
each trade, only fixing a tariff after having heard all
that was to be said'2

To the Tariff Reformer Chamberlain's Glasgow programme had been

received as less than conclusive only because it had not been worked out ln

sufficient detail; because it had been presented in a way suitable for

delivery from a platform rather than rigorously formulated in terms of a

"scientific" tariff. (This is not to say that he did not regard the Glasgow

proposals as infinitely more "scientific" than anything the Free Traders had
. 3)yet had to s~ on the lssue. The time had now come to move in the

direction of a specific formulation through which everyone could see the

bearing of the new proposals upon his own particular circumstances. In the

speech at Leeds on 16 December Chamberlain announced his new departure:

Let us make a tariff, let us make a scientific tariff ...
Let us make a tariff, if that be possible - and I think
it is - which shall not add by one farthing to the burden
of any taxpayer, but which by the transference of taxation
from one shoulder to another .•• may not only produce the
same amount of revenue which will always be necessary ror
our home expenditure, but may incidentally do something to
develop and extend our trade .•• It is true we are told
we cannot make a scientific tariff. We cannot distinguish
between the raw material and manufactures, that we cannot

1. President and vice-president of the League respectively.
2. Morning Post, 11 November 1903, p. 5.
3. See, for instance, the Morning Post editorial on Morley's speech at

Nottingham on 3 November 1903; Morning Post, 4 November 1903, p. 4.
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be fair all round, that if •.• we prevent the dumping
of iron below cost, we shall ruin the tinplate trade,
that if we stop the excessive importation of cheap
foreign labour we shall ruin the boot and show trade,
that if we stop the excessive importation of foreign
yarn there will be an end of the clothing industry ...

Why should we suppose that our scientific
economists, that our manufacturers cannot do what every
other country had been able to do without finding their
way into exaggerated difficulties? Now we are going
to try to do it We are going to form, nay, have
gone a long way in the direction of forming, a
Commission, not a political Commission, but a non-
political Commission of experts •.. to consider the
conditions of our trade and the remedies which are to
be found for it'l

As the speech unwound, the public learned for the first time that the new

commission would consist of "leading representatives" of all the principal

industries of the UK and of representatives of India, the Crown colonies and

the Dominions, and that it would:

... invite before it witnesses from every trade, and it
will endeavour, after hearing all that can be said, not
merely in regard to the special interests of any
particular trade, but also in regard to the interests
of all the other trades which may be in any sense related
to it - it is going to frame a model tariff'2

Throughout the campaign the Tariff Reform press had ridiculed the body

of orthodox economists, portraying them as "musty theorists", "evangelists

of a fossilised doctrine", and so on.3 Thus when, soon after the Leeds

speech, it was announced that the secretary of the new commission was to be

from the ranks of what Tariff Reformers commonly called the "modern" or
4"younger" school of political economy there was perhaps little cause for

surprise. Professor W.A.S. Hewins had been Director of the London School

of Economics since its foundation in 1895, and had for some time been an

acti ve supporter of the imperial cause, though he had felt it expedient not

to come to the forefront of the controversy. His largest contribution to

the propaganda war up to December 1903 had been a series of sixteen articles

1. Chamberlain, at Leeds, 16 December 1903; reprinted in Sheffield Daily
Telegraph, 17 December 1903, pp. 7-8.

2. Ibid.
3. A.W. Coats, loco cit., p. 210.
4. Ibid.,p.211.
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rn the Times under the pseudonym "An Economist".l Now he was out in the

open he was frequently applauded ln the Tariff Reform press as an economist

who had "always tried to base the study of economics on a study of industry

and commerce" and had been in "close contact with business all his life".2

At the same time, he had close relations with certain German scholars,

particularly Von Halle of Berlin, and had published several articles in

German academic journals, including Schmoller's Jahrbuch. 3 He was thus

very much influenced by the close relationship between industry and the

State in Germany, and was aware of the close intercourse and elaborate

discussion of detail between businessman and bureaucrat which went into the

formulation of a tariff. Here, therefore, was an ideal link between the

business approach to complex problems and the technical expertise required

to draw up a scientific tariff.

In the weeks following the Leeds speech the Chamberlainite newspapers

sought constantly to emphasise the virtue of direct action at a practical

level. The Sheffield Daily Telegraph expressed contempt at the new outburst

of cries that Chamberlain's announcement had provoked from Free Traders about

the increased urgency of appointing a Royal Commission: " ... that is not
Mr. Chamberlai n' sway. He has no intention of having the great subject

'hung up' indefinitely. The question demands attention, and that without

delay. ,,4 Another Tariff Reform leader announced that:

Throughout the enquiry ••• one sole object will be kept
steadily before its [the Commission's] nembers. This is
not to multiply difficulties and stifle action with
academic objections, but to arrange a practicable scheme
which can be carried into effect with the least possible
delaY'5

4.
5.

All the articles bore the same title. "The fiscal policy of the
Empire", and appeared in the Ti~s at uneven intervals between 15 June
and 19 September 1903.
Morning Post (editorial), 18 December 1903, p. 4.
Including one prophetic article on Britain's future trade policy, "Der
Imperialismus und seine voraussichtliche Wirkung auf die Handelspolitik
des Vereinigten K8nigreichs", Schriften des Vereins fUr Socialpoli tik,
XCI, 1900.
Sheffield Daily Telegra}h (edi tori all, 18 December 1903, p. 6.
Morning Post (editorial, 18 December 1903, p. 4.
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In this way the Tariff Reformers sought to stress that direct and immediate

action was far divorced from the unhelpful, equivocating realm of theory.

What they perhaps were really doing was hoping that progress would be

achieved by removi ng controversy. The distaste for the theoretician ~n the

public mind could be played upon by emphasising the "representative" quality,

the common sense and the stature of the business members of the Commission.

Thus the early organisation of the commission was carried on in what was

apparently a wilful disregard of Free Trade hostility. Eve ry few days

Tariff Reform newspapers proudly carried the press release of the latest

industrialists who had consented to serve, until by the middle of January

1904 the Commission was announced to be complete. This eulogising of the

businessmen who had agreed to serve was brought to a peak by Chamberlain

himself when, at the opening meeting of the Commission, he described them as:

these fifty-eight gentlemen, princes of commerce, who
have grown grey and bald in the trade fight for success,
have ever their feelings under perfect control, and allow
only the doorway to reason to remain open"l

Though Tariff Reformers were trying to stand aloof from objections 1n

order to try to push their movement ahead, Free Traders had, of course, not

failed to provide those objections. Condemnation of the Commission was

developing along two lines, which were not entirely compatible. The first,

and rather more simple, criticism was of its composition. The fifty-eight

members were represented as "a ring of vested interests ... of managing

directors who have hundreds of thousands of pounds to gain by the imposition

of a skilful tariff".2 To this the Tariff Reformers answered that to whom

should the task of formulating a tariff be given but to the most prominent

industrialists in the land? These men were well known in all the countries

of the commercial globe. Their political affiliations were not taken into

account when the choice was made, only their ability to represent

2.

Chamberlain at the first meeting of the Tariff Commission, 15 January
1904; reprinted in Sheffield Daily Telegra1h, 16 January 1904, p. 9.
"A committee o~ directors", Echo (editorial 18 December 1903.., - , ~
unpagi na'ted but p. 2.

1.
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1authoritatively the trade or industry concerned. A related Free Trade

criticism was that the commission was not representative of the whole sphere

of British economic activity. It became almost a hobby to find gaps in the

list - an the House of Commons it was asked "Why it was that not a single

banker of repute sat on the Tariff Commission?" and Lloyd George asked why
2no workingmen were represented. At Halifax Winston Churchill pointed to

the absence of the cotton trade, the professions and the Free Traders.3

But criticism along these lines ran the danger of establishing the

principle that if the Commission was composed in a representative way, one

which met such objections, then perhaps the whole exercise would be

legitimatised. The second line of criticism was more fundamental. The

opposition press was quick to deny that the rommission was in any wayan

answer to the agitation of previous months for a Royal Commission. The

Echo noted that "it is certainly not an impartial inquiry. The question to

be put before it is not whether Protection should be adopted or not, but how

can the Protective Tarif'f'be best framed in the interests of those who are

advocating it". 4 The Standard reminded its readers of its long-standing

support for an impartial enquiry, but by this it had not meant "an 'ex parte'

inquiry by a tribunal starting with preconceived opinions, and pledged,

beforehand, to a particular conclusion".5

But of course the Tariff Reformers agreed that the intention of the

commission was to draft a tariff. That was what it had been set up to do.

As for the idea of its having preconceived ideas, the only one held was that

some kind of modification of policy was required, and as far as that was

concerned Tariff Reformers usually assumed that everyone in the country felt

3.
4.

See, for example, Morning Post (editorial), 16 January 1904, p. 6.
Parliamentary Debates, 4th ser., CXXIX, 9 February 1904, col. 822;
10 February 1904, col. 954.
Churchill, at Halifax, 20 December 1903; in Sheffield Daily Telegraph,
21 December 1903, p. 9.
"A committee of directors", ~ (editorial), 18 December 1903,
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. 1thlS. It was the task of the Commission to find out what kind. As the

Morning Post put it, much of the Free Trade criticism was irrelevant.

The Tariff Commission will do what must have been done
either by Mr. CHAMBERLAIN individually or by the
industrial and commercial classes on their own initiative,
for obviously the details of a tariff must be worked out
before, not after, the country expresses its final
judgement. 2

IV

What had happened here was a complete rift between the two sides, not

about the substance of the controversy itself but about the way in which the

controversy should continue. As the next two months went by, as details

emerged in the press about the commission's increasing activity in collecting

information and examining witnesses from the first industry to come under its

scrutiny, iron and steel, the Free Traders watched the proceedings with

incredulity.

In March 1904 there was a short exchange of letters in the Times between

Hewins and L.T. Hobhouse, in which Hewins sought to prove that the methods

of the Commission rested on a more scientific basis than did those of the Free

U. 3Trade n1on. This led to an exchange of letters between Hewins and Herbert

Gladstone, which illustrates perhaps better than anything else the

irreconcilable gulf over method which now lay between Tariff Reformers and

Free Traders.

Gladstone took the Leeds speech as evidence that Chamberlain now

considered his case proved, and that the next step was to set up a commission

to work out a tariff. If this was the case Chamberlain's scheme must have

been proved, to the satisfaction of the Tariff Reformers, by the propaganda

that preceded the Leeds speech, and thus the methods of the Tariff Reformers

1. Chamberlain at the first meeting of the Tariff Commission; loco cit.
2. Morning Post (editorial), 23 December 1903, p. 4.
3. L.T. Hobhouse to ed., Times, 14 March 1904, p. 6; W.A.S. Hewins to

ed., Times, 15 March 1904, p. 8; Hobhouse to ed., Times, 16 March
1904, p. 2.
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were to be condemned on the same criterion - that of lack of a scienti fic

method - as that on which Hewins had condemned the methods of the Free Trade

Union. If this was not the case, and the Tariff Commission was reopening

what Gladstone termed the "main issue", that of Free Trade versus protection,

then, argued Gladstone, its composition militated against its ability to
1conduct an unbiased examination of the relative rnerits of each.

But Hewins's reply was to show that, in public at least, he did not

consider Chamberlain's policy proved. Nor was the Commission to discuss

the relative merits of Free Trade and protection. He argued that his

opponents were inclined to make dogmatic statements as to the effects of

any proposal for a tariff without justifying them. Such criticism assumed

that the Free Traders had already constructed a tariff and found out that it

would not work. If this was so, bantered Hewins, the nation should be told

the results. It should be allowed to see whether this hypothetical Free

Traders' tariff had been drawn up in the most beneficial way - for instance,

what goods were to be put on the free list, how the Free Traders had

decided between the merits of specific and ad valorem duties, and whether

they had reached their conclusions after proper consultation with
2manufacturers.

It is here that the Tariff Reform approach becomes understandable.

Free T·raders were attacking a policy that had still not been fully worked

out in detail. Of course, to the Free Trade mind this was of no account,

since Free Trade, even the most "one-sided" Free Trade, was inevitably

superior in a welfare sense to any form of protection that could possibly

have been devised. But to the Tariff Reformer, or to anyone occupying a

mid-w~ position, anyone who did not accept the superiority of Free Trade

as an axiomatic truth, the Free Trade case did indeed seem to be assuming a

certain protective policy against which to measure the suoerior benefits of

1.

2.

H.J. Gladstone to Hewins, three letters, 18 March 1904, 15 and 19 April
1904; reprinted in Times, 20 April 1904, p. 4.
Hewi~ to ~la~tone, two letters, 30 March 1904 and 15 April 1904;
repr~nted 1n T1mes, 20 April 1904, p. 4.
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Free Trade. As Hewins remarked:

Mr. Chamberlain has described a practical situation, with
regard to which it is desirable to take action. The
figures on whi ch that description is based have not, so
far as I know, been disputed ... If we are to deal with
the situation described by Mr. Chamberlain, you will, I
feel sure, agree that we must have a policy. It is open
to the Free Traders to sketch an economic and commercial
policy, which will deal with actual problems, alternative
to that suggested by Mr. Chamberlain. But they have not
done so "'1

Of course, Chamberlain's figures had been disputed. Hewins was

accepting Chamberlain's assumption that something was wrong with British

industry • His answer, therefore, would not have carried any conviction with

a Free Trader who thought the economic situation was healthy. (Indeed, at

this point, Hewins appears not to have been regarding Free Trade as a policy

at all). But in defence of Hewins it should be remembered that by no means

all Free Traders held the view that Britain's economic condition was so sound

that no action would be required in the foreseeable future. Free Traders

may have accused Chamberlain of gross exaggeration, but even Asquith had been

prepared to admit that the situation was not perfect. As early as May he

had counselled, "Until some better substitute [for Free Trade, than

Chamberlain's policy] could be discovered, let us stick to our well-tried
2policy of free markets and an open door." There were many people who were

not complacent, and not all of them were Tariff Reformers - most common among

the others were supporters of one or another of the various forms of "National

Efficiency", advocating here the rene dy of improving technical education

along Charlottenburg lines, advocating there the remedy of improving the

consular service. To them, perhaps, Hewins's reasoning was understandable.

Certainly it was at them, at the middle ground, that it was directed. The

Tariff commission was to examine how the industrial situation could best be

rene died by means of a tariff: it was up to others to suggest alternative

remedies to compare that tariff with.

1-
2.

Hewins to Gladstone, 30 March 1904;
Asquith,at Doncaster, 21 May 1903;

loco cit.
loco cit.



The Tariff Reformers had conceded little to their opponents. One of

their number admitted publicly that the appeal was to emotion rather than to
1reason. This is too strong - it underestimates the case for Tariff Reform.

But what the propaganda campaign had done was to leave a demanding legacy

for the Tariff Commission. Chamberlain's proposals had been cast as

utopian. He had refused to adnUt that any sector would not have its

condi tion improved through his policy (though it is true that he seldom

mentioned the financial sector in his campaign). Today we would consider

as accepted the idea that protection m8¥ - indeed, usually will - raise the

community welfare function overall. But, in effect, Chamberlain had

promised that everyone wi thin that community would be benefited. He had

not been able to show how it was to be done. But, by definition, it could

be done. That was the function, that was the meaning, of a "scientific

tari rr".

The principal model on which the "scientific tariff" was to be built

was that of Germany. Just why the German tariff was regarded as "scientific"

is not, in hindsight, particularly clear. Though Tariff Reformers were not

very specific during the first campaign, they appear to have had in mind

fairly superficial administrative and structural features - the grading of

duties according to labour content, the choice between ad valorem and

specific duties, the granting of drawbacks on exports. What they failed to

consider WaS the importance of economic pressure groups in determining even

Germany's "scientific" tariff, in spite of the fact that they sozretimes

castigated the "log rolling" tactics endemic to the formulation of the US

tariff as a prime example of bad practice.

Precisely how the Tariff Commission was to accomplish its task Hewins

left unsaid. Though the much-talked-about "scientific" tariff had not yet

been rigorously defined, its objectives were clear. It had to devise a

system of agricultural preference which, when combined with compensating

1. Weymss Reid, in Nineteenth Century, cited in A.W. Coats, loco cit.,
p. 199 n.
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reductions in British taxation, would not increase the cost of food. It

had to grade the spectrum of duties on raw materials through semi-

manufactured goods to finished manufactures so that the consequential

changes in production levels at home would have little effect on the prices

of industrial products, or would at least increase wages to compensate for

that. It had to increase employment. And if it did increase employment

and wages, it had to avoid damaging the export trade. It had to harmonise

the interests of industry and agriculture. It had to do all this and still

produce a scheme containing preferential terms acceptable to every single

colony, no matter what its economic base. The project had to be carried

out under the methodology of the day, without the sophisticated calculating

equipment and statistical techniques of later generations. But this was

the sublimely optimistic objective that the Tariff Commissioners had in mind

as they embarked upon their eighteen years of labour.l If we think.

Chamberlain asked too much of them it is only fair to remember that they

undertook the task willingly.

v

The following two chapters (chapters 2 and 3) examine the early moves

which led to the establishment of Chamberlain's Tariff Commission, the

protectionist-imperialist ideology of its secretary, the man who, more than

any other, could claim primacy as the chief theoretician and ideologist of

the Tariff Reform movement, and the composition of the Commission, with

particular reference to the representation of industrial interests upon it.

Subsequent chapters exandne the w~ in which the Commission attempted

to achieve its utopian objectives. As it is hoped to show, simple

conclusions of a nakedly self-interested propagandist group on the one hand,

or of an objective and disinterested study group on the other, cannot be

sustained. A curious blend of imperialist, Chamberlai nite and

1. The commission was finally disbanded in 1921.
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protectionist sentiments with a genUlne desire for sound, respectable and

non-partisan method made the Commission more than a mere Tariff Reform lobby

and less than a scientific enquiry. Such mixed motives were frequently

demonstrated by individual Commissioners: there were relatively few who

could be classed as interested in outright propaganda or pure scientific

objecti vity.

Under the guidance of its secretary the Commission struggled to apply

inductive methods to the vast question of Britain's fiscal policy. As it

failed to do this, it found a constant need to apply its awn theoretical and

quasi-theoretical constructs to the mass of factual and proximate factual

data which it collected. It also found that politics entered into its own

particular world of science by influencing the nature of outside businessmen

willing to participate, and by limiting its freedom in the publication of

results and conclusions.

In addition to a general treatment of the Commission's activities

(chapter 4), particular attention is given to three of its most important

reports. Chapter 5 examines the COmmUssion's handling of the iron and steel

industry, where the protectionist case was strong and co-operation from

businessmen good, and where the Commission, in spite of its own historical-

inductive methods, came near to advancing some of the theoretical arguments

of later @enerations of protectionist economists. Chapter 6 examines the

cotton industry, where the protectionist case was weak and the response from

businessmen poor, and where the Commission was forced to emphasise a

retaliationist policy, though here as elsewhere in its publications it was

unwilling to spell out its strategy on tariff negotiation in full detail.

Chapter 7 examines the agricultural enquiry, where Agricultural Committee

members, on the whole more protectionist than full Commission members, were

guided into a more moderate posture for the sake of a consistent overall

Tariff Reform policy, and yet they still managed to improve the provisions

for the farmer in Chamberlain's overall plan, thus providing the clearest

example of unadorned self-interest wi thin the whole history of the Commission.
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Chapter 8 charts the failure to produce an integrated "scientific" tariff

and the degeneration of the COmnUssion into a propagandist body of more

normal type, albeit still cautious and moderate, but now actively supporting

Tariff Reform MFs in parliament and subsequently becoming the vehicle for

Hewins's own parliamentary career.

At this stage the purpose of this thesis should perhaps be made clear.

Much 1S known of the politics of the Tariff Reform period, especially with

regard to Balfour's "cabinet crisis" and the subsequent history of the
1Unionist party. Recent studies have also extended our knowledge of what

is generally described as "social imperialism", though most of them still
2concentrate heavily on the political manifestations of the phenomenon.

What is still missing from the overall analysis of Tariff Reform is

detailed examination in three distinct areas, and the present work seeks to

go some way in each one. The first area is a close study of the actual

operation of different pressure- and propaganda-groups active in the campaign,

and here the present study seeks to recompense the student of Tariff Reform

for the lack of information on the Tariff Reform League and the Free Trade
. 3Un10n. The second area is the role of businessmen in the campaign and

their attitudes towards it, a surprising omission in view of the nature of

the controversy. In this, the present work lays at the centre of the

involvement of businessmen in the debate, though much more still needs to be

uncovered before the picture is complete. The thi rd area is a detailed

examination of the economic arguments used by Tariff Reformers and the

3.

See, especially, J. Amery, Ope cit., vols. 5 and 6; A.M. Gollin,
OPe cit.; R.A. Rempel, Unionists Divided: Arthur Balfour, Joseph
Chamberlain and the Unionist Free Traders, (Newton Abbot, 19(2);
P. Fraser, "Unionism and Tariff Reform: The Crisis of 1906",
Historical Journal, V, 1962, pp. 149-66; N. Blewett, "Free Fooders
Balfourites, Whole Hoggers. Factionalism within the Unionist Party,
1906-10", Historical Journal, XI, 1968, pp. 95-124, etc.
Esp:c~ally B. Semmel, Ope cit.; G.R. Searle, The Quest for National
Effic1:nsr, (Oxford, 19(1); H.C.G. Matthew, Ope cit.; R.J. Scally,
~e or1~?S 0: the Llgyd George Coalition, (Princeton, 19(5).

excep 10n 1S K.D. Brown's useful "The Trade Union Tariff Reform
Association, 1904-1913", Journal of British Studies, IX, 1970,
pp.141-53. See also Semmel, Ope cit., chs. 5 and 7.

1.

2.
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economic-political thinking that lay behind them. Studies exist examining

the econOffilCthought underlying the campaign, but most concentrate on the

reasoning of professional economists,l with the not entirely surprising result

that if we wish to examine the popular level of economic argument in the
. 2campa~gn we still find that Halevy's treatment is one of the most rewardlng.

More recent work by political historians frequently embodies outdated concepts

of the "Great Depression" and late nineteenth century British industrial

structure, whilst economic historians, with their natural affinity for the

romance of mid-nineteenth century Manchesterism, have tended on the whole to

dismiss Tariff Reform not only as inappropriate, but also, one feels, as being

almost beneath notice. Whilst this thesis is in no way intended as an

economi c apologia for the Tariff Reform movement, it does seek to examine care-

fully, and on its own ground, the economic analysis put forward by a sizable

group of businessmen as being applicable to the ill winds they perceived in

the rapidly changing economic circumstances of the early twentieth century.

Finally, we should perhaps point to a directly practical reason for a

study of the Tariff Commnssion. Its reports, used as sources by serious

academics divorced from the controversy at the time,3 have been regularly

used by economic historians since then, sometimes critically and sometimes
4less so. It would not be improper to assert that a historical source can

be used to the full only when the ideology, objectives and methodology of

its compilers is understood. The Tariff Commission's ideology and

objectives, if not entirely misunderstood, are frequently simplified and

distorted by modern scholars. Its methodology, though often highly

suspect, remains almost completely unappreciated.

1. Exceptionally good in this respect is A.W. Coats, loco cit.; see also
the studies of Ashley and Cunningham in Semmel, op. cit., chs . X-XI,

2. E. Ralevy, Risto of the En ish Pee 1e in the Nineteenth Centu ,
vol. 5, Imperialism and the Rise of Labour 1895-1905, London, 19 1
edn.), pp. 285-356. .

3. See, e.g., G.R. Carter, The Tendency Towards Industrial Combination,
(London, 1913).

4. See, e.g., E.M. Sigsworth, Black Dyke Mills: A History, (Liverpool,
1958); S.B. Saul, ·Studies in British Overseas Trade 1870-1914
(Liverpool, 1960); D.H. Aldcroft (ed.),The Develop~ent of British
Industry·and Foreign Competition, 1875-1914, (London, 1968).
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CHAPTER 2

The Protectionist-Imperialist Ideology of W.A.S. Hewins

Information on the actual formation of the Tariff Commission is

relatively limited. But it is established that, by the autumn of 1903,

Chamberlain was in close consultation with three men who were to be central

figures in the Commission's operation - Sir Vincent Caillard, Sir Arthur

Pearson and Henry Chaplin. . h 1 b l'tBrief biographies are gaven elsew ere, ut

should be noted here that all three were well known as advocates of some

kind of Tariff Reform. Caillard was the author of three articles in the

National Review which advocated mutual preferential arrangements with the

colonies as the best way of promoting imperial unity, and which were
2subsequently incorporated into a book of the same nature. He was also

well-known as a director of Vickers, the great armaments and engineering

firm. But we should not on this account be too ready to make the obvious

link between Caillard's economic interest and his imperialist-protectionist

sympathies. The armaments industry was very much a special case; in its

close relationship with the British government it received a certain amount

of what might be termed "institutional protection" already. Furthermore,

under pre-war conditions a considerable proportion of its business was with

foreign governments, and frequently a similar special relationship obtained

here also. Certainly Caillard's colleague, Douglas Vickers, considered the

1. See below, pp. 543-4, 544-5.
2. V.H.P. Caillard, "Foreign Trade and Home Markets", National Review,

XXXIX, 1902, pp. 51-77; "Some Suggestions Toward an Imperial Tariff",
Na.tional Review, XXXIX, 1902, pp. 209-27; '"The Dream of a Bri tish
Zollverein': A Reply to Sir Robert Giffen", National Review, XXXIX,
1902, pp. 597-605; Imperial Fiscal Reform (London 1903).
J. Shield Nicholson's review of Caillard' s \ook con~idered it "one of
the most interesting of the contributions to fiscal literature" in
h'ch" ,w: l. the ~Bt reason~ble of the ideas of fiscal reformers [were]

expressed Wl. th moderatl.on and lucidity". See Economic Journal, XIV,
1904, p. 57.
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Tariff Reform campaign as rather peripheral to his firm's interests, and one

cannot help but feel that he might really have seen involvement not only as

irrelevant but also as indelicate. 1

Sir Arthur Pearson, too, was well known for his support of Chamberlain.

As proprietor of the Daily Express, and with the active support of Ralph

Blumenfeld, he had run an energetic campaign which had centred around the
. . f 2higher level of employment to be gai ned from Tarlff Re orm. Subsequently,

early in 1904, he was to buy the ailing Standard and bring what had been a

waivering but generally anti-Chamberlainite editorial policy solidly behind

the Tariff Reform banner. He was also Chairman of the Executive Committee

of the Tariff Reform League.

But perhaps the most ardent of these three passionate supporters of

fiscal change was Henry (later Viscount) Chaplin. He represented a district

and a class where there was perhaps little fundamental difference in opinion

over the question of import duties. A Lincolnshire farmer and landowner,

at times enjoying hectic bouts of conspicuous consumption and at others

having a relatively severe stringency forced upon him, Chaplin remained

throughout his colourful private life one of the leading spokesmen of the

agricultural interest in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century

parliament. As an economic interest group, agriculture must count as one

of the strongest supporters of Chamberlain's campaign. But it is important

to remember the diversity and complications of the agriculturalists'

position. Firstly, there was a strong body of opinion within agriculture

that Tariff Reform was not attainable for political reasons. By the 1890s,

after twenty years of depression, many farmers thought, reluctantly, that

"protection has practically sunk. to the position of a 'pious opinion'" 3

1. See below, pp. 141, 200.
2. B. Semmel, Imperialism and Social Reform, (London, 1960), p. 112;

R.D. Blumenfeld, R.D.B.'s Diary, 1887-1914, (London, 1930),
pp. 194-6.

3. This was the opinion of one of the members of the Royal Commission of
the 1890s; see F.A. Channing, The Truth about Agricultural Depression,
(London, 1897), p. 60.
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And, in a different way again, it should also be borne in mind that, amongst

those agriculturalists who did still feel a reform programme to be

politically attainable, the Birmingham policy fell short of the ideal. To

many of them, enthusiasm for imperial preference was as tepid as enthusiasm
1for Free Trade.

Though these three men were intimately concerned with the formation of

the Commission, many of their conversations with Chamberlain passed

undocumented. But fragments of evidence, mostly of a recollective nature,

have been left to us. Speaking at a Tariff Commission dinner on the

occasion of Hewins's acceptance of the post of Parliamentary Under-Secretary

of State for the Colonies in November 1917, Caillard remembered "the little

conferences that took place between Mr. Joseph Chamberlain and two or three

more of us. I recollect one meeting in my rooms at 42 Half Moon Street, at

which Sir Arthur Pearson and Mr. Hewins were present, a meeting which led to
. ,,2great th1ngs ••• Not uncharacteristically, Pearson sought to stress his

own role in the early work of organisation, reflecting that he had "had a

great deal to do with the early days of the Tariff Commission. I hope I am

not saying too much when I say that I was mainly instrumental in, or

responsible for, its foundation. And in those early d~s our guest

[Hewins] was of supreme assistance. ,,3 Chaplin was also present to speak of

his close involvement in the formative stage of the Commission, though, like

Caillard, he did not stress the particular importance of his own role.4

Indeed, Pearson's claim to primacy as instigator is not supported by any

other evidence. Nevertheless, it is perhaps true that Pearson was the

closest to Chamberlain in the consideration of possible members of the

Commission, in making arrangements-and in acting

also pl~ed a critical role in early finance.6

5as a go-between. He

1. See below, pp. 363-370.
2. Un-numbered blue file, "The Tariff Commission - Dinner to Mr. Hewins,

MP, Savoy Hotel, Nov-. 6th. 1917", T.C.P.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid.
5. See below, pp. 82-90.
6. See below, pp. 169-170.
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One of the most important tasks of the four architects of the new Com-

mission was the selection of its Secretary. In fact, there appears to be no
. . 1 tevidence that anyone other than Hewlns was ever consldered. and tha con-

sultations between Caillard, Pearson and Hewins proceeded with this in mind.

I

At this point it will be useful to examine more deeply the background

and beliefs of the man who, for the next eighteen years, was to be the

driving force of the Commission. When he assumed the Secretaryship,

W.A.S. Hewins was just under forty years of age, and had already made an

impression on the academic world as a heterodox in economics, Born in 1865,

the son of an anchor and chain merchant, Hewins himself recorded that. when

he went to Ox~ord, he had already read several treatises on economics:

... but thev did not hell) me. I disliked their
materialism leavened with sentiment and their remoteness
from real events as I saw them in South Staffordshire.
The "economic man" made no appeal to me. There was
little correspondence between the industrial system of
the economic text-books and the industry that was being
carried on around me and the men and women actually
engaged in it. 2

Thus it was that, whilst at Oxford, Hewins formed the Social Science Club,

the object of which was "to find a way to the solutions of social

1. If the intention was to provide the Commission with a Secretary who
had an established reputation as an academic economist, it must be
remarked that several of those who had expressed disagreement with the
"manifesto" of the fourteen orthodox economists in the Times (15 August
1903, p. 4) were better known than Hewins. Perhaps the most
prestigious person to approach would have been Prof. \v.J. Ashley of
Birmingham. Indeed, in Ms\y 1903 Chamberlain had written to him
suggesting the need for a "scientific review" of "some of the accepted
posi tions of free trade", but it is doubtful that Chamberlain had
considered in any detail the need for a Tariff Commission as early as
May, and this cannot therefore be regarded as an oblique approach to
Ashley with a view to inVOlving him more directly in the campaign.
In any case, Ashley considered his forthcoming book, The Tariff Problem
(London, 1903), as likely in most respects to meet Chamberlain's
requirements of a "scientific review". See Chamberlain to Ashley,
19 May 1903; Chamberlain to Ashley, 29 M~ 1903; JC 18/18/7 and
JC 18/18/8, J.C.P.

2. W.A.S. Hewins, The ApOlogia of an Imperialist: Forty Years of
Empire Policy, (London, 1929), I, pp. 14-15.
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... t' l' t' . ,,1difflcultles by prac lca lnves 19atl0ns. Nevertheless, Hewins still

allowed himself to join the more orthodox Oxford Economic Society, where he

found himself in the company of Ashley, Michael Sadler, Edwin Cannan,

L.L. Price, L.T. Hobhouse and Hubert Llewellyn Smith.

Having completed a degree in mathematics, Hewins decided to take history

and economics, and to develop his economic knowledge "in accordance with

modern scientific and historical method", a path which Thorold Rogers had

already warned him would evoke hostility from "securely established" vested

interests in the field.2 From 1888 to 1894 he gave University Extension

lectures and organised the summer meetings of University Extension students

at Oxford. During this period, he was able to formulate his ideas on

econorrac policy in an historical context, and he wrote his English Trade and

Finance, chiefly in the 17th Century (1892). Other research work in which

he was engaged, writing biographies of early economists for the Dictionary

of National Biography, served only to strengthen his rejection of the

prevailing approach of political science:

•.. the periods covered by the lives led me to make a
list as comprehensive as possible of all books and
pamphlets on economics written in England before the time
of Adam Smith. It included many thousands of titles and
destroyed for ever in my mind the illusion that Adam
Smith and his successors represented the only English
economic tradition'3

In the winter of 1894-5 Sidney and Beatrice Webb, in receipt of the

bequest of Hen~ Hutchinson, an eccentric provincial Fabian, were discussing

with friends the possibility of establishing in London an institution

similar to the Ecole Libre des Sciences Politiques of Paris, to remedy the

inadequate facilities that Webb felt existed in the metropolis for tuition

d . . 00' 4an research 1n econorrac s Jects. As Director of the new London School

1. Hewins gave two papers, prepared with his father's help, to the Club,
one on the wrought nail industry of E. Worcestershire, the other on the
effect of railway rates on the S. Staffordshire iron trade; see Hewins,
Apologia ..., I, p. 16.

2. Ibid., I, p. 16.
3. Apologia .••, I, pp. 22-23.
4. ~e full ~nd curio~ sto~ behind the Hutchinson bequest is told in

Sldney Calne, The HlstOry of the Foundation of the London School of
Economics and Political Science, (London, 1963), especially ch. 2.
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of Economics, their choice fell upon Hewins, then only thirty, apparently
. h' . 1 1on the baS1S of a c ance mee t i ng a year pre vi ous y. Hewins was formally

offered the Directorship late In March 1895, at a salary commensurate with

the shoestring budget of that fledgeling institution.2

Though the political outlook of the Webbs differed radically from that

of Hewins, 3 they nevertheless held "outrageously heterodox opinions in the

very branch of knowledge that they were intent on promoting". 4 And, amongst

Hewins's eleven part-time colleagues, the dissent from establishment

economics was maintained. Cunningham and Acworth, as Sidney Webb later

explained, were chosen "to counteract Marshall", 5 but other appointments,

such as Foxwell, Graham Wallas and Halford Mackinder, hardly re-orientated

the School towards the conventional wisdom. A tendency towards economic
. . 6orthodoxy was present ln the persons of Arthur Bowley and Edwln Cannan,

but it was slight.

During the period of his connection with the LSE, Hewins found his

belief in the growing inapplicability of Free Trade to present conditions to

be strengthening. His own lectures were "the means by which I came to see

clearly the scientific basis of economic policy", 7 and, on being appointed

to the Tooke Professorship of Economics and Statistics at King's College 1n

1897, he argued in his inaugural address that "the [current] distrust of

economists was due to too close an alliance between economists and what were

l.
2.
3.

Beatrice Webb, Our Partnership, (London, 1948), pp. 86-87.
S. Webb to Hewins, undated (but 28 May 1895); H.P.
Beatrice Webb found in Hewins "an instinctive sympathy with
media.evalism which led him spiritually, in the course of a few years,
to join the Roman Catholic Church, and politically into a lifelong
advocacy of a scientific tariff." See B. Webb, op. cit., p , 87.
Ibid., p , 86.
Cited in F.A. Hayek, "The London School of Economics, 1895-1945",
Economica, N.S., XIII, 1946, p. 5. Hayek maintains that Wallas was
first choice as Director. B. Webb, op. cit., makes no mention of
this.
Cannan has been described as "in Bome respects an iconoclast and, with
all his interest in economic theory, a severe critic of some of the
classical positions" but "much closer to 'orthodox' economics than any
of h6is colleagues and a convinced individualist". Hayek, op. cit.,
p . •
ApOlo~a •••, I, p. 29,' see also pp 37-38- ~ . .

4.
5.

6.



after all political rather than economic views II .1 Shortly afterwards,

slightly reluctant but persuaded by Schmoller and Von Halle, and impelled

by Canada's unilateral preference and Britain's consequent revocation of her

commercial treaties with Belgium and Germany, he wrote his first major work
2on the "expediency" of an Empire economic system.

Though Hewins was to leave the Webbs and the LSE on an amicable

basis, differences of opinion had been steadily developing for some years.

Such differences probably had less to do with any intolerance on the part of

the Webbs of Hewins's ideas than with their concern for the position of the
3School. Hewins felt a similar bond of loyalty to the School. His

article for Schmoller's 3ahrbuch had originated ~n three lectures given

there in the summer of 1899, but he felt unable to carry out his initial

intention to publish an enlarged version in English:

.•. on these Imperial questions the English atmosphere
was becoming a little electric and I thought it was only
fair to the School not to cause difficulty by publishing
an article which would have been regarded as a repudiation
of free trade, a slight on Lord Rosebery and other
Governors of the School, and as definitely identifying me
with Mr. Chamberlain'4

Though Hewins had initially hoped that Rosebery would be receptive to
5the new currents, it was becomi ng evi dent that the Governors would not have

appreciated Hewins's open espousal of the growing imperialist movement, and

it became "merely a question of time when I should break with this section

and give full rein to ru:r natural conservatism and imperi alism. ,,6

1. Ibid., p. 43.
2. Hewi ns reproduced extracts in Apologi a •.•, I, pp. 50-61.
3. This is the implication contained in Beatrice Webb, Ope cit., p. 269.
4. W.A.S. Hewins, "r-{y Connection with the Fiscal Controversy", (in an

unmarked black diary, as yet uncatalogued, in the Hewins Papers. The
esss\y is written in Hewins's hand, occupies pp. 23-38 of the diary, and
is dated 31 January 1904} , p. 27.

5. Ibid., p. 26.
6. Ibid., p. 25. Hewins's attitude to the Governors is contained in a

cryptic but revealing passage: "The Governors of the School were a
particularly tame breed of sheep. They counted for nothing, or rather
they were a source of difficulty with the outside world because they
included several people who had no business on such a body. The
solution of evezr difficulty rested with Webb and ru:rself. When
therefore I real~sed that Webb had come to the end of his resources and
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Nevertheless, the correspondence with Chamberlain in 1900, in which the

Colonial Secretary was unprepared to endorse preference as a valid tool for

Imperial aims, made "immediate co-operation impossible".l On this basis,

it was only after Chamberlain's Birmingham speech that such co-operation

became a possibility. But, as the Jahrbuch article showed, Hewins had the

certainty of a prophet; having "formed my own opinion about Chamberlain's
2probable action", he sat back and waited upon events.

Certainly, therefore, Hewins's career up to 1903 had already

distinguished him as one of that minority of academic economists who were

fitted by their opinions to be put in charge of the task of formulating a

tariff. When the paths of Chamberlain and Hewins first crossed is not

clear, but Hewins had been known to the great statesman for some years. As

early as 1896-7 Chamberlain had subscribed to the British Library of Political

Science, though probably without any detailed knowledge of its Director.3

Their earliest surviving correspondence dates from May 1899, and concerns

Hewins's proposals for the reform of Civil Service education.4 In the

1.
2.
3.
4.

his resourcefulness this naturally forced me to bring into greater
prominence the commercial and practical side of the School work. The
Progressivism of Webb and the County Council appeared to me to be a
very shallow, academic and unpractical thing, and I made up my mind to
run the School with the view of winning the support of the business
world. In this, however, Webb and the Fabian members of the
Governing Body were a great difficulty. They were quite willing to
let me do this because they had an idea that they would in a sense
capture these business forces. The idea was wildly absurd. But the
fact of their presence on the Governing Body brought my commercial
negotiations to nought as soon as we reached the money point. Lord
Rosebery liked the idea but he made a horrible muddle of the Mansion
House meeting, which was rendered worse by Haldane's tactless hint
that the whole thing was a political move. I had some discussion
with the Webbs about this ••• They were then full of Liberal
Imperialism for which I had the greatest contempt ..• I believed less
and less in the value of any efforts spent on the forces represented
by the Webbs, Haldane and (spasmodically) Lord Rosebery. It was very
early obvious that I should not take the Webbs with me in my
Imperialism. He was not really interested in the subject. Married
to anyone else Mrs. Webb would have been very much on that side. But
Webb himself is a born Little Englander."
Apologia •.., I, p. 49.
Ibid., p . 50.
Janet Beveridge, An E ic of Clare Market: Birth and Earl s of
the London School of Economics, London, 19 0 , p. 37.
J. Wilson (P.S. to Chamberlain) to Hewins, 17 May 1899; H.P.



following year Hewins sought information from the Colonial Secretary for
his article on imperialism and UK economic policy that was to appear
subsequently in Schmoller's Jahrbuch.l But there is no evidence to
suggest that they had ever met, and Hewins himself felt that his ideas
found little favour with Chamberlain before 1903.2 Hewins wrote that they
never met before the Birmingham speech, and his statement is corroborated
by Fraser, who dates their first meeting in June 1903.3 Thus it is not
improbable that the principal factor in bringing the two into close
association was Hewins's series of articles in the Times, which by late
June were appearing in rapid succession.

II

The most complete statement of Hewins's philosophy in the early years
of the twentieth century occurs, in semi-popular form, in the series of

4pseudonymous articles written for the Times in the summer of 1903. These
have the virtue of being a detailed portrait of Hewins's philosophy and
methodology at a time immediately preceding the establishment of the Tariff
Commission. Much of his time during this period was spent in the
preparation of newspaper articles on the fiscal question.5

As a historical economist, Hewins's main academic work had lain in the

study of mercantilism.6 And perhaps at the core of the Times' articles was

1. Chamberlain to Hewins, 28 August 1900; H.P. On this occasion Hewins
sought an interview, though apparently without result.
ApologiR •.., I, pp. 48-50.
Ibid., I, pp. 6-7; Peter Fraser, Joseph Chamberlain: Radicalism and
Empire, (London, 1966), p. 246. The Hewins Papers contain a telegram
from Chamberlain, dated 30 June 1903, which informs Hewins that the
sender would be glad to see him at the House of Commons on the following
Wednesday at 3.30 p.m.
Eventually sixteen articles, mostly between two and three full columns
long, were published at weekly intervals or less. The original plan
had been for six articles by Hewins and a similar number representing
the Free Trade reply, at a time when the Times' editorial policy was
still uncommitted. Such evidence as is left to us, however, suggests
that the Times was unable to find an opponent willing to take on the
ta~k. See Hewins, ApOlogia •••, I, pp. 66-67.Ib~d., p. 72.
W.A.S. Hewins, English Trade and Finance, chiefly in the 17th Century,
(1892); see also, D.C. Coleman, Revisions in Mercantilism, (London,1969), p. 2.

2.
3.

4.

5.
6.
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the attempt to stress the continuity of the development of economic policy

as a practical response to the "position and aims of each parti cular
1country" • But his analysis sought to accomplish more than to merely

explain why two countries could synonymously, and yet rationally, pursue

different economic policies. In common with many critics of establishment

economics, both popular and academic, he felt he had to prove that the early

apostles of the Free Trade doctrine had advocated policies on pragmatic

grounds rather than seen their function as one of expounding natural laws

and absolute truths. Thus, in stressing the logic of one country adopting

different policies at different times, he saw little difference in outlook

and motive between the "old English mercantilists [who] knew perfectly well

what they were about with their restraints and encouragements to different
2trades", and those early economists "who provided the theoretical basis of

the free trade movement •.• [and of whom] the vast majority •.. were men of

affairs and all, of any real eminence, interested in the promotion of the

objects of public policy. ,,3 Indeed, in touching upon the relationship

between deductive theory and policy formulation in the writings of the early

classical school, Hewins and other historical economists touched off a

debate which still lives on tod8¥, though perhaps not entirely as a lineal
4descendant.

Thus, early ~n the series, Hewins made much of the deviations of the

early classical school from the unadorned Free Trade theory that they

1. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empi re: VII", Times, 16 July 1903, p . 4.
2. Ibid., p , 5.
3. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: I", Times, 15 June 1903, p . 14.
4. The best-remembered historical economist in this debate has proved to

be Cunningham. See the admirable summary of the debate in
A.J. Taylor, Laissez-faire and State Intervention in Nineteenth-centu!y
Britain, (London, 1972), passim. Taylor points out that Cunningham
saw the work of Huskisson, Peel and Gladstone as a "deliberate
application of laissez-faizoe principles to our commercial system",
(~. Cunningham, Growth of English Industry and Commerce in Modern
T~mes, 3rd Edn., London, 1?03, p. 839, cited in T8¥lor, op. cit.,
p . 39 n}, Elsewhere Cunmngham wrote that Adam Smith' B "disciples
seem ••• to'have gradually moved away altogether from the standpoint
which he endeavoured to take." See Rise and Fall of the Free Trade
Movement, (2nd Edn., London, 1905), p. 202.
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developed and which fed the sermons of the popularizers.l Smith had

defended the Navigation Acts, Ricardo had favoured the temporary restriction

of corn imports to help the leaseholder, and Mill had argued strongly the

case for "infant industry protecti on" . "In skilled hands," remarked Hewins,

"their works are always suggestive, and it is in fact remarkable ... how

frequently they take account of qualifications to the generality of the
2principles they advocate."

At the same time, Hewins had no wish to portr~ the early theorists as

inconsistent, or to argue that policy after 1846 rested on an "insecure
. .f' b ." 3sc~ent~ ~c as~s • That he felt the need to re-integrate classical

laissez-faire economics into a longer continuum of economic thought and

policy is perhaps a reflection of the prejudices petrified into society that

he felt he had to overcome. British society remained essentially Victorian

until 1914. The society that was so stunned by the Queen's death was also

a society which seemed to want constant reassurance that its actions would

have been approved of by Cobden and Bright. Or so, at least, felt Hewins.

The critical factor in the choice of economic policy was expediency,

maintained the historical economists. Cunningham came close to arguing

that such expediency would have led Cobden to support intervention in 1903
4just as he had urged economic liberalism in the days of the League.

Perhaps less cautiously, Hewins argued that it would require heroic

simplification to hold the view that Ricardo would have opposed Hicks

Beach's Corn Registration Duty simply because he believed in the abolition

of 1846. The situation had changed so completely that, given the ad hoc

approach of the early economists to econonUc problems, their attitude to

policy in the early 20th century would not necessarily have been in accord

1.
2.
3.4.

A.J. Taylor, op. cit., pp. 27-31.
"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire'. I" T' 15 J 1903 4, lmes, une , p. •Ibid.
See h~s paper, "The. Real Richa::d CObden", delivered to the Compatriot's
Club ln 1904 and subsequently ~ncorporated into the second edition of
The Rise and Decline of the Free Trade Movement (Cambridge 1905)
pp. 169-189, especially p. 170. ' "
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with modern Free Traders:

The arguments of the classical economists, however
general in form, were directed against a system which
not only no one wishes to revive, but which is, in fact,
incompatible with the Imperial system contemplated by
Mr. Chamberlain ... the consolidation of the British
Empire is a new problem for the solution of which English
experience in the past and the experience of other
countries cannot suggest the precise measures to be
adopted. It is, in fact, a problem which has never been
considered by a great English economist.l

Though Hewins characterised the approach of the classical economists

to econOIDlC policy as an ad hoc one, he did not see it as random. The

period of the ascendancy of Free Trade was not unrelated to the periods

which preceded and succeeded it. The historical economist saw the past as

a structured process of development within which apparently conflicting

phases of policy could be rationalised into a smooth progression. In a

particularly clear statement of his philosophy of history, Hewins wrote:

English people as a rule know only of two possible policies,
free trade and protection, whereas the actual history of
civilised countries show that they pass through many stages
of development, and that at the same stage the general
features of the policy of different nations are much the
same. We may now regard Russian policy as extremely
reactionary. As a matter of fact, some of the best
analogies of Russian measures can be found in the history
of England ••• various foreign countries are all pursuing
their ends by means which, however mistaken they may be from
time to time in detail, are in general accordance with the
as certai ned laws of nationa.L growth. England is the
classical ground for the study of these laws, for no country
has such a long, continuous and authentic history. Our
free traders say we have reached the final goal of develop-
ment ... they may be correct if we persist in a purely insular
policy; ••• [but] the Imperialist suggests that we can obtain
a new lease of life in union with other parts of the Empire.2

Early in the Times' series, Hewins's support of an Imperial policy was

generalised and flexible - he did not attempt to lay down any concrete

economic formulae for British salvation. His most rigid conviction was that

the United Kingdom had reached a stage in her development where Free Trade

must be abandoned: to the accusation that Chamberlain's campaign was "wanton

and premature", he answered that there was a strong desire in the country at

1.
2.

"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire:
"The Fiscal Policy of' the Empire: I", Tines, 15 June 1903, p , 14.

VI", Times, 11 July 1903, p . 6.
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large for "a posi tive and constructi ve poli cy" .1 Nevertheless, he saw an

Imperial policy, however it might be constructed, as being the only feasible

long-term solution, the only possible way to progress to the next stage of

development. Free Trade might be abandoned in the absence of an imperial

poli cy, indeed it inevitably would be. But Britain still had a chance to

achieve, through an enlightened process of Imperial consolidation, a level

of development which would ensure her place among the front rank of economic

and political powers:

The Imperialist movement m~ fail [at the next General
Election], though all the signs point to its success, but
no possible combination can prevent a chan~ in economic
policy. The mere attitude of inquiry is fatal to the old
belief, and the national faith in free trade as ordinarily
understood has gone for ever. The really important
question is whether the chan~ of policy, which is now
certain in the near future, shall be made an instrument of
Empire. Whether this is to be the case or we avoid the
great issue because we are afraid of food taxes, the
probability of some protection of British manufactures has
to be considered'2

As far as they come over in the Times' articles, Hewins's horizons were

limited by the achievement of an imperial system. We can therefore regard

this as his ultimate stage of Britain's development, with the period of Free

Trade as his penultimate stage. Both were logical, both were rational,
above all both were expedient.

The boundaries between stages were determined by changes in conditions.

Free Trade, though insolubly linked with British development in the mid-

Victorian years of prosperity, was not to be given any prime causal

importance:

••• the adoption of the policy of free trade was the result
rather than the cause of British development, which was
really due in the main to our overwhelming superiority of
mechanical power and the fact that we had a long start over
other countries. If England was to make the most of her
natural resources and her manufacturing skill, dependence on
foreign food supplies was inevitable, because it was quite
impossible for the country to be "self-sufficient" in the
Continental ~ense, as the industrial population grew in
numbers . G~ven the food supply, England, with its admirable

l.
2.

"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire:
"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire:

I", Times, 15 June 1903, p . 14.
VIII", Times, 27 July 1903, p. 8.
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distribution of raw materials, and its other advantages,
would rise to a great height of prosperity. That this
forecast has been fulfilled e:very one will readily admit'l

Essentially, the argument for a change In policy devolved upon

economies of scale. Here was the fundamental level at which successful

policy manipulation took place. The foundations for the success of Free

Trade Victorian Britain had been laid in the achievements of the mercantilist

period in extending the sphere of economic activity:

Free trade in the larger sense, of breaking down
restrictions of all kinds on freedom of enterprise
was the continuation of that development of national
policy of which the mercantile system itself was the
initial stage, and was the result rather than the cause
of the growing industrial and commercial power of the
United Kingdom. The actual policy adopted from the
close of the Napoleonic Wars until recent years - a policy
which was justified by its results and which cannot
seriously be called into question - was a contributary
cause of great importance of the more rapid growth of the
commercial supremacy already secured under the older regime,
and enabled British manufacturers to make the most of their
temporary monopolY'2

Hewins's analysis of the qualifications to theory that the early

classical economists noted was not, therefore, intended to suggest that Free

Trade was a mistaken policy. Rather it was meant to show that Free Trade

theory, or more particularly policy, was time-specific, and had evolved in a

period when it had utility. In the conditions of the early 1840s it had

been quite proper to give "a fundamental importance" to the "fact" that

England had reached a position of diminiShing returns, and to argue from that

the necessity of abolishing the Corn Laws.3

Perhaps one of the most potent arguments that seeks to vindicate the

British decision to retain Free Trade until 1914 is that protection, by its

effect on import volumes, would have reduced foreign holdings of sterling

balances and thus the effective demand for British exports, at a time when

Britain's trade:income ratio was unusually high for a mature industrial

economy. The most complete formulation of this argument has been left to

1,
2.
3.

"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire:
"The Fiscal Poli cy of the Empi re :
"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire:

V", Times, 4 July 1903, p. 14.
I", Times, 15 June 1903, p . 14.
VII", Times, 16 July 1903, p . 4.
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historians,its lengthiest and most compelling exposition being undertaken by

Saul in 1960.1 A surprising feature of the contemporary Tariff Reform

debate is the slight extent to which this was touched upon by either side.

Perhaps the issue was seen as too complicated for the popular digestion.

At Cinderford, Asquith applauded the rise in imports between the years

1873-1882 and 1893-1902, whilst admitting that the rise in exports over the

same period, some £20-30 millions, was less impressive. Of Chamberlain's

concentration on exports he said, "It would be just as reasonable to determine

a man's wealth by the amount of the man's expenditure without looking to his

income, as to compare the profitableness [sic] of the foreign trade of a
2country by looking only at the exports." Though Asqui th sought to lay more

emphasis on Shipping earnings and invisibles than Chamberlain had done, he

had not made the Free Trade case more cohesive 1n this critical area of the

interdependence of visible exports and visible imports. It is, I think,

true that Asquith's speeches, though more competent than many, were typical

of the approach of Free Trade public speakers - indeed, they were not

infrequently used as a model by others, and Rosebery warmly applauded the

Cinderford performance as a "crushing and convincing" example of the state

of the art.3

In the Times' articles, Hewins did show an appreciation of this argument

and its implications, and his treatment of it is more central to his analysis

than appears from a casual reading, since the ordering and purpose of the

series is not always clear, perhaps partly because it was decided to extend

the number of articles when Hewins was in the midst of writing them.

The maximisation of exports by a policy which led to maximum, but

uncontrolled, imports was, by the logic of the argument of specialisation

3.

S.B. Saul, ~tudies in British Overseas Trade, 1870-1914, (Liverpool,
1960), 1ass1m. See also, League of Nations, (Economic Intelligence
Sez:rice.,.The Network of World Trade, (Geneva, 1942), pp. 81-87, for
an l.mpll.cl.tsupport of the argument.
Asquith at Cinderford, 8 October 1903; in T.L. Gilmour, (ed.), All
Sides of the Fisc~ Question, (London, 1903), pp. 65-66. ---
Roseb:ry at Sheffield, 13 October 1903; in T.L. Gilmour, (ed.),
OP. Cl.t ., p . 109.

1.

2.
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Here Hewins invoked a distinction between private and sociallof exports.

costs and benefits similar in concept to that familiar in the twentieth

century:

Under modern conditions of international competition we may,
with free importation, ultimately obtain all the textiles
and all the iron and steel and other metal manufactures we
requi re more cheaply from Germanyand the United States
than we can produce them at home. The free trader maintains
that we should be extremely foolish if we did not avail
ourselves of the opportunity; ... that if imports increase
exports must also increase; and that we should all be much
better of. But .•• the free trade argument is full of
fallacies. The trades a country carries on are not a
matter of indi fference . Leaving out of account the
political argument, which is, however, of great importance
in this connexion, efficiency depends on the preservation of
a certain balance between the different branches of national
activity. If the iron and steel trades and the textiles
were destroyed, or declined in any considerable degree, the
young men of brains and ambition, the skilled artisans we now
employ, would not find an alternative career in the ready-made
clothing trade. They would follow the great industries, as,
in fact, they are doing now, and would find an outlet for
their energies in the United States, the Colonies, or even
foreign countries. Thus the decline of the great staple
industries would be followed by the dwindling of the population
and the decline of its e ffi ciency ."2

Thus, the results of a Free Trade policy had to be assessed us i ng far

wider criteria than the simple one of "cheapness to the consumer", 3

criteria which, unlike the Free Trade model as perceived by Hewins, took the

long-run into account and gave it more weight than the short-run. As

examples, Hewins dealt especially with agriculture4 and the iron and steel

industry.5 With iron and steel, the "dumping" of foreign exporters and the

transport policies pursued by foreign railway companies and governments would

maximise short-run British interests. But they would endanger the long-run

health of the industry by reducing its scale, and therefore eroding the

internal and external economies that it enjoyed, perhaps even resulting a n

1. Hewins used the word "national" rather than "social".
2. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: IX", Times 3 August 1903, p. 12.

(my emphasis). '
3. Ibid.
4. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: X", Times) 8 August 1903 p , 8.
5. "The Fiscal Policy of' the Empire: IX", Times, 3 August 1903, p. 12.
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the destruction of the "old economic unity" that accompanied the "gradual

transformation of the raw material into every description of iron and steel

products, implements, edge tools, machinery, and innumerable kinds of

hardware" wi thin one industrial area. 1

This was the negative side of the argument, the attempt to show that low

short-run purchase prices could be detrimental to the national welfare in

the long-run. It held the implication that, in such a process, exports

would suffer too. The converse, the positive side of the argument, was the

demonstration that higher short-run prices were not necessarily detrimental,

nor were they likely to be permanent. The securing of a home market,

especially if it were possible to extend it to include the colonial

populations, would help to obviate the problem that "our iron and steel

trades rarely work at their full capacity". 2 To obtain continuous running

would require a tariff which, Hewins admitted, would raise prices for a time,

but whether in the longer term prices would remain higher than the Free Trade

price was "another question". 3

This argument of "economies of scale" in a particular industry had its

counterpart in a broader sense. Here is more clearly defined evidence of

Hewins's conception of a superficially restrictive policy on Britain's over-

seas trade volumes. He specified a division between the static and dynamic

effects of a change from Free Trade to an imperial system, and was not

prepared to give much weight to the former. Under the classical model the

volume of Britain's foreign trade would be greater under Free Trade, even

unilateral Free Trade, than it would be under an imperial system. But the

Tariff Reformers' horizons were ones of hope, of possibility and, in the way

they sought to popularise them, even of probability. Hewins expressed

contempt for the predictive usefulness of a ceteris paribus approach when he

wrote:

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
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If, other things being equal, a given factor would produce
certain results, but, owing to the existence of other
factors the operation of the first factor is reduced to a
"tendency" the exact measure of which cannot be ascertained,
it is obviously rather difficult to make any progress with
the argument as to its effects ... it is not permissible
to transfer wholesale into the sphere of practical affairs
these scientific generalities, give them arithmetical
expression with the aid of figures culled from official
returns, and without investigation of the business structure,
productive power, and other economic and political
conditions, pass judgement on a great Imperial scheme'l

To Hewins, the immediate advantages of the static Free Trade model in

maximising exports by supplying the world with foreign exchange paled into

insignificance when related to the problem of foreign development which was

daily eroding Bri taint s previous monopolyand limiting her overseas markets.

This overseas development, encouraged often by high tariffs and govenment

assistance to export industries, would, if unchecked, result in an eventual

decline in Britain's exports. He saw this as operating in two ways - a n

the closing of export markets and in the absorption by foreig~ countries of

a larger and larger proportion of their ownoutput of raw materials.2

Forsaking the world of "abstract theory",3 was, then, for Hewins, to

move from a static model to a dynamic one. He felt that history had shown

that a confederation of states did not lead to a decline in the volume of

trade with unconfederated countries. In particular, the trade of the

GermanZollverein, both internal and external, had grown rapdily in the

years following its establishment, as Porter had noticed as early as 1847.4

Essentially, his belief was that the "trade-creation" effect of a common

market was so muchlarger than the "trade-diversion" effect that trade with

3.
4.

"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: VII", Times, 16 July 1903, p . 4.
In particular, he feared for the security of Britain's future cotton
supply, not only in view of increased internal consumption by the US,
but also in view of the growth of consumption in Germany,Austria-
Hungary, Belgium, Italy, Holland, Switzerland, Greece, Swedenand
Spain; see "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: VI", Times, 11 July
1903, p. 6.
Ibid.
G.R. Porter, The Progress of the Nation (London 1847 edn.), p. 424
ci ted in "The Fiscal Poli cy of the Empi;e: V", Times, 4 July 1903,
p , 14.

1.
2.
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the outside world would still increase.l British trade would expand mostly

with the colonies, but there would still be expansion to spare for trade

with the rest of the world. It was presumably for this reason that he

suggested that an Imperial policy, if properly conceived and constructed,
. .., 2mlgnt well operate to the benefit of fore~gn countr~es.

To hold this view, it was necessary to consider that the cost-reducing

factors involved in the establishment of an Imperial Zollverein outweighed

the cost-increasing factors resulting from the accompanying implementation

of a tariff. In the short-run, Hewins felt there was some room for doubt

over the likely incidence of the duties which would have to be implemented

under a feasible imperial scheme: he admi.tted that it was very difficult to

gauge the effects, even the incidence, of a tariff.3 His brief study of

the effect of German duties on grains was inconclusive, 4 and he was certainly

unwilling to hazard a guess as to the effects of a preferential wheat duty

in June 1903 when the proposed rate of duty was still unknown.5 But he did

feel that the likely effects would be unimportant when compared with the

fluctuations in annual avera~ prices of wheat over the previous thirty

years. Understandably, Hewins was reluctant, in view of the hostility to

the proposals to tax corn, to admit the inevitability of a short-term

increase in its price, but the implications of his remarks were that some

short-term increase could be expected. In his conclusion to an article on

wheat supplies he commented:

10. That the temporary effect of the tariff cannot be forseen,
but that in no circumstances likely to occur is it likely
to be more violent or prejudicial than the fluctuations to
which the present generation is accustomed.6

1. The terminology is explained in H.G. Johnson, Money, Trade and
Economic Growth, (London, 1962), ch. 3.

2. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: VI", Times, 11 July 1903, p. 6.
3. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: VII", Times, 16 July 1903, p. 4.
4. Ibid. The analysis still, however, managed to infuriate Alfred

Marshall. See Marshall to L. Brentano 20 July 1903 reprinted in
" "H.W. McCready, Alfred Marshall and Tariff Reform 1903: Some." 'Unptibl~shed Letters , Journal of Political Economy LXIII 1955

p. 262. -' , ,
5. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: IV", Times, 29 June 1903, p . 9.
6. Ibid.
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But in the longer run, Hewins's doubts dropped away. His concept of

a Chamberlainite imperial policy was that a shift towards imperial wheat

supplies would benefit the UK. He urged his readers to remember that "The

questions what would take place now and what would be the position of

affairs after a few years are quite distinct. ,,1 In particular, he saw a

long-term danger in the reliance on American wheat when that country too was

coming to the end of one of its stages of development, in the agricultural

sector at least. "Without artif'icial aids [to encourage Empire wheat

growing] ," he warned, "we must wait for the diminishing productiveness of

the United States and a rise of prices which would be prejudicial to

,. ind t d ,,2Br-it.i sh an us ry an commerce.

The salvation that an Empire-wide economic unit held for Britain was

that many colonies, especially the white dominions, had not reached this

critical stage of diminishing returns. Here was an area "which no one would

f t' h d h ' ", t ,,3ever dream 0 sugges ang a reac ed the stage of di.mini.shang re urns.

Perhaps the Tariff Reform vision of increasing returns in an Empire

economic unit is shown at its clearest when dealing with agricultural

expansion. Was it not true, argued Hewins, that a USGovernment report

had estimated that only two per cent of the land suitable for wheat in

Manitoba, the North West Territories and western Ontario was as yet under

cultivation?4 But the argument had a wider applicability than in

agriculture alone, especially· in respect of increased market demandand

imperial exploitation of natural resources and industrial raw materials.

Hewins saw growth as primarily related to factor inputs. The

importance of shifts in input-output ratios, through greater technological

and managerial efficiency, were not excluded from his "modeL'", but there is

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.
3. "The Fi~cal Poli<;y of the Empi:e: VII", Times, 16 July 1903, p . 4.
4. COIDJIercl.alRelatl.Ons otthe 001.ted States with Foreign Countries

during the year 1901, (Washington, 1902) vol. I, p. 340 , cited in
"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: IV" Times 29 June 1903, p. 9.
Sir Vincent Caillard used a similar ar~ument.'
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a definite suggestion that these either took second place to factor inputs

In importance, or else were positively correlated (in a sUbordinate role)

to a growth situation in which increased factor inputs were the primary

influence:

the progressive development of the United Kingdom
must obviously depend in the long run on the physical
facts of the situation, and, except in so far as
disadvantages under this head may be counter-balanced
by cheap freights, it is impossible for a limited area
and a limited population like that of the United Kingdom
to maintain the lead over great continents with far greater
resources, with manufacturing skill and organizing capacity
certainly not inferior, and in some respects superior, to
ours. Hence the relative slackening of British progress
is a perfectly natural phenomenon, which most economists
have long foreseen'l

Development in the twentieth century was to follow along lines that

Hewins had noticed emerging strongly in the nineteenth, along a path leading

to "the gradual consolidation of ever larger areas, the growth of the means

of communication between and wi thin those areas, and the development of
2their resources." Indeed, there had been a time when the UK and France had

experienced such development. But recently the prime beneficiaries of an

expansionist-consolidationist movement had been the USA, Germany and Austria-
3Hungary. And, in such expansion, the growing strength of such economies

was reflected not only in an expansion of internal commercial transactions,

but also in a rapid increase in external trade, consequent upon the

"increasing productive power, the larger population and natural resources,

and the better territorial division of labour which were the result of
. . ,,4conso.Li datri on , Hewins anticipated the argument that the Zollverein and

the USA were examples of "contiguous expansion", and that an Empire union

would not enjoy this advantage. The difference would always be that between

a customs union built on sea power and one built on continental resources.

1.
2.
3.

"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire'. V" T1·mes 4 July 1903 p 14" , . .
Ibid.
Hewins held rather optimistic views on the future economic development
of Austria-Hungary; see "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: V", Times,4 July 1903, p. 14.
Ibid.4.
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But such a disadvantage could be overcome: in his words, "The remoteness of

the Colonies is a very important question, but it is a question not of

geographical position, but of freights, means of communication, the mobility
1of capital and labour." And against this were to be set the advantage

that the political difficulties engendered by jealousies among German states
2In the formation of the Zollverein had no parallel in the British proposal.

The protectionist movement of the pre-19l4 years can very easily be

associated with sensationalism, with an exaggerated pessimism over Britain's

economic situation. The writings of Ernest E. Williams, and Chamberlain's

speech at Greenock, are good examples of the "yellow press" fringe of the

semi-popular economic debate.3 Hewins's approach was rather more

enlightened. He never sought, for instance, to claim that exports had

ceased to grow, though he can be accused, in common with both Free Traders

and his fellow Tariff Reformers alike, of underestimating the rise in export

volumes by concentrating on export values. He did suggest that it was "not

unduly pessimistic to suppose that our export trade is very near its

maximum",4 but he did admit that relative decline did not imply absolute

decline, at least for a long time. He agreed with Adam Smith, too, that

there was "a good deal of ruin in a nation": 5

Under a well-directed and continuous policy of Little
Englandism we can no doubt sink quite comfortably to the
rank of a fifth-rate Power. The process might involve
several great wars, as other Powers struggled for the spoils
of the British Empire, but we should have no ambitions and
recognise no obligations to our Colonies and dependencies;
and could therefore, perhaps, stand aside. Whether the
numerous small States which might be absorbed by their
neighbour but for the power of England would benefit, would

4.

"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: VII", 16 July 1903, p . 4.
Ibid. Undoubtedly, Hewins overestimated the willingness of Colonial
populations to sacrifice autono~ for an Imperial system.
Ernest E. Williams, Made in Germany, (London, 1896), passim; "Made in
Germany - Five Years later", National Review, XXXVIII, 1901,
pp. 130-144; Chamberlain at Greenock, 7 October 1903, reprinted in
J.M. Robertson, The Colla se of 'Tariff Reform': Mr. Chamberlain's
Case Exposed, (London, 1911 ,pp. 8-11.
"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: v" T' 4 Jul 1903 14, ~mes, y , p. .
(Hewins's emphasis).
Adam Smith, quoted in D. Winch, Economics and Policy, (London, 1972
edn.), p. 20.
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be an interesting subject for inquiry. The only way in
which we can avoid the fate of a small country is by the
development of the industrial and commercial resources of
the Empire, to balance those of the great Continental
Powers'l

In spite of his Vlew that the process of Britain's industrial

degeneration would be a lengthy one, Hewins felt that the situation was of

considerable urgency. His expectations of the remedial benefits of an

imperial system were dependent upon a fairly immediate enactment of policy.

Free Traders had questioned the wisdom of embarking upon closer

economic co-operation with a group of countries which only accounted for the

minor part of Britain's overseas trade. In pressing the urgency of a

positive policy, Hewins turned this argument on its head. The colonies,

perhaps hampered by the Lack of an imperial policy in the first three-

quarters of the nineteenth century, had in the recent past "reached a stage

of development at which a continuous growth of trade and commerce may
2reasonably be expected." In elaborating on this, Hewins gave a

description not dissimilar to Rostow's process of "take-off into self-

sustained growth". 3 Commercial alliance was, in Hewins's schema, to be

courted not on the strength of present relationships but on that of future

potential. This was made more necessary by the fact that Britain's share

of colonial trade was declining. In 1872-1876 the mother country had taken

54.3 per cent of the exports of her Colonies, excluding India. A

quinquennial analysis showed this to have dropped, albeit with fluctuations,

to 47.6 per cent in 1897-1901. 4 Hewins felt that "if present tendencies

continue unchecked the Empire must unquestionably break up".5

But the weakening of economic ties within the Empire would be

accompanied by a strengthening of colonial ties with foreign countries.

1. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: V", Times, 4 July 1903, p , 14.
2. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: XI", 17 August 1903, p. 6.
3. W.W. Rostow, The Sta s of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto,

(London, 1960 , Cf. The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: XI", Times,
17 August 1903, p. 6.

4. "~e Fiscal Policy of' the Empire: XI", Times, 17 August 1903, p , 6.
5. Ib1d.
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In particular, that jewel of the Charnberlainite crown, Canada, would, in

spite of exhibiting less of a decline in economic ties with Britain than the

rest of the Empire, be drawn inexorably into closer union with the United

States. Hewins speculated on the possibility of a "new island Empire in a
1Uni ted America", capable of realisation by perhaps as early as 1930. But

Canadian-US reciprocity was only the main danger - there were others.

Though trade between the colonies was more stable than that between Britain

and the colonies, and in spite of the fact that since "the British Empire

has not yet broken up, it is, of course, impossible to show by the inductive

method what trade-percentage is necessary to maintain it",2 it was

inevitable that the other colonies, too, would eventually seek reciprocity

treaties with Germany, the USA and other foreign countries.

This inevitability was not, in essence, mere speculation; it was the

result of Hewins's stage theory of national development.3 As separate

economies, the colonial pattern of development would follow a broadly

similar path to that of nations which had developed earlier, albeit with

considerable deviations:

Our Colonies appear to pass through perfectly well-defined
stages of development. At first mere scattered settlements,
wi th an inconsiderable trade, nearly all in British hands,
and no great common interests, they gradually, by their
energy and courage, overcome the main difficulties in the way
of development, and discover their common economic and
political interests, by means of which they are drawn closer
together, generally to the point of actual consolidation.
The struggle to achieve this progress must necessarily call
into existence a strong "national" sentiment; the precarious
nature of their young industries inevitably leads to
protection against powerful and highly-organized rivals.
There is nothing extraordinary in all this. It is a course
of development which has became one of the stock generalizations
of economi c history. No nation in the world has ever pursued
a policy of "natural liberty" in the earlier stages of its
growth; our policy virtually made the Colonies into separate
States for economic purposes, and no other line of development
than they have actually adopted was open to them'4

l. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: XII" , Times, 20 August 1903, p. 10.
2. Ibid.
3. See above, pp. 52~54; also, "The Fiscal Policy of the Empi re : I",Times, 15 June 1903, p. 14.
4. "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: XII", Times, 20 August 1903, p. 10.
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The achievement of the "nationalist" stage was, to Hewins, not the

final stage. Again, as in the cases of Germany, Austria-Hungary, and so

on, the whole array of issues in avoiding diminishing returns and obtaining

new economies of scale would have to be faced:

it is quite impossible for the Colonies to achieve in
isolation the economic progress they desire, and one after
another will necessarily arrange treaties of reciprocity
with the United States, Germany, and other foreign countries
which have no free trade principles to abandon.l

The inevitable path lay in progress via reciprocity rather than progress

vi a Empire-wide free trade. The latter was a distant ideal, its unreality

lying in the inability of the colonies to achieve their desired level of

industrial development in the nationalist stage. They would press for

closer economic ties with receptive countries, but would not be prepared to

risk the destruction of national manufacturing under a free trade relation-

ship. Hewins was undoubtedly correct in regarding the time as "not ripe

for so large a scheme".2

It is our purpose here to examine Hewins's broad protectionist-

imperialist philosophy, as revealed in a series of semi-popular articles

thought by one scholar to be "tariff reform's most attractive and influential

support" in the summer of 1903,3 rather than to assess with "Precision his place

in the history of economic thought. But it should be noted that there was

much in his analysis that was not new. The German Historical Economists,

as well as List, had written on stage theories since the 1840B, and the

origin of such concepts can be traced back even further. Nevertheless,

their theories usually sought to present a broader world picture than did

that of Hewins, frequently going back to anti qui ty and examining several

pre-industrial sta~s. Furthermore, they usually failed to "present

explicit statements on the forms of, and factors involved in, transitions

1. Ibid.
2, Ibid.
3. if."W':'" M:Cread¥, "Alf';,edMarshall and :a::iff Reform, 1903: Some

UnpUbl~shed Letters, Journal of POl~tlCal Economy LXIII 1955
p , 259. -' , ,
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1from one stage to another". It is worth noting that Hoselitz, in partial

defence of Hildebrand, specifies the "possibility for specialization and the
2division of labor" that are latent in the dynamics of Hildebrand's theory.

It may be that Hewins, in his stage analysis of movement from one

level of scale to another, with the consequent need to move from one set of

markets to another, came nearer to providing a mechanism. But, even so,

Hewins's process of national development is couched more in terms of needs

than mechanisms. In his concern with commercial policy, his emphasis was

on removing the constraints to development rather than illuminating the

underlying causes of development. This may well have been because he saw

appropriate commercial policy as one of the main underlying causes of, and

inappropriate commercial policy as a severe constraint on, that national

development. In this he was close to the neo-mercantilism of which he was

accused.

There is much similarity between Hewins's treatment and the earlier

writings of List: though Hewins was rather more cautious than List on the

effect of protection in reducing prices of manufactures,3 he clearly saw

List's analysis as quite feasible • But, whereas List favoured only
. , 'dt,4. t d t 11 dpr-o'tectzi on of Lnf'anf an us raes , HeW1llS was soon 0 avoca e an a -roun

tariff. In a sense, in his accent on cost reductions through greater output

and economies of scale, he built a rickety bridge back towards marginalist

economics.5 Alfred Marshall was well aware of, and embarrassed by, the

1. B.F. Hoselitz, "Theories of Stages of Economic Growth", in Hoselitz,
et al., Theories of Economic Growth, (Illinois, 1960), p. 194. A
similar criticism has been levelled at Rostow. See A.K. Cairncross's
remarks in W.W. Rostow (ed.), The Economics of Take-off into Sustained
Growth, (London, 1963), p. 315.
B.F. Hoselitz, loco cit., pp. 209-10.
See List's opinion of the Zollverein's effect on prices of
manufactures. F. List, The 'NatiOnal. System of Political Economy,
(2nd English edn., London, 1904), p. 313.
B.F. Hoselitz, loco cit., p. 196. It should be noticed however
t~at it t~es,a careful r~ading of List's National Syste~ •.• to ~gree
Wl.th ~ose~l.tz s balanced Judge~ent. Essentially, the problem is to
bear an mi nd constantly that L1.st'B arguments assume the existence of
a ma:kedly superi~r manufacturing power.
As wl.l~ be shown 1.nthe Tariff Comnassion's treatment of the iron and
steell.ndustry. See below, ch. 5.

2.
3.

4.

5.



uses to which his concept of increasing returns would be put by

protectionists,l and telling points were later made by C.F. Bickerdike,

using Marshallian analysis to prove that the infant industry argument was

but" a particular aspect of the general case for bringing the law of

increasing returns into operation". 2 But, though Hewins talked on

occasion of the opportunities for increasing returns in individual

industries, much of his argument in the Times articles was cast 1n terms

of the whole economy. Whether an imperial scheme could thrust the whole

British and imperial economy into a new era of increasing returns was an

issue scarcely susceptible to analysis in terms of Marshallian cost curves.

What we might term the "neo-Marshallian" controversy over the

theoretical validity of a general case for tariffs developed after 1906,

eventually to be the intellectual forebear of the theory of optimum tariffs.

I Jh '
. t " 1· 1 t . f f ttl 3n a swords, 1 came a ltt e 00 late for the tarlf re orm movemen .

But within that controversy, one of the assumptions of international trade

theory, perfect competition and perfect markets, underwent a "significant"

change, whilst the equation of private and social costs and benefits was
.. . d 4lncreaslngly questlone . And in this, the Times articles again shaw that

Hewins was near the frontier, or at least in contact with those who were.

Hewins accepted free trade during a period when Britain was

experiencing what he termed "increasing returns", and rejected it as

unsuitable during the subsequent period of "diminishing returns".5 Or,

rather, he was willing to countenance any policy that prolonged a period of

increasing returns, or encouraged an econo~ to pass over a threshold that

led from decreasing to increasing returns. But here, in terms of

1. A.C. Pigou (ed.), Memorials of Alfred Marshall, (London, 1925), p. 449.
2. N. Jha, The A e of Marshall: As ects of BritiSh Economic Tho t,

1890-191, 2nd edn., London, 1973 pp. 6 51. See also
C.F. Bickerdike, "The Theory of Incipient Taxes", Economic Journal,
XVI, 1906, pp.

3. N. Jha, OPe cit., p. 49. Jha's is, as far as I know, the only
treatment of this controversy.

4. Ibid., p. 52.
5. "Se'e'""above, pp.
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marginalist theory, his thought became cloudy. Both these situations were

applicable to conditions of perfect competition. But now he was arguing

that perfect competition itself was no longer relevant. In one of his

frequently oblique attacks on the conventional position, he attempted the

dual task of fostering in his readers a belief in "scientific method" and of

undermining the assumptions on which free trade theory rested. In his

lengthy reply to the "mani festo" of the fourteen professors, he thought that:

A unanimous report by Professors Bastable, Edgeworth,
Marshall, and Nicholson, on the modifications of the
doctrine of international trade made necessary by the
development of trusts and changes in the transport
system would be a most important and useful contribution
to the present controversY'l

Though perhaps obscure for public assimilation, this provides the key to the

incessant use of vague blanket terms like "conditions" by Hewins. Whether

cause or effect, market imperfections,2 principally the growth of trusts,

pools and syndicates in production and distribution, were seen by Tariff

Reformers as a principal feature of US and European economic progress after

1860.3

If perfect competition was essential to free trade economics, so too,

argued Hewins, was one of its assumptions, that of perfect mobility of

capital and labour.4 But he avoided any sound demonstration of this by

dealing w~th this issue in a propagandist rather than a soundly reasoned

way. In criticising the assumption he gave an intentionally obvious

caricature, heavy with sarcasm, of the effects of American competition on

Bri tish agriculture, which left the reader wondering whether he really

believed in the incorrectness of the assumption of perfect mobility, or

whether he believed it correct but undesirable:

3.

Hewins to Ed. Times, 20 August 1903, p. 10.
The theory of "imperfect competition", of course, came much later;
hence the tendency of Tariff Reformers to talk incorrectly in terms of
"monopoly" •
Apart from the obvious fact that nominal tariff levels themselves were
lower, at least in the 1860~, than subsequently, it is conjectural to
suppose that the degree of 1mperfection in the post-1870 international
economy was any greater than in that before 1850.
"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: VII", Times, 16 July 1903, p . 4.

1.
2.

4,



The submerged '12 millions' get cheaper bread, our young
farmers emigrate, and our best agricultural labourers
become policemen - an occupation which the older economists
thought distinctly 'unproductive', and have children and
grandchildren who make slop-clothing, for which we have a
differential advantage in our unrivalled sweating system'l

In his questioning of assumptions, Hewins was perhaps at the door of a

breakthrough . But he seemed unable to take the theory further: indeed,

he frequently implied that, his task accomplished, it waS now for Free

Traders to disprove his case. The onus waS upon Chamberlain's opponents to

reformulate free trade doctrine in terms relevant to the altered conditions

of foreign trade. Hewins urged that they should ''bring into close touch

with the actual organisation of modern business the assumptions underlying

the older economics, and consider carefully how much is left of the free

trade doctri ne • ,,
2

Hewins's failure, ~n the theoretical sense, lay in his inability to

demonstrate that market imperfections rendered invalid the case for free

trade. In the popular tongue, he could not prove that "one-sided free

trade" 3 was, in a welfare sense, less beneficial to Britain than no free

trade, or its common euphemism, "true free trade". The corollary of his

view that market imperfections rendered free trade theory invalid was that

they, at the same time, strengthened the case for an Imperial or

protectionist scheme. But here again he failed in theoretical demonstration,

and this time he seemed to know it. His historical method, he admitted in

an unguarded moment, could find no analogy close enough to Chamberlain's

projected policy to gauge its effects. All that could be done was to take

one experience from Germany, one from the US, and so on, and in doing so

build up a case which rested upon "reasonable grounds".4 But that case

could not with certainty be proved, still less could it be demonstrated.

Chamberlain's opponents, thought Hewins, "ask for what, in the nature of

1.
2.
3.4.

Ibid.
"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire:
The reader may care to substitute
"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire:

VIII", Times, 27 July 1903, p. 8.
the word "competition" for "trade".
VII", Times, 16 July 1903, p. 4.
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things, cannot be given. ,,1 But, in the same way, the theoretical

economists had failed to came up with a demonstration against Chamberlain's

policy:

We are not ina I the ologi cal stage of deve lopment I at
which economists discharge the functions of a priestly
caste. What we understand by general economics has,
in fact, little if anything to do with an Imperial policy
or free trade or any other policy. It is not constructed
with special reference to the conditions of the British
Empire, and takes no special cognisance of those
conditions. It is invaluable as an index of the factors
which have to be considered in the problems to whicb
the organization of the Empire gives rise; but from its
very nature it can never correspond strictly to the life
and movement of the Empire'2

The proof that Hewins was unable to furnish was a proof theoretically

elegant enough to revolutionise the outlook of a whole profession. Instead,

Hewins furnished a mass of statistical information and descriptive

economics, presented with the intention of formulating general laws of

progress and provi ding object lessons as to how that progress had been

achieved and therefore could again be achieved, object lessons wbose

conclusions would have to be modified by new conditions. Whether this

information made a telling and plausible case, whether it rested on Hewins's
3"reasonable grounds", is of little importance. There was a qualitative

difference between building up a case on questionable assumptions, and

providing a deductive proof using accepted assumptions.

Tariff Refor.m was really the first and last bid for supremacy by the

English historical economists. Hewins wrote several letters to Marshall

in the summer of 1903, trying to establish an area of agreement between
. 4them, but faJ.led. Thereafter, and even more so after the "manifesto" of

15 August, it became obvious that the bulk of the profession would not

follow the new departure, and marginalism was in the long run to remain

unchallenged. Historical economics developed into several senarate but

1.
2.
3.
4.

Ibid.
"The Fiscal Policy
See above, p. 69.
Marshall to Hewins, 14 July 1903; H.P,
H.W. McCready, l_o_c,_c_i_t_.., pp , 259-67.

of the Empire: XIII", Times, 28 August 1903, p, 10.

See also, more generally,
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related disciplines,1 the one bearing the closest relationship to it being

economic history. And perhaps its greatest weakness it passed on to its

offspring: the problem of causation.

To describe a situation was to Hewins straightforward. But, even

apart from a tendency towards exaggeration and a paucity of reliable

statistics that was to affect both sides of the controversy indiscriminately,

he neglected the awkward truth that behind every description of an econOmlC

situation, behind the ordering and presentation of "facts", lie assumption

and analysis. It was as impossible to be an unbiased historical economist

as it is today to be an unbiased historian.

If this is too fine a point, the subsequent stage of the historical

method contained a more serious flaw. This lay in the belief that

description revealed causation. In practical terms, if not conceptually,

description might approach impartiality, but the search for causes would be

unlikely to do so. Causation became obvious only to the scholar whose

outlook, conditioned by countless subjective experiences, observations and

prejudices, already told him where to look. But what was causation to the

believer was co-incidence to the dissenter. Even the pure scientist may

question the methodological philosophy behind his controlled experiments.

Unfortunately, no one lives in the ceteris paribus world which Hewins

described. But the theoretical economists could invent one, not empirical,

but plausible and possessing its own consistency and inner logic. Hewins,

under his own terms of reference, could not.

Donald Macrae has recently remarked that the German Historical School

was "intellectually feeble, for all its weight of learning", 2 and, in this

critical area of causation, the criticism is perhaps equally applicable to

the English school. But, though specifically correct, the remark is to a

certain extent irrelevant. Intellectualism is a concept that Hewins

1.
2.

P. Temin, The N~W Econo~c H~ston:., fHarmondswortb, 1973), p. 7.
Donald Macrae, The Socl.C~loglst of Money", Times· Literary Supplement,
25 July 1975, p. 825. (Revi'ew of two books on Thorstein Veblen).
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abhorred. He would have seen greater virtue in Sir John Clapham's appraisal

of the Fair Trade mind of the 1880s, which to the present writer ~s equally

applicable to Tariff Reform ideology as a whole. Clapham wrote that "its

strength lay less in its economics, though they were not negligible, than in

its sense of a changing world and in its nationalism. ,11

It is difficult to assess Hewins's success in his inductive analysis of

conditions in 1903 and their origins in the previous fifty years.

Certainly he was selective in emphasising areas of decline, and most would

agree that he exaggerated British retardation. His analysis of causation,

whilst not completely monocausal, was heroic in its proportion. Perhaps he

gave too much weight to resource endowment and market size as determinants

of growth, and insufficient weight to technology and entrepreneurship,

though these too could have been integrated into his model as a function of

security in the home market.2 But with his ccncentration on market

imperfections, his separation of private and sccial costs and benefits, and

his use of the division between short- and long-term results of pclicy, he

went no small distance in promoting an understanding of econcmic realities

at the turn of the century.

But the defining cf a situaticn, however accurately, gave little

indication of how the problems revealed by that definition and pcsed by that

situation cculd be cvercome. Even if overseas tariffs had caused Britain's

predicament, this was no indication that a British tariff would cure it.

Here, at least, Hewi na cculd agree to an extent with the Free Traders. The

failure to prcvide a thecretical proof cf the efficacy O.fTariff Refcrm

wculd have been devastating to' a deductive econO.mist intent cn such a

1. J.H. Clapham, An Economic RistO.ry O.fMO.dern Britain, (Cambridge, 1932),
Vel. II, p. 251.

2. There is some suggesticncf this in "The Fiscal Pclicy of' the Empire:
~", Tiro:s, 8.August 1~03, p. 8. Hewins wrcte, "Pecple will not
mveat m ra1lways Wh1'ch de nct pay cr industrial undertakings which
m8¥ be irrepara~ly injured befcre they are well started ••• It voul.d
be ~e:'Y_bad busd neas to' spend large sums on educaticn, better transpcrt
faclll.t~es and the ?t~er cbjects I have mentioned, unless there were
a reascnably prcbab1.1J:ty that we or- cur children wculd get an adequatereturn. "
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But, to the believer in the inductive method, such a proof could
. t 1not eX1S . One could demonstrate the future trend of the international

2economy by extrapolation of the past. But one could only achieve an

approximation. The world that was too complicated, too fluid, for the

application of theory to a future situation was, in all but the broadest

sense, too large and varying for a close application of the inductive method.

Britain's future commercial policy had to be investigated in the specific,

and not decided upon by recourse to imperfect, generalised "laws".

But the inductive approach did provide Hewins with indications that an

Imperial policy would provide the anticipated benefits. This seemed to be

proved by a consideration of the effects of Canada's unilateral preference,

which had "during the [few] years in which it has been in operation .•.
" 3probably been as 'successful' as could be reasonably expected. Further-

more, it was in the interest of the Colonies to receive reciprocity overtures

from Britain with favour.4 This did not mean that Canada, for instance,

would wish to "play the part of a colony under the mercantile system", but

that a "prohibitive national system is impracticable and out of harmony with

the views and interests of the Canadians themselves. ,,5 Hewins did not see

a close relationship between an agricultural Canada and an industrial

Britain as the object of an imperial policy. Rather, he saw the result of

reciprocity being a large expansion of Canada's agricultural exports to the

UK, which in turn would lead to a development of the Canadian home market

to the benefit of Canadian manufacturers. Indeed, Canadian manufacturing

1. Thus it waS that Hewins taunted the economists to do the reverse - if
they could not prove that Free Trade was beneficial under modern
conditions they should withdraw and leave the field open to those
attempting to find a constructive policy. See "The Fiscal Policy of
the Empire: VIII", 27 July 1903, Times, p. 8.
See above, pp. 58, 60; see also, "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire:
V", Times, 4 July 1903, p. 14. _-

H"Th: Fiscal Policy of the Empire: XIV", Times, 4 September 1903, p. 6.
eWl.ns thought .t fl' ttl .• . 1 0 1 e lmportance that Australia's conception of

reI c~p:oc~ty would be.t~at of raising duties to foreigners rather than
owerlng them for Bnt~sh exporters See "Th F' 1 P l'Empi . XV" T·· 4 • e asca 0 ley of the"re: ,::mes, 1 September 1903, p . 6.
The Flscal POllCY of the Empire· XIV" T' 4. , lmes, September 1903, p. 6.

2.

3.
4.

5.
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industry stood far more chance of development on a home-market basis than

it did on an export basis. Though Hewins admitted that Canadian cotton

and woollen manufacturers had voiced complaint at unilateral preference, it

is evident that he did not regard any substantial degree of industrial

polarisation as a drawback to the scheme, either in the short- or the

long-run:
The relative stage of development of the Colonies and the
mother country is one of the safeguards of an Imperial
scheme. In the early years of a preferential scheme,
and, to a certain extent, permanently, there would be
direct competition between some Canadian and some British
manufacturers; but such competition would on the whole
diminish, and Canadians would have a permanent advantage
for the commodities they can manufacture in their nearness
to the market and the more rapid and detailed knowledge
they can alw~s obtain of the needs of consumers. The
English manufacturer would find his opportunity in the
supply of commodities which now, and for a long period,
Canada must import, and the demand for which will rapidly
increase under a preferential system. The object of such
a system is not to sUbstitute one trade for another, but
to initiate a movement which, as it proceeds, will acquire
a rapidly increasing momentum, and benefit both Canada and
the United Kingdom with the new life it generates. What
is true of the relations of Canada and the United Kingdom
is true of the relations of the other Colonies to ourselves
and to one another'l

Beatrice Webb, writing in her diary in 1906, characterised Hewins as

having built and inhabited "grand castles in the air" since his involvement
. .ff 21n Tar1 Reform. Certainly his view of a united Empire operating at a

peak of efficiency was idealistic. It is perhaps well to remember that,

in all probability, Hewins would have settled for an imperial system far

short of perfect. But, in the Times' articles at least, he had defined his

own Utopia: a harmony of sentiment, economic interest and economic co-

operation between very different peoples which combined the nineteenth

century belief in progress with a stability and a diminution of the

competitive urge that W8S almost medieval in spirit.

The means of achieving this perfectionist objective had still to be
worked out. That the tariff had to be used to grant a preference was

l.
2.

Ibid.
Beatrice Webb~ Our PartnershiE_, (London, 1948), p. 329.
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obvious; the experience of other nations showed that the only way to

promote economic co-operation was by reciprocity, whether complete or partial.

But only examination could show how the great harmony was to be achieved:

It is, of course, impossible to show in detail how
Mr. Chamberlain's policy will work out until a scheme
has been drafted in consultation with the Colonies and
representatives of British interests. But the problems
we have to solve are known, the conditions which the
policy must satisfY are known, and the main features of
the policy have been sketched with sufficient clearness
to enable us to form an opinion as to the general
character of the results which are likely to follow if
we adopt that pOlicY'1

On this account much of the Free Trade criticism of Chamberlain was

misplaced. Chamberlain was under "no obligation to discover definitions

of 'food', 'raw materials', and 'manufactures' which will completely

differentiate one from another, and then devise 'a policy which will

satisfY the definitions. ,,,2 Such a task should be left to experts, who

would, in drawing up a tariff, select the commodities to be dutiable and

the rates of duty to be applied, "not to satisfY a definition but to increase

the productive power of the Empire, with the least possible temporary

sacrifice. ,,3

Hewins knew that there existed in Britain a great fund of sentiment in

favour of the Empire, a fund that was only contained by the fear that

economic sacrifice would be too great a price for Imperial unity. In a

sense this was definitionally true: if an imperial policy could be shown to

be costless, few could have plausibly rejected it on the basis of the old

economics. It was now up to the professionals to develop a tariff as near

as possible to the ideal of "unity without cost":

Having reached these conclusions as to the desirabiE ty of
an Imperial policy and its necessary features, we cannot
turn round and reject the whole scheme because we do not
like food taxes and thrnk there is no general case for
protection. We have, in tact, reached the stage of the
controversy at which practical alternatives can be

l.
2.
3.

"The Fiscal Policy o-r the Empire:
"The Fiscal Policy at the Empi re :
Ibid.

XI~", Times, 4 September 1903, p. 6.
XV , Times, 14 September 1903, p. 6.
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considered. There are many ways of dealing with the
proposed duties, some of which might, in the words of
the professors' manifesto 'involve an immense and
permanent sacrifice,' while others involve, on the
balance, either no sacrifice at all or a sacrifice
which, at worst, will be temporary and inconsiderable'l

Thus, the Times' series ended giving little indication of how this

beneficial tariff might be structured. The articles did not even go as far

into specific proposals as did Chamberlain's Glasgow programme. Detailed

industrial studies were necessary before a definite policy could be

produced. But, in private at least, Hewins had other reasons for avoiding

any clear statement of what he then thought that a "scientific" tariff

might eventually involve. "I could not go into detail for fear of creating

a false impression of Mr. Chamberlain's policy," he wrote early in 1904.

"It would have damaged his case if he had been obliged to express his

dissent from a view I might have popularised. ,,2

III

There was some speculation in both the London and the provincial press

over the authorship of the Times' articles, most of it not far from the

mark. 3 Hewins's backstage role was probably common knowledge; certainly

Beatrice Webb thought he had endangered the relations of the LSE and Lee by

"letting out" the identity of "An Economist".4 In June 1903 Chamberlain

wrote to Hewins in what was probably the letter that marked the beginning

of their actual working relationship:

I am delighted to hear that you have undertaken the
task of writing articles on the subject which interests
me so much at the present time. I shall be only too

3.

"The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: XVI", Times, 19 September 1903, p . 8.
W.A.S. Hewins, "My Connection with the Fiscal Controversy", loc cit"
pp. 32-33.
See, for example, Western Mercury, (Plymouth) 19 November 1903
Rathe: less perceptively thi~ paper also ascribed other articl~s in
th: TlInes, by "Tariff Reformer", to Hewins. These were in fact
wrl.ttenby Leo Amery. See L S Amery u.. P l't' 1 Li f' (L d1953) 1 I E 1 . • ,~o 1 lca 1 e, on on,~ vo. , ns and Before the Storm 1896-1914 46Beatrlce Webb, Ope cit., p. 269, ' , p, 2 .

l.
2.
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happy to give you any assistance in my power, and
discuss with you the general question or details if
you desi re '1

After the Birmingham speech, Chamberlain was marshalling his forces
for the campaign in the country. By July he was already corresponding with
Hewins on his ~ initiative, on the fiscal question. Writing from the
Colonial Office, he asked whether it was desirable that imports should be

paid for by the interest and dividends on overseas investment, and whether

it was not true that such a method of financing imports would have a bad
2effect on employment. There is no record of Hewins's reply, but the reply

was acknowledged by Chamberlain three days later~ together with a request

for further information.3

Little more than a fortnight later, Hewins's role as a pass1ve

respondent to requests for information had developed into the more active

one of submitting unsolicited material, but Chamberlain's opinion of his

lea~let ~or trades unionists was not favourable. He feared that "working

men will not pay attention to many figures or to abstract economics. These

must be addressed to the more limited class of educated people and then they

filter down into a more popular form.,,4

By October collaboration had progressed further, and Hewins was being

used to reply to one of Chamberlain's critics in the press debate.5

Already, Chamberlain saw Hewins as the "scientist", the "expert", who when

summoned could descend to the level of the correspondence columns and

pronounce, efficiently, discursively and definitively on their naive,
untutored contents:

What ••• I do ask from you is that, whenever possible,
you should take up these and other criticisms and deal
wi th them from an expert point of view ••• Anonymous

l.
2.
3.

Chamberlain to Hewins, 10 June 1903; H.P.
Chamberlain to Hewins, 14 July 1903; H.P.
Chamberlain to Hewins, 17 July 1903 and Chamberlain to Hewins
1903; H.P. The further information was sought for . 'propaganda leaflet. use 1n an
Chamberlain to Hewins, 24 September 1903' H P
I have been unable to trace the press e ch . .xc ange concerned.

21 July
unnamed

4.
5.
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letters in small print are of little value, but an
article or letter from a recognised authority [on the
front page of a newspaper] •.. is of the utmost
advantage in such a controversY'l

Thus, throughout the summer and early autumn of 1903, Chamberlain

allowed the relationship with Hewins to develop. Probably he was testing

the scholar with a definite, though perhaps yet unformed, intention of

using him more directly in the campaign at a later date. The period from

June to September might well be regarded as that of Hewins's probation.

Hewins's desire for closer involvement was obvious both in his prompt

replies to Chamberlain's requests for information and in his writing

propaganda material for the Tariff Reform League on his own volition.

Hewins may have subsequently expressed a mild contempt for Chamberlain's

comprehension of economic reasoning,2 but there can be little doubt that the

prospect of a working association with the country's most dynamic, colourful

and provocative politician attracted him.

Apart from providing the Liberal Unionist leader with "a weekly resume

of the arguments used against him and the replies thereto", 3 Hewins was

becoming deeply involved elsewhere in the press controversy. It had been

Leo Amery, one of the only two Co-efficients who in January 1903 had

supported Hewins's views on preferential tariffs,4 who had persuaded him to
" .". th . . T" t' 1 5enter the 11stS 1n e campa1gn and wrlte the lmes ar lC es.

1. Chamberlain to Hewins, 12 October 1903; H.P. As useful as Hewins
might have been in the press debate, his material for public speeches
had its limitations. Chamberlain's Private Secretary wrote that "he
[Chamberlain] has to keep in mind the nature of the audiences he
addresses. A meeting of 5 thousand cannot digest many figures and is
not impressed by any but the simplest argument ••• Many of your
answers seem to Mr. Chamberlain admirable but he thinks the Press and
not the platform is the better place for them." J. Wilson to Hewi ns,
26 October 1903; H.P.
Apologia •••, I, pp. 68, 163.
Ibid., p. 72.
The other was Maxse of the National Review' see Hewins "My Connection
with the Fiscal Controversy", loco cit., p: 28. '
Indeed, ArIery probably played a large part in determing the loyalties
of George Buckle and Moberly Bell in the Tariff Reform movement' see
Moberly Bell to Hewins, 5 June 1903' 46/15-16 H P H t'K't h'maintained th t dit ' • ,. arcour 1 c 1n
of the Times, &his ~s:ren~~ of the "F~nancial and Commercial Supplement"

y cold artlcles ..• made nonsense of

2.
3.
4.
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Moberly Bell regretted Hewins's desire for anonymity but appreciated his
Iawkward position at the LSE. After seeking advice, or perhaps

confirmation of his inclinations, from C.H. Firth, his former tutor at

H· dt th .. 2Oxford, ew~ns agree 0 e proposltlon. Hard worked at the LSE, he

wrote the Times' series, unaided but for the provision of some diagrams by

Arthur Bowley, in his little spare time. But, in addition, he was soon

writing an article for the Fortnightly Review, writing regularly for the

Saturday Review, and, at the reQuest of Dunn and Borthwick, writing all the
'. t 3relevant leaders for the Mornlng Pos • In January 1904, with Tariff

Commission organisation well under way, Hewins wrote that the "result of
4all my [press] activities is that I cannot easily get out of them."
5Hewins did not see Chamberlain between July and December 1903. The

origins of the Tariff Commission lay in a meeting with Caillard on

22 October. 6They had known each other for at least several years, and

the meeting was at Hewins's instigation.7 Both were agreed on the need to

prevent the possible train of events that:

••• even if Mr. Chamberlain won over the country to his
views and came into power with a strong majority, his
policy would be stifled by the Lnqui ry which would
necessarily take place before it could reach the House
of Commons stage. Differences would develop. The
enthusiasm of Chamberlain's supporters would die down
and even if he succeeded in getting a suitable scheme
worked out, it would not at that stage be possible to
carry it through the House of Commons. 8

Thereafter, on 2 November, Caillard introduced Hewins to Pearson, who

was to act as carrier of information between Caillard and Hewins on the one

l.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Mr. Chamberlain's arguments and of the argmoonts in support of him
written under instructions from the editor's room." See F. Harcourt
Kitchin, Moberly Bell and His Times, (London, 1925), pp. 55-56. He
undoubtedly exaggerated the value of his "cold blasts of weekly fact"
in altering the complexion of the newspaper.
Moberly Bell to Hewins, 5 June 1903; 46/15-16, H.P.
C.H. Firth to Hewins, 15 June 1903; 46/23-24 H.P.
Hewins, "~ Connection with the Fiscal Contro~ersy" loco cit.
PP: 32-3. He was still writing Morning Post leade;s in March'1904.rsre ,; p , 34.
Apologia •••, I, p. 69.
He~inB, "IV Con~ection with the Fiscal Controvers "
Cal.lla:d to Hew1ns, 19 OctOber 1903' 46/71-72 HY' lac. cit., p. 27.
Apologl.s ••• , I, pp. 73-74. ' , •P •
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hand, and Chamberlain on the other, in the next few weeks. After the

Bingley Hall speech Pearson communicated Hewins's views about the need to

draw up a detailed tariff to Chamberlain.l They probably decided to

invite Hewins to administer the proposed COrnmUssion on or about the 4 or 5

November, since on the 5th Pearson twice telegraphed Hewins stressing the
. . 2urgency of a meet1ng that even1ng. It is unremarkable that by the

7 November Chamberlain had received Hewins's acceptance:

I ... greatly appreciate your readiness to undertake
the heavy task I have suggested. I do not know what
is the state of the finances of the Tariff Reform League,
but subject to there being sufficient I should think
there would be no difficulty in regard to remuneration.
But I must confess that I am a little concerned to find
that you think it necessary to break your connection with
the school which is really your creation and which has
done so much good work. 3

But Chamberlain expressed his doubts about Hewins giving up a

permanent position for one "which, by the necessity of the case can only be
4temporary." He probably hoped that Hewins would retain his position at

the LSE and thus could not have envisaged the magnitude of the Tariff

cOrnmUssion's task as contemplated by Hewins. There followed meetings 1n

London with Caillard, Pearson and Leverton Harris, in which Hewins sought

to stress the size and length of the operation involved, and the result was

a long and detailed modus operandi that Pearson carried to Chamberlain on

12 November.5 Chamberlain agreed to the plan.

Thereupon, Pearson wrote to Hewins on Tariff Reform League notepaper

saying that he personally would guarantee a salary of £1200 per annum for

Commi ssion. This, then, was how

the position of Secretary or the proposed
6long they thought the task would take.

four years if Hewins would accept

Chamberlain was already writing to several people whom Hewins, Caillard and

l.
2.
3.
4.
5.

6.

Hewins, "My Connection with the Fiscal Controversy",
Pearson to Hewins (two telegrams), 5 November 1903;
Chamberlain to Hewins, 7 November 1903; H.P.
Ibid.
Hewins, "My Connection with t~e Fiscal Controversy", loco cit., p . 34;
Apologia •••, I, pp. 75-76, glYeS a shortened version of this document.
Pearson to Hewins, 14 November 1903; H.P.

loc. cit., p . 34.
H.P.
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Pearson had discussed as possible Commissioners, and Pearson was arrang1ng

for further discussions between the three organisers and Leverton Harris on

the subject. But there remained the question of the relationship between

Chamberlain and the Commission. Chamberlain was well aware that the

Commission would meet with criticism from the Free Traders, and was prepared

for that. But, as Pearson remarked, there was a more subtle problem, a

consideration which suggested that the Commission would possess complete

autonomw in its examination of a tariff structure:

The main difficulty is going to be the association of
Mr. Chamberlain's name with the Commission. He is
willing, and indeed anxious, that it should be connected
with him as closely as possible, but he forsees
difficul ties whi ch we did not consi der the other day,
the main one being that if he really connects himself
with the Commission in such a capacity as president, he
feels he would be more or less bound by the conclusions
arri ved at.l

Two days later Chamberlain himself wrote to Hewins, incidentally adding

himself to the list of those who claimed to have made the original suggestion

of establishing a Tariff Commission, and stressing:

••• that acprivate commission should at once be formed
consisting entirely of practical men - experts in
Agriculture, Commerce, and Manufacture - who would
examine into the conditions and needs of our industries
with a view of shaping the reforms in our fiscal system
which will be necessary if our Tariff is to be placed on
a scientific basis, so as to secure the greatest advantage
to our Home Trade and a closer commercial union with our
colonies ••• The work will be onerous and responsible .••
The secretaryship will be especially important, and I am
glad to hear that you have expressed yourself as willing
to undertake the duties ••• I hope that you will accept
the offer which the Tariff Re'f'orm League so earnestly
press upon you.2

Hewins had, in fact, alrea~ informed Sidney Webb that he would probably

be resigning his position as Director of the LSE.3 On receipt of Pearson's
letter of the 14th he unofficially confirmed this. On the 18th, on receipt

of the letter from Chamberlain, he tendered his resignation.4

1. Ibid.
2. Chamberlain to Hewins, 16 November 1903; H.P.
3. Apologia ••• , I, p. 77.
4. Ibid.
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CHAPTER 3

Economic Interest and the Tariff Commission

In his Leeds speech on 16 December, Chamberlain had announced that his

"non-political Commission of experts" would be constituted to "comprise

leading representatives of every principal industry, and of every group of

industries representative of the trade of India, the Crown Colonies, and the

great self-governing Colonies" 1 By this time much exploratory work had gone
2into the selection of members, though strict secrecy had been observed. It

is apparent that the unrecorded discussions between Hewins, Caillard,Leverton

Harris and Pearson in London, and between Chamberlain and Pearson at Highbury,

had touched on possible members of the Commission. Membership was a prominent

matter of discussion in the "successive dinners at Pearson' s" that followed
3Hewins's formal resignation from the LSE on 18 December.

I

As early as 19 November the early conversations were bearing fruit.

Then Pearson sent Hewins three lists of names.4 Though bearing no legend,

the first list obviously contained the names of people whose opinions were

well enough known to the architects of the Commission to make it unlikely

that they would refuse the appointment if it were offered. In addition to

Caillard. Chaplin and Leverton Harris. this list comprised Sir Andrew Noble

of Armstrong, Whitworth & Co. Ltd., A.W. Maconochie of Maconochie Bros. Ltd.,

Sir W.T. Lewis, the famous coal-owner, Sir Alfred Jones of Elder, Dempster &

Co., Sir Charles Tennant of the United Alkali Co., and Sir Alexander

2.

Chamberlain at Leeds, 16 December 1903' a,n Sheffield Daily Telegraph,
17 December 1903, pp. 7-8. '
The pres:nt writer has f'~d .noleakage of information to the press on the
prepez-atn ona tor the CODlDll.ssJ.on,not even in Pearson's own Daily Express.

• IIu,r Ct' - -W.A.S. HewJ.ns,.•.~ onnec aon with the Fiscal Controversy", loco cit.
Pearson to Henns. 19 November 1903~, C....176. T. C.P.

1.

3.
4.
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Henderson MP. All were subsequently to accept the invitation to serve on

the COmmission,l and this group had presumably already been discussed by

the organisers.

The second list was Pearson's own - a list of possibles to whom he would

suggest to Chamberlain that invitations should be sent. This influded four

who were subsequently to join the Commission; Richard Burbidge of Harrod's

Stores, Alfred Mosely, who had just returned from the USA where he had headed

a privately financed committee of investigation into American educational
2methods, John Corah, a Leicester hosiery manufacturer, and Sir Alfred

. .. 3H1ckman MP, a prom1nent 1ronmaster. It also included Cosmo Bonsor, who,

whilst not to join the Commission himself, was chairman of a brewing concern

which was eventually to provide another Commissioner in the person of his
. C h i 4deputy cha1rman, .J. P 1111pS. Several of those mentioned in the second

list were not destined to join the ranks of the Commission. They included

Willie Coats5 of J. and P. Coats, the sewing-thread amalgamation which "gave

so great an impetus to the combination movement in the textile industries",6

1.
2.

Their biographies are given below, Appendix 1.
Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 19 December 1903, p. 10; 22 December 1903,
p . 6.
Biographies are given below, Appendix 1,
Hensy Cosmo Orme Bonsor, MP for the Wimbledon Division of Surrey,
1885-1900, was chairman of Watney, Combe, Reid and Co. His other
economic activities included directorships of the Bank of England and
the Northern Assurance Co., and chairmanship of the South Eastern
Railw~. See H.H. Bassett (ed.), Business Men at Home and Abroad,
(1912-1913 Edn., London, 19131), p. 5.
William Hodge Coats. See list of directors in "Annual Report of
J. & P. Coats Ltd., November 1906", reprinted in M. Blair, The Paisley
Thread Industry, (Paisley, 1907), p. 69. I am indebted to A.J.
Robertson for this reference. Coats was not a major director in the
firm, and may, like other members of the family, have had larger
interests in other spheres, such as shipping, silk and calico printing.
H.W. Macrosty, The Trust Movement in British Industry, (London, 1907),
p. 125. It is not clear, even rather unlikely, that the firm as a
whole would have been in favour of Tariff Reform. Sir Thomas Glen
Coats was later to be Liberal MP for West Renfrewshire (1906-10).
The profit record of the combine was good: the dividend on deferred
ordinary shares, whilst lower than in 1899-1900, was in 1901-1903
still running at 20 per. cent •. It is true, however, that the
performance of the Engl1sh Sew1ng Cotton Co., with which Coats had
close working arrangemen~s, ~nd in ~hich they held £100,000 of pre-
ferred shares, was experl.encl.ng serl.OUS difficulties. See H.W.
Macrosty, Opt ci~., pp. 128, 131-136; H.H. Bassett (ed.), OPe cit.,
p, 82.

3.
4.

5.

6.
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Rider Haggard, the well-known novelist and agriculturalist who was in
cautious sympathy with Chamberlain's policy,l in his field the equally
well-known Inglis palgrave,2 Sir Charles Cayzer,3 Sir Ernest cassel,4 Lord

5Duncannon, and a Mr. Berry.

Pearson's third list contained "People whose views I wish you [Hewins]
would endeavour to discover" .6 Only three of those mentioned were to become
Commissioners - S.J. Waring, the furniture manufacturer, Charles Parsons,
inventor of the steam turbine, and J.J. Keswick, a retired China merchant.7

But the list reveals a further ten names which were under consideration as
possible Tariff Commissioners - Mr...Ca11ard, "the big Banking Man",8

Mr. Trollope, the builder, Sir Frederick Cook, Sir George Mackenzie,9 the

l.
2.

See below, pp. 363, 367.
R.H. Inglis Palgrave, the well-known banker and writer on financial
and economic matters. Editor of the Economist (1877-1883) and the
Dictionary of political ECOnomy. See H.H. Bassett (ed.) OPe cit.,
p , 312.
Sir Charles W. Cayzer. Conservative MP for Barrow-in-Furness,
1892-1906. Head of steam shipping line of Cayzer, Irvine and Co. of
Glasgow, Liverpool, Manchester and London; chairman and founder of
the Clan Line, trading with South and East Africa, the Persian Gulf
and India. See H.H. Bassett (ed.), Ope cit., p . 72.
Sir Ernest Cassel. A banker of German extraction and a close friend
and associate of Caillard in founding the National Bank of Egypt and
promoting construction of the Aswan Dam. In June 1903 he contributed
£5,000 to the Tariff Reform campaign. See Who was Who, vol. 2,
1916-1928, and J. Amery, The Life of Joseph Chamberlain, vol. 5,
Joseph Chamberlain and the Tariff Reform Campaign, (London, 1969),
pp. 288, 301. Much later he contributed heavily to the Commission.
Probably Albert Graham Berry, who had embarked upon a business career
with the Royal Niger Company Ltd. in 1884 and had followed this with
a succession of posts in the Australian administration: in 1884 made
PS to the Agent-General of Victoria; in 1899 acted as secretary to
the Australian Delegation to the Philadelphia Commercial Congress;
PS to the Premier of Victoria at the 1897 Colonial Conference; in
1900 secretary of the Australian Delegation to England to assist in
passing the Australian Federation Bill. See H.H. Bassett (ed.),
cp. cit., p. 37. Albert Berry had a career typical of those colonial
representatives subsequently to sit upon the Commission.
Pearson to Hewins, 19 November 1903; C-176, T.C.P.
Biographies are given below, Appendix l.
Pearson to Hewins, 19 November 1903; C-176, T.C.P.
Sir George Sutherland MaCkenzie (1844-1910) explorer and
administrator. In business he rose to the'position of partner in
Gr~, Dawes and Co., East India merchants and Director of the British
India Steam Navigation Co. By the late i880s he was a director then
managing director. o~ the Imperial British East Africa Co. He'
retur~ed ~o England an 1890, after What was considered a considerable
contrl.butl.onto the development of East Af . V· P .d t f.. m ca , ace- resa en 0the Royal Geographl.cal Socl.ety, 1901-1905. DNB.

3.

4.

6.
7.
8.
9.



. . 1 2Rt. Hon. W.J. Plrrle, Lord Iveagh, Mr. Pullar, Lord Iddesleigh,

Mr. Livesey,3 and Mr. Metcalfe, "who has just retired from the Customs". 4

It was left to Chamberlain to send out the invitations,5 doubtless

because of the added authority that his signature would carry. But a

letter from Chamberlain to Pearson, which reached him whilst he was drafting

his own letter to Hewins on 19 November, shows that Chamberlain did not

accept blindly the suggestions sent to Highbur,y by the conspirators ln

London. Chamberlain had now written to Bonsor (whom Pearson had already

ascertained was "quite favourable,,6 to Chamberlain's policy), Burbidge, and

Keswick. He had also sent invitations to two previously unmentioned

possibles, Charles Booth and Sir Walter peace.7 But he was still "a little

doubtful" about the inclusion of Inglis Pal grave , and thought that there

should be further discussion before deciding to approach Colonel Charles
. 8Allen, the Sheffield steelmaker.

By the end of November the situation had become clearer in some places,

but remained confused in others. Chamberlain had informed Pearson by letter

1. Pirrie is mis-spelt in Pearson to Hewins, 19 November 1903, but
William James (later Viscount) Pirrie (1847-1924) would seem the most
likely subject of Pearson's remarks. Pirrie was chairman of Harland
and Wolff, shipbuilders and engineers, of Belfast; chairman of the
African Oil Mills Co. Ltd., the African Steam Ship Co., the Ocean
Transport Co.; director of several important shipping and other
concerns including Elder, Dempster and Co.; Lord Mayor of Belfast,
1896-1897. See H.H. Bassett (ed.), op. cit., p. 325; DNB.
Edward Cecil Guinnes~, First Earl of Iveagh (1847-1927), inherited a
share of the Dublin brewery when his father, the sole proprietor, died
in 1868. In 1889, three years after the firm had been incorporated
as Arthur Guinness, Son, and Co. Ltd., he retired from active manage-
ment of the concern, though retained the chairmanship. Prominent in
the municipal life of Dublin, he had equipped and maintained a field
hospital during the South African War, and was a Unionist in politics.
DNB.
Sir George Thomas Livesey (1834-1908) succeeded his father as secretary
of the South Metropolitan Gas Co. in 1871, and attempted various
"progressive" programmes with a view to improving industrial
relations, including a system Of profit sharing instituted after the
unr;st of 1889. This was not well received by the workmen, but their
res1stance lessened. DNB.
pee.:son ~o Hewins, ~9 No~ember 1903; C-176, T.C.P.
Hew1ns, My Connectd on W1 th the Fiscal Controversy", loc . cit.,
pp. 34-35.
Pea:son.to He~ns, 19 N~vember 1903; C-176, T.C.P.
The1r ,b10~raph1e9 ~e ~ ven be low, Appendi x 1.
Allen s b10graphy 19 glven below A eli' 1, ppen x .

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.
7.
8.



86

that Maconochie and Alfred Jones had agreed to serve, but Sir Andrew Noble,

a fellow stalwart from Pearson's first list, had not yet replied to the

invitation. Nor had Coats, and Chamberlain proposed writing to him again.

Whilst Henry Chaplin had accepted quickly, Lord Strathcona had not yet come

to a decision, because he "had not yet heard from his folk".l

For someone of Pearson's temperament, the uncertainties that were

appearing on every side were exasperating. In one testy part of his

letter he wrote:

I suppose you have not found out about Lord Iveagh.
Mr. Chamberlain is very keen upon him. He is writing
to Mr. Burbidge. He says that he has been told that
Cosmo Bonsor is doubtful. Didn't you say he was all
right? He thinks Ernest Cassel better left out. He
is writing to Palgrave, Keswick, Mosely and Sir Walter
Peace. 2

By the end of November overtures had already been made to Charles

Booth. Booth had already written an article in support of Tariff Reform

in the National Review,3 and Hewins later remembered he found Booth of the
4belief that food taxes would not "do a ha'p'worth of mi scni ef to anyone".

It is probable that Booth and Hewins had been close acquaintances for many

years. Booth had sympathised with Hewins's motives for leaving the LSE

to aid Chamberlain in his policy, and it was because of his favourable

attitude that Hewins had taken the initiative in asking him to join the

cOmnUssion on 26 November.5 On the 27th, Pearson had urged Chamberlain to

1. Pearson to Hewins, 28 November 1903; C-176, T.C.P. This is the
first mention of Strathcona (Donald Alexander Smith, First Baron
Strathcona and Mount Royal, 1820-1914), who had become by 1871 the
chief shareholder of the Hudson Bay Co. After a career in fur trading,
railway promotion and politics, he took the position of High
Commissioner for Canada, settling in Britain and becoming "something of
an imperial figure". He raised a regiment of rough riders at his own
expense during the Boer War. Many thought him a corrupting figure in
Canadian public life and, after 1896, he "clung to his position when
th: Canadian Government would not have regretted his resignation". DNB.
Ib~d. It was a~parently Pearson, not Hewins, who originally selected
Bonsor as a poss~ble member. See above p. 83.
Charles Booth, "Fiscal Reform", National'Review, XLII, 1903-4,
pp. 686-701.
Apologia ••• , I, p. 78.
Hewins, "My Connection with the Fiscal Controversy", loc. cit., p. 35.
Perhaps Chamberlain's letter to Booth earlier was merely exploratory.

2.

3.
4.
5.
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strengthen Hewins's arm by writing to Booth himself.l Booth took little
time in making his decision. H • • 8 2eva ns had been Lnf'ormed on the 2 th;

Pearson mayor may not have heard this news when he remarked on the same day

that the situation with regard to Booth "all looks very nice", 3 Pearson
was delighted. He immediately sent the news to Chamberlain, and wrote to

Hewins reQuesting him to give Fletcher Robinson, editor of the Daily Express,

a letter of introduction to Booth so that he could obtain a statement for
b Li . 4pu l.catl.on.

Pearson's delight in Booth's acceptance was shared by his associates

in the enterprise. Indeed, Chamberlain considered Booth of such value that

he reQuested a statement from the social investigator for use in his forth-

coming Leeds speech, though when he received it he thought Booth's explanation
". . ul di " 5of his espousal of Tariff Reform not SIDtable for a b i g pop ar au ence ,

and the version he finally used on the platform was diluted, being confined

to the assertion that the welfare of the poor was better served by conditions
6of prosperous trade than by cheap food.

Though Booth's path onto the Commission was smooth, the selection of

other Commissioners could often be a lengthy task. Eventually, all of

Pearson's first list were to be appointed, the delay in Noble's reply

presumably being of no significance. But, of the second and third lists,

only seven out of twenty-five men under consideration were recruited.

There were even difficulties in the choice of a chairman, where a man of

prestige was especially important. It was unrealistic that Chamberlain

should give up the time to such a position, and probably undesirable from a

political aspect too. Indeed, initially Chamberlain entertained some

doubts about what his precise relationship with the Commission should be.7

l.
2.
3.4.
5.6.

Pearson to Hewins, 28 November 1903; C-176, T.C.P.
Hewins, "My Connection with the Fiscal Controversy" loc. cit., p . 35.
Pearson to Hewins, 28 November 1903; C-176, T.C.P.'
Pearson to Hewins, two letters, both 30 November 1903' C-176 T.C.P.
H' "u.p C ' • , ,eWl.ns, .:'" onne ctrion Wl.th the Fiscal Controversy", loc. cit., p. 35.
Chamber1aJ.n at Leeds, 16 December 1903' Sheffield Daily Telegraph17 December 1903, pp. 7-8. ' - - - ,
See p~ 81; also Pearson to Hewins, 14 November 1903; H.P.7.
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Chamberlain being ruled out, Hewins and Pearson were, late in November,
1considering Lord Cawdor. But Chamberlain was less certain about Cawdor's

sympathies, and on 2 December Pearson wrote to Hewins:

So far as Lord Cawdor is concerned, I think you had
better wait. Mr. Chamberlain is particularly anxious
not to write to anyone unless it is quite certain that
they are favourable to his policy, and I gather from
your letter that you are not absolutely certain with
regard to Lord Cawdor'2

There were perhaps many reasons why the task of selection was

difficult. One may well have been that some remained undecided on a

complicated issue that had been at the forefront of the public mind for only

six months. Heterodox Liberals of the Unionist and Imperialist factions,

whose conversion Chamberlain publicised loudly in his claim that Tariff

Reform transcended party boundaries ,3 might well have felt their allegiance

torn between Chamberlain and Rosebery. Businessmen might have considered

it inexpedient to mix politics with business - certainly some Tariff

Commissioners, notably those from the Free Trade citadel of Manchester, had

initial doubts about joining a quasi-official body whose objectives ran

counter to the opinions which prevailed in their own local business
o ithi 0 0 4envi ronmerrts, or even WI In theIr own f'irms . And some would feel

reluctant to spend the time required, even though in sympathy with the

Commission's aims, firstly because of their commitment to their own firm

and secondly because the inquiry was the child of a faction wi thin the

Unionist Party, and not of official Unionist policy. Thus it was that

even those who did know their own minds were not always prepared to reveal
•

their views, especially to a quick-acting, impulsive newspaperman like

Pearson:

l.
20
30

Pearson to Hewins, 28 November 1903; C-176, ToCoP.
Pearson to Hewins, 2 December 1903; C-176, ToC.P.
See, for example, the Chamberlainite press's remarks about commissioner
J oJ 0 Candlish, who had "announced himself in favour of Tariff Reform,
but still holds to his Liberal principles" 0 Sheffield Daily Telegraph,
18 December 1903, p. 80 '
Especially Levinstein and Eckersley. See below, pp. 299-300.4.
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In the choice of the right people to serve on the
COmnllssion, Pearson was continually annqyed by the
difficulty of finding out whether this man or that
was really a Protectionist or a Free Trader. He
himself always knew what he believed and what he did
not believe, and he never had any patience with the
Laodicean. In this connection the following
characteristic little outburst occurs in one of his
letters to Mr. Chamberlain: "Really the difficulty
of getting accurate information about how people think
is appalling." 1

The process by which it was left to Chamberlain to issue invitations

after a final scrutiny was intended to reduce the number who would, by their

rejection, weaken the credibility and authority of the CorrmUssion.2 But

mistakes were inevitable: Bonsor, Coats, Lord Strathcona and Inglis

Palgrave were all invited, but declined to serve. Sir E. Clarke of the

Rqyal Agricultural Society also refused to serve because he thought the

Commi.ss ion "too political". 3 There is also an inference in one of Hewins's
. .,. 4letters to Pearson that S1r William Houldsworth dec11ned a pos1t10n.

There also remain fourteen people on Pearson's three lists about whom the

position is unclear. Sometimes Chamberlain's vetting probably saved

embarrassment, but we cannot know how many were ruled out and how many were

approached but refused. Nor can we know of those who were considered or

invi ted but who are not mentioned in the surviving correspondence of the

period: since only 19 out of the initial total of 59 Tariff Commissioners

are mentioned in the Pearson-Hewins letters it would be unrealistic to

regard those who were not approached after consideration and those who

l.
2.
3.

S. Dark, Life of Sir Arthur Pearson, (London, 1922?), p. 108.
Pearson to Hewins, 2 December 1903; C-176, T.C.P.
Chamberlain to Lord Granby, 27 December 1903; JC/18/18/69, J.C.P.
Sir Ernest Clarke was secretary of the Royal Agricultural Society,
1887-1905. His other interests included directorships of Schweppes
Ltd., the Rhymney Iron Co. and Tampico-Panuco Oil Fields Ltd. See
H.H. Bassett (ed.), OPe cit., p. 79.
Hewins to Pearson, 24 December 1903; C-176, T.C.P. Houldsworth was
chairman of the Fine Cotton Spinners' and Doublers' Association Ltd.,
~d had ~reviousl~ been pr~prietor of a number of the largest of the
fl.~ whl.ch were l.n:ro~veda n the amalgamation of 1898. He was a vice-
pres1dent of the B~t~Sh Co~ton G:owing Association and had sat on
several Royal CO~BBl.OnB, 1nc1udlng that on the Depression of Trade
and Industry. and the Gold and Silver Commission. See H.R. Bassett
(ed, ), op. Cl.t ., p. 208.

4.
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refused an invitation as anything but the tip of the iceberg, But agaa n

it must be stressed that refusal did not necessarily indicate lack of

sympathy with Tariff Reform. Houldsworth, for instance, not only was to

give evidence before the Commission at a later date, but also was president
1of the Manchester Division of the Tariff Reform League, whilst Clarke

represented an industry where dissent from Chamberlain's policy was more on
, t 2the grounds of method than of fundamental disagreemen ,

After the Leeds speech secrecy was less important and, by late December,

Chamberlain was prepared to relax his tight control over the selection

procedure, in order to save time in a period when the problems of securlng

adequate representation of banking, cotton manufacturing and the

agricultural sector were asserting their intractability, But he still

continued to use his wide net of political and industrial acquaintances to

continue his part in the search for additional members. At this tine he

, "t P t th ith Hewl'ns di. rect ,3was stlll corresponding Wl h earson ra her an Wl

Though the Commission was still far from complete, it is perhaps true to say

that the bulk of the best-known industrial appointments had already been
4made, and the founders were less embarrassed by the refusal of lesser

businessmen.

Meanwhile, the establishment of the Commission was creating problems of

selection of a different sort. Overall there was certainly no shortage of

aspirant Tariff Commissioners, and one major problem was to thin the number

down. Those who knew individual Tariff Commissioners took the opportunity

to grind their own axes: thus it was that Sir Robert Herbert was urged to

1. Letter heading of J.R. Campbell to Hewins, 15 December 1904; 47/64,
H.P.

2. Clarke's refusal probably reflected more the division in agriculture
over the precise nature of the Commission, and the desire for a Rgyal
Commission, than it did any significant Free Trade sentiment amongst
British agriculturalists. See below, pp. 362~370,

3. Pearson to Hewi?B' 26 ~c~mb~r 1903; C-176, T.C.P,
4. This is a ve:.r ~mp:ess~on~st~c,statement, comparing the lists of new

members publ~shed ~n the Sheffield Daily Telegraph on 18, 19, 20 and 30
Decemb~r 1903 and 13 January 1904 in turn. There were, of course,
except~ons: Gallaher, Gilbey, Lyle and Rank did not appear until
30 December 1903 and Levinstein not until 13 January 1904.
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press for the inclusion of a member of the printing trade, perhaps in the

person of William Knight Clowes, on the Commission.l Those who moved in

less elevated circles did not hesitate to use the more direct method of

writing straight to the secretary ..

The architects of the Commission always saw trades rather than classes
2as being the framework upon which the body was to be constructed. But

they knew that there were some 600 or 800 distinct trades within the United

Kingdom, and, as Chamberlain said at the inaugural meeting on 15 January, it

was a practical impossibility to have a functioning committee upon which all

were directly represented.3 It was here that an attendant usefulness of

the concept of "representative men" was found. Many Commissioners could be

regarded as representing whole trade groups, in the way that large

industrialists have of varying their business interests. Late in December

Hewins and Pearson were still attempting to settle the Commission's coverage

of the huge engineering sector by the inclusion of two or three thoroughly

"representati ve" men. It is worth while to quote Hewins at length:

Aveling and Porter of Rochester are keen Radicals, and no
use for our purpose. Of the rest on the list, Davey,
Paxman & Co., Robey & Co., Henry Gwynne; R. & W. Hawthorne;
Thwaites Bros.; are all thoroughly represented by Henry
Marshall. Dick, Kerr & Co., with George Flett as their
representative, would clear satisfactorily the whole of the
electrical department ••. With regard to the agricultural
(machinery side] ... Mr. W. Harrison, the President of the
Agricultural Engineers' Association, and head of the firm
of Harrison, MacGregor & Co., of Leigh, Lancs., has been
down today specially to see me on the situation. I think
he has made out a completely satisfactory case for
representation on the Comndssion; ... all the firms [in
agricultural engineering] are keenly desirous that somebody
should be on the Commission to represent them ..• there is
unanimous desire that Henry Marshall or, failing him,
Ransome, should be on, and also Harrison himself. There
are several reasons why this should be granted. First of
all, the Trade is a large trade which is heavily hit by
foreign competition; secondly, Harrison, MacGregor & Co.
are household words throughout the agricultural districts
the inclusion of Mr. Harrison would beyond all question, be

3.

Hewins to Pearson, 1 January 1904 (misdated 1903); C-176, T.C.P.
This assertion concealed a hypocrisy, revealed most clearly in the
search fo: a represen~ative of organised labour. See below, pp. 94-6,
Chamber~a1n, at the f1rst meeting of the Tariff COmmUssion 15 January
1904; an Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 16 January 1904, p , 9:

l.
2.
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regarded as adding to the agricultural representation
on the Commission to a very considerable extent. This
is of course important from a political point of view.
I feel very much inclined to press the claims of Mr.
Harrison to be included. I told him that Marshall had
already been invited, and I further told him that the
points he had put before me this afternoon should be laid
before Mr. Chamberlain.

With regard to the Textile machinery and other
specialised branches, I scarcely think it is necessary to
do anything. The makers of textile machinery of course
do a considerable export trade with foreign countries.
They may have something to gain by the lowering of foreign
tariffs, but I gather that they are not likely to make any
move at present for representation on the Commission on
their own initiati ve , Agricultural machinery really
stands apart and deserves special consideration'l

Hewins's remarks illustrate clearly the way in which it was attempted

to maximise the representation of trades and industries whilst at the same

time keeping the size of the Comnnssion down to a minimum. But they also

reveal a variety of other problems which beset the organisers at this early

stage.
One fundamental question raised by Hewins's description of the process

of selection of engineering representatives is that of the balance between

the different branches of the mechanical engineering industry. The "log-

rolling" pressures being exerted on Hewins by Harrison were working towards

the inclusion of two agricultural engineers on the list of members.

Pearson still clung to the opinion that Marshall was sufficient, and that he

and George Flett would satisfactorily complete the representation of the

engineering industries on the Commission.2 As events turned out Hewins, or

rather Harrison, got his w~. But even had he not done so, the textile

machinery manufacturers were to remain unrepresented, apparently at their

own wish.

The case of the engineering industries is one example of a general bias

in the approach of the Commission. Such bias is easy to document. But it

would not be out of place to assert that in part the bias was not of the

Co~ssion's making. As an unofficial body, it had to rely on information

1.
2.

Hewins to Pearson, 24 December 1903;
Pearson to Hewins, 24 December 1903;

C-176, T.C.P.
C-176, T.C.P.
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supplied voluntarily. Frequently it was the Free Traders who remained

aloof, rather than the Tariff Reformers who ignored their views. However,

the Free Traders too were caught in circumstances of an almost institutional

rigidi ty. Given that the brief of the Commission was to construct a

scientific tariff along the lines of the Birmingham policy, it could hardly

be expected that Free Traders would willingly assist it in its labours, even

though their co-operation might have led to the recommended tariff levels

being lower than they otherwise would have been. Such participation would

increase the respectability of the very policy to which they were opposed,

and of the policy-forming Commission which they despised.

Another significant part of the letter is that in which Hewins remarks

that Harrison's inclusion on the list would "be regarded as adding to the
. t t" 1agricultural representation on the Commission to a very conslderable ex en .

That political expediency was a factor entering into the selection of some of

the members, whose function it was to conduct an industrial and commercial

inquiry, is immediately obvious. This was especially so in this example

since, although agricultural engineering was in danger of becoming over-

represented on the Commission, agriculture itself was at this time ln

scarcely such a fortunate position.

Henry Chaplin had accepted his position quickly. Many would have

argued that no better, certainly no more enthusiastic, representative of

agriculture could have been found. But Chaplin's connections lay with the

large Lincolnshire farmers, and the East Midlands were just one of several

major farming regions, the agriculture of none of which was really

representative of any of the others. Furthermore, Chaplin's nearness to

the landowning aristocracy might itself not have been considered a

representative quality by the small breeder of the North-West or the market-

gardener of the Home Counties. It was not that there was a dearth of

possible recruits: again, the problem was one of keeping numbers down.

1. Hewins to Pearson, 24 December 1903; C-176, T.C.P.
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At the end of December Chaplin was still the only agriculturalist on the

Commission, and Pearson and Hewins were attempting to make no more than two

additional appointments, and preferably only one, to secure an adequate

representation of agriculture:

As to Agriculture Mr. Chamberlain says he thinks that if
we have Spier we should have to have a South of England
man and an Irishman, and we cannot possibly have three
farmers on the Commission. So I am telling him he had
better let me close up with the Covent Garden man.l

2The "Covent Garden man", John W. Dennis, belonged to an important

family firm of farmers, potato growers and potato merchants which also did

a brokerage business in English and foreign fruit and vegetables. He was

also a member of a Lincolnshire farming partnership. Though Chamberlain

may have been correct in feeling that his inclusion in the body of the

Commission was less overtly regional than would have been the choice of John

Spier, it would not be valid to suggest that Dennis, along with Chaplin,

adequately represented the whole spectrum of British farming, even if the

indirect representation of Harrison was included.

Hewins and his companions were, however, aware of this. In the course

of time agriculture was one of several industries for which a sub-committee

was established, thus enabling a wider coverage of agriculture whilst keeping

. . dy d t.o manazeao Le ror-ooor-td 3 If .the S1ze of the ma1n bo own 0 manageab e propor 10ns. , 1n a complex

industry, the concept of "representative men" had its limits, then the

creation of satellite comndttees could be used as a safety valve.

There was one way, however, in which the founders of the Commission

would have been only too pleased to have been able to increase the number of

members. Though "The constitution of the Commission was a very difficult

job chiefly because so many people wanted to come on", 4 the Tariff Reformers

1. Pearson to Hewins, 26 December 1903; C-176,T.C.P. John Spier was a
farmer, market garde?er and dai~an from the Glasgow district who
subsequently gave evi de nce before the Commission. See the Agricultural
Report, Witness No. 130, paras. 677-690.

2. Pearson to Hewins, ibid.
3. See be low, pp , 370-3E'2."
4. W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia ••• , I, p. 79.
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felt keenly the criticism, made, for instance, by Lloyd George,l that
unionised labour was not represented on it.

As early as August Chaplin had had an interview with Thomas Ashton,

chairman of the Amalgamated Association of Cotton Operatives, but if he hoped

to recruit Ashton to active support of the Tariff Reform cause he had to be

content with the rather vague expressions of sympathy and support which the

Lancashire workers felt for the architect of workmen's compensation, and the

promise that Ashton's membership would receive Chamberlain's proposals with
an "open mind". 2 Certainly there is no evidence that, when the organisers

of the Commission turned to the possibility of recruiting a union

representative, they considered approaching Ashton again. One labour

representative, Macdonald, Secretary of the London Trades Council, was

invited onto the COrnmUssion by Chamberlain himself, but after consulting his

executive he decided to decline the position, a decision which the Commission

managed to keep secret.3 The maintenance of secrecy was to prove fortunate.

Being unable to secure a workingmen's representative to sit on the Commission,

Chamberlain argued, in public, that Free Trade criticism on these grounds was

misplaced:
another great complaint has been made, that labour as

such is not represented on the Commission. I think this
is partly due to a misapprehension. On this Commission
trades are represented, but not classes, and as I have
Pointed out I deny absolutely any distinction between, . fclasses in reference to the 1nterests 0 trade.
(Hear, hear)'4

1. Parliamentary Debates, Fourth Series, CXXIX, 10 February 1904,
col. 954.

2. Memo of conversation between Thomas Ashton and Henry Chaplin, dated
30 August [1903]; JC 18/18/25, ~.C.P. .

3. It appears that Macdonald's appo1ntment mi ght,have created tensions
within the commission that would have turned the fruits of victory a
trifle bitter. Hewins confided to his diary that "Mosely was
appalled when he heard that Macdonald had been invited. Luckily he
[Macdonald] decided to consult his executive. Pearson asked him
round to the Daily Express. He went there dead drunk and when Pearson
asked him to hand over his correspondence with Chamberlain he did so
without a word". See Hewins, "M;y Connection with the Fiscal
Controversy", loco cit., p. 35. Rather surprisingly, Hewins included
this piece, in modified form, in his autobiography. See Apologia ...,
I, p. 79.

4. Chamberlain at the first meeting of the Tari ff Commission, 15 January
1904; reprinted in Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 16 January 1904, p. 9.
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Hewins, too, sought to popularise this hypocrisy in one of his frequent

anonymous contributions to the editorial columns of the Morning Post. He

remarked contemptuously that "It might no doubt have been well from the

electioneering standpoint to include some prominent 'Labour leader' in the

Commission", but pointed out that in his desire to formulate a scientific

tariff for the benefit of the country Chamberlain "does not care in the
1least where the evidence comes from":

As a matter of fact it would have been perfectly easy
to include any number of labour representatives [on the
Commission] ..• Mr. CHAMBERLAIN'S commission has not
been constructed on the basis of class representation or
the idea of currying favour with any group of "interests."
If any working man has figures at his command which will
guide the commission in formulating a fair tariff his
evidence will be welcomed. Whatever decisions are
reached by the commission must obviously be referred to
working men for their approval, and no tariff can ever
be adopted which does not win their support The
criticisms of the Free Traders are based on the idea that
the "Labour interest" should be represented as such. If
that idea is accepted we must have employers' associations,
railway interests, middle-class interests, investors'
interests, and so on represented. Mr. CHAMBERLAIN will
not accept this view of the constitution of his commission.
He rightly insists on the solidarity of the British
communi ty, and wants the men who can give the data he
requires because they are recorded in the accounts of which
they have custody •..2

II

Chamberlain regarded the Tariff Commission as "the most wonderful

representation of British industry that has ever been brought together". 3

Bearing in mind the evident hyperbole in such a remark, and remembering that

it would have been in practice impossible to secure a body of men which

contained the most important members of each industrial group, even if those

men of prime importance could have been unequivocally agreed to by the

different factions in the fiscal controversy, we can certainly concede that

l.
2.
3.

Mo:ning Post (editorial), 16 January 1904.
res e ,
Chamberlain to Lady Jeune, cited in J. Amery, Life of Joseph
Chamberlain, vol. VI, (London, 1969), p. 532.
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the Commission was a large and imposing collection of leading industrial

figures. Even some Free Traders were not unwilling to endorse such a view;

it suited the purposes of the Leeds Mercury to observe that the Commission

was composed of "many able businessmen ... the majority of them the heads
1of great. industrial concerns".

. .t' 1 59 . . 2 46 . .Of the lnl la members of the Commlssl0n, can be claSSlfled as

having direct commercial or industrial interests. For most of them this

meant a fairly direct involvement with their business concern. The average

age of Commissioners was quite high, but if this meant that they were already

occupying positions of prominence in their different forms of enterprise, it

also meant that one or two had passed the peak of their business activities.

Charles Tennant and Charles Eckersley had perhaps retired from day-to-day

administration, but it was not until Tennant's death in 1906 that active

control of Charles Tennant, Sons and Co. left the family,3 whilst Eckersley

remained a director of the Fine Cotton Spinners' and Doublers' Association.4

Robert Littlejohn's directorship of the African Banking Corporation had been

preceded by the managing directorship, so that he also m~ well have been in
.. 5serra-retlrement.

In addition to Eckersley and Littlejohn, four Commissioners are revealed

to the historical record as directors only. Doubtless the extent of

involvement in a firm's affairs that a directorship brought with it varied

as greatly around the turn of the century as it does today, The historical

obscurity of Henry Bostock in itself suggests a lifetime of service in the

family firm. Sir Vincent Caillard's seat on the board of Vickers, Sons and

Maxim, a position he had occupied since 1898, was also an active one, In

1. Leeds Mercury, 18 December 1903, p. 4.
2. Excluding secretary, assistant secretary and paid staff.
3. N. Crathorne, Tennant's Stalk, (London, 1973), pp. 145-147.
4. "Members ~f the Commission", Iron and Steel Report, para. 1.

J.J. Kesw1ck had been a member of Jardine Matheson and Co. China
merchants, but his retirement, and his pr;vious position on'the
L • 1 t' c .eg~SI a l.":el,,ouCncl.~o~ Hong Kong, has persuaded me to include him asan mperl.a 0mm1SS1oner.

5. Littlejohn's date of birth is not given in his entry in Who Was Who,
II, 1916-1928, though he did not die until 1920.
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spite of, indeed because of, his long career in international financial

diplomacy, Caillard was used by Vickers in their overseas operations, and
1in 1906 he was to aSSume financial directorship of the company. It is a

fair supposition that Henry Mitchell's interest in politics, an interest

that stretched back into the 1880s but at a local level only, would not have

excluded close contact with the family firm.2 It is perhaps doubtful,

however, that the same can be said of Leverton Harris. He had already

developed interests wider than those of Harris and Dixon, the family

shipping firm. In 1900, still only in his mid-thirties, he had entered
3Parliament as Conservative member for Tynemouth, and, though he still kept

in touch with the firm's affairs, it seems probably that its running was
4left mainly in the hands of others. Three other Commissioners, Sir

Alexander Henderson, Sir Alfred Hickman and A.W. Maconochie, all held seats

in the Commons during Balfour's ministry. But bearing in mind the active

role played by Charles Booth in the management of his shipping interests in

Liverpool,5 we cannot too easily assume that a position in national politics

severely handicapped their ability to keep in close contact with the
... . t' 6adminlstrat10n of the1r own en erpr1ses.

Of the 46 industrial-commercial members, therefore, we must be content

with labelling six merely as directors of the concerns in which their

1. DNB.
2. See below, pp. 569-70.
3. DNB.
4. This is the impression gleaned from Leverton Harris's thin file of

correspondence with the Commission. See C-295, T.C.P.
5. Booth collapsed from "the double strain of business and social work"

in 1905. See A.H. John, A Liverpool Merchant House, (London, 1959),
p . 81. It should be renembered, however, that Henderson's stock-
broking business probably conflicted far less with a political career
than did Hickman's provincial ironmaking or Maconochie's distant food-
processing activities.

6. Henry Birchenough' s career progressed from that of silk manufacturer
to that of publicist and international traveller and commentator.
If we were to argue, however, that this meant less contact with
Macclesfield business, it can scarcely be denied that in his
conne~tio~ wi~h international companies and in his close advisory
relat10ns~1p w1th the Board of Trade, Birchenougb was in intimate
contact w1th many spheres of industrial and commercial life.



99

1principal economic interest lay. A further group of eight leaves room for

uncertainty. Henry Birchenough, John Corah and Alfred Gilbey were all

connected with family firms, but whether as principals, directors or
. nk 2partners 1S u nown. It is also unknown whether Vicary Gibbs' partnership

in the family firm of merchants and bankers or Bridges Webb's in the grain

importing firm of Dewar and Webbs, were active or silent. John Dennis was

partner, and head of the London branch, of the family business of fruit and

vegetable merchants and brokers, though it is not certain that a separate
.. .. t 3partnership in farming may not have constituted hlS maJor econOID1C lnteres .

William Cooper was a meat salesman at Smithfield market, presumably

operating a one-man business small by comparison with most of the other
.. 4

Commis ai one rs . Francis Tonsley, president of the National Association of

Master Bakers and Confectioners, was presumably in business in a similar way.

We can be much clearer about the remaining 32 industrial-commercial

These comprised one general manager5 and 31 who were chairmen,members.

managlng directors or outright proprietors of their companies. Outright

proprietorship was probably the

Pearson owned the Daily Express

case for only a small minority - Arthur
6and other newspaper concerns, Frederick

Baynes was the "controller" of his father's business after his death until

it became a limited company in 1905,7 and Charles Parsons owned C.A. Parsons
8and Co. But the changes that had been seen in the organisational structure

1. Bostock, Caillard, Eckersley, Leverton Harris, Littlejohn and Mitchell.
The difficulty of defining "principal" economic interest is discussed
below, pp.

2. Gilbey was either a director or a principal partner.
3. Outside the family firm Dennis farmed, in partnership, 4,000 acres.

See Agricultural Report, paras. 548-549.
4. !B.iS., para. 1093. There are obviously arguments for excluding Dennis

and Cooper from the list of industrial-commercial members, and
confining the classification of their representation to agriculture.

5. Lewis Evans of John Dickinson and Co. Ltd. In fact, Evans had been
a partner in the firm before it became a limited company in 1886.
As General Manager he was also a director, so would have been more
usually termed a managing director. In 1912 he succeeded F.P. Barlow
to the chairmanship. See J. Evans, The Endless Web, (London, 1955),
pp. 134, 166.

6. DNB.
7. G.C. Miller, Blackburn Worthies of Yesterda.y, (Blackburn, 1959), p. 33.
8. H.H. Bassett (ed.), Men of Business at Home and Abroad, (London, n.d.

but 1913), p. 315.
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of British business ln the previous 20 years should not mislead us over the
degree of authority that many Commissioners enjoyed. Amongst the twenty

1industrial-commercial members who were chairmen of their company boards,
some had seen a family firm develop into a public limited company, whilst
others had seen a family firm thinly disguised ln the opaque mantle of a
private limited company. Thomas Gallaher was principal shareholder in the
Belfast firm which bore his name,2 Tennant's autocratic control as "Head"
of his many enterprises scarcely needs any reiteration here,3 whilst
paternalist Arthur Rank rejoiced in the informal company titles of

4"Governing Director" and "Founder" even in the new limited company of 1899.
Sir William Lewis, too, was an extreme autocrat, and there was probably
little difference in his influence as felt in those colliery companies
which he owned and in those of which he was chairman. Equally, a managing
directorship might well disguise the same reluctant response of the family
firm to the increasing professionalisation of business organisation - we
might cite here A.W. Maconochie, J.M. Harris and especially Ivan

. t.e i 5Levi ns e i n,

1. Included in this number is C.J. Phillips, who was deputy chairman of
Watney, Combe, Reid and Co. Commissioners who were chairmen of their
companies were:- Charles Allen (Sir Henry Bessemer and Co. Ltd.),
Charles Booth (Booth Steamship Co.), S.B. Boulton (Burt, Boulton and
Heywood Ltd., chemical manufacturers and timber importers), J.J.
Candlish (Robert Candlish and Son Ltd., glass bottle manufacturers),
Howard Colls (Colls and Sons, builders and contractors), Thomas
Gallaher (Gallaher Ltd.), Sir William Goulding (W. and H.M. Goulding,
chemical manure manufacturers), William Harrison (Harrison, McGregor
and Co. Ltd., agricultural engineers), Sir Alfred Hickman (Alfred
Hickman Ltd.), Sir Alfred Jones (Elder, Dempster and Co.), Arthur
Keen (G.K.N. Ltd.), Sir William Lewis (of various colliery companies),
Charles Lyle (Abraham Lyle and Sons Ltd.), Sir Andrew Noble (Sir W.G.
Armstrong, Whitworth and Co. Ltd.), C.J. Phillips (as above), Joseph
Rank. ("Governing Director", earHer chairman , of Joseph Rank Ltd.),
R.H. Reade (York St. Flax Milling Co. Ltd., Belfast), Charles Tennant
(Charles Tennant, Sons and Co., and president of the United Alkali
Co.), Sir John Turney (Turney Bros. Ltd., leather manufacturers),
and S.J. Waring (Waring and Gillow).
H.R. Bassett (ed.), Ope cit., p. 151.
Who Was Who, I, 1897-1915. See also N C th 't. ra orne, OPe Cl .,
pp. 145-7.
H. Janes, The Mas~er.Mil1ers, (London, 1955), p. 40.
Sev:n of the Co~ss1oners we:e managing directors (excluding those
cha1rmen who doubled as managlng directors). They were:- Richard

2.
3.
4.
5.
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In specifying economic interest, the majority (31) of the industrial-
commercial commissioners present little problem, since they appear to have
been occupied in one form of economic activity only.
Commissioners are listed in Table 1.

TABLE 1

These single-interest

Tariff Commission: Single-Interest Industrial-Commercial
Representatives

Primary Food Processing
J .M. Harris
Lyle
Maconochie
Phillips
Tonsley
Rank
Gallaher

Secondary
(Textiles) :
Corah
Eckersley
Mitchell
Reade
(Chemi cals ):
Levinstein
Goulding
(Engineering) :
Elgar
Flett
Harrison
Marshall
(Other) :
Bostock
Candlish
Evans
Waring

Tertiary
(Distribution) :
Cooper
Burbidge
Gilbey
(Other) :
Henderson
Littlejohn
F.L. Harris
Jones
Webb
ColIs
Pearson

Sources: "Members of the Commission", Iron and Steel Report,
para. 1, coupled with lack of discovery of additional
information proving wider economic interests, subject
to qualification in text.

It should be remembered that there are inevitable simplifications in this

classification. We might mention, for instance, S.J. Waring, whose
classification under secondary industry should not obscure the fact that he
carried on a large home and foreign business in interior decorating.l

Since this trade seems to have been a vehicle for selling the furniture
produced by the firm's English factories the division of interest has been

Burbidge (Harrod's Stores), Francis Elgar (Fairfield Shipbuilding and
Engineering Co.), Georse Flett (Dick, Kerr and Co. Ltd.), MitChell
Harris (Charles and Thomas Harri s and Co. t bacon curers), Ivan
Levinstein (Levinstein Ltd.), A.W. Maconochie (Maconochie Bros. Ltd.,
meat preservers and packers), and Henry Marshall (Marshall Sons and
Co., agricultural engineers) . '

1. "Waring and Gillow Ltd. [A.G.M.]", Economist, 4 April 1903, p. srt ,
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ignored. George Flett held 1,000 shares in the Electric Railway and Tram

Carriage Works, which, although a coachworks, was closely involved with his

awn electrical engineering firm, Dick, Kerr and Co., in producing a package

of tram body and electric traction mechanism. The two were amalgamated in

1917, and it has been felt unnecessary to credit Flett with dual interests.l

Perhaps more serious is that we cannot account for the shareholdings

that single-interest Commissioners may have had in other types of business.

Maconochie had small interests in tin can production, and the possibility

that several other of the food processing group might have had interests

either in agriculture or in packaging must not be forgotten. Similarly,

secondary manufacturers might have held shares in other firms within their

trade or within trades allied to it, or even within their locality or their

circle of friends. We can merely point out the inevitable imprecision of

such a classification when it cannot be based on the direct source of

individual income.

Whilst the difficulties posed by imperfect knowledge are relatively

unimportant when considering the single-interest Commissioners, they become

more acute when we consider the remaining group, the 15 multi-interest

Commissioners, the interests of many of whom have a breadth which makes

any simple generalisation impossible.

The issues raised by some dual interests are too small to detain us.

Four industrial-commercial members of the Commission2 held railway

directorships, whilst Gallaher was chairman of the Belfast Steamship Co.
3 '" .Four others held posltlons wlth varlOUS banks. It might be argued that

such activities represent a cosmopolitan, free-trade bloc of the type
4envisaged by Schumpeter, and would thus need to be measured in the balance

against those Commissioners' protectionist-industrialist interests. This

3.
4.

See below, pp. 551-552,
Three (otherwise) single-interest Commissioners Goulding Henderson
and Reade! and one (otherwise) multi-interest C~mmissione;, Baynes.
Allen, Call1ard, Keen and Tennant, all (otherwise) mUlti-interest
members of the Commission.
J.A. Schumpeter, Imperialism and Social Classes, (London, 1951).

l.
2.
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1S unrealistic. It was common for businessmen to become involved with

local and even national transport undertakings, frequently in the form of a

directorship which imparted prestige to both sides of the compact. For

industrialists of the stature to ensure selection for the Tariff Commission,

however, railway directorships would have been unlikely to constitute a
. ., . . t 1s1gn1f1cant economJ.c 1n erest. Gallaher's shipping interests may be

disregarded for similar reasons. The banking interests were in three cases

local, and it is a fair assumption that these were seen as complementary to,

and not in conflict with, the members' industrial interests.2 Only Sir

Vincent Caillard remains a problem. His chairmanship of the Daira Sanieh

Co. and of the London Committee of the National Bank of Egypt represented a

connection with Egyptian finance that long antedated his involvement with

Vickers. It must be remembered, however, that national interest in

international diplomacy was perhaps just as strong a part of these activities

as was the motive of private profit.3

Potentially more serious in discussing multi-interest commissioners is

the possibility that their interests were split between different activities

which lay on opposite sides of the widely accepted division between "free

trade" and "protectionist" interests. The inclusion of Frederick Baynes 1n

this list is probably needless - it is made since there is evidence that he
4was a cotton merchant as well as a manufacturer, but it is unlikely that

his cotton manufacturing establishments manufactured for the home trade only,

whilst he sold the products of others overseas, a situation which could have

given rise to divided loyalties.5

1. For a generalised support of this statement see M. Robbins, The Railway
Age, (Harmondsworth, 1965), pp. 76-79.
Charles Allen was vice-president of the Sheffield and Hallamshire Bank,
Arthur Keen was chairman of the London, City and Midland, and Charles
Tennant was chairman of the Union Bank of Scotland.
H. Feis, Europe: The World's Banker, 1870-1914, (New York, 1965 edn.),
pp. 385-386, 390-397.
Cotton Report, para. 317. Baynes and Dixon of Manchester mentioned
• "Me:t;.. f th C . . " '1n muers 0 e O~ss1on, Iron and Steel Report para 1 might
well have been a shipping firm. ' .,
In general, Bayn:s' evidence be~ore the Commission (Cotton Report,
paras. 307-349) 1S not helpful 1n this respect, it being difficult to

2.

3.
4.

5.
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Charles Allen and Alfred Hickman both had considerable reputations In

ferrous metal production, the one for the production of high quality steels,

especially for armaments and other demanding uses, the other as a prominent

midlands ironmaster. We can assume that their interests in coal mining

were subsidiary to these activities. But if we conform to the commonly-

held view that an industry with a high degree of export orientation is likely

to be sympathetic to the continuance of free trade, Sir William Lewis's

interests create surprlse. British coal exports experienced a long secular

boom after 1870, a boom that in value terms really took off after 1896.
In 1900 export values hit the unprecedented peak of £38.6 m.,l a figure far

surpassing imports. Furthermore, Lewis had extensive colliery proprietor-

ships in South Wales, and was on this account probably the premier UK

producer of steam coal for shipping purposes. We cannot seriously maintain

that Lewis, founder of the Monmouthshire and South Wales Coal Owners'

Association which as early as 1888 embraced 200 collieries producing twelve

million tons per year, and originator of the sliding scale of wages

instituted by that Association in 1880, the man who to favourable eyes at

least had been identified "with every progressive movement in the coal world

for the last quarter of a century, and has graven his name deeply in its
2annals", had greater economic interests in iron and tin-plate than in coal,

but it might be that his increasing involvement in revitalising the South

Wales iron and steel industry3 was sufficiently important in his own mind

to warrant an outlook on Tariff Reform at variance to that which we might

expect from members of his trade.

We might argue in an intui tive way that Charles Booth's economic

separate the general experience of the industry, as he saw it, from
his own individual experience. Of course, with the exception of
R. Spencer, The Home Trade of Manchester, (London, 1890), little is
known of the trade in the 20 per cent of Lancashire's goods which were
not exported.

1. B.R. Mitchell and P. Deane, Abstract of British Historical Statistics,
(London, 1962), p. 305.

2. C. Wilkins, The South WaleS Coal Trade and its Allied Industries,
(Cardiff, 1888), pp. 292-293, 296.

3. DNB.
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interests were primarily based in steam shipping rather than in leather

merchanting and manufacturing, though it would be unwise to assert that

Booth's political and social concerns were in any way based on such mundane

considerations as these. Charles Tennant's activities in mineral

extraction were certainly minor in comparison to his ownership of capital-

intensive chemical plant. Likewise, Boulton's interest in the importing

of timber was almost certainly anc iLl.Lary to his business a n chemical

manufacturing: certainly the two activities were carried on within the

same firm. Charles Parsons's activities in electrical supply can be seen

as attendant upon his production of generating equipment, but whether he saw

marine propulsion or land-based power generating as his principal interest

is difficult to say. In both, of course, there was intense international

rivalry, but marine engineering was closely allied to a shipping and ship-

building sector usually associated closely with free trade. Sir Andrew

Noble had manifold interests in mineral extraction, chemicals companies and

even a water utility. Even his main interest, Sir W.G. Armstrong Whitworth

and Co. Ltd., carried on a bewildering range of engineering activities,

both for defence and peaceful uses,l which make it difficult to even start

assessing the competing claims that free trade and protection held on his
. . 2bus1.ness 10yalt1.es.

There remain a small group of Commissioners for whom the task of

deciding between primary and secondary interests remains difficult even at

an intui tive level, some of them doubly difficult because the competing

claims lie on opposite sides of the divide between free trade and

protection. We assume, for convenience, that Dennis's farming partnership

was secondary to the family brokerage business though the two are not

necessarily compatible from the point of view of fiscal alignment. Whether

it is correct to ascribe to Turney a principal interest in the family firm

1. See below, pp. 570-572,
2. It should b? remembered tha~ Vickers, in a generally similar line of

business, did not see the f1scal issue as very relevant to his
company. See below, pp. 141, 200.
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of leather manufacturers when he was chairman of two light engineering

firms, Raleigh and Burrough's, is just as problematical.l We know that

Arthur Keen's principal connection, Guest, Keen and Co., integrated with
2the engineering activities of Nettlefolds at the turn of the century, but

3it has been felt reasonable to class him primarily as a steelmaker.

TABLE 2

Tariff COmmllssion: Primary and Secondary Interests of
Multi-Interest Industrial-Commercial Representatives

Allen
Baynes
Birchenough

Booth

Boulton
Caillard

Dennis
Gibbs
Hickman
Keen
Lewis

Noble

Parsons

Tennant
Turney

Primary

steel
cotton manufacturing
Silk manufacturing

shipping

chemical production
armaments
engineering
produce merchanting
merch anti ng
iron
steel
coal

armaments
engineering
marine engineering
electricity generating
equipment
chemicals
leather production

Secondary

iron and coal
cotton shipping (?)
gas utili ties
misc. colonial enterprise
leather merchanting
leather production
timber importing
international finance

farm1np-
banking
coal
engineering and coal
iron and steel
tinplate
shipbuilding

electricity supply

mineral extraction
light engineering

Source: See text, pp. 103-107, and Appendix 1. It must be
emphasised that this table is based on information
from a wide variety of sources, some of them very
imprecise and not very suitable for the purposes in
hand, so that there is inevitably an impressionistic
element in its compilation.

Little 1S known of Birchenough's silk concern in Macclesfield, and his

1. Turney did not, however, give evidence before the Commission in its
inquiry into the engineering industry.

2. D. Burn, Economic History of Steelmaking 1867-1939, (Cambridge, 1940),
p. 224.

3. Burn considers G.K.N. to have been one of the three biggest British
steel producers in 1904, with an estimated output of over 450 000
tons per year. See ibid., p , 229. '
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interests had no doubt already wandered ~ar ~rom it,l but he was still
. C 2president of Maccles~leld hamber o~ Commerce. It has been decided, for

no very good reason, to assume that Birchenough's probably declining
interest in silk manu~acture was still strong enough in 1903-4 to be regarded
as his primary interest. The inclusion of Caillard under engineering is
likewise very arbitrary: it seems likely that Vickers, Sons and Maxim
occupied much of his time but it is also probable that he would have regarded
the conditions of the early twentieth century as much with the outlook of an
international financier, and he continued to hold the chairmanships of the
Daira Sanieh Co. and the London Committee of the National Bank of Egypt.
We do not know whether the activities of Vicary Gibbs' family firm, Antony
Gibbs and Sons, pointed consistently in the direction of free trade or
protection, or whether, as seems more likely, the description of "Merchants
and Bankers,,3 given by Gibbs to the Commission covered a mUltiplicity of
merchant banking activities.

III

We are now able, using the rather loose and sometimes imprecise
determination of "economic interest" arrived at above, to provide an overall
view of the structure of industry representation on the Commission. This
is shown in Table 3. Henry Chaplin has been added to the list as a
representative of agriculture, thus giving 47 commercial-industrial members.
Though it is thought that, by 1903, Chaplin was not actively engaged ln
icul, . th' 4agrac ture even an e capacaty of landlord, there can be no doubt from

1. It is significant that G.R. Searle, whilst stressing Birchenough's
interest in South African affairs and his activity on government
co~ttees, does not mention Birchenough's manufacturing connections.
See The Quest for National EfficiensY, (Oxford, 19(1), p. 264.

2 "Me ib f th C • . " I• m ers 0 e O~SSlon, ron and Steel Report, para. 1.
3. Iron and Steel Report, para. 1.
4. Chaplin'~ biogra~her.is less th~n completely rigorous in filling in

the deta1~s o! hJ.B li~e. But l.t is known that his 25,000 acres at
Blankney ln LlncolnshJ.re fell deeper into mortgage until they came
under the control of Lord Londesborough in 1897 and that "When
Blarikneywas stripped from their father's too o;en hands, it was at
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his lifelong services as an agricultural spokesman in Parliament that his
omission from the list of industrial-commercial members on strictly
deterministic grounds would be mistaken.

TABLE 3
Tariff Co~ssion: Industrial-Commercial Representatives

Primary Food Processing Secondary

Lewis
Chaplin

J.M. Harris
Maconochie
Lyle
Tonsley
Phillips
Rank
Gallaher

(Textiles) :
Eckersley
Baynes
Mitchell
Birchenough
Corah
Reade
(Iron & Steel):
Allen
Hickman
Keen
(Engineering) :
Caillard
Noble
Parsons
Elgar
Harrison
Marshall
Flett
(Chemicals):
Levinstein
Goulding
Tennant
Boulton
(Other) :
Bostock
Candlish
Evans
Waring
Turney

Sources: As for Tables 1 and 2 .

Tertiary
(Distribution) :
Dennis
Cooper
Gilbey
Burbidge
(Shipping) :
Booth
Jones
F.L. Harris
(Other) :
Gibbs
Henderson
Littlejohn
Webb
Pearson
coi.is

It can be seen from Table 3 that industry representation on the
Commission was quite heavily weighted towards manufacturing industry, though

those representing primary production, food processingl and the tertiary

sector did comprise 22 out of the total of 47. The biggest industry blocs

Stafford House ••• that Mr. Chaplin and his children made their home."
See Marchioness of Londonderry, Henry Chaplin: A Memoir, (London,1926), pp. 111, 115.

1. Including tobacco processing.
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were engineering and food processing (7 Commissioners each) and textiles

(6 Commassioners). Chemicals production and distribution could count 4
1members each, and iron and steel and shipping 3 each. It is to be

remembered, however, that the industry blocs had differing degrees of

cohesion. That of iron and steel was perhaps quite a solid one, whereas

the six textile manufacturers represented five distinct branches of a trade

similar in some technological and marketing aspects but different in others.

To discern a grouping of distributive trades which includes two produce

merchants, a wine and spirits merchant and the managing director of Harrod's

Stores m~ well be considered complete~ illusory.

Indeed, reasons can be found for regarding all the industry blocs as

having less unity than might be thought at first. In Chemicals, Tennant's

interests largely centred around the heavy sector, alkali production using

the obsolescent Leblanc process, whilst Levinstein concentrated on synthetic

dyestuffs. Though they m~ have experienced different fortunes in the

course of trade in the l880s and l890s, both were dependent on secondary

industry as the main market for their products. On the other hand, Sir

William Goulding's prosperity as an artificial fertiliZer producer was more

dependent on the fortunes of agriculture than of manufacturing industry.

In the engineering sector, too, Marshall and Harrison were tied, through

their markets, more to agriculture than to manufacturing. Cai lIard and

Noble, however, were perhaps not greatly concerned with such market

influences at all. Certainly Douglas Vickers saw Tariff Reform as having
2little direct relevance to his concern. In the food processing category,

we might expect a difference between those rembers, Lyle and Gallaher, who

processed products subject to existing revenue duties that might possibly

be repealed under Chamberlain's scheme, those such as Phillips and Rank who

1. It is to be remembered ~hat se~ondary representation, or indirect
knowle<;18eof a trade g8.l.nedWh~~st practising a related one, would
:ffect~vely enlarge representat10n of a particular bloc; e.g., for
i ron and steel.we would have to add Lewis (secondary representation)
and pe rnaps C&l.ll~d, Noble and other engineers (inq.irect knowledge) •
D. Vlckers to He~ns, 1 March and 4 July 1904; C-286, T.C.P.2.
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dealt in produce upon which taxation was likely to be introduced, and those

such as Mitchell Harris who concerned themselves with commodities such as

bacon, the position of which in Chamberlain's plans could hardly be regarded

as certain. Even the three shipping representatives cannot be regarded as

a uni fied body. Much of Booth's business w.as conducted in the transatlantic

trade with countries which were not a part of Britain's formal Empire, whilst

Jones' main channels of commerce lay with the new Empire in West Africa.

Looked at in this way, we can see the dangers inherent in any attempt

to stamp a rigid framework of economic determinism on the analysis of

Commission membership. Yet the temptation to do this remains. Indeed, to

the economic historian, who probably believes more than most other historians

a n the persuasiveness of hard cash , it is almost irresistible.

That particular critical approach towards the Commission employed by

such contemporary publications as the Echo and the (London) Starl is still

in evi dence today. Bernard Semmel, in his recent analysis of the whole

field of social imperialism, has devoted two pages to an examination of the

economic interests of several of the Tariff commissioners, making his work
2the most exhaustive examination of the subject that has appeared. Here is

the "interest-orientated" model in its most direct form: the implicit

assumption is that the source of a man's income, the prospect of increasing

it or preventing its decline, combine with occupation and business environ-

ment to determine completely political ideology and attitude towards

economic thought and economic issues. Yet Semmel's analysis of the

Commission is carried out in a rather peremptory manner. He particularly

mentions Allen, Hickman, Keen and Lewis as representing iron, steel and coal.

Then he emphasises the representation of meat-preserving and -packing,

1. "A Committee of Directors", ~ (editorial) 18 December 1903,
unpaginated but p. 2, quoted above, p. 32; the Star's remarks
we re, as ever, more colourful, "How can we take these gentry with fish
to fry and axes to grind as seriously as they take themselves?" See~, 18 December 1903, p. 1.
B. Semmel, Imperialism and Social Reform (London 1960)especially pp. 101-104. '" ch. 5,2.
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armaments, glass manufacturing, electrical engineering, building and

contracting, and chemicals manufacturing.l This list of manufacturing

interests, taken, one feels, largely at random, leads Professor Semmel to

conclude that:

Iron and steel, tin, building materials, glass, and
chemi cals, all mi dlands products hard hit by German
and American competition. These interests constituted
the heart of the Commission and of the [Tariff Reform]
League itself'2

Professor Semmel's analysis 1S not very rigorous.3 Tin appears to have

been given undue importance in his appraisal. Though the tinplate trade

had close relations with the iron and steel industry, only two Commissioners,

Lewis and Maconochie had discovered interests in it, and those were only

d• 4secon ary 1nterests. But so too do Semmel's other named industries:

Table 4 shows the number of Commissioners who represented the industries

which constituted the "heart" of the Commission. These thirteen separate

industry representations were held by eleven individual Commissioners.

Since no one held primary interests in tin, and since we have no evidence

that Co.Ll.s produced building materials even though he handled them in the

contracting side of his business, there is a prima facie case for reducing

the number of Commissioners who represented these trades to ten or even nine.

1. A.W. Maconochie, Sir Vincent Caillard, J.J. Candlish, Charles Parsons,
J. Howard ColIs, and Sir Charles Tennant respectively.

2. B. Semmel, Ope cit., p. 102. The present writer prefers not to take
issue with Semmel over a similar analysis of the importance of iron
and steel and the South African connection in the interests of the
Tariff Reform League's leading members. That the Duke of Sutherland
should be singled out as a director of the Florence Coal and Iron Co.
Ltd. and the Stafford Coal and Iron Co. might be regarded as a curious
comment on a man who owned "about 1,358,000 acres" (Who Was Who, I,
1897-1916). It is true that Sutherland, Sir Joseph Lawrence, Pike
Pease and Sir J. Randles all had interests in iron and steel, but in
the absence of any surviving collected papers so little is known of the
internal affairs of the Tariff Reform League that we are bound to work
with an imperfect sample of its membership.

3. It is appreciated that Semmel's examination of the Commission is a
~mall par~ only of an ~mpreBsi~ ~ork of scholarship. Nevertheless,
1n a theslS on the Tarlff Commnsslon, it would be a scarcely defensible
courtesy to leave his remarks unexamined.

4. See pp. 101-2, 10~. Semmell points out that Maconochie was chairman of
the Solderless T1n Co. Ltd. (~. cit p 102 n)' L' h' an. .• • - • ,. ,eW1 s was c a1rmof the Melllngrlftith T1nplate Works.
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TABLE 4
Representation of Iron and Steel, Coal, Tin, Building Materials,

Glass and Chemicals on the Tariff COmrrUssion

Primary Secondary
Interest Interest

Iron and Steel
~

4 { Allen, Hickman, Keen
Coal Lewis
Tin or Tinplate 2 Lewis, Maconochie
Building Materials 1 1 ColIs, Boulton
Glass 1 Candlish
Chemicals 4 i Tennant, Levinstein,

Goulding, Boulton
..10 3"~

13

Notes: (i) The names of those holding primary interests are under-
lined, subject to the undermentioned limitations.

(ii) ColIs has been ascribed a primary interest in building
materials merely for the purpose of discussion. As he
was a builder and contractor, he would probably have
had a buyer's rather than a seller's interest in such
goods.

(iii) Boulton has been included, in building materials, as a
timber importer. It is unknown, however, whether any
of the timber he imported was used in the construction
industry .

Sources: "Menibers of the Commi asion'", Iron and Steel Report,
para. 1, and B. Semmel, op. cit., p. 101, for Maconochie's
interest in tin.

It is to be conceded that the heart is a relatively small part of the

body, but if it is Semmel's supposition that this group of eleven exercised

a functional importance within the Co~ssion greater than its size would

indicate, there is no basis for such a supposition. Indeed, Lewis was a

poor attender of the Commission, Keen informally severed his connection with

it at an early date, and Sir Charles Tennant achieved the singular record of

more or less complete absenteeism.l

Professor Semmel's stress on the regional element in support for Tariff

Reform, his specific lOOntion of the midlands, is presumably meant to imply

that midlands industrialists fell within Chamberlain's sphere of political

control, through personal acquaintance and the influence of the Birmingham

1. See below, pp. 588~9.
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Liberal Unionist Association which he dominated. Such an interpretation

would seem well-founded with regard to Alfred Hickman and Arthur Keen, and

perhaps with J.J. Candlish, who, although from Co. Durham, broke with the

predominant (non-Birmingham) Liberal Unionism over the fiscal issue. It

scarcely fits the rest of his list, however. To regard iron and steel as

a "midlands industry"l is to deny the great variety of the ten or so mai n

producing regions in the UK,2 whilst, if one were forced to regionalise

chemicals, then surely the north-west would be a more adequate generalisation

than the mi dlands • Even that, however, would hardly fit the geographical

variety of even the Tariff Commission's small representation of the industry.

To look for any deep, underlying features of representation on the

Commrrssion is, 1n fact, misleading. As was Chamberlain's intention,

representation of manufacturing interests was wider than that which would

allow us to postulate a conspiracy originating in a narrow group of distinct

trades which were unique in experiencing the blast of foreign competition.

Foreign competition was felt more widely than this,3 and it was felt unevenly,

not only wi thin different branches of the same industry, but also wi thin

different firms in the same branch. Nor must we forget the representation

of miscellaneous trades on the Commission, trades such as boots and shoes

(surely here was a midlands industry experiencing, and in the long run

fending off, severe American competition?) ,4 paper making, leather manufacture

and furniture production, in addition to the blocs of representatives of

food processing, textiles, iron and steel, engineering, chemicals, shipping,

etc., that we have already had cause to mention.

The most careful analysis, to date, of economic interest in the Tariff

1. B. Semmel, cp. cit., p. 102.
2. It is to be admitted, however, that certain parts of the midlands

iron and steel industry, notably the antiquated works of South
Staffordshire, were among those in the industry worst hit by foreign
competition.

3. This is n~t to sS1 that it was not frequently exaggerated by thosewho felt 1t.
4. R.A. Church, "The Effect of the American Export Invasion on the British

Boot and Shoe Industry, 1885-1914", Journal of Economic History
XXVIII, 1968, pp. 223-254. --'
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Reform campaign is that by Richard A. Rempel. His principal attention is

focused on the Unionist Free Traders, but in passing he throws light on the

protectionist camp as well.

Rempel starts in orthodox fashion, classirying free trade economlC

interests into two types. Firstly, there are the financial or "City"

interests, "the society of bankers, bill and stockbrokers, and insurance

agents [who] were dependent upon London's position as a major clearing house
1of world trade". Rempel is able to deny any large scale co-incidence of

interest between this group and the industrial community by accepting the

analysis of Schumpeter and Semmel that the "fundamental" conflict between

capitalists and entrepreneurs persisted down to 1914 in Britain, longer than
. ... 2~n other advanced ~ndustr~al countr~es. This is to s~ that investment

banking and the participation of finance-capitalists in domestic industry

was less a feature of British economic development than it was of German,

American and French. In Britain, banking and industry remained separate:

they had different interests and objectives.

Secondly, Rempel compiles a short list of free-trade-orientated

industries along similar lines of determinist analysis. Cotton manufacture,

of course, and coal, shipping and shipbuilding, which "profited from cheap

steel with which to build ships and from freights and insurance revenues

gained from the carrying trade", and engineering, a "kindred" industry of

Shipping and shipbuilding. 3

In this, Rempel's work seeks to establish a clear cut division of

interests. He accepts Semmel's analysis of the economic base of the Tariff

Commission and the Tariff Reform League without comment,4 and thus loses the

opportunity of any direct criticism of this straightforward and oversimple

2.

R.A. Rempel, Unionists Divided: Arthur Balfour Jose h Chamberlain
and the Unionist Free Traders, Newton Abbot, 1972 , p. 98.
R.A. Re~el,op.cit., pp. 98-99, citing J.A. Schumpeter, Imperialism
and fOC1al Classes, (New York, 1951), p. 81, and B. Semmel, op. cit.,
p. 1 5.
R.A. Rempel, cp. cit., p. 101.
Ibid., p. 103.

1.

3.4.



115

. 1p1cture. But at the same time, however, Rempel attempts to relax the

formal rigidity of the "interest-orientated" model, and it 1S here that the

chief value of his work on economic interest lies. He notes that whilst

the shipping interest was primarily in favour of Free Trade, there were

nevertheless MFs with shipping interests who supported fiscal reform.2

The percentage of financial interests among Unionist Free Trade MFs was the

same as in the Party as a whole (about 45 per cent) though rather higher

than the percentage amongst Tariff Reformers.3 Rempel highlights the

presence, in both Free Trade and protectionist camps, of a heterogeneous

collection of "military men, lawyers, journalists and men of letters", 4 and

notes that certain prominent Free Traders, such as Churchill, had no personal

axe to grind. Though admitting the validity of "broad economic biases",

such as the gravitation of heavy industrial interests5 to the Tariff Reform

cause, he concludes that "no clear cut divisions exist between the Unionist

Free Traders and Tariff Reformers. The split in the party over Chamberlain's
6programme cannot be explained principally on economic grounds".

This attempt to reduce the strength of the attractively simple

industry-based explanation of Free Trade and protectionist alignments

1. P.F. Clarke shares the present writer's view, regarding Rempel's work
as "perhaps, unduly deferential in its citation of the authority of
other historians; and in at least one passa~, on the financial
interests of the [Unionist Free Trade] group .•. this makes it rather
difficult to assess the main thrust of the argument". See his review of
Unionists Divided, in English Historical Review, vol. 89, 1974,
pp. 688-689.
R.A. Rempel, Ope cit., p. 101, mentions David McIver, MF for Liverpool
Kirkdale , a South America shipper. McIver was, of course, a veteran
of the Fair Trade movement of the rssoe . See B.R. Brown, The Tariff
Reform Movement in Great Britain, 1881-1895, (New York, 1943),
pp. 19, 23.
Given that the Unionists were split three ways over Tariff Reform, it
is to be inferred from Rempel's material that financial interests were
therefore more prevalent amongst the Balfourite faction, those
adVocating "reciprocity", than amongst the Unionist Free Traders. It
may readily be seen that this casts further doubt on too strict an
application of the simple interest-orientated model.
R.A. Rempel, cp. cit., pp. 103-104.
At ti~s one suspe:ts that Rempel's definition of heavy industry is
restr~cted to the 1ron and steel trade. He himself excludes coal
shipbuilding (part~ally) and engineering. '
R.A. Rempel, Ope C1t., p. 104.

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.
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rece1ves indirect support from Thomas's study of the effect of the three

elections of 1906 and 1910 on the economic and social character of the House

of Commons. Of course, the division between Liberal and Unionist was

perhaps not simply a division between Free Trader and protectionist at any

time . But it was more so in 1906 than it was 1n 1910, since the only issue

of outstanding importance in the first of the three elections was Tariff

Reform. Yet Thomas finds "no significant difference in economic character

between the House elected in 1906 and in 1910".1 His "Finance" group2

numbered 229 after the 1906 election, but was virtually unchanged at 226

after the January election of 1910, when the Liberals had lost 98 seats and

the Unionists had gained 116.3

In his discussion of economic interest as a divisor between parties 1n

the House, Thomas's findings give even less comfort to the strict
. . ly' 4deterrmm st ana S1S. Apart from the predictable tendency of landholding

to figure strongly in the Unionist ranks, "the parties did not differ

markedly in economic composition", there being no "observable tendency for

any broad category of industrial and commercial interests decisively to

favour either of the larger parties": 5 representation of heavy industry,

transport and mining was more or less equally split between the two major

parties.

There were differences of course. Textiles remained a Liberal strong-

hold, though it is not clear from Thomas's stu~ whether this effectively

meant a heavy representation of cotton and a lighter representation of other

'branches in the House, and food, drink and catering remained a Unionist one.

But if the strong orientation of the mercantile interest towards the

2.
3.
4.

J.A. Thomas, The House of Cammons, 1906-1911: An Analysis of Its
Economic and Sbcial Character, (Cardiff, 1958), pp. 13-15.
MPs who had interests in insurance, finance and banking.
J.A.~~as, 0p',cit., pp. 16-17, and H. Pelling, A Social Geography
of Br1 t1sh Electl.ons, 1885-1910, (London, 1967), pp. 20-21.
Here Th.oma.sres'tricts his analysis to the 1910 elections because of
the dif:fic~ties o:f comparison owing to the large dif'fer;nce in si ze
of.the partl.es after th.e 1906 election: Ope cit., p. 26.
Ibl.d., p. 27.

1.

5.
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Liberals is taken as evidence for the determinist model,l the apparent

attraction of the financial interest tells strongly against it. In January

1910 the Unionists could count 126 with interests in banking, finance and
. h . 2insurance an the House, t e Li.beral.s only 91.

It would be unwise to deny completely the validity of determinist

analysis in documenting overall alignments in the Tariff Reform debate.

What we must remember, however, are the complexities of industrial structure

that must be incorporated into the model, and the many exceptions and

qualifications that an empirical examination furnishes.

Some general industry-wide biases are discernible. Cotton, for

instance, remained predominantly Free Trade. But there were supporters of

Tariff Reform in Lancashire: Manchester was the home of a branch of the

Tariff Reform League and the headquarters of the Cotton Trade Tariff Reform
. . 3Assoc~at1on. The cotton industry provided two Tariff commission members.

But it was not necessarily the case that support for fiscal change came from

a particularly sorely depressed sector of the industry, or from firms doing

badly. Indeed, in cotton as elsewhere, the boards of single firms were

sonetimes divided over the issue. 4 Shipping, too, may exhibit an overall

1. Liberal merchants exceeded Unionist by two to one in both elections
of 1910, and by more than that in the election of 1906: ibid., p. 33.

2. Ibid. --
3. The Manchester branch of the Tariff Reform League was in existence

until at least 1912. Little is known of the longevity of the Cotton
Trade Tariff Reform Association, established early in 1910. The
prime mover in its establishment was Percy Glass, a Stockport
manufacturer. See C. 1941 and C. 197; T.C.P.

4. One such example is provided in P. Glass to Hewins, 3 September 1904;
C. 197, T.C.P. Thus, even in the cotton industry, it may be
dan~rous to assume the simple determinist model of motivation.
P.F. Clarke has noted that "while the Liberals could continue to
count on the cotton industry's preference for Free Trade to rally the
operati ves, it was later far from sure of the employers. There had
always been a strong Conservative element among the cotton bosses;
and by 1910 many of them were prepared to swallow Tariff Reform, or
at least accept the Conservative party, Tariff Reform and all"; see
P.F. Clarke, Lancashire and the New Liberalism, (London, 1971), p. 25.
Elsewhere, (p. 99), in pointing to the lesser degree to which Charles
Macara was accepted, in 1910, as the unanimous voice of the cotton
industry than he vas in 1906, Clarke writes, "most of the cotton
bosses would have preferred Free Trade to Tariff Reform; but many of
them were not prepared to take this preference as far as supporting
the Liberals". (Clarke's emphasis).
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Free Trade posture. But there were exceptions: Alfred Jones, Leverton

Harris and Charles Booth all served actively and enthusiastically on the

Tariff commission, and only in the case of Jones is it known that the bulk

of his trade was with the Empire. But the presence in this industrial

grouping of the Empire shipper in itself shows the need to make more complex

the simple industry-alignment approach. On the other side of the issue,

iron and steel, commonly thought a protectionist industry pure and simple,

probably fits the determinist mould more easily if it split up into regional

centres of production - Staffordshire must be contrasted with the more

progressive Cleveland district. But these are the extremes. The West of

Scotland possessed both antiquated and progressive firms, and even In

Cleveland there was not complete unanimity of fiscal opinion between

directors of even the same firms. 1 The difficult question, that of just

how many exceptions and qualifications the interest-orientated approach can

absorb and still retain its integrity, is one which we cannot answer here.

Whatever the advantages and disadvantages of a determinist approach

when considering large populations, the advantages recede and the dis-

advantages intensify when discussing smaller groups. This is particularly

so with the Tariff Commission. Rempel's list of free-trade-orientated

industries (cotton, coal, shipping, shipbuilding and engineering)2 would not

be controversial to the strict economic determinist. It is worth noting

that, out of thirty Tariff Commissioners representing primary production,

secondary industry and shipping, thirteen were primarily interested in those

supposedly monolithic free-trade-orientated industries.3 Perhaps the

presence on the Cammission of two cotton producers requires special

explanation, but it is painfully evident that the simple categorisation of

engineering is a gross simplification. It is significant that there were

1. Keen to Ponsonby, 27 Februar,y 1904; C-512, T.C.P.
2. R.A. Rempel, OJ? • cit., p , 10I.
3. Baynes and Eckersley in cotton; Lewis in coal' Booth. Leverton Harris

and Jones in s:hipping; Elgar in shipbuilding" Caillard Noble,
Parsons, Flett, Harrison and Marshall in engi~eering. '
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no textile engineers on the COmnUssion~l but the issues raised by the

presence of two agricultural engineers are less simple: in some branches of

the trade world markets were dominated by the United States whilst in others

British firms supplies healthy~ though highly protective~ continental
2markets.

What makes the Tariff Reform movement even more difficult to assess on

industrial-determinist lines is the presence of an imperial aspect to

Chamberlain's scheme. This particularly concerns the Comrrrrssion. It had

eight members who~ whether they had business interests abroad or not~ we

have classified as "imperial" representatives. 3 Originally there was some

confusion over the Commission's brief with regard to the imperial aspects of
. , 4.. h tChamberlaln s scheme~ but lt seems llkely that these members were c osen 0

assist in consideration of the details of a preferential tariff ~ and also ~

incidentally, to increase the respectability of the Commission in the eyes

of colonial politicians.
Some of the imperial Commissioners did have business interests, though

ln more than half the cases they had retired from them. J .G. Colmer had

taken a position with Coates~ Son and Co.~ a London stockbrOker,5 after

leaving the Canadian Government Offices in 1903. J.J. Keswick had retired

1. British textile machinery dominated the world, with the exception of
the US market, even in ring-spindles which were relatively little used
at home. See S .B. Saul, "The Market and the Development of Mechanical
Engineering Industries in Britain, 1860-1914", Economic History Review,
2nd Ser., XX, 1967, reprinted in S .B. Saul (ed.), Technological Change:
The United States and Britain in the 1 th Centu ,(London, 1970),
pp. 1 2-1 Hewins ascribed the lack of response by the textile
engineers to the Tariff Commission to this dominance of world markets.
See Hewins to Pearson, 24 December 1903; C-176, T.C.P., and above,
pp. 91-92.

2. S.B. Saul, loco cit., pp. 152-155. For a rather impressionistic
statement of the dominance of the US International Harvester Co.,
formed in 1902, see Cyrus McCormick, The Century of the Reaper,
(Boston, 1931), chs. 7 and 8.

3. The term is not meant to imply any official representation of, or
delegation by, the country concerned.

4. See below, pp. 577.
5. See entry for Major Sir Edward Feetham Coates MP (Cons., Lewisham)

in H.H. Bassett (ed.), Ope cit. Colmer is obviously a case
sufficiently different from Sir Alexander Henderson also a stock-
broker, to warrant his eXClusion from the list of c~mmercial-industrial
:rrembersand his inclusion in that of imperial members.



120

from Jardine, Matheson and Co., China merchants, probably at the same time

that he severed his connection with the Legislative Council of Hong Kong.

Sir Robert Herbert held chairmanship of one telegraph company and a director-

ship in another as well as directorships in two steamship lines and a bank.

These have been regarded as prestige appointments. It is felt that the

sUbordinate nature of these activities, combined with a colonial career which

had included premiership of Queensland and over twenty years in the Colonial

Office, amply justifies the decision to exclude him from the ranks of

industrial-commercial Commissioners. Though four of the imperial

Commissioners had been Agents-General, three had retired by 1904. Only Sir

Walter Peace carried on the activity, and he was to retire during the course
1of 1904.

TABLE 5
Tariff Commission: Imperial Representatives

Country of
Representation

Commercial
·Interests

Age nt-
General

Cockburn Australia x(R)
Colmer Canada x
Elliott India
Herbert f

Australi a and t x(R)General Colonial x
Keswick Hong Kong x(R)
Peace Natal x(R) x(R 1904)
Perceval t New Zealand ! x(R)and Tasmani a

~

Straights Settle- lSmith ments, Sarawak,
North Borneo
and Ceylon

Note: Retirement 1S represented by (R).

Source: "Members of the Commission", Iron and Steel
Report, para. 1.

1. Who Was Who, II, 1916-1928. Crown Agents would probably have
benefited, albeit indirectly, from any successful imperial policy in
their role as "banker, broker, buyer, shipper and contract negotiator
for the ~r~ colonies": . see Robert V. Kubicek, The Administration
of I erlal~~: Jose h Chamberlain at the Colonial Office, (Durham
N. C ., 19 9 , pp , 2- 3.
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Thus, it would not be warrantable to see the imperial members of the

Commission as accepting the position for motives of personal gain: their

interest would rather seem to be that of their old bonds with different parts

of the Empire. But the imperial sympathy of the Commission was not confined

to these eight. With some, it may be that personal economic motives were

stronger: Charles Lyle, George Flett, Alfred Jones, Robert Littlejohn and

several other Commissioners had important business links with different parts

of the Empire. Yet it is too easy, cynically to translate the support of

Empire preference simply into that for personal profit. Few would readily

discern self-interest in Chamberlain himself, in spite of his family's

landholdings in the British West Indies. His idealism was present else-

where in his movement too. Sir Vincent Caillard's writings on imperial

relations may be regarded as optimistic and utopian, but they do convey

accurately his eelief in the mutual advantages of unity, and his real
. E. 1affect10n for mp1re. Similarly, Henry Birchenough's concern for the

promotion of imperial trade cannot be regarded simply as an attempt at

business manipulation of government imperial policy for purposes of

unilateral gain, in spite of his close involvement with the Board of Trade's
2often lukewarm attempts to increase Britain's export outlets. And Arthur

Pearson, perhaps the big@est Jingo of them all, should not too easily be

accused of tub-thumping imperialism simply because it sold newspapers:

after all, Harmsworth's position in the circulation war hardly suffered

1. V.H.P. Caillard, Imperial Fiscal Reform, (London, 1903), passim.
2. See, for instance, J .H. Birchenough, "The Imperial Function of Trade",

Nineteenth Century, vol. 46, 1899, pp. 352-366, especially pp. 352-353,
where he wrote, " ••• what is important to realise and to exhibit
clearly, are not the figures which measure [imperi all trade, but the
living, pulsating, life-giving thing itself, the thing which has
linked our scattered Empire together with electric cables; which
covers the sea with our ships; which has called into existence
thriving and prosperous cities where fifty years ago were 'wastes of
sand or bush' ; ••. which with a thousand threads knits the Empire
together in a solidarity of interests and Obligations which time only
strengthens and m~es indestructible. What, in fact, we should
endeavour to form 1.8 not a cOmmercial conception of Empire but an
Imperial conception of trade". '
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because he declined to opt for Chamberlain's policy.l

Finally, we must remember the obvious point that espousal of Tariff

Reform might as easily be a consequence of support for the Unionists as a

cause of it. Much, perhaps most, Unionist support had long-standing

historical causes. If Thomas is right that food, drink and catering

"showed a marked preference for the Unionist party for the obvious and
.. " 2.. tfamiliar reason that the trade was, as ever, antl-Llberal, lt 1S no

immediately obvious, according to prevailing determinist considerations,

why such an alliance should exist. It is of course more plausible, as

Thomas infers, to see such an alliance in historical terms: for instance,

the long and traditional association in Parliament between the landowning

and brewing interests, that resulted for the latter in Conservatism as a way

of life rather than as a sequence of considered responses to the prevailing

economic policies of different parties. In general terms, Clarke, in his

important study of Lancashire politics, has noticed the same feature,

remarking that "Far from fiscal attitudes dictating party allegiance, it

would be truer to say that party allegiance dictated fiscal attitudes" 3

Though Unionist MPs apparently had a wide option of choice on the fiscal

issue, from "vho.l.e+hogger-"through "half-hearter" to Free Trader, the Free

Trade group was small and under threat: the majority of Unionists advocated
d t fr ... 4 Isome form of epar ure om econOIDlC llberallsm, no matter how vague. t

would have been far easier for an MP with no marked opinion on the issue to

maintain his Unionist position by adopting the stance of one of the dominant

factions. This feeling, more a desire for group-identity than a conscious

1. It is well known that Harmsworth took careful advice and tested opinion
before deciding the editorial policy of the Daily Mail towards
Chamberlain's proposals. See A. Gollin, Balfour's Burden, (London,
1965), pp. 84-88.

2. J.A. Thomas, op.cit., p. 32.
3. P.F. Clarke, op~cit., p. 274.
4. Frase::, using li~ts. in the ~a1four Papers', computes the strength of

the dlfferent Um.om st factlons within Balfour's ministry in 1905 to
be: Tari~f ~eformerB, 172~ Balfourites, 171 (comprisin~ 73
preferentla11sts and 98 retaliationists}' Unionist Free Traders 27'., 4 s P , "unspecifled,. ee. Fraser, "Unionism and Tariff Reform: The
Crisis of 1906", Ifistorica1 JOurnal, vol. 5,1962, p. 155.
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one of unity or loyalty, would not necessarily be restricted in its

operation to parliamentary activity. Less individualist, less idio-

syncratic, and often less wealthy, Unionists in the local party organisations

would have been just as subject to such a subliminal pressure to belong.

The local organisations had long before Chamberlain been the heart of

protectionism in the party machine: as early as 1887, meeting at Oxford,

they had endorsed a protectionist resolution by a huge majority, though they

accepted the leadership's demand that they stepped back from the brink in
i.b al .. . 1order to preserve the L1 er Un1on1st al11ance.

Thus we must consider that the atmosphere in many local party

organisations, and also, to some extent, in the party at a national level,

must have been for some twenty years one of some kind of latent protectionism.

Three of the six original Tariff Commissioners who sat in the House of

Commons had parliamentary careers long enough to have had direct experience

of the ferment in the local organisations in the 1880s,2 and even the

remaining three had had contact with local party officials for from three to
. 3S1X years. Of course, this is not to suggest that MPs were more influenced

by local officials than by the party leadership. Rather, it is to emphasise

the possible lack of realism of a determinist approach which ignores other,

more subtle relationships.

IV

In the above discussion of the composition of the Tariff Commission,

it has been felt incorrect to favour the view of a narrow, industry-based

conspiracy founded on the obvious but crude motivating factor of direct

economic interest. Instead, it has been found necessary to stress diversity

1. B.H. Brown, op. cit., pp. 69-70.
2. Chaplin first entered the Commons in 1868, Grenfell in 1880 and

Hickman in 1885.
3. Leverton.Harris and Maconochie entered the Commons in 1900. Henderson

entered ~~ 1898, tho~ as a Liberal Unionist,in which case local
pressure ~n the const1tuency association m~ well have been different.
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of circumstance and the difficulty of uncoverlng characteristics capable of

generalisation across a whole industry, or between different industries

within the same free trade or protectionist alignment.

Nevertheless, it is obvious that the Tariff Commission, 1n the way it
1was conceived and in its very narrow terms of reference, was a body biased

in its approach to the fiscal controversy. As Professor Coats has remarked,

Chamberlain's opponents "rightly regarded it [the Commission] as a hand-

picked body of protectionist sympathizers".2

We have seen above that, in Hewins's mind, the concept of bias was

irrelevant. In his correspondence with L.T. Hobhouse and Herbert

Gladstone,3 he was reluctant to concede that a tariff could not be

formulated until the relative merits of Free Trade and protection had been

settled on a general level. His view, perhaps characteristic of the

inductive approach, was that a tariff could only be compared with Free Trade

when everyone - economists, politicians, businessmen and the electorate

alike - could see the proposed tariff and compare the conflicting policies

in more concrete terms. His job, and that of his Commission, was to

prepare the best tariff to compare with Free Trade. In other words,

whether Free Trade was better than a protective tariff depended on how good

that protective tariff was . Any belief in the axiomatic superiority of

Free Trade was rejected: progress could now only be made by empirical

enquiry.

It is evident that Chamberlain and his early nucleus of Corrmnssioners -

Caillard, Pearson, Leverton Harris and Chaplin - took pains to ensure the

selection of members favourable to proceeding along the lines of the Glasgow

speech. They made mistakes, both in approaching industrialists who were

unfavourable and in selecting Commissioners who were to be less than

2.
For a :ull sta.tement of the terms of reference see W.A.S. Hewins,
Apolog1a "', I, pp. 75-76.
A.W. Coats, ·'Political EconOll\Yand the Tariff Reform Campaign of
1903), Journal ot Law and Economics, vol. 11, 1968, p. 205.
See above, pp. 33.34.

1.

3.
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• • I 1satisfied with the Commi asa on s work. But, by and large, the Commissioners

were Chamberlainites in a fairly narrow sense: that is, they were prepared

to accept that the Glasgow programme offered the basis of a workable and

beneficial policy of protection.

Thus there is bias in the Commission's composition, but it is a bias

not of industrial interest but of prior motivation. It is difficult to

justify Hewins's assertion that "Several Free Traders were on the Committee

and included in the expert staff".2 But it is equally difficult to see why

he felt it necessary to make the statement, unless he thought afterwards

that the electorate had never understood the rationale behind the

Commission's inquiry, a rationale revealed in the tortuous and complicated

correspondence with Hobhouse and Gladstone.

If we do not accept Hewins's view as legitimate, that a tariff

proposal, the best possible, should be drafted and put to the electorate so

that it could vote on concrete issues and not on the abstract one of Free

Trade versus protection, then the Commission remains, in the words of

Professor Saul, so similar to those of many before him, "flagrantly biased".3

But if we do accept that it was a legitimate function to derive a

tariff, the concept of bias has little meaning. In the climate of the

time, Free Traders would not have sat upon an inquiry with such a brief,

not even to sabotage it. Presumably, those equipped most adequately to

draft a tariff would be those who thought a tariff would be beneficial: at

the very least those of a different persuasion would not commit themselves

wholeheartedly to the task. If this excluded most economists, it gave the

Tariff Reformers an incentive to caricature them as unpractical and

academic, old-fashioned and unable to adapt to new conditions of world

1. See below, pp. 178, 450, 482, 568,
2. W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia •••, I, p. 76. There is some uncertainty

over the fiscal opinions of the shipbuilding representative, Francis
Elgar. Also, some Tariff Commissioners were "true" Free Traders, an
the sense that they thought real (two-sided) Free Trade might be
achieved via a retaliatory tariff. See below. p. 207.

3. S.B. Saul, Studies in British Overs~as Trade, 1870-1914, (Liverpool,
1960), p. 136.
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production and trade. At the same time, however, it allowed the intrusion

of the practical man of commerce into the forum of debate. He was to be

the new expert: in England, at last, he was to be given, if only informally,

a role in commercial policy long enjoyed by his counterpart in Germany and

the United States. But, whether legitimate or not, the new and unOfficial

departure ~ to be the first attempt to construct a protective tariff in

Britain for over fifty years. Indeed, in the sense that pre-1846

commercial policy had evolved under fine tuning rather than been consciously

engineered, it was perhaps the first attempt at an overall protective

strategy in Britain since the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.
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CHAPTER 4

The Tariff Commission at Work

This chapter seeks to exanune some of the day-to-d~ aspects of the

administration and operation of the Tariff COrrmUssion between its formation

~n 1904 and the General Elections of 1910. It is the deliberate intention
to include small and, it might be thought, relatively unimportant matters.

The reason for this is two-fold. Firstly, the way in which the Commission
was run tells us much of the methods, biases and attitudes of its organisers
which does not so readily emerge from its published writings. And secondly,
there is little at present published on the operation of propagandist bodies

and pressure groups during the Tariff Reform controversy. That the
Birmingham speech was in a small way "as direct and provocative as the
theses which Luther nailed to the Church door at Wittenberg"l can be seen

from the rapid proliferation of new propaganda organisations and the swift

mobilisation of existing ones. To promote the new policy there were,

immediately, the Tariff Reform League and the Imperial Tariff Committee, the

offspring of the Birmingham Liberal Unionist Association, and these were to

be followed in the course of time by smaller groups of agitators like the

Compatriots' Club and the Cotton Trade Tariff Reform Association.

Chamberlain's opponents already possessed the Cobden Club, self-appointed

and self-righteous guardian of the nation's economic morality for many years

past, but they soon reinforced the popular appeal of the liberal answer to

the new policy with the Free Trade League, the Free Food League and the Free

Trade Union. The biggest organisations aspired to a nationwide propaganda,

and provincial branches were quickly established in the summer and autumn of

1903. The Tariff Reform League alone was to build up a network of 250

1. L.S. Amery, My Political Life, (London, 1953), I, p. 236.
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branches and 40 women's association branches.l A primary function of the

new organisations was the production of propagandist literature, and the
2waging of the campaign in the correspondence columns of the press. There

is little doubt that the Tariff Reformers were far more active in these

spheres than were their opponents. If the provincial press is included,

the balance of the nation's editorial policy came down heavily in favour of

Chamberlain's proposals. And though there are no reliable figures for the

expenditures of even the main pressure groups, Herbert Galdstone's estimate

that the Tariff Reform League spent £5-£10 for every £1 spent by the Free

Trade Union does not seem implausible.3 Since July 1903 the Birmingham

Liberal Unionist Association and the Imperial Tariff Comncittee had been
. .. " 4"pouring out its stream of literature for the awakenlng of Brltaln, and

by November they had issued thirty four leaflets and distributed 40,000

copies of Vince's book on Chamberlain's policy.5 But, in spite of the

scale of such operations, relatively little has been written about them.

Only the Tariff Reform League has received any attention, but in their

interesting studies neither Semme16 nor Kenneth D. Brown7 have been able to

delve behind published pamphlets, manifestos and indirect evidence into the

internal workings of an organisation that lasted well into the 1920s.

The Tariff commission appears to be unique among the propagandist

bodies of the campaign in that its collected records have survived. It

1. A.K. Russell, Liberal Landslide: The General Election of 1906,
(Newton Abbot, 1973), p. 54.
According to C.A. Vince this was the "great difference between
Cobden's campaigns and Mr. Chamberlain's. People read now".
Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 6 November 1903.
Cited in A.K. Russell, Ope cit., p. 41.
Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 6 November 1903.
C.A. Vince, Mr. Chamberlain's Pro osals: What the Mean and What we
shall Gain by Them, (London 1903. The pUblication department of
the Association was said to be piled to the ceilings with literature
fresh from the printers, and more leaflets were in prenaration. When,
later in 1903, Chamberlain's speeches from 15 May to 4-·November were
published in book form, as Imperial Union and Tariff Reform, (London,
1903), they were handled by the Birmingham Association.
B. Semmel, I~perialism an~ Social Reform, (London 1960), ch. 5.
K.D.Brown, The Trade Um.on Tariff Reform Association 1904-13"
Journal of British Studies, 9, 1970, pp. 141-153. '

2.

3.
4.
5.

6.
7.
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was not, it must be remembered, at the centre of the propaganda and the

public debate, though it moved more towards it after the Election of 1906.

But the unique availability of the Commission's record allows insight into

the curious blend of "scientific" enquiry and propagandist activity which

characterised its business, and which makes it the most interesting and

incongruous of all the partisan pressure-groups which participated in the

campai gn ,

I

Few of the Tariff Reforms had any realistic conception of the length

of the task set for the Commission. Chamberlain initially thought Hewins

might run it on a part-time basis,l though Hewins would not agree, and

sought to impress upon him the lengthy nature and the size of the under-
. 2t.aking , But even Hewins was to underestimate the time required: in 1917

he remembered that he thought the industrial enquiry would take three years

at the outside.3 Doubtless some Commissioners only agreed to serve in the

belief that the commission's involvement with their own industry, and

consequently their own involvement with the Commission, would be of

relatively short duration. Charles Eckersley had been given the impression

that the enquiry into the cotton industry would take only a year, and

complained to this effect after he had been directly associated with the

Commission for three times that long.4 The organisers were made very aware

that successful businessmen had many pressing commitments which took

precedence over a long drawn-out fiscal enquiry.S

3.

Chamberlain to Hewins, 7 November 1903; H.P.
W.A.S. Hewins, The Apologia of an Imperialist, (London, 1929), I,
pp. 74-75.
"The Tariff Commission - Dinner to Mr. Hewins, MP, Savoy Hotel,
Nov. 6th 1917."; T.C.P. This estimate was probably generally
acce~ted at the outset of the Commission's enquiries. If a safety
margl.n were added, it would explain the "guarantee" of four years'
salary to Hewins upon appointment. See Pearson to Hewins 14 November1903; H.P. '
RECknkerStleYHt~ Cail1ard, 11 November 1906; C-124. T.C.P.
a 0 eWl.ns, 23 January 1904·, C-333, T.C.P.

1.
2.

4.
5.
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At least up to 1905-6, it appeared that the original plan of a self-

terminating commission of three or four years duration would be realised.

In April 1905 Pearson, after consultation with Herbert and Hewins, informed

Hurd, the most senior member of the full-time staff, that it would be

advisable for him to begin looking for another job, since the work of the

Commission was "nearly finished".l

Hewins and Pearson intended to wind up the Commission after completing

the "industrial" series of reports. The activity of the Commission did

indeed increase in the second half of 1905, though the desire to complete

the reports cannot be separated entirely from the increasing activity

associated with the impending general election. It is evident, however,

that by this time the original three to four year deadline was becoming less

and less likely to be achieved, and two major "industrial" reports, those on

agriculture and the engineering industry, were still unfinished.

Chamberlain was aware of the desire to complete the reports, but he

was less inclined to a hasty conclusion. In July 1905 he urged the

Commission to "accept an addition to the original [terms of] reference" by

producing information on the nature of the concessions that British

manufacturers would like to see extended to the mother country by the

colonies in the event of Imperial preference becoming a reality.2

This was a watershed for the Commission. In addition to the

completion of the "industrial" series (and the production of a "Final

Report" linking the industrial studies together3) the Commission was to set

a course more overtly political than had been its activities to that date.

It was doubtless Chamberlain's advocacy of the extension of the Connnission's

franchise in this way that determined the outcome of the slight

reorganisation of 1906, when proposals far more injurious to the health of

the Commission were passed over, and which secured the decision to establish

l.
2.
3.

PChearsont~ Hurd, a~d Pearson to Hewins, both 8 April 1905; H.P.
amb:rlaJ.n to ~ewl.ns, 29 July 1905; 48/10-12, H.P.

Of which more V11l be said below, pp. 457-483
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its finance on a more secure, longer-term basis.l Though there was still

much to do in completion of the "industrial" series under the original

terms of reference, there was now a nev and less "scientific" task for the

Commission. It is not wi thout significance that Chamberlain felt it "open

to further consideration whether this Report [on preference] should be

immediately published, or whether it should be privately communicated to the

Governments of the respective Colonies" 2

Though we can therefore take the period around the election of 1906 as

a rough divide between a "scientific" commission of inquiry and a body

orientated more towards political ends, it need hardly be stressed that

this separation works only at a high level of generalisation. The object

of political propaganda was never far from Hewins's mind even in the very

early days, and his view that his own commitment to an imperial policy could

be compatible with conducting an inquiry of "the greatest impartiality" is

one that suggests deliberate naivete.3 But nor is it true that the work of

"scientific" and empirical study was completely thrown aside in the

production of propagandist copy in the years after 1906: right down to

1910 the production of the "industrial" series, and attendant matters

arising from it, were probably the main work of the Commission.

II

The fact that the Commission lasted so much longer than was originally

intended is not evidence that it was operated in any lethargic manner.

Indeed, the preparatory work was quickly set in hand. Hewins tirelessly

kept the full-time staff at a high pitch of activity, and his affinity

towards bureaucracy and order 4 did not di.mi ni.sh his urge to finish the

40

See below, pp. 174-175.
Chamberlain to Hewins, 29 July 1905; 48/10-12, HoP.
Lecture delivered by Hewins to the Women's Branch of the Tariff Reform
Leagu~, St •.Peter's Institute, London S.W., 22 February 1904, p . 32.
Copy ~n Hew~ns Papers, 19/112-147.
See the comments of a former tutor at Oxford, in C.Ho Firth to Hewins,9 November 1903; 46/84-85, H.P.

l.
2.
3.
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business quickly. He sided with Pearson in an attempt to keep all Tariff

Comrrassion discussion within the main body of members, feeling that the

creation of sub-committees would be "lengthy and unworkable".l But

Chamberlain's opinion prevailed, and a number of satellite comrrattees were

set up, the most important of which were the General Purposes (or Executive)

Committee,2 and the industrial sub-committees on agriculture, textiles, and

engineering and machinery.

There were four separate preliminary elements in the production of one

of the "industrial" series of reports. The first was the construction of a

product classification of the industr.y, both to give a clearer view of

industrial structure and to provide a framework on which to hang a tariff,

should it be found desirable. The remaining elements involved the

collection of information: firstly, the assembling of information from

existing British and foreign official and unofficial publications, secondly,

the circularising of commercial firms with questionnaires, and thirdly, the

cross-examination of witnesses.

The Commission approached the drafting of industrial classifications

immediately, and soon ran into difficulties. The iron and steel industry

was, in terms of product, a relatively simple one, and yet even here the

Commission's experts on the industry fell into disagreement.3 With

industries with a greater or more complex product range there was greater

confusion. The long classification of products used in the building and

furnishing trades, ranging from asbestos to oriental carpets, submitted by

Waring, was useless for the business in hand. Not only was there no

criterion for the ranking of products, but there were also included items

such as lathes, tools and hardware that were obviously the province of other

studies being made by the Commission.4 Things were scarcely more

1-
2.

Pearson to Hewins, 28 November and 2 December 1903; C-176, T.C.P.
~e.Gen:ral Purposes Committee originally comprised of Commissioners
11.ving an London who could supervise day-to-day administration.See below, pp. 278-279, 286.
"Waring and Gillow Ltd: Questions as to the Classification of
Industries Affecting the Building and Furnishing Trades"; C-216, T.C.P.

3.4.
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straightforward with the classification of the woollen and worsted industry.

As early as January 1904 Mitchell disagreed with a worsted classification

suggested by Hewins, but he seemed determined to sUbstitute a scheme which
1concentrated on processes rather than products. Hewins attempted,

tactfully, to get him to change its basis, by providing him with a copy of

the more successful cotton classification and with one of the woollen

classification drawn up by a member of the Textile Committee.2 But Mitchell

still found it difficult to accept the basis of a product classification:

It appears to me that the cotton classification is all
wrong in its divisions. Again, if I were to attempt to
divide the [worste d] weaving industry into the different
kinds of goods made, as is done I see in cotton, the list
would be far too long, and you can't divide manufacturers,
or spinners either, in that way. The same firm of either
spinners or manufacturers will, in Bradford, produce an
immense variety of yarns, or of pieces, changing from year
to year, as the fashion calls for one or other description
of fabri cs .3

That there were difficulties in deriving industrial classifications

~s not surprising: study of the industrial structure of the economy was far

less developed than it became after the War when the Import Duties Advisory
4Committee was following a similar plan. It is surprising, however, that in

certain fields of study the Commission appears to have abandoned the attempt

at classification. This happened relatively early: the Woollen and

Worsted Report, appearing in 1905, contained no classification, though it did

contain a long and detailed list of products in which British firms

testified to experiencing foreign competition, and in examining the

prosperity of the "several branches" of the industry, it did so under many

headings that were mostly product- rather than process-orientated.5

Nowhere, however, was there discussion of the significance of these divisions

or of their ranking in a formal "scientific" classi fication. Generally

l.
2.
3.
4.

'Mitchell to Hewins, 18 January and 28 March 1904; C-741, T.C.P.
Hewins to Mitchell, 17 November 1904· ibid.
~tche11 to ~ewins, 18 November 1904~ ibid.
8l. r H. Hutclri. ns·on, _T~a~l'J.~·.~.t~f~Mak=::;1::.;·n:!_·Clg~a.~n~d~I1;n~d!.!:u~s!Jt~r~i~al~!:_.!R~e~c~o~n9.s~tgr~u£c~tl:i.9o~n,(London, 1965), pp. 30- 33.
WoOllen and Worsted Report, paras. 1316-1370 and 1870-1877.5.
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speaking, the Commission thereafter made no attempt to publish classifi-
cations an the "industrial" series. 1

It 1S difficult to account for this neglect. In the debate on iron
and steel products, Hickman produced a classification based approximately on
the Board of Trade returns, and this had been adopted with reasonable

2success. It is unclear why this procedure was not adopted universally.
The dropping of the classification is all the more curious in view of

its importance in the derivation of a tariff. Some kind of classification
was necessary to achieve Chamberlain's objective of grading duties according
to labour content, 3 whether it was based on labour content itself, or some
kind of proxy such as "value-added" (or, in the standards of the time, some
approximation to it) or value per lb. of raw material. Levinstein urged

that "We want a scientific tariff and we need to have as a starting point a
scientific classification as far as it is possible". 4 He was correct.
Moreover, the classifications adopted for both iron and steel and cotton, ln
approximating to those used in the trade returns, did indeed roughly measure
labour content through "value-added".5 A major and even critical tool in
the formulation of a scientific tariff lay unexploited for no ascertainable
reason other than the failure of individual Commissioners to agree on product
classifications within their own industries.6 This may well have been

l.
2.
3.

The Agricultural Report is a rather curious exception. See chapter 7.
See below, pp. 286-287.
Chamberlain at Glasgow, 6 October 1903; in J .M. Robertson Ced.), The
Collapse of "Tariff Reform": Mr. Chamberlain's Case Exposed, (London,
1911), p. 62.
Levinstein to Hewins, 16 January 1904; C-599, T.C.P.
I have attempted, elsewhere, to show that the classification adopted
by the Board of Trade in 1888 did reflect "value-added" in the cotton
industry, though lack of information on costs prevents the demonstration
from being precise. See A.J. Marris on, "Great Britain and her Rivals
in the Latin American Cotton Piece-Goods Market, 1880-1914", in
B.M. Ratcliffe (ed.), Great Britain and Her World, 1750-1914,
(Manchester, 1975), pp. 315-316. The Commission's iron and steel
classification is quite compatible with the treatment of historians of
the industry. In the 1930s the Import Duties Advisory Committee was
to use the Board of Trade classification as a basis for their enqUiries.
See Sir H. Hutchinson, Ope cit., p. 31.
A fUrther example of disagreement was between Levinstein and Boulton
ove: the classification of chemical products. See Levinstein to
HeW1ns, 24 January 1904; C-599, T.C.P.

4.
5.

6.
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related to the decision to omit a proposed and provisional tariff from the

later vo.Lumes of the "industrial" series, 1 a decision for which there again

has survived no adequate explanation.2

There were difficulties, too, in obtaining information on industrial

conditions, though here the Commission was more successful in overcoming

them. Though Hewins spoke contemptuously about the quality and coverage of

official data,3 and though Rosenba1.Un, the Commission statistician, plied the

Board of Trade with complaints about the inadequacy of the trade returns and

methods of improving them,4 there was a great deal of even British official

material for the COmnUssion to assemble, collate and index - so much so, ln

fact, that Henry Chaplin believed that further collection of material for

the agricultural enquiry by the Commission itself was unnecessary.5 Foreign

government publications were eagerly collected: for example, heavy use was

made of the US Industrial Commission6 in the Iron and Steel Report.'

Unofficial publications were voraciously assimilated too, some being

1.
2.

Again, the Agricultural Report is an exception. See below, pp. 433 n.l.
For my conjectures on the dropping of tariff proposals, see below,
pp. 457-483.
W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia .••, I, pp. 84-85. See also Hewins to
Watson, Laidlaw and Co. Ltd., 25 November 1908; C-G25l, T.C.P.
Survi ving evidence shows that the Board of Trade under Gerald Balfour
and Salisbury (that is, until December 1905) was more favourably
disposed to the Commission than it was under Lloyd George and
Churchill (December 1905 to February 1910), both of whom were harsh
critics of its est.ab.Li.shnent., Under Sidney Buxton, however, the
Board generally implemented Rosenbaum's suggestions, this perhaps
suggesting both the integrity of the complaints and suggestions, and
the belief amongst officials that Tariff Reform had become a less major
issue in domestic politics after the elections of 1910. See Hewins
to Lloyd George, 3 July 1907; C-7687, T.C.P., cf. Rosenbaum to
Permanent Secretary of Board of Trade, 17 January 1911, George Stanley
to Rosenbaum, 30 January 1911, Rosenbaum to Stanley, 5 October 1911
and Stanley to Rosenbaum, 24 November 1911; C-1591, T.C.P. It should
be mentioned that the Commission's relationship with the permanent
members of the Board of Trade was probably always amicable, in view of
Hewins's long standing friendship with Hubert Llewellyn Smith, a
product of the LSE and Booth's London studies. See Llewellyn Smith
to Hewins, n.d. but c. 20 November 1903; H.P.
See below, pp. 382-383.
Industrial Commission on the Relations and Conditions
Labour Employed in Manufactures and General Business
19 vols., Washington, 1901. '
"Summary of Evidence bef'ore the
the Iron and Steel Industries" ,

3.
4.

5.
6. of Capital and

Report.
7. United States Industrial Commission on

Iron and Steel Report, paras. 124-131.
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1reproduced in extract an the various reports, whilst in 1905 the Commission

was receiving between sixty and seventy newspapers, periodicals and trade
° al 2Journ s.

This was, however, not the main labour of the Commission in its avid

quest for data. On a scale probably unique in Britian before the 1907

Census of Production, the Commission set out to gather information from every

industrial and commercial undertaking in the UK through a series of

questionnaires.

The backbone of this effort was "Form No. 1 (Issued to All

f )" 0 ° 1 . 3Manu acturers ,comprls1ng of e even questlons. Every Commissioner had

his own opinions as to what questions should be included, and Hewins had

received suggestions for forty different questions even before the first

meeting of the Commission proper. Both Hewins and Chamberlain felt that

manufacturers would never answer such a detailed form, and Hewins radically

pruned the list to less than a dozen. Some changes were made in
° 4 dconsultation with Chamberlain and the General Purposes COIDmlttee, an a

list of ten questions was reconsidered by the Commission at its second

meeting. The full Conmnssion was only able to exert enough pressure to

add one question, on the effects of international patents legislation on

British firms. Subsequently, Hewins received "no end of suggestions" for

additional questions from members, "but I had given orders to the printer

and would not budge". 5

In subsequent months the quality of the questionnaires issued by the

Commission, and the methodology behind them, were to cause some division

2.
3.4.

There are several such abstracts in the various reports. See, e.g.,
that of W. Senkel, "Wollproduktion und Wollhandel in 1900", from
Zeitschrift fur die gesamte Staatswissenschaft, 1901, given in
Wool~en and Worsted Report, paras. 2286-2301; also Cotton Report,
Sectlon XI.
C-7608, T.C.P.
Iron and Steel Report, para. 90, reproduced in Appendix 5.
Notably, Booth, Caillard, Leverton Harris Henderson Herbert andMosely. "
W.A.S. Hewins, "l(y Connection °t

6 Wl h the Fiscal Controversy",pp. 3 -31, loco cit.

1.

5.
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amongst Commission members, manifest notably by the temporary disaffection of
1Arth ur Keen. But, for the moment, Hewins's heavy-handed treatment was

accepted. Thus, though there was undoubtedly a strong case for limiting

the number of questions on Form No.1, the questionnaire was not completely

adequate for the purposes in hand. It sought to discover the areas in which

foreign competition was encountered in home and colonial markets, the effects

of foreign tariffs on the British export trade, and instances of foreign

products being sold in Britain at less than British manufacturers' cost

price, all matters on which firms could probably, if correctly motivated,

give reasonably objective information.2 But in other areas it had serious

shortcomings. It was unlikely that British firms would know if foreigners

were dumping 1n Britain at below their own costs of production, or if foreign

labour costs were a significant element in the erosion of British supremacy,

or what size of reduction in overseas tariffs would enable British

manufacturers to compete successfully in overseas markets.3 Thus the

effectiveness of the questionnaire in eliciting the information deemed

necessary by the Commission was open to doubt.

Equally important were the form's omissions, of which there were two

ma1n types. The first concerned Hewins's claim that the case for a tariff

rested on a process of reduction or "isolation".4 That is, if Britain's

relative decline could be shown to be unrelated to foreign wages and labour

conditions, patent laws, commercial and technical education, railway rate

policies, etc.,5 then, by elimination, it must be related to commercial

policy. But there were only two questions on Form No.1 related to other

causal factors within the reduction process:6 it seems likely that many of

questions deleted and ignored by Hewins concerned areas in which British

l.
2.
3.4.

See below, pp , 208-209.
As asked in Form No.1, qus. III, IV and IX.
As asked in Form No.1, qua. V, VI and VIII.
Tariff Commission Minutes (Verbatim Typescript),
T.c.M. (VT ~, 17 March 1904, p. 7; T. C •p •
Whe~er fJ.rInscould provide such information'cone Ldez-ab.Ledoubt. IS,
Form No.1, qua. VI and X.

(hereafter cited as
5.

6.
of course, open to
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. 1rlvals.

producers were felt to be at a disadvantage compared with their foreign

The second type of omission concerned the need to obtain accurate

information on production costs. An adequate answer to the question asking

the amount of reduction of foreign tariffs necessary to enable the British

manufacturer to "compete successfully" ln protected markets really depended

t. 2on h i.s. So, too, did the intention to grade duties, should they be found

necessary by the reduction process, on labour content. Though the more

specialised Forms of Inquiry, issued subsequently to the different industries,

sought more detailed information on costs,3 the questions contained in them

were still not adequate in any rigorous sense, and anyway they were

frequently omitted or inadequately answered by firms responding to the
4forms •

But this was for the future. In the meantime, there was the

considerable task of communicating with "every manufacturer in the Kingdom

who could be discovered".5 There were difficulties in obtaining lists of

manufacturers in different industries, and the Commission was forced, when

trade directories failed it, to adopt a piecemeal approach. Trade

associations and chambers of commerce were asked to supply the addresses of

firms in their industry or district,6 but this method of approach met with

varylng success: whilst the Boot and Shoe Manufacturers' Association and

the Scottish Iron Manufacturers' Association were co-operative. Hewins noted

that "it is extremely difficult to get a really good authentic list of

textile manufacturers".7

Nevertheless, within a month the Commission had collected 74,000

1. The process of reduction
iron and steel industry.
Form No.1, quo VIII.
See, for instance, "Form No.
Iron and Steel Report, para.
See below, pp. 460-462.
Lecture delivered by Hewins to
League, St. Peter's Institute,
1.oc. cit.
T.e.M.(p), 21 January 1904; T.C.p.
T.e.M.(VT), 17 March 1904, p. 4; T.e.p.

is considered in detail in relation to the
See below, pp. 206-228.

2.
3. 4 (Issued to Iron and Steel Manufacturers)"

92, reproduced in Appendix 5. See quo V.4.
5. the Women's Branch of the Tariff Reform

London, S.W., 22 February 1904;
6.
7.
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addresses of different enterprises, and distributed Form No.1 to them, via

a firm which specialised in distributing company prospectuses and general

addressing contract work, in envelopes "guaranteed of British manufacture".l

After the despatch of the great bulk of Form No.1, the Commission still

attempted to increase its coverage. By 16 February a further 3,200 firms
2had been located. Much of this work was, in the end, undertaken by the

Commissioners themselves, casting through their personal connections an

ever-widening net to locate less prominent firms. Baynes and Eckersley, the

representatives of cotton on the Commission, seem to have shouldered the

brunt of work in supplying lists of firms, evidence, perhaps, that the

C ib fC 1 . . 3Manchester ham er 0 ommerce was re uctant to ald the enqulry. An attempt

was made to establish "local consul tati ve correspondents" for small trades

which tended to be geographically concentrated.4 If all else failed the

Commission resorted to the columns of the trade press. The multifarious and

anonymous Birmingham metal trades were tediously exposed to the Commission's

eye by a thorough search of advertisements in the Ironmonger. The purpose

now was not only to dis cover new concerns, but also to make further approaches

to firms which had not returned Form No. 1.5

The third element in the collection of information was the search for

witnesses. It was more or less assumed that Commissioners would give

evidence on their own trades and, occasionally, as in the case of Levinstein,
6on others too. But members constituted only the minor part. By 1910

some 400 industrial and 147 agricultural witnesses had appeared before the

1. George S. Smith and Co. Ltd. to Hurd, 28 January 1904; Hurd to Smith
and Co. Ltd., 30 January 1904; C-453, T.C.P. That British made
envelopes should be used was a requirement of the Commission: a
similar demand was made of the printers of the forms of enquiry and
the reports.
Smith and Co. to Hurd, 16 February 1904; ibid.
Hewins to Eckersley, 6 May 1904; Eckersley to Hewins, 9 May 1904;
C-124, T.C.P.
T.C.M.(P), 21 January 1904; T.C.p.
~urd to Hewins, 2 December 1904; C-174, T.C,P.
l.e., on cotton as well as chemicals.

2.
3.
4.
5.6.
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. . 1
Commi s s i on •

Whereas the forms of inquiry were sent indiscriminately to firms,

whatever their opinion on the fiscal question,2 there is greater room for

suspicion over its selection of witnesses. Though Hewins asserted that

evidence was invited and taken from both Free Trade and Protectionist

supporters, a widespread condemnation lay behind the mild words of Sidney

Chapman, that "all [the iron and steel witnesses] were supporters in a
3greater or lesser degree of the tariff proposals". We must therefore

examine the method of selection of witnesses.

The majority of witnesses were selected through informal channels, and

here there undoubtedly occurred a considerable degree of discrimination,

some intentional and some less so. The starting point was a series of

visits made by Hewins to various manufacturing districts, mostly in the

North, to meet businessmen and acquaint them with the objects of the enquiry.

The first visit, to Manchester late in December 1903, was badly timed in

~ew of the Christmas holidays, but its main purpose was probably to over-

come the doubts of Ivan Levinstein about joining the Commission,4 and Hewins

returned in February 1904. Levinstein was asked to arrange a meeting with

a few "representative Manchester men including merchants" so that Hewins

could explain the purpose of the COmmission.5 At the same time Hewins

visited Percy Glass, a Stockport cotton manufacturer who had first

corresponded with him early in December 1903, with a view to securing the

"best possible expert evidence" from the different branches of the cotton
. 6lndustry. A meeting at Middlesborough in March 1904 was arranged by

1. "The Introduction of Tariff Reform: Statement by the Secretary of the
Tariff cozmnission", released to the Press Association, c. 10 January
1910. TYpescript copy in C-176, T.C.P.

2. Indeed, the Commission could not possibly have known the fiscal
alignment of the huge majority of the 77,000 firms which received
Form No. l.

3. S.J. Chapman, "The Report of the Tariff Commission on the Iron and
Steel Trades", EconOmic Journal, XIV, 1904, p . 617.

4. See below, pp. 299.
5. Levinstein to Hewins, 5 February 1904; C-599, T.C.P.
6. Hewins to Glass, 30 December 1903; C-197, T.C.P.
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Charles Allen, himself a director of Bolckow, Vaughan and Co.1 There is

fragmentary evidence that later in March Hewins was in Sheffield, on a visit

similarly arranged by Allen and with the pr1me purpose of securing Douglas
. 2Vickers as a Wl tness . In September Hewins had meetings with businessmen

in Bradford, Halifax, Leeds, Dewsbury and Huddersfield, these being arranged

by Henry Mitchell and A.F. Firth, a Brighouse carpet manufacturer and member

of the Textile Committee.3 Whereas this visit concentrated on developing

connections with textile concerns, a subsequent visit to Leeds in October

was eXClusively devoted to engineering concerns, as was a rather unsuccessful

visi t to Glasgow in December, and meetings with Birmingham businessman during

Hewins's stay with Chamberlain during the same month.4

Such meetings inevitab~ developed a protectionist bias by the nature

of the men responsible for organising them. Levinstein arranged the second

Manchester meeting under the auspices of the Tariff Reform League.5 Hewins,

conscious of the importance of being seen to conduct a "scientific" and

objective enquiry, was not happy with this procedure, and in arranging the

Middlesborough meeting shortly afterwards he felt it important to stress

that the gathering would be completely impartial and unconnected with the
6Tariff Reform League. Nevertheless, Mitchell and Firth, the organisers of

the visits to Leeds and district, were both active in local Tariff Reform

pOlitics,7 and there was an ominous ring in Mitchell's intention that Hewins

should "meet a few of the men who can give us the most help, at my house,

1. Ponsonby to Keen, 25 February and 1 March 1904; C-512, T.C.P. Keen
was pessimistic about the success of the meeting in view of the
division of fiscal opinion among Cleveland steelmakers. See below,
r- 200.

2. Vickers to Allen, 15 March 1904; c-286, T.C.P.
3. Mitchell to Hewins, 8 and 29 August 1904; Hewins to Mitchell,

9 August 1904; C-741, T.C.P. Firth to Hewins, September 1904
[precise date unspecified]; c-1647, T.C.P.

4. Tariff Commission memo to Hewins, 22 October 1904; C-174.1~ T.C.P.
Hurd to Hewins, 2 December 1904; C-174.1, ,T.e~p.

5. Levinstein to Hewins, 8 February 1904; C-599, T.C.P.
6. Ponsonby to Keen, 1 March 1904; C-512, T.e.p.
7. Mitchell was connected with the Bradford branch of the Tariff Reform

League (see biography, above, pp. 569-570) and Firth was in October
1904 president of the Halifax and District branch (see Firth to
Hewins, 4 October 1904; C-1647, T.C.P.).
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quietly" during the first visit.l Thus, it was likely that the meetings

held would consist predominantly of protectionists. Free Trade friends and

acquaintances of the organisers, or people from companies divided over the

fiscal issue, would have been likely to stay away not only because of lack

of sympathy but also to avoid embarrassing themselves and their hosts.

A similar bias occurred in the other methods of recruiting witnesses.

The Commission's collected papers provide many instances of unsolicited

letters from complete strangers who wrote suggesting friends and associates

as possible witnesses. These the Commission followed up assiduously, by

despatching Form No.1 and awaiting the result. Indeed, it was not

uncommon for the Commission to invite a businessman to be a witness on the

basis of the "quality" of his replies to the forms of inquiry. 2 Not only

was the definition of "quality" a SUbjective one, but in addition a Tariff

Reformer was more likely to return the forms in the first place, and more

likely to answer them carefully and completely in the second. The

proVlslon on Form No. 1 of a question asking whether the respondent would

be willing to supply further information3 may have given the Conunission an

excellent indication of those who might, if carefully cultivated, be willing

to serve as witnesses, but it also made it the more likely that those

witnesses would be protectionists.

Occasionally such methods were found to misfire. When, in 1905,

Hewins drew up a provisional list of Irish agricultural witnesses on the

basis of personal recommendation and the "best" replies to the agricultural

questionnaire,4 Goulding observed that they were a one-sided lot politically,

and that greater effort should be made to secure the services of Irish

nationalists.5 But Goulding's own approach was ambiguous: were his

3.
4.
5.

Mitchell to Hewins, 29 August 1904; C-741, T.C.P.
Firth was invited onto the Textile Committee (and
officio, to give evidence) because of his forms.
11 February 1904; C-74l, T.C.P.
Qu. XI.
Hewins to Goulding,
Goulding to Hewins,

thus, almost ex
See Firth to~tche11,

1.
2.

12 July 1905;
11 July 1905;

C-137, T.e.p.
ibid.
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difficulties in obtaining "good" Irish witnesses caused by their indifference

to the Tariff Reform issue and their hostility towards the Unionist government,

or were they the more objective difficulties of the attempt to recruit men

"well known in the Agricultural world here", and the poor level of literacy
1and education that Goulding claimed frustrated his search at every turn?

On this occasion the Commission did endeavour to increase the representation
2of the Irish nationalists, with limited success.

In other areas, too, there is less evidence of an obvious intention to

rlg the selection of witnesses. In many cases Hewins approached the

nationally-known leaders of different industries as a matter of course,

doubtless in the hope that their participation would increase the

respectability and authority of the Commission. Here again Free Traders

and the unaligned often refused. The refusal of Sir Thomas Dewar, whose

principal business was in blended "grain" whiskey (made largely from maize)

and was "hardly affected by foreign competition", 3 so dejected Hewins that

he wondered if it was any use attempting to collect evidence from the
4distillers as a group. Alfred Gilbey, on the other hand, continued to

supply Hewins with possible names, and the fact that he requested that his

role be anonymous sug@ests that both fiscal camps were represented on his
lists.5 It should not be forgotten, however, that refusal to give evidence

did not always imply a lack of sympathy with the Commission: Douglas Vickers

1· d .. . 6supp le several names, lncluding some from hlS own concern.

In one difficult area, that of bleachers and dyers, Levinstein was so

convinced that the response rate would be low that he sent huge lists of

possible witnesses and advised that the Commission invite them all. As

1. Goulding to Hewins, 25 January, 10 February and 20 September 1904;
ibid.

2. Hewins to Goulding, 13 July 1905; ibid.
3. Dewar to Hewins, 12 October 1905; C-203, T.C.P. The attitude of the

liquor distillers to Chamberlain's agricultural proposals is considered
below, pp. 417-419,

4. Hewins to Gilbey, 19 October 1905; ibi~.
5. Gilbey to Hewins, 20 October 1905; ibid.
6. Vickers to Hewins, 4 July 1904; C-286, T.e.p. It might also be

remembered that Dewar made contributions to Connnission finance.



144

his list contained many hundreds of names Ponsonby requested a list of "some

of the best ones" that could be asked to give evidence.l If there was

intention to select on the basis of fiscal alignment here, the same cannot

be said of the attempt to mobilise witnesses for the chemical industry

proper. Levinstein supplied the complete list of members of the Society of

Chemical Industry. He marked the 500 or so which he thought might give

information, and put "two crosses against those whom it is desirable to get

to give evidence". 2 But he stressed that "I cannot warrant however that

all, or how many are favourable to a tariff reform; there may be amongst

them some who are not". 3 By now desperate for chemical witnesses, the

commission followed his instructions.4

Furthermore, there was one situation in which the Commission could not

exercise control over selection even if it so wished. Thi s was when

representative organisations decided to provide evidence as a body by

nominating their own delegates. It must be stressed that this was a course

of action that was encoura~d by the Comnnssion. Sometimes, as in the case

of the British Tube Trade Association, the result was a delegation obviously

sympathetic to Tariff Reform. But at others witnesses hostile to

Chamberlain's movement were appointed. The Paper Makers' Association,

though co-operative in supplying the Commission with its membership lists,

appointed three witnesses whom Lewis Evans knew to be hostile to Tariff

Reform.5

On the whole, however, trade associations in manufacturing industry

were reluctant to give evidence on behalf of their members, and preferred

1. Levinstein to Ponsonby, 4 October 1904; Ponsonby to Levinstein,
13 October 1904; C-599, T.C.P.

2. Levinstein to Hewins, 25 October 1905; ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. Hurd to Levinstein, 26 October 1905; ibid.
5. Evans to Hewins, 1 July 1904; ·C-107, T.C.P. It is not known whether

the Association's membership was predominantly Free Trade, or whether
it was simply trying to effect a balance between Free Trade and Tariff
Reform witnesses. O~ eight fi:ms, not including his own, held by
Evans to be the most ~mportant 1n the UK, six were stated by him to be
" ." H h' If dihost~le. e ~mse was a rector of one of the remaining two.



member firms to act individually. Jeans' evidence on behalf of the

British Iron Trade Association was a model of caution in attempting to

avoid antagonising either extreme of fiscal opinion amongst his members.

Other associations, such as the Scottish Iron Manufacturers' Association,

discussed the Commission's request for block representation but decided "to
1leave individual firms to act on their own account", in spite of there

probably having been a predominance of protectionists within its ranks.

Similarly, Mitchell wrote of the Bradford Dyers' Association that he was

"afraid they would decline to act as an Association. 2You might try them".

It is perhaps not surprising that, as agriculture was less seriously divided

over Tariff Reform than was industry, the proportion of agricultural

witnesses nominated by chambers of agriculture was considerably higher than

the proportion of manufacturing witnesses appointed by trade associations

and chambers of commerce.3

It must also be mentioned that there were some occasions when Hewins

actually sought Free Trade witnesses. The unsuccessfUl search for Walter

Cliff, who had been mentioned to him as a Free Trade ironmaster willing to
.. 4gr ve evidence , was one. . . d5 . f dFurthermore, when Slr Percy Glrouar ln orme

Leverton Harris that William Pirrie, chairman of Harland and Wolff, had

complained that he had offered to give evidence before the Commission but

had been refused because he was a Free Trader, an obviously hurt Hewins

inforred Harris that an invitation had been sent to Harland and Wolff, but

no reply had been received. Nevertheless, the Commission "will of course

welcome all the information that Messrs. Harland and Wolff are good enough

to give them". 6 Harris, who from the first had been certain that Girouard's

4.

James Hamilton to Hewins, 27 February 1904; C-6l8, T.C.P.
Mitchell to Hewins, 27 April 1904; C-74l, T.C.P.
This point was specifically made in "The Introduction of Tariff Reform:
Statement by the Secretary of the lI'ariffCommission", loco cit.
Hewins to Evans, 5 ~ 1904; C-107, T.C.P. Approaches were also
made to Sir Christopher Furness, the prominent shipowner. See below,
p. 201-
At the time Commissioner of Railways in the Transvaal and Orange River
Colony; Who was Who, III, 1929-1940.
Hewins to Leverton Harris, 9 November 1905; C-295, T.C.P.

l.
2.
3.

5.

6.
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" d der+ a oni • ,,1 ..statement must be ma e un er a ID1sapprehens~on, wrote ~mmed~ately to

Pirrie enclosing Hewins's explanation, and expressing his pleasure at

Pirrie's intention to give evidence, explaining that "We want to get the

~ews of Free Traders as well as the Tariff Reformers We had Sir Andrew

Noble and other shipbuilders before us last week.,,2 Pirrie's reply, although

thwarting what was obviously a ge nua ne desire to hear him give evidence,

agreed entirely with Hewins's account of the episode and justified his action

in not pressing the Belfast firm further:

... as Mr. Hewins says in his letter, an invitation was
actually given to my firm, but I did not feel disposed
to supply the information desired and therefore thought
the simplest w~ was to leave the communication unanswered,
especially as I myself have not at any time had the smallest
desire to give evidence before the Commission on such a
subject, upon which I take a very strong side. I am,
however, none the less obliged to you for kindly interesting
yourself in the matter to the extent you have done. 3

Our conclusion must be that the bias towards the selection of

protectionist-inclined witnesses arose in two different w~s. The first was

the recruiting role of individual Commissioners, and the extent of bias would

of course depend on the Commissioner involved. Whilst some supplied Hewins

with the names of those most prominent in their industry irrespective of

political views, others, as Tariff Reformers and Unionists themselves,

tended to gravitate in their selection to the like-minded among their

friends and associates.

But the second way reflected less discreditably on the Commission.

Free Traders, when approached, refused to co-operate unless, as in the case

of the Paper Makers, they had institutional approval and authorisation from

their business community. It is ironic that this inevitable reluctance to

associate with the Commission's activities prevented any considerable Free

Trade representation on those industries where the Commission was meeting

difficulties in obtaining witnesses: it was in these industries particularly

1.
2.
3.

Leverton Harris to Hewins,
Leverton Harris to Pirrie,
Pirrie to Leverton Harris,

9 November 1905;
11 November 1905;
13 November 1905;

ibid.
ibid.
ibid.
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that the COrnmUssion would have been glad of their presence. For, if the

prime objective of the Commission was to construct a scientific tariff, the

desire to be seen to conduct an objective enquiry which commanded public

credibility was no less prominent. Furthermore, though there was of course

a strong element designed for public consumption in Hewins's statement that

"the Commission are alone interested a n obtaining the facts with respect to

each industry without regard in any way to the views which firms or

witnesses may happen to hold on fiscal or other questions" ,1 it did also

reflect the belief of the Historical Economists that facts were facts, that

facts revealed causation and of themselves suggested remedies, and that it

was unimportant where those facts came from. The Cotton Report is an

indication of how the Commission treated an industry where the logic of

Free Trade still stood intact.2 With stronger participation by Free

Traders it could have been rendered even more impotent.

Yet such Free Trade participation was unthinkable. The Tariff Reform

"debate" was really never a debate in the proper sense at all. Each side

asserted its position, poured sarcasm and abuse upon the other, and then

turned to its friends to receive applause for its antics. When, in such a

climate, the Commission was criticised as the usurper and grotesque mimic

of the proper function of a Royal Commission, the die was cast. From the

early days, there was no real possibility of Free Trade participation in the

enquiry, even to thwart its objects.

III

Receiving information in such quantities, the Commission had to process

it. It achieved this by large-scale indexing on 5" x 3" cards. Forms of

inquiry were split up into questions, and firms' remarks on each were put on

card. Then the remarks were cross-indexed and put into different subject

1. Hewins to Leverton Harris in the letter that was forwarded to Pirrie,9 November 1905; ibid.
2. See below, ch. 6.
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indexes. As Hewins explained the process to the interested pub Lic :

When the forms are received at the offices of the
Commission, they are first of all handed to members
of the staff, who go systematically through them and
number every page; the last sheet of the form on
which the name appears of those firms who desire their
information to be regarded as of a strictly confidential
nature is torn off. The form is then handed to other
members of the staff, who make a complete index of the
firms supplying information, of the trades and branches
of the trades represented, and of the localities from
which the information has been received. The next
sta~ of the inquiry is the first tabulation of the
evidence. Every form is carefully examined, and the
evidence which is contained in it entered in books
specially prepared for this purpose. In the second
tabulation, individual questions of a more detailed
character are further analysed, and the staff of the
Commission is then in a position to make a summary of
the evidence supplied'l

The organisation of this indexing problem required special talents.

Early in January 1904 Hewins had found a suitably qualified man in the shape

of Juli us Kaiser, currently doing a similar job for British Westinghouse.

Hewins thought the substantial salary required by Kaiser, £6 per week in the

first year and £8 in the second, to be acceptable. Previously responsible

for the Philadelphia Commercial Museum,2 Kaiser had had a staff of 28 under

him, including twelve indexers and five translators. His knowledge of

foreign languages would solve the problem of indexing foreign material, and

his references showed him to be extremely hard working. "This will give you

some idea of what efficient indexing on a considerable scale involves",

wrote Hewins to Pearson,3 conscious of the emphasis he had had to lay on the

size of the project when discussing it with Chamberlain. Kaiser's terms

of reference were to "be responsible, under my [Hewins's] direction, for the

complete indexing and cataloguing of all correspondence, evidence, papers,

documents, abstracts and other materials furnished to the Inquiry". 4

The next stage in the production process was to combine the information

2.
3.
4.

"Me~orandum on the Work 0: the Tariff Commission: Based upon an
art~c1e by Mr. W.A.S. Hew1ns, Secretary to the Comndssion in the
~ireRevieW', of April 1904", Mm. No. 21, 11 February 1905, pp. 1-2.
K81~er had come to Britain in 1899.
HHew~ns ttOPKe~rson, 1 January 1904 (mis-dated 1903); C-176, T.C.P.
e~ns 0 a1ser, 7 January 1904; 47/155, H.P.

1.



contained in the questionnaires with the information that already existed

in printed works. This was done by "the preparation of a special

memorandum on the various points dealt with in the forms, and their

relation to evidence which has been put together in memoranda based upon
. . d . .. " 1offlclal returns an SClentlflc works . These memoranda, in the early

stages confidential and for the use of Commissioners only, were discussed

in committee and then usually embodied, with rewriting and amendation, into

the body of the published report. But in the meantime this examination

uncovered the "points on which it is desirable to obtain more detailed

information" by the examination of witnesses. 2

Oral evidence, then, was necessary because of the failure of other

types of information to cover crucial points of detail. But here the

Commission could not maintain its mechanical approach to the processing of

data. The selection of areas in which further information was required

was necessarily a sUbjective one.

Hewins admitted that "the whole scheme of the inquiry would break down

unless it were conducted in a strictly impartial and scientific manner". 3

But in fact impartiality was not really sufficient. The use of the word
4"scientific" was the key to an assumption, never clearly spelled out,

that description revealed causation. The consequences of the invalidity of

that assumption can be seen most clearly by examining the sequential w~ in

which Hewins maintained that his method would analyse the problem:

The result of this inquiry, so exhaustively conducted,
and so completely tested by expert evidence, should be
to show clearly:-

1. Mm. No. 21, p. 2.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. It is, however, revealed in the different attitudes of Hewins and

Leverton Harris to the opportunity of receiving evidence from William
Pirrie. Whilst Harris welcomed "the views of the Free Traders as
well. as.the Tariff Reformers", Hewins's conception was that "the
Co~ssl~n are alo~e interested ~n obtaining the facts with respect
to each 1ndustry W1 thout regard 1n any way to the views which firms or
·t h ,,- -Wl. nesses m8lf appen to hold. See Hewins to Leverton Harris

9 November 1905 and Leve~on Harris to Pirrie, 11 November 1905;C-295, T.C.P. (my emphaSlS).
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Whether, in fact, any given industry is declining
or progressing;

What are the causes of the decline, where such a
decline has taken pLnce ;

To what extent the fiscal policy of this and other
countries has been a factor in bringing about that state
of affairs;

And to indicate whether it is likely that these
conditions can be altered by a change of policy on the
part of Great Britain'l

It can be seen immediately that only the first of these four steps could be

proved adequately by largely objective criteria, using economic indices

extracted from official publications, updated, perhaps, with the latest

estimates from trade associations and industrial experts. The second, the

causes of any proven decline (however defined), could only take the form,

under Hewins's method, of a list of contributory factors attested to by the

suppliers of the information. Since much of the Commission's information,

even the backbone of it, was provided by firms, the list would concentrate

on a traditional and rather predictable list of the perceived ills of the

manufacturing community - labour practices and trade unionism, unfair local

and national taxation, patent legislation, and sharp practice by foreigners

and middlemen are just some of the more obvious. In a strict philosophical

sense, the fact that such causes were established to the enquirers by

manufacturing opinion rather than by some rigorous, laboratory-determined

proof was enough to render the claim to scientific method untenable. But

even a more tolerant, real world critic, who substituted the concepts of

balance, reason and plausibility for the unattainable one of SCIence, could

justly claim that manufacturers would tend to undervalue certain causes of

decline - their own shortcomings, particularly - and could not possibly be

expected to know of the sum total of such causes. The third step shows

all these dangers in accentuated form. Manufacturers had not only to list

the causes of any decline: they also had to be able to quantify them.

How else could they assess the relative importance of British and foreign

commercial policy in this vast equation? Indeed, it is only in the fourth

1. Mm. No. 21, pp. 2-3.
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step, dealing with a hypothetical situation in the form of the "likely"

effects of a change in British commercial policy, that Hewins admitted

that there was any element of speculation in his method at all.

The lesson is obvious. Manufacturers, though well-versed ln the

day-to-day practi ces and problems of production and (perhaps) trade, were no

more capable of analysing the huge equation of growth and stagnation in

their own industry than was anyone else. In a pure sense, they were being

asked for information they could not possibly g1ve. They supplied instead

opinion, reason and prejudice, which the Commission then, by the nature of

its being, chose to regard as fact. It is hardly surprising that, in

compiling its reports, the Commission cannot be accredited with having

produced a scientific methodology ln any significant sense.

Yet what the Commission did, an its pompous blustering about the

importance of an impartial, objective and scientific enquiry, was to conceal

the introduction of a theory into its supposedly inductive method, a theory

most important in terms of the Commission's own objectives. We mi ght agree

that description can seek to explain causation only with the aid of theory,

but that does not make one theory in particular exclusive or inviolate, and

its introduction thwarts pure induction. The Commission's theory,

undoubtedly the work of Hewins, was to link all the causes of decline, V1a

the "reduction" process that we have outlined above, into one big, related

package that rested on the monocausal action of foreign tariffs and British

free trade. The way in which this was done is best left to the discussion

of a detailed case study, and the iron and steel industry has been chosen

for this purpose.l But, anticipating later analysis, we might notice that

this monocausal theory sOught to establish the development of large scale in

German and US heavy industry, and the relative lack of it in British heavy

industry, as the reason in explaining virtually all of Britain's perceived

ills around the turn of the century, and a variance in commercial policy

1. See below, pp. 210-228, especially pp. 212-213.
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as the critical reason in explaining the relatively different degrees of

business concentration.

Today, of course, we would reject such a narrow analysis. Capi tal
markets, business attitudes and heritage, factor prices and the structure

of market demand might all be used to explain the relative absence of large

scale in British industry, though we would not dismiss the importance of

tariff protection as a contributory factor. Furthermore, these diverse

elements were not unknown to contemporaries. Alfred Marshall's Industry

and Trade, though published in 1919, is essentially pre-war in character,
1but it shows a detailed appreciation of such factors. What is to be

remembered, however, is that the tyranny of large scale and its filial

relation to the tariff was generally given far more emphasis than it is

today, when thirty years of the development of huge industrial corporations

has shown us that they do not necessarily depend for their existence on high

tari ff regimes. Yet Hewins, though he wrote what was perhaps the most

elaborate exposition of the theme that "the tariff is mother of the trust"

ever produced for the general ,pUblic rather than specialist consumption, was
2seeking less to stir up a reaction against large scale than he was to urge

the imperative that Britain must join the inexorable march towards it.

If the Commission failed in its attempt to examine the fiscal question

by pure induction, it also failed in another of its basic objects, that of

constructing an integrated tariff. The examination of witnesses was

arranged in industrial groupings, and was, as has been shown above, regarded

as the last stage in the preliminary work of gathering information, prior to

the writing of the reports.3 Thus, when the Iron and Steel Report was

considered in proof form in June 1904 only 67 out of the eventual total of

1.

3.

A. Marshall, Industry and Trade, (London, 1919), passim but especially
Book III.
As was the objective of many semi-popular US works, e.g. G.L. Bolen,
The Plain Facts as to the Trusts and the Tariff (New York 1902)
and F. Pierce, The Tariff and the Trusts (New ~ork 1907): '
After abstracting and preliminary drafti~g the mai~ task of writing
the reports fell to Hewi ns • A few of th '1 t d. e a er memoran a wereentrusted almost ent1rely to Rosenbaum.

2.
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over 400 industrial witnesses had been examined.l This inevitably meant

that reports on some industries were written before the conditions of

related industries had been examined. Most important, perhaps, was the

relationship between iron and steel and engineering. The time lag (in this

case a maximum of five years, though most of the engineering witnesses were

examined well before the appearance of the Engineering Report in 1909) was

particularly critical in respect to the Commission's objectives. It was a

central belief that the tariff structure advocated should create harmony

rather than divisiveness amongst the industrial community. Tariff levels

had to be suggested that would not be inimical to the competitiveness of

user industries, and the tariff suggested to the user industries had to be

drafted with allowance being made for protection imposed on semi-manufactured

inputs. Whilst the Commission approved of Hewins's concept of harmony, it

found it di ffi cult to achieve that harmony in practi ce . Most members,

therefore, initially felt it expedient to make no suggestions as to detailed

duties until the whole enquiry was complete, one of the most important single

pieces of evidence of the caution, seriousness, and even moderacy with which

most of the Commission regarded their task. Chamberlain, however, was

perhaps interested in the Commission as a direct rather than an indirect

tool of his political propaganda: certainly he forced a change in

Commission opinion in the direction of publishing a provisional tariff

schedule on iron and steel gOOds.2 Consequently, such a provisional

schedule, modelled closely on the Glasgow programme, appeared in the

reports on iron and steel and cotton.

What had started as a "scientific" and objective study of industrial

condi tions had quickly, indeed inevitably, developed into a contentious

thesis, not an indefensible thesis but one pursued, in an academic sense,

with over-riding and unwarranted determination. What 1S curious about the

industrial series, when read, is the paradoxical juxtaposition of immense

l.
2.

T.e.M. (p), passim,
This epiSOde is treated in more depth below, pp. 269-296.
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detail with incautious use, of technical vocabulary with partial argument,

of academic appearance without academic detachment, of the spirit of enquiry

with little evidence of the attempt to control preconception.

That the Commission was indifferent towards, even unconscious of, the

flaws in its own approach does not detract from its interest. No combatant

in the Tariff Reform controversy publicly retracted his contributions, or
.. 1regarded them as less than aXlomatlc truth. The Commission was not unique.

It was not surprising if businessmen had little working knowledge of the

philosophies of history and of science, and it is hardly less surprising

that Hewins did not keep continually introducing them to the subject. For

it is important to recognise that the grounds upon which we have questioned

the enquiry's methodology are in themselves too metaphysical to have found

favour with the Comnnssion. If practical men, listening to the evidence

of hundreds of other practical men, could not describe industrial decline,

and thereby understand and explain it, who could? And, if the mechanism of

tariff-induced combination as a prime reason for Britain's critical position

was theory, was it not theory derived from inductive study?

IV

The Commission established its offices at 7, Victoria Street, London

S.W., in sight of the Houses of Parliament in a street populated with

political offices and quasi-political institutions. It shared the same

building as the headquarters of the Tariff Reform League, and lay across the

street from the Free Trade Union.2 Though there was no doubt informal

contact between the staffs of the League and the Co~ssion, the two

organisations remained separate and distinct, especially in the early years,

1. There is some evidence that Alfred Marshall, in private, realised the
shortcomings of the "manifesto" of the "fourteen professors". See
Marshall to Bren~ano, 26 August 1903, in H.W. McCready, "Alfred
Marsha~. and Tanf'f Reform, 1903: Some Unpublished Letters", Journal
of'Po11t:Cal ~conomoc, LXIII, 1955, p. 266.
No.8, Vlctorla Street.2.
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despite some confUsion over the difference between them by politicians and

public alike.l Though there is little surviving correspondence between the

Commission and League headquarters, the fact that the COrnrrUssionmaintained

contact with League branches, especially those in the manufacturing districts

of the North, suggests that this was because formal contact was unnecessary.

There is no surviving evidence of the size of the Commission's

establishment in its early months, though from July 1904, just before the

publication of the first of the "industrial" series of reports, the record

is complete. In July, the Commission employed 14-16 staff paid on a weekly

basis, as well as Hurd and Kaiser, classed as quarterly staff, and Hewins

himself. Though this was when the Iron and Steel Report was nearing

completion, it seems unlikely that the number employed had altered much

since operations had begun in January; indeed, it stayed approximately

constant (mostly between 13 and 17) until the late summer of 1905.

Most of the employees were engaged as clerks, typists, indexers and

collaters. The most senior were Rosenbaum, in time to work his way up to

become the Commission's "statistician", and A.B. Hughes, probably the office

overseer. Of the sixteen weekly staff (including five women) employed on

2 July, eleven received wages of thirty shillings (£1.50) or above,2 and

five, including two women, earned £2 or over. From a comparison with the

value of permanent appointments registered by the Liverpool Clerks'

Association3 we can see that the Commission had a relatively high proportion

of workers in the £100-£200 p.a. category, though the average of Tariff

Commission employees in this group was only £115 p.a., and upward mobility

was limited. The Commission had several low paid workers earnlng

8 shillings (4Op) to fifteen shillings (75p) per week. It would seem

1. See below, pp. 180-181,
2. Enough for a single-income family to qualify for Class "D" in the

famous York study. See B.S. Rowntree, Poverty: A Study in Town Life,
(London, 5th Edn., 1903), pp. 65-80.

3. It is, of course, realised that there may have been an lncome
differential in favour of the metropolis, but we might incline to the
view that it would have been smaller than it is today.
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probable that these were young employees, and if this is so they appear to

have been relatively well paid compared with their counterparts in Liverpool

in the year 1907.1 It would appear from this crude comparison that the

COmrrllssiondid not pay its staff badly by the standards of the day, but it

is perhaps worthy of note that Hewins's gross salary at this time about

equalled that of the sixteen weekly staff put together, whilst Hewins,

Kaiser and Hurd together probably earned half as much again as their

b. 2su ordinates.

TABLE 6

Clerical Wages: Tariff Commission and Liverpool Clerks'
Association, 1900-1905

5

£50-100

261
6

171

£100-200 £200+Less than £50

l.
2.
3.

LCA (1900)
TC (1904)
LCA (1905)

34
5

25

8
2

14

Sources: (1 and 3) G. Anderson, Victorian Clerks, (Manchester,
1976),Table 9(b), p . 86.

(2) Weekly Salaries Book, 1904-1921, T.C.P.

The size of the office remained approximately constant until late in

1905. With such staff, Hewins was able to produce three of the industrial

series and twenty-six memoranda, most of which were published. Pressure on

the printers was at times extreme, Vacher and Sons of Gt. Smith Street having

to put up with a constant flow of last minute alterations made necessary by

the changing whims of the Commission over frequently trivial issues. After

the Iron and Steel Report was published Hewins recorded:

••• my appreciation of the way in which this work has
been done by your firm under extreme pressure. I
would especially mention your Mr. Smith, who by his

1. G. Anderson, Victorian Clerks, (Manchester, 1976), Table 6, p . 56.
See also Anderson's table of earnings profiles in the Sea Insurance
Company, ibid., Table 4, p. ~5.

2. Hewins earned £1200 p.a., Ka~ser £312 in his first year. Hurd's
salary is unknown but was probably close to Kaisers' . In week ending
2 July 1904 total weekly staff salaries were £23.7s.0d. (£23.35).
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energy, devotion and skill has been mainly instrumental
in getting the work through rapidly and we11'1

This satisfaction, however, was in no small way due to the care taken over

the handling of the commission's business by Smith, and when Hewins and

Hurd began to question certain of Vacher's charges the old-established

printing firm was stung into a rather tearful rebuke which eloquently

testifies to the tightness of the Commission's self-imposed schedule:

As regards the item of £66.12/- it must be apparent
that this is not excessive. Mr. Hurd knows that our
premises and staff were entirely given over to your work
from Saturday 1 o'clock until Monday 8 am. and he is also
cognisant of the fact that the effort we made to carry
out your instructions that the work "must be done" was an
achievement of which we have every reason to feel proud,
and which at the time you expressed your satisfaction
with. It may not have come to your knowledge that our
Mr. Smith hardly had any sleep during that time, as at
all hours of the night he had to go on his bicycle to
Mr. Rosenbaum's house at Acton and get proofs passed for
the machines which were waiting to print off. We have
not charged you a penny for his services, and we do not
believe that another man in London could be found who, at
the risk of his health, would have done what he did, nor
is there any Firm who would not have charged for such
exceptional attention'2

In August 1905, however, staff shortages and printing problems were

becoming more acute, partly because the large task of abstracting and

indexing information for the Agricultural Report was being undertaken at the

same time as Hewins was pressing ~or completion o~ the textile reports.

Hurd was being forced to hire additional help "as the work requires it".3

Furthermore, Hurd had ascertained that in executing the reports on the textile

industry, Vachers were working at full capacity, and it was agreed that

another printing firm, McCorquodale and Co. Ltd., should produce the

A . 4gr~cultural Report.

This period in August, when a shortage of typists was holding up the

processing of the agricultural forms of inquiry,5 was a prelude to a large

l.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Hewins to Vacher and Sons, 22 July 1904;
Vacher and Sons to Hewins, 22 March 1905;
Hurd to Hewins, 15 August 1905; C-174,1,
Hewins to Hurd, 16 August 1905; ibid.
Kaiser to Hewins, 17 August 1905; ibid.

T.C.P.
T.C.P.

T.C.P.
(Vachers' emphasis).
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expansion in the COmnUssion's staff. By the autumn staffing levels had
hit a plateau of nearly thirty, sufficient to allow work to be started on

processing the engineering evidence in addition to all the other work in

hand. Kaiser, whose preparatory indexing work was essential to production,

took his holiday at Christmas: thus Hurd felt that operations would "be in
. " . 1full sWlng whllst he was absent. Indeed, it appears that Kaiser's example

was followed by the rest of the staff. Little (unpaid) holiday was taken

in August 1905, in marked contrast to the more stable period after the 1906

Election, when, typically, the office was virtually closed down for two weeks

in August. Peak employment of 32 was reached in the last week of December

1905, with the Election very much in the air. But this peak was not

significantly higher than the plateau reached in September and October, well

before Balfour resigned.

The plan to complete the industrial series by January 1906 was not
accomplished, however. Though most of the textile reports had been

published by the end of December 1905,2 that on agriculture had to be carried

over to 1906 whilst the Engineering Report did not appear until 1909. This

second phase of the Commission's life, heralded by the mild re-organisation

of early 1906, was characterised by a much more stable level of employment

and, probably, by a greater appearance of routine in the running of the

office. Though there were still further volumes of the industrial series

to appear, the Comncission's role within the Tariff Reform controversy had

begun to change.3

From the start the commission had attempted to arrange a large press

coverage of its activities, and had even had printed a tiny folded card

carrying an abbreviated version of Chamberlain's speech at the first meeting.

Some of Hewins's speeches concerning the objects of the Commission were

1. Hurd to Hewins, 11 August 1905; ibid.
2. The Woollen and Worsted Report, published early in December, carried

an optimistic advertisement announcing publication of the reports of
hosiery, lace and carpets on 18 December and that on silk on
27 December.

3. See below, pp. 477-483.
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issued as pamphlets. In a s.imilar w~, it was necessary to achieve the

widest possible popularisation and dissemination of pUblications.

The early memoranda were posted free of charge to all chambers of

commerce and trade associations, all MPs, and to "effective" peers, as well

as to colonial ministers and "other Colonial authorities",l though it

appears likely that Liberal politicians were soon to disappear from the list.

But the Commission also sought to pave the way for its publications among the

general public by supplying the press with reaqy-written advance notices.

This could occasionally cause difficulties, as when the Evening Standard

pre-empted the publication date, or when the Standard ascribed the authorship

of Mm. No. l to the "Tariff League Conunission" and ab.ridged the advance in
.. 3a way that Hurd dishked. But, given the predominance of Tariff Reform

opinion in the national press, this procedure ensured a wide coverage.

Sixty-nine newspapers printed the advance notice of Mm. No.3 and many also

mentioned the memorandum in their em torials .4

Furthermore, although Hewins was anxious to preserve the scientific

impartiality of the Commission in the eye of the public, he was not

reluctant to prompt willing Commissioners to act, as it were, "outside the

Grange" in the promotion of the Commission's findings. On he ari ng from

Jones that Liverpool Chamber of Commerce, under Jones' presidency, was

"most anxious" to distribute early memoranda to its members, and had sent a

large order to the office, Hewins hoped that Jones would arrange a discussion

in the Chamber so that it could "thoroughly ventilate" the question of the

problems of British industry.5 At the same time he was determined to keep

Balfour aware of the Commission's work, and Grenfell agreed to keep the

Prime Minister informed of the progress being made on the Iron and Steel

3.
4.
5.

Hewins to Jones, 12 March 1904; C-417, T.C.P.
"Memorandum on the Iron and Steel Trades", Mm. No.3, n.d. but
c. 20 February 1904.
Hewins to Ed. Evening Standard, 20 December 1905, and Hurd to Ed.
Standard, 12 February 1904; C-176, T.C.P.
Tariff Co~ssion memo to Pearson, 9 March 1904; C-176, T.C.P.
Jones to Hewins, 4 March 1904, and Hewins to Jones, 7 March 1904;
C-417, T. C.P.

l.
2.



160

1Report. But perhaps the largest such programme of advertisement was that

carried out by the Agricultural Commnttee. When Chaplin spoke to the

Lincolnshire Chamber of Agriculture on the Agricultural Report late in 1906,

Hewins had seen to it that Frankish, acting as if from the Chamber itself,

had arranged national press coverage. At the same time Matthews, one of

the leading members of the Agricultural Committee, was distributing 1,000

copies of the report in his position as Secretary of the Central Chamber of
. 1 .. 2Agriculture, and encourag~ng loca chambers to discuss ~t. There can be

little doubt that, had such activities been made public, Hewins would have

claimed that he was merely ensuring the widest circulation of the results of

his objective enquiry, and that the tariff question should be widely

discussed in the non-partisan spirit suggested by Chamberlain. But it as

easy, in retrospect, to see the hand of the Tariff Reform propagandist, less

obvious perhaps than it was subsequently to be played, but different rather

in degree than in any fundamental sense.

Indeed, it cannot be doubted that much of the Commission's literature

was destined for partisan hands. Though it appears that the Tariff Reform

League purchased large quantities of Commission publications and supplied

them to local branches as a matter of course,3 the local branches regularly

wrote requesting replacements for lost copies or larger orders for local

propaganda campaa gna . Commission members such as Follett and Bay nes ensured

that their own branches kept complete files of the Commission's works. 4

Other local organisers of the League were willing to receive unlimited amounts

of material as long as it was free of charge, but reduced their orders to a

2.

Hewins
C-19B,
Hewins
1906;
T.C.P.

to Grenfell, 20 M~ 1904, and Grenfell to Hewins, 21 May 1904;
T.C.P.
to Frankish (telegram) and Frankish to Hewins, both 27 November
1304, T.C.P.; Hewins to Matthews, 26 November 1906; C-756 ,

1.

3. This, at least, was the case in 190Bo See Hewins to N. Grattan Doyle,
General Secretary of the Northern Tariff Reform Federation, 28 July
1908; C-4264, T.C.P.
Follett to Hewins, 6 February 1909; C-633, T.C.P.; H. Heydeman
(Secretary, Manchester T.RoL.) to Anderson (Tariff Commission),
15 OctOber 1907; C~1947, ToC.P.

40
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mere handful of copies when advised that payment would be required.l

But the circulation of the reports was intended to be wider than this.

Firms which supplied information regularly to the enquiry could expect to

receive copies of reports and memoranda, as could firms and individuals who

made even quite small contributions to the Commission's finances. Doubtless

the Commassion's willingness to act as an information agency on specific

commercial questions was in part a public relations measure designed to

supplement this. Public and university libraries throughout the UK and,

in two cases at least, it is known, in Canada, were treated on the same basis.

If the Board of Trade felt its complimentary copies of Commission

pUblications to be an embarrassment it never actually said so: indeed,

after the controversy cooled down after the 1906 Election the Liberal Board

of Trade actually requested memoranda dealing with the structure of colonial
. 2tar~ffs . The Colonial Office was similarly treated, and its autonomous

requests for publications were rather more numerous than were those from the

Board of Trade.3

The precise scale of the Commission's operations in disseminating its

publications is not exactly known. The Iron and Steel Report, distributed

by P.S. King and Son, a publisher already heavily involved in material

relating to the fiscal controversy, sold over 1,000 copies within its first
. 4Sl.Xweeks. Though this figure included 200 bought by a large bookseller

for stock, this very act in itself implies that large sales were expected,

and not only by the Commission itself. Such sales pale into insignificance

when compared with Gladstone's pamphlet on the Eastern question, which in

three or four d~s in 1876 had sold 40,000 copies,5 but it must be remembered

3.
4.
5.

Grattan Doyle of the Northern T~riff Reform Federation was notorious
in the.Commi~sion offices for this. See C-4264, T.C.P., passim.
C.J. Bl.ckerdike (Board of Trade) to Hewins, 9 January 1908, and
G.C.L. Maunder (Board of Trade) to Hewins 31 March 1909' C-159l
T.C.P. " ,
C-7?2~, T.C.P., passi~ •. The Rqyal Colonial Institute was also the
recl.pl.ento~ the COmm.J.S'sl.on'sgenerosity. See c-4327, T.C.P.
Hurd to HeWl.ns, 1 September 1904; C-174.l, T.C.P.
R.C.K. Ensor, England, 1870-1914, (Oxford, 1936), p. 45.

1.

2.
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that the public was already being deluged with fiscal literature, perhaps

intrinsically less fascinating than Bulgarian atrocities, and the report's

cover price of 2s.6d. (12~p) was equivalent to that of a low-priced academic
. . 1pub Li ca ti on , Furthermore, it neglects larger quantities given away free.

The most detailed information we have relates to the distribution of the

Iron and Steel Report as at 5 May 1905, though as the report remained on

sale for several years after this, we cannot accurately gauge total

distribution from it:

TABLE 7
Iron and Steel Report: Distribution by 5 May 1905

Circulated by the Commission and
the League to the Press, Peers,
MPs, Wi tnesses, etc. •.•..•.•.••.•....... 2651

Sold through P.S. King & Son ••...••....... 1067
On sale with Simpkin Marshall & Co. •..... 100
Stock on Hand •.•....••..••.•••..••....•... 2182
Total Printed 6000

Source: Hewins to Pearson, 5 May 1905; C-176 T.e.p.

It does appear, however, that the heaviest sales occurred almost

immediately, in the pUblicity that accompanied the launching of a report,

and that circulation after the preliminary boom was probably more due to the

gratuity of the Comnnssion and the League than any large autonomous consumer

interest. There appears to have been only one of the industrial series, the

Agricultural Report, which had to be reprinted, though this is not certain.

The Cotton Report was not reprinted, and stocks were exhausted fairly quickly.

Thus it is probable that the initial print supplied by Vacher and Sons, 2,400

copies, represents the entire total. Of these, Vachers sent 656 to the

Commission offices, 400 to P.S. King and Son, 500 to Harold Tremayne,2 and

L Methuen's famous "Books on Business" series, including J.S. Jeans'
Iron Trade of Great Britain, (1906) and 8.J. Chapman's Cotton Industry
and Trade (190 4), s01d for thi s amount.

2. First Liter~ Secretary. of the Tariff Reform League (1903 to 1906,
~en he.retlred thrOugb~lll health). Previously had been journalist,
fl:St Wlth ~estern Mornlng News and then on Parliamentary Staff of
Dally ChroDlcle; Who was Who, I, 1897-1916.



163

kept 844 in hand.l

Though the Cotton Report probably had the smallest print of any of the

"Red Books", and though the Agricultural Report appears to have had a wide

distribution amongst the farming community, many Commissioners were far from

satisfied about the extent to which their work was being read in the country

at large. Jones had noticed this failure at the outset, and the Iron and

Steel Report had been in circulation less than a month when he told Hewins

that he thought too few people were getting hold of it. "I think," he

wrote, "if we could see our way to distributing say 10,000 copies to the

different Workingmen's institutions and such like places it would be a very

good thing".2

This feeling was shared by the General Purposes Committee. Chamberlain

had once expressed to Hewins his view that "working men will not pay

attention to many figures or to abstract economics", and that it was

necessary to ensure that such information should "filter down into a more
3popular form". Within six months it was decided to publish a cheap and

abridged ve rsaon of the Iron and Steel Report which might have a "substantial

sale" •4

At a meeting of the General Purposes Committee it was Pearson who had

suggested publication of popular editions of all the reports at ld. each.S

By June 1905, however, his experience of the problems of disseminating

propaganda from both the League and the Conmnssion had diminished even

Pearson's zeal for a raging, tearing propaganda. When Hewins suggested that

the League might help in popularising the Cotton Report, Pearson, whilst

agreeing on the "extreme advisability" of bringing the Commi ssion 's

conclusions "down among the masses", thought that a pamphlet on the subject

would not sellon a large scale unless "favourably disposed manufacturers

1-
2.
3.
4.
5.

Smith to Hewins, 15 June 1905; Vacher correspondence T.C.P.
Jones to Hewins, 14 August 1904; C-417, T.C.P. '
See above, p. 77.
H
4
eWl/

6
'nsto Pearson, 18 January 1905; C-176, T.e,p.7 2, If.P.
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could be induced to buy at a rate to cover cost of production, and distribute

them among workmen in their districts".l This may or may not have reflected

the immediate financial situation of the League, but it is perhaps of wider

significance that, six months before the Election, the League was

deliberately cutting down its distribution of literature rather than

extendi ng it.

Nevertheless, the Commassion went ahead with its own plans for producing

popular reports aimed primarily at working men. By the early summer of

1905 10,000 popular editions of the Iron and Steel Report had been printed,

over half of them being distributed by the Commission and the League and
. 2nearly a quarter havi ng been sold. The initial print of the popular

edition of the Woollen and Worsted Report was even larger, being 20,000.

The proximity of its issue to the General Election undoubtedly helped its

populari ty . The Commission sent copies to all Unionist candidates and the

Tariff Reform League took another 5,000.3

Yet it is evident that even the popular editions fell short of the

coverage desired. In seeking to ensure widespread publicity for the

Cotton Report, Baynes and Chamberlain tried another tactic which, in making

it appear that publicity did not come directly from the commission itself,

was reminiscent of the eulogistic yet anonymous leaders that Hewins had

written for the Morning Post on the establishment of the Commission. Baynes,

or perhaps Hewins, wrote a short summary of the report, and Chamberlain

suggested a circuitous method of pUblicity:

Would not the best way be for some correspondent, who
should himself be in the Cotton trade, to send me the
paper as it is as being his interpretation and summary
of the Report of the Commnssion, and enquiring whether
it correctly expresses ~ views?

Then I could reply in the affirmative in 2 or 3

3.

Pearson to Hewins, 7 June 1905; C-176, T.C.P.
5,100 had been cirCulated from Victoria Street 2 368 had been sold by
P.S. ~ing & Son, 1,040 were on sale with W.H. Smith & Son and 1,492
were 1n stO~k: Hewins to Pearson, 5 May 1905; C-176, T.C.P.
Hurd to.Hew1ns, 30 December 1905, and (two letters) 1 Janu 1906
(both ID1s-dated 1905); C-176.1, T.C.P. ary

1-
2.
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lines expressing ~ sense of its importance and
~ entire agreement'l

Thus Baynes "formally" sent Chamberlain "a brief summary and inter-

pretation of the report" to meet the wishes of "Many manufacturers in

Lancashire" who felt the need for a short, simple and concise statement of

the report's main points, an new of its "great importance to all classes".2

In addition to forwarding this contrived "exchange" of correspondence to

the press, the Commission had it printed in large numbers. Jones alone

ordered 10,000 copies of this "Cotton Summary" for use in Liverpool and

district.3

It is clear, however, that such expedients failed to overcome the basic

problem that, in a time when much of the electorate must have been heartily

sick of the Tariff Reform issue, the commission's publications were only

reaching a small minority, many of whom were already sympathisers. Few

firms were willing to act as Pearson had hoped in distributing material to

their employees, in spite of the sending of a circular letter by P.S. King

and Son to leading firms quoting low wholesale prices for this purpose.

The Staffordshire tile manufacturer who supplied all his employees with

copies of the Pottery Report appears to have been something of a rarity,4

though the practice may have been rather more common in firms with which
• d 5Commission members and w1tnesses were concerne .

The Commission's disappointment over the level of popularity achieved

by its publications was never removed. As late as 1909 Sir Joseph Lawrence ,
a Tariff Reform MP and a close correspondent and warm supporter of the

Commission, was surprised to find that a Mr. Turner, a chief partner in the

great Leeds firm of Fowlers, had not heard of the Engineering Report.6

l.
2.
3.4.
5.

Chamberlain to Hewins, 10 June 1905; H.P.
Baynes to Chamberlain, 17 June 1905; 47/177, H.P.
Hewins to Jones (telegram), 1 July 1905; C-417, T.C.P.
Hurd to Hewins, 27 March 1907; C-174.1, T.C.P.
Baynes, Firth, Jones and others were favourable to such suggestions.
The 100 copies of the popular edition of the Iron and RteelReport
ordered by John Dickinson & Co. may well have been destined for Evans'
own workpeople. See John Dickinson & Co. to Hewins, 1 March 1905;
C-I07, T.C.P.
Lawrence to Hewins, 2 February 1909; C-7350, T.e.p.6.
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Perhaps partially to blame was the "conspiracy of silence" with wh ich ,

Hewins claimed~ the Liberal press greeted the COmmUssion's works; it is

significant that leading Free Trade newspapers such as the Daily Chronicle~

Daily News~ Morning Leader~ Star and Manchester Guardian did not devote any

space to the Agricultural Report when it was issued.l But the problem was

deeper than this. In 1911 the Unionist MP for Devonport~ Sir John Jackson~

in his own words "a whole-hearted Tariff Reformer" and a sizable contributor

to the funds of the League for some time, informed Caillard on receipt of a

begging letter that "I do not quite understand whether the Tariff Commission
2is the same [as the League] or no". As Caillard commented, "The agnor-ance

of people who pretend that they are whole-hearted Tariff Reformers and who
. ... . ,,3stand for Parl1ament as such, 1S qUlte aston1sh1ng .

After the general election, Hewins admitted privately that

popularisation had been carried out on an insufficient scale. The reports

had received a lot of attention in the (predominantly protectionist) press,

but too little effort had been spent in turning the Commission's work into

leaflets and articles to reach a wider population. "It was anticipated

that this side of the work of the COrnmUssion would naturally be done by the

Literary Department of the League", he wrote, "but I am not aware that any

systematic attempt has been made to make use of the Reports of the Commission

in the leaflets issued by the League". 4 Nevertheless, he admitted that such

a task was difficult for anyone not in close touch with the work of the

Commission, and that the best results had been achieved by the issue of the

three popular reports by the Commission itself, each of which had met with

considerable success.

In spite of his intention to keep more of such work in the hands of the

Commission in future, nothing much materialised of Hewins's desire for

greater publicity. Partly this ~ have been due to Hewins, now on the

1. Hewins to Pearson, 23 November 1906; C-176, T.C.P.
2. Jackson to Cai11ard, 18 July 1911; C-286, T.C.P.
3. Cai11ard to Hurd, 20 July 1911; ibid.
4. Hewins to Pears·on, 19 February 1906; C-176, T.C.P.
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Literary Comnattee of the Tariff Reform League, attempting to carry out

what he had earlier judged to be the League's obligation to the Commission

in the 1904-1906 period. But also, after 1906. the Cornmnssion turned more

towards the production of specialist memoranda, and Hewins himself became

more interested in bridging the rift 1n the Conservative party, and in

active party politics. Though further volumes in the industrial series

were still to appear, and though they continued to enjoy popularity with many

Tariff Reform MPs, the main impact of the "Red Books" directly on the

electorate had probably reached its peak with the issue of the relatively

widely distributed Agricultural Report.

Some of the failure was perhaps due to the heavy and solid way in which

the mainstream reports put over their argument. No doubt Hewins would have

argued, in defence, that serious and objective study could not be presented

simplY· And it 1S true that to aim at a greater degree of penetration by a

more obvious and sensational propaganda would have angered many of the
.. ICOmmlSS10ners. Furthermore, it is worth remembering that slighter Tariff

Reform material was criticised for the opposite reason. According to

Lawrence, Arnold Forster thought much Tariff Reform literature, from whatever

camp, "perfectly contemptible", 2 whilst a Cheltenham JP told Lawrence that:

•.• it might be better realised at the League H.Q. than
it is, that oratory, invective and so forth can never
take the place of solid instruction •.• I cannot call
anything to mind issued by the League describing in a
dozen pages, for ordinary citizens, without invective,
without silly pictures, and without fuss, what Tariff
Reform is and how the need for it arises. There are
millions in this country, educated and uneducated, who
do not yet know what Tariff Reform is and aims at. 3

Lawrence agreed to the accusation over quality: it had been one voiced to

him by "good businessmen here and in the North".4 But his Cheltenham

correspondent was counselling the unattainable when he demanded brevity,

2.
3.
4.

See the reaction to what some members regarded as "mere electioneering"
during discussi?n of the Iron and Steel Report, below, p. 267.
Lawrence to Hewlns, 3 January 1908; C-7350, T.C.P.
T. Mendelssohn Hor~fal1 to Lawrence, 2 January 1908· ibid.
-(Horsfall's emphas1B). '
Lawrence to Hewins, 3 January 1908; ibid.

1.
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serious handling and completeness in one pub Licatrion . Lawrence knew well

that no Tariff Reform literature pleased everyone. But to him there were

two imperatives. The first was that appeal had to be made to the

"sectional" interests of workers in different industries, even though that

did injustice to an integrated and harmonious scheme of scientific

protection as envisaged by Chamberlain.l The second, and, we might guess,

to Lawrence the more important, was the need to overcome the "dense ignorance"

of the large mass of electors and "reach their intellects through simplistic
2means". If this harsh view had any basis in fact, then the Commission

indeed had a difficult task.

A last reason for narrow circulation may simply have been that of price.

The Tariff Reform League, after a period of difficult finance in 1908-1909,

expanded its publishing activities between the two elections of 1910, and

this was accompanied by a determined effort by Lawrence to subsidise cost of

production not only of pamphlets but of books as well. Molesworth's book,3

which Lawrence felt to be the higpest quality League propaganda current

during the elections of 1910:

•.• is the only one of an expensive series of books in
which I have been able to get both author and publishers
to agree to bring the price down to the capacity of
persons in working class circumstances ... from 3s/6d.
to 3d •..• Some authors I have approached are very 10th
to reduce the price of their books at present, although
I have shown them that .•• they would make more profit
on selling 20,000 books at 3d. than on selling 200 or
300 at 2s/6d. or 5s/-'4

That the Commission had not anticipated Lawrence's policy is the more

surprising in view of the tiny extent to which it relied on sales revenue as

a source of finance. By May 1905 sales of the Iron and Steel Report had

brought in less than one-fifth of the total cost of printing it, not because

it had been sold at less than cost but largely because so many copies

l.
2.
3.

Lawrence to Horsfall, 3 January 1908; ibid.
Ibid.
Sir Guilford Molesworth, Economic and Fiscal Facts and Fallacies,
(London,1909). The threepenny limp cloth edition showed no sign of
Tariff Reform L:ague involvement in its production.
Lawrence to Ell~s Wynter, 17 March 1910; C-7350, T.e.p.4.



had been gaven away. In proportionate terms the popular edition had been

more successful, by the same date realising in sales nearly half its printing

cost. But the absolute amounts were tiny: altogether, after allowing the
1booksellers' mark-up, the Commission had realised only some £121 from both.

Given a total Commission expenditure in 1904 of nearly £9,000, it would

only have cost some £700 to have doubled the number printed and have given

the entire amount away. This insignificance of sales receipts is shown in
2Table 8.

TABLE 8
Proportion of Commission Income from Sale of Reports: 1904-9

Total

Sale of Reports Total Income

?* 10,364
120 7,673
287 7,410
381 4,687
38 7,743
93 5 945

919 43,842

1.56
3.87
8.13
0.49
1.56

1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909

2.10

Note: *A nil return is given in the relevant source
on which this table is based. It appears to
conflict with other evidence (see e.g., above,
pp.161-162). It is probably best to regard
the 1904 sales figures as not available,
bearing in mind that credit sales would mean
that some 1904 sales appear in the 1905 entry.

Sources For 1904-1908, "Summary of Income and
Expendi ture for the five years 1904 to 1908",
and for 1909, Income and Expenditure Accounts,
1 January - 30 June and 1 July - 31 December
1909; T.C.P.

v

There is a suggestion that Hewins's salary was guaranteed by the Tariff

Reform League,3 though when the offer of appointment as secretary was made

1. Hewins to Pearson, 5 May 1905; C-176, T.e.p.
2. Even if 1904 were omitted from Table 8 the total percentage would only

rise to 2.75.
3. Chamberlain to Hewins, 16 November 1903; H.P.
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Pearson spoke of his "personal guarantee".l This sketchy evidence does not

allow us to determine the League's willingness to finance the Comnrrssion in

the early period. For some time, however, the need to call upon the other

organisation did not arise: the Commission was able to remain financially

independent until well after the 1906 election.

Though we cannot gauge precisely the proportion of Commission funds
2provided by members themselves, it was high in relation to their relatively

small number. Very early in the proceedings the new Commissioners were

confronted with financial reality by the vice-chairman:

At the second meeting Pearson rather tactlessly told
the Commissioners they had to contribute. Many of
them did not like this, but perhaps it is just as well
they should "know the worst." I said afterwards that
if the Commission would stand that, it would stand
anything. 3

Nevertheless there were a considerable number, perhaps as many as twenty,

who were able to withstand this pressure and have left no record of having

contributed to finance: the "imperial" Commissioners in particular seem to

have been conspicuous in their absence. This apart, the amount contributed

varied widely - from the £10 p.a. given by Leverton Harris and the £25 p.a.

by Levinstein to the much larger amounts furnished by Booth, Flett and

Mosely • At the same time Commissioners were requested to raise funds from

their own firms and from business acquaintances in their industries and

locali ties.

In 1908 Pearson handed over a vaguely exercised control over finance

to Burbidge, and with it supplied a list of sources of finance in the "early
" C.. 4days of the ommuss~on. Though obviously not made from memory, the list

was not compiled in an entirely consistent way.5 The most serious

1. Pearson to Hewins, 14 November 1903; H.P.
2. Complete records of subscriptions and donations exist only from 1

January 1910. There is however ample (but probably not complete) evid-
ence of how and from whom funds were collected in the earlier years.

3. W.A.S. Hewins, "My Connection with the Fiscal Controversy", loc. cit.
4. Pea:son to Burbid~e, 30 June 1908; C-176, T.e.p.
5. It ~s.kn~n, for ~ns~ance, that Leverton Harris's £50 contribution was

made :n five annual instalments. In Pearson's letter it is not broken
down Lnt o years, though some others are.
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implications of this are~ firstly, that the list may not be complete and,

secondly, that it IS uncertain as to what period it covers. The second
possibility makes it impossible to check the first with other surviving

evidence. A further dimension to the problem may be that the list covers

a different time span for different Commissioners. Since Leverton Harris's

£50 is known to have been spread over the years 1904-1908, do we assume that

the entries for Baynes, Booth, Dennis, Keswick, etc., in Table 9 were made
1In 1904-1905 and that further contributions were made later?

The surviving correspondence files, however, suggest these imperfections

to be of relatively minor importance. They give support to the view that a

(say) £250 p.a. payment in 1904-1905 did not necessarily imply continuation

in 1906 and 1907. Regular yearly SUbscriptions right through the period

1904-1908 seem to have been something of a rarity. The files do, however,

allow us to extend the list of contributing members beyond the 31 mentioned

in Pearson's letter. A payment of £100 made by Keen in November 19062 IS

not included, and no mention is made of the £1000 paid by Mosely around

1905.3 Pearson purposely left Burbidge's "own generous amounts" out of
4his letter to the new treasurer, and he seems to have omitted his own £100

and a similar sum from Eckersley, both made around the turn of 1906-1907.5

These omissions of certain contributors are almost certainly a more

serious deficiency of Table 9 than is the timing problem discussed above.

Omissions revealed by the correspondence files have been included in the

table, but it must be stressed that this is not intended to give it a

spurious appearance of completeness. In sum, where an entry is made, this

1. It is known, for instance, that Dennis sent £100 in July 1905,
guaranteed £25 p.a. for five years in July 1906 and sent a further
£100 in 1907, knowledge which gells imperfectly with Table 9 no matter
when Pearson's list was compiled. See C-135, T.C.P.

2. Keen to Caillard, 6 November 1906; C-512, T.C.P.
3. O'Farrell to Hurd and Hewins to Pearson, both 7 July 1905; C-176,

T.C.P.
4. Pearson to Burbidge, 30 June 1908; C-176, T.C.P. That the expression

was not mere courtesy is corroborated by Pearson's remarks to Hewins
that Burbidge'~ contributions were "exceedingly generous". See
Pearson to Hew~ns, 23 March 1906; H.P.

5. O'Farrell to Hewins, 14 January 1907; C-176, T.C.P.
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probably glves a correct indication of the amount contributed by an

individual, but there may be a few others who have escaped inclusion.

Furthermore, there is difficulty in determining a Commissioner's precise

contribution when his actions obviously influenced his own firm's generosity.

In Table 9, for instance, we have added to George Flett's personal

contribution that sent by Dick, Kerr and Co., thus separating it from the

other funds collected by Flett from his contacts in the electrical

engineering industry. The entry of £100 for Goulding was, in fact, £50

from Goulding himself and £50 from W. and H.M. Goulding. Evans' £151

contribution, however, was a personal one, and it is not known whether

donations from John Dickinson and Co. (over the years to be a substantial

contributor) are or are not included in the sum he collected from others.

Thus we cannot tell that the firms of even those included 1n Pearson's

letter are adequately represented. Sir Vincent Cail1ard 1S a different

case again. He has been excluded ln spite of the fact that he induced
1Vickers, Sons and Maxim to contribute generously, and by 1911 had been

trying for several years to "get the consent of the Chairman to subscribing

more than [the] £250" which had become its standard contribution.2

The problem of separating the individual's contribution from that of

his firm, and ensuring that both are included, is one of the main

difficulties in establishing the proportion of Commission income provided

by members. The other is the unknown time period covered by Table 9.

Nevertheless we may attempt a crude estimate. Total donations received

were £37,012 in the calendar years 1904-1908 inclusive, £29,318 in 1904-1907,

and £25,012 in 1904-1906. On this basis discovered contributions by members

represented 44.6 per cent of 1904-1906 donations, 38.0 per cent of 1904-1907

donations, or 30.1 per cent of 1904-1908 donations. Since Pearson's letter

1.
2.

Pe~son to Burb~dge, 30 June 1908; C-176, T.C.P.
Ca~llard to.He~ns, 7 July 1911; C-286, T.C.P. This problem is
made more d~ff~cult by Vickers' preference for their contributions to
be made through the person of Cai11ard, presumably for diplomatic
reasons.
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seems to refer to the period before the five-year guarantee fund of 1906
was under way, it would seem safe to discard the lowest of these estimates,
leaving us with the rough conclusion that in the early years Commissioners
themselves provided around 40 per cent of the income of the organisation.1

TABLE 10
Tariff Commission Income: 1904-1909 (£}

Donations Bank. Interest Sales of Reports

1904
1905
1906
1907
1908
1909

10,364
7,526
7,121
4,306
7,694
5,806

27
2

120
287
381
38
93

11
46

Note: Figures rounded to nearest £.
Sources: For 1904-1908, "Summary of Income and Expenditure

for the five years 1904 to 1908", and for 1909,
Income and Expenditure Accounts, 1 January - 30 June
and 1 July - 31 December 1909; T.C.P.

The inclusion of funds collected by Commissioners would increase the
percentage to 52.9 in 1904-1906 or 45.2 in 1904-1907. It should be
remembered, however, that such figures almost certainly understate the real
proportion, since it is doubtful that the donations of all firms in which
Commissioners had influence have been included.

The decision to carry on the business of the Commission after the 1906
election was accompanied by plans to "raise a guarantee for five years of a
sum sufficient to maintain the Commission in a state of efficiency,2 a
guarantee the first purpose of which was to be used "towards the completion
of the reports". 3 Though no complete record of the results of the new
appeal exists, it appears to have been only partially successful. Though

2.
3.

Small amounts of bank interest and receipts from the sale of reports
and memoranda have been ignored in this calculation. They are shown
in Table 10, which highlights their insignificance. To include them
would increase income for the siX-year period 1904-1909 from £42,817
to £43,823,.&0 increase of 2.3 per cent.
Hu:d to LeVl.nstein, 29 June 1907; C-599, T.C.P.
Call1ard to Rank, 13 November 1906; C-333, T.C.P.

1.
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Hurd stated that £2,500 p .a. had been obtained "at once", 1 and though else-

where mention was made of at least thirty guarantors of £100 p .a.,2 in

addition to a timely £1,000 donation from Chamberlain,3 the response fell

short of innnediate needs. Annual expenditure averaged nearly £7,200 in

1906 and 1907. By the early summer of 1907 Hewins had calculated that an

extra £2,500 p.a. was required in the form of guarantees to keep the

COrrmUssion operating safely, at its present level, in the future.4

The realisation that the guarantee appeal had failed partially was the

prelude to a protracted period of financial stringency. 1907 was to prove

the worst year and 1909 was the only one apart from this when donations

brought in less than £6,000,5 but literary evidence suggests that even in

the relatively good year of 1907, when fund-raising activity was at its

height, the financial position was not easy. In May 1908 Hewins recorded

that finance had been "very strained" over the previous twelve months,

because of the obligation to "supply information throughout the movement"

in addition to the need to carry on with the original project.6 In December

Burbidge wrote to Rank, who had sent £100 after the election but had

declined to accept a five-year guarantee, stressing the difficult financial

position and taking the typically optimistic Tariff Reformer's view that

since there would be a general election early in 1909 this would "probably"

be the last call it would be necessary to make on members.7 "I should be

very glad if this is so", he added wryly, "as you know, I have been a pretty
8heavy contributor to the funds lItYself". The £2,070 received from large

contributors in the second half of 1908 was on the low side and suggests

that the heaviest donations in that year were made, unusually, in the first

1-
2.
3.4.

Hurd to Levinstein, 29 June 1907; C-599, T.C.P.
Rank to Hewins, 12 November 1906; C-333, T.C.P.
Cai lIard to Hewi ns , 9 November 1906; H •P •
Hewins repeated Hurd's figure that £2,500 p.a. had been raised. It
mB¥ be that five of the original guarantors had withdrawn. See
Hewins to Chamberlain, copy, undated but c. June 1907; H.P.
Figures for 1910 are not available.
Hewi?s to Keswick, 8 May 1908; C-637, T.C.P.
Burb~dge to Rank, 4 December 1908· C-333 T C PIbid. ' ,. . .

5.
6.
7.
8.
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half: certainly by July 1909 Rank was arranging a meeting with Burbidge

"wi th regard to the liquidating of the debt on the working of the Tariff
. . ,,1

Commi s s i on • His earlier request for a balance sheet, however, suggests
2a less than complete enthusiasm for continuing his support. Even the

imminence of the first election of 1910 seems to have done little to attract

funds • In November 1909 Burbidge wrote to Waring:

The interest of our old supporters now seems to be
flagging ••. financially, presumably because they
think now that we are nearing our goal, little money
will be needed, and not a few, no doubt, feel that
having done their share, others must come forward "'3

In December, with a January election inevitable,4 Burbidge urged the necessity

of raising £5,000 for "immediate contingencies". 5 There is slight evidence

that the position had improved during the course of 1909, perhaps because of

the galvanising effect of the scent of an election in the air, or perhaps

because of a late rallying of Commissioners. During the first half of the

year expenditure had exceeded income by £914, but in the second half income
6exceeded expenditure by £404, despite a slight rise in the latter. Never-

the1ess, by the end of November Burbidge still pointed out that, in spite of

office economies, weekly expenditure was above weekly income and that
.17reserves were runmng ow.

The guarantee fund launched in 1906 was not, of course, seen as

sufficient in itself for the operation of the COmnUssion; rather, it was

intended to be a stable base which could be topped up by less certain

contributions from firms and indi vidual.s• As it came to be realised that

the guarantee had been less successful than was hoped, Hewins set out to

1. Burbi dge to Rank, 12 De cember 1908, and Rank to Burbi dge, 6 July 1909;
C-333, T.C.P.

2. Rank to Burbidge, 7 December 1908; C-333, T.C.P.
3. Burbidge to Waring, 25 November 1909; C-216, T.C.P.
4. On 2 December Asqui th had moved and carried a resolution in the Commons

that the Lords had breached the constitution and usurped the rights of
the Commons. See R.C.K. Ensor, England 1870-1914, (Oxford, 1936),
p. 417.

5. T.C.M.(P), 112th Sitting, 20 December 1909; T.C.P.
6 • Inc~ and Expe~di tu:e Accounts, 1909; T •C.P .
7. Burbd dge to Levl ns'ted n , 25 November 1909; C-599, T.C.P.
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make the random element in other donations less subject to chance.

commissioners "unanimously agreed" to arrange meetings between businessmen

in their localities and Hewins, so that he could "review the work which had

been done, and invite them to SUbscribe", a plan which met with Chamberlain's
1support. Late in 1906, and indeed well into 1907, efforts were still being

made to arrange such fund-raising conferences.2 At the same time the

Commission was circulating firms who had provided information to the

Commission. By September 1907 Hurd informed Hewins that £1,860 had been

recei ved since the "appeal", and it appears from the context of the letter

that he was discussing the meetings with businessmen and the postal appeal

rather than the guarantee fund.3 Nevertheless, very little money was coming

in, and a large project to catch "firms whose names have been given us by

Commissioners and others but who had not sent in any Forms [of Inquiry]"

was being urged by Hurd and Rosenbaum, who thought that the exercise would

need some 15-20,000 SUbscription letters.4 Hewins thought the response to

the postal appeal "not too bad" and suggested that Hurd write again to firms
. l' d 5WhlCh had not rep le .

The experience of the Commission seems to suggest that the period after

the disillusionment of the 1906 election was difficult for sustaining the

Tariff Reform agitation. Partly, this reflected a reaction to the high

pressure of the years 1904-1906. Charles Allen wrote that the appeal for

subscriptions in 1906 came at a bad time because he had just borne election

expenses of over £350 and sustained a loss of £6,000 in South African

securities. He needed time to decide whether he could afford to support

the Commission, though stressed that he was "more than ever one of

Mr. Chamberlain's strongest supporters".6 It is perhaps not without

1. Hewins to Chamberlain, n.d. but June 1907, and Chamberlain to Hewins,
24 June 1907; H.P.

2. See, e.g., ~ewins to Eckersley (circular), 29 June 1907; C-124, T.C.P.
3. Hurd to Hew:ns, 14 September 1907; C-174.1, T.C.P.
4. Hur~ to Hewlns, 5 September 1907; ibid.
5. HeW1ns to Hu:d, 17 September 1907; ibid.6. Allen to HeWlns, 20 March 1906; H.P.
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significance that Henry Bessemer and Co. cancelled their sUbscription on the
. 1same date as h i s letter. The Commission not only lost Hickman's financial

support after the election, but his sympathy as well.

The fevered activity of 1904-1906 had not only been carried on on a

scale difficult to sustain after 1906, but it had also resulted in a plethora

of different organisations which pressed a wide range of competing claims on

individual Tariff Reformers. Though Keen contributed to the Commission in

1906, he refused to offer a guarantee since he still had £500 of a £1,000

guarantee made to the Imperial Tariff Committee outstanding for 1907 and

1908, and he did not "feel justified in incurring further liability". 2

Firth, an ardent helper in the woollen enquiry and a man who had refused a

position on the Commission in order to concentrate his contribution to Tariff

Reform in Yorkshire, was obviously needled by Burbidge's appeal: "I am

probably better posted about what Mr. Burbidge has done for Tariff Reform

than he is about what I have done," he wrote, "or he would not ask me to

help them in London". 3 Recounting his activities for the Halifax branch of

the League and the West Riding Tariff Reform Federation, both of which he

had founded, he hoped it would be agreed "that I am doing my share". 4

Percy Glass, the Stockport cotton manufacturer and founder of the Cotton

Trade Tariff Reform Association, declined to help on the grounds that his own

literature and speaking tours were taking all his funds. "Indeed, I am

directly assisting your League because I am frequently called on by

Provincial Branches ••• and it costs me money every time". 5

Furthermore, individual Commissioners were less than enthusiastic in the

arranging of meetings with local businessmen. Gilbey, who contributed £150

in the nine months after the election in spite of being disgusted at the

half-hearted w~ the Unionists had endorsed Tariff Reform in its election

l.
2.
3.4.
5 •

Henry Bess:mer and Co. Ltd. to Hewins, 20 March 1906: H.P.
K:en to Caa11ard, 6 November 1906; C-S12, T.C.P. .~~!~to S. Summerscale, 20 November 1908; C-1647, T.C.P.
Glass to Hewins, 15 December 1907,' C 197- ,T.C.P.
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campaign,l thought that in Buckinghamshire "nothing can be done to raise

funds and my own trade are not interested". 2 Rank knew the collection of

funds from his friends, most of them Liberals and Free Traders, to be doomed

to failure.3 Though Eckersley thought in 1907 that a personal appeal to

manufacturers and businessmen should have a good response in Lancashire
4because of the good trade of the previous two or three years, and though

Jones did excuse himself from contributing on the grounds of bad trade,5 it

is doubtful that Eckersley's line of causation was correct. It was more

likely that good trade would lessen the incentive to finance Tariff Reform

acti vity. Thus Levinstein was probably more realistic in his assessment

that Manchester was:

.•. the most difficult place in the U.K. to create
sympathy or achieve support for Tariff Reform, moreover
the time has not yet arrived for a successful propaganda -
business is yet too good. It is true that there are a
number of men amongst t.hem, who sympathise with our
movement, but most of those have not the courage to
publicly acknowledge their sympathy. I should therefore
advise to postpone your contemplated visit to the town
until the boom has simmered down'6

There is slight evidence, furthermore, that 1910 was also a bad year

for the Commission, perhaps because of the effect of the January election

result on morale. Donations amounted to only £2,751 in the first half of

the year, and a reduced expenditure still slightly exceeded income.7 Some

Commissioners were involved heavily in election expenses. Hickman, who had

subscribed £1,930 to the League and the Commission since 1904, was evidently

annoyed with the financial organisation of the whole campaign. In fighting

a constituency for his son who was unwell, he obtained no help from the

1. Gilbey to Hewins, two letters, 29 March 1906 and (7) November 1906;
C-203, T.C.P.
Gilbey to Hewins, 19 July 1906; ibid.
Rank to Hewins, 2 July 1907; C-333, T.C.P.
"Unfortunately I retired before this boom came on", he continued sadly.
Eckersley to Hewins, 2 July 1907; C-124, T.C.P.
The Shipping industr,y was, of course, in a perennial position of world
over-capaci ty in this period, even during conditions of world boom.
See D.H. A1dcroft, "The Depression in British Shipping 1901-1911"
Jou:nal ?f Transport History, VIII, 1965. ' ,
Lennsteln to Hur~, 30 June 1907; C-599, T.C.P.
Income and Expenditure Account, 1 July - 31 De cember 1909; T •C •P .

2.
3.4.
5.

6.
7.
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League. "I applied personally the other day to the Tariff Reform League",

he wrote, "and the Secretary told me that I was outside his area though I
1had sent him a cheque for £50 a few days before." Pearson also declined

because of his heavy expenses in the Tariff Reform cause. In addition to

his subscription of £250 p.a. to the League, he fought for Tariff Reform in

his newspapers much harder than did any other proprietor. "An Election is

popularly supposed to be a good thing for the newspapers", he wrote. "It

is nothing of the kind. Adverts are dull, and expenses are enormously
increae.d.,,2

Added to this was the fact that after S1-X years the Commission was

beginning to strain the patience of some members. It is shown below that

some half of the original 59 members did not attend after the 1910 elections,

though some of the absentees continued to contribute.3 But it did not go

unnoticed that the much-vaunted scientific tariff had still to be published.

When Burbidge wrote to Lyle before the first 1910 election asking for the

names of friends who were Tariff Reformers, Lyle answered that he knew many

but that the "difficulty is to make them believe that the Commission is

doing anything that is not 'dead'''.4 The next two years only strengthened

that conviction.5 In retrospect it is clear that the Commission's hand-to-

mouth existence during the elections of 1910 could not carry on indefinitely,

and subsequently Burbidge was to make a second attempt to launch a guarantee

fund to stabilise Commission finance. 6

VI

When, in February 1904, the Standard described the new body as the
"T . ff L C··" 7. h . .arl. eague onmus Sl.on , l.t ec oe d the conruai.on in the public mind of

l.
2.
3.
4.
5.6.
7.

Hickman to Hewins, 5 January 1910; C-174.1, T.C.P.
Pearson to Burbidge, 11 January 1910; C-176, T.C.P.
See below, pp. 191-193,
LYle to Burb~dge, 15 December 1909; C-1154, T.C.P.
~le to Burbl.dge, 23 June 1911; C-1154 T C PAround 19],.1-12. ' .•.
Hurd to Ed. Standard, 12 February 1904·, C 6-17 , T.C.P.



181

its proclaime d purpose. Even members made similarly revealing mistakes;

both Eckersley and Jones spoke of the "Tari ff Reform Commission" in early
1correspondence with the secretary. Though Hewins sought to banish the

implication of partisanship in the press~ and to urge that the enquiry would

embrace all manufacturers~ Free Trade and protectionist alike~2 his statements

ve-re made the less convincing by the fact that the early pUblicity given to

the Commission and its COllection of members was issued in the form of press

statements by the Tariff Reform League.3 Thereafter~ the imputation of bias

by conscious mis-handling of the Commission's title~ even by civil servants

presumably aware of their obligation to formal correctitude, never entirely
. 4disappeared.

Though it ~s true that the link between the Commission and the League

was not strong ~n the early years~ until, that is, Hewins took a more active

role on the League executive some time after the 1906 election, and though

the Commission did not receive financial support from the League, its

activities could not be said to strengthen the claim to impartiality.

Hewins's own claim was, from the start, a weak one. He was known to many

as "Economist" in the Times articles of summer 1903, and he had already

dropped his cloak of anonymity in a letter protesting the assertion of

"authori ty" by the fourteen professors. 5 It cannot be said that his actions

after the establishment of the Commission saw any reform in this respect.

It is true that he regretted the involvement of the League in organising the

meeting at Manchester on 26 February, but his habit of making speeches in

pairs, and following a cautious statement of the Commission's procedures and

Objectives with a strong and direct address on the general aspects of fiscal

and imperial policy only an hour or two later, was not likely to satisfY the

1. Eckersley to Hewins, n.d. but January or February 1904; C-124, T.C.P.:
Jones to Hewins, 22 January 1904; C-417, T.C.P.

2. Morning Post (editorial), 17 December 1903.
3. See, e.g., Times, 18 December 1903.
4. The Earl of Elgin (Secretar,y of State for the Colonies, 1905-1908)

probably took great delight in mis-naming the Commission. See Elgin
to Hewins, 25 April 1907; H.P.

5. Hewins to Ed. Times, 20 August 1903.
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listener who heard both speeches, or the reader who found them reproduced
001one below the other In hls newspaper. Outside the Commission, he campaigned

actively for Tariff Reform, frequently speaking before League branch meetings,

whilst he did not scruple to supply Unionist politicians with the information
o 0 , ri.i 2from the COmmlSSlOn s l es. Furthermore, the secrecy of Hewins's visit to

Canada in 1905, initiated by Chamberlain, allow us to form a picture of

conspiracy and intrigue for naked and even unconstitutional political
o 3

mot.i ve s ,

It l.S tempting to assert that the Commission was a mere propaganda

device, a facade of methodological caution and sane business pragmatism

serVlng only to hide a baser and more emotional core of crude protectionism

and Tory xenophobia. Otherwise, Hewins's apparent ability to reconcile his

running of a sober, moderate commission of enquiry with his other activities

in the Tariff Reform cause appears incongruous. This is reinforced by his

own memoirs, which largely consist of an obsessive and teleological account
4of his role on the journey towards Ottawa.

In part, such a view is undoubtedly true: there was a large propagandist

element in the conception of the Commission and in its subsequent operation.

Nevertheless, Hewins and his associates had another view of their own
motives, a view held at times strongly and obsessively, and at others less

strongly and with something of tongue in cheek:

We acted on the principle that if the industries and the
problems they suggested could be accurately described the
solution of those problems would almost suggest itself'5

Here we can see clearly the influence of historicism. There was undoubtedly,

on the Commission in its early years, an atmosphere that the commission, alone

3.
4.
5.

Compare Hewins's afternoon talk on the Commission with his evening talk
on imperial policy at Manchester on 26 February 1904; in Manchester
Guardian, 27 February 1904.
It must be remarked, however, that the Commission would not have
hesitated to supply material to Liberal pOliticians as well~ On rare
occasions this did happen.
For the "Mission to Canada", see WAS H' A l' I. . • enns, po ogla .••, ,
eh , 5.
Apologia •••, passism.
Ibid., I, p. 86 (IlT¥ emphasis).

1.

2.
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ln the controversy, was laying bare the skeleton of the fiscal problem.
Put naively and more crudely than any of its members would have done, the
Commission felt that, of all the participants in the debate, it was the
nearest to truth, largely by virtue of its inductive methodology. This
belief perhaps allowed Hewins to make a distinction between the Commission's
'scientific' role of discovery, and his own extra-curricular activities in
dissemination. The difference between 'education', in this sense meant as
the dissemination of established 'truths' and 'facts', and 'propaganda' is
doubtless a wide one to the fervent believer.l

Hewins was by no means the only person associated with the Commission

who acted 'outside the Grange'. Individual Commissioners were allowed to
act on their own account. It was not, of course, feasible to stop them,
and none of the organisers would have wished to, save perhaps when Pearson
occasionally launched his own private schemes which caused Hewins embarrass-

2ment but which he knew himself powerless to stop. Other members, whether
MFs such as Chaplin and Leverton Harris, or those active in local politics
such as Mitchell, Jones and Evans, made frequent speeches on the fiscal
issue, and all found the COmnUssion a willing supplier of information and
argument.

Under Hewins's direction, the direction of a man torn between loyalty

1. It should perhaps be emphasised that this, in itself, irrespective of
any view held by the Commission that its findings revealed absolute,
scientific truth, was strictly a perversion of the stated objectives of
the Commission. Given that the Commission's purpose was to construct
an overall, integrated tariff, Hewins could not legitimately invoke the
Commission's authority before that integrated tariff had been produced.
In fact, an integrated tariff was never produced, (see below, ch. 8).

2. This was, however, as much because Pearson's schemes, appearing in
the Standard or the Daily Express, were out of sympathy with
Chamberlain's general policy as because they were against the spirit
of Tariff Commission business. Early in 1905, Pearson's advocacy of
a change in Tariff Reform policy in the Standard led Chamberlain to
reaffirm his intention to stick broadly to the Glasgow programme since,
"independently of the merits, it would be fatal to swap horses while
crossing a stream". Chamberlain urged the Commission to "discuss
the propos~ls and pass a resol~tion strongly disapproving of them", a
course Hewlns successfully reslsted on the grounds that the incident
would pas~ over. .See Chamberlain to Hewins, 3 February 1905, also
Chamberl8J..nto Hewlns, 9 February 1905; H .P.
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to an imperial policy and the attractive idea of an omniscient, scientific

bureaucracy, the Comnassion was seldom kept within the strict limits of its

original terms of reference. But, early in the enquiry, Hewins could be

seen attempting to keep these opposing tendencies in check. Whenconfronted

with intelligence on the difficulties of sustaining Tariff Reform activity

in Manchester he wrote that "it does not fall within my province to make any

suggestion, or to interfere in any way with that Department - the work of

Tariff Reform - but I am extremely glad to know from you the state of

affairs", and he expressed the hope that those involved in propaganda would

find ways of st.imu.l.at.ing greater activity in the area. 1 Furthermore, when

he did give advice to the League, even through Commissionmembers, it was to

advise scientific caution. Whenthe Bradford branch of the TRLdecided to

send a small deputation of 'tariff trippers' to Germanyto examine prices and

wages in the Germantextile industry, Hewins urged Mitchell to consider the

"great difficulty and complexity" of the task:

Amongst the experts of my acquaintance both here and in
Germanythe greatest difference of opinion prevails ...
An inquiry into the Cost of Living requires a grip of so
many factors and such a great mass of data collected from
a variety of sources that I do not think the opinion of
people who have not been specifically trained ... is of
the least value. If your deputation goes to Germanyand
comes back and issues a report which is in conflict, as it
may very easily be, with the conclusions of important
scientific experts, I do not think that any very useful
purpose would be served'2

Though Hewins was evidently concerned with preventing the League from looking

foolish and perhaps damaging Chamberlain's campaign, there was equally

evident a desire to keep separate the work of methodical enquiry from more

sensational schemes. Serious international comparisons were not the

League's business.

This mild schizophrenia in Hewins's outlook, between propaganda and

scientific enquiry, was shared by members of the Commission. To a large

extent it was the same division of loyalties within the individual - Alfred

1.
2.

Hewins to Percy Glass, 30 December 1903 C 197 T C; - , •• P.
Hewins to Mitchell, 15 April 1904; C-741, T.C.P.
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Hickman can be counted, with the other iron and steel representatives, as a

cautious spirit in the derivation of the iron and steel tariff,l and yet

both he and his son contested the 1906 election as T.ariff Reformers. It is
less valid to see the division as one between extremist and moderate members

of the Commission. Though it can be safely assumed from the record left by

their biographers that neither Pearson nor Chaplin would have bothered to

exercise the subtlety necessary to recognise or preserve such n~ce

distinctions,2 the iron and steel enquiry was to show that many Commissioners

were very concerned to maintain a distinction between 'fact' and 'inference',

to avoid "mere electioneering". 3

As time went by the Commission's distinction between the legitimate and

the illegitimate was to become weaker. When Hurd passed letters from a

German chamber of commerce to an English manufacturer on to the Standard and

the Daily Express with the request that they be published, he was perhaps

technically only ensuring widespread circulation of information supplied to

the Commission, but he nevertheless requested that the Commission should not

be mentioned.4 And by April 1905 Hewins was actually prompting the

Manchester branch of the League to protest in the Manchester Guardian at

Germany's unequal application of the most-favoured-nation clause on worsteds

and at Salisbury's5 lethargic attitude to the problem, though it ~s true

f h M h . .. 6that Campbell 0 t e anc ester branch had requested h~s op~n~on.

By the election campaign the thin distinction between propaganda and

popularisation of material supplied to the Commission had become increasingly

hard to separate. Existing and potential Tariff Commission MFs, and members

serving otherwise in local constituencies, used its resources heavily.

3.
4.

See below, pp. 205, 207, 271, 288,
S. Dark, Life of Sir Arthur Pearson, (London, n.d. but c. 1922), p . 108.

d A G G di "H Ch 1'" • • .an •• ar ner, enry ap In , ~n Prophets, Pr~ests and K~ngs,
(2nd Edn., London, 1914), especially p. 213.
See below, p ..269,
Hurd to Eds. Standard and Daily Express, two letters, both 18 October1904; C.176, T.C.P.
President of the Board of Trade March to D ib 1905C bell to H' 18 .' ecem er •
1;:; C-1941:~~~P. Apnl 1905, and Hewins to Campbell, 19 April

1-
2.

5.6.
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Indeed, Chamberlain had deliberately sought Tariff Reform candidates from
. ., nk 1the Comnnsslon s ra s. After the election Hewins wrote an informal

policy document which seemed for the first time to accept categorically a

conscious and deliberate and formal political role for the Commission. He

argued that the Commission should increase its output of memoranda on

specific problems related to trade policy, "In view of the fact that the

Unionist Party is now committed to a Fiscal Campaign, but has no official

body of experts to present the case in regard to concrete questions that

arise".2 Even more ominous was the desire to "develop the machinery which

is already an embryo for instructing Members [of Parliament]", which statement,

allied to the specific intention to align the Commission to the Union~st party
3as a "body of experts, can hardly be interpreted as anything other than

complete acceptance of a direct political function. Though Hewins might

still bluster about the neutral role of the Commission as a body of experts

on the construction of tariffs and their effects in public, the internal

view of the Commission, though not necessarily of all its members, was that

its resources should be used directly in support of the Unionists in active
4Though this was bound to result in some loss of support, a largepoli tics.

majori ty must have acquiesced with at least some degree of enthusiasm, since

no less than 38 of the original 59 members supported the Commission either

financially or with their attendance after the second 1910 election.5

Furthermore, this figure might have been increased by up to seven if death

1. Chamberlain to Hewins, 21 February 1905; H.P.
2. Those suggested were unemployment and "sweated labour", dumping, and

new developments in foreign tariff structures. See Hewins to Pearson,
19 February 1906; C-176, T.C.P., for the original draft of this policy
document.

3. Ibid.
4. Charles Lyle was one of those who felt keenly the failure of the

Commission to derive and publish a complete tariff. In 1911 he wrote
that the Commission "has now been at work for ten (sic) years and has
not yet done what it was originally formed to do vi z. to frame a
tariff; and it has developed into a statistical'bureau doing no doubt,
gOOd. work but work I am not inclined to participate in". Se~ Lyle to
Burb1dge, 23 June 1911; C-1154, T.C.P.

5. See below, Table 11, p. 191 and Table 12, p. 193.
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. d 1had not 1ntervene . In the following section we trace the extent to which

the COrrmUssion retained the loyalty of its surviving members down to 1910

(by which time it had already stepped beyond the boundaries of its early role

in the movement) and beyond. A more detailed consideration of the

COrnnUssion's later work and its place in Hewins's entry into active party

politics is left until the results of its enquiries have been examined in
.1 2more de tar •

VII

The Tariff Corr.mUssion, as one mind, hoped fervently for a Unionist

success in the 1906 election, a success that would signal the first step

towards a mandate for a protectionist tariff. The general impression 1S

that, amongst its members as elsewhere, hopes for victory were so high that

Unionists were half-consciously blinding themselves to the omnipresent labour

vote. Leverton Harris wrote that Tariff Reform was "making very rapid

progress in all manufacturing centres. In my constituency, my opponent's

canvasser advised him to stop criticising this. Every time he spoke of

tariff reform he lost votes". 3 If we regard this as hyperbole or, at least,

extreme optimism, it should perhaps be remembered that the Unionists did

poll 43 per cent of the votes cast, and that a swing of only 10.5 per cent
4caused a net transference of 38 per cent of seats. It is well known that

Chamberlain was deeply shocked by the result. By M~ 1906 he could admit to

the Tariff Co~ssion that:

I do not know any of us, certainly not I myself, were
sanguine enough to imagine that the Election could
possibly have been a success for the party, either the

2.
3.
4.

Of the ten who died in or before 1910 three had resigned, leaving
seven who died 'in service'. See below, p. 194, fn. 2.
See below, chapter 8.
Leverton Harris to Hewins, 26 January 1906; C-295, T.C.P.
A.K. Russell, Liberal Landslide: The General Election of 1906,
(Newton Abbot, 1973), p. 166. Henry Pe11ing puts the swing at only
9 .2 per cent. See hi s -Ah-:Sr0;-c..;;;i..;;;a;.;:l::.......::Ge:.::.::o:.cg~r~a;~p!!;h~y~O~f:.._!B~r~i~t::..:!i:.:;s!!h~E!:!1!:.!:e~c~t~i~0~n~s~,t......:!1~8?:8~5C1910, (London, 1967), p. 430. -

1.
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political or the fiscal party, in which we are
especially interested .•• We anticipated a defeat,
although ... not •.. so complete a defeat ..•

1

Chamberlain showed a similar, though perhaps less marked ambivalence towards

the function of the Commission that we have already observed in Hewins.

Feeling that the issues in the election had been "varied and complicated",

he thought it "most unreasonable to suppose that the results offer a proper

or a sufficient test of the opinion of the people on the subject of Fiscal

Reform".2 Short-term trading conditions of "exceptional prosperity" could

not for long mask Britain's relative economic decline.3 His feeling that

the election should not affect the working of the commission reflects a

belief in the uniqueness of the Commission, and of its place in the debate

above party controversy:

We must all admit for the moment it would be useless
to continue the agitation upon anything like a
sensational scale; but it is more than ever necessary
that the work of education should go on, and above all,
that we should be prepared to complete the task which
we have undertaken, and that when the inevitable reaction
comes about we shall be fairly ready to put forward our
definite and detailed proposals'4

Thus the Commission supported resolutions that the outstanding reports,

those on agriculture, engineering and imperial preference particularly,

should be completed by the end of the parliamentary session, so that a

complete draft tariff, taking account not only of single trades but also

"of all the indirect complications which arise from the connection between

one trade and another" could be produce d.5 Hewins, too, had been working

along similar lines. With proper handling of publicity a complete set of

reports "might powerfully affect public opinion in the autumn and next

winter [1906-1907]".6 After that was done, Hewins and Pearson saw two

basic possibilities: that the Commission carry on as at present or that it

1. T.C.M.(P), 3 May 1906; T.C.P.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid.
5. Ibid.
6 . Hewins to Chamberlain, 20 April 1906; H. P .
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be converted into the "statistical department of the Tariff Reform League".l

They both felt the informal consensus on the Commission to be in favour of

the former:

The commission has been supported both financially and
more extensively from the evidence of important political
people who are not among your [Chamberlain's] political
supporters. It is doubtful whether the Commission could
hand over its materials to any body which is merely
propagandist in character without causing widespread
discontent and distrust'2

Chamberlain accepted these views3 and the prospect of extending the life of

the Commission beyond the end of the parliamentary session led to the

establishment of a guarantee fund to place the commission's finances on a
., 4longer-term b asi s than had ha therto been the case.

For several Commissioners the election was the acid test of the use-

fUlness of the Commission. Sir Charles Elliott resigned in May, thus

leaving the Commission bereft of any representative of the Indian sub-
. t 5contri ne n . Sir Alfred Hickman anticipated him, no longer willing to

support a movement which, in demanding a duty on corn, effectively prevented

what he saw as its main objective of industrial retaliation.6 More

significant than outright resignation, however, was a gradual process of

attrition. The attendance records of individual Commissioners (given in

Appendix 3) have to be used with caution. The large majority of meetings

were held to hear evidence from industries with which only a minority of

Commissioners were directly involved. Though Hewins never discouraged

attendance by those only peripherally or academically interested, it was

never expected that they should attend. Thus it is not a safe measure of

the enthusiasm of individual Commissioners that members' attendance at

meetings to hear witnesses commonly averaged around ten and ranged between

1. Hewins to Chamberlain, 12 M8¥ 1906; H.P.
2. Ibid.
3. J. Wilson to Hewins, 15 May 1906; H.P.
4. See above, pp. 174-175.
5. On India as the Cinderella in the Tariff Reform movement, see below,

pp. 342-347.
6. Hickman to Hewins, 26 April 1906; 49/109-110, H.P.
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five and fifteen.l Of more significance were those meetings where

Chamberlain was present - usually those where a draft report was being

considered, or (as early in 1904 or in May 1906) when future policy was being

discussed. Prior to the election Chamberlain attended six meetings and on

four of them attendance was over 40 (being 53, 44, 43 and 45 respectively).

Furthermore one of the other two occasions was merely an ordinary meeting to
. 2hear evi dence . Yet at the only meeting that Chamberlain attended after

the election (the 104th , on 3 May 1906) only 34 were present. Thereafter

the attendance figures were swelled by the increasing numbers of sub-committee

members and, later, new Comnnssioners who signed the book. After the 110th

meeting (25 June 1908) when, out of a total of 33 present, 28 were members

of the original Comnnssion, there were never again more than eighteen of the

founder members in attendance at any one time.

It is nevertheless easy to exaggerate this process of attrition and

difficult to locate its progress over time. Fourteen of the Commission had

ceased attending by the election, and another five attended the first meeting

after the election and then no more. Thus virtually one quarter of the

original strength had been lost. It is difficult, however, to attribute

this solely to the result of the election. Of the seven who never attended

after 1904 (see Table 11) we know only that Hickman resigned formally on

account of the Liberal landslide. Tennant died in June 1906 and Jones

continued to subscribe to finance long after he stopped attending. Of the

very early losses only Keen, who disagreed strongly with the methods of the

iron and steel enquiry, and Ryder, who resigned almost immediately, are known

to have lost interest in or sympathy with the Commission well before the

election. Of the seven who last attended in 1905, one, Sir Robert Herbert,

had died after a very good attendance record as chairman. The remaining six

1. The iron and steel witnesses tended to attract a larger audience than
representatives of other trades.

2. Thus it is easy to ~ee why t~e meeting (20 April 1904) was poorly
attended for a meet~ng at which Ch~~berl8J.·n t d 11

,. QW was nresen an weattended for one a.nwhl.ch only routl'ne bus 1.' ~ d t dness was con uc e .
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last attended in November or December, around the time that the textile
reports were being completed. It may be that three o~ them (Birchenough,
Bostock and Mitchell, all textile representatives) regarded their useful

active connection with the Commission as over, though it would be di~ficult

to see the election as doing anything but reinforcing that decision. The

same may be true o~ Eckersley, always a reluctant member of the Commission

and one of the ~ve who attended only once after the election, but he never-

theless made contributions to ~nance after that date.l Since lapsed
membership was far more common than outright resignation, and since it 1S

obvious that some Commissioners felt their main contribution to the Commission

should be in the form of finance rather than attendance, we cannot clearly

separate loss through lack of sympathy with the Commission from loss through

disillusionment after the election. Indeed, we cannot even closely

associate lack of attendance with lack of moral and financial support.

TABLE 11

Date o~ Last Attendance of commissioners Who Did Not Attend
After the Meeting of 3 May 1906

January April June July March November December ~

Mitchell Cooper
Eckersley
Gibbs
Tonsley

Tennant*
Turney
Ryder

Jones Keen Hickman Herbert
Marshall

Birchenough
Bostock
Elliott
Goulding
Gallaher

Note: *never attended.

Source: "Tari~f Commission Attendance Book"; T.e.p.

These considerations are reinforced by the fact that the Commission's

staff never easily regarded lapsed attendance as resignation, and the response

it met frequently vindicated that approach. 1909 Was the first year in which

Jones declined to contribute, pleading bad trade and within a fortnight of

1. His last contribution was in 1912. See below, Table 12, p. 193.
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his death.l Arthur Keen, like Jones an absentee member Slnce 1904, seems to

have recovered enough goodwill for the Commission to give £100 to the appeal

of 1906, in spite of heavy commitments to the Imperial Tariff Committee.2

Marshall's absence after July 1904 did not prevent him subscribing £250 p.a.,

or his firm from contributing on his behalf after his death right down to

1921.3

This difficulty persists if we exami.ne the Commission as a whole.

Complete records of donations and sUbscriptions received after 1 January 1910

are available, and they show that 28 out of the original 59 members still

made contributions after that date. From Table 12 it can be seen that 16 of
4these members continued to contribute long after they had ceased to attend.

The record was held by Sir John Turney, who attended only the first meeting

ln January 1904, but who remained a large contributor down to 1921.

It is obvious, therefore, that time was for some more expensave than

money, and that lack of attendance did not necessarily signify a loss of

affection for the Commission or the Tariff Reform movement as time passed.

Even in this conclusion, however, there are pitfalls. During the War the

Commission launched two appeals, a five year Guarantee Fund similar to

preva ous ones and a "Debt Fund", itself suggesting a crisis in finance. It

is to be wondered why Charles Lyle, who had fallen out badly with Tariff

Reform in 1911, should reappear in the SUbscription lists in 1917-1921, and

why several Co~ssioners who had not contributed since 1910, such as

Phillips, Pearson, Parsons, Maconochie, Marshall and Waring should do the

same. Large sums of money were involved in this Indian summer of Co~ssion

finance. It may be that the Commission, now working closely with the

Unionist Business Co~ttee in a political environment which had already

allowed the introduction of key industry duties, and even receiving funds

1. Jones to Burbidge, 27 November 1909; C-417, T.C.P.
2. Keen to Caillard, 6 November 1906; C-512, T.C.P.
3. O'Farrell to Hurd, 7 July 1905; C-176, T.C.P. and below, Table 12.
4. Those whose contributions ceased less than two years after their last

attendance have been excluded.
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from the new Federation of British Industries, was seen in a newly

attractive light. Or it may be, and this should not readily be discounted,

that it was a sense of honour, duty and obligation that brought in lapsed

members' sUbscriptions in response to the debts of a body of which they were
1still formally members, rather than any great continuing sympathy.

TABLE 12

Original Commission Members Who Contributed to Finance
(After 1 January 1910) More Than Two Years After the

Date of Their Last Attendance*

Last Attendance Last Donation

Allen 1908 1917
Booth 1910 1916
Bostock 1905 1912
Corah 1912 1915
Dennis 1917 1921
Eckersley 1906 1912
F.L. Harris 1912 1921
Lewi s / Me rtbyr 1908 1916
Lyle 1917 1921
Maconochie 1908 1919
Marshall 1904 1921**
Pearson 1914 1921
Rank 1911 1921
Reade 1908 1911
Turney 1904 1922
Waring 1917 1922

Notes: *Existing information does not allow us to
treat Conmassioners who ceased contributing
before 1910 in the same way. Thus, though
(it happens to be known that) Sir Alfred
Jones last attended in 1904 and last con-
tributed in 1908 he is not included in this
table. It is unlikely that he is the only
omission.

**Sent by Marshall, Son and Co. after Marshall's
death.

Sources: "Tariff Commi sadon Account, 1910-1922" and
"Tariff Commission Attendance Book"; T.C.P.

However, judging simply by last date of attendance we can see that

almost a quarter (fourteen) of the original members had made their last

appearance by the election of 1906 and almost half (twenty-nine) by the

1. This surely fits the case of Charles Lyle, at least.
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second (December) election of 1910.1 Of this group at least ten had died,2

though this includes three who had alreaqy resigned (Elliott, Hickman and

Ryder) and one who had never attended (Tennant). Table 13 perhaps tends to

make more uniform the process of attrition: it is certainly difficult to

draw from it the conclusion that the election results of 1906 and 1910 had an

effect on Commission participation markedly different from that exerted by

the ravages of time. It is probable, however, that whilst Table 13

TABLE 13

Date of Last Attendance: Original Members of the Commission

Hickman
Jones
Keen
Marshall
Ryder
Tennant
Turney

Booth
Levinstein

Herbert
Birchenough
Bostock
Elliott
Gallaher
Goulding
Mitchell

Baynes
Boulton
Colmer
Peace
Rank
Smith
Webb

Dennis
Evans
J.M. Harris
Lyle
Parsons
Waring

Cooper
Eckersley
Gibbs
Tonsley

Allen
Elgar
Flett
Harrison
Lewis
Maconochie
Reade
Noble

ColIs

Candlish Keswick
Corah
F.L. Harris

Pearson
Burbidge
Littlejohn
Mosely

Chaplin Phillips
Perceval
Grenfell
Gilbey
Follett
Caillard
Cockburn

Source: "Tariff Commission Attendance Book"; T.e.p.

1. Charles Booth last appearing on 28 November 1910.
2. Cooper (date unknown), Elgar (d. 16 January 1909), Elliott (d. 28 May

1910), Flett (d. c. July 1910), Herbert (d. 8 May 1905), Hickman (d. 11
March 1910), Jones (d. 13 December 19091, Marshall (date unknown).
Ryder (date unknown), and Tennant (d. 4 June 1906), See T.C.P.(P),24 November 1910; T.e.p.
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understates participation after 1910 by concentrating on attendance and

excluding finance, it is also distorted upwards by the successful appeal to

lapsed members made in 1916-1917. Several of those who last attended in

1917 (such as Lyle and Parsons) had not attended for a long time previously,

and seem to have been stirred out of informal retirement.

VIII

Chamberlain's place in the hearts of many of the Commissioners is not
1to be doubted. When he attended meetings the turn-out was good, and his

speeches met an enthusiastic response. For all this he was careful about

how he used the Commission. His opening speech, though containing a fair

measure of polemic and rhetoric quite acceptable to his Tariff Reform

audience, had as its main thrust the emphasis on the scientific function, the

need to meet objections to his policy by demonstration of a scientific tariff

which would stimulate industry and commerce without making income distribution

less equal and without affecting the efficiency of industry. 2 Thereafter,

he tended to leave the Commission alone, except when seeking material for his

speeches or when attending meetings to discuss the final proofs of the reports.

When using Commission material Chamberlain's requests were fairly

objective, as when he sought information on the cotton trade for his speech

at Preston in January 1905. The help he required, and obtained, was mainly

statistical, and it was clear that he intended to interpret the Commission's

information in his own way. "I was much obliged to you for your prompt

compliance with my request and for the figures which enabled me to complete

1. On Chamberlain's seventieth birthday the Commission presented him with
a handsome piece of Georgian silver. Eckersley's remarks on this
occasion, those of an otherwise not too willing Commissioner were not
untypical. Chamberlain's "country owes him a deep debt of ~ati tude
for the magnificent services he has rendered on our behalf, and altho'
he has had. mo~e abuse showered upon him than probably any other states-
man : •• , thf s 1S o~en the fate of the great •• 0 as Mr. John Bright said
of h1.mo where he 1.Sbest known he is most appreciated'''. See Eckersley
to HeWl.ns, 2 July 1906; C-124 T C P (. , . )
Sheffield DOl T 1 h 6' . 0 0 Eckersley S emphaSIS 0

a1 Y e egrap ,1 January 1904, Po 902.
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my argument", he wrote afterwards. 1 More questionable, perhaps, was his

hope that Hewins would defend his statistics, and, by implication, his

arguments, in the press afterwards, though Chamberlain saw the League rather

than the Commission as the vehicle for this defence. 2

But Chamberlain's use of Commission material for his own ends cannot be

counted interference in any significant sense, even when Hewins sprang to his

defence in the press. Nor, really, can his request that the enquiry's terms
. . . 1 f 3 ftof reference be extended to LncLude a study of a.mperaa pre erence - a er

all, Chamberlain had been instrumental in drafting those terms in the first

place and it is doubtful whether the Commission would have existed at all

wi thout his support. The statesman's most blatant interference came not ln

influencing the conduct of the enquiry as such, but in influencing the

Commission's decision to pUblish preliminary results, and, perhaps more

important, in establishing a proposed tariff structure within which the

Commission had to operate. This influence is best seen at work in the

enquiry into iron and steel, and it is to this that we now turn.

l.
2.

Chamberlain to Hewins, 13 January 1905; H.P.
Ibid. There is a certain naivete in Chamberlain's attitude when
inVOking the statistician's defence. He knew the Cobden Club would
try to piCk his figures to pieces, but to him that was not a matter of
two differently interested parties differing over interpretation, but
a matter of statistics offering concrete evidence, and one of the
parties being wrong. One passage in his letter shows this clearly:
"If we can show beyond the possibility of dispute that they [the
protected cotton exporters] have increased their sales to us while we
have decreased our sales to them, and also that they have increased
their sales to neutral markets in greater proportion than we have, it
seems to ~ that we have a most effective reply to the assertion of
the free ~mporters that protection will increase the cost of production
so that we shall be at a disadvantage in th t 1 k t "See above, p , 130. e neu ra mar e s .3.
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CHAPTER 5

The Tariff on Iron and Steel

It is understandable that iron and steel was one of the industries at

the forefront of the argument for Tariff Reform. In the mind of the

economic nationalist it was central amongst a small group of producer good

industries which formed the backbone of the economy. Its strength was

fundamental to that ascendancy of heavy engineering which had been symbolised,

within living memory, by the Great Exhibition. It was an industry which had

great importance for national defence, as even Liberal governments recognised.

In allowing the Admiralty to specifY British steel in the contracts for naval

ships, the fiscal orthodoxist in the Treasury perhaps comforted himself with

Adam Smith's dictum that "defence is of more importance than opulence".

The industry has long held the attention of economic historians and so

too, since the appearance of Burn's classic treatment,l has the post-1870

period of its development. It has been used to the full, and perhaps over-

used, in the debate over British entrepreneurial performance. It has been

subjected to the fashion of revisionism, and to the methods of the "new

economic history" • Much has been written on the industry, and new material

continues to enjoy an eager reception.

The present chapter does not seek to extend, modifY or duplicate the

great volume of existing material. Its purpose is not to analyse the

industry by using the material of the Tariff Commission, but rather to explore

the Commission itself by using its own enquiry into the iron and steel

industry.2 The Iron and Steel Report has much to s8\Y about conditions in

the industry that is neglected here, but to include it would lengthen and

confuse the analysis. Examples are shown to highlight the Commission's

1. D.L. Burn, An Economic History of Steelmaking 1867-1939 (C ib ·d1940) . ' ,am rl ge,
This approach will be maintained in the oth .er case studies.2.
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approach, and not to throw light on the objective history of the industry.

Where they can be duplicated, they have been deliberately kept to a minimum.
1There is one section of the present chapter which overlaps with other

secondary work. Burn's pioneer study2 and Carr and Taplin's authoritative

work3 both contain short chapters on the Commission's treatment of dumping.

In both cases the object is different from that pursued here, though there

is a resemblance in the finished products. Both works, however, used only

the published Iron and Steel Report, and are sometimes wrong on details.

Both are only interested in the Commission's final published statement on

dumping, not on the evolution of the analysis or the role it was hoped to

play in overall Tariff Reform strategy, both of which are examined here.

The economic thought that this chapter seeks to chart and discuss is

not the rigorous, polished subject material that might be carefully analysed

by a student of Ricardo or Marshall. It is popular economic thought, with

an underlying propagandist and political purpose, and thus has a less

satisfYing intellectual rigour. But it is nevertheless quite complicated,

even when it is not expressed, as is sometimes the case, in ambiguous terms.

It is not the popular treatment of a Harriet Martineau, whose clear and

simplistic writing could benefit from the strong literary legacy of a body of

accepted authorities. If Martineau's function was to clarifY and simplify,

it could within limits distort, and such limits can be critical. Classical

economics was not made weaker for that; indeed, paradoxically, its influence

on the common man was perhaps made all the stronger. The Co~ssion's task

was harder. It could tap the ideas of no body of economic thought accepted

in England. It stumbled towards ideas it could not adequately prove in a

way acceptable to the economics profession. We have seen above that Hewins

sought to demonstrate a divergence between social and private costs and

1. See below, pp. 237~257.
2. D. Burn, op. cit., ch. 6, pp. 95-99.
3. J.C. Carr and W. Taplin, History of the British Steel Industry,

(Oxford, 1962), ch. 21, pp. 197-203.
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social beneri ts, though he did not use these terms ,I This distinction is

critical to the question of laissez faire versus intervention, yet it was
2not really accepted until well into the twentieth century, The development

of protectionist theory in the inter-war period, and the sophisticated
. . 3treatments ini t i at.ed by Meade an 1955 - these were the texts that the

protectionist of the 1900s needed on his bookshelves to do his work as well

as Martineau had done.

It has been felt warrantable to include in this chapter the Commission's

relevant discussions on overall tariff strategy. This could have been

separated, for it has wider implications that for iron and steel alone, but

reasons of chronology and the evolution of policy make it fit better here:

it was during the discussion of the iron and steel industry that the general
. . 4 . .tarlff structure out11ned below was first discussed. This perhaps under-

lines the present intention to place emphasis on the methodology and thought

of the Commission rather than on its specific findings on the iron and steel

industry •

I

Unusually, in view of later practice, there was no separate sub-

committee on the iron and steel trades, and the selection of witnesses

remained in the hands of the whole Commission. Nevertheless, invitations

were sent out quickly and by late February eight ironmasters, three of them

Commissioners, had agreed to serve whilst several others were considering
• . . 5the a nvatatl.on. By 12 May, only one month after the examination of iron

and steel witnesses had commenced, fifteen out of the eventual total of

1. Put into modern terms, Hewins argued, quite forcibly, that the private
benefit of the consumer of cheap, unprotected goods might be turned
into social disbenefit if the unprotected home industry suffered as a
result. See "The Fiscal Policy of the Empire: IX", Times, 3 August
1903, p. 12, and above, pp. 55.-56,

2. W.M. Carden, Trade Policy and Economic Welfare, (London, 1974),
pp. 2-5.

3. J.E. Meade, Trade and Welfare, (London, 1955).4. See below, pp. 284-296.
5. T.C.M.(P), 21 January, 4 February, 16-17 March 1904; T.e.p.
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. 1
seventeen had been recrm ted.

It was intended that witnesses should be chosen from "typical firms" an

2the nine major iron-producing areas of the UK. Of these the North East

was, taken as a whole, probably the least sympathetic to Tariff Reform.

Hewins wanted to hold a meeting with Middlesborough businessmen, which "would

not be partisan in any way nor would it be held under the auspices of the

Tariff Reform League". 3 Keen felt, however, that an unsuccessful meeting

would harm the Commission:

... so far as my knowledge goes the Boards of the
largest Companies in that district are very divided,
and I think it would be a great pity to have any
meeting that would not be a success I think it
would be best not to take any action until the
members of the Committee (sic) have had an opportunity
of discussing the subject ~

Only two representatives of the North East subsequently gave evidence:

Keen himself, as a director of Bolckow Vaughan and Co., and Sir Thomas

Wrightson, a man of considerable influence in Middlesborough and an ardent

supporter of Chamberlain's proposals.5 Elsewhere, however, there is no

evidence that the COmnUssionhad difficulty in securing witnesses, though on

occasion it met with refusal from those it would have liked. Hewins

entreated that Douglas Vickers would be able to assist the enquiry "in many

important ways", but all attempts to arrange a meeting with Vickers in

Sheffield met with gentle defeat. 6

None of those witnesses examined before the Commission could be said to

have been opposed to Tariff Reform.7 It appears, however, that this was not

1. Hewins to Arthur Keen, 12 May1904; C-512, T.C.P.
2. T.C.M.(P), 10-11 February 1904; T.C.P. These major areas were defined

as: Tyne and Wear; Cleveland; Cumberland and Lancashire; South and
South West Yorkshire; Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire; Leicestershire
and Northamptonshi:re; Staffordshire; South Wales and Monmouthshire;
and Scotland.

3. Ponsonby to Keen, 25 February 1904 and 1 March 1904; C-512, T.C.P.
4. Keen to Ponsonby, 1 March 1904; ibid.
5. Evidence of Sir ThomasWrightson, May 1904 (typescript from shorthand

notes), quo 2260; T.C.P. This was omitted from Wrightson's evidence
when publi shed.

6. Hewins to Vickers, 2 March 1904; Vickers to Allen, 15 March 1904;c-286, T.e.p.
7. Though J.S. Jeans, secretary to the British Iron Trades Association,

was very cautious in his statements.
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the wish of the Commission. Both Alfred Jones and Hewins made attempts to

recruit Sir Christopher Furness, the prominent shipowner and Liberal MP for

Hartlepool, who had numerous interests in coal and iron and steel as well as

primary interests in Furness, Withy and Co. Ltd., Manchester Liners Ltd., and
. . l' 1several other shlpplng lnes. Early in May Hewins was trying to contact a

2master.

Walter Cliff, whom Lewis Evans had mentioned as a possible Free Trade iron-

Whilst, therefore, it was the intention that members should be in

favour of some kind of modification of existing fiscal policy, it does seem

that some attempt was made to secure evidence from Free Trade sources. In

the prevailing circumstances, however, such approaches were unlikely to meet

wi th acceptance.

Carr and Taplin record that the most important witnesses were Hickman,

Allen, Gilbertson, Wrightson and McCosh, dismissing the others as
. . . . th . d t 3comparata vely nn nor' figures an e an us ry. This is perhaps a harsh

judgement. John Strain was chairman of the well-known Lanarkshire Steel

Co. Ltd., by output one of the 10 or 17 biggest finished steel producers in

the UK in 1903.4 Harris Spencer, Rowland Lewis and A.W. Hutton had been

delegated to give evidence by the British Tube Trade Association, comprised

of all the English tube manufacturers. Similarly William Rylands, of the

well-known Warrington wire-manufacturing concern, had been president of the

Iron and Steel Wire Manufacturers' Association since 1900, and his stature

in the business world was such that he was later to rise to presidency of

1. Jones to Hewins, 25 M~ 1904; Hewins to Jones, 26 May 1904; C-417,
T.C.P. On Furness, see H.H. Bassett (ed.), Men of Business at Home and
Abroad, (London, n .d, but 1913), p . 150.
Hewins to Evans, 5 M~ 1904; C-107, T.C.P.
J.C. Carr and W. Taplin, op. cit., p. 198. Most witnesses were not
identified in the Iron and Steel Report, though a list appears
separately (para. 16). Carr and Taplin fail to mention most witnesses
by name. Their fallibility is shown on a point of detail. Witness
No. 5 was not "Almost certainly Axel Stahlin" (op . cit., p. 200 n . 1),
who never, in fact, gave evidence, but Albert Barton of the Carnforth
Hemati te Ironworks.
Burn gives nine firms with an output of over
finished or semi-finished steel in 1900 and
2-3,000 tons (Qp. cit., Table 22, p. 195).
presumably fall into this second category.

2.
3.

4. 3,000 tons p.w. of
eight with an output of
Lanarkshire Steel would
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both the Federation of British Industries and the Iron and Steel Institute.l

Nevertheless it is true that the Commission did examine a number of minor

figures 1n the industry,2 and there was no evidence from that influential

section of progressive Cleveland ironmasters whose mouthpiece was Hugh Bell.

Within three weeks of sending out its general questionnaire the

Conunission had received 6,700 "fully answered" replies. 3 Of these, lron

and steel firms numbered 295 and employed 148,875, an average of over 500

per firm. Given that the Factory RetUrns gave the labour force of the

average iron and steel plant as about 60, this indicated that "it is the

largest firms that have answered", and the Conunission had failed to obtain
. 4responses from many smaller firms. Responding firms which concentrated

solely on home trade were considerably smaller than those which practised a

foreign trade. The 61 per cent which engaged in overseas business employed

88 per cent of the total labour force of those firms which specified their

markets .5
It is perhaps true that pra or to the first census of production in 1907

few people had a clear idea of the structure of the iron and steel industry.

1. Who was Who, IV, 1941-1950, p. 1015.
2. E.g., Albert Barton of the Carnforth Hematite Ironworks. Such north-

western concerns, typiCally built or extended in the 1870s, were
generally smaller than the contemporary Cleveland plants. See Carr
and Taplin, op. cit., p. 85.

3. T.C.M.(P), 24=25 February 1904; T.C.P.
4. Ibid. A breakdown of replies was given as follows:

No. Employed
403
440
569
511

4,345
9,044

14,584
14,626

104,361
as follows:

Employment No. of Firms ReEl~ing
1- 20 35

21- 30 16
31- 40 16
41- 50 11
51- 100 57

101- 200 61
201- 500 48
500-1,000 21

Over 1,001 30
5. Responses and employment figures were given

Market SEecification No. of Firms ReElying
138
21
17

112
10

Home, Fgn. and Colon.
Home and Fgn.
Home and Colon.
Home only
Not specified

No. Employed
117,739

7,727
2,637

17,664
3,116

(Per Firm)
853
368
155
158
312
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Certainly the Cornnilssionhad difficulty in establishing the representative-

ness of the returns. Allen had suggested a classification of 38 product
. ... 1groups into three maln diVlslons. Hewins, in a preliminary report on the

questionnaires, stated that they "m8iYbe regarded as completely

representati ve" both of the product-range of the industry and of its
. . 1 2geographlcal dispersa .

Neither claim is directly testable.3 But a rough division of the 70

firms mentioned in Memorandum No. 54 into Allen's classifications, using the

brief and not very revealing trade descriptions given, suggests that 37 were

involved in pig-iron production (Allen's first group), 44 in producing cast

and wrought iron and steel (his second group) and only 12 in making forged

and rolled iron and steel wares (his third group).5 This analysis is very

imprecise. Whilst it has been felt safe to place, for example, "Pig Iron

Manufacturers" solely in group one, the placing of "Steel Manufacturer" In

group two only, or "Steel Billets and Rail Manufacturer" In group three only

is more problematical, since such concerns may have been involved in the

lower branches but not mentioned it. This, however, would confirm the

impression that the sample was biassed heavily towards less highly finished

goods. Indeed, this was obliquely admitted in the memorandum: "The number
6of returns from pig iron manufacturers is relatively large". Evidence on

geographical representation is much clearer. Of the 70 firms used as

illustrations in Memorandum No.5, three districts out of sixteen supplied 29

1. Unwrought iron and raw materials: cast and wrought iron and steel;
iron and steel wares, forged or rolled.
"Summary of Evidence Contained in Answers to Form of Inquiry (No.1)
issued to Manufacturers", Mm. No.5 (proof copy dated 14 March 1904;
T.C.P.); hereafter cited as Mm. No.5. See p. 1.
Holdings of replies to forms of inquiry in the T.C.P. are uneven both
between and within industries. Accidental loss or, perhaps, deliberate
(non-random) destruction makes them unsafe in any exercise to establish
the representative character of the sample.
These 70 represented less than a quarter of the replies used by the
Comnnssion in drafting the memorandum.
Where firms crossed major classifications they have been counted two
or thre: times, ~u~ wh:re they engaged in more than one activity in the
same maJor clasSlflcatlon they have been counted only once.
Mm. No.5, p. 3.

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.
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1and four supplied 35, or exactly half. Staffordshire was heavily over-

represented in provi ding 12 of the 70 firms mentioned, a number second only

to Yorkshire, whilst Cleveland was under-represented in supplying only one.

By mid-March the sample had not increased greatly above that received

1n the first three weeks of February. It was now 320 firms, employing

165,010 workers. Those with over 50 employees constituted 76.5 per cent

of the number of firms and 98.9 per cent of the number employed. Since the

1901 Factory Return gave total employment in the industry as 264,685 the

COmmUssion could claim its sample to represent 62 per cent of the total
2workforce. The extent to which it represented firms is more difficult.

Even deflating the Home Office figure of 2,853 workshops and establishments

to eliminate dOUble-counting where one firm had several plants, we would be

unlikely to reach the Commission figure of 316. This undoubtedly reflects

the Commission's failure to locate small firms, or the failure of those firms

to reply. Average employment was 516 in responding firms compared with 93
in establishments covered by the Factory Returns. Hewins thought that many

small firms:

supply the home trade only ... [and] thought the
questions did not concern them and have written to say
that they, while fully in sympathy with the objects of
the Commission and desirous of giving it every assitance,
thought that the questions did not apply to them.3

In March 1904 the Commission, with 35 present, discussed Memorandum

No.5, the summary that Hewins had drafted on the basis of the returns.

Hewins cited 26 pig-iron producers who were "most emphatic" in having

experienced foreign competition, either directly in pig-iron or indirectly

through imports of billets and bars at prices lower than they could have been

2.

The breakdown was as follows: Yorkshire 17 firms; Staffordshire 12;
Scotland 10; Durham 6; Lancashire 5; South WIUes 4; Derbyshire 3;
Warwickshire 2; Worcestershire 2; Northampton 2; Cumberland 2;
Newcastle 1; Cleveland 1; Shropshire 1; Monmouth 1; Northumberland 1.
By the date of publication of the Iron and Steel Report the figures had
risen. 458 returns had been received from firms employing 230 986.
According to Commission calculations this meant that, measured by
employment, the response rate of the industry had risen to 87.2 TIer cent.
In other respects, the character of the sample had not cha ed ~
significantly. See Iron and Steel Report, paras. 10-12. ng
Mm. No.5, p. 2.

1.

3.
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manufactured from British pig.l But when he argued that an examination of

the trade returns "would no doubt show that ... the quantity of pig iron and

crude and manufactured steel imported is steadily increasing, whilst the

exports are decreasing not less steadily", 2 several members criticised him

for reading too much into the evidence. Maconochie was concerned lest "it

mBiYbe said that we settled the question before we heard the evidence". 3

The same voices were raised when Hewins thought that, in the replies, the

mention of Canada as an important competitor in the British market "was not

made out", since goods imported from Canada might have originated in the USA

and since the Canadian export bounty "is not sufficient to account for any

appreciable exportation". 4 But some, like Birchenough and Pearson, realised

the difficult distinction between letting the evidence 'speak for itself' and

making inferences from that evidence. Waring, whilst agreeing on the need

to adhere to the facts, felt that deri vati ve statements were desirable "for

the guidance of those who frequently want guiding in this matter".5

Yet the same Maconochie, earlier jealous of maintaining the Commission's

integrity by merely reporting information received, criticised Memorandum

No.5 for omitting to mention the "compact between the United States Steel

manufacturers and the Germanmanufacturers" to sell semi-finished steel in

the British market, a ring he had first heard of in the USAin February

Nowit was the major iron and steel representatives, Keen, Hickman

and Allen, whowere quiCk to deny the existence of any such arrangement.

They knew there were agreements between German firms and between American

firms, but not between the two countries. Indeed, the trade seemed to

alternate between the two countries. Keen was "fully aware that

discussions are constantly going on, but they do not amount to anything". 7

4.
5 .
6.
7.

Ibid., pp. 3-4.
Ibid.
T.C.M.(VT), 16 March 1904, pp. 2-3; T.C.P.
Sir Westby Perceval and Leverton Harris.
Mm. No.5, pp. 4-5.
T.C.M.(VT), 16 March 1904, p. 6; T.C.P.
Ibid., pp. 7-8.
rere ., pp. 9-10.

See also the remarks of

l.
2.
3.
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Thus it can be seen that the Commission was experiencing difficulty in

assess1ng the extent of the competition being faced by British manufacturers

without projecting their own patterns or theories onto the information

provided by responding firms. Yet this was perhaps the easiest part of

their work. No modern historian would deny the erosion of the British
1industry's position in the last two decades of the nineteenth century, or

the appearance in the British market of increasing amounts of foreign iron

and steel. Perhaps more significantly, nor would many contemporary Free

Traders have done so, though they would have stressed the absolute advance

1n output that accompanied that relative decline.

The next stage of the COmnUssion's task was, however, more complex. A

description of the condition of the British industry had to be followed by an

analysis of the factors that determined that condition. What, in other

words, were the causes of that decline?

The core of the commission's method in analysing Britain's relative

decline was what we might term a process of 'reduction' or 'isolation'. If,

one by one, possible explanations were dismissed as being inconsequential or

inoperative, then the explanations still remaining must be the critical ones.

One of the major elements in the reduction process was the question of

whether Britain suffered from natural disadvantages which no country's tariff

policy could have caused and which a British tariff was unlikely to be able

to offset. Free Traders were, after all, prone to invoke the economic

morality of the theory of comparative costs. Here it was immediately obvious

that the forms of inquiry had been unsuccessful. Although he agreed that it

was "important to inquire how far the competition which has been described

[in Memorandum No.5] is the result of certain economic natural advantages

(sic) possessed by the countries exercising itil, Hewins admitted that the

questions in Form No.1, that had provided the material for the memorandum,

1. In the Iron and Steel Report, the Commission was to show this trend
forcibly by the publication of collected statistics from British and
foreign official sources. See paras. 17-44.
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had not been specifically directed to find this out ,1 This was a serl0US

omission: the circulation of firms with a supplementary list of questions

would not only be expensive and time-consuming, but it would also reflect on

the competence of the Commission, But Hewins felt that there was information

in the replies that could be used as a proxy: indirect evidence had arisen

from a question which sought to find the amount by which foreign tariffs

would need to be reduced in order for British manufacturers to compete
" 2successfully ln forelgn markets, Whilst some firms had described the

question as "too difficult to answer", and some others had urged the utopian

solution of complete world free trade, others thought that a partial

reduction of foreign tariffs would be sufficient to obtain a satisfactory

iLi.br-i 3eqm 1 ra urn, Given that "not a few" manufacturers felt they could compete

overseas given a certain amount (though less than that prevailing) of over-

seas protection, and given the importer's usual disadvantage in transport

costs, Hewins thought "there appears some ground for the presumption that

British goods can still be produced at least as cheap as in any other

country",4 even in the United States, The same was implied an Sir Alfred

Hickman's remarks on relative conditions at home and abroad:

I should certainly like to accentuate the fact that I
do not think the Iron Trade wants Protection, that is
to say if they could have general free trade in return
with other Countries, they do not want Protection at
home, They are quite prepared to compete in the
markets of the World, and our home markets, with any
country, providing that Country has not artificial
profits which are made in consequence of the high
Duties they put on, which enable them to send their
stuff here at a 10ss'5

This was hardly a sound way in which to approach the question, At the

very least, it was asking businessmen to supply information that most of them

were unlikely to have. Furthermore, it is evident that this issue had

brought about sone division in the ranks of the Commission during and after

1. Mm. No.5, p , 7.
2. Question VIII on Form No.1; see Appendix 5.
3. Mm. No.5, p. 7.
4. Ibid.
5. T.C.M.(VT), 16 March 1904, p, 15; r.c.r.
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the meeting of 16 March, In viev of the chain of cri ticism started by Sir

Westby Perceval, it had to be conceded that Memorandum No, 5 could not

reasonably be regarded as an objective summary of the evidence, and that it

should be used merely as "a manual for the use of the Commissioners to assist

them in helping the General Purposes Committee to formulate further questions

to be put before the Witnesses" ,I

It is significant that Perceval, Grenfell and Keen, all of whom had

expressed strong dissatisfaction with the memorandum, were absent from the

meeting of the following day, Indeed, Keen seems to have been more pungent

in his criticism off sta~ than on, since the chairman felt obliged to remark:

I am sorry Mr, Keen is not here, I am sure we are
indebted to him for having put strongly before us the
necessity of knowing what we are doing, and where we
are going, He has asked us to make up our own minds
as to what it is we are going after, Well, that is a
very short story indeed, What we are here for is to
ascertain whether, on a scientific basis, a tariff
suitable for the iron and steel trades Can be devised,
so as to be unobjectionable in any serious way to any
section of persons in those trades'2

But certain members present felt that the doubts raised by Keen were not of

such a nature as Herbert could lightly dismiss in a sentence, Hickman

reminded him, "with great deference", that it "appears to be that the first

thing we want to do is to prove that a Tariff is required", 3 And Maconochie

gave what he thought to be the "general opinion" of the meeting towards

Keen's objections:

Mr. Keen was not in any doubt about what we are trying
to obtain, but '" about ,•• whether the questions [sent
out in the Forms of Inquiry] were of such a nature that
would elicit the information that the Commission desired
to obtain so as to get the necessary results, It was
understood yesterday, I think, that questions over and
above those that have already been arranged might be
obtained from the Experts on the COmmission'4

2.
3.
4.

T.C.M.(VT), 17 March 1904, p, 2; T.C.P. The title page of this
document is missing, and a wrong date (7 April 1904) has been added
subsequently, The printed minutes and the attendance book confirm
that the date of the meeting was 17 March.
res a., pp, 2-3.
T hi h H b t I, d "y I'owe er er rep aec, es , 1ntended to sav that"', i.bi d

2 3 v see 1 1 "pp. - ,
Ibid., p. 5.

1.
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Since any discussion of problems of methodological procedure was in

large part a criticism of Hewins, its architect, he immediately launched upon

a short speech of clarification which in places lapsed into a lecture for

the novice in scientific method. In it, it emerged clearly that Hewins saw

the examination of witnesses as the ideal opportunity to remedy any lack of

information revealed in the returned questionnaires.l One of Keen's fears,

that the Commissionwas being premature in its intention to start examining

witnesses late in March, could therefore be stood on its head. Pearson

supported this, conceding that "Wecannot expect that the questions asked of

them [the witnesses] will be absolutely perfect in the first instance", 2

but urged that the taking of evidence should be delayed no longer, especially

since those witnesses whowere also Commissioners had agreed to be examined

first in a sort of 'trial run', even to the extent that they would "allow

themselves to be re-examined later if it is thought necessary.,,3 Hickman

and Allen, both of course immediately concerned ln this plan, were ln

agreement. Allen, in particular, was inclined to think the problems

encountered were largely because no verbal evidence had been taken, and that

in any case Keenwas "merely nervous because he is thinking about his one

• de ,,4partlcular Tra .

Birchenough was clear-sighted enough to realise that it was useless to

allow witnesses to "exercise a roving enquiry", and that it was not only

inevi table but also necessary that commissioners possessed "certain

preliminary conclusions" on the material they had collected so far.5

6Conveniently, a further memorandumhad been prepared, which sought to

1. Ibid., pp. 5-8.
2. Ibid., p. 9.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid. This, of course, adds to the evidence that Keen was very

conscious of the strong Free Trade sentiment amongst the ironmasters of
North-Eastern England - the Cleveland and Middlesborough districts in
particular.

5. Ibid., p. 10.
6. "The Tariff" Commission: Memorandumon the Evidence Respecting the

Iron and Steel Trades", Confidential, unrevised proof copy dated 16
March 1904; T.C.p. Hereafter cited as Mm. No.9.
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clarify the approach now to be taken by the enqui ry . The memorandum started

by summarising the statistical data so far collected as showing "the rapid

decline of [the iron and steel industry of] Great Britain relative to [that

of] other countries", 1 a rather bald statement but one with which most

historians would fairly readily agree. The next stage in the Commission's

enquiry was to ascertain:

(1) What are the causes of that decline?

(2) To what extent has the Fiscal policy of this and other
countries been a factor in producing it?

(3) How far could these conditions be altered by a change of
policy on the part of Great Britain?2

II

In Memorandum No.9 the 'reduction' process had been considerably, even

brutally, simplified into three groups of causes which were "usually alleged"
. '" tIt' f B . t . , . . 3to g~ve an auequa e exp ana ~on 0 r~ ~n s relat~ve decl~ne. The first,

that of natural disadvantages, seemed in Hewins's eyes to be disputed by the

memoranda on the US iron and steel industry, and the forms returned to the

commission by British concerns. Though he felt the need for further inquiry,

he stated that the Commission's evidence so far" goes to show that given the

great lead which the British Iron and Steel Trade had over that of all other

countries, there is no reason in natural conditions why that lead should not
. . ,,4 . .be malntalned. By natural condit~ons the secretary was largely talking

about raw materials costs, particularly aron and coal. But discussion of

such factors automatically embraced the ever-present problem of railway

rates. It was to Hewins's advantage, of course, to minimise the amount to

which British manufacturers suffered under the pricing policies of the

railway companies, and he cited "one of the most eminent of the General

1. Mm. No.9, p. 1.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid.
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Managers of Railway Companies", who, despite intensive study, "cannot prove

that British Railway Rates are higher than Foreign Railway Rates when you

are comparing similar things. ,,1 In this he was supported by Henderson,

himself Chairman of the Great Central, who believed that the not uncommon

"idea that Railway Rates are killing business" was incorrect. 2 But

Maconochie, a longtime campaigner for reform of the system of railway charges

both in and out of Parliament felt that there was still some case to be

answered. It was not a question of whether the rate per mile was higher In

the UK than it was in larger countries, or whether there was any economically

valid reason for this. . . ....ht 3What were lmportant were total frel~, charges.

Charles Allen gave his opinion that the question very much depended on

whether there was any competition between providers of railway services in

a given area, and went on to advocate a rather sanguine Weberian model of

industrial relocation by remembering that "Cammells found when they were

manufacturing rails in the centre of the country the railway rates were so

much opposed to their interests that they were bound to move their works to

Workington" .4 It is not surprising that Maconochie remained unsatisfied.

On the second alleged cause, that of superior technical education

abroad, Hewin did not deny that "the methods in England have been defective

as compared wi th those of Germany", but asserted that "it can scarcely be

alleged on the evidence available that education •.. would have sufficed to

maintain the lead of Great Britain. ,,5 Here we can see very clearly the

difficulties and limitations of the method of 'reduction'. Hewins was, at

least for the present, using a lack of information on the critical nature of

technical education to prove that technical education was not a critical

4.
5.

T.C.M.(VT}, 17 March 1904, p. 12; T.C.P. Hewins gave the impression
this view was given in private conversation; he was a close friend
of George Gibb, General Manager of the North Eastern Railway from
1891-1906.
Ibid.
Ibid., pp. 12-14. Maconochie also voiced the SUsp1clon that rates
from the ports inland were less than those from inland areas to the
po~ts, this effectively taxing exporters and subsidising importers.
res a., p. 14.
Mm. No.9, pp. 1-2.

1.

2.
3.
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factor in explaining Britain's relative decline. It is difficult to see

what sort of evidence could have been presented to persuade him that it was

critical. He admitted in discussion that his remarks were "of course only

an expression of opinion", and Mosely, who had just returned from the USA

where he had been specifically engaged in a study of US educational methods,

advised him to wait until he had read the report currently in preparation,

which would cause Hewins to modify his views.l

It will by now be obvious that the 'reduction' approach permitted of no

defini te proof. It was not susceptible to quantification under the methods

of the d8¥: at best it was ar-guing the case. Nor was it likely that

entrenched opponents of the railway companies, such as Maconochie, or

passionate advocates of technical education, like Mosely, would ever concede

that such factors were unimportant in explaining the new pressures which

were being exerted on British manufacturers at the turn of the century.

Perhaps all that could realistically be hoped for was agreement on a suitable

form of words .

But this underestimates Hewins's subtlety in prepar~ng the procedural

vehicle for the Commission's progress. If the 'reduction' process should

prove less than definitive, it could be modified by a concealed extension of

the monocausalism in the Commission fS approach. The third of Hewin's

alleged causes was the organisation and policy of foreign countries, an area

on which Hewins felt that the "inquiry of the Commission should concentrate. ,,2

At the centre of this area were the "economic causes of dumping and the

export policy of foreign trusts", 3 the focal points of Hewins's perception

of the Commission's task. But into this could be wrapped all the loose ends

remaining after any 'reduction' process had been less than complete.

Training and organisation of transport, both of which we have seen above to

have had dissenters in the attempt at complete 'reduction', were here

1. T.C.M.(VT), 17 March 1904, p. 14; T.e.p.
2. Mm.. No.9, p, 2.
3. Ibid.
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mentioned once aga~n:

Generally speaking the Commission has to thoroughly
examine the economic causes of dumping, and the export
policy of foreign trusts. The main factors on which
consideration must bear are: (A) Interest on capital;
(B) Administration. The subject of local rates should
also be considered. There should probably be a
question which would bring out the contrasts, such as
they are, between British and foreign: (1) Methods of
finance and accounting: (2) Training: (3) Salaries.

The evidence shOWS, on the whole, that the advantages
enjoyed by the United States and Germany turn upon -

(A)
(B)
(C)
(D)
(E)
( F)

The development of combination;
Continuous running of the works;
Unity in administration;
Organisation of transport;
Inducements to industry and invention.
Fiscal Policy as a condition precedent to most
of the advantages under (A), (B), (C), (D) and (E).

A great deal of extremely valuable information is given
in the memoranda on the United States Iron and Steel
industry, and the Commission is referred to points (A),
(B), (C), (D), and (F). It is desirable to obtain
further information on the question and organisation of
transport. It is also clear that the possibility of
organisation such as we find it in the United States is
largely the outcome of the operation of the tariff.
These conditions make dumping possible, and really afford
the explanation of the state of affairs which is described
in the evidence derived from the forms. On (E) - that is,
inducements to industry and invention - much information,
from the point of view of investment and security, is given
in the summary of evidence; but the question of Trade
Union action has so far been scarcely touched. This must
be carefully kept in view. The conclusions indicated by
the evidence, so far as it has been examined, are (1) That
the British Iron and Steel trade is seriously threatened
under existing conditions; (2) That those cond'itions are
not the result of natural disadvantages; (3) That they
arise from the policy and methods of foreign countries,
coupled with special conditions at present prevailing with
regard to British trade. (The evidence on wages is not
conclusive, but points to the existence of a disadvantage
so far as'this' country is concerned in respect of the
proportion labour bears to total costs); (4) That unless
those conditions are altered to our advantage, it is useless
to expect that British manufacturers will run the risk of
laying down expensive plant and bringing their works up to
date; (5) That a condition precedent to further action is
the alteration of the fiscal policy of the country;
(6) That such alteration must provide adequate defence of
the home market and provisr-on for finding new markets for
British wares, both in foreign countries and the colonies.

1

1. Ib id., pp . 2- 3.
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In some senses this statement was tantamount to beginning the enqUlry

allover agal.n. It was felt that the plan before them would now "meet

Mr. Keen's view a good deal", and Birchenough admitted that this intended

procedure conformed well with his own belief that it was necessa~ to have

"preliminary conclusions" in mind when collecting evidence.l What the

Commissioners involved in the discussion did not seem to realise, however,

was that the plan was very little different from a scheme which had been

laid before the Commission as early as 10-11 February, though in the updated
2version phrases like "the evidence will probably show" had been replaced by

phrases like "the evidence shows, on the whole .••"3

Though Hewins had attempted to incorporate the residuum of factors left

after 'reduction' into his by now monolithic model, it still appeared to the

business mind a very necessary topic for inquiry. Sir Alexander Henderson

showed concern over the level of local rates that confronted business concerns

at home and abroad. Boulton had information on local rates and taxes in

France and Belgi urn, but felt that Germany and the US were more important

areas of study. Hickman and Boulton both had experience of tax remissions

of up to 20 years in the US and Canada. Almost inevitably, the discussion

returned to railway rates, and was promptly broadened by Levinstein and

Mosely to include canal and shipping rates.4 Furthermore Maconochie,

supported by Mosely, was not prepared to accept Hewins's incorporation of

this issue into the trustification model:

You [Hewins] says that those conditions are not the
result of natural disadvantages. One strong point held
by all Americans is that they are able to get their or;s
delivered to Pittsburgh cheaper than you can get your
ores in this country. So unless you are able to get
some evidence on the question of supplies of ores you
will find that that will be a subject sprung upon you.

S

1. T.C.M.(VT), 17 March 1904, p. 16; T.C.P.
2. T.C.M.(P), 10-11 February 1904; T.C.P.
3. Mm. No.9, p. 2.
4. Mosely was particularly interested in a case he had heard of where the

New York-South Africa steamer rate was 10/- per ton compared with a
Britain-South Africa rate of 30/-. See T.C.M.(VT): 17 March 1904,p. 17; T.C.P.

5 • Ibi d., (Ilzy' emphasi s)•
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Hewins agreed that more information on the costs of obtaining ores ln

different ore-using regions was desirable, presumably content in the

knowledge that skilful writing would enable him to present this as a tariff-

determined rather than an autonomous variable.

At the previous meeting of 16 March it had become obvious that

Commissioners regarded the quality of information received from the

questionnaires as less than desirable. Charles Allen had attempted to

remedy this deficiency by drafting further questions, several of them seeking

to elicit the consequences for labour of a situation in which British lron
1and steel plants were unabLe to maintain 'continuous running' at full output.

But he also strayed onto the delicate matter of trade union organisation and

the extent to which unions "handicap him [the Bri tish Manufacturer] as

compared with the foreign Manufacturer". 2

It was immediately evident that there was a substantial feeling on the

Commission that here was an issue too hot to handle. One Commissioner3 felt

that it would be best to omit trade unions altogether. Sir John Cockburn

feared that "If we appear to take up any action which may show a desire to

diminish the efficiency of Trade Unions, we may gain a lot of information,
4but our hope of success has gone." Up to now the Commissionhad been

operating behind closed doors, but "the momentwe have witnesses, the

witnesses can go away and make public everything that has been asked. ,,5

Boulton wondered if a compromise could be reached: it might be permissible

to deal with ways of "removing obstacles" such as "the limitation of

production, and other vexatious proceedings on the part of Trade Unions",

1. e.g., "(5) 'Do you consider that in consequence of intermittent work
there is a noticeable deterioration in the physical condition of your
work-people - a disposition to become indifferent, slovenly and care-
less when working short time?' ••. No.6 ... 'Have you found it
necessary to give commonlabour to the artisan class in order to keep
them employed, the low grade workmen going into the workhouse when
employment is short?'" Tbi d, , p. 19.

2. rsra., question 7.
3. Un-namedby the shorthand wri te r .
4. T.C.M.(VT), 17 March 1904, p. 19; T.C.P.
5. Ibid., p. 20.
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even though "it would not do to let them think that we are goang to diminish

wages. ,,1

Hickman, however, was even more cautious in his desire to avoid the

antagonism of the trade union movement, and in urging this course he led the

discussion back into the tangled thicket of wages and their place ln the

controversy. His argument illustrates clearly the confusion of the Tariff

Reform approach to the relationship between wages, the necessity for

protection, and protection itself, and the inability of a highly rigid

monocausal explanation to provide a convincing analysis of the situation:

I agree that if we set the Trade Unions against us we
should have no chance of carrying our tariff; and we
shall do so if we make an attack either upon their
methods or upon the amount of wages whi ch they pay in
this country. The question of wages is not at the
bottom of the difficulties we have to deal with. They
are paying much higher wages in America, and they are
able to pay them because of their tariff. It is true
they are lower in GermanY.2

In his confusion Hickman had stumbled from the matter of the effect of

(union affected) wages on the competi tive position of the British economy to

that of the effect of a tariff on the level of wages. Sir John Cockburn

took up the second of these issues when he asserted that the effect of a

tariff on wages could be ascertained by a consideration of similar economies,

an approximation to the controlled experiment of the natural sciences. He

urged an intensive study of conditions in Australia, where "New South Wales,

which was always a Free Trade Colony, for 6 years departed from its Free

Trade and put a duty on the necessaries of life", with the result that many

prices had fallen and wages
. 1· d 3kept lts po lCY unchange •

had risen, whilst protectionist Victoria had

Though Hewins and Herbert showed some interest

in such an approach, the rest of the Co~ssion remained silent.

1. rsra., pp. 19-20.
2. Upon which Pearson added, "But higher in Germany compared to what they

were before there was a tariff'" T.C.M.(VT), 17 March 1904, :po 20;
T.C.P. (my emphasis).

3. Ibid.. Compari~ons ~etween New South Wales and Victoria were long-
standi.ng fav0u.:l~e~ an the debate over economic policy. The approach
was roundly Crl.tlclsed on methodological grounds by Giffen and the
elder Keynes. See J.N. Keynes, The Scope and Method of Political
Economy , (London, 3rd edn., 1904), pp. 193-4, 196-9.
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Whilst few agreed with Hewins's optimism when he argued that "If the

Commission can s~ that the question of Wages is not an important factor in
1foreign competition, you will win all the Trades Unions over", their lack

of esteem for unionism confused any consensus of opinion on the effects of

a tariff on wages, or the effects of wages on competitive conditions.

Candlish perhaps came close to providing a link between the two when he

argued that union membership "will have to be shown that a tariff 1S

necessary to enable them to maintain the wages and position which they have
2got". Allen, on the other hand, scarcely divined the Commission's mood

when, in prophesying that "We shall have to face the music with the Trade

Unions one of these days", he argued that labour was a "marketable commodity

.•. and that the working classes are suffering in consequence of not being

able to sell it". 3

It was generally felt that the main question was whether un10n

responsibility for the erosion of British supremacy, should it emerge from

the inquiry, should be minimised or ignored in order to gain working class

t f d 1· th . t ".. ." . t' .t 4suppor ,or ace square y 1n e 1n erests of sC1ent1flc obJec lVl y.

To Caillard there were no two ways about it: "the action of the Trade

Unions has a very important bearing on the industries of this country, and

I do not see how we are to exclude it. ,,5 But the majority, fearful of

co~tting themselves to such a counter-productive line, seemed to favour

the approach of Candlish, that the way forward was to stress the beneficial

influence of a tariff upon wages, and to neglect the role of union organ-

isation in contributing to Britain's relative decline. The secretary,

mindful that the Commissioners would "have to find out the proportion of

depression due to fiscal policy, or other causes", 6 but nevertheless

1. T.C.M.(VT), 17 March 1904, p. 20; T.C.P.
2. Ibid.
3. rsra., p. 22.
4. See the remarks of A.W. Maconochie, ibid., who put the issue in

precisely these terms.
5. rsra., p , 20.
6. T.C.M.(VT), 17 March 1904, p. 24; T.C.P.
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deterrrrrnedthat the 'reduction' process should prove a positive case for

the adoption of a tariff, was doubtless relieved when the chairman ended

the discussion by observing sardonically that "I think we can put it [the

treatment of wages and Trade Unionism] in such a shape as not to rub them
1[the Trade Uni ons] the wrong way."

The problem was really whether wage levels were a given element in the

situation the COmrrUssion had to analyse - that is, that if British wages

were higher than those of her rivals, this should be regarded as a sort of

'given' disadvantage like poor natural resources - or whether wages and the

tariff policies of various countries were related. However the Commission

argued, it was in difficulties. If it maintained that British trade unions

artificially raised wages, necessitating a tariff to protect British

industry from its consequent lack of competitiveness,2 it would strengthen

its opponents' case that the tariff was not at the root of Britain's problems.

If it argued that protection abroad tended to lower real wages there, this

would strengthen the case for a British tariff in terms of the 'reduction'

argument, but would be likely to alienate working men who would be led to

expect the same result in Britain should a tariff be imposed here. Further-

more, such an approach would scarcely have fitted well with the propaganda

of Chamberlain and the Daily Express, that a tariff would protect labour.

If the Commission attempted to sidestep these difficulties by concentrating

on the American example, its critics would point to the opposite and

embarrassing lessons from Germany.

It is likely that Hewins's intention to avoid this issue was all the

more resolute in the light of earlier discussion. For this was not the

1. Ibid., p. 22.
2. There were periodic rumblings in the press on the effects of unions on

British competitiveness. Best known was E.A. Pratt's anonymous series,
"The Crisis in British Industry", in the Times, reprinted in Trade
Unionism and British IndUStry, (London, 1904). More directly related
~o Tariff Reform ~as Cham~erlalnt s exhortation to workers in May 1905:
Be Free Traders l.fyou h.ke; but you cannot be Free Traders in goods

andnotbeFr~etTraders'in labour". See C.W. Boyd (edt),
Mr~ Chamberlal.n s SpeecheS', (London, 1914L II, p. 318.
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first time the Commission had experienced difficulty in fitting the wages

question into the 'reduction' process. A question on Form No.1, relating

. 1
f'i rms .

to wages and hours abroad, had excited a large response from iron and steel

The extracts of replies to this question, given in an appendix to

Memorandum No . .2, provided a rather mixed picture. Thirteen firms felt

that in their own trades British wages were significantly higher than those

in rival countries, whereas seven felt the difference to be insignificant ln

itself, or insufficient to explain the difference between the prices of

British and imported goods in the British market.2 Though it is true that

no firm felt British wages to be lower than those obtaining in continental

Europe ,3 Hewins was perhaps a little headstrong in asserting that there was

"an absolute consensus of opinion that the workers in the iron and steel

trades in Germany, Belgium, and the Continent generally, receive a lower
4rate of wages, and work a greater number of hours per week."

Here there was a certain amount of confusion in the objectives desired

of the 'scientific' approach. From the point of view of proving that the

erosion of Britain's competitive position was the result of foreign tariffs

and of no other significant factor (the 'reduction' process) it was perhaps

embarrassing to find Ge rman wages so much lower than British. At the same

time, however, and by a peculiar inversion of logic, it was also non-

advantageous to the Tariff Reform position to admit to the existence of

L
2.

Qu. VI on Form No.1; see Appendix 5.
Mm. No.5, Appendix V, pp. 19-20. Only three firms (F.312, F.1349 and
F.1516) made any mention of productivity, even in the most simplistic
way, and all three that did argued that the productivity differential
worked in favour of the rival country. Only one firm was clearly anti-
union, though several complained of the shorter and more defined hours
worked by British labour, itself an implicit though soft-voiced
criticism of labour gains through union organisation. Three firms
mentioned either convict labour (F .972) or the employment of women in
manual jobs (F.1000, F.1058l as contributory factors.
F.3l2 was the only one to point to the "extravagantly high" wages
currently being paid in the US iron and steel industry, but thought
{a} that the bubble was about to burst, and that "reductions varying
up to 60 per cent are intimated", and (b1 that in any case it was "well
known that the tradeennen in the American steel works are doing far more
work per unit than i'n the Ftnglish steel works." ~~., p , 19.Mm. No.5, pp. 7-8.

3.

4.
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extremely low wages 1n a protectionist country which was a leading exponent

of a policy of 'scientific' protectionism. Thus Harrison, the agricultural

engineer, rather achieved the right answer for partially the wrong reasons

when he argued "that you should put in the American rates of wages which

Mr. Mosley's (sic) Commissionwould give you. Objections will be raised on

the other side to leaving out America, which is the highest form of

1industrial success."

Maconochie, Mosely and Keenwere all in agreement, especially since all

three had discovered cases of highly' skilled Pittsburgh steel-workers who

earned wages as high as £16-£20 per week, and together with most other

membersof the Commissionthey greeted warmly the Secretary's assertion that

he did not consider the evidence on wages furnished by the replies to date,

or the data on wages in the "Fiscal Blue Book", to be "at all adequate on

the wages question", and that the Commissionshould, in view of the

importance of this aspect of the inquiry to the fiscal controversy, "take
2

further steps to get better comparisons with French and American wages" .

Thoughhigh wages in the USmight have been used to strengthen the

argument that high wages in the UKwere not the reason for relative decline,

and might also have been used to gain working class support, the enthusiasm

of the Commissionfor further efforts to obtain information was lukewarm.

Charles Allen, in voicing his opinion that the wage figures presented in the

memorandumwere "undoubtedly misleading to a great extent", singled out the

rate of 20-30 shillings per day, given in the document as representative for

English forgemen. He felt that "It might surprise the Commissionwhen I

tell you that men - illiterate men - Rollers of armour plates, and that class

of men, get £1,000 a year, and £1500 a year" even in England ,3 Forgemen

earned up to £3 per day, wh~le certain "special" men forging 30 or 40 ton
4

crankshaf'ts of'ten earned £4 per day. Allen himself claimed to be paying

l.
2.
3.
4.

T.C•M.CVT1, 16 March.1904, p. 16;
Ibid.
rss a., p. 17.
been extremely
Ibid.

r.c.r ,
It need hardly be remarked that such wages must have

unusual, and probably short-term occurrences.
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some manual workers £10 per week. The German figures, too, he maintained,

were underestimates. Whereas the figure of 10-15 shillings was presented

as typical in the memorandum, Allen stated that he had personal experience

of forgemen in Germany receiving 20-30 shillings per day.

Though Allen endorsed the opinion of several responding firms that the

difference between British and continental wage rates was a relatively

unimportant factor an explaining differences in finished product prices,

arguing that "even if the [British] men worked for nothing, in some cases
Iyou could not compete", the Comnnssion was by now losing its resolve.

When W.H. Grenfell proposed that "we omit this wages question, as it is

very incomplete and misleading ... [and] What there is of it tells against

us", Hewins was willing to acquiesce that at least there should be "a

separate memorandum altogether on wages", a move that had the support of
. 2the chai.rman.

Discussion of the 'reduction' process occupied the Commission on

several occasions. It is curious, therefore, that Hewins was subsequently

to write that "we never once discussed the merits of Free Trade y.

Protection on abstract lines". 3 For, whilst the 'reduction' process was

not abstract (i.e. theoretical) in the sense meant by Hewins, it was

certainly an abstraction from reality in the same sense as was the body of

economic theory that it was intended to replace.

Even tod~, it would be impossible to list all the factors necessary in
., . 4a 'reductl0n equatlon. There does seem, however, even allowing for the

advantage of hindsight, one area of critical omission in the Commission's

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.
3. W.A. S. Hewins ,Apologia. •.•, I, p. 86.
4. On this accoun~, we.nd~t.lik:n the 'reduction' process to theory in

that both requa.re slmpl1ficatlon as a prelude to analysis. This
would, h?Weve:,. be regarded as a strength by the theorist and a weakness
by the hlstorlclst and the advocate of 'reduction'.
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coverage, that of entrepreneurial effort and quality. 1 The implications

for deficiency here were, of course, manifold - overcommitment to old

methods (especially the neglect of basic Bessemer)2 and products (e.g.

wrought iron), the lack of science-based expansion,3 and
. 4 tadoption of labour-saVlng processes by no means exhaus

relatively slow

the list.

But even those elements that were included in the Commission's

'reduction' process had been poorly documented by the replies of firms.

Throughout its discussions, the Commission realised this. There had been

no systematic information on resource costs, no convincing assertion that

the technical education of the Rosebery-Haldane school was unimportant, no

serious discussion of wage costs and their significance. But the

Commission's optimism was such that they always believed that more

information would answer their questions, or at least give them the proof

that they needed. In the end, they looked to the witnesses.

It is to be remembered that all the witnesses5 were Tariff Reformers,

or at least favourably disposed to the pOlicy.6 Perhaps more important,

most could only give their impressions of relative conditions in Britain

and abr-oad: the careful statement of Jeans towers above the other evidence

in its complexity, its detail, its length and, one suspects, its accuracy.

Probably none of the others had travelled abroad on precisely the sort of
. C • . 7enquiry that ~nterested the onam ss i on , though some had had overseas

1. The Tariff Reform answer to this charge would have been that insecurity
of the home market and disadvantages when meeting tariff-fed export
rivals in neutral markets caused disillusionment amongst some British
businessmen. They would not have entertained the possibility of any
autonomous deficiency in entrepreneurship. Given the chance to
compete 'under fair conditions', British entrepreneurship was equal to
any in the world.

2. As argued by D. Burn. See op. cit., p. 182.
3. Here, it is true, the 'reduction' process, in including technical

education, did make a partial inclusion of entrepreneurial failing if
it is assumed that the lack of such education reflected a lack of
desire for it by entrepreneurs.

4. This omission was pointed out in "The Report of the Tariff Commission
on the Iron and Steel Trades" ,Economist, 30 July 1904.

5. With the possible exception of Jeans, who remained uncommitted.
6. As noted by the Economist: "Report of Tariff Commission •.•",

lac. cit.
7. Jean's overseas' visits on behalf of the British Iron Trade Association

are well known. See B.r.T.A., Report of the Delegation ... on the
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e xperu.e nce , And none had had Jeans' experience 1n assess1ng the industry

as a whole.

On the difference in conditions of ore supplies and fuel costs, the

majority of those mentioning them did so in a way that supported the

Corr.rnUssion's'reduction' argument. Hickman's experience was that "Neither

in the United States nor in Germany are they ~n a better position as regards

cheapness of extraction than we are", though he admitted that US ores were

richer than British, and that there were regional variations in both
. 1count.r-i.es . Albert Barton thought "English ore is cheaper per unit of

metallic iron" than both foreign ores used in Britain and US and German
2ores. John Strain thought his position in regard to ore supplies just as

3favourable as that of the Pittsburgh ironmaster who used Lake Superior ores.

W.R. Davies thought that raw materials costs worked against Britain in
4comparison with the US, but in favour of Britain when compared with Germany.

Charles Allen thought the difference between American and British are costs
. .f' 5not slgnl lcant. Jeans saw Britain as being under no disadvantage compared

6to Germany, in this matter, but he was less specific with regard to the USA.

In his eagerness to present a balanced picture he gave a confusion of detail,

the overall import of which is difficult to assess. Nevertheless, Jeans'

own impression of the balance of his collected information is clear:

The present conditions do not appear to allow anyone
country, all considered, an overmastering advantage
over others ... on striking a balance of the whole.
Germany has in one district dear ore and cheap fuel,
and in another dear fuel and cheap ore. The United
States have cheap ore at the mines, but a transport of
a thousand miles, more or less, and two breakages of
bulk neutralises (sic) much of the gain from this
source •.• Great Britain is in most districts favourably

Iron and Steel Industries of Belgi urn and Germany, (London, 1896), and
B.I.T.A., American Industrial Conditions and Competition, (London,
1902) .

1. Iron and Steel Report, paras. 554-557.
2. Ibid., paza , 597.
3. Ibid., para. 617.
4. Ibid., paras. 722, 731.
5. Ibi d., para ..659.
6. rsra., paras. 943,947-962.
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situated for sea transport, but both her ores and
her fuel are getting dearer'l

Generally, too, the witnesses supported the 'reduction' argument on the

importance of technical education. . 2 . .Four wltnesses saw technlcal educatlon

as being an unimportant factor in determining the quality of the workforce,

or not important enough to account for the prevailing differences. Hickman

supported this argument ln spite of his own predisposition towards technical

education,3 by arguing that Britain had "made very considerable strides
4within the last 10 years ", though it is to be doubted that he really thought

British performance in this sphere on a par with continental practice. Three

witnesses, including Allen, were not willing to see technical education as an

uNimportant issue, however.5

On railway rates and wages, there was less support for Hewins's attempt

to make 'reduction' effective. The consensus seemed to be that Britain
6stood at a heavy disadvantage in regard to most transport rates. With

wages, the evidence was almost uni formly that American rates were higher, 7

1. Ibid., para. 998. The witnesses who mentioned coal were unanimous that
America held the advantage (though several concentrated on the
exceptional Connellsville mines), though Davie thought Belgian coal as
expensive as Scottish and Gearing thought German coal more expensive
than that in Yorkshire. Jeans agreed more or less completely with
these evaluations. See paras. 495, 780,984-985.

2. Barton (paras. 601-602), Strain (629), K~zer (773), Gilbertson (902).
3. W.o. Henderson, "Origins of Technical Education in Wolverhampton",

Wolverhampton and Staffordshire Technical College, College Studies in
Local History, No.1, April 1948, p. 4.

4. Iron and Steel Report, para. 564.
5. Allen (para. 694), Davie (509) and Davies (737).
6. This might, of course, be regarded as a typical manufacturers'

complaint on a relatively trivial issue. In the witnesses' remarks,
as elsewhere, there was confusion between rates per mile and total
transport costs. Higher rates per mile were to be expected in Britain
compared with continental land masses, and yet quite compatible with
lower overall transport costs. Generally, however, witnesses also
felt themselves at a disadvantage as regards sea freights and some
asserted that continental railway rates were lower for e~orts (i.e.
to the ports) than for importers (i.e. from the ports). See remarks
of Davie (para. 519), Hickman (523-529), Strain (617) Allen (671-674),
Kayzer (769), Gearing (780), Lewis (819), Rylands (916) and Jeans
(1055-1077) •

7 . rn:o~gh Gear~ng pointed out that by using East European labour and
m1xlng,ethnlc groups' to prevent labour disturbances, some US firms got
away Wl. th very low wa~es. . He probably had Carnegie and the United
States Steel Company an nu nd ,
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though opinion was divided between those who thought this was compensated

by higher labour productivity and those who thought that it was not.l With

Germany, there was again agreement on the absolutely lower level of wages,

but a similar division was evident as to whether hi gher British labour

productivity compensated for this or not.2 Thus, railway rates seemed to

tell against Hewins's argument, and wages did not provide hard evidence one

way or the other.

In one sense, however, it is clear that there was a general belief

among the witnesses that conditions in the three countries were approaching

a rough pari ty. Barton did "not think that America enjoys any natural or
. .." 3physical advantage as against this country in the productlon of plg lron

Strain, talking of production of both pig iron and steel, "consider[ed] that
" 4we can produce quite as cheaply as the German or American producer. Allen

5postulated a rough parity in production costs of steel. Jeans thought that

there was scarcely 2 per cent difference in production costs of pig iron

between Pittsburgh, Cleveland and Westphalia.6

It seems likely that an approximate equalisation of resource costs was

indeed the situation during this period, both for pig iron production and

steel production.7 On this basis there was perhaps credence for Hewins's

belief that the 'reduction' argument was well founded. With steel

production, the Iron and Steel Report was equivocal. Jeans was to describe
8labour costs in the American steel industry as "phenomenally low", yet other

witnesses such as Strain and Allen thought that in terms of total productivity

l.
2.

cr. Strain (para. 625) and Jeans (1046) with Wrightson (581).
Davie, Allen and Jeans thought the difference insignificant (paras. 514,
685,1049). Most witnesses spoke in terms of wages rather than wages
per ton. The evidence is extremely imprecise.
Iron and Steel Report, para. 6ll.
Ibid., para. 616.
Ibid., paras. 640-l.
~d note, however, that production costs of British west coast iron
would be about 10 per cent higher than this. See ibid., para. 966.
See P. Temin, "The Relative Decline of the British Steel Industry
1880-1913", in H. Rosovsky (ed.), Industrialization in Two System~,
(New York, 1966), pp. 141, 146, also D. Burn, Ope cit., ch , 9.
Iron and S-tee1Report, para. 1023.

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.
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there was little difference between the two countries.l The general tenor of

the Iron and Steel Report seems to have been that the British industry could

achieve US producti vity levels when working at full capacity, but that the

export policy of foreign trusts seldom allowed this.2 In this sense, there-

fore, the Report mirrors in an imprecise way the recent and revisionist

findings of McCloskey, who argues that his "crude" measures demonstrate "about

2 or 3 per cent average superiority for the American [steel] industry" in the
3years before the Great War.

If we do not accept the still contentious findings of McCloskey, it

would seem that any relative inefficiency in British steel production would

have had to be the result of factors under one or another of three broad

heads: (i) entrepreneurial weakness, (ii) market conditions and (iii)

industrial organisation. The third heading, if taken to include the larger
. .. . 4 dscale and supe r-i or-me chani ca.lnand.Ling of many overseas f'i rms , woul seem

the direct factor. But, obviously, deficiencies in industrial organisation

can reflect either entrepreneurial weakness, or market conditions, or both.

The Tariff Commission opted for market conditions, as, in a rather different
. d T . 5way, eli erm n , But it cannot be argued that the Commission exposed

entrepreneurship to the rigorous examination undertaken by McCloskey.

Tariff Reformers generally tended to assume that, under the same conditions,

British entrepreneurs were the equal of all others. Though the Commission

was more cautious than most, it is difficult to ascertain, even in hindsight,

whether the Iron and Steel Report had presented a fair case for the view that

the 'reduction' process had clearly established that British management was

1. As above, footnotes 4 and 5, p. 225.
2. Iron and Steel Report, paras. 55-57, especially 57.
3. D.N. McCloskey, Economic Maturit and Entre reneurial Decline: British

Iron and Steel, 1870-1913, Cambridge, Mass., 1973 , p. 12 .
4. See evidence of Jeans in Iron and Steel Report, especially paras.

1023-34.
5. Temin stresses the slow growth of demand for British steel in view of

the slow growth of the British market and in view of German and American
tariffs, and the much faster growth in demand for German and American
stee~ .. This in itself would ~rodu~e a technological lag. Whilst the
COmIDlSSIOn could have a~reed w1th hlm entirely on this point, he would
not have agreed .to.the.1DIportance that the COmmission attached to
dumping. See Temn, loco cit., pp. 142,153.
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not lacking, or whether, in common with other Tariff Reform literature, it

assumed it. The traditionalist follower of Burn and Burnham and Hoskinsl

1S unlikely to be satisfied by this aspect of the Iron and Steel Report.

The difficulty in the Tariff Reform mind was one of getting away from

monocausalism. To Davies, British works were as good as those overseas:

production costs were higher only because they did not work full time.2

The tube trade witnesses felt that their German rivals could only produce

more cheaply because of the large scale of operations made possible by the
. f 3t.ar-i f' • To Gilbertson, superior plant and large scale were the direct and

inevitable result of a greater degree of market security;4 even so the

difference between average British and American practice was apt to be

exaggerated. Even Jeans could scarcely escape the logic of his own remarks:

the most efficient US Bessemer converters and rolling mills exceeded the best

British in output per year by three times. "The truth is," he noted, "that

the British manufacturer would not at present know what to do with such a

vast product if he had it".5

This is not the place to assess all the views on the causes of

Britain's retardation in the industry. If the recent work of Temin

conflicts with that of the more established treatments, it must be remembered

that it fits in with the current fashion for rehabilitating the reputation of

the British entrepreneur. It seems only fair to remark that market

conditions were an autonomous situation facing the British steelmaker: it

is scarcely realistic to argue that they were caused by entrepreneurial

failure, and the implication of McCloskey's work, that entrepreneurial skill

overcame market disadvantages completely,6 is unlikely to remain unchallenged

by historians for long. Entrepreneurial failings there undoubtedly were

1. Another work which stresses entrepreneurial failure. See T.H. Burnham
and G.O. Hoskins, Iron and Steel in Britain, 1870-1930, (London, 1943).

2. Iron and Steel Report, paras. 722, 726.
3. See especially evidence of Roland Lewis, ibid., para. 836.
4. Ibid., para. 863. -
5. Ibid., pa.ra. 1024.
6. ~ndeed,. the conclusions of McCloskey are that British entrepreneurship

an the lndustry stood the test surprisingly well.



228

(and probably are in the most successful of industries), but even entre-

preneurial failure is not entirely an autonomous event. Perhaps in many

cases it was induced by the low morale in the industry.

Our conclusions, however, must be narrower than this. The 'reduction'

process was crude, but in a way it was not entirely inaccurate. This was

probably a period when Germany and the US achieved parity with the British

industry in resource costs and pig iron productivity. Technical education,

railway rates and absolute wage costs were probably relatively unimportant.

If Britain was slipping, the largest part of her loss would seem to have been

due to the larger scale of organisation abroad, and the superior methods of

production that combinations frequently adopted. A fast growing industry

embodies new technology more painlessly.

Yet the Commission proved its point too easily. 'The tariff is mother

of the trust' was a widespread catChphrase at the time.l That the tariff

was also guardian of efficient trustification was not precisely the same

thing. Most witnesses saw trusti fication as an aid to large scale, and

large scale as an aid to efficiency. Occasionally, a remark was made which

t· d . . 2ques 10ne th1s V1ew. But, by and large, the quality of entrepreneurship

concealed behind the more obvious features of trustification went unmentioned.

It was the neglect of entrepreneurship that was perhaps the single mOBt

important weakness of the concept of 'reduction'.

III

As early as July 1903 the question of dumping had riBen to central

importance in the discussion of the industry' B situation under free trade.

If Tariff Reformers stressed the extent to which the British market was at

risk from the incursion of German and American products, their opponents

1. The American lawyer, Franklin Pierce wrote that "Our protective
tariff is the ge~esis of the trust. ' The trust comes out of it as
naturally as frm t from b Loas om" • See The Tari ff and th T t (NewYork, 1907) , p. 51. e rus .s ,

See evidence of Hickman (para. 537), Jeans (1121-1122), Gearing (780).2.
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were able to taunt them with the presence of the Canadian dumper in the

Bri tish marke t . In part this was put forward as an answer to the (usually

unspoken) belief of more naive Tariff Reformers that an Imperial union could

be based on a complete complementarity of Empire economies. Chiding Sir

Gilbert Parker for his own particular imperial vision, the Free Trader felt

that "Nothing is more amusing than the parochial view which looks upon our

colonies as suppliers of raw materials and good and obvious dumping grounds

for our manufacturers".l In particular, the journal continued, Canada's
". . . d 1" 2rich deposits of iron-ore should, according to the Zollvereln 1 ea , be

shipped to the UK for manufacture into iron and steel, and then sold back to

Canada at a profi t. But more important to the Free Traders than Canada's

desire to build up her own iron industry were the methods chosen to achieve

it. It was embarrassing for Tariff Reformers to discover that in 1902

Canada exported £116,000 worth of pig-i ron to the UK, an amount just over

four times the level of UK imports from Germany,3 whilst in an unspecified

period in 1901-2 the Dominion had sent Britain nearly as much pig-iron as had
4Germany, Holland, Belgium and the USA put together. It was noted that

Canada was using bounties to encourage production. Even the perfidious

Germans were not using direct government bounties in this particular industry.

Canada had "unfortunately set an example to the world in this respect". 5

Free Trade opinion at its most orthodox saw no danger in the introduction

of bounty-fed iron into international markets. Chiozza Money felt that:

1. Free Trader, 31 July 1903, p. 2. The first part of the present
section, dealing with the public debate on dumping, utilises this
source almost exclusively. In view of the huge coverage of dumping
in the national press, it has been felt unnecessary to duplicate
sources, especially in view of the fact that our prime purpose here is
to layout the common Free Trade treatment and the type of propagandist
argument that the Tariff Commission felt it had to answer. A survey
of the Manchester Guardian has revealed that no Free Trade arguments
of importance have been omitted.
Free Trader, 7 August 1903, p. 13.
Germany sent pig-iron to the value of £28,000 according to the Free
Trader. Though this journal admitted imports of unwrought steel to
the value of £105,643 from Germany, it sought to conceal this in its
discussion; see ibid.
W.S.B. McLaren to Ed. Times, 24 November 1903 10, p. .Free Trader, 7 August 1903, p. 13.

2.
3.

4.
5.
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... it may be hoped that it [Britain's imports of
£116,000 of Canadian pig-iron in 1902] will not be the
last to come from the same quarter. One of the most
considerable of the items under this head is unwrought
steel, which we import to use as a material in sheet,
hoop, wire, and other more highly advanced forms of
industry'l

But more cautious Free Traders were not inclined to follow his lead. At

Bristol in November, Sir Michael Hicks Beach adopted a posi tion rather closer

towards that of Balfour, failing to see "why the policy of the Sugar

Convention Act should not be also applied, where necessary, for the
. .. ,,2be ne f'i t; of our own home Lndus t.r-i es . The Free Trader reprinted portions

of this tentative advocacy of counter-subsidy legislation without comment.3

Where dumping did not obviously avail itself of government assistance,

there was still a certain ambivalence in Free Trade attitudes. On the one

hand, economic liberals made much of the advantages of dumping to Britain

and the disadvantages to the practising economy. But, on the other, they

seemed anxious to dispel the view that dumping would be long-lived. At

Paisley, Asquith reassured his audience that the present wave of dumping
4"cannot possibly last long".

Many examples were used to demonstrate the differential advantage

accruing to the British economy through foreign dumping.5 The Free Trader

published the experience of a British firm which gained a contract to erect

certain structural ironwork 1n Berlin. Critical to the firm's successful

tender, it was maintained, was its ability to purchase German iron bars at a

1. L.G.C.M. [L.G. Chiozza Money], "Preferential Tariffs and British
Trade: II. The Fear of Imports - Materials, Raw and Other", Free
Trader, 7 August 1903, p. 15.

2. Hicks Beach at Bristol, 13 November 1903; in Times, 14 November 1903,
p. 12.

3. Free Trader, 27 November 1903, p. 137.
4. Asquith at Paisley, 31 October 1903; reprinted in H.R. Asquith, Trade

and the Empire, (London, 1903), p. 63.
5. Most participants in the popular debate were very vague as to their

own precise definition of 'dumping' . The most common usages appear
to have been that of dumping as selling 'below cost of production'
(loosely derined] in the count:r of origin, and that of discrimination
betwee,? domestl.c a.n~ export pnces, but there was some tendency for
any. p:l.?e-undercutt:ng to be ~o described. On the problem of
defim t:lon see J. Vl.ner, Dumpl.ng: A Problem in International Trade
(New York, 1966 edn.), ch , 1. '
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lower prIce than its German rivals. In September 1903 iron bars from the

Rhenish-westphalian ironworks were quoted at 95 marks per ton ex-works, but

English customers could obtain them for 80 or even 72 marks f.o.b., this

situation having "abolished the intended effect of the German import duty on
.. ." 1f'irrishe d Iron . The chairman of the Palmer Shipbuilding and Iron Company,

Sir Charles McLaren MP, said at its Annual Meeting that for three years past

the concern had been able to obtain German steel castings and forgings at

30 per cent below English quoted prices, and that this enabled it to secure

export orders that would otherwise have been lost. The company could report

a large increase in exports to both Germany and the USA. 2 James Cox,

General Secretary of the Iron and Steel Worker's Union, voiced his opinion

that cheap sources of unwrought steel enabled British crude steel users to

"cut out the foreigner in the foreign markets" and so prevent closures and
3safeguard employment. Sir Christopher Furness, the prominent North Eastern

industrialist, regretted the need to buy imported steel billets, but felt

that the necessity to "supply the shipbuilder at such a low price" as was
4then obtaining obliged him to buy in the cheapest market. Even so, he

argued that low-priced imports would have a beneficial long-run effect on the

British industry:

Ten thousand tons of these billets came to a company in
which he was interested ••• He [Sir Christopher] had
inquired into this matter, and asked half a dozen of the
ablest steel experts whether Germany was able to make
these billets cheaper than they could in the Cleveland
district, and, if so, why? He was satisfied that the
Germans were making a profit •.• at 75s. a ton, and if
they could deliver them to the very doors of British
manufacturers for that sum, what reasonable man could
object to such articles coming from Germany or anywhere
else? He (Sir Christopher) had got in his possession
accurate information .•• that under a new process in
Cleveland, where they owned their own mines, and their
own wharf and river frontage, and had erected coke ovens,
by-product plant, and all the latest improvements, they

1. Free Trader, 23 October 1903, p. 21.
2. Free Trader, 2 October 1903, p. 80.
3. J~s C?X, in Ironworker:s Journal, December 1903, p. 4.
4. SIr ChrIs~opher Furnes~ In a speech to his constituents in Hartlepool,

reported an the Northern Press and cited indirectly in Free Trader,
1 January 1904, p. 3.
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could make these billets, not at 80s., not at 75s.,
but at 60s. a ton. Thus the import of these billets
had had the effect of stimulating them in this country
to renewe d efforts'l

The corollary of the effect in the British market of a double pricing

policy by German combines was the effect on German iron and steel users.

In selecting one of their main examples, the Free Traders felt fortunate that

Chamberlain had chosen the wire-drawing industry of Manchester, Warrington

and elsewhere as one of his decaying industries. 2 Apart from the inevitable

criticism that what Chamberlain regarded as a dying trade the Free Traders

saw as a thriving and growing industry,3 it was also held that German wire-

drawers, or at least those "pure" concerns which did not roll their own Wlre

but merely purchased rolled wire for further processing, were being forced

into an intolerable position. These establishments, it was maintained, were

dependent for their raw material on a syndicate whose domestic price and

4 . 4 .whose export price were 250s. and lOs. per ton respectlvely. Belng

"threatened with extinction", the "pure" wire drawers were dis cussing the

possibili ty of forming a "Drawn-Wire Syndicate" as a countervailing force to

the "Half-Material Producers' Association". 5

When, at Cardiff, Chamberlain addressed himself to the problem of the

tinplate trade,6 the Free Traders found themselves in the unlikely position

of diminishing the effect of the McKinley Tariff on the South Wales industry.

l.
2.

Ibid.
Chamberlain at Liverpool, 28 October 1903; ln J. Chamberlain, Imperial
Union and Tariff Reform, (London, 1903), p. 158.
Free Trader, 20 November 1903, p. 134. Free Traders saw fit to ignore
their own evidence, gathered in another context, that German finished
wire producers were under-cutting British in the home market. It was
admitted that Kynochs Ltd., engaged in the wire nail trade, could not
meet German competition in "commoner lines", but since the head of the
company was a Free Trader and ascribed German success to reasons other
than "unfair competition", this apparently ended the issue. Fiscal
orthodoxlsts were nearer to recognising the partial contradiction in
their approach when they admitted that several Norwich firms were
dependent, in th:ir successful production of wire netting, on imports
of cheap drawn wire from Germany. See Free Trader, 14 August 1903,
p.20; also Free Trader, 15 January 1904, p. 17.
Free Trader, 23 October 1903, p. 102.
Ibid.; also p. 98.
Cilaiiiberlainat Cardiff, 20 November 1903; a n Times, 21 November 1903,
pp. 8-9.

3.

4.
5.
6.



233

As the US had for long produced large quantities of sheet steel, the

relatively small move into tin-plating had been anticipated. "Welsh tin-

plate makers for years previous ... had fully realised the situation",

claimed Sir John Jenkins, an authority on the industry, whose experience

went back to the 1850s, in the Westminster Gazette.l The slump in British

exports that followed McKinley had been partly illusory, being "mainly due to

the feverish activity created in South Wales by the prospect of the new

tari ff.,,2 As the industry had found new markets in Latin America and

Australasia, and in the rapid growth of home demand, it had been assisted,

especially in recent years, by the dumping of German steel bars. In an

interview in the Free Trader, Jenkins even adopted the extreme position of

arguing that dumping was necessary to the existence of tinplate firms which

possessed no facilities for the production of their own steel bars:

Of course we expect the people who make their own steel
to say that it [the dumping of steel bars for use in the
tinplate trade] is injurious, but there are a large
number of tinplate makers who are obliged to buy their
bars, and were it not for the German and American
competition the steel makers would put up the price of
bars to such an extent that it would be very difficult
to (sic) those who are without forges to compete with
them. We had one instance in the British Ferry Steel
Company which put up the price to over £7 a ton. These
high prices encouraged the dumping, but a most remarkable
thing ..• is ••• that the people who denounce it the most
are the very people who buy the largest quantity of dumped
bars to make tinplate, and sell their own produce 5
shillings to 10 shillings higher than the price they give
for the dumped bars. 3

The other side of the coin - the effect of half-material dumping on the

home tinplate industry - was to keep it in a relatively undeveloped condition:

only 40 per cent of Germany's home consumption was supplied by domestic

industry,4 whilst the US's 320 mills could do little more than supply their
5own home market. In other branches of the industry, the stimulus given to

4.
5.

Westminster Gazette, 20 November 1903, p. 2,
Free Trader, 11 December 1903, p , 157,
Ibid. It is perhaps unnecessary to remark that the dubious logic of
the last sentence renders Jenkins's comments of little value except in
illustrating his opinion.
Free Trade r, 15 January 1904, p. 19.
Free Trader, 11 December 1903, p. 157.

l.
2.
3.
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the British exporter of more highly finished goods had a corollary effect

on the foreign exporter. The British shipbuilder who benefited from steel

billets "at such a low price"l had his counterpart a n the American builder

who was at the mercy of a "steel monopoly fostered by the tariff. ,,2

Over-production of bars and billets was also a thorn in the flesh of

German finished goods producers. The fine plate rollers of Hamburg found

that their fellow semi-finished steel manufacturers supplied their rivals

with steel at lower prlces than they themselves could obtain them, and that

it was difficult to export even with the aid of a bounty raised by their
. . 3trade assoclatl0n. The producers of refined sheet steel had, for similar

reasons, been forced into dumping 45 per cent of its products abroad, and
4German boilermakers and shipwrights were similarly hard pressed.

German "pure" wire drawing firms (those which were dependent on a syndicate

for their rolled wire inputs) were similarly said to be suffering from

the "double-edged Character" of dumping in worsening their export
ia.I 5potentl •

But the deleterious effects of dumping were not seen as being confined

to the finished goods sectors of the dumping country. At the same time

as British Free Traders were congratulating themselves on their ability to

receive large imports of cheap semi-manufactured steel, they gave stern

warnings of the consequences of foreign export policy for the future health

of overseas industry. Individual concerns which disclosed losses in their

annual reports,6 or even merely did less well than was expected from their

previous sales records,7 were held up as examples of a general law.

1. Sir Christopher Furness, cited in Free Trader, 1 January 1904 p. 3.
2. Nation (New York), cited in Free Trader, 6 May 1904, p. 138. '
3. ColOgne Gazette, cited in Free Trader, 22 January 1904, p. 25.
4. Free Trader, 1 January 1904, pp. 2-3.
5. Free Trader, 22 October 1903, p. 102.
6. See, for instance, the reporting of the £23,000 loss sustained by

F.W. de F::ies Heme r and Co., a prominent German screw, nut and bolt
concern, 1? Free Trader, 4 September 1903, p. 43.

7. As wascla.l.med to be the case with the huge US Steel Corporation' see
Free Trader, 8 January 1904, p. 16. '
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Report:: of closures of someUS firmsl and reductions of wages ln others,2

printed ln the US trade journals Iron Age and NewYork Journal of Commerce,

were cited in the British press with the gleeful assurance of a Job's

comforter. There was even an inference that when the "cLubbing of men

away from work by policemen again became necessary at the steel works at

South Sharon, Pa.," in March 1904, it was caused by US fiscal policy.3

From such reports it was a brief step to Free Trade predictions that

the protectionist yoke was beginning to show signs of strain. In Germany

consumers, whether of finished or semi-finished steel goods, were becoming

restive. Wehave noted above the threat to counter the rolled wire syndicate

with a "DrawnWire Syndicate". 4 Germanconsumers of tin-plate, ilgroaning

under the intolerable exactions of the Tinplate Syndicate", were reported

to be combining to fight it through a newly formed "Union of Tinplate

Consumers", which would establish" a central agency for the purchase of

Bri tish Tinplate". 5 The Cologne Gazette was noted to have appealed to the

Steel Syndicate to aid the Germanindependent rolling mills by ceasing to

supply their foreign competitors with cheap bars and billets whilst

maintaining high prices in the homemarket,6 and the Frankfurt Gazette echoed

its criticisms of the "despotism" of the cartel and the "lingering process

of extinction" being experienced by the Reinwalzwerke. 7

But if Free Traders preached the good sense and good economyof

receiving cheap imports', and the dangers of a cheap export policy through

dumping, theY' were less than consistent when they perceived that the period

of dumpingwas nearing its end. From their own argument that dumping could

1. "Depression in the Alnerican Iron and Steel Industry: Mr. Balfour' B

Argument Illustrated" ,Free Trader, 11 December 1903, p. 157. The
ti tIe is sarcastic: Balfour had stated in his Economic Notes on Insular
Free Trade (London, 1903) that protected countries were not affected by
overproduction. See also Free Trader, 8 January 1904, p. 16.

2. Free Trader, 18 December 1903, p. 164; Free Trader, 8 January 1904,
p. 12; Free Trader, 29 January 1904, p. 36.

3. Free Trader, 11 March 1904, p. 87.
4. See above, p. 232.
5. Free Trader, 15 January 1904, P. 17,
6. Free Trader, 22 January 1904, p. 25.
7~ Free Trader, 5 February 1904, p. 42.
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not be profitable to the dumper, especially when that argument was seen In

conjunction with the semi-truths of propagandist classical economic theory,

they were bound to arrive at the conclusion that dumping could not be carried
. f"t 1on Lnde aru ely. But they showed little sign of sadness at the passing of

a practice the only result of which could be to strengthen the prosperity of

the British iron and steel industr,y at the expense of that of her rivals.

Indeed, one notes a sense of relief when the Free Traders announced that an

advance in prices of Pittsburgh pig- and bar-iron showed protectionist fears
2to be "unfounded". The Steel Works Association being formed in Germany In

March 1904 would "maintain uniform prices at home" and prevent "reckless

cutting of quotations abroad"; that is, the "policy of dumping was to cease",3
. . " . f .. ,,4thls bel.ng a moral on the unwlsdom 0 premature predictlons. Even the

pig-iron producers of the Siegen district were to stop dumping, it was
. . . 1 d 5de f'i rn, tl.ve y pronounce . Indeed, in one admittedly uncharacteristic

statement the Free Trader came close to giving a reason for its apparent

satisfaction at what it perceived to be the end of a period of dumping:

"Dumping might be so worked as to be an injury to the importing country, but
., .d 1 .. .t ,,6It lS unavol. ab y an lnJury to the country whl.ch practl.ses 1. • Clearly

there was an element of 'double-think' in the propagandist Free Trade

attitude towards dumping.7

1. In answer to the protectionist argument that overall profits might be
maintained by a dumping firm even though overseas sales were at prices
below cost, because of higher domestic prices, the Free Trader argued
that "If this were so there would obviously be no reason for the
interference of the syndicate to raise prices abroad. The policy of
the Steel Trade Association therefore confirms the view taken by Free
Traders that 'dumping' was unprofitable to the German iron and steel
industry, and that sooner or later it would disappear." Free Trader,
18 March 1904, p. 90.

2. "No Dumping from the United States", Free Trader, 4 March 1904, p. 78.
3. Free Trader, 18 March 1904, p. 90.
4. Free Trader, 8 April 1904, p. 106.
5. "German Iron Manufacturers Stop 'Dumping''', Free Trader, 15 April

1904, p. 117.
6 . Free Trader, 11 De cember 1903, p. 153 (my emphasi s)•
7. This was even evident in the more careful discussion of dumping by the

(Free Trad~) profe~si?nal economist. See S.J. Chapman, "The Report
of the Tanff C

19
01llIIlJ.04saaon ?n the Iron and Steel Trades", Economic

Journal, XIV, , especlal1y pp. 620-621.
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IV

Given the large cover1ng of dumping in the press campaign, it 1S not

surprlslng that the Co~ssion gave it serious attention. Hewins initially

defined it as "the selling of goods at a loss to the seller", a practice made

possible by "some compensating advantage in the price secured elsewhere,

e.g. in his own home market".l From the beginning, the Commission

experienced difficulty in obtaining incontrovertible evidence of dumping.

In Memorandum No.5 Hewins had included testimony from a Yorkshire pig-iron

and steel firm employing 1500 men (F.312), which stated that German joists

and beams were selling f.o.b. Antwerp at 82~marks less 2~ per cent. Since

the prevailing price of German basic pig (58 marks per ton) and the lowest

conceivable prime cost of converting it into steel joists and beams (31 marks

per ton) meant that the lowest economic price at which the Germans could have

sold was 89 marks per ton, even this neglecting the fixed costs of conversion

into steel, the example was put forward as a clear case of dumping. Sir

Alfred Hickman, however, was quick to point out that the current price of

basic pig was irrelevant: "The question is what the pig iron cost - not what

the selling price of it was". 2 Perhaps Sir Robert Herbert was not alone

among the Commissioners in failing to understand the significance of this,

arguing that the German steel producer would have had to buy his pig at the

prevailing price. He was corrected by Keen, who pointed out that "the

[German] Manufacturers of Steel very largely make their own pig iron". 3

Obviously, the Commission was hardly in a position to obtain detailed

information of the internal production costs and accounting procedures of

the large, integrated German firms. Of course, this is a difficulty which

1. Mm. No.5, p. 5. Tariff Reformers seldom looked further than the
tarif~! (and i~s al~owanc: ?f a dual p:icing policy) in seeking to
exp.Lain the rmanct al. ablllty of forelgn trusts to sustain dumping.
They neglected the possibility even of short-term losses of return on
fixed capital, whilst they would have regarded as inconcei vabLe the
possibility of financing losses on prime costs out of reserves
T.~.M.(VT), 16 March 1904, pp. 10-11; T.C.P. (nw emphasis). •
Ibla., p. 11.

2.
3.
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has not diminished with time: today, mere evidence of dual pr~c~ng policies

for export and import markets is taken as evidence of dumpingby an importing

1country intent on control. Hickmanhastened to add that "I do not suggest

that there is not truth in the fact (sic) that the finished article is sold

but the statement on the face of it does not bear that out". 2at a loss;

SomeCommissioners felt that this presented little problem. All that

was needed was more information. But Charles Allen was pessimistic in

response to Pearson's suggestion that the responding firms should be contacted

again and questioned more closely on this matter, since he saw dumping as

having progressed from a spasmodic to a continuous operation, with the result

that "The word 'dumping' has disappeared in the ... steel works, and it has

[] ... ,,3become regarded as a perpetual and cont~nuous compet~t~on . Though

Maconochie and Hickmanwere correct in reminding him that "the trade being

continuous [did not] at all interfere with the definition of dumping",4

there was probably more than a germ of truth in Allen's view that dumping, or

at least some form of extreme price competition, had become so much a part of

Germanexport policy, and of British import experience, in the previous

decade that it would be di fficult to distinguish it from more legitimate

practice, and that individual British firms would be unlikely to be able to

provide proof of its existence if further enquiries were made.

In the Memorandumit was emphasised that Germandumpingwas made

possible by differential pricing in home and export markets. If, to the

"estimated minimumcost" of joists (89 marks) was added 2~ marks for freight

and insurance, the total cost f.o.b. Antwerp stood at 91~ marks per ton, so

that a selling cost of 81~marks represented a loss of 9 marks per ton.5

Yet with the prevailing homemarket price of 105 marks per ton, this meant

that approximately 62 per cent of total output could be exported at the

l.
2.
3.4.
5.

W.M.Corden, Trade POli§t and Economic Welfare (London, 1974), p. 235.
T.C.M.(VT), 16 March 190 , p. 11; T.e.p. '
Ibid.
Ibi a., p. 12.
Mm. No.5, p. 6. containing an arithmetical error.
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lower prlce and still leave the concern in a break-even condition, Slnce the

manufacturer could "sell 14~ tons at the export price for every 9 tons sold
1at home, and be under no nett loss". Thus, if exports constituted less

than 62 per cent of total output the manufacturer would make a profit.

In spite of the fact that, in the memorandum, it was stressed that "The

above estimates are given by way of illustration, and may not represent the

actual conditions prevailing", 2 and in spite of the fact that Hewins pressed

the Commission to discuss his reasoning,3 no one appeared to find the analysis

in any way unreasonable. Nor were the Commissioners to dissent when he took

the analysis further into the realm of "continuous running", an argument

which was to become a favourite of the Commission and which lay at the centre
. . . d 4of lts study of the lron and steel ln ustry:

•.. a condition precedent to the successful exploitation
of the foreign markets is the protection of the home
markets. Though it means a higher price in the German
and American markets than the respective export selling
prices, it does not necessarily follow that the price is
any higher than it would be if there were no exoort
markets on which the surplus productions could be "dumped."
The smaller output limited to supplying the demands of the
home market, might and generally does mean a lesser
economy of production; and the selling prices might again
be the same as before. At any rate, it will be granted
that the increased price to the home consumer is largely
compensated for by the considerable increase in the amount
of employment; in the continuous running of the works;
and in the greater security it affords to the investment
of capital.5

This introduction of a dynamic element into the analysis of dumping was

prima facie a strong one: it countered the Free Trader's stance that the

joists in question could be viewed as an input for other industries by

arguing that without dumping the German cost of production might well be

hiiher than with it, and, more importantly, that without being the victim of

dumping the British industry might well be able, through an increase in

1. Ibid. The figures are given in more detail, and include a small
allowance for depreciation.

2. Ibid.
3. T.C.M.(VT), 16 March 1904, p. 14; T.C.P.
4. See Iron and Steel Report, paras. 62-75, which in many respects bears

a close resemblance to Mm. No.5.
5. Mm. No. 2,., p. 6. (Dzy' emphasis) .
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output, to achieve lower costs of production.

Though Hewins could produce f'i rms ' evidence that dumping hit at the

confidence necessary to ensure adequate future investment,l he had found

little to go on in answers to the forms of inquiry about the magnitude of

cost variation which could be expected under varying levels of output. His

example, therefore, does not seem to have been backed by any direct evidence:

It should be further pointed out that" dumping" acts as
a cumulati ve poison. In diminishing the output of the
furnaces and the plant by the amount imported, it increases
the cost of production of the remainder. A plant capable
of producing, say, 1,000 tons of pig-iron per week at a
cost of 52s. 6d. m~ find its nett costs run up to 53s. or
53s. 6d. if it be made to produce only 600 or 700 tons per
week. The markets which it still connnands become yet
more difficult to hold, and therefore more susceptible of
attack by the foreign producer'2

Yet it does appear that, as unbacked by empirical evidence as Hewins's thesis

was, his figures commanded general agreement. Indeed, it was the opinion

of two of the ironmasters present at the meeting of 16 March that the

illustration considerably underestimated the likely situation. Sir Alfred

Hickman thought that, in the example given, a 30-40 per cent reduction of

output would raise costs by "a good deal more than 6d or 1/- a ton", and he

did not seem entirely opposed to Sir Robert Herbert's suggestion that the

phrase "several shillings" should be sUbstituted. 3 Charles Allen thought

that the likely unit cost differential would be "at least 2/6 a ton".4 But

in spite of such agreement, the argument being used in favour of full-

capaci ty working, though not exactly "deductive" because of the element of

observation which had pl~ed a part in its formulation, did rest on a

sequence which was somewhat abstract, even theoretical.S In this, of

course, it was the child of a methodology alien to the publicised aims and

1. F.1507, a South Wales tinplate manufacturer; F.742, a Scottish steel
producer; F.1517, a Northumberland steel manufacturer.

2. Mm. No.5, p. 7.
3. T.C.M.(VT), 16 March 1904, p. 14; T.C.P.
4. Ibid.
5. r,or the.be~t rou~ly co~te~orary discussion of the distinction between

.deduc~~~. and ~nduct~~e methods in economic science, and the
~mposs1b11~ty Of. Beparat.~ng the two see J N Keynes Th S d. . ( , • • ,e cope anMethod of Polit1calEconoIll'{ 3rd edn., London, 1904} , passim.
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methodology of the Commission. Sir Robert Herbert recognised the need for

empirical support:

All this matter of dumping has so important a
bearing on the enquiry, that we want suggestions as
to the specific questions, which would be very useful
after reading these comments We should be very
glad to know what particular points ought to be
brought out in examining the Witnesses, which is very
much the object we have in bringing these points
before you'l

The Commission scarce had need to worry that witnesses would neglect

the question of dumping when giving their evidence, and a substantial part

of each cross-examination concerned the issue. Perhaps the most violent

impact of foreign dumping on British producers was attested to by Sir Thomas

Wrightson, who saw it as having operated most strongly in bars, blooms and
. 2

b iLl.e ts • Albert Barton, of the Carnforth Hematite Ironworks, had even had

personal experience in organising dumping, being by his own addmission "the

instrument by which the first dumping of a quantity of American pig iron was

put into force in Europe" in 1896-1897: with the assistance of specially

negotiated railway rates in the United States, "the bulk of the iron was sold

at just about its cost of manufacture unde e rthe most economical conditions". 3

It has been seen above that there was a considerable element amongst the

Free Traders who argued that dumping was ephemeral. What worried the Tariff

commission was not so much that dumping was a cyclical phenomenon - that is,

that it would thrive when the home market was depressed and disappear when

the hone market revi ved4 - but that it would become continuous. In spite of

the fact that the policy initiated by Barton and his associates was initiated

by the US depression of 1894-1896,5 "The result of that operation was to

5.

T.C.M.(VT), 16 March 1904, p. 14; T.C.P.
Iron and Steel Retort, paras. 578-582 (Witness No.4).
Ibid., para. 606 Witness No.5).
It is a common interpretation of American export policy during the
period 1880-1914 that suCh business fluctuations lay behind the
differing appeal over time to the US manufacturer of the export market.
See W.H. Becker, "American Manufacturers and Foreign Markets 1870-
1900", Business History R:view, XLVII, 1973, pp. 466-81. '
For the 1894-1896 depressl.on, see C. Hoff'lnann "The Depre '0 f th. . "J a1 f E· • • , S61 n 0 eNl.netl.es, oum 0 cono~c Hl.6to~, XVI, 1956, pp. 137-164.

1.
2.
3.4.
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induce other American manufacturers to adopt dumping as a steady policy".l

We have seen above that Charles Allen was also of this opinion,2 whilst

W.H. Davies, giving evidence from his experience in the Skelton Iron, Steel

and Coal Co., could see no end to the process of German dumping, since it

had lasted "several years" already, and since German capacity was increasing

so rapidly that the imperative that German ironmasters "must go outside and
. " . .t . 3dump the1r surplus seemed to h1m a permanent Sl uat10n. The evidence of

some witnesses was less supportive of this proposition. The three

representatives of the British Tube Trade Association, though stressing the

intensity of price competition in the international market, dwelt little on

dumping per se, though not explicitly rejecting its importance.4

F.W. Gilbertson, who himself had purchased steel bars for tin-plating, had

experienced (a loosely defined) dumping only since 1900; his remarks showed

that he had no clear opinion as to whether dumping would become a permanent

feature or whether it would eventually cease.5 J.S. Jeans, however, in a

very cautiously worded submission that befitted his position as Secretary of

the most important trade association of an industry considerably divided

over the fiscal issue, was perhaps the only witness who gave any strong

indication of a belief that dumping might well not prove permanent, though

his arguments were cast solely in terms of US conditions. Starting with the

reduction of US steel exports around the autumn of 1903, achieved levels of

overseas sales had dropped considerably below the level of 1900-1901.

According to the Pittsburgh correspondent of the Iron and Coal Trades

Review,6 the United States Steel Corporation was dissatisfied with the

attempts to dump semi-manufactures in the British market, and a policy which

had begun under the "individual initiative" of as yet unamalgamated firms

5.
6.

Iron and Steel Report, para. 607.
See above, p ..238.
Iron and Steel Report, para. 654 (Witness No.8).
Ibid., paras. 793-850. These were T. Harris Spencer of Wednesbury
(Witness No. 11), Rowland Lewis of Wolverhampton (No. 12) and
A.W. Hutton of Walsall (No. 13), all tube manufacturers
Ibid., paras. 851-902, especially 877-878 886-887 •
Cited by Jeans (Witness No. 16), Iron and'Steel Re~ort, para. 1116.

1.
2.
3.
4.



243

might well soon be brought to a close so that the "hungry shareholders" of

the new corporati on could be "red wi th profi ts" .1 But, even so, Jeans did

not see the formation of US Steel as heralding the end of US dumping: all

he did was to introduce a new constraint, that "The dumping of the future

must be justified to shareholders".2

Though it is now evident that, in the short run at least, Jeans'

careful words were an accurate prediction, and that there was to be no

recurrence of dumping on anything approaching the 1900-1903 scale, at least

down to 1914, the evidence taken by the Commission, though as inconclusive

as any inquiry into this subject was likely to be,3 did show a general concern

about the practice. Even Jeans had no hesitation in saying that "the

dumping of foreign iron in British and Colonial markets has been a serious
4handicap to British exports". There is no doubt that many British

businessmen were disturbed about the question in a way that the modern

observer, acquainted with the events of the inter-war years and the spread

of anti-dumping legislation since 1918, can more easily understand than

could the Free Trader of the early twentieth century.5 There is a modern

ring to Jeans' statement that dumping "may easily break the British market
t· ly di· • B it i .." 6and en lre sorganlse rl lsh conditlons . It is perhaps not

surprising that the mild xenophobia of those who interpreted the situation

as rather more serious than did Jeans reached its peak during the depression

after the Boer War. The growth of the German cartels seemed as rapid as

ever, and in the USA there had for some years been a subtle change in the

organisational and financial basis of big business. To the British

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.
3. See J. Viner, Dumping: A Problem in International Trade, (New York,

1966 edn.), ch. 1, for the difficulties involved even in defining
dumping.

4. Iron and Steel Report, para. 1124.
5. British businessmen were not alone: anti-dumping provi.saons were

bei~g considered in Canad~ at this time. To ~ knowledge, the Canadian
tarlff of.l904 sees the first appearance of such provisions. Australia
foll~ed an ~90~. See A. Shortt, "The Anti-dumping Feature of the
Canadian Tarlff , Quarterly Journal of Economics XX 1906 250-8.J. Viner, op. cit ., ch. 11. " , pp. ,

6. Iron and Steel Report, para. 1098.
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entrepreneur, brought up in an age when self-help and individualism still

symbolise d industry and efficiency, the new "lords of creation", mobilising

the seemingly limitless resources of finance-capitalism, must have seemed

far more daunting, far less familiar, than the unsubtle but straightforward

"robber barons" who they were replacing. 1

In his autobiography, Hewins was to write that "One of the most

interesting sections of this [Iron and Steel] Report was the presentation of
2the economic argument showing that dumping was profitable to the producer".

It is understandable that any such proof had great attraction for the Tariff

Reformers, for this would demolish the Free Trade assertion that it was

necessarily temporary, and would consequently cast doubt on their consumer-

orientated view of its beneficial effects. If Asquith was wrong in thinking

that dumping was a "suicidal policy", that it "could not possibly last long",

his belief in the lasting supremacy of British industry was on less sure
3ground. Equally, the Free Trader who had told Hewins "that he would like

to see an industry dumped out of existence before he would make up his mind"
. 4would surely get h1S chance.

It should not too readily be thought, however, that Hewins's proof of

profitability to the dumper emerged from the industrial enquiry. Hewins had
been interested in the problem for some time. In the Times he had remarked

The treatment in Memorandum No.5 had been a priori:

foreign point of view". 5

6he had admitted no less.

that "'Dumping' 1S thoroughly good business from the

But it is significant that this memorandum took the analysis of dumping

further than did the Iron and Steel Report. In spite of the fact that

additional information had been obtained from firms during the interval

2.
3.
4.
5.

The terms, so accurate in metaphor, are of course taken from F.L. Allen,
The Lords of Creation, (New York, 1935), and Matthew Josephson The
Robber Barons, (New York, 1934). ' ---
W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia •••, I, p. 91.
Asquith at Paisley, 30 October 1903; reprinted in Times (ed.),
Speeches b~ the Rt. H~n. H.H. Asquith, (London, 1908), pp. 197-8.
W.A.S. Hew1ns, Apo1og1a •••, I, p. 91.
W.A.S. Hewins, "Fiscal Policy of the Empire: IX", Times, 3 August
1903, p. 12.
Mm. No.5, p. 6; see also above p 239,. .

1.

6.
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between the writing of the two documents, therefore, the final analysis of

dumping was still essentially a deductive one, and one more cautious than

the earlier version.

Extracting from both sources we find that Hewins's assertion of the

nature and effects of dumping was threefold: (a) that 'long-term' dumping

was possible, because dumping was profitable to the producer; (b) that

'long-term' dumping was only profitable if the home market of the dumper was

protected;l (c) that 'long-term' dumping did not necessarily raise prices

1n the home market above what they would have been had there been no dumping
2at all. It is necessary to test these assertions, none of which receives

adequate proof in the two documents.

It must be admitted that, had the Tariff Commission confined its

analysis to short-term dumping, it would have been difficult to test its

statements using conventional micro-economic analysis. In a real world

situation, with large cartels using accumulated financial reserves,

subsidising one branch of their activities with revenues from others, and

possibly receiving government encouragement, economic theory might well be

unable to cope with the amorphous situation it meets. Obviously the theory

of the firm cannot predict the actions of a firm which is prepared to make
. . 3losses 1n any prec1se w~.

But the Tariff commission view needed no such unpredictable behaviour.

Dumping was a regul.en and persistent feature because through it the foreigner

had a means of "increasing his profits thereby". 4 The free trade case, that

"dumping 1S merely a temporary expedient, unprofitable to the countries which

practise it", was held to be fallacious. 5

As far as it goes, the assertion of profitability to the dumping firm

causes the modern student little trouble. It can be shown clearly, even

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

See Hewins's remarks: above, p , 239,
As ibid.' This assertion is omitted from the Iron and Steel Report.
We will return to some real-world qualifications of the present
discussion below, pp. 254-5, 256~7.
Iron and Steel Report, para. 65.
Ibid., para. 66.
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under the strict conditions of marginalist theory. It is simply the model
1of the firm under monopoly which can separate two markets. The only

proviso is that elasticity of demand (at the export-market price) in the

foreign country is higher than it is (at the home-market price) in the home

country . Otherwise, theoretically, 'reverse dumping' could occur.2 In

Fig. I (a) dumping in the modern sense, that is selling abroad at a price

lower than home sales,3 is seen to be quite compatible with profit

maximisation.

In Fig. I (a) the domestic and foreign demand curves are represented

by DhDh and DfDf respectively; similarly with domestic and foreign marginal

revenue curves, MRhMRh and MRfMRf. The aggregate marginal revenue curve

(MRaMRa) is obtained by horizontal summation of MRhMRh and MRfMRf.

maximising output (OR) will be where the marginal cost curve (CC) cuts the

Profi t

aggregate marginal revenue curve. Of output OR, OH will be sold at home

(at pr i ce OPh) and OF in the foreign marke t, (at the lower price OPf).

It is to be noticed that export prJ.ce J.S greater than marginal cost of

production (i.e. OPf>RN). The limiting case is represented in Fig. I (b).

If foreign demand is infinitely elastic, export price will be equal to

marginal cost of production. Even in the limiting case, therefore, export

price cannot lie below marginal cost of production if the firm is to

maximise profits.

Thus, assertion (a) - above, p. 245 - is easy to prove if we mean by

'dumping' the modern definition of discrimination between home and export

prices. In this case, Hewins's statement that" dumping was profitable to

the producer,,4 was not only valid, but indeed something of an understatement.

2.
3.

The observation that the iron and steel industry operated under
conditions of monopolistic competition need not detain us. As long
as the firm can separate markets, the analysis is similar. In any
case, German cartelisation by product group had the effect of
approximating to monopoly wi thin single product groups.
i.e. where export price is higher than home-market price.
The acceptance of this as the standard definition seems to have
occurred. in the 1920s and early 193Os. See Q. Von Haberler, Theory of
InternatJ.onal Trade, (Eng. Edn. transl. A. Stonier and F. Benham,
London, 19 36), p . 296.
W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia ••. , I, P 91- - "

1.

4.



FIGURE I

Monopolistic Price Discrimination in Home and Foreign Markets

.fig. I (a)

Fig. I (b)

Source: The figures are taken from W.M. Corden, op. cit .,
pp. 236-237. The first, especially, should be
known to any undergraduate in economics.
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Since a dumping firm could thereby maximise its profits, there is equal
. " . ,,1credence to his statement that dumpi ng was a way of increasing ... prof'its

If, however, we adopt Hewins's own definition of dumping, that of

f duct i . ..,,2hselling "under the actual cost 0 pro uc t i on an the country of or i gan: , t e

conditions which allow profit maximisation become tighter.3 It is, of

course, impossible to maximise profits by dumping abroad at below marginal

cost: there is no evidence, however, that Hewins considered this a practical

possibility. It is plain that he was considering dumping below average cost.

If a firm dumps at a foreign price lower than average cost, profit
. . 4 Imaximisation is possible only if the average cost curve lS falllng. t

must be remembered that, given the tendency of capital intensive industries
. 5 h·' f . t· di t· 6to work at undercapac~ty, t ~s ~s a ar from unrealls lC con 1 10n.

Furthermore, it is evident that the Tariff Commission did not require

the profit maximisation condition. No doubt it was one that the Historical
7Economist and the pre-1914 businessman would have considered absurd. The

8example of Firm 312, given above, was designed to show that the dumper "could

sell 14~tons at the export price for every 10 tons sold at home, and be

under no net 10ss".9 Elsewhere, this was brought out even more forcibly.

1.
2.
3.

Iron and Steel Report, para. 65.
Mm. No.5, p. 5.
It should be noted, however, that economists todB¥ consider Hewins's
more restrictive definition of dumping as being without great analytical
significance. See W.M. Corden, Ope cit., p. 239.
W.M. Corden, op. cit., p . 239.
Furthermore, it would normally be the case that industries such as iron
and steel enjoy economies of scale. That is, a larger plant will show
a lower average cost than a smaller plant for a given degree of
capacity utilisation.
Von Haberler notes: "When both marginal !!!£ average costs are rising,
the foreign (dumping) price, which cannot be less than the marginal
c~st, is a~ove the aver~ cost. But this is of little importance,
sanee dump'ing occurs m&nly when costs are falling, and in that event
average costs exceed the marginal costs". (op. cit., p. 312;
Haberler's emphasis).
Of course, this begs the question of whether profit maximisation is
unconsciously achieved through other forms of pricing policy.
See above, pp. 237....9.
Th: example.is reproduced in 1:on and Steel Report, para. 64, from which
thlS quot: ~s taken (~emphssls). In spite of slight numerical
changes, lt should be. noted that the example still failed as Hickman
and Keen had noticed at the beginning to provide incontr~vertible
evidence of dumping below cost. '

4.
5.

6.

7.
8.
9.



In 1903 a British firm, which later supplied information to the Commission:

... produced 114,000 tons, the cost per ton in the
conditions then prevalent being £4. l5s. Selling this
at an average price of £5 per ton, their profit was
£28,500. But if their works had been employed to their
full capacity, namely 152,000 tons, the cost per ton
would have been reduced to £4. lOs. This extra
production of 38,000 tons could have been sold at cost
price, and yet, owing to the all-round reduction upon
cost of production, their profit would have become
£57,000. Thus, it will be seen that they could have
sold this 38,000 tons at considerably below cost, and
still have increased their profits had there been any
market in which they had been able to dispose of it'l

We can certainly, therefore, agree with the assertion that long-term

dumping could be undertaken profitably. Indeed, given the likely conditions

in the iron and steel industry around 1903-4, with the likelihood of excess

capacity and declining average costs,2 dumping below average cost was

probably not incompatible with profit maximisation. Casting aside the

profit maximisation requirement, however, we can certainly agree with the
3argument that long-term dumping can be profitable to the dumper. Whether

long-term dumping was being practised is, however, another matter, which we
. I 4consa de r e sewhere.

Assertion (b), the necessity of tariff protection as a condition for

profitable long-term dumping, is hardly less acceptable to modern theory.

The fundamental requirement is that elasticity of demand in the foreign

market is greater than that in the home market over the relevant ranges of

1. Iron and Steel Report, para. 65.
2. It must be stressed that marginal cost may be rlslng in this situation.

This is to be contrasted with the Commission's analysis of the price
effects of a tariff (examined below, pp. 258...267) which tends to
require falling marginal costs (or another improbable condition) in
the short run. Rising marginal costs thus add to the realism of the
argument on dumping being advanced here.

3. Burn feels it "fallacious to deduce from this, as was constantly done
by the zealots, that the profi tabili ty of dumping abroad when surplus
capaci ty existed would encourage the creation of more surplus capacity
with. a ~ew to greate: ~umping". (op. c~t., pp , 97-8). Though the
Conmnsslon never expllcltly propounded thlS view, it would seem a
plausible extension of its analysis. (See fn. ,p. ). It should
be noted that in terms of strict analysis the "zealots" win the day,
though in terms of reality Haberler (oP. ~it., p. 310) tends to agreewith Burn.

4. See below, pp. 254...,5, 256-7.



250

the foreign and home demand curves. This may merely be a function of prlce:

the foreign elasticity does not have to be higher than the home market

elasticity at the home prlce, as long as the foreign elasticity at the

dumping price is greater than the home market elasticity at the home market

pra ce ,
1The markets must therefore be separate.

It should be mentioned that not only tariffs, but also transport costs,

can give the producer the ability to separate his markets. Litt.Lework has

been done specifically on this issue, the recent research of McCloskey being

confined to an examination of the effect of transport costs on competi tive-

B .. h . 2ness between the ra t.i s re gaons . As Corden has observed, t.cday "tariffs

are probably more important causes of market separation" than are transport

costs.3 It is, of course, true that transport costs have fallen markedly

since the early 1900s, but then, as Corden points out, so too have tariffs.

It can safely be surmised, therefore, that tariffs were one of the main pre-

conditions, if not the main pre-condition, for profitable long-term dumping

in the earq twentieth century. It should be remembered, however, that

spasmodic dumping would not necessarily depend on the existence of protection

in the home market. It is significant that Britain herself was occasionally
. . . . 4accused of dump i ng an t.ha s pe raod ,

Now let us consider assertion (c). Is it possible that the act of

dumping will reduce home price below what it would have been in the absence

of dumping or, as Hewins had it, at least leave it unchanged? It is perhaps

not surprising that the Commission finally decided to omit this statement,

made by Hewins in Memorandum No.5, from the final version of the Iron and

Steel Report. It must have seemed to provide abundant ammunition for Free

1. Or else goods dumped abroad could be re-exported to the country of
origin.

2. D.N. McCloskey, Ope cit., pp. 29-34. McCloskey finds that only in the
rail trade did transport costs allow a significant degree of local
monopoly.

3. W.M. Corden, ope cit., p . 238.
4. See Henq- Birch~nOUgh' B remarks during the discussion of the Cotton

Report, a n Textl.le Committee Minutes· C.VT}, 15 Decemib 1904 42er ,p.;T.C.P.
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Trade critics • Nevertheless, here again, we can show that under certain

quite plausible assumptions, Hewins's argument is vindicated In a theoretical

sense, though perhaps only in the long run.
o lOt 1econOIDles of sca e eXIS .

The assumption required is that

The dumper's condition of equilibrium is that his marginal revenue is

equal in both markets. We assume that marginal cost is falling over the

relevant range. If, therefore, the dumper were to deny himself his foreign

market, his total equilibrium output would be reduced, and hence the marginal

cost pertaining to that output would be higher. Hence the marginal revenue

pertaining to that level of output which had been optimal when dumping was

being undertaken is now below his marginal cost in the absence of dumping.

Therefore domestic (now equals total) output must be reduced, and price raised,

in order to equate marginal revenue with marginal cost and restore equilibrium.

This can be shown in terms of the model used above, redrawn in Fig. II

with declining marginal cost over the relevant range:

Fig. II

Dumping under Declining Marginal Cost

c.

1. The strict requirement is that marginal cost is falling. This is
perhaps unli~ely in the short run, unlike the assumptions required to
prove assertIon (a). Nevertheless, it is valid to switch our att tOon
to the long run at this point, especially given Hewlons' 0d t en I. • 0 s eVI en concernw1th long-run dyn&m1CS, and hIS tendency to see dump· -
thought out weapon of strategic policy. t ng as a well
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It can be seen that in the dumping situation aggregate marginal revenue 1S

MRaMRa and the discriminatory price appropriate to it is OPh for the home

market. Without dumping, aggregate marginal revenue reduces to MRhMRh.

The single home-market price appropriate to this (given that marginal costs

are now higher at the smaller output) is OP. OP is higher than OPh.l

As long as we accept that assertion (c) is more probable in the long run

than in the short, we can therefore consider that it has theoretical
.. 2valldi ty. Nevertheless, after making its appearance in Memorandum No.5,

it was subsequently discarded, and no mention of it is made in the Iron and

Steel Report. It is clear from the evidence of witnesses that it was

unpalatable. Sir Alfred Hickman stressed that "I do not wish to emulate

the example [similar to the example of Firm 312] I have given, which consists

an maintaining a high pm ce an the home market an order to be able to dump". 3

W.H. Davies recounted the prevailing orthodoxy that dumping was possible

because "the Germans have a protected market at home at a high price". 4

Ernest Gearing of the Leeds Forge Company took a similar view of amalgamation

in the US.5 Indeed, this sort of statement is Ubiquitous in the evidence

appearing in the Report. Most witnesses, whilst admitting the benefits

derived from 'continuous running', saw protection and the dumping it allowed

as constituting a dual impetus towards high prices in the dumper's home

1. A dynamic exposition of the attainment of the equilibrium conditions
shown in Fig. II is given in Haberler, op. cit., pp. 307-9. Following
him, our analysis has considered the partial equilibrium case only.
A change in German dumping abroad might conceivably cause a change in
the degree of foreign competition in the German market, but it is
difficult to construct cases where this would significantly affect the
argument.

2. It should be noticed that, in demonstrating assertion (c), we have
shown only the modern case of dumping by discrimination between export
and import prices. The use of Hewins' s definition of dumping below
averase cost does not change the analysis, except to make it even less
likely that assertion (c) will be probable in the short run. In any
case, the authorities are agreed that, from the point of view of
economic analysis, the concern over the relationship between export
price and avera~ cost is not 0: great value (W.M. Corden, op. cit.,
p.239; G. Von Haberler, op. Clt., p. 312). Nevertheless Tariff

de
. ,Reformers regar d the p01nt as a moral one.

3. Iron and Steel Report (Witness NO.2), para. 544.
4. Ibid., (Witness No.8), para. 727.
5. Ibid., (Witness No. 10), para. 781.
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market. Surely it was obvious that without the need to subsidise dumping

abroad the home price could be lower?

Assertion (c) was undoubtedly the work of Hewins.l The only witness

who came at all close to his view was Allen. Whilst admitting that the

Germans made "a very good profit by their protective duties", 2 he gave in a

reverse form a vaguely worded approximation to Hewins's theory:

If we could prevent the Germans from dumping their
surplus output into this country it would reduce their
production, and would soon close many of their works.
We should then be able to treat them as we are now being
treated, because, by keeping our works fully employed,
we should produce at a minimum price, as against their
maximum

Overall, however, the Commission felt it safer to delete assertion (c) from

the text of the Report. Whilst they were ready to argue strongly the

benefits of 'continuous running', whilst they were even able to accept the

argument that tariff protection, in promoting economies of scale, would

reduce home prices,4 they were unwilling to accept the logical extension of

the argument, that the higher output attainable by pursuing a planned policy

of dumping would reduce prices in the dumper's home market.

In terms of logical integrity, this was a shortcoming of the Report.

We have seen above that the Free Trade attitude towards the effect of

dumpi ng in the home country was twofold: firstly , that it was unprofitable

to the dumper and therefore only short-term, and secondly that in any case

it caused higher prices in the dumping economy which put home users of the

dumpable into jeopardy. It was the second of these attitudes, probably the

more widely used of the two,5 that the subsequently omitted assertion (e)

was me ant to counte r •6

2.
3.4.
5.
6.

It should not be forgotten that, unusually for a Historical Economist,
Hewins was a mathematician of ability and undoubtedly familiar with
Marshallian economi cs •
Iron and Steel ReTort, (Witness No.7), para. 654.
Ibid., par.a. 702 my emphasis).
See below, pp. 258~269,
See above, pp. 232~235.
Had the puhLi,c debate ever reached this stage of sophistication, the
Free. Traa:r IJlJ.ghthave countered assertion (c) with the argument that
dump~ng mght reduce the dumper's home price below the no-dumping

1.



The first argument, that of the inevitably short-term nature of dumping

because of its unprofitability, had been more successfully attacked through

assertion (a). Though impartiality and open-mindedness were not a prominent

feature of the Tariff Reform campaign, the Commission's argument was

reasonable: an Burn's words, "sound and important".l Yet it must be

remembered that Hewins had no love for deductive and abstract economics. He

believed in the study of "real events" and the "actual state" of the business
. 2commun1ty. We must therefore ask how closely his arguments were su~ported

by the empirical inquiry of the Commission.

The Iron and Steel Report3 urged the view that dumping was "likely to
4remain one of the permanent incidents of trade". But demonstration of the

possibility of long-term dumping was surely not adequate proof for the

historicist: what would be more convincing to him would be the demonstration

that the dumping then being experienced was indeed long-term, and not

sporadic, so that this trend could be extrapolated into the future. We
5have seen above that at an early sta~ in the enquiry the Commission felt a

greater factual basis was necessary on this matter. Though several

witnesses lent support to the existence of long-term dumping, others,

including the dependable Jeans, were less sure.6 When we consider the
answer to forms of inquiry on this question,7 the evidence is even more
confli cting . Certainly some firms, on their own volition, endorsed Hewins's

analysis of profitability explicitly or made some very close approximation

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

monopoly price, but that the combined effect of the tariff monopoly
and dumping might still me an that price would be higher th~n it would
under Free Trade. It should be remembered, however, that Hewins saw
the long-term result of a correctly engineered tariff and large scale
as lowering price (see below, pp. 258~269), so that all three elements
would eventually work in the s~ direction. It should be mentioned. ,however, that even the demonstrat1on that dumping lowers home market
price does not necessarily render it advantageous to the dumping
econo~ as a whole. See W.M. Corden, Ope cit., pp. 240-44.
D. Burn, Ope cit., p. 96.
W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia •••, I, pp. 15, 86.
i.e. the main body of the Report, paras. 17-86, especially paras. 47-86.
Iron and Steel Re~ort, para. 75.
See above, pp. 23 , 24l,
See above, pp. 242~3,
Iron and Steel Report, paras. 244-307.
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. 1to 1.t. But few stated explicitly that dumping was a long-term phenomenon.

Only two firms, both from the same section of the industry, gave unambiguous

support to this view: a wire-drawer whose experience was that "the price

of wire in ... [the German and American] home markets is consistently far

above the price at which such wire is exported", and a wire nail producer

who thought dumping "a system which is carefully planned, and lasting, and

not merely a temporary form of competition".2 Though a few firms clearly

had experienced only sporadic dumping,3 the majority gave no reliable

indication of the longevity of the practice, though several firms mentioned

the year 1900 as that in which it first started.

It may be that the dumping of the depression of 1900-1904 occurred in

two overlapping phases, American dumping prevailing in the first phase and,

after the first half of 1902, German dumping taking its place as the American
4home market recovered. Certainly by 1904 the replies to the Commission

point to the German dumper more frequently. Yet, at the same time,

conditions were improving, and although morale in the industry was not good,

the frequency of complaints of dumping declined until the fear of downturn

in November 1907.5 To the optimists, if there were many left in the

industry, the worst was over by 1904.

Sidney Chapman, in a thoughtful and well-mannered (though inevitably

hostile) review of the Iron and Steel Report, stated that, though dumping

had caused "some dismay and confusion" in the industry, this was an:

••• irrmediate and short period effect •.. it remains to
be seen whether any inconvenience will be experienced by
our iron and steel industries in the long period, when
they have accommodated themselves to the new conditions.. ,lf the latter contlnue'6

Here was a cautious statenent to an academi c audience, with no denial of the

1. Firms Nos. 275, 844, 862, 886, 984, 1408, 1508, 1512.
2. Firms No. 768 (para. 257) and No. 808 (para. 260).
3. Firms No. 276. 836 and 1263.
4. See, for instance, the remarks of Firm No. 1438 (para. 293).
5. J.C. Carr and W. Taplin, cp. cit., p. 232.
6. S.J. Chapman, "The Report of the Tariff Commission on the Iron and

Steel Trades", Economic Journal, XIV, 1904, p . 621.



256

validity of long-term dumping, but merely the comment that "the policy [of

dumping] ln its recent forms has not been sufficiently well tested to enable

an unhesitating jUdgement" of its permanence.l At the same time it has a

chill air, that of the professional scientist discussing the industrial base

of the country with his colleagues as a laboratory experiment. It is

perhaps to be likened to the position of the Free Trader who, according to

Hewins, would like to wait and see before making up his mind.2

Certainly we must agree with Chapman that the Commission had not proved

the existence of long-term dumping in an empirical way. Seldom did any of

the factual information it obtained from firms go back further than 1900 and,

though this is less important to the modern student, seldom did it give

categorical proof of dumping below average cost.

But this does not mean that the Commission's half-proven, half-

instinctive analysis was misplaced. Strong support has come from Duncan

Burn in what is the only study of the British industry so far to face this

issue squarely. In his fascinating treatment of the German steel rail trade,

he shows clearly that "for over a quarter of a century [1881-1913] the two-

price policy had been continuous save for three years (1898-1900) at the

most", and that, surprisingly, the si ze of the price discrimination decreased

afte r 1896. 3 Furthermore, the reduced level of discrimination was far more

a result of German home prices falling than of German export prices rising

(could it be that Hewins's assertion (c) was playing some part in this

improvement of the German rail consumer's position?)

Burn mobilises far more detailed information on selling prlces than did

the Commission, though his coverage is uneven. It is surprising that Hewins,

1. Ibid., p . 620.
2. See above, p,,244,
3. D. Burn, cp. cit., p. 104. Burn extends his conclusions to other

trades, including iron and steel bars and girders. In other lines,
e.g. plates, he cannot prove discrimination before 1900 (see pp. 109-
112) • He adds that sUbstantial price discrimination "is not
equiValent, to pr?ving tha~ export sales were made at prices 'below
to~a1 cost but l.\,establl.shes a strong presumption that dumping of
thlS type occurred. (p. 105; see also, pp. 105-107).
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as a historicist, did not attempt a historical demonstration of prlce

discrimination. Could it be that, as long as German efficiency in steel

rail production was lower than British - until about 1895-1900 according to
1Burn - British observers did not diagnose dumping as a persistent feature

because the German dumping price was not out of line with British prices?

Could it be that it was only when they achieved parity with Britain ln

production costs, and then surpassed her, that the British realised that their

market was being dumped upon to a significant degree? Could it be that it

was not long-term, continuous, planned dumping that was new, but a German

achievement of parity in productive efficiency, so that now Britain was being

dumped on by her equal, and not her inferior?

It matters little that Burn's treatment is biased towards the Bessemer
. . d 2sectlon of the ln ustry: his evidence on long-term price discrimination in

steel rails (themselves a Bessemer product) is incontrovertible, and his

evidence of similar practices elsewhere is strong. Neither is it really

important as to how deliberate German creation of surplus capacity was:3 it

is the prevalence of surplus capacity rather than the intent to create it

that is critical. Burn's work gives SUbstantial empirical support to the

Tariff Corr.mUssionanalysis. But it is a huge irony that the Commission, the

apostle in Britain of the inductive method, should base its case so heavily

on arguments that had far greater deductive strength than they had evidential

backing, and that the empirical-historical proof of long-term dumping that so

strengthens that case should be provided thirty years later by a scholar who

walked corridors haunted by Marshall and still inhabited by Pigou.

1. D. Burn, cp. cit., p . 108.
2. As pointed out by P .L. Payne with regard to the entrepreneurship

controversy. See his "Iron and Steel ManUfactures", in D.H. Aldcroft,
Development of British Industry and Foreign Competition 1875-1914,
(London, 1968), p . 93.

3. P~ne's view is that dumping contributed to the industry's long-term
difficulties "not because a conscious attempt was made to expand
production in order to prof'it from dumping but because German
manufacturers knew that if demand fell off in their guaranteed home
market~ the~ could a~~s export surpluses by undercutting their
campet1tors. See ~., p. 79 (Payne's emphasis).
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After conducting its inquiry into the competitive position ln the iron

and steel industry, the Tariff Commissionconcluded that it was "necessary to

curtail by the adoption of a tariff the advantages which our foreign rivals

.. . . k ,,1nowenJOYln the Brltlsh mar et. The primary objective. therefore, was to

establish a tariff of a level sufficient "to remove the present causes of

irregular working and insecurity. or, at any rate, greatly diminish their

2force" .

It should be remembered, however, that even a tariff effective in

causlng a complete switch from imports to homeproducts would not have

eliminated overcapacity. 3 ThomasDavie asserted that the concern of which

he was Chairman, the Waverley Iron and Steel Co. Ltd. of Coatbridge, had

worked on average 9 shifts out of a possible 11 in the previous two or three

years,4 from which we can infer very crudely an achievement of 82 per cent

capacity. Using the same approximate indicator, the Carnforth Hematite

Ironworks, managedby Albert Barton, appears to have been working at 60-80
·t 5per cent capaCl y. John Strain, Chairman of the well-known Lanarkshire

Steel Co. Ltd., gave a direct estimate which, it is pleasing to note, was

not out of line with the labour measures used by Davie and Barton. He

asserted that "our output for 1903 was one-fourth less than our furnace and

mill capacity. ,,6 Charles Allen estimated "that both the capi tal and

producti ve power of labour have suffered something like 20 per cent of their

total employment",7 appearing to have been talking of his experience of

Henry Bessemer and Co. Ltd. rather than his less direct connection with the

1. Iron and Steel Report, para. 77.
2. Ibid., para. 79.
3. This demonstration involves the ceteris paribus simplification that a

~ariff would not.have reduce~ iron and steel consumption in the UK:
J.t thlt'refore assJ.sts the TarJ.ff Reform case and can be regarded as a
reductio ad absurdum.

4. Iron and Steel Report, para. 490.
5. Ibid., para. 594.
6. Ibid., para. 615.
7. Ibid., para. 652.
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Ebbw Vale Steel, Iron and Coal Co. Ltd. C.W. Kayzer, of the Sheffield firm

of Kayzer, Ellison and Co. Ltd., gave his opinion that on average the

Sheffield steel trade was working four days per week, "so that you might

take it that one--fifth of the plant in the whole district is not working",

though he did add that "you can work six days a week, and still not work on
" 1all your plant .
. . . 1 . 2Such est~mates are surpr~slng y cons~stent. The shortfall in

production in relation to capacity varies from 18 per cent in Davie's opinion

to the rather vague 20-40 per cent of Barton's estimate. Neglecting the

higher range of this last estimate, all lie between 18 and 25 per cent, with

20 per cent being a commonly quoted figure.

Thus it appears that even a complete removal of foreign iron and steel

from the British market (in a ceteris paribus condition) would not have been

large enough to achieve full capacity in the British industry. In Table 14
column (f) shows total iron and steel imports not as a percentage of home

consumption, but as a percentage of home production prior to exports. On

this basis, a completely effective tariff would have increased utilisation

of capacity, even 1n 1903 and 1904, the years of highest imports:home

production ratio, by less than nine per cent.

There is some credence, however, to the Report's assertion that such a

tariff would "greatly diminish" the prevailing under-capacity, 3 possibly by

nearly half in the .ceteris paribus situation. This argument might be applied

with greater weight if we remember that we have so far made no mention of

product differences. Above we have assumed that iron and steel goods are

homogeneous, and that the overall imports:home production ratio (column (f)

of Table 14) truly represents the degree of import penetration faced by each

of the different branches of the iron and steel trade. This is unlikely to
be the case. One witness, representing the Wolverhampton tube trade

l.
2.

Ibid., para. 746.
3 tube trade witnesses, 1 tinplate and 1 .Wl.re rope and nettingmanufacturer have been omitted from the above survey.
Iron and Steel Report, para. 79.3.
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(amitted in the above survey of witnesses) pointed out that the 25,000
tons of tubes imported in 1903 represented, nAs near as I can work it

of the production of this 1out, ... 20 per cent country."

TABLE 14

British Iron and Steel: Output and Imports 1896-1905
Pig Iron Puddled Steel Ingots Total Total Iron and Steel.-Iron & Castings Imports

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f)
'000 ton '000 ton '000 ton '000 ton '000 ton !

1896 8660 1214 4132 14006
1897 8796 1238 4486 14520 516 3.55
1898 8610 1116 4566 14292 591 4.14
1899 9421 1202 4855 15478 645 4.16
1900 8960 1163 4901 15024 800 5.32
1901 7929 974 4904 13807 924 6.69
1902 8679 998 4909 14586 1131 7.75
1903 8935 950 5034 14919 1304 8.74
1904 8694 936 5027 14657 1292 8.81
1905 9608 939 5812 16359 1356 8.29

Source: B.R. Mitchell, Abstract of British Historical Statistics,
(London, 1962), pp. 134-136, 142. Columns (d) and (f)
are simply derived from the others. Column (d) =
(a)+(b)+(C). Column (f) is (e) as a percentage of (d):
that is, it does not equal the import content of home
consumption, but rather the shortfall of home production
due to imports, assuming that (i) consumers in Britain
would not have reduced consumption if foreign imports had
ceased, and (ii) that exports would have remained unchanged
even though imports had been curtailed.

It must also be remembered that dumping was seen as being particularly
prevalent in a narrow range of semi-manufactured products - bars, blooms and
billets have been frequently singled out not only by contemporaries but also
by historians of the industry. 2 Thus, in certain branches of the industry
the import:home production ratio m~ have considerably exceeded that overall
level which hit a peak of 8.81 per cent in 1904.3 It should be remembered,

2.

Ibid., para. 826 (R.W•.Lewis of the Patent Iron 'l!ubeWorks); see also
evidence of T.H. Spencer, a Wednesbury tube manufacturer, para. 809,
for roughly comparable figures.
See, for example, P.L. PS¥ne, "Iron and Steel Manufactures", in
D.H. Aldcroft (ed.), The Deve1 ment of BtitishIndust and Forei n
Competition 1875-1914, London, 19 8, pp. 87-8.
Unfortunately lack of statistics prevents us from taking this matter
further.

1.

3.
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however, that the fairly similar experlence of Davie, Barton, Strain, Allen

and Kayzer had accrued over a wide cross-section of the industry:

respectively their principal activities were to be listed as manufactured

iron, bar iron and steel rolling (Davie); hematite pig-iron and steel

making (Barton); rolled steel girders and sections (Strain); common and

high class steel, railway materials and marine shafting (Allen); and

crucible steel, files and steel wire (Kayzer).

To state that a tariff would reduce under-capacity was, of course,

insufficient to provide an adequate defence against likely Free Trade

objections. Free Traders would argue that the expansion of output by

British manufacturers would be achieved by an increase of price to the

consumer. It is not surprising, therefore, that the Commission felt the

need to go further than this, and seek benefits, through the implementation

of a tariff, which would improve overall welfare: that is, to argue the

likelihood of a situation where the improvement in the producers' welfare

position would not be offset by a decline in that of the rest of the

community. Thus it is argued in the Report that "having secured the home

market from dumping, greater continuity of working and, therefore, reduced

costs would result. The domestic competition of manufacturers would then

bring prices down. probably below their present level. ,,1

Implicit in this assertion is the belief of the more committed Tariff

Reformer that a tariff would have sufficient effect on business efficiency to

reduce the protected price below the free trade market price. We have noted

above2 the emphasis laid by Hewins on externalities and economies of scale

as a means by which market forces would bring about this result. With the

analysis of conditions in the iron and steel industry, however, it appears

that the Commission, led by Hewins, was not restricting its analysis to a

long run situation, wherein a tariff raised prices in the short run before

externalities set in to make the long run price lower than the short run

1. Iron and Steel Report, para. 80 (ntf emphasis).
2. See chapter 2, pp. 56-57.
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tariff prlce, and perhaps as low as or even lower than the pre-tariff world

price. We will return to this situation shortly, but for the moment let us

follow the short-run implications of the analysis that "greater continuity

of working" would reduce costs and that "domestic competition of manufacturers
1would then bring prices down, probably below their present level." We must

immediately notice that the statement is, ln terms of marginalist analysis,

slightly ambiguous - does the competition that occurs happen in the short run,

between existing manufacturers, or does it take place in the long run,

allowing for changes in plant size and new entrants? Obviously we must

analyse the argument both in the short and the long run.

Let us assume the existence of a profit-maximising firm under the neo-

classical assumptions of monopolistic competition. This, in itself, raises

the problem of whether it is legitimate to examine the analysis of Historical

Economics using marginalist tools. One cannot help feeling, however, that

Hewins was less distressed by the methods and tools of marginalist analysis

than he was by the relative lack of development of its dynamic implications.

Several of the Times articles of summer 1903 seem partially reconcilable with

orthodox nee-classical methods.2 When he was at Oxford, Hewins:

did not think that political economy as then taught
was particularly useful except as some sort of guide in
the theoretical relations between the different branches
of [economic] activity .•• These so-called laws were
probablY approximatelY true under certain defined
condi tions, but they eli d not explain the complicated
activities of the modern industrial world.3

There was a slight concession here. Hewins had not rejected orthodox

economic method completely: rather he was arguing that the prevailing

economics was not accurate enough to be used in the safe formulation of

economi c poli cy • This was not to deny a certain contempt on Hewins's part,

towards orthodox economists' methods. It can perhaps be argued, therefore,

that the Comndssion, in spite of its avowedly anti-theoretical approach, did

l.
2.
3.

Iron and Steel Re:6rt• para. 80.
See above, pp. 66 1.
W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia ••• , I P 18- - ,..
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see as legitimate an extension and refinement of marginalist analysis, rather

than a refutation of it. Put crudely, this might have been regarded as

beating the orthodox economists at their own game.

In subjecting the Commission's approach to the model of monopolistic

competitionl we find an unexpected benefit. This refinement of the

marginalist theory of the firm dates from a time later than the Tariff Reform
2controversy. In much of their thinking, the Commission were stressing the

imperfections in competition, factor pricing, etc., that faced real-world

businessmen, imperfections given prominence by other questioners of economic

liberalism,3 and admitted by other economists who made a qualified defence
4of Free Trade. This is not to argue that they were knocking at a door

later opened by the more adept analytical key of Robinson and Chamberlin:

the Commission's work, in the sense of theoretical involvement and precision,

in no way went far enought for us to sustain the claim that it is to be

counted amongst the pioneers of the theory of monopolistic competition.5

If it had insights, it did not apply them rigorously to the economist's

world when its members felt that their presence, the presence of practical

men, was needed in the real world. But the insights themselves do pose the

interesting question as to whether the Tariff Co~ssion argument can be at

all envalidated by subsequent developments in marginalist theory. Was the

commission thinking in advance of its time, even if only at a very crude

level?

Let us now consider a profit-maximising firm operating under conditions

of monopolistic competition in the home market and confronted also with

2.

This seems the appropriate model: the Commission received 458 returns
from iron and ~teel manufacture:s. See IrOn and Steel Report, para. 10.
Notably J. Rob~nson, ~eEcon~cs of Imperfect Competition, (London,
1933) and E. Chamberl~n, The Theoty ofM6nopolisticCompetition
(Cambridge, Mass., 1933). ,
See, e.g., the thoughtful reflections of L.L. Price, "Economic Theory
and Fi scal Poli cy", Econbmi c Jburnal, vol. XIV, 1904, especi ally
pp. 382-6.
J.A. Hobson, In~ernational Trade, (London, 1904), pp. 113, 121-45.
It,must be ment~oned that even todRV the literature 1 t· 1· _. .'t~ . . '"V re a ang monopo 18t,ac compe'ta aon to ~nternat~onal trade theory l·'S" 1 t· 1 "

C d T· ' " re a 1ve y sparse .See W.M. or en, rade POI1CY and Economic Welfare (L d 4)
201 ' On on, 197 ,p. n,

1.

3.

4.
5.
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competition from imports. If such a firm exper~ences an ~ncrease in demand

because a tariff has been imposed, under what circumstances will it charge a

lower price in the manner suggested possible by Hewins? The answer turns

on the interaction between two conditions: (i) the effect of the tariff on

price elasticity of demand, and (ii) the short-run marginal cost curve.

Figs. III and IV seek to isolate these conditions in turn.

Fig. III shows that, with constant marginal costs, the post-tariff

price will be the same as the pre-tariff price if the elasticity of the old

and new average revenue curves are the same at the original, pre-tariff
. . . A dARt ". 1 t . " 1pr~ce, ~.e. ~f R an are ~so-e as ~c . In Fig. III, pre-tariff price

(NE) and post-tariff price (NtG) are both equal to OP.

elastic (at price NtG = NE) than AR, as is illustrated by ARt (1) and

But if ARt is less

mrt (1), then post-tariff price (NtlF) will be higher than pre-tariff price

(NE) . And if ARt is more elastic (at price NtG = NE) than AR, as is

illustrated by ARt (2) and mrt (2), then post-tariff price (Nt2H) will be

lower than pre-tariff price (NE).
The importance of changes in the cost function is seen in Fig. IV.

Here instances are given of constant, rising and falling marginal costs, but

in all three cases the upward demand shift is now kept "iso-elastic". It

can be seen that if marginal cost ~s constant (mc), post-tariff price (NtG)

will equal pre-tariff price (NE). If marginal cost is rising (mca), post-

tariff price (NtaF) will lie above pre-tariff price (NE). But if marginal

cost is falling (mcb), then post-tariff price (NtbH) will lie below pre-

tariff price (NE).

The above are simple cases in which each of the two variables are held

constant in turn. Of course, both will tend to move in the attainment of a

new equilibrium. It is, however, intuitively clear that if marginal costs

are rising, price will still fall provided that the post-tariff demand is

more elastic than the pre-tariff demand to an extent sufficient to more than

1. That is ,graphically, if they meet on the y-axis.
op. cit., pp. 43,61. See J. Robinson,
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Fig. III

Effect of a Tariff under
Different Demand Shifts

Fig. IV
Effect of a Tariff under
Different Cost Conditions

1'1 ~'h:h
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compensate for the rlse In marginal cost. Equally, if post-tariff demand

is less elastic than pre-tariff demand, price will still fall if the marginal

cost reduction is sufficient to outweigh its influence. Similar
. . f··· Iconsideratlons apply In the case 0 a rlse In pr1ce.

Thus, in the short run, Hewins's contention will not be realised unless

either marginal cost 1S falling or unless price elasticity of demand for the

product increases. With regard to the first of these conditions, firms 1n

the iron and steel industry typically operate below capacity. Therefore

average costs may fall as capacity is approached. But it is less likely

that marginal costs, dependent as they are on variable elements of cost, will

continue to fall over a sufficient range of output. Once marginal costs

start to rise, even though average costs are still falling, the condition for

a post-tariff price fall is broken.

Can we expect the second condition, that of an increase In price-

elasticity of demand? Generally, it would seem not. The increase in

demand for home-produced goods is due to the now higher price of imported

goods. This will tend to reduce rather than increase elasticity of demand
2for the home product.

Thus, in the short run, the conditions necessary to produce the results

hoped for by Hewins seem relatively improbable. But it should be stressed
that in profit-maximisation we have used a heavier burden of proof that

Hewins would probably have required. Though he never explicitly stated his

opinion on the pricing policy of manufacturers, we have already noted3 a

passage in the Iron and Steel Report that suggests he might have considered

some variant of full-cost pricing as more realistic and more characteristic

of prevailing practice than profit-maximisation. Assuming that full-cost

1. Ibid., p. 61. Concave AR curves make it more likely that an upward
shift in AR will increase elasticity, but otherwise the analysis is
unchanged.

2. Ibid., p. 71, poi'rrt(4). It should be mentioned that Mrs. Robinson's
analys~s, Whi:h we heNE; adapted for this purpose, concerns itself
only Wl.th.an 1ncrease l.n demand under monopOlistic competition andnot a tarl:ff'-induced i'ncreas-e. '

3. See above. pp. 248-249.
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Ipricing 1S what it appears to be, the condition is relaxed and Hewins's

hopes more likely to be fulfilled. As long as marginal costs, whether

rising or not, are below average costs, such a pricing policy, say 'average

cost plus ten', would allow price to be reduced.

To return to marginalist analysis, however, we must note that the long

run is a much wider issue. If, before the tariff, firms were in equilibrium,

they will be making abnormal profits after it has been introduced.2 This

will induce new entrants and cause demand, as perceived by each firm, to move

back towards its original level (AR in Figs. III and IV). But whether or

not original price is returned to depends on whether original demand

elasticity are reproduced and original cost curves unchanged as firms retrace

their steps backward along them. General theoretical considerations cannot

answer this question. In particular, the shape of the cost curves cannot

be considered to have remained constant over the period. Firstly, those

firms which have increased the size of their plant will be operating on cost

curves different from those in operation when the tariff was instituted.

Secondly, over the long period the technology will have changed, not

necessarily identical~ for existing firms and new entrants.

The model is now quite open, and dependent on many imponderables. But

perhaps one over-riding supply-side consideration may be picked out: that of

scale economies and new technologies. There can be little doubt that there

were scale economies still to be exploited in much of the British industry:

many Staffordshire and Scottish plants lagged far behind the progressive

Cleveland manufacturers in technical and industrial evolution, even in that

relatively humble branch of the art, pig-iron ~roduction.3 In steel-maki ng ,

1. Supporters of marginalist pricing would, of course, argue that full
costers are intuitively and unconec i.ousIy pursuing the marginalist
equilibrium under hidden market pressures.

2. Of course, many ironmasters in 1904 would have claimed they were not
making normal profits.

3. As Carr and Taplin note, "Between 1895 and 1914 the main technical
question ~o: British.,ironmakers was. how far the larger furnaces and
harder drJ.va ng technJ.ques·of toe UnJ.ted States could us~f'ull b

ied" Th· ··t·· tnt " yecop1:e. ey ~8.1n 8.1n a ~he typical" US blast furnace in 1901 had
double the capacJ.ty of the optimum furnace of 1890 0 't 208. p. Cl ., p. .
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not only would scale economies have existed, but the rarity In the UK of

American methods of mechanical handling or German habits of fuel economy

would suggest the possibility of tariff gains through both new technology

and through a learning function, through "learning by doing".l Nevertheless,

the scope for improvement depended in a sense on the degree of backwardness,

and McCloskey has warned us against accepting too readily the orthodox

assessment of an industry hampered by "old capital equipment embodying an
2antique technology".

To point to the possibility of an improvement in the industry's welfare

position, and to the potential for lowering long-run costs, is perhaps a

relatively uncontentious step as long as we do not place too much emphasis

on the role of a tariff in fostering inefficiency. In the long run, List's

theory of "productive powers" served continental Europe and the USA well.3

But it is not the same as postulating a long-term fall in ~roduct price

through the direct action of the tariff. It is interesting to note that

Hewins himself did not believe that this was the inevitable result of the

policy he advocated. His stated view was that prices would be brought down
4";probably below their present level". In terms both of its deductive

probability and its empirical SUbstantiation, the Commission's argument

applied to the long term could hardly have been regarded as a reliable

contribution to the great fiscal debate of the 19008. It remained a

possible, but untested and unproven assertion.

Nevertheless, the majority of Commissioners saw this issue as one of

the cardinal discoveries of the enquiry into iron and steel, and one of the

lynch pins of the Tariff Reform case. The questionnaires, the evidence,

1. For a demanding introduction to "learning by doing" in a historical
context, see P .A. David, "Learning by Doing and Tariff Protection: A
Reconsideration of the Case of the Ante-Bellum United States Cotton
Textile Industry", Journal of Econom:i:cHistoIj{, XXX, 1970,
pp. 521-60l.

2. D.N. McCloskey, op. cit., p. 105 and passim.
3. F. List, The Natton8.l SyStem of Political Economy, (2nd English edn.,

1904), Bk. II, passim.
4. Iron and Steel Report, para. 80 (my emphasis).
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and the memoranda constructed by Hewins had firmly converted them to the

benefits of 'continuous running'. In a proof version of the Iron and Steel

Report, it was stated that:

We find that this policy would diminish the cost of
production, by enabling works to keep abreast of all
improvements and to run more continuously at full time,
and would, therefore, not materially or permanently
raise prices; while at the same time it would give
security to British trade, lead to the investment of
capital in British works, and to the more continuous
and remunerative employment of the working classes'l

Mosely, in other contexts an astute observer, thought this assertion

too weak. To him, "one point that the whole of this evidence has strongly

brought out is that with continuous running of our works we should be able

to reduce the price" 2 Birchenough had been similarly impressed, agreeing

"
. . . ., . ,,3that th1s 1S what has come out as clearly as any one fact ln thlS lnqulry .

Indeed, the only disagreement on continuous running occurred when Allen

sought to tie its benefits specifically to the promise of an increase in

wages, even mentioning a figure of 10 per cent. At this, Harrison voiced

the fears of a number of Commissioners. Taken to extremes, Allen's approach

would destrqy the credibility of the Commission as a neutral, scientific and

empirical body. It was preferable "that we should avoid as much as

possible •.. anything in the Report that might be taken by our Opponents as
. ." 4merely electl0neer1ng • But on the issue of the effect of continuous

runn1ng on pr1ces, no one disagreed, and this was to lead to the stronger

version incorporated into the final version of the Report.

VI

Much had been said by Hewins about the complexity of deriving a

scientific tariff and the necessity of empirical study of the actual

2.
3.4.

Conclusions of a proof report, paragraph 4, read out by Hewins at a
commission mee(ting. see}T.c.M.(VT}, 28 June 1904, p. 38; T.C.P.
Ibid., p. 39 my emphasis •
rsra., p. 40.
rsra., p. 42.

1.
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conditions of different industries and the relations between them. But

when the draft report was submitted to a full meeting of the Commission late

in June 1904 it was immediately evident that the last critical step in the

investigation into iron and steel had not been taken. After due

appreciation of the "very admirable Report which has been prepared for us

by our Secretary", Chamberlain, chairing the meeting by courtesy of Sir

Robert Herbert, quickly requested the opinion of the Commission on the form

of the conclusions to be incorporated in the final version:

••. I think that if this Report is to attract the
attention we desire, and if its publication by itself
is to give us great advantages in the preparation of
subsequent Reports by allowing us to see what criticisms
are forthcoming, it should, I think, end with a definite
conclusion. In other words we should suggest a Tariff
for the Iron and Steel Trades'l

But if Chamberlain had once expressed his reluctance to be bound too

closely to the future recommendations of the Commission,2 the Commission was

not prepared to be dominated by the statesman's wishes either. Sir Westby

Perceval's immediate reply that the Commission should "content itself with

a pure presentation of the facts which we have collected, without making any

suggestions as to the remedy", was in similar vein to his attitude towards
. . t' 1" t . 3Slml1ar ques 10ns ear ler ln he enqUlry. In the course of his remarks,

however, it became evident that expediency and reluctance to expose the

Commission to hostile criticism played an important part in his reasoning:

Personally I do not disagree in any way with the
remedies that are suggested, and I take it that the
majority of us are all of the opinion that those
remedies are the logical outcome of the enquiry which
we have made. But on the score of expediency I am a
little doubtful whether the publication at this stage
of those remedies enhances the value of the Report.
This Commission as we know is supposed by a certain
section of the public - quite improperly of course -
to have axes to grind, and they naturally look for this
Commission to make a recommendation of a tariff more or
less stringent; but it seems to me that what the public
are interested in are the facts in the first instance,

1. T.C.M.(VT), 28 June 1904, pp. 1-2; T.C.P.
2. See above, p. 81-
3. T.C.M.(VT), 28 June 1904, p. 6; T.C.p.
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and what we want the public to do is to study these
facts quite impartiallY'1

Hickman, though close to Chamberlain in his political orbit2 and close to

the industry under discussion in his economic interest, endorsed Perceval's

remarks in considering that "we should prejudice our cause by issuing a

partial Tariff, (Hear, hear) especially a Tariff so partial as to refer to

the iron and steel trades alone. ,,3 Caillard too embraced Perceval's caution,

this time on two counts. The first was that a tariff proposal for iron and

steel, constructed without due consideration of related trades, might result

in "serious errors"; the second was that even with this limitation the

drafting of a tariff, properly executed, would take too long when most of

the Commission seemed to want early pUblication.4 Caillard far preferred

the production of a report which could stand criticism "with the utmost ease"

to the production of a report in a hurry, especially since the Iron and Steel

Report was "to be a model for all Reports that are to follow it, and which IS

to be unique in its construction, far better than anything any Royal

Commission has ever drawn up". 5 Vicary Gibbs saw dangers in presenting a

report with provisional conclusions which would have to be modified as

similar enquiries were undertaken in other fields of industry. J.J. Candlish

thought it important to remember that the Cleveland ironmasters, particularly

Hugh Bell, were pUblicising the flourishing state of ironworks which had been

re-equipped along American or German lines, and that therefore the critical

element of the Commission's task was not to recommend a tariff but to prove

the disruption caused by dumping even to the most efficient plant. He did

not preclude the desirability of stating that a tariff was recommended by

2.
3.
4.
5.

Ibid. Reade's remarks were similar, that "an ill defined and not
completely considered proposal" would put the Commission at the mercy
of opponents who "say that this Commission are a body of Capitalists
called together by you, Sir [Chamberlain], with the intent to impose
protective duties upon the Country, which will oppress the people to
increase their already swollen profits." Tb'id ,, p , 22.
Hickman was MP for Wblverhampton West, 1885-1886 and 1892-1906,
T.C.M.(VT), 28 June 1904, p. 11; T.C.P.
Ibid., p . 13.
Ibid., p. 14.

1.
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the commission as the only feasible way of fighting foreign export policy,

but he vehemently opposed a detailed schedule:

... if you propose to put a tax on iron and steel of
10 or 15 per cent, the buyer of iron and steel would
naturally expect that his price would be raised to (sic)
that amount, and would say: "Where do I come in?" It
would be much stronger to say to him at the finish,
having regard to all the trades generally we suggest a
certain Tariff with the full knowledge of how it will
help everybody. 1

Gilbey and Henry Chaplin agreed in essence. Chaplin thought criticism of

the scheme by Free Traders of minor importance, since "We are sure to be

subject to that, and we shall have to face it, and no doubt we shall be able
2to bear it with considerable complacency." But a published tariff might

serve a more unfortunate purpose : it might alienate groups to whom the

Movement looked for support. He cited in particular the agricultural

interest, fearing that the publication of a detailed schedule "might create

unnecessary anxiety, perhaps alarm, and even possibly prejudice our interests

with that particular industry".3 Harrison thought this to be a plausible

argument not only in relation to the agricultural interest but also in

relation to agricultural machinery manufacturers.

At this point twelve Commissioners had aired their views, only two of

them, W.H. Mitchell and Henry Birchenough, in favour of Chamberlain's

proposal that a specific set of tariff proposals be included in the report

when published. Chamberlain accepted the mood of the meeting, though he

felt there were "certain disadvantages" in the approach evidently preferred

by the Commission, and withdrew his suggestion.4

With regard to a general statement of the Commission's proposed remedies

for the industrial situation revealed by its enquiries, however, Chamberlain's

wishes met with warmer sympathy. Chamberlain's impression of the structure

of the necessary tariff in June 1904 deserves quoting at length:

l. Ibid. , p. 19.
2. Ibid. , p. 20.
3. Ibid. , p. 2l.
4. Ibid. , p. 24.
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.1 express rrw own view that we should follow the example
which has been found effective in the case of all other
Countries ... we should have, in effect ..., three possible
Tariffs. In the first place we should have this general
Tariff which should be .•. an extremely moderate one, and
which should, if our views were accepted by the country,
come into operation immediately and be applied generally
with possibly, I think advisedly, the exception of the
Colonies ... we should say that in the event of our
negotiations with the Colonies being generally satisfactory
that their manufactures should be allowed to come in free.
(Hear, hear) I do not think that we need be afraid of that,
but I make one exception which we have to take into
consideration. At present manufacturers are not sufficiently
developed in the Colonies for it to be likely for very many
years to come that any considerable export of manufactures
from the Colonies to this country would take place, but there
is a conceivable supposition that, for instance, the Canadian
iron industry will be developed and that the Canadians might
dump iron on these shores, that is to say, supply iron at
prices below the home cost. I think we should have a
proviso that in any such case as that we should take the
necessary steps to defend ourselves; but [otherwise] we
should not .•. put on any Tariff as regards them [the
Colonies] . That, therefore, would be the second Tari ff -
the Colonial Tariff. Then the third Tariff would be ... a
much higher Tariff, and we should go with the two Tariffs,
the normal Tariff and the higher general Tariff, to the
different countries with whom we have to contend and say:
"Gentlemen, you can have your choice; you can take one or
the other, but if you take the lower Tariff you must make us
a proportionate reduction", and probably we might say as a
general thing that wherever they would reduce their Tariff to
the level of our normal Tariff, we should be quite ready to
give them that normal tariff; but if on the contrary they
continue their present high duties, then they would come under
that higher Tariff'l

Chamberlain's speech illustrates three aspects of his own attitude to

his proposed three-tier tariff. Firstly, it was acceptable that colonial

manufactured goods should enter the British market free, though a recognition

that future industrial development in the dominions might result in a change

in British commercial policy was necessary. Secondly, there was the

requirement that the colonial tariff was not to be granted automatically on

legal status: 2rather it had to be earned by reciprocal agreement.

Thirdly, foreign countries would have to enter a tariff-reducing reciprocal

treaty to be allowed to encounter Britain's 'normal' (i.e. middle-range)

1. ibid., pp. 3-4.
2. Whet~er the famous but. n:bulous 'offer', supposedly made by the colonial

prenuers and well publl.c~sed by Tariff Reformers satis·fi d Ch b Lai ,.t' . t l' • e am er a1.n scr1.er1.on 1.S no made c ear 1.n the present speech.
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tariff, and that it would be a general rule that any country reducing its

own import duty on British goods to the British 'normal' level would then be

allowed that 'normal' level in reciprocity.

Though there are, of course, ambiguities of purpose and meaning ln

Chamberlain's remarks, it does appear that here was a distinct step beyond

the Glasgow Programme in the direction of high protection, at least ln

Britain's economic relations with foreign countries, and perhaps in her

economic relations with the colonies.

With the colonies, Chamberlain's proposals were not entirely clear.

In stating the immediate objective that colonial manufactures should be

admitted free, his perceived policy was more liberal than in the Glasgow

speech, where even mere colonial preference had not been mentioned in this
1respect. Yet in a longer term sense, the development of Chamberlain's

colonial policy into one of high protection seemed more possible. Though

Chamberlain saw fit to confuse his statement with regard to future colonial

development by illustrating it in relation to dumping, it does seem that the

possibili ty of an industrially developed colony continuing to enjoy free

access to the British market had been reduced considerably. Even in the

short term, immediate imposition of anti-dumping measures against offending

colonial producers had been urged.

One cannot learn from his remarks how many countries Chamberlain

considered would meet Britain's requirements to be accommodated under his

'normal' tariff - presumably the 10 per cent ad valorem measure of Glasgow

days. To the Commission he had made two suggestions. The one, that a

"proportionate reduction,,2 in the foreign country's tariff would be required,

might have been easy for foreigners to meet or not, depending on the size of

1. At one point in that speech Chamberlain had proposed "a moderate duty
on all m~ufactured goods, not exceeding 10 per cent on the average."
ChamherlalnatGlasgaw, 6 October 1903; reprinted in J.M. Robertson,
"The Colla;se of Tari:f'fRe:f'orm": Mr. Chamberlain's Case E osed,
(London, 1911 ,pp. 1 2 .~ e~hasis •

2. T.C.M. (VT), 28 June 1904, p. 4; T.C.p.



275

. 1that reduct ion . The other, that wherever foreigners would reduce their

tariff on British goods to the level of Britain's 'normal' tariff (i.e. 10
per cent ad valorem on average) would have been very difficult for many

countries to accept if it had been implemented as a necessary condition for

access onto Britain's list of reciprocally treating countries. Many

countries would thus have been forced onto the 'general' or fighting tariff,

and Chamberlain had not yet stated his view on what that would be. Further-

more, if Chamberlain hoped that such measures would result in a multinational

re-ordering of tariffs to the British 'normal' level, there was much about

nationalistic aims overseas that he neglected. As W.H. Mitchell observed:

I am afraid that no retaliatory tariff we might adopt
will at this stage do very much to improve our
conditions of entering into the markets of the great
protectionist Nations ... do what you will, you are
certainly not going to persuade them to break down the
industries they have built uP'2

Nevertheless, if Chamberlain's (admittedly inconclusive) remarks did

entail a movement towards protective tariffs of a higher level than

anticipated in the Glasgow speech, the Commission was not inclined to oppose

them. While unconvinced of the desirability of publishing a detailed

schedule of duties at present, the consensus of the meeting was that the

general outline of the proposed remedial measures should be put before the

public. Mitchell's pessimism was confined to disillusioning the hope that

Bri tain would ever regai n her former market shares in the USA, Germany or

France, or her position as "manufacturer for the World". 3 Otherwise

Chamberlain's scheme had his full support. It would be sufficient as a

first step "to secure a preference in our own markets to people who have to

maintain those markets ••. and have to pay in their taxation for those
,,4markets. If a moderate tariff did not prevent imports on any large scale,

2.
3.4.

If "proportionate reduction" is taken literally it would have depended
on the difference between Britain's 'normal' and her 'general'
(fighting) tariff.
T.C.M.(VT), 28 June 1904, p. 8; T.C.P.
Ibid.
Ibid. Woollens and worsteds had of course been 1 ff t d b• . • h ' ,severa y a ec e ylncurSlons lnto t e home market in the 1880s a d 1890 S E S· th

Dyk Mi'll A H' ( n s. ee . 19sworBlack e s: lStOry, Liverpool, 1958), pp. 85 et seq.

1.



276

then at least it would gain revenue which could be "used to lighten the

taxation which already exists on our various industries~ and especially on

the great agricultural industry".l And if the moderate tariff imposed

conditions of reciprocity too harsh for many countries to comply with,

Mitchell for one had no objections to a "fighting tariff" which was

"considerably higher" .2 Hickman~ too, had little reservation in endorsing

Chamberlain' s "altogether admirable" three-tier pLan , even though he disagreed

with Chamberlain and Mitchell over the publication of a detailed iron and

steel schedule.3 Sir Walter Peace thought it:

•.• quite sufficient for the purpose of the issue of a
report~ if we published the evidence~ and gave a general
conclusion that in the opinion of the Commission it
would be found desirable to establish a minimum tariff,
and a maximum tariff in general terms~ such as you
[Chamberlain] have indicated, but not stating what the
tariff will be till we come to the end of our evidence.
(Hearl Hearl)4

On this second matter, of the publication of the Commission's Vlews of

the broad outline or principle on which a tariff should be cons·tructed, it

was Candlish, Gilbey and Harrison who were the most conservative. They were

to argue that publication of the mere statement that a tariff was necessary

was sufficient for the present purpose. But they were in a minority. Even

Chaplin was prepared to accept immediate publication of the general principle

of the three-tier tariff that Chamberlain had laid down.5 Charles Booth,

too, spoke in the warmest terms of this course of action, and of the proof

report as a whole:

I should very much like to associate myself with, and
to say how entirely I concur with the general principles
laid down by yourself [Chamberlain], that we should base
our proposals on three degrees of Tariff intimacy with
the rest of the world; the smallest Tariff, or no Tariff
at all, it may be, with the Colonies; very moderate

1. T.C.M.(VT), 28 June 1904, pp. 8-9; T.C.P. On the question of tax
relief and revenue tariffs and their relation to agriculture, see
below, pp. 400~403, 408~415.

2. naa., p, 9.
3. Ibid., p. 10.
4. rsra., p. 17.
5. Ibid., pp. 18-24.
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mlnlmUID Tariffs, for those who may be called our
commercial friends, and much higher Tariffs for those
who cannot be so counted. I see no reason why that
principle should not be stated in this Report. It
has been said that if we say as a fact we vary from so
and so [an ad valorem duty] to so and so [an ad valorem
duty] it means nothing: but I do not think that applies
to a principle of this kind that has been laid down by
our President. Therefore I think it is perfectly
possible to introduce that without details. I do not
say it will come very well with this Report, but I see
no reason why it should not do so ... I do think this
Report contains materials of the utmost value, and it is
important that it should be put together in as finished
a shape as possible. Its use is not for the next two
or three months, but for certainly the next two or three
years, and I think it ought to be information that will
stand good for two or three Centuries, if we can make it.
At any rate it has to be as good as we can possibly make
it, and we must not count the days that are necessary for
that Report'l

Because the General Purposes Committee was still ln the process of

proof correction, the Commission on this occasion did not discuss the proof

report in any detail. They did feel it desirable, however, to settle the

question of how their preceding discussion had modified the relevant

conclusion of the proof report, a conclusion which read:

Subject to further consideration after our survey of the
trades of the country is complete, we are of op~n~on
that so far as the iron and steel trades are concerned, a
moderate tariff ranging up to 15 per cent ad valorem
according to the classes of material, and leaving iron
ore free, would go far to render inoperative the power for
mischief of the export systems of foreign countries, while
it would secure our home trade and enable us to develop
trade with our Colonies'2

This raised again the question of just how specific the tariff proposal

was to be. Herbert correctly d.:i. vined the opinion of the Commission in

urging the deletion of the percentage figure. But the SUbstitution of a

vague reference that the tariff should be "graduated according to the class

of the material" was desirable since there was "a good deal of suspicion in

hostile quarters that we do intend not only to tax food but [also] raw

materials for manufacture". 3 Follett was one of the few not to oppose

1-
2.

rsie., pp. 24-25.
Conclusions of the proof report h, paragrap 3, as read out by the
secretary at the meeting. See ibid., pp. 31-32.
Ibid., p. 32.3.
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the idea that the commission should publish its opinion that a specified

range of duties would be applicable. Of these two courses, however,

Chamberlain preferred that of Herbert - a vague reference to a range of

duties would always be interpreted as the maximum. Dennis urged that it

should be made clear that it was the intention of the Commission, when their

work was completed, to base the schedule of duties on the foreign labour

content of the imported goods, a feature which he took to mean the same as

the concept of gradation "according to the class of material."l With this

both Maconochie and Vcitchell agreed: it was an important element 1n

securing the support of working men for the proposals. HOur Opponents,1!

remarked Mitchell, "will always attempt to persuade the Working men that

it is a Capitalist's question. The working man is certainly quite ready

to protect labour; and if they are quite sure it is a mere question of

labour they would not be afraid of the word 'Protection' at all.,,2

Chamberlain saw some danger in any pledge to structure the tariff

precisely in this way, because of the difficulties of finding out the
3precise labour cost of various products, though he was willing to acquiesce

to a more generalised procedure that, as far as was possible, labour cost

should in some way be taken into account. This was a realistic

understanding of the difficulties the Commission was experiencing, and was

later to experience,4 in obtaining accurate information, especially since

it had been suggested that the basis of the tariff should be the foreign

labour cost and not its British equivalent.

But if the 'class of material.. criterion and the 'labour content'

criterion were regarded as different in accuracy rather than principle, Sir

Alfred Hickman was quick to point out that the principle itself might not be

L rere., p. 34.
2. Ibid., p. 36.
3. Ch~erlain had probably already been briefed on this problem by

Hewi ns ,
4. See below, pp. 460-463.
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entirely desirable. If the most immediate purpose of a tariff was to

safeguard British industry from dumping, it could not be assumed that a

tariff based progressively on 'value added' possessed the required structure.

With iron and steel, dumping had been predominantly in tinplate bars and

sheet bars. In Hickman's words, "It is not so much as to the finished

article as to the partly finished article that the remedy is really
required. ,,1 When Chamberlain suggested that relatively heavier protection

on semi-finished goods would merely result in a shift in the type of goods

dumped, to finished articles, Hickman argued plausibly that this was unlikely

because of the scale of activity necessary for successful dumping:

•.. in order to introduce the finished material [into
Britain] they [foreign exporters] must get orders for
10 tons or 100 tons or 200 tons, or whatever it may be,
whereas they have been sending in as much as 10,000 tons
in one lot in one size of a particular [semi-manufactured]
article'2

But Hickman's arguments, reasonable as they were, did not command the

acceptance of the Commission. Perhaps they felt it acceptable to carry

redundant high rates at the top end of the range of duties as long as the

duties on semi-manufactures were adequate. But more probably Hickman's

scheme was regarded as intuitively less appealing and less amenable to

popularisation. It would also have strengthened Liberal criticism along the

lines of taxing raw materials.

The result of the meeting of 28 June had been to give Hewins and the

full time staff pretty definite directions. Whilst most of the Commissioners

had stated their support for the recommendation that the Report should

advocate a tariff, and nearly as many had extended their support to the

inclusion of the general outline of a three-tier tariff as suggested by

Chamberlain, all but Mitchell and Birchenough of those who spoke had declared

1. T.C.M.(VT), 28 June 1904, p. 37; T.C.P.
2. Ibid., p. 38.



280

the undesirability of publishing a detailed but not final tariff on iron and

steel goods, and the impossibility of producing a definitive and enduring

tariff at this stage of the enquiry. Whilst this course of action ran

against Chamberlain's own inclinations, he made no attempt to influence the

discussion after his opening remarks, and was content to accept the mood of

the meeting when less than half of those present had spoken.

When the meeting was reconvened a fortnight later, Chamberlain again

took the chair. He began by stressing the importance of immediate

publication: otherwise Parliament would break up for the summer recess and

there would be little point in publishing until the autumn. Fortunately the

revisions made by Hewins and the General Purposes Committee had produced a

revised report which needed little in terms of further modification.

What came next was a dramatic reversal of the events of the preVlous

meeting. It started mildly enough. A vote had not been taken and there

was perhaps nothing in the rules of procedure to nrevent Chamberlain from

resurrecting past business:

You will recollect that at the last Meeting I suggested
earnestly that you should not allow this Report to go out
without submitting, at the same time, something in the
nature of a definite Tariff. It was not my idea, of
course, that that Tariff should be final, but it was a
Tariff which would indicate the sort of conclusion to
which the evidence was bringing you, and arouse discussion,
and criticism, which would be of material assistance to
you in the further stages of your work •.• I think it is
my duty once more to bring before you the propriety of
adding a Tariff - a provisional Tariff, making it perfectly
clear that it is only a provisional Tariff ••• Now I
venture to suggest a new alternative. It is in effect a
sort of compromise between the suggestion I put forward
last time, and the objections that were taken by some of
the gentlemen round the table ••. The suggestion I make is
this, to accept the Report practically as it stands with
some verbal alterations, or the change of a word here or
there which would be necessary to bring it into harmony
wi th what I now propose, namely, that we should add this
final paragraph:- "Sub-joined to this Report is a
provisional scheme of Tariffs which at the request of the
Commission, tbe Secretary Mr. Hewins bas prepared on the
lines laid down in the Report as an indication of the
nature of the practical reforms which may be hereafter
recommended. The Commission have not yet accepted these
particulars; but will :onsider them further as soon as
they have completed tbe~r enquiry into the trades which
are closely connected w1tb the Iron d St 1an ee manufacture,
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and meanwhile they will be glad to receive suggestions
and criticisms from all persons interested in the
subject, Communi cations should be addressed to the
Secretary and will be tabulated for the information of
the Commission before they proceed to the work of
final revision["] 'I

One wonders whether Chamberlain's suggested compromise was anything more

than the suggestion of a form of words designed to placate the less comnntted

members of the Commission: surely those who had held forthright objections

to his plan at the previous meeting could not agree to this new proposal?

There is no doubt that the Commissioners were Chamberlainites in a

personal as well as a political sense. Chamberlain commanded their respect

and admiration, their affection, in many cases their friendship, But the

previous meeting had given no indication of the reversal that was to occur on

11 July, a new direction that was set immediately by Hickman, the first to

respond to Chamberlain's remarks. Hickman's deference (it could even be

regarded as servility) was such that he did not even seek to exploit

Chamberlain's proffered compromise:

having considered those proposals [made by Chamberlain
on 28 June] and the objections I come here fully prepared
to withdraw any opposition which I on that occasion very
diffidently ventured to offer ,.. if you [Chamberlain]
still think, as I gather from the observations you have
just addressed to us you do still think, that the original
proposal which was different from that which you now
propose as a sort of compromise between the objections and
your own scheme, I venture to urge on you to go back to
your own proposals, if you still think they are better.
I submit that ". it is your scheme, and you ought to have
the guidance of it, and that though we are here to assist
you we ought by no means to attempt to dictate to you.
We recognise that you have an unrivalled power and opportunity
of acquainting yourself with the trend of public opinion ..•
I considered that iron and steel were the raw materials for
very many industries, and that to issue a tariff that would
apply only to those raw materials would be inconvenient; but
now a:f'terconsideration I am not at all convinced that I am
right; but I am convinced that you ought to have your own
w~[ ']2

Maconochie too had changed his mind: "as he [Chamberlain] is a past master

of feeling the pulse of the public, it m~ be if we do not create criticism

1. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, pp. 3-6; T.e.p.
2. rss a., p. 7.
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and discussion at the present time we may not have the assistance which is
. d" Ireqmre . Sir Vincent Caillard perhaps felt more keenly the supordinate

position in which the new move was putting the Commission, but he exhibited

extreme sanguini ty when he attributed the events of 28 June to a misunder-

standing:

I understood the tariff as proposed by yourself
[Chamberlain] at the last Meeting to be a detailed
tariff, that is to say a tariff on everything from a
girder to a needle; but if it is only a heading of
tariffs I never meant to raise any opposition whatever'2

Henderson too supported Chamberlain's original proposal, thinking it better
3than the "rather roundabout" compromise offered in its place. Vi cary

Gibbs announced his intention to defer to Chamberlain's "decided opinion"

t . b . . f 4hat lt was necessary to pu 11Sh a tarlf •

In spite of this surprising vote of confidence, Chamberlain was still

unwilling to tie the Commission to a definitive tariff, either in its own

eyes or in the eyes of the public. The proposed tariff might adversely

affect allied or subsidiary industries, and might therefore require "further

consideration",5 but its very pub Licat.ion would assist the Commission in

producing a final tariff, by showing "in what direction our thoughts are

tending" and by giving "the public an opportunity of criticism which they

would not have if we confined ourselves to mere generalities".6 Though he

preferred his original proposal to the compromise solution, since it was

"straighter and more lucid", and put less of the onus of responsibility for

the tariff on the secretary's shoulders,7 it was necessary to stress that any

1. rsra., p. 8.
2. It must be admitted that the degree of detail in the schedules had not

been discussed at the earlier meeting, but this would overlook the
strong objections to the publication of any rates on that occasion,
opposition in which Caillard had joined. See ibid.

3. Ibi d., p. 9.
4. Ibid.
5. Ibid.
6. Ibid.
7. ~id., pp. 9-10 •• ~~erlain felt.that to accept the compromise was to

throw the.responSlbl1lty o~ prOduclng the tariff on Mr. Hewins, which
of course 18 one way of maklng it absolutely clear th t . d' 'd al

ib f th C • • • a no 1n 1V1 uMem er 0 e 0mm1SS10n 18 beforehand pledged to d t th t t'. , a op a sugges lon,but there would be no difficulty, and no doubt it would be a still
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schedule which appeared in print was to be subject to revision In the light

of further enquiries. No voice of opposition was raised: the Commission

was now determined to sweep even the compromise aside in their realignment

with Chamberlain's original proposal. Sir Robert Herbert's remarks show that

there had been much conversation on the events of 28 June in the following

fortnight . R.H. Reade's contribution was pregnant with implication:

... the situation seems to me to have entirely changed
since the last meeting ... Since that time there has
been an adjournment during which ..• you [Chamberlain]
have been taking into consideration in your mind fully
and thoroughly all the objections then urged, but you
maintain your original opinion and you have explained
the reasons which have actuated you. They are to a
large extent convincing... I submit my judgement to
yours ... as to the trend of public opinion, and how
that would be affected by what is published "'1

Chamberlain had by now divined the opinion of the Commission sufficiently

to risk a resolution, that the Commission "consider and ... propound a

provisional Tariff", which was carried nem. con. without further discussion.2

No evidence survives which would enable us to trace the fascinating offstage

manoeuvring which enabled such a complete reversal to take place. Hewins

said nothing in either debate over the form which the conclusions and

recommendations of the Commission should take. In that, at least, he

appears an exemplary model of the official servant of the Commission. On

earlier occasions it had been he who had stressed the inter-related nature

of a final tariff and the necessity of determining tariff levels for one

industrial grouping in relation to the input requirements of another. 3 Yet

it would be hard to imagine that he had been uninvolved in the conversion

of the Comndssion away from the ideas he had once propounded. Chambe rLai,n ,

too, had presumably been active behind the scenes, probably pressuring Hewins

into supporting a scheme for which he had less than total sympathy.

1.
2.

straighter course if we did exactly the same thing In the name of the
Commission" •
Ibid., pp. 11~12.
Resolutions were put ·orward l'n an . f 1

.I. In orma manner and do not appearto have required a seconder. S ibi dee I 11.1.., p. 13.Ibid., p. 12.3.



284

Discussions of the proposed tariff were narrowed down by common

consent to a discussion of the General Tariff. Detailed formulation of a

Preferential Tariff was felt to be impracticable, even an "impertinence",

until a British government was willing to undertake negotiations with the

colonies. Chamberlain felt that the Maximum (fighting) Tariff should be

discussed only after the General Tariff had been settled.

That there would be a change of heart of the Commission had been forseen.

On 8 July the Executive Committee had discussed a provisional General Tariff

schedule, drawn up by Hewins, which was advanced enough to include detailed

tari ff rates. Though no copy of this schedule survives, it was apparently

on the table in front of the Commissioners for the meeting of 11 July, and

since at one point Hewins read from it we have a clear idea of the actual
1tariff rates suggested:

Pig lron ..................... 5 per cent ad valorem
Ingots ....................... 6a per cent ad valorem
Blooms, Billets, Rails ....... 7~ per cent ad valorem
Plates ...................... 10 per cent ad valorem.

It is evident from the ensuing discussion, however, that the schedule on the
2paper from which Hewins was reading rose beyond 10 per cent. It appears

that the Executive Committee might well only have seen the schedule as

presented above, for Henderson remarked that 10 per cent "was the highest
3duty then suggested". It seems probable from the remarks of Sir William

Lewis that Hewins and Charles Allen had inserted a further category of more

highly finished goods into the schedule above plates, and had consulted Lewis

about this step on the evening before the meeting of 11 July. Lewi s t swords

leave us in no doubt that the schedule that now lay before the Commission

ranged up to 15 per cent:

... I have given a great deal of attention to the draft
report in conjunction with the Secretary and Colonel Allen,

1.
2.

Ibid., p. 19.
Hewins intended no :oncea~nt of the higher levels of duty, since all
the others had the 1nformat1on that he left out, and began to discuss
it. Though it is di~ficult to tell from typewritten minutes it seems
probable that he was lnterrupted before he could finish it. '
Ibid., p. 17.3.
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and this particular question we discussed very fully
last evening. At that time I had a good deal of
hesitation about going up to 15 per cent "'1

The problem that had arisen was, put crudely, the question of how high

the maximum rate on the General Tariff should be. Put more accurately, the
problem that had arisen was that of correctly gearing "scientific

protectionism" wi thin a limited range of duties, felt by most Commissioners

to be desirable, given less than perfect information on costs of production.

The grading of duties within the scheme was a critical element in the

'scientific method' as advocated by Hewins, and Allen stressed that

industrial classifications for this purpose had been, in Germany, the subject
2of "scientific study for many years past". At Glasgow, Chamberlain had

suggested that a tariff on manufactures should vary "according to the amount

of labour in these goods",3 and at Greenock, as frequently elsewhere, he had

urged upon working men the importance of a tariff in maintaining security of
4employment. This consideration was frequently mentioned in the discussion

of 11 July. Allen thought that the design of the gradation of the German

tari ff was "simply to protect thei r labour". 5 To Boulton it was important

that "it should go forth to the world that in this calculation we are
6protecting manufacturers, and we are trying to protect labour also". Booth

thought it important to stress, in publication, that "the labour consider-

ation will rule the intermediate SCale",7 whilst Lyle even made the

impractical suggestion that "instead of putting ..• an ad valorem duty on

the value of the articles we put it broadly on the value of the labour". 8

But the straightforward intention of the Glasgow speech under-estimated

l.
2.
3.

Ibid., p. 18.
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, p. 16; T.C.P.
Chamberlain at Glasgow, 6 October 1903; in J.M. Robertson (ed.) The
Colla: se of "Tariff Reform": Mr. Chamberlain's Case E osed, (L~ndon,
1911 , p. 62.
Chamberlain at Greenock, 7 October 1903; in ibid., pp. 82, 92, 98.
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, p. 18; T.C.P.
Ibid., p, 22. He added that this would "have a very great effect, I
think, in convert~ng the labouring classes, and Trades Unions, who at
present are not W~ th us so much as they ought to b "Ibid. e .
rei a., p. 22.

4.
5.
6.

7.
8.
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the problems of deriving a schedule objectively. Hickman felt that the

classification discussed by the Executive Committee and extended by Hewins

represented an oversimple compression of products into too few categories,

and thought that a more detailed approach based on the product-grouping used
Iin the Board of Trade returns should be adopted. Allen was in favour,

however, of a shorter classification, but one which nevertheless included

the higher quality goods- added by Hewins to the schedule. But while both

Hickman and Allen envisaged a schedule based on the labour content of final

products, it was apparent that Hickman considered that selling price

adequately reflected this,2 whilst Allen preferred, more correctly, to
3concentrate on labour cost per ton. To some extent the two could perhaps

be approximated: Allen did indicate that he appreciated this to be more

true of steel forgings and special steels than of lower qualities of
4product. To the extent that Hickman was using selling price, it 1S

obvious that given the degree of dumping that appears to have been prevalent

in the British market around the turn of the century, this must have been a

questionable criterion. Thus it was Hickman's experience that prices of

plates were fully £1 per ton more than those of rails, whilst Allen could not

1. Ibid., p. 15. Basing his remarks on his recollection of the Board of
Trade classification, Hickman gave an impromptu version of the schedule
he thought desirable:

(i) Pig iron and iron castings
(ii) Iron and steel puddles, bars, ingots, blooms, billets,

slabs, sheet bars and tinplate bars
(iii) Rails
(iv) Girders, joists and beams
(v) Bars of all shapes, excepting rails, girders, etc.
(vi ) Iron rods
(vii) Plates.

2. Discussing the relative position of rails and plates in the
classification, Hickman argued that "The price of rails is something
like £4 a ton. The price of plates is a little over £5 ... Plates
should stand by themselves. They are much higher in price. They
involve a much higher amount of labour in their construction". See
ibid.

3. Allen remarked that "with due regard to Sir Alfred Hickman the labour
on the two articles- is nearly the same. I do not think there is
above a few shillings· a ton ?ifference between the production of
steel plates and the productlon of rails now-a-days" S 'b'd

16 . ee l...1:_.,p. .
4. T. C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, p. 16; T .C .P .
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justify a difference of "above a few shillings ,0 In cost of production per
1ton.

Nevertheless, despite their imperfections. Hickman's amendments to the

classification did not arouse violent opposition, and were subsequently to

form the core of the rather more detailed schedule which appeared in the
2Iron and Steel Report. Indeed. the di fference of opinion and experience

over the schedules had not deterred the Executive Committee from considering

Hewins's provisional range of duties. Hewins explained that:

this scheme that lies on the table incorporates all
the suggestions that I have received. but before that
was drawn up we had worked out in the Office careful
calculations based on the labour involved in these
different grades. We took the cost sheets which many
firms had been good enough to place at our disposal, and
we took these costs as a basis, and we then got the
proportion of labour from pig iron up to plates, and
starting wi th pig iron at 5 per cent we worked out a
series of duties ranging ... to 6a per cent for ingots,
1~per cent for blooms, billets and rails, and 10 per cent
for plates'3

When Hewins had earlier laid the information on labour costs before the

Executive Committee, doubts had been expressed over its accuracy. There

can be little doubt that Hewins was exaggerating the number of firms which

had furnished material on costs in reply to the questionnaires; elsewhere
. . h 4he Vlrtually admitted as muc • Perhaps feeling that he was too sanguine in

putting his trust in such information as he had got, the Executive Committee

urged caution in recommending a skeletal plan, leaving only the 5 per cent

1.
2.
3.

Ibid.
Iron and Steel Report, para,' 88.
Henderson's account of the deliberations of the Executive Co~ttee is
worthy of note: "I do not know that the Commission generally have had
before them that statement that has been prepared with regard to the
amount of labour on these various items; but it is a fact that taking
the amount of labour on pig iron at 100 per cent, the amount of labour
on plates would be fully 200 per cent, and therefore there is a reason
for the figures of 5 per cent and 10 per cent, and the intermediate
items are also classified in the same way according to the amount of
labour that is in them. I do not think this has been calculated but
it does show that taking pig iron at 100 per cent, when you get t~
ingots labour represents 141; .castings 136 and blooms 166 so that it
~oes n~t seem ~o me to ~e quite wise to propose that the d~ty upon pig
aron , lngots. a ron castlngs etc. should be all 5 per c t I! S~e
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, pp. 18~19; T.C.p. en ....
See below, pp , 459-.462,4.
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on pig aron and the 10 per cent on plates to be published as concrete

figures, and simply listing the intermediate items between them without

specif,ying the duty that they would attract.l

This was not subsequently endorsed by the Commission, however. Hickman

saw no difficulty in publishing the intermediate rates on the basis of the

information already before the Commission,2 and voiced the opinion that a

skeletal plan would seem to the public a rather lame result after six months'

deliberations. Maconochie gave direct support, whilst Chamberlain, from the

chair , felt that Hewins's tabulation of labour costs gave "a very defensible
3basis" for the specification of intermediate rates of duty. There seemed

no SUbstantial body of opinion on the Commission to support the Executive

Committee's desire to suppress intermediate rates, though Charles Booth did

stress his feeling that it was the basis on which the duties were calculated

that was important, and that whether intermediate rates were published,

whether even they were at present precisely correct or not, was of little

consequence. Boulton agreed: the intention "to protect labour" would be

effective in promoting the Tariff Reform cause amongst trades unionists and
J. • 4wor.~lng men.

This left unconsidered the question of high-quality steels, forgotten

both in Hewins's presentation of his schedule in the meeting and in Hickman's

impromptu expansion of it. Hickman's neglect of it may have reflected the

nature of his business as an ironmaster,5 but his classification was certainly

not one which would have corresponded closely with the products of Allen's

firm, which had been a world pioneer of large-scale production of stee1.6

1.
2.

T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, p. 17; T.C.P.
It must be remarked that relatively few of the Commissioners appear to
have seen Hewins's detailed list of the labour content of the various
products. No such list seems to have survived.
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, pp. 20-21; T.C.P.
Ibid., p , 22.
Hickman's evidence before the Commission (Witness No 2) concentrates
on less finished goods and the dumping of these gOOd~ ln the British
market. See Iron and Steel Report, paras. 520-564.
Henry Be~seme: and Co. led the world in the casting of steel in ots
of all S1zes 1n the l860s. See S· H . g
(L d 1905)' lr enry Bessemer, An Autoblography,on on, , pass1m.

3.
4.
5.

6.
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Since the Executive Committee meeting, Hewins had thought fit to introduce a

classification of "forgings, steel castings and special steels II at a

position in the schedule above plates, for which the Commrrssion had now

accepted his suggestion of 10 per cent. Even if the Commi ssion did not

publish a rate on special steels, which act in itself would have been at

variance with what had been agreed with regard to intermediate goods, the

position of high grade steels above plates in the classification would imply

some duties above the 10 per cent level.

This would mean that the policy of protection had gone beyond a casual

interpretation of the Glasgow programme, But not beyond a strict inter-

pretation; if the Glasgow proposals allowed duties ranging up to (say)

15 per cent as long as the average level on manufactures was only 10 per

cent, there was nothing in the Commission's discussion that had overstepped
it 1" 11 s 1m1tS. Most of the members present were prepared to accept a move

beyond 10 per cent. But many of them preferred that rates above 10 per cent,

though conceded in principle as a necessary part of the scheme, should not be

published. Henderson had, early on, made the suggestion that "we should

indicate that later on having regard to the amount of labour that is

represented in these special items such as special steel and steel castings

that a higher duty would be applied". 2 Chamberlain later endorsed this as

his view of "the desire of the Commission". 3 Even members who had earlier

been against exceeding 10 per cent were prepared to agree to a duty higher

than 10 per cent if it was not directly specified. Lewis, who in private

conversation earlier had disagreed with 15 per cent as a maximum, now

thought it better not to go beyond 10 per cent "as a definite sum", 4 Keen

thought it "unwise to go to this 15 per cent; not but what we shall have to

do it at a later stage, but if we invite criticism we had better invite it

1. There was, of course, nothing in the formal tenns of reference of the
Commission. to prevent ..it going beyond the Glasgow programme. See
W.A.S. Hew1ns, Apolog1a· •••, I, 1'1'.75-76.

2. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, p. 18; T.e.p.
3. Ibi a., p . 20.
4. Ibi e ., p, 18.
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" 1on the lower scale . Though it must be remembered that many members

remained silent throughout the discussion, only Booth and Evans were

unwilling to go beyond 10 per cent at all. Evans thought that "the 10 per

cent should appear, and should be, the maximum", since a country with a long

Free Trade tradition would suspect that "any industry that wants a greater

protection than 10 per cent is one for which the Country is not fitted", 2

whilst Charles Booth did not favour "going at all above 10 per cent for the

General Tariff, it being well understood that there is to be a higher tariff

under certain circumstances ... I do feel very strongly that 15 per cent is

too high for the highest figure of the General Tariff". 3

When Chamberlain moved a resolution that the tariff should now be

referred to the General Purposes Connnittee for final drafting for publication,

and that the Comnnttee should work within a maximum published rate of 10 per

cent, but with an "observation that all highly manufactured articles may be

hereafter subject to a higher duty", it was carried unanimously. 4

We might wonder why Booth and Evans voted for this resolution, which was

spelt out very clearly. The economic difference between a General Tariff

with a range of (s~) 5-15 per cent and averaging 10 per cent and one with

a range of (say) 5-10 per cent and averaging around (s~) 7~per cent was

probably trivial. The political difference was perhaps more significant:

Evans certainly thought that "in talking of this matter about the Country, it

will be of great assistance" if the General Tari ff on iron and steel were
5limited to 10 per cent. There is same suggestion, however, that he did not

regard the 10 per cent limit as inviolate for other industries.

Booth had voiced his opposition early: it m~ be that the concentration

on labour cost as the reason for putting special steels, etc., above the 10

per cent limit influenced him to change his mind. It may be, on the other

1. rsre., p. 19.
2. Ibid., pp. 21-22 (my emphasis).
3. Ibid., p. 14.
4. Ibid., p. 23.
5. Ibid., p . 22.
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hand, that Booth's preference for a 10 per cent limit was not as adamant as

he initially professed: he certainly did not withdraw from the discussion

1n disgust as others stated themselves willing to exceed the limit. A

third alternative could be that he voted for the resolution and then carried

on the fight against it in the General Purposes Committee.

There is no surviving account of the meeting of the General Purposes

Committee that dealt with the final drafting of the tariff. It is immediately

apparent, however, that significant alterations were made. The 10 per cent

limit was re-instituted, and the higher quality goods that were to range up

to 15 per cent were now put at that upper limit. Plates, previously 10 per

cent, were moved down to 7~ per cent, whilst blooms, billets and rails were

moved down to 6~per cent to make room for them. At the same time other

categories of goods, which had not figured strongly in the discussion of

11 July, were included at 6~ per cent. Yet no corresponding reduction was

made at the lower end of the scale. Ingots still attracted 6a per cent, and

pig iron still 5 per cent. The res'ult was' that the lower intermediate rate

of 6a per cent had now become very compress-ed, comprising four out of

Hickman's original seven classifications, 1 though it should be remembered

that two additional classifications had been added to the list.2

1. Items (ii) - (v) in footnote 1, p. 286, above.
2. Iron and Steel Report, para. 88. The schedule as published was:

Iron ores ,............ free
Pig iron 5 per cent
Iron and Steel: puddled bars, ingots, blooms,

billets, slabs, sheet bars, tinplate bars,
or similar partly manufactured materials

Rails, sleepers and fishplates
Girders, joists and beams
Bars, round, square, flat, and s-ections other

than above enumerated.
S11t rods ...............,....,....................
Wire rods
Plates ....................................... ,....
Sheets ......... , , .
Nails, screws and rivets . ••••..
Bolts and nuts
Tyres and axles
Railway wheels and axles
Crucible steel

and manufactures of Iron case to exceedand Steel unenumeratedlO per cent

6~per cent

7~per cent
10 per cent

Duties in no
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The schedule as published in the Iron and Steel Report was, in a strict

sense, not signed by COmmUssioners, since their signatures preceded it. It

is unlikely, however, that this procedure was adopted to conceal any

significant body of dissent. It is more likely that the procedure was

adopted because no one intended that a provisional tariff on the first of

several industries to be examined should be regarded as binding, not only on

indi vidual members but also on the Commission as a whole. But no member
. . 1openly repud1ated the schedule, or any of the Report, 1n the press.

Members had, tacitly or not, agreed to an average level of duties of 10 per

cent, a recommendation in line with the Glasgow programme. But their final

proposals as published urged less; an average level of 7~ per cent was a

more moderate protection than that envisaged under a strict interpretation

of the Glasgow proposals. Given, therefore, a hostile climate in which the

Commission was regarded by many as the extreme manifestation of British

protectionism, it would have been difficult personally for any members who

asserted that its conclusions were too moderate. In addition, even if it

had been possible to repudiate a tariff that was only provisional, there is

little doubt that the great majority of members had no intention of creating

di.visi veness in the body on this issue, not only because of the danger of

adverse publicity, but also because of their support of the general line of

the Commission. This was even true of the imperial representatives.

Although Chamberlain was at pains to point out that they were in no way

obliged to sign the Report at all,2 because "they would not wish to take part

in making our [British] Tariff", 3 the colonial members themselves evidently

wished to sign.4 But Cockburn agreed that "those chiefly concerned with

the Tariff ••. should take a large part in the matter because they understand

3.4.

Si:: George ~der did not sign the Report, but on wider grounds than
th1s. He did not attend any of the meetings concerning the inquiry
into iron and steel. See Appendix 1, p. 577.
Indeed, he ~tressed. this so mUch that one might suspect he preferred
that they did not sagn the Report. See T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904,pp. 26-27; T.e.p.
Ibi d., p , 26.
All eight signed the Iron and Steel Report·. 8_ see para. 7.

1.

2.
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. t b ttl 1their own reqUl.remen s es •

Since Cockburn and the other imperial members wished to s~gn the Report

but not the tariff, this paved the way for the solution finally adopted,

probably at the subsequent meeting of the General Purposes Committee. When

the Report was published later in July, the provisional tariff appeared

after the signed body of the Report. Not only could imperial members sign,

but so too could any member who was strongly dissatisfied with the reduction

of duties that took place mysteriously after the meeting of 11 July.

Having decided, or so they thought, a General Tariff, the Commission

discussed the conditions of the Maximum Tariff. Chamberlain had sketched

out his initial conception that this would be "much higher" than the General

Tariff at the meeting of 28 June.2 Then he had intended to offer foreign

countries one of two options in order to qualify for the General Tariff.

The first, that the foreign country must "make us a proportionate reduction",

was rather more nebulous than the second, that the foreigner must "reduce

their Tariff to the level of our normal [d ;e . General] Tariff". 3 There is

slight evidence that Chamberlain preferred the latter, which Britain might

implement as "a general thing". 4 A failure to treat on this basis would

result in the foreigner being subjected to the British Maximum Tariff.

There was little disagreement over the Maximum Tariff, though Sir Alfred

Hickman did voice a fear perhaps at the back of the mind of several others.

He was of the opinion that the 15 per cent limit of the General Tariff was:

high enough for all purposes, and I think it would
be a very undesirable step to take even to mention any
high, and extravagant rates, which would be absolutely,
practically, inoperative. I do not think it would do
any good. I do not think they are rates which any
IroTImaster, or steel maker, would desire; and I think
they would prejudice our case in the eyes of the Country'5

But, as Birchenough stressed, it was essential to Chamberlain's scheme as

1. T.e.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, p. 26; T.e.p.
2. T.e.M.(VT), 28 June 1904, pp. 3-4; T.e.p.; and above, p. 273.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid.
5. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, p. 23; T.C.p.
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outlined to the Comnnssion ln June that there was a Maximum Tariff. Since
the General Tariff was not to be reducible,l it was only by having a Maximum
Tariff that negotiating power would exist. Perha.ps this convinced Hickman,
who on earlier occasions had endorsed the principle of a Maximum Tariff2 and
stated his hope that Tariff Reform would restore generally fairer conditions
of international trade.3 On the principle of a Maximum Tariff and on the
publication of that principle there was general agreement. There was a
familiar reluctance, however, to advocate any specific rates for the Maximum
Tariff, not only on general lines but also in relation to the iron and steel
industry . Sir Robert Herbert confirmed that this had been the view of the
General Purposes Committee at its earlier meeting, that there should be "on
no account ... any figures referring to a maximum Tariff", nor referring to

4anything but the General Tariff on iron and steel. Maconochie thought it

"wise not to publish a maximum tariff, but I do not think it should not go
forth that a maximum Tariff is not in order".5

In deciding not to consider the Maximum Tariff in any detail, the
Commission was leaving a major part of its task undone. Nominal tariff

levels among Britain's trading partners had been rising from about 1865-1870,
and the turn of the century saw a world which regarded German tariffs of
20-30 per cent as moderate compared with those of the USA and especially
R • 6
USSla. Even if the British General Tariff was to have ranged up to

1. This point perhaps deserves emphasis: reciprocity by foreign countries
would not admit them to Britain's colonial (preferential) tariff or to
any intermediate level between that and the General Tariff. As
Maconochie pointed out, any reduction from the General Tariff would
"defeat ••• what you are trying to do, to increase the amount of labour
in this Country". See ibid., pp. 23-4.
T.C.M.(VT), 28 June 1904, p. 10; T.C.P.
T.C.M.(VT), 16 March 1904, p. 15; T.C.P.
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, p. 24; T.C.P.
Ibid. Though everyone agreed that the principle of a Maximum Tariff
should be pUblished, it is curious that it was Hickman who made the
o?ly sugg:st~on that a more spe:ific statement should appear: "it
mi ght; be lndicated that the maXl.mum tariff would be based on the tariff
of tbe Country ag~nst wh~ it is ?irected - German Tariffs against the
Germa.ns; and ~rlca.n Tanff's ag8J..nstthe Americans". See ibid., p. 25.
It must be notlced that the level of effectl've prote t' t

'hr'" C 10n may nonecessarJ."",nse W1. th tbe nomnal level of prot t· Ch .. . ec 10n. anges lnrelatl.ve rates on raw materlals semi-prod t d fi . ., uc s an nlshed goods ln

2.
3.4.
5 .

6.
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15 per cent, this would have been considerably lower than the duties levied
. . 1by most of Britaln's trading partners. Few, if any, important economies

would have entertained a reduction of their protective tariffs to an average
level of 10 per cent and a maximum of 15 per cent, still less a reduction to

2a maximum of 10 per cent.
Certain members of the Commission saw this clearly. Maconochie

observed that "in almost e:verycase the Tariff you propose will be
considerably less than any Tariff of any other Country". 3 Leverton Harris
put the matter more pungently: the public reaction to Chamberlain's scheme
would be to say:

You can always find an excuse. It is all very fine,
your General Tariff; it is only to put us off the
scent; your maximum tariff is the one you are going
to enforce. You can always say to any Country 'You
have not met us, and we are going to enforce our
maximum Tariff.' 4

Thus, although it was never stressed, the Chamber1ainite policy was
already, by July 1904, heading in the direction of a higher protectionism
than was implied in the Glasgow programme, even if that programme did allow
duties up to 15 per cent on the General Tariff. The Tariff Reform plan only
maintained its moderacy as long as other countries would agree to sweeping

USA after 1861 have led G.R. Hawke to question the conventional
picture of increasing protection in that country down to 1900. See
"The United States Tariff and Industrial Protection in the Late Nine-
teenth Century", Economi c History Reviey, 2nd Series, XXVIII, 1975,
pp. 84-99.

1. Even with the most-favoured-nation clause in operation.
2. We might instance here the disillusionment of many Americans with the

succession of reciprocity treaties that they had negotiated in the
previous twenty years. Of course, circumstances were very different
as most of the negotiations were with small, Central American primary
producers. But in 1903 the authorities on US reciprocity commented
that it "has been a failure so far as tari ff reform through that means
is concerned". See J.L. Laughlin and H.P. Willis, Reciprocity, (New
York, 1903), p. 421.

3. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, p. 24; T.e.p. As a crude illustration we
might take the duties levied by foreign countries on rails. Below are
shown the specific duties on rails given in the Iron and Steel Report
(para. 153) with ad valorem equivalents in brackets based on Hickman's
es~imated se~ling price of £4 per ton, presumably a'reflection of world
prlce: RUSB1& £4.18s.4d. per. ton (123 per cent); Austria £2.1Qa.10d,
(63.5 per cent); France, Sp8.l.nand Italy £2.8s.9d. (61 per cent); USA
£1.l2s.6d. (40.75 per cent); Germany £1.5s' 5d (3175 t).Belgium 7s.11d. (10 per cent). '" per cen ,

4. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1904, p. 24; T.e.p.
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reductions in their tariffs. Yet it would be wrong to see Chamberlain as
being pressured by the Commission into accepting the principle of a Maximum
Tariff, as being enticed by the wily capitalist further down Asquith's
II' • d 1 II 1lncllne pane . It was Chamberlain who had introduced the concept of
the Maximum Tariff into the discussion, it was he who had suggested the
criteria for invoking it, and it was he who stated that, although it would
not be as severe as the average level of protection confronting British
exporters, it would "be high enough in all probability to keep .., [foreign
exporters] out [of the British market] ".2 Though he never made this element
the focal point in his public pronouncements on policy,3 it did take its
place in his public speeches. In his famous speech on the cotton trade at
Preston, early in 1905, he stated:

I propose to increase your trade with the foreign
protected countries by securing a revision of their
tariffs. As long as their tariffs are what they
are, you cannot largely increase your trade to them.
But I believe ..• that the result of saying to the
Governments of those foreign countries, 'If you
continue your exclusive and prohibitive tariffs we
will pay you in your own coin,' will at once be a
considerable amendment'4

The element of retaliation, on which the appeal to the cotton trade was to
be largely based,5 had become a central element in Tariff Reform policy.
It was an element which, in all probability, carried with it a far higher
degree of risk than did the low General Tariff that was the descendent of
the Glasgow pOlicy.6

1. See above, p. 21.
2. T.C.M.{VT), 11 July 1904, p , 13; T.C.P. Chamberlain probably saw

the threat of retaliation as one likely to be effective, so that the
Maximum Tariff, which he saw as "a war tariff, and not a peace tariff",
would not have been a normal condition.

3. This perhaps accounts for its neglect by historians of the Tariff
Reform campaign.

4. Chamberlain at Preston 11 January 1905; in C.W. Boyd (ed.),
Mr. Chamberlain's Speeches, (London, 1914), II, p. 293.

5. See below, ch , 6.
6. Chamb~rl~in r~alised tha~ this was a gamble, that his threat of

retallatlon mlght meet wlth less response than he argued would be the
cas~ at Preston. See Chamberlain to "Organised Labour Branch" of
Tarlff Ref?rm League,.London, 17 M~ 1905' in ibid. II 324(Chamberlaln's emphasls). '--' ,p •
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CHAPTER 6

The Cotton Industry and Retaliation

The Lancashire cotton industry was probably the most cohesive

industrial interest-group of any in the entire Tariff Reform campaign.

With around 80 per cent of its output sent abroad, and with a long

tradition stretching back well before the Anti-Corn Law League, the

industry's attachment to Free Trade was an indefinable mixture of immediate

practical utility and religious faith.

Aware of the difficulty of pursuing their enquiries within earshot

of the Free Trade Hall, the Commission attempted a unique arrangement with

a respected editor of the Manchester trade press. Though, through Pearson,

the Commission had many allies in the Unionist press who were willing to

devote large space to its opinions, and to summarise its publications at

length, this is the only case known where an attempt was made to hide

Commission propaganda behind the facade of objective or rather less

especially interested, press comment. In March 1904, Pearson wrote to

the publishers of the Textile Merc~:

I am now able to tell you that the General
Purposes Committee of the Tariff Commission have
decided to extend to the "Textile Mercury" the
same subsidy as has been hitherto paid by the
Federation of Master Cotton Spinners Associations.
This subsidy is, I gather, £250 per annum, and we
propose that it should extend from your issue of
Saturday the 16th of April for one year. In
return it is understood that two pages of every
issue of the "Textile Mercury" are placed at the
disposal of the Tariff Commission, which will make
itself responsible for the matter with which these
pages are filled. These pages will be in no way
disti~uishable from the ordinary matter pages of
your J ournal'l

1. Pearson to Marsden and Co., 23 March 1904; H.P.
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The editor's reply shows clearly the constraints within which, as

a Lancashire supporter of Tariff Reform who had nevertheless to avoid

losing the goodwill of his readers, he had to work. Stressing the
secrecy of the negotiations, he was determined to limit the degree of

which his publication would advocate Chamberlain's pOlicies:

I can see my way .•. to meet you on the lines
you now suggest .•. that is, that the matter
supplied should not be distinguishable from the
other contents of the journal. This also I
prefer, and it would be certainly more desirable
from your committee's point of view ••• I am
prepared to advocate systematically in the
editorial columns of "The Textile Mercury" the
policy of retaliation. Beyond this ... (as I
explained to you in my interview) it would not
at present be advisable to go .,. at any rate 1n
Lancashire.

Any articles, therefore, going beyond
retaliation ... would need to be dissociated with
(sic) editorial matter. This might of course be
done by their bearing the names of the authors;
or being lectures, or papers, delivered or written
under the auspices of the Commission or otherwise '1

This was perhaps less than the Commission desired, and Pearson suggested

that the arrangement should be made monthly instead of for the year, so

that either party could te rminate it" should they not find it adaptable
. " 2to the1r purposes . This was evidently acceptable to Marsden, Soon

afterwards he wrote to Hewins requesting that material for inclusion be

sent as far as possible in advance of the publication date, and advising

him that "the readers of the 'Textile Mercury' appreciate short articles

and notes ••• more than lengthy articles".3

l.
2.
3.

Edward E. Marsden to Pearson, 26 March 1904· ibid.
Pearson to Marsden, 28 March 1904· ibid '
Marsden to Hewins, 7 April 1904; 'ibid. '
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I

The commission's second industrial enquiry brought it face to face with

its most concentrated, self-confident and entrenched opposition. Levinstein,

aware of the personal hostility likely to be encountered in Manchester,

preferred at the outset not to join the Commission "publicly and officially

at the present time", for what he termed "purely local" reasons,l and it took

several entreaties from Chamberlain before he agreed to change his mind.

Even then he was far from happy. "I beg you", he wrote, "to publish my

name as past president of the Soc[iety] of Chem[ical] Ind[ustry] and Vice

President of the Soc[iety] of Dyers and Colourists, but not in connection

with the Manchstr. Chamber of Commerce". 2 Shortly afterwards he announced

that he had, doubtless to the Commi ssion+s severe disappointment, tendered

his resignation as president of the Manchester chamber, since "I cannot ...

h ld b th .. t" t' f t" 3o 0 posltlons at the same lme wlth en lre com or .

Eckersley too has left testimony to the awkwardness in which Lancashire

members felt that their new position put them at home:

When I agreed to become a Member [of the Commission],
I had no idea that I should be the only representative
of the Cotton Spinning interest and I feel the
responsibility very much ••• It does seem a little
ridiculous that I should speak for the [entire] Cotton
Spinning Trade of Lancashire'4

Though Hewins sought to allay Eckersley's fears by explaining that the large

and complex structure of the industry necessitated a large effort to secure

expert evidence from many different quarters, and that it was Eckersley's role

"to advise the Commission as to the manner in which it should set about

consultation of expert opinion representing all branches .t. and .tt as to

the manner in Which the Commission might select its witnesses" ,5 Eckersley,

though slightly mollified, still feared that his assistance would be limited

3.
4.
5·

Levinstein to Chamberlain, 14 December 1904·.,.. ,LeVl.nsteln to Henns, 3 February 1904; ibid.
this letter would appear to be 3 January.
Levinstein to Hewins, 8 January 1904· ibid
Eckersley to Harrison, 1 January 1904· C-124
Hewins to Eckersley, 4 January 1904; 'ibid. '

C-599, T.e.p .
The correct date of

1-
2.

T.C.P.
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and "liable to be misconstrued".l Throughout the enquiry he insisted,

repetitively, that his knowledge was limited to cotton spinning, even to the

extent that he underlined the phrase in correspondence as if in formal
n

limi tation of his own terms of reference. c,

The appointment of a sub-committee on the textile trades, in removing

the constraint of limiting the number of Commissionmembers, was to Eckersley

more than desirable. "I know li t tle of tari ffs and the export trade", he

hd td .. , 3a commene when bei ng anvited to serve:

Manchester Shipping Merchants are the people who
understand these points, and I think it would be
desirable to have two, at least, of these on the
Commission, who are acquainted with the difft. kinds
of Cotton Manufactures that are exported and the
difft. Countries they are exported to. Onemerchant
would hardly be able to embrace the whole field.

These merchants would be muchmore valuable than
Cotton Spinners to the Commission'4

The Commissionwas faced with a newproblem 1n its stuQy of the cotton

industry . With iron and steel, prominent manufacturers fought for large

contracts overseas and were well aware of conditions in overseas markets

where direct selling was a commonoccurrence. They could thus speak both

of production (often having some knowledge of conditions abroad as well as

at home) and of distribution. The degree to which the cotton trade was

organised along direct selling lines was far smaller,S though it is probable

that in his anxious self-consciousness Eckersley exaggerated the parochial

outlook of the spinner and manufacturer. It had, of course, long been the

case that Lancashire's dependence on British export merchants and foreign

import merchants was high, and that dry goods constituted a large part of

1. Eckersley to Hewins, 7 January 1904; ibid.
2. For example, he wrote that he would be "glad to knowhow I can be

useful to the Commission as regards the Cotton Spinning interest".
See Eckersley to Hewins, II January 1904; ibid. (Eckersley's
emphasis) •

3. Eckersley to Harrison, 1 January· 1904; ibid.
4. Eckersley to Hewins, 23 January 1904; ibid.
5. Chapmannoted that some cotton manufacturers marketed their own

product 8b:oad b~t that these were exceptional, the majority of
export buaaneas an cotton yar~ and goods being handled by shippers.
See S. J. Chapman,The Lancash'ire Cotton Ind t A St dy' E .
De 1 t ( us ry: u_ 1n conOID1Cve opmen, Manchester, 1904), p. 138,



301

1the business of those merchants.

The other cotton representative on the Commission, Frederick Baynes,
2carried on business as a merchant, though in evidence he gave no clear idea

of the type of business he handled. 3 Fortunately his partner, John Dixon,

also gave evidence. Though his experience applied to the distribution of

cotton cloth "in the different markets of the world", he noted that Baynes

and Dixon "are not distributors or shippers. In many cases we do not know

4goods go". It seems likely, therefore, that Baynes and Dixonwhere our

were agents between manufacturers and exporters, their agency having been

built predominantly on the business of placing the products of the Further-

gate and Knuzden Brook mills, but probably handling also the goods of other,

perhaps neighbouring, firms.5 Of the six members of the Textile Committee

h . . 1 .. 6 cli· tlw 0 were not members of the oragi na Comnnss i on, none was rec y

connected with the cotton industry, nor did they remedy in any way this

absence of the export merchant on the Commission. Eckersley perceived the

prob lem in its early stages: "i t appears to me", he wrote, "that the way 1.n

which I could help the Commission is to obtain ... Experts as to the export

trade in Cotton yarns [and] the effect which the tariffs of different

Countries have had on these exports". 7

But, of course, the export merchants made up the most cosmopolitan

sector of a cosmopolitan industry, and the COmmUssionrealised this.

Eckersley hoped that written evidence, supported by his ownendorsement,

would be sufficient, since "There would be a difficulty getting the Experts

1. See N.S. Buck, The Develo ment of the Or amsation of An lo-American
Trade, 1800-1850, 2nd Edn., NewtonAbnot, 19 9), chs. 2, 5-7;
S.J. Chapman, op. cit., pp. 135-142; E. Helm, "The Middleman in
Commerce", Transactions of the Manchester Statistical Society, 1900-1,
pp. 55-65; D. Kinley, "The Promotion of Trade with South America",
American Economic Review, I, 1911, pp. 50-71, especially pp. 62-67.
Cotton Report, para. 513.
Ibid., paras. 306-349.
Ibid., para. 513.
I am indebted to D.A. Farnie for this suggestion.
Twocarpet manufacturers, two woollen
of tweeds, worsteds and flannels and

. 8 'Eckersley to Hew1ns, 1 January 1904;

2.
3.4.
5.
6.
7.

cloth manufacturers,
a flax spi nner •
C-124, T.C.P.

a manufacturer
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to appear be[fore] the Commission or a Connnittee, I am afraid".l He was
especially enthusiastic when Pearson appeared to have found a Manchester
merchant who was willing to serve on the Commission,2 though Pearson's
discovery never materialised. The dispatch of the questionnaire accentuated
the weakness in the Connnission's coverage. Forms following the pattern
deemed suitable for the iron and steel trade were not likely to fit the more
complex structure of the cotton trade:

These are intended for Manufacturers but I am afraid
as far as the textile trades in Lancashire are
concerned they (the Manufacturers) will not be able
to give much information, as there are not many who
do an export trade.

The Forms of Enquiry are for Manufacturers but
I intend to use them for 2 or 3 Experts amongst the
Shipping Merchants to answer these questions as far
as they can, which I suppose will be satisfactory.3

Late in February Hewins was trying to locate the export merchants.
Eckersley provided the names of 70 or 80 of the most important exporters of
yarns, and to Baynes was left the task of doing the same for exporters of

4manufactured cottons.
To Ivan Levinstein, a stern critic for many years of Britain's easy

tolerance of a one-sided international patents system,5 the merchant was at

the core of Manchester's hostility to Tariff Reform. " it is the game
of many of our merchants to set the foreign producer against the British in
order to squee ze down pri ces t" he connnented. "They don't care whether the

6working classes are employed". Since Manchester was "a far larger
distributing centre than manufacturing" it was "the most difficult city in
England".7 Nevertheless, he realised the essential importance of se curang
evidence from this quarter, and he was the principal architect of Hewins's
meeting with Manchester businessmen on 26 February. It is significant that

1. Ibid.
2. Eckersley to Pea:son, 27 January 1904; ibid.
3. Eckersley to HewlDS, n.d. but late January or February 1904; ibid.
4. Eckersley to Hewins, 1 March 1904; ibid.
5. Levinstein to Hewins, 10 October 1914; C-599, r.c.s.
6. Levinstein to Hewins, 8 February 1904; ibid.
7. Ibid.
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both the d~time meeting in the Accountants' Hall and the even1ng meeting in
the Memorial Hall were, according to the Free Trade press, thinly attended.l

We cannot determine precisely the results of these meetings in obtaining
witnesses, but certainly Levinstein was busy, in the weeks that followed, in
trying to obtain representation of shippers. In March he informed Hewins

2that he had persuaded S.M. Bles to join the Textile Commnttee. Bles was a
3"very good man", from a highly respected shipping firm with wide markets.

But most of his business appeared to be with Holland the the Dutch colonies,
and the recent Dutch proposal to increase duties on cotton yarn "must have
got his rage up, because I have tried him before but 'Barkis was not
willing. ,,,4 The Commission's evident pleasure at this report5 was, however,
short-Iived, for Bles changed his mind again, and did not even give evidence
before the Committee. Levinstein met with failure again when he suggested
that H.E. Wollmer, a late partner of Sir Jacob Behrens, be invited to give
evidence. Doubtless he thought that the dissatisfaction that the house of
Behrens shared with Levinstein over international patents legislation would
ensure the Commission a friendly reception. But this was not to be, for

6Wollmer refused the approach. He even found difficulty with the home trade
houses. Hewins acted on an urgent communication from Levinstein, to invite
a Mr. Kendall of Messrs. George Peake and Co., one of the largest Manchester
home trade houses. There can be little doubt that Levinstein thought there
was good reason to expect Kendall's acceptance. But Kendall replied with a
string of unconvincing excuses. One wonders if Kendall was in sympathy
with the Co~ssion, and was put off by the hostile atmosphere of his
surroundings, for he did not hesitate to suggest, in his place, Walter
Sparrow of Messrs. Sparrow, Hardwicke and Co. He wrote that "The business

l.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Manchester Guardian, 27 February 1904
Of ~.D.~1es and ~ons, Chorlton St., Manchester.
LeV1nste1n to Hew1ns, 11 March 1904· C-599 T C PIbid. ' ,. • •
SLeee.HeW1te·?BttoHLe~nstein, 12 March 1904; ibid.
vi ns an 0 eW1nB, 19 June 1904 and H .1904; C-599, T.C.P. ,eW1ns to Levinstein, 20 June
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in which they are engaged lends itself to imparting the information desired,

much more than our own, and Mr. Sparrow I know is in active sympathy with

the objects of the commission. Sh 11 I k hi ? ,,1a as 1m ..•. Sparrow's tale is

another curiosity: though he appears to have accepted a position on the

Committee,2 no more was heard of him.

With the exception of the peripheral Baynes, no cotton merchants were

destined to sit on the Committee. With witnesses, the Commission had only

slightly more success. Of the nlne giving oral or written evidence, two,

not including Baynes and Dixon, were merchants. One of them, F.B. Ross,

had large interests ln cotton spinning, handkerchiefs and printing cloth

manufacture as well as in the Manchester shipping firm, Malcolm Ross and

Sons . It also seems likely that he was a close acquaintance of Eckersley,

being "A director and one of the founders of one of the largest cotton mills

in France".3 4He was, ln any case, a Free Trader. The other, de F.

Pennefather, was a Liverpool merchant who seems both to have imported US

cotton and exported yarns and piece-goods. Nevertheless, in view of the

considerable efforts to recruit manufacturers and, more especially, merchants,

both through the Manchester meeting and the large-scale postal search,5 there

can be no doUbt that the Commission failed to interest a significant

proportion of the industry in its project. But it must be emphasised that

there is no strong evidence to support Levinstein's contention that producers

were more in sympathy with Tariff Reform than were merchants. When Eckersley

sent a list of the largest and most prominent spinning concerns for Hewins's

use, he excluded some because he knew they would not respond. "I thi nk all

my Cotton Spinning friends are free traders, and believe in free imports",

1. Kendall to Levinstein, 27 June 1904, Levinstein to Hewins, 23 June
1904, Hewins to Levinstein, 24 June 1904; ibid.

2. Levinstien to Hewins, 29 June 1904; ibid.
3. Cotton Report, para. 392.
4. Ibi d., paras. 406-407.
5. K~owing as we do the thoroughness of the Connnission, there can be

ll.tt301~)dOubtthat all of Eckersley's 70 or 80 yarn merchants (see above,
p. were approached. The names of' ds .by Bavnes were dotibtle "1 plece-goo merchants supplled

'0/ ss aa.nn arly treated.
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he commented, "and I think it is possible you will have no reply fm. many
of the names I have given you".l

II

The starting point of any enqUlry was the establishment of an objective
picture of the relative progress of the British industry. With iron and
steel, erosion of British supremacy in world output had been easy to document.
With cotton, the Commission had a less easy task.

One of Hewins's first statistical discoveries was that British
consumption of raw cotton had undergone a short-term decline between 1898 and
1901, and a sharp decline between 1902 and 1903.2 Eckersley noted, however,
that consumption was an unreliable guide to plant utilisation, and warned
Hewins against coming to "an erroneous conclusion" on the state of the
industry:

... the Cotton Spinning Concerns are producing finer
yarns than formerly •.. you will readily understand
that a given quantity of machinery producing fine yarns
would turn out a much smaller weight than the same
quantity of machinery producing coarse yarns'3

Though Hewins was quite ready to admit that the short-term decline since 1898
was of no significance,4 he clung to the view that the long-term decline of
UK consumption as a proportion of the world total was an important indicator
of Britain's relative position in the world's cotton manufacture. The UK's

share of total US and European cotton consumption had fallen from 42 per cent
~n 1876-80 to 25.7 per cent in 1903.5 But he had to admit that a movement

1. Eckersley to Hewins, 9 May 1904; C-124, T.C.P.
2. The statistics of British cotton consumption used in the Cotton Report,

paras. 9-10, Table I and Fig. I, do not correspond exactly with those
used by B.R. Mitchell and P. Deane, Abstract of British Historical
Statistics, (Cambridge, 1962), pp. 180-1, but the differences are not
important.

3. Eckers1:y to Hewins, 1 April 1904; C-124, T.C.P.
4. A plaus1ble explanation, later used by Free Traders was that high raw

co~ton prices and narrow margins caused high finish;d goods prices
wh1ch reduced. the demand for them. This explanation would seem to be
at least p~71ally dependent on the view that the British raw cotton
~~~~i~~~1t10n was less favourable than that of other producing

5. Cotton Report, paras. 11-12, Table II and Fig. II.
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towards finer counts was a more plausible explanation of this long-term

decline than it was of the short-term one since 1898. Study of the Factory

Returns lent support to Eckersley's contention that utilisation of capital

and labour was not declining; indeed, there had been "an appreciable

increase" .1 Hewins realised the apparent tendency towards finer counts

would reduce the relative deceleration of the BritiSh industry compared with

its rivals, particularly Germany, India, Japan and the mills of the southern

US, which tended to concentrate on coarse goods. Hewins suggested that

international comparisons of consumption per spindle might be indicative,

but he realised that such figures would be inconclusive as long as the

"average number of days they were in full employment during the last 10
2years" was unknown. Eckersley thought it impossible to obtain such

information: the trend towards finer counts was "generally known ... but ...

there has been no record kept giving particulars of what has actually been

done".3

There can be no doubt that contemporaries generally accepted that a

move towards finer counts was occurring in the industry, and that it was a
4long-term and general phenomenon. The disproportionate growth of fine

counts output was even credited with causing a strike amongst Oldham
. 5spi.nner . Yet not all experts were convinced of the existence of the trend.6

And, though of course Britain spun yarns far finer than those produced by

most countries,7 it was the relative trend, and its magnitude, that mattered.

Though the Commission was not prepared to incur the hostility of the large

1. Hewins to Eckersley, 8 April 1904; C-124, T.C.P.
2. Ibid.
3. Eckersley to Hewins, 11 April 1904; ibid.
4. "Finer Counts in Oldham and What They Are Indicative Of", Textile

Merc~, 16 August 1890, p. 104; "The Spinning of Fine Counts in
Oldham , Textile Mercury, 17 September 1892, p. 195; Textile Recorder,
14 January 1893, p. 239; Textile Recorder, 15 January 1896, p. 321;
E. Enever Todd in Manchester Guardian, reprinted in Textile Recorder,
15 September 1911, p. 143.

5. Textile Recorder, 15 ~ 1896, p. 3; 15 July 1896, p. 188.
6. See, e.g., H.B. Heylin, Bgyers and Sellers in the Cotton Trade, (London,

1913), p. 104.
7. See S.L. Besso, The Cotton IndustEY in Switzerland Vorarlberg and

Italy, (Manchester, 1910), pp . 10-11, 19. •
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majority of those in the industry who believed In the existence of the trend,

it was not able to agree that the magnitude of the trend was significant.

Of course absolute British consumption had increased from 10.95 m. cwt. in

1877-1880 to 13.95 m. cwt. in 1904~1 but consumption per spindle, showing a

rise to l890~ had declined since that date.2 Since this had been accompanied

by a small shift towards Egypt as a source of supply,3 it was accepted by the

Commission that "there has been an Increase of fine spinning since 1890".4

The Commission~ however, held this to be of small significance - according to

"a leading Lancashire spinner" (Eckersley) the decrease of 0.8 lbs. (2.6 per

cent) in consumption per spindle between 1890 and 1903 was equivalent to a
5change from an average of 31s to one of 32s~ hardly a change of great

significance when it is remembered that the Commission was in broad agreement

in considering counts above 80s as fine and counts in the range 50s to 80s
. 6as medium. Furthermore~ it was realised that there were two imponderables -

differences in the amount of short time worked and increased speed of

machinery - which made it very difficult to establish whether there was such

a trend towards finer'counts. As Hewins remarked , "on going into these

figures I do not think it is possible to be very dogmatic on the SUbject";

B~nes agreed, adding that "you can only estimate". 7

On the whole, therefore~ the Textile Committee supported the view that

there had been a movement towards finer counts. Whilst Eckersley felt this

to be of substantial importance, Baynes and Levinstein thought it to be of

only limited significance. Baynes' experience was that "For the last ten

years I certainly think the counts have been quite as coarse", though he

admitted that there had been a short-term increase in count in 1903-1904,

1. Cotton Report, Table V, para. 20.
2. Ibid., paras. 27-28.
3. Ibid., Table VI, para. 22. No w~ was found of separating Sea Island

cotton (the other long-staple fibre) from US cotton. See Textile
Committee Minutes (VT), 30 May 1905~ p. 10; T.C.P.4. Cotton Report~ para. 28.

5. Ibid.~ para. 28~ 28 n.
6. Textile Committee Minutes, 30 May 1905, p. 19; T.C.p.
7. Ibid., p. 20.
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partly because of the active demand in Canada for finer gOOds.l Even so,

to him it was of far greater significance that raw cotton consumption in

Britain had fallen by one-sixth between 1903 and 1904.2 Levinstein stressed

the recent erection of fine spinning mills on the continent and what he

claimed to be a reduction in British exports of fine yarns.3 He cited

Austria, where the survival of fine spinning depended entirely on tariff

protection.

B f It t b "t di, ff ., ,,4 .It was what aynes e 0 e a s rong erence of OplnlOn on thlS

issue which led Hewins to remark that the general state of the industry was

"almost the only point an regard to the cotton evidence upon which there 1S

a difference of opinion". 5 He seems to have disagreed with Baynes'

dismissal of the trend towards finer counts, but to have held doubts that

acceptance of the trend was sufficient to prove the historical growth of

prosperity:

We are quite familiar with the statement in all sorts
of cotton pUblications that the counts are getting
finer, and therefore the consumption of cotton is not
a good test [of the growth of the industry]. But the
question we proceed to ask here is to what extent have
they grown finer, and how will the degree of fineness
affect the statistics? .•. figures relating to the
consumption of cotton are not a thoroughly good index
of the state of the cotton trade: because, although
they may vary in the same direction, they do not vary
in the same degree as the variation in the trade itse1f'6

Thus, maintained Hewins, it was necessary to take "a variety of tests"

of industrial prosperity and progress.7 But the most obvi ous of the

alternatives, spindleage, seemed to be on the increase according to the

1. Textile Cornmnttee Minutes (VT), 18 May 1905, pp. 11-12; T.C.P.
2. Textile Conmdttee Minutes (VT), 15 December 1904, p. 26; T.C.P.

BSiYnes' figure was an exaggeration. Mi tche 11 and Deane, op. cit.,
p. 179, show a decline from 1,617 m. lb. in 1903 to 1.486 m. lb. in
1904, a decrease of 8.1 per cent.

3. Textile Committee Minutes (VT), 15 December 1904, p. 30; T.C.P.
Though the Board of Trade Returns do not differentiate between export
of different counts of yarn and we cannot therefore categorically
refute this statement, it does seem most implausible, except perhaps
in one or two very short, depressed periods •

4. Textile Committee Minutes (VT), 18 May 1905, p. 11; T.e.p.
5. Ibid.
6. Ibid., pp . 12-13.
7. Ibid.
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commission's estimates. As Table 15 shows through a comparison with

figures provided by Mitchell and Deane, the Commission's long-term upward

trend probably concealed not insignificant short-term declines. The

comparison shows the Commission's figures to be approximately correct

overall: Hewins computed an increase between 1885 and 1903 of 9.5 per cent

in spinning spindles and 7.9 per cent in total spindles, whilst Mitchell and

Deane's figures give an overall increase of 7.9 per cent in total spindles.

It does seem, however, that qualitative impressions of the current

improvement in trade led the Commission to exaggerate the increase ~n
1spindleage associated with the early part of the boom after 1903.

TABLE 15
Estimates of Cotton Spindleage

'T"'ffC .. (i)ar~ o~ss~on
(UK)

. (ii)M~tchell & Deane
(Lancashire)

1875
1878
1885
1887-8
l890
1894-5
1898
1903
1904

Spinning Doubling Total

37.5 4.4 41.9
39.5 4.7 44.2
40.1 4.2 44.3
40.6 4.0 44.6

Spinning & Doubling

43.9(...)47.0 ,nl.
3.9 47.8

41.3
40.9
41.4
43.2
41.8
44.6
45.2

Sources: (i) Cotton Report, Table VII, para. 26. The Commission's
own sources are not revealed, except as under (iii)
below.

(ii) Mitchell and Deane, Ope cit., p. 186.
(iii) Estimated by Eckersley.

(VT), 30 M~ 1905, p. 17;
See Textile Committee Minutes
T.C.P.

Notes: Mitchell and Deane's figures are complete from 1882
onwards, but have been included here only in selected
years to show that the Commission's haphazard time
intervals m~ have concealed a decline in spindleage
due to the depression of the mid-eighties and the world
stagnation in the industry in 1895-1898.

1. This is at least so if we assume Mitchell and Deane's figures to be
accurate.
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Though it is perhaps ironic that the Commission adopted such an

optimistic estimate for 1904, there is no doubt that both the short-term

increase of spindles associated with recovery and the long-term increase of

the previous years were a factor to be faced. Baynes suggested that the

incidence of short time had increased. Recent years had seen "organised

short time ..• four days a week, and if those spindles are running short time

you use more spindles."l Mosely, however, pointed out that short time, by

Baynes' own admission, had been a feature only of the previous four years,

and could not be counted as a sufficient test. Also, be pointed to the
2increase in the speed at which the spindles were run, though of course the

relatively declining trend of raw cotton consumption meant that this could

work either way.

The Commission could not refute its own figures of an 8 per cent increase

~n spindleage over the period, but it was inclined to dispute that increase

as an indicator of prosperity. To Baynes, the "extension is by outsiders,

the speculative builder, and machinist (sic) and engineer", an opinion

endorsed guardedly by Hewins, who felt that "To a certain extent •.• the

condition of the engineering industry has made it desirable to put up
. dl ,,3sp~n es • Baynes felt this speculative mill building to have been a common

feature of the previous decade: "There are only three new mills in North East

Lancashire that I know of built by the [cotton] trade [itself] in the last
4ten years" • To Mosely's objection that the speculative activities of the

textile machinery manufacturer and the builder would have to result in a

final sale to the trade, this act in itself showing the cotton spinner to

have a favourable impression of prevailing and prospective demand conditions,

B8\Ynes argued that the speculator could alw8\Ys run the establishment

1. Textile Committee Minutes (VT), 18 May 1905, p. 13; T.C.P.
2. Ibid.,p.14.
3. Ibid., p. 16.
4. Ibid: ~t ap~a:s, in fact, that s~eculative building was on the

dec1~ne ~n sp~~n~, tho~ on the 1ncrease in weaving, after 1875.
North-East Lancash1re was 1ndeed its centre. See D.A. Farnie, The
EngliSh Cotton IndustrY and the World Market, 1815-1896, (Oxford--,--
1979), pp. 291-5.
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temporari ly to show an apparent profi t: "You can always make good returns

for the first few years: you do not depreciate sufficiently, and so on -
. " 1not put down enough for ma~ntenance . Though several of the Committee

members endorsed Baynes' experience, it was not entirely convincing. More-

over, it was felt by some to be a view difficult to popularise convincingly.

As Birchenough noted, "not one person in five thousand" would realise the

role of the speculative mill-builder in the current expansion of capacity.2

The Commission was still, however, strongly influenced by the much more

rapid growth of cotton consumption in the US and continental Europe than in

the UK between 1876 and 1904,3 and by the break in trend of UK consumption

per spindle in 1890.4 This latter feature, particularly, led the enquirers

to search for other evidence of climacteric around that date, and they felt

this search to have been successful. The Comnnssion found that UK power

looms had increased by 19.6 per cent between 1878 and 1890, but by only 11

per cent since then. The corresponding figures for yarn consumption were

30 per cent and 6 per cent.5 It is tempting to argue that 1878 was chosen

as a depression year,6 and 1890 as one of boom.7 Though there is some

justification for this argument, it is well to remember that in the case of

power looms the Commission's own figures, from official statistics, show a

marked numerical increase between 1874 (supposedly a relatively good year)8
9and 1878. The significance of the years around 1890 was reinforced by the

introduction of census material on employment: it appeared that employment

had started to decline in the industry around that date .10 The Commission

1. Ibid., p. 17.
2. rsra., p. 23.
3. Cotton Report, Tables I-II and Figs. I-II, paras. 9-13.
4. Ibid., paras. 27-28.
5. Ibid., paras. 34-36, Tables 11-12.
6. ~-1879 were the worst years of the depression of 1874-1879. See

W.W. Rostow, British EconosY of the Nineteenth Century, (Oxford, 1948),
pp. 208-211-

7. The effect of the Baring crisis, in autumn 1890, was only slow to
develop. See R.S. Sayers, Bank of England Operations 1890-1914
(London, 1936), pp. ix-x. "

8. W.W. Rostaw, Ope cit., p. 202.
9. Fram 463,118 to 514,911. See Cotton Report, Table XI 4_ , para. 3 .
10. The Factory Returns put the deCline from c. 1895. See B.R. Mitchell

and P. Deane, cp. cit., p. 188.
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argued, cautiously, that the least that could be said was that employment

opportunities in the industry had not kept up with the growth in population
1in the previous 20 years. A table on gross and net values of output in

the industry,2 worked out by Rosenbaum, further reinforced the Commission's

perception of a stagnant industry. Baynes stressed "that with all this

great increase in spindlage, and in looms, the net value as it remains to

Lancashire varies very little". 3 Hewins thought this table "one of the
4most useful things we have got in the Report", to which Leverton Harris,

chairman of the Textiles Committee, agreed, though he added that "It is a

very technical Table. I have no doubt our staff can defend it if it is

challenged" •5 The table of growth of net value of output as presented

appeared to give the same impression of climacteric, occurring this time ~n

the quinquennium 1886-1890, but this time with a markedly better performance

in the home trade than the export trade, both before and after the

climacteri c:

TABLE 16

Net Value of Output (% Change)

Home Trade E~ort Trade Total Trade

1816-80 to 1886-90 +36.0 +2.7 +7.6

1886-90 to 1896-1900 +15.0 -0.3 -2.5

Source: Cotton Report, Fig. VII and para. 43.

With exports, too, the Commission found something of a climacteric in

the late 1880s; given the stagnancy of the US market and the long-term

decline of export-volumes to Europe, the piece-goods export performance was

determined very largely by the state of demand in British India. This had

1. Cotton Report, paras. 37-38, and Table XIII.
2. Gross value included the value of raw cotton used, whilst net value

did not, thereby approximating more closely to 'value-added' by the
British industry. See Cotton Report, para. 39.

3. Textile comudtte
6
e Minutes (VT), 30 May 1905, p. 26; T.C.P.4. Ibid., pp. 25-2 .

5. Ibid., pp. 26-27.
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declined between 1888 and 1893, and had only recovered slowly thereafter.l

Since 1892-1896 the volume of yarn exports had contracted sharply and the

volume of piece-goods exports had increased by only 4.5 per cent. By value,

British exports of cotton manufactures (excluding yarns) had increased by

25 per cent between 1891-1895 and 1902, compared with a similar increase

for Switzerland but with an average increase of 66 per cent for the Board of

Trade's group of "protected countries". 2 Further statistical material was

presented to show the healthy increase of Indian and Japanese production and
3export.

Generally, asserted the Commission, the evidence provided by the

witnesses and the 942 responding firms (emplqying 272,073)4 supported the

statistical analysis. The revival of trade after 1903 was "regarded by

witnesses as exceptional and transient Looking at normal conditions,

the general view of witnesses is that the trade as a whole is stationary,
" " 5but not necessar~ly go~ng backwards • The export trade in yarns was

declining, though less rapidly in finer yarns. Overall, the weaving trade

was stationary, though against the stagnation in plain calicoes and the

severe foreign competition in prints, towelling and flannelettes was to be
. . bus i . f' d It' 6set the lncrease ln USlness ln anc~es an nove les.

The Commission had exercised care in its statistical researches into

the 'state of the industry' • Contemporary Free Traders, in their initial

reactions, were forced to admit that, by and large, "the statistical review

seems to be accurate", 7 though it contained "some noticeable gaps". 8

1. Cotton Report, paras. 44-45 and Fig. 8.
2. Ibid., Tables 18-20 and paras. 50-54. The "protected countries"

comprised Germany, Holland, Belgium, France, Italy, Austria and the USA.
3. Ibid., paras. 55-61.
4. Ibid., para. 5. This seems quite a high response from a Free Trade

industry. It unfortunately cannot be checked, on account of the
curious fact that the returned forms fram the cotton industry no longer
exist in the Commission's papers.

5. Ibid., para. 63.
6. Ibid., par.a. 66.
7. S.J. Chapman, in Manchester Guardian, 6 June 1905, pp. 7-8.
8. S.J. Chapman, "The Report of the Tariff Commission", Economic Journal,XV, 1905, p. 420.
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Though at times the commission would have been more accurate 1n talking of

slower growth rather than stagnation and a stationary state, subsequent

historians have corroborated much of the specific detail in the Cotton

Report. The Commission claimed to discover breaks in the trend of several

relevant indices around the year 1890: notably in cotton consumption per

spindle, the number of power looms employed, exports, and Rosenbaum's

estimates of net value of output. In general, Tyson confirms the first of

these climacterics: cotton consumption per spindle fell by 2.6 per cent
1between 1890 and 1903. The number of power looms in the industry, which

had risen from 485,264 in 1882 to 606,585 in 1890, rose to only 647,372 in

1903.2 Exports of yarn hit their peak in 1884, whilst the rate of growth of

piece goods exports slackened after 1888, with grey cloth reaching a plateau

in 1890 and thereafter being displaced relatively by bleached, printed and
3dyed cloth. If the industry was not stagnant, its growth in the quarter

century prior to 1905 gives same general credence to the pessimistic tenor of

the Cotton Report. The annual rate of growth of production was 1.4 per cent

between 1873 and 1896, only about a quarter of the rate achieved between

1780 and 1872.4
Though the general tone of the Report's statistical reVlew is pessimistic,

it must be remembered that, from the standpoint of 1904-5, it was by no means

wholly unwarranted. It is only when the trends established for 1880-1903
are extrapolated down to 1914 that the prognostications go seriously wrong.

If, with hindsight, we can agree with S.J. Chapman that the Report was

"unduly alarmist" ,5 it is perhaps due to our knowledge that Lancashire was on

3.

R.E. Tyson, "The Cotton Industry", in D.H. Aldcroft (ed.), The
Develo ment of British Indust and Forei n Com etition 1875=1914,
London, 1968), p. 108.

The Lancashire Textile Industry, (J. Worrall Ltd., Oldham, 1956 edn.),
p. 147.
D.A. Farnie, cp. cit., p , 185; A.J. Marrison, "Great Britain and her
Rivals in the Latin American Cotton Piece-Goods Market 1880-1914" an
B.M. Ratcliffe (ed.), Great Britain and her World 1750-1914: Ess~ s
in Honour,of W.O. ~enderson, Manchester, 1975 , Table 13.1 p. 312 .
D.A. Farnle, Ope c~t., p. 187.
S.J. Chapman, "The Report of the Tariff Commission" 1 it

4 ' oc. Cl .,p, 20.

1.

2.

4.
5.
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the eve of one of her biggest ever cyclical booms. Nevertheless, we might

still wonder whether deceleration after 1870 was not inevitable: many would

argue that to expect a continued expansion at the rate achieved over the

80 8 . . 1period 17 -1 73 was completely unrea11st1c.

Furthermore, it should be mentioned that the Commission almost certainly

under-estimated changes in product quality not reflected in volume indices.

Whilst the general decline in the rate of growth of British piece-goods

exports is not in question, Sandberg has demonstrated that, if export

qualities are adjusted by his own index of average quality, the real slump

in the rate of growth is concentrated in the decade 1885-1894.2 Whether

this is accurate or not, the Commission lost perspective in concentrating its

energies on the fine counts problem, a problem for which there remains no

adequate solution. But there were other elements in quality, notably

finish, and, as the present writer has argued elsewhere, there are good

grounds for believing that these were, in low income markets at least, more

important than count.3 In particular, the consistent trend towards dyed

goods between 1880 and 1914 should be remembered.

Yet, in hindsight, we can see some reason for the Commission's neglect

1. Of course, an important plank in such an argument would have been that
overseas industrial development and tariff protection were important
elements in the 'inevitability' of British retardation. On such
issues the Tariff Commission would have agreed completely, given the
absence of a retaliatory British tariff.

2. The percentage increase of average annual British cotton cloth exports
is given as follows:

1865-1874
1875-1884
1885-1894
1895-1904
1905-1913

Uncorrected
for Quality

41.2
34.0
19.6
6.4

20.1

Corrected
for Quality

36 .9
41.3
10.8
19.6
19.0

Source: L.G. Sandberg, Lancashire in Decline: A Study in
Entre reneurshi Technolo and International Trade,
Columbus Ohio, 197 ,Table 21, p. 1 O. For details

of the derivation of the quality index on which the
right-hand column depends, see ibid. Appendix C and

S ~'b" . -' ,L.G. anu erg, Movements ln the Quality of BritiSh
C?tton Textile Exports, 1815-1913", Journal of Economic
HlstOry, XXVIII, 1968, pp. 1-27.

3. A.J. Marrison, loco cit., passim.
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of quality. Escape from competition, whether from indigenous producers or

rival exporters, by moving to higher qualities was not seen as a long-term

basis for the supremacy of Lancashire. Economic historians end their books

in 1913. The story is resumed after 1918 with new rules, on new ground,

and, all too often, by different scholars. The Tariff Reformers had no

good reason to assume that the trends they observed would suddenly be

declared redundant in 1914.

Thus, a quality shift was seen as an impermanent solution. Wi tnesses

before the Commission laid much stress on the rise of foreign competition,

itself the result of overseas development of the industry behind tariff

walls. Britain's trade with the more advanced producers such as Germany and

the US had already become one in "highly expensive goods, fancies and
1novelties", high in aggregate value but low in volume. Britain supplied

the residuum, lines that foreigners would not, or in times of boom

temporarily could not, make. The Co~ssion regarded this trade as somehow

less wholesome, and certainly less stable, than the older staple lines that

were being displaced:

In general, manufacturers have been forced into
novelties, fancies and specialities instead of their
old trade in staple lines. But these cannot so readily
be made to stock; and it is impossible to look far ahead.
In such circumstances, costs tend to increase and the
competing power of British manufacturers is diminished.2

This trade "depends ultimately in the view of witnesses on the rapidity and

skill with which British manufacturers can invent new designs, and stimulate

the tastes and demand of other countries for such designs", so that "The

trade tends to become merely a trade in patterns". 3 It was also likely to

be an impermanent one, as foreigners eroded Lancashire's superiority in
4finer cloths. Furthermore, indigenous foreign industries soon became

1. Ibid., para. 69.
2. Ibid., para. 73.
3. Ibid •• para. 69.
4. This picture o~ import-substitution through successively higher and

higher grades 1S. of.course, a familiar one, and harmonizes well with
the concept of a tarl.ff adopted for the purposes of "learni n b
do~ng". . See M.T. Co~eland, The Cotton Manufacturing Indust~ ~f the
Un!.ted States, (Cambr1 dge Mass., 1912), p , 240.
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exporting rivals in neutral markets, displaying there the same sequential

progress up the quality spectrum that they had earlier demonstrated in their

own home market. The China market was already threatened by the US, India

and Japan, whilst Italy and Germany stood poised to conquer the Levant.

Only in South America was the UK "still on the whole more than holding her
1own" • Relative displacement was even characteristic of British colonial

markets, whether by indigenous producers of lower counts as in India, or by

foreign exports as in Canada.

III

In its cotton enquiry, the Commission felt it needless to place great

emphasis on the 'reduction' process that had been so prominent in the iron

and steel enquiry. Though Hewins held it "impossible to reduce the

[international] comparisons of costs to a statistical basis", there was a

large measure of agreement, both amongst witnesses and Commission members,

that "the cost of production in Great Britain including the cost of building

and equipping mills is, on the whole, lower than on the Continent, or in the

Uni ted States". 2 Though it was not conceded that Britain's relatively slow

adoption of ring spinning and the Northrop loom was a mistaken policy,3 it

1. Cotton Report, para. 71.
confirmation.

See also A.J. Marrison, loco cit., for

2. Cotton Report, para. 81. Unlike the iron and steel industry, the
cotton industry has been little subjected by historians to inter-
national comparisons of absolute differences in prOductivity levels, a
task in any case made less than wholly appropriate by the different
ring:mule ratio in different countries. G.T. Jones, Increasing
Return, (Cambridge, 1933), parts III and IV, and L.G. Sandberg,
Lancashire in Decline, ope cit., ch. 5 concern temporal productivity
changes in Lancashire and Massachusetts rather than time-specific
comparisons of absolute international differences. R.E. Tyson,
loco cit., pp. 118-125, relies mostly on (nevertheless very
authoritative) contemporary observers.

3. Baynes felt the wisdom of Britain's reticence to move in these
directions open to question. See T.C.M.(VT), 31 May 1905, p. 21;
T.C.P. It is of significance that he was not a fine spinner. The
case for 'economic rationality' in Britain's adherence to traditionalro:thods in spi~ing is well demonstrated in L.G. Sandberg "American
Ri.nga and EnglJ.sh.Mules: The Role of Economic Rationality", Quarterly
Journal of EconOmcs, Vol. LXXXIII, 1969, pp.
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was admitted that there were perhaps a few technical shortcomings: for
instance, the speed of machinery in some branches was lower than in the USA.
And there was some questionmark against the efficiency of the methods of
raising capital prevalent amongst Lancashire firms, though Caillard succeeded
in muting the final version of this criticism in the Report.l But overall
the Report stated its satisfaction with the British industry's comparative
efficiency both in its technical and its adrninistrative and distributive

. 2practlces.
This analysis, essential to the Tariff Reform case in that it uncovered

no instance of autonomous British weakness, would not have surprised
contemporaries,3 nor will it be considered unsound by modern sCholars,4
though it perhaps dealt too lightly with the rapid technical progress in the
USA that B~nes alone among the Commissioners had stressed in discussion.5

But there was a strong feeling that economic as opposed to technical
efficiency might be put in jeopardy in future by low wages overseas. Whilst
"the vast majority of witnesses and firms" saw the technical education of
operatives to be of little or no value except in the sense of training within
the work environment, they realised the high efficiency of British labour:
pieceworkers had "maintained their weekly wages through improved machinery
and extra exertion" .6 But there was "no more general ground of complaint

l.
2.

Textile Comnattee Minutes (VT), 30 M~ 1905, p. 43; T.C.P.
See Cotton Report, paras. 80-97, especia1~ 87-88, 90-94. Levinstein's
criticism of the merchant (above p, 302 ) was not sustained in the
Report, which saw the reliance on the shipper as giving Lancashire a
commercial organisation superior to that of her rivals.
See G. Von Schulze-Gaevernitz, The Cotton Trade in England and on the
Continent, (London, 1895), pp. 147-163, and F. Merttens, "The Hours
and Cost of Labour in the Cotton Industry at Home and Abroad",
Transactions of the Manchester StatistiCal Society, Session 1893-4,
pp. 133-145.
See, e.g. Tyson, 10c. cit.
Ibid., pp. 121-124; T.M. Young, The American Cotton Industry, (London,
1902), especially chs. 14 and 15. It is significant that, by the turn
of the century, the US manufacturers had not sought to build up a large,
professionalised export ~chine in cotton goods, and that their main
overseas markets were Chlna and Latin America, the former being under
threat.from Japan by 1913. See Tyson, 10c. cit., p. 113, and Marrison,loc. Clt., pp. 329-335.
Cotton Report, paras. 95, 89.

3.

4.
5.

6.
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amongst manufacturers" than that of low wages and long hours abroad, a
1situation "practically indistinguishable from the sweating system".

The chief offenders were seen, not unnaturally, as India and Japan,

with Japan exciting most comment. Hewins had wage figures of as low as

2~d (lp) per day for a ten hour shift in 1890, though Kaye and Corah had

difficulty in accepting these as possible.2 Hewins reminded them that "they

do not pay wages in Japan according to our notion", and that the "total

National income of Japan is only about one fifteenth of that of this

Country".3 Corah conjectured on "How many pounds of beef" a Japanese in

receipt of such wages would be able to buy, only to be informed by Leverton

Harris that the Japanese ate rlce and fish.4 Hewins's figures were, on his

own admission, so "striking" that Corah, still bemused, remarked, "It shews

you we ought to have protection.

shortly" •5
We shall have Japanese stuff here very

The Commission took pains to separate the question of low wages in the

East from the accusation of dumping. Indeed, unlike in the iron and steel

enquiry, few instances of even possible dumping had been uncovered - two

rather rare exceptions being a consular accusation of Italian dumping of

prints into Constantinople6 and a vague reference to US dumping in AustraliaJ

Perhaps more important in contrast to the iron and steel enquiry, there had

been no significant dumping of cottons in the British market. Hewins had

diagnosed this in the Forms of Inquiry as early as December 1904,8 though

Levinstein persisted in his belief that there was dumping of velveteens both

1. Ibid., para. 74.
2. Terlile Committee Minutes (VT), 30 May 1905, p , 39; T.C.M.(VT), 31 May

1905, pp. 22-23; T.C.P.
3. Textile Committee Minutes (VT), 30 M8¥ 1905, pp. 39-40; T.C.P.
4. Ibid., p. 40.
5. Ibid.
6. By Consul Waugh. See Diplomatic and Consular Reports, Annual Series,

No. 3140 (1904). The Commission's reporting, as ever, was correct.
7. Cotton Report, para. 180.
8. T:xtile.Committe: Minute~ (VT), 15 December 1904, p. 42; T.e.p. The

diSCUSSlon on thl~ occaSlon shows the difficulties experienced in the
~reat~ent of dumplng, even. after the experience gained in the enquiry
Lrrto aron and steel. It 1S reproduced below, in Appendix 7 .
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1~n the British and in neutral markets, and Baynes produced isolated examples
. R' 2of dumping by Austr~a and uss~a.

Though the evidence supported such instances, they were recognised to

be trivial. Hewins did "not think the witnesses suggest that dumping is

responsible for the present condition of the cotton industry; in fact, most

of them distinctly say it is not".3 Leverton Harris emphasised that "In

the leading lines of cotton, particularly, we have no competition". 4

Though Mosely, evidently slightly annoyed at this absence, sought to

emphasise the view that dumping in neutral markets would "indirectly affect

us •.. to the extent that it destroys what was formerly an industry here",

Baynes was reluctant to agree that competition in foreign markets frequently

took the form of dumping: " ..• we may be beaten on our merits in these

markets", he reminded the Commission.5

Hewins maintained that the case of dumping in neutral markets was well-

established in the evidence, but even if this was so he held that this "does

not establish a case for a tariff", whilst Birchenough thought that "No

power on earth can prevent dumping in neutral markets".6 But Caillard and

Mosely sought to explore the dynamic implications of this situation after the

fashion of the Iron and Steel Report. Mosely argued that dumping overseas

might prevent attainment of "maximum production" in the British industry by

its effect on British exports, whilst Caillard stressed the model of

discriminatory pricing: "By their tariff they rforeign producers] keep up

their prices and get more profits on the home trade, and so can afford to

export very cheaply. 7

•

The weakness of this argument, of course, was that even abroad the

cotton industry was not as concentrated or as monopolistically organised as

1. Textile Committee Minutes, 15 December 1904, pp. 7,42-7; T.C.P.
2. Textile Committee Minutes (VT), 18 M~ 1905, p. 34; T.C.P.
3. Ibid., p , 26.
4. Ibid.
5. Ibid.6. Ibid., pp. 26-27.
7. Ibid., p. 27.
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was ~ron and steel. The model of market differentiation was less applicable,

but probably not in the real world entirely inapplicable.l Hewins did

mention "the greater integration" of foreign industries compared with the

British, but did not make explicit the theoretical implications for the

dumping model.2 Rather, he preferred to stress the trade:output ratio.

The home market was so much more important to continental cotton industries

than it was to the British that the dumping of marginal production was

possible. If, he argued, the German industry grew so much that its

dependence on overseas outlets was comparable to that of British producers, .

then its capacity to dump would disappear. But at present Lancashire's

capaci ty to dump, even under tariff protection, was negligible: "You cannot

have it: you cannot get it".3 Right from the start of the enquiry he had

been well aware that the export-orientation of the cotton industry "gives a
4different line to the argument" that had been adopted for iron and steel.

Mosely's argument concerning the desirability of continuous running was

not, however, only applicable to a situation where dumping was practised:

it was equally relevant to a situation of shrinking markets for whatever

reason. Gilbey thought the supposed failure to achieve satisfactory output

levels in relation to capacity was insufficiently stressed in the draft

report: he spake of witnesses testifying to the "enormous increase" in

costs as output was reduced, but admitted that the cotton witnesses had

brought this out less than had other textile witnesses:

We had had - I do not know so much from the cotton -
but from some of the textile manufacturers the most
extraordinary figures in that respect - that when
working two thirds time against full time the cost
is increased something like 25 per cent.5

1. It is to be remembered that the Commission's arguments did not have, in
their own eyes, to the profit-maximising condition. Furthermore, it
would be f'~tuous to suppose that internal competi ti on within, say, the
US cotton ~ndustry reduced home market price to world price.

2. Textile Committee Minutes (VT), 18 May 1905, p. 30; T.C.P.
3. Ibid., pp , 29-3C? . Mosely and Cai1lard remained unsatisfied. Caillard

thought that Br~ ta~n would be able to dump if' she had a tariff whilst
Mosely pointed out that in absolute size the British home mark~t was as
large as the German.

4. Textile committee Minutes (VT), 15 December 1904 26
5. T. C. M. (VT) t 31 May 1905, p. 31; T. C •P • ' p. ; T .C.P •
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Here he had support from Allen, though Pearson felt the matter implicit ln

the draft report, whilst Chamberlain thought it had been "very fully argued

in the Iron and Steel Report ..• I do not know whether we need to repeat it
1in this Report".

The real reason for Chamberlain's reluctance to stress the importance

for cost reduction of continuous running was undoubtedly that "It has not

been proved in the case of the cotton trade by the evidence".2 In this he

followed Hewins as seelng relevant a distinctly different line of argument

from that followed in the Iron and Steel Report. Baynes concurred: it was

only in the last three years that short time had been widely experienced.

Before that the cotton trade had· worked to stock when orders were low. But

others were less satisfied, and Candlish secured from Baynes the admission

that recent short time had "immensely" increased unit costs, whilst Mosely

obtained Baynes' agreement to the assertion that "permanent short time would

put us out of the market in competition with other countries that run full

time" .3 To Kaye the important thing was not that the previous three years

were the only important recent instances of short time, but that they might

recur, with "disastrous" consequences. 4

Grenfell felt this matter to be "the cardinal point of our whole

enquiry", and "the foundation of our whole pOlicy",5 an opinion to a large

extent justified by the Iron and Steel Report. Chamberlain, however, now

aware that perhaps the majority of the Commission desired some reference to

continuous running in the present report, hoped that any such concluding

remarks should maintain that the "element of quantity is of enormous

importance" in the textile industries as a whole, without singling out cotton
6in this respect. Clearly he was reluctant to introduce an argument he felt

unbacked by the evidence of witnesses before the Commission.

l. Ibid.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid. , p. 32.
4. Ibid.
5. Ibid. , pp. 31-32.
6. Ibid. , p. 32.
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IV

It was clear to the full-time staff from early in the enquiry that the

cotton trade was not clamouring for protection: even the self-selecting

bias that mayhave been responsible for the character of the returned

questionnaires in the iron and steel enquiry was not strong enough to out-

weigh the Free Trade orientation of the cotton industry. Hewinsmadehis

posi tion clear at the outset: "I ... do not think there is muchcase for a

tariff on cotton yarns. There is not muchcase for a tariff on cotton at

all" ,I though his subsequent remarks made it clear that he did not include

more highly finished goods in this statement.

It is perhaps surprising that he did not encounter serious opposition,

either in the Textile Committee or in the full COmnUssionitself. There was

only a slight instance of log-rolling, whenLevinstein, himself a manufacturer

of textile dyes, secured the secretary's agreement that "highly finished

2goods" were in a different category. "Right up to plain cloth", amended

Hewins, "I do not think any case for a tariff is made out". 3 But Eckersley,

the fine spinner, could not agree "that there is no case for any tariff on

plain cotton yarn", and was able to secure Levinstein' s concession that "When

it comes to bleaching it is different", though Levinstein seemed to include
4bleached cloth in his schedule but not bleached yarn. Mercerised yarns,

hc:rwever,the only yarns imported into the UK in any volume, were admissible

for duty, since in Hewins's words "That is a case for a tariff on other

things made out of cotton".5

It is evident that the exclusion of less finished cottons from the

schedule was seen as politically advantageous. "The sooner you can make

this knownthe sooner you will kill Mr. Asqui th", beamed Levinstein, "and

the more satisfactory it will be for Lancashire".6 Eckersley, a doubtful

1. Textile CommitteeMinutes (VT), 15 December1904, p. 52; T.e.p.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid.
5. Ibid., p. 54.
6. Ibid., p , 53.
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meIDber of the Commission in its early days and acutely aware of his position

in Lancashire, gave positive approval to this Tariff Reform moderacy, even

though it seemed to include bleached yarn from consideration.

Subsequently the Textile Committee experienced even less disagreement.

The draft report containing the words "No duties are at present required on

yarns, or grey cloths" passed wi thout comment on this parti cular, perhaps

partly because of Eckersley's absence due to illness, but doubtless also

because the Committee saw an extremely moderate tariff as a way of promoting

the Commission's reputation for objectivity and probity.l The Commission

itself endorsed this moderacy. Chamberlain, whilst regarding the tariff

recommendations as "in one sense ••• the most important of all" recommendations

in the Cotton Report,2 accepted the schedule laid down by the Committee3

without comment. Curiously it was K8\Ye, a Huddersfield woollen manufacturer

and member of the Textile Committee only, who was the only member to question

the proposals:

Assuming we are seeking the employment of our own
people why should we suggest that cotton tissues grey
should come in free, if yarns and twists even are
freer?] It is a question of employment. This is the
key of all our efforts and desires. Raw cotton of
course should be free, but why these things free[?]4

Though this was in line with the comments made by Booth (who was not present

at the full Commission meeting to discuss the cotton trade) and others in the

iron and steel discussions, it is equally possible that Kaye was fearful lest

the moderacy of the cotton tariff should set a precedent for the other

textile industries. Chamberlain, however, was determined to support "The

Textiles Committee [who had come] ••• to the conclusion that there was no

evidence to justify a Tariff in those cases", and at the same time showed

1. Textile Committee Minutes (VT) , 30 May 1905, pp. 2, 45 ; T.C.P.
2. T.C.M.(VT), 31 May 1905, p. 34 ; T.C.P.
3. Raw Cotton .............................. Free

Yarns and Twists of All Descriptions .... Free
Cotton Tissues - grey ................... Free
Other Cotton Tissues and Manufactures ... Duties in no case to exceed
See ibid., and Cotton ReEort, para. 10 per cent.

113.4. T.C.M. (VT), 31 May 1905, p. 34; T.C.P.
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that he was well aware of those political advantages of moderacy alluded to

elsewhere by Levinstein. "It is a good thing", he maintained, "to show how

moderate we are, and that we are not asking for anything to raise prices, or

make a profit, but only where it is absolutely necessary to defend our
1trade" . He turned to Baynes for confirmation that "the overwhelming

majori ty of the people engaged in these trades do not want the tariff". 2

Baynes knew the opinion of Lancashire to be divided, but thought "the bulk

of Lancashire look for cheapness of cost", whereas only a minority stressed

the state of the market: the predominant view was that "we have had markets
. d . . " 3~n the past an ~ght have them agaln . He further supported the Cornmittee's

recommendations by arguing, along lines laid down earlier by Hewins, that
4since 80 per cent of British cotton production was for export:

.•• we should feel it [competition] more in the neutral
markets at first. The question is asked why tissues
should come in with no duty. I do not think we shall
be attacked in our home trade until we have been attacked
first in our neutral markets - our export trade. It is
in the 80 per cent, the export trade, that we are
peculiarly liable to be hurt by foreign tariffs in our
particular trade more than in any other trade in the
country'5

As sensible as this may have sounded, the Commission had side-stepped

an important issue in terms of its own brief. Yarns, twists and grey cloths

had for many years been undergoing a relative decline in British cotton

production, at least if exports are taken as a reliable guide to total

output. This trend ~s shown in Table 17. It can be seen that the goods

which the Comndssion regarded as dutiable, the more highly finished cottons,

constituted the majority of the industry's product. Furthermore, they were

increasing relatively, comprising 58 per cent in 1890-1894 and 66.11 per cent

in 1900-1904, though this proportion did not change markedly during the world

1. Ibid., p. 35.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid., p. 36.
4. Deane and Cole's figures of exports as a percentage of value of total

output are 78.6 per cent for 1~9~-1896 and 78.8 per cent for 1899-1901.
See p. Dean; and W.A. Cole, Br~t~sh Economic Growth, 1688-1959 (2nd
Edn., Cambr~dge, 1967), Table 43, p. 187. '

5• T. C•M. (VT), 31 May 1905, p. 35; T •C.P .
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boom that succeeded the Commission's enquiry. Whilst the Commission had
agreed to recommend exempting one-third of Lancashire's output from duty, it
had not come to a concrete decision on the ranking of the other two-thirds.

TABLE 17
Quinquennial Exports by Type of Cotton Good(i)

(Percentage Value)
1890-4 1895-9 1900-4 1905-9 1909-13(ii)

Yarns )
)Ubleached ) 41.99 38.65 33.88 34.70 33.39

Grey PG(iii) )

Bleached PG )
Printed PG ) 47.00 48.98 52.59 52.90 55.73
Dyed PG )

Misc. Mfgs. 11.00 12.36 13.52 12.39 10.82

Notes: (i) "Cotton Waste", appearing in the Returns in 1908, and
"Mixed Goods (Cotton Predominating)", disappearing
from them in 1905, are excluded from this table.

(ii) Four years only.
(iii) PG = piece goods.

Sources: Annual Statement of Trade of the United Kingdom,
1890-1913. It is not possible to take this
analysis back beyond 1888 in this precise form.

This grading, as we have seen above, was at the heart of the matter when
1deriving a 'scientific' tariff as envisaged in the Glasgow programme.

Chamberlain dismissed this shortcoming lightly:
In the case of Iron and Steel the same thing took place.
The iron ores were free; pig iron 5 per cent; then the
puddled bars etc. 6a per cent; wire rods 7~ per cent.
We have not gone into so much detail here, but I
understand that is because of the number of specialised
products'2

Undoubtedly it was the failure of the Commission to gain a very clear
insight into the cost-components of the bewildering variety of cotton goods

produced in Lancashire3 that l~ behind this failure. Hewins himself gave

1. See abOve, pp. 284-289.
2. T.C.M.(VT), 31 M8¥ 1905, p. 35; T.C.P.
3. See, e.g., Cotton Report, para. 576.
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testimony to the complexity of the industry's structure when he explained

the changes in the commission's system of card-indexing that had been

necessitated by the cotton enquiry:

In dealing with the iron and steel trade, you are
dealing with a trade which, as compared with textiles,
is comparatively simple. It is all simple and
straightforward. But the textile industry consists
of innumerable branches of a most complicated character,
and it was impossible to summarise the textile evidence
ln that particular form [used for the earlier enquiry].l

Though there is evidence that the Commission had arrived at and was working
2to a classification of cotton goods, no copy has survived and Hewins seems

to have been reluctant to subject it to public scrutiny. When asked by

Levinstein whether it was intended to include a classification in the report

he remarke d:

As I explained ... what we wanted the classification
for was initially the logical and practical arrangement
of all the evidence so that the argument, whatever it is,
may be developed in the right order. We do not want
necessarily to publish a classi fication. It is of very
great value if we can, but the classification of an
industry is a subject on which, as Mr. Levinstein knows,
scarcely two experts would agree.3

Though Levinstein had pressed for at least a generalised classification Hewins

had remained sceptical.

Thus the cotton enquiry had not succeeded in producing a scientifically

graduated tariff, according to labour content or any other criterion: its

labours in this direction had been limited to distinguishing between goods

in which there was virtually no competition in the home market (these to be

allowed in free) and goods in which the degree of competition was somewhat

higher. The second group remained undifferentiated: their relative

1. Textile Co~ttee Minutes (VT), 18 May 1905, p. 4; T.C.P. See also
Hewins, Apologia of an Imperialist, (London, 1929), I, p. 96.

2. Hewins to Mitchell, 8 November 1904, and Mitchell to Hewins, 21
November 1904; C-74l, T.C.P. Mitchell disagreed strongly with the
cotton classification, but his own suggestions for the woollen
classification and his concentration on "processes" rather than
"products" suggests that the cotton classification was at least
draf'ted on the right lines.

3. Textile committee Minutes (VT), 15 December 1904, p. 10; T.C.P.
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position in the allotted range of tariff rates, from 0 to 10 per cent, was

still to be decided. By contrast the relatively simple iron and steel

tariff ranked as a considerably greater achievement.l But to the Commission

this was perhaps of small Lmpor+ance e its appeal to the cotton trade was to

rely on retaliation and reciprocity rather than the promise of protection.

v

The Mosely-Caillard argument that overseas tariffs and the competition

they promoted in neutral markets resulted in the British cotton industry

working at below optimum output levels relative to capacity would be

difficult to prove, especially in an industry comprised of numerous

relatively small firms. The more straightforward argument of Hewins, that

the 'reduction' approach showed Britain under no natural or technical dis-

advantages and that this therefore pointed to overseas development related

to tariff policy as the main threat to the British industry, is less

contentious . Few tod~ would deny that these factors hit Lancashire's

potential for expansion hard. But the discussions over retaliation show

that the Corrmdssion's fear was for the future: the emphasis on climacteric

and stagnation was less to prove the woeful condition of the industry than

to imply an extrapolation into decline. This can be shown clearly in the

debates on the retaliationist aspects of the Corrmdssion's report.

Baynes realised that the British cotton industry had escaped serious

1. It is not, of course, meant to imply that the Commission was in any
real w~ failing to emulate the 'scientific' tariff formulation of
other countries, though Hewins may have exaggerated the foreign lead
in this respect and worried that this was the case. It was easy for
a protectionist government to produce very elaborate schedules whose
arbitrary nature was concealed by their scientifically detailed
appearance. One braker's privately published handbook to the US
tariff of 1913 had a ~chedule 557 pages long. See W.W. Rich (ed.),
Handbook of the United States Tariff, (F.B. Vandegrift and Co., New
York, 1913), pp. 352-882. There is little doubt that Hewins under-
estimated the crudity of the w~s in which foreign tariffs were arrived
at. As Taussig pertinently observed even a decade later "the
adv~cacy of a 'Bcienti~c' settlement of the tariff does ~ot carry us
far. See F.W. Tauss~g, Free Trade The Tariff and R' "t (N1920) 180 ( ""' eCl:procl y, ewYork, , p. orlgl.nally written in 1916).
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competi tion In its home market in the past, but felt "we are on the eve of

The growing strength of foreign cotton industries in Japan, India

and the USA was perhaps less serious to the British home market in the near

future, but there was a vital necessity to prevent the incursion of European

cottons. Soon a tariff would be necessary to prevent European manufacturers
2"havi ng two free markets - their own and ours". So far continental

production had been largely for domestic consumption, but "They have now

overtaken that and any increase on the Continent must be for export", 3 In

essence, Hewins agreed. He felt that "however prosperous the cotton

industry might be at the present it is in a very jeopardised position In Vlew
, "" 4of foreIgn conditIons. But though the public needed "a very strong word

of warning" on this future threat,5 the recommendation that no tariff was

yet necessary would be "a very efficacious way of converting Lancashire to

protection",6 especially given Chamberlain's hold on parts of South-East

Lancashire. "Lancashire is going to be the head quarters of protection",

he warn~d darkly.7

But in terms of exports, rather than imports, the situation in the

Far East was recognised by the Commattee to be quantitatively and potentially

more important than that in Europe. 8 The Commission's own data had shown

the historical dependence of overall exports on the state of the Indian

market,9 whilst incredulity over Japanese wage levels had given way to fear

over their inevitable implications. Ame r-ican competition in China might be

just beginning but it was not regarded seriously because, as Mosely remarked

tersely, "Japan will have itil.10 The ruthless drive of Japan into the

l.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Textile Committee Minutes (VT), 15 December 1904, p. 54; T.C.P.
Ibid.
Textile Committee Minutes
Textile Committee Minutes
Textile Committee Minutes
rsra., p. 40.
Ibid.
In 1900-4 this market took 25.3 per cent of Britain's yarn exports and
67.4 per cent of her piece goods exports (by volume). See Tyson,
lac. cit., Table I, p. 105, and Table IV, p. 110.
Cotton Report, paras. 44-45 and Fig. 8.
T.extile Committee Minutes (VT), 18 May 1905, p. 41' T C P
Indeed to be the case. ' •••

(VT) ,
(VT) ,
(VT) ,

18 M~ 1905, pp. 39-40; T.C.P.
15 December 1904, p. 55; T.C.P.
18 ~ 1905, p. 40; T.C.P.

9.
10. This was
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Chinese market, shownparadoxically by the improvement in Britain's trading

position there in the Russo-Japanese War, led, when combined with the large

progress being madeby Indian manufacturers, to the strong presumption,

stressed by Baynes, Mosely, Corah and Hewins, that the British presence ln

the Far East would be "fairly well wiped out" 1 Later, the Commission

exhibited the same fear of the Japanese threat. Chamberlain had, he

maintained, "a.lways thought myself it [Japanese competition] has not begun

yet" .2 Whereas Baynes thought that Far Eastern markets would keep the

Japanese busy for some time to come, Chamberlain feared the spread of

Japanese cotton into western markets: "after having done that [dominated the

Japanese and Chinese markets] they will come to England and the Continent". 3

Kaye and Leverton Harris thought that India and Australia would comenext,

" " 4but all agreed with Kaye's final remark that It would gradually comeWest .

But, in view of the political expediency of recommendinga moderate tariff,

the threat could be met when it cane . The British tariff, noted Chamberlain,

could be "altered from time to time, and when the pressure comes I suppose

the people wi11 wake up in the cot ton trade". 5

In December1905 Hewins had remarked that a tariff might be necessary

for purposes of ''breaking downhostility in other [i.e. foreign] markets",

but that the tari ff might well be "on other things" than cotton. 6 That was

"the difference between the intermediate and the final Report". 7 By the

next meeting of the committee, analysis of evidence had gone far enough for

Leverton Harris to conclude:

I suppose the point really of the cotton industry is
this - that it is far more important for us to use our
fiscal system for reducing the tariffs of foreign
countries than for actually imposing a tariff on goods
coming into this country •.. if there is one particular

1. Ibid.
2. T.C.M.(VT). 31 M8\V1905, p. 14; T.C.P.
3. Ibid •• p. 15.
4. Ibid.
5. Ibid.
6. Te~ile CommitteeMinutes (VT), 15 December 1904, p. 54; T.C.P.
7. Ib~d.
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industry where reciprocity or retaliation ..• would
be useful, it is the cotton industry.l

Yet Hewins was bound to report that responding firms had failed to paint

an optimistic picture of the gains from such policy. Wi tnesses were

unanimous in the view that "there is not the remotest chance of getting down

the tariffs of anybody", and those with factories in France, such as Kersley

and Ross, had been particularly insistent on the pOint.2 Here there was

disagreement. Mosely thought it a valid forecast of the European response,

whilst Baynes reminded the Committee that about 30 per cent of French cotton

exports came to Britain. Birchenough thought there might be a case for a

reciprocity treaty involving a (post-British tariff) "sacrifice" of silk,

fancy woollens and certain agricultural products.3 Unfortunately, the

time-honoured expedient of threatening the French wine trade, suggested by

Mosely, was unlikely to be successful in view of its declining importance

within the French economy. Hewins's own opinion on the likely success of

the threat of retaliation was fatalistic: "You never know until you try.
4If you cannot do it, there is a rather poor look out for cotton".

This was really the logic behind the plea for retaliation. The

Commission had little to go on, and limited its discussion to endorsing the

framework of the tariff formulated in the iron and steel enquiry, the low

'general' tariff, the higher (retaliationary) 'maximum' tariff and the lower

preferential tariff.5 The preferential aspect of the plan was almost as

big an unknown as was the retaliationary aspect. The Cotton Report urged

that "Whilst trade with the Continent is declining or stationary, trade with

British colonies and dependencies is increasing, and has been encouraged by

preferential tariffs".6 But its figures were less strong than they appeared,

for if the Board of Trade's group of "Pri ncipal Prote cte d Count ries,,7we re

l.
2.
3.4.
5.
6.
7.

Textile Committee Minutes
Ibid., p. 39.
Textile commi. ttee Minutes
Ibid., p , 39.
Cotton Report, para. 110.
Ibid., para. III (No.8).
a;rmaIzy',Holland, Belgium,

(VT), 18 M~ 1905, pp. 38-39; T.C.P.

(VT), 18 M~ 1905, p. 41; T.C.P.

See also paras. 46-47 and Table 16.
France, Italy, Austria and the USA.
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removed from the total of foreign countries, then the colonial market's

rate of expansion was relatively less impressive.l Yet, according to the

Commission, witnesses and responding firms were "practically unanimous a n

their view that preferential tariffs, so far as they have been adopted by

the Colonies, have had a beneficial effect" 2 Forty-four replies from firms

on this matter were published in the appendix,3 and it is true that of these

27 were firmly ln favour of an extension of preference (or firmly convinced

of the results up to 1905) and another six mOderately ln favour. Only

three were decidedly hostile whilst nine made neutral or irrelevant remarks.

The Textile Committee had concerned itself little with the matter.

Eckersley, Baynes and Mosely had endorsed its extension whilst Corah had

claimed that his hosiery firm normally worked short time in December, but

was "worki ng now ti11 nine 0' clock at night, and I do not know how to get

through our orders, and it is all for the Colonies". 4 In drafting the

report the Committee had, however, made much of the expansion of trade under

preference: in the words of an early version "experience proves that such

expansion would take place". 5

Chamberlain took exception to this. "I do not like that", he remarked,

"In the first place we have had very little experience. The preference

given in some cases, as for instance in South Africa, is so small that I
6believe it has no effect at all at present" • A 25 per cent preference on

an average tariff level of 10 per cent gave Britain an advantage of only

1. Indeed, even the Commission's own figures showed this in an unobtrusive
way:

Average Annual UK Exports, 1892-6 to 1902-3 (volume)
Yarns Piece Goods

To Principal Protected Countries
To Other Foreign Countries
To British Possessions

-26.6%
-39.3%
-31.4%

o
+5.2%
+4.6%

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Source: Cotton Report, paras. 50-52, Tables 18 and 19.
Cotton Report, para. 109.
Ibid., paras. 1063-1107.
Texti1( c)mmittee Minutes (VT), 15 December 1904, p. 54; T.C.P.
T.C.M. VT , 31 M~ 1905, p. 29; T.C.p.
Ibid.
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2~ per cent. Cockburn did point out that New Zealand's preference appeared

to be benefiting British trade, as shown by the COmnUssion's evidence and by

recent remarks by Prime Minister Seddon, but Chamberlain, whilst admitting

that trade with New Zealand did show "some increases", maintained that the

only impressive experience was from Canada, trade with which country "we know

has increased".l Maconochie agreed with the strength of the Canadian case:

his trade with the Dominion "had practically died out •.. [but] we are now

doing more in Canada than we ever did before", but also agreed that it could
2scarcely be said that "experience proves" the success of preference.

Australia and South Africa were especially weak examples. With South Africa

the problem was simply that the tariff was too low, and Corsh was provoked

into complaining that since Britain, having "had all the expense of the War"

and now "being the conquerors", should force an upward tariff revision on
3the colony. "Whom did we conquer?" chided Chamberlain, "The majority of

the people are British now, I mean excluding the Boers. MY own expectation

1S that we shall get better, but this is a free gift from the Colonies and

we cannot force it".4

Again, the inductive approach had not been able to assemble enough data

to facilitate future policy prescription clearly. There is some evidence

that, in the early volumes of the industrial series of reports,S all the

answers given by firms to the Forms of Inquiry were printed in the
. 6appe nd'i ce s , If this is so, it implies that most firms responding to the

questionnaires on the cotton industry either could not or did not wish to

comment on Imperial preference; only 44 answers to Question 13 on Form No.7

were printed, though the number of firms supplying the Commission with

l.
2.
3.4.
5.
6.

Ibi d ,, (m;y emphasis).
Ibid., pp. 29-30.
Ibid., p. 30.
Ibid.
At least until the reports on the minor textile industries and probably,
in view of its bulk, including the Agricultural Report as well
In Ms¥ 1906, w~en disc~sing future reports, Hewins suggested ~hat "we
need ?ot la~or10USly pr1nt, as we have done in the past replies to the
quest10ns gi ven by all the firms". See T.C.M.(VT), l7'May 1906,
p. 5; r.o.e.
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information numbered 942. Thus it was that the inductive approach was
thrown over, and Chamberlain's suggestion that the future benefits of

1preference should be stressed was warmly approved.

VI

The arrangement with the Textile Mercury ensured that retaliation, at
least, had a platform in the Manchester trade press. Further than this its
editor was reluctant to go, and in several exchanges with Harold Cox of the
FTL he violently rejected the label of protectionist.2 Nevertheless the
Mercury reported regularly upon the activities of the Commission and its
Textile Committee,3 giving progress reports on the issue of questionnaires
similar to those frequently carried in the Tariff Reform press.

Other Manchester newspapers and journals were, however, largely silent
on the activities of the new Commission, and there can be little doubt that
the arrangement with the Mercury was used deliberately by Hewins and Pearson
to pUblicise and legitimise the Commission in Lancashire. On several
occasions the journal's readers were urged to return the questionnaires and
so contribute to a "public beneri t of the greatest importance". 4 As the
Textile Committee started to examine witnesses, short pieces in the Textile
Mercury kept this business too in the minds of its readers.5

1. Chamberlain suggested the following form of words: "The British
Colonial markets are capable of indefinite expansion, and in our
opinion the adoption of a scheme of preferential arrangements within the
Empire would secure the largest proportion of this growth for British
trade". See T.C.M.(VT), 31 ~ 1905, p. 30; T.C.P. A rather muted
version of this statement appeared in the Cotton Report, para. 109.

2. "For the past fifteen years we have advocated the resumption of fiscal
powers wherewith to persuade Protectionist nations to be free traders,
but we have never gone beyond that limit, to favour either a protective
or a preferential tariff". Textile Mercury, 6 February 1904, p. 102.

3. From its formation in January 1904. See Textile Mercury, 23 January
1904, pp , 60-l.

4. Textile Mercury, 14 May 1904, p. 378; see also 7 May 1904, p. 360.
5. There :an be little. doubt that in the summer of 1904 the Mercury was

teeterlong on the brlonk of openly espousing Chamberlain's full
programme. In July there was full and favourable reporting of the
Iron and ~tee1 ~eport, and the fiscal poems and cartoons that first
appeared lonAprlo1 often had the moral of Imperial preference.
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When the Cotton Report appeared the Mercury heralded it as "a splendid
. .,,, 1 .record of thorough 1nvestlgatl on , devotlng four lengthy articles to it.

The Free Trade press was less charitable, not least in the space it was

prepared to devote to the Report. In a brief few lines, the Manchester City

News contented itself with the ambivalent remark that a body subjected to

"a good deal of ridicule" in the past had produced an "elaborate and care-
2fully compiled" document. Even the Textile Recorder gave a less than

wholehearted treatment, remarking that spinners and manufacturers "have

received the report in a very easy spirit, and have not given very serious
3thought to the remedies suggested". Only the Manchester Guardian gave the

Report the emphasis that Tariff Reformers doubtless thought it deserved.

An editorial pronounced it:

a monument - though perhaps a ponderous one - to
the ability, ingenuity and indefatigable energy of
Mr. Hewins, economist-in-chief to the Tariff Reform
party and secretary to the Commission. What it would
have been without him we tremble to think ... we must
do the Tariff Commissioners this justice: they have had
a very hard nut to crack in the cotton industry, and
they have made a very courageous attempt upon it'4

One of the main thrusts of Free Trade criticism of the Report was a

disagreement over the healthiness of the cotton industry: to the Guardian

there was "something rather comical in the exercise of such elaborate art in

the effort to persuade a robust and reluctant industry to accept assistance

from the taxpayer". 5 In a review article Professor Chapman of Manchester

admi tted that "On the whole •.• the statistical review seems to be accurate,

and the secretary is to be congratulated on an impressive piece of work",

but nevertheless thought the presentation of the statistics, in places, to be

"unduly alarmi st" •6 He criticised what he considered to be the over-

emphasis on raw cotton consumption, and its corollary, the underemphasis on

1. Textile Mercury, 10 June 1905, p. 401.
2. Manchester City News, 10 June 1905, p. 4.
3. Textile Recorder, 15 June 1905, p. 33.
4. Manches ter Guardi an, 6 June 1905, p. 6.
5. Ibid.
6. Ibid., pp. 7-8.
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the shift towards finer counts, in the Commission's revi ev of the relative

decline of the British industry. There was also the tendency to quote

export values at current rather than constant prices: the Commission's

twenty-year stagnancy (exports of £40.6m p.a. in 1876-80 and of £41.6m p.a.

in 1895-1900)1 became a healthy expansion (£40.6m p.a. in 1876-80 to

£56.7m p.a. in 1895-1900) if prices were held constant. Chapmanadmitted,

however, that his own calculation, as "an index of exported real values,

" 2 .. .makes our trade seem too favourable , an admi ssi on that led one I r-ate Free

Trader to complain that he had "concede[d] a point to the enemyunnecessarily',3

4and led to a controversy between the two.

Whilst Free Traders thus fell to arguing amongst themselves, J. Roy

Campbell of the Manchester TRLpressed the argument that the rate of growth

of the British cotton industry had fallen well below that of its rivals.

Though admitting the absolute expansion of spindleage and exports to be

larger in Britain than anywhere else, he urged the need to distinguish between

"brute figures and tendencies". 5 H. Smalley was unimpressed. During the

years 1899-1903 a 5~ per cent increase in us, Germanand French exports had

yielded those countries increased sales of £14,000 p.a., whereas a mere l~

per cent increase had resulted in a growth of Lancashire's shipments by

£250,000 p.a. "Mr. Campbell and his tariff friends may prefer the

percentage increase," concluded Smalley. "I prefer the actual increase. ,,6

Furthermore, he maintained that the current boomin Lancashire went

unrecognised in the Report, and that it should be rememberedthat 3m spindles

l.
2.
3.
4.

Cotton Report, para. 40.
Manchester Guardian, 6 June 1905, pp. 7-8.
J.W. Hartley to ed., Manchester Guardian, 8 June 1905, p. 5.
Whilst J.W. Hartley thought exports at constant prices showed the
"growth of real earnings", Chapmanpreferred the "increase of real
value, measured by the quantity of labour (or, of labour and capital
combined) to which the output of the trade is equivalent" thus
necessi tating the deduction from the growth of real earni~gs "that part
which is due merely to the general progress of industrial efficiency".
Hartley thought Chapman's method an "over-refinement". See
J.W. Hartley to ed., Manchester Guardian, 16 June 1905, p. 4.
J. ROYalclampbtelldtoeMad·'h~ChesterGuardian, 10 June 1905, p. 7.
H. Sm ey 0 e., nc es er Guardian, 13 June 1905, p. 3.

5.
6.
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and 20,000 looms were currently in course of erection.l

In September Chapmanpublished a review of the Cotton Report in the

EconomicJournal. Muchof the same ground was covered. His criticism of

the Commission's calculations and assumptions on yarn fineness was confined

to the abrupt assertion that "there is no doubt that the average fineness

of exported yarns has risen considerably". 2 His observation that, with

piece-goods, the presentation of simple yardage figures obscured the fact

that dyed goods, the most expensive, had been gaining in Lancashire's export

. 3 d' d 4 .product-nux, reste on fl.rmer groun. Thus he was able to question the

Commission's apparent regret5 that trade in mixed goods, fancies and

novelties was taking the place of the old trade in plain goods, since the

new lines were "more remunerative to all concerned", 6 though in fairness to

the Commissionit should be rememberedthat muchof this change was because

British exporters were being forced out of staple lines by indigenous

industries abroad. He admitted the greater percentage growth of foreign

cotton exports over the recent past, but considered that "Absolute increases

are more important if the object of the figures is to show the relative

successes of different countries in their competition with one another in

world markets" .7 Overall, he viewed competition in world markets with

li ttle alarm: "Our trade grows and we still hold the lion's share of the

8trade of the world".

These arguments were restated at length in Chapman's book-length

criticism of the Cotton Report, published by the FTL in October.9 This

1. In truth the Commissionhad attempted to include current extensions an
their figures (see above, pp. 308~310) and were well aware of trade
recovery in Lancashire since c. 1903.

2. S.J. Chapman, "The Report of the Tariff Commission", Economic Journal,
vol. XV, 1905, pp. 420-1.

3. Ibid., pp. 420-1.
4. A.J. Marrison, loco cit., Tables 13.1 (p. 312) and 13.2 (p. 316).
5. Cotton Report, paras. 69, 73; see also above, pp. 315-317.
6. S.J. Chapman,"Report of the Tariff Commission", loc. cit., p. 421.
7. rsra., p. 423.
8. Ibid., p. 425.
9. s:J. Chapman,A Re to the Re ort of the Tariff Commissionon the

Cotton Industry, Manchester, 1905). Hereafter cited as Reply.
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was regarded by Hurd as a "most elaborate document and in its way a

compliment to the T.e. though it seems to have fallen very flat in the

press".l In public, the Textile Mercury expressed annoyance at criticism of

a "merely niggling character", and marvelled at the "stamp of unity rather

than the marks of unifi cation" that allowed 65 FTLvice-presidents of widely

varying experience to associate their names with the volume.2

In Chapman's Reply over 100 pages were devoted to a reappraisal of the

'state of the industry,.3 In all but complexity most of the argument had

been heard before, except that now Chapmanseemed to be prepared to accept

that a relative decline of the cotton industry within the British economy

might have been taking place. As long as such a decline brought no hardship

to those in the industry it was i.n the interests of the country, and "ought

" 4not ... to be checked . Thus, his treatment of the Cotton Report's

assertion that "opportunities for employment in the cotton industry have

certainly not increased in proportion to the growth of population,,5 was more

h t f 1 . . 6an t e na ure 0 exp ana+i on than re rut ata on ,

The details need not detain us. It is certainly true that the Cotton

Report was unduly pessimistic in a number of ways - in its dismissal of the

improvement of piece-goods quality over time as "merely a trade in patterns",7

in its omission of sewing cotton, in its concentration on current rather than

constant prices, and in its relative neglect of technical advances and higher

labour productivity. But, by the same token, the Free Traders too gave only

part of the picture. The rate of growth of British industry did decline

after 1870. The decline in yarn exports between 1870 and 1904 did provide

an indication that more serious competition would be faced in manufactured

goods in overseas markets in the future. There was a growing threat from

1. Hurd to Hewins, 18 October 1905; 48/89-91, H.P.
2. Textile Mercury, 28 October 1905, p. 330.
3. S.J.Chapman, Rep1Y, pp. 3-108, especially pp. 3-55.
4. Ibid., p , 53.
5 • Cotton Report, para. 38.
6. S.J.Chapman, Rep6Y, pp. 40-2.
7. Cotton Report, para. 69.
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Indi a and the Far East. And at times within the period piece-goods exports

did exhibit the stagnancy that the Commission so readily ascribed to the
1years 1880-1900 as a whole. Free traders never squarely faced the partial

logic of the commission's 'reduction' approach, that the technical and

organisational superiority of the Lancashire industry should have allowed it

to achieve growth rates similar to those abroad but for the existence of

overseas development behind tariff walls.2 Indeed, those using the

unwelcome hindsight of the 1920s could well have argued that the Tariff

Commission foresaw the future of the cotton industry more clearly than its

opponents. For the moment, however, in the earliest stages of Lancashire's

greatest ever boom, the Free Traders used the strongest arguments, and they

could well heed Chapman's advice to reject the "percentage fallacy". 3

Thus, we can see that both sides produced elements of truth in their

analysis of the health of the cotton industry. But, as Chapman noted, "the

case for tariff reform does not stand or fall with the growth, stagnation,

or decline in magnitude, of our trade or industry". 4

The Cotton Report's remedies were heard with less patience than its

statistical-historical analysis. Few critics wasted effort on the suggested

cotton duties themselves. Of more concern to the cotton industry was the

effect of a general protective tariff on its input costs, a matter "apt to be

overlooked when each industry is reported upon in isolation". 5 Chapman's

Reply contained a detailed examination of the effects of a general tariff on

the building and running costs of an 800 loom weaving shed in East Lancashire

and an 80,000 spindle mill in Oldham, though the analysis was admitted to be

extremely "provisional" given the incompleteness of the Tariff Reformers'

1. See R. Tyson, loco cit., pp. 101, 104-8, 108-15, 127.
2. IndeeQ., it is significant that Chapman's Reply seemed to regard the

Tariff Commission's statements of the efficiency of the British industry
as an admission of weakness on its part. This may have demonstrated
his lack of recognition of the 'reduction' process at work or his
intentional neglect of it. See Reply, pp. 25-9. '

3. Ibid., p. 3.
4. Ibid.
5. s:J. Chapman, in Manchester Guardian, 6 June 1905, pp , 7-8.
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1proposals. Needless to say, the analysis was completely static, merely

raising the cost of the relevant inputs, inasfar as Chapmancould assess what

they would be, by the amount of the tariff.

Of perhaps greater concern was Lancashire's fear that Tariff Reformwould

., a.l i 2sting foreign countrles lnto ret latl0n. Furthermore, it was clearly

realised that, even in the absence of retaliation, any reduction of imports

caused by a tariff would hit exports, and highly export orientated industries

. 3would suffer most heavi Ly • At the same time, the Commission's claim that

preference would increase the colonial market for British cottons was treated

with scepticism. The Textile Recorder noted that colonial imports of

cottons totalled some £24mp.a., of which Britain supplied all but £l~m.

Should Britain's foreign trade of £40-50mp.a. be exposed to "the pre carious

mercies of a retaliation scheme in order that we maypossibly obtain the

whole of the colonial import trade"? 4 Ohapman,the originator of this

argument, did realise its static unfairness, but was still sanguine about

Bri tain' s future in Empire markets. "Of course colonial markets maybe taken

as elastic in the other sense that they are growing", he observed, but since

Bri tain already provided some 95 per cent of colonial cotton imports, "we may,

I should venture to think, be trusted to get our share of future growth

without pre ferenti al arrangements". 5

But perhaps the greatest fear of all those which the cotton industry

faced in Tariff Reformwas a modification of the Indian tariff". In his Reply

1. Reply, pp. 139-47.
2. ~., pp. 131-7.
3. Chapmanfound the Commission's argument that a general tariff would,

through promoting other industries and increasing working class
purchasing power, increase home demand for cotton goods (Cotton Report,
para. 108) to be unattractive and unproven. He thought "the cotton
industry at any rate would be seriously damagedby the fiscal proposals,
whatever effect those proposals might have upon other industries".
See ReplY, p. 113.

4. Textile Recorder, 15 June 1905, p. 33.
5. Chapman,in Manchester Guardian, 6 June 1905, pp. 7-8. In this, he

neglected the Tariff Reform fear that unilateral preference might soon
be ended. Furthermore, he was neglectful of the argument that he
himself used el~eWhe:e (R~p~y, pp.120-3) to attack the Co~ton Report,
namet~ thatdn&t~obn~8t ta~:r policies in the colonies were likely to
con anne an even e lntensl.fl.ed.
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India would stand in much greater dan~r than other parts of the Empire,

given the "necessity of her maintaining a large balance of exports to meet

her financial obligations to England".l This argument, though a common one,

was weak. As a commission memorandum showed later, Indian exports to

Europe and the US were almost entirely composed of raw materials, so that

retaliation against India would have involved "the taxation by those foreign
2countries of raw materials which are necessary for their own manufactures".

Furthermore, the cotton manufacturers' real position on the Indian

question was betrayed as a less than wholesome concern for the sub-continent's

welfare when Sir Roper Lethbridge, a long-standing advocate of India's

inclusion in a preferential system, wrote to the Manchester Guardian in

support of the view that India would welcome such an arrangement, and would

gain rather than lose from it. 3 Another correspondent, William Barton,

could only agree with Sir Roper's assessment of Indian opinion, but Lancashire
4wanted free trade in the Indian market, not mere preference. William

Tattersall, well known for his writings on the industry in the Manchester

press, put the matter blunt~. Indian cotton manufacturers did not want free

trade in their domestic market. "There cannot be anyLancashire did.

protection of the cotton industry in our dependency", was the real demand of
. 5Lancash~re • Indeed, it is significant that when Hewins gave a speech to

300 spinners and manufacturers in Manchester in July 1909, mentioning Indian

fiscal autono~ o~ briefly to state that Tariff Reformers were unable to

gi ve a definite statement of intent on the issue, question-time was

dominated by cotton men afraid of losing the jewel in the Free Trade crown.6

1. p. 133. This argument was in circulation well
See, e.g., Manchester Guardian, 11 January 1905,

2.

S.J. Chapman, Reply,
before October 1905.
p. 6.
"The Trade Relations of India with the United Kingdom, British
Possessions and Foreign Countries - Part I", Mm. No. 38, 9 November
1908, p. 17.
Sir Roper ~thbridge.to ed., Manchester Guardian, 4 August 1909, p . 4.
See also h~s The Indian Offer of Imperial Preference, (London, 1913).
W. Barton to ed., Manchester Guardian, 5 August 1909, p . 4.
W. Tattersall to ed., Manchester Guardian 9 August 1909 5
Manchester Guardian, 21 July 1909, p. 10.' ,p. .

3.
4.
5.
6.
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VII

Free Traders were, on the whole, rather apt to avoid any clear state-

ment of the extent to which a free trade system was forced upon an unwilling

Indian people, preferring to stress the dangers India faced from foreign

retaliation and increased prices if Chamberlain's plan were implemented.

But they knew the great unpopularity of the British-imposed fiscal system

which l~ beneath the occasional declaration in its favour by the Indian

authorities. One or two Free Trade publicists grasped the nettle. Lord

Brassey agreed that the Indian people were protectionist "almost to an unit",

and that therefore Britain only had "the moral right of imposing free trade
Ion India" as long as she, herself, remained free trade too.

Characteristically, Chiozza Money was more blunt:

At present India has a Free Trade revenue tari ff, but
that can only remain while we are ourselves a Free
Trade country. Protection means giving up a large
share of the Indian market.2

On this issue, so important to Lancashire, the Tariff Reformers were

noticeably silent. Ridley1s comment of 1904, that India "still stands
" . . 3 . .outside the focus of Tar1ff Reform attent10n, st1ll held true dur1ng the

election campaign of 1905-6, and in 1908 Milner thought that "in the

arguments of the advocates of preference insufficient attention has hitherto
4been applied to the Indian part of the case". Subsequently the issue was

to become more prominent in the campaign leading to the election of January

1910, when Free Traders made more open use of the argument that Lancashire

stood in dire peril of any tampering with the existing system in

4.

Lord Brassey, Sixty Years of Progress and the New Fiscal Policy,
(London, 1906), p. Ill.
L.G. Chiozza Money, Money's FiScal Dictionary, (London, 1910), p. 142.
Ridley to Hewins, 10 April [1904]; H.P. Ridley, from the League
thought this "might mean a new branch of the Commission, but it seems
highly important that we should have something ready for India when
we come in: and Curzon regards himself as arbiter of India and
would certainly be pleased at being consulted". (Ridley's emphasis).
In the~ouse of Lords, 20 M~ 1908. See A. Milner, The Nation and
the Emp1re, (London, 1913), p. 268.

1.

2.
3.



. 1India.

Individual Tariff Reformers were, however. unsure of the Tariff Reform

'platform' on India. As late as 1909, even Austen Chamberlain thought it

best to submit a draft of a proposed statement of policy to Hewins for his

comments:

A British Government cannot be expected to acquiesce
in the imposition by India of differential duties
against British products; but under Tariff Reform
India would regain the freedom to deal as she liked
with her foreign trade of which she is now deprived
in deference to the prejudices of our insular Free
Trade .•• Low duties within the Empire, and a free
hand for every part of the Empire in dealing with its
foreign trade are the ideal of Tariff Reformers.
How nearly we can approach to it in practice must
depend in each case on the Governments immediately
concerned. The essential feature of our policy is to
mark the unity of the Empire, and to promote the
development of every portion of it by the grant of a
preference to British goods in British markets every-
where throughout the world'2

Hewins, however, saw the implication of Indian fiscal autono~ that

this letter contained as liable to raise a storm of protest in Britain. It

is significant that, when a Commission memorandum on Indian trade had

appeared earlier, it had consisted largely of a factual treatment of Indian

exports and imports, and had declared that a "second part of the report, to

be issued later, will deal with the fiscal system, the financial relations

and economic position of India generally". 3 Hewins urged Austen to remain

similarly uncomndtted. Any proposal which appeared to put Indian tariff

autonomy on the same basis as that of the rest of the Empire would raise such

1. Sir Roper Lethbridge to A. Chamberlain, 17 December 1909; C-4l49,
T.C.P. Lethbridge, connected with Indian education in the 1860s and
1870s, had been a member of the Imperial Federation League in the
1880s, and was noW in retirement. As chairman of the Devon branch of
the TRL, he provided most of the few propaganda contributions of the
Tariff Reformers to the Indian question. See Who was Who, II,
1916-1928.
Copy of draft letter, A. Chamberlain to Sir Roper Lethbridge, 26 June
1909; C-4149, T.C.P.
"The Trade Relations of India with the United Kingdom British. .. ,Possess~ons, and Fore~gn Countr~es - Part I", Mm. No. 38,9 November
1908, p. 1. The only part of this memorandum which related directly
to ~e fisc~l controv:rsy was its argument that foreign retaliation
ag~nst Ind~a.was unl~kely unless those retaliating wished to tax their
own raw mater~ als . See pp. 16-17.

2.

3.
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consti tutional problems that he doubted "the expediency of making a

declaration on this subject without careful consultation with representatives

of the Indian Council".l "Doyou thl·Ilk", he m d" h uld b duse , we s 0 e prepare

to surrender or modifY the power of negotiation on behalf of India which was

exercised by Lord Lansdowneunder the late Unionist Administration?,,2 Such

a proposal would cause "much disquiet in Lancashire". 3 After reflection

Chamberlain agreed, and recast his letter to Lethbridge "without attempting

any statement of policy". 4

Three years later, the second part of the Commission's memorandumhad

still not appeared. But Hewins's assessment of the position had changed.

He noted that the change in the Indian situation attendant upon the Morley-

Minto reforms had unintentionally provided the Indians with "newmeans of

gi ving expression to their desire for protection", and that the protectionist

movementin India had now"become so strong and so insistent that it will

scarcely be possible for any Government in the future to withstand i til. 5

It was imperative that when, as was inevitable, the close control of the

mother country over Indian trade policy broke down, that policy did not then

develop along "purely protectionist lines", an eventuality which would "be

fatal to Lancashire".6 The inclusion of India in a Tariff Reform scheme

was more than ever necessary in these circumstances:

the only possible line of advance which can be
pursued with safety and with beneficial results is
that India should fall into line with the general
development of British Empire policy, that is, that
it should adopt a policy of Tariff Reform and
Pre fere nce •7

In a literal sense, HewinsIs words would seem to mark a movebackwards

towards the position Austen had originally intended to adopt in 1909. He

,certainly saw great potential for a mutUally advantageous bargain: it was

1. Hewins to A. Chamberlain, 5 July 1909; C-4l49, T.C.P.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. A. Chamberlain to Hewins, 6 July 1909; ibid.
5. Hewins to A. Chamberlain, 10 December 1912; ibid.
6. Ibid.
7. Ibid.



only the reduction of India to the role of "industrial annexe of Lancashire"

that explained the nationalism of Mehta's "YoungIndia" party.l But whether

Hewinswas willing to countenance a situation where India, like Canada or

Australia, could have imposed duties of whatever level she liked as long as

she gave Britain the standard imperial preference of 25 or 33 per cent, is

not stated. His remark that mutual preference would benefit both India and

the UKsince "both already possess tariffs including duties on articles in

which each is interested", 2 still contained the possibility that he saw

India's freedom under a preferential scheme as being more limited in its

ability to impose duties against British goods than was that of the self-

governing colonies.

Yet the weight of Hewins's letter favoured the literal interpretation.

India should be given "adequate opportunities of developing its nascent

manufacturing industries and obtaining a larger share in its vast home

market", whilst India's fiscal needs made desirable "a similar preferential

basis" to that existing elsewhere in the Empire, whereby:

Each State in the first instance organises its tariff
and its policy under the system of complete autonomy
to suit its own financial and economic needs, and ...
[then grants] to other parts of the Empire as lar@e a
measure of trade advarrtage over foreign countries as
is consistent with its owneconomic development'3

If Hewins had movedto adopt Austen's earlier view, it must have put him

at variance with Bonar Law, who in 1909 had remarked, in an intentionally

obscure passage, that preference would not alter the cotton trade's ability

1. Ibid., appendix, p . 3.
2. Ibid., appendix, p. 5. (my emphasis). British concessions to India

under the imperial tariff would presumably have included preference on
wheat. Hewins also appears to have favoured a concession on the tea
duty, since this was the most important Indian product on which the UK
"already possess{es] tariffs". Given that the British demand for tea
was probably price-inelastic, and given the dominance of Indian tea in
Bri tain due to a change in tastes aw~ from green tea it is doubtful
that the Indian authorities would have regarded such ~ concession as
of great value. SeeG.C. Allen and A.G. Donnithorne W t
Ente rise in Far Eastern Economic Develo ment. Chi' e~ ~rn
London, 195 ,pp. 5 , 58. . na an a an,

3. Ibid., appendix, p , 4.
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"to compete on equal terms with our Indian fellow subjects", 1 put his views

more clearly in 1912 when undisputed leader of the Tariff Reformers in

Parliament:

Wesay [to India], "If you want to put on tariffs,
put them on against the rest of the world, but be
a Free Trade country to us, and we will be a Free
Trade country to you. That is our policy for India'2

The Tariff Reform leader's view of the variant of imperial preference

to be applied to India thus appears to have been that India should gain

tariff autonomy to apply to foreign imports, but should retain a largely

free trade with the UK(and perhaps with the rest of the Empire) ,3 In spite

of the detailed arguments by Sir Roper Lethbridge, nowdesperate to prove

that even this would leave room for India to apply duties to a wide range of

imports and protect a substantial part of her economy, there can be little

doubt that the plan would have been little less "hateful to Indian opinion,,4

than the existing system.

Ironically, Bonar Lawwas now, in effect, suggesting the tariff to

protect Lancashire that the Tariff Commissionhad been unable to provide

before 1906, though its effects in the short term would have been negligible:

1. A. Bonar Law, at the Free Trade Hall, Manchester, 8 November1910;
reproduced in "Tariff Reform and the Cotton Trade", National Review,
LVI, 1910-11, p. 588. Several aspects covered in Bonar Law's speech
show a clear Tariff Commissioninfluence.

2. Cited in Sir Roper Lethbridge, The Indian Offer of Imperial Preference,
(London, 1913), p. iii. It might be noted that Law's remark, made in
November1912, was made not long before his retreat from corn taxes,
and seemed to imply free entry of Indian wheat.

3. Tariff Reformers thought that the revenue considerations of both
countries would prevent complete freedom of trade from being achieved.

4. Sir Roper Lethbridge, OPe cit., p. x.
5. Under such a scheme (see, e.g., ibid., pp. 92-6) Lancashire would have

had her largest market protected from foreign competition, though this
would have been of little practical beneri t before 1913. Bri tain
provided around 97 per cent by weight of India's cotton piece-goods
imports in 1913, and over 90 per cent of her total cotton imports.
Whilst it was true that Tariff Reformers looked to the future and
somewere alre~ pointing ~o.the future threat from Japan, that threat
was a long-tenn one. Conditlons were, of course, greatly changed in
and after the war, and Japanese competition did increase in the 1920s
but it was not until 1935 that India's imports from Japan exceeded th~se
from the UK. See ibi~., ~p. 92-~; D.A. F~nie, Ope cit., p. 127;
L.G. Sandberg, Lancashlre In Decllne, Ope clt., pp. 167, 182-191
especially Table 28, p. 185. '



Though Free Traders seem to have missed or ignored this point, they

criticised his policy roundly and effectively. To George Peel, the measure

was not only of no effective protection to Indian manufactures, but would

also destroy the Indian revenues. Bonar Law's policy was "fraught with

evil", and cut "at the very root of that principle of mutual goodwill which

IS the true essence of the British Empire".l

It is probable that many to whom Tariff Reform looked for support would

have given Bonar Law's policy a scarcely more favourable welcome, less,

perhaps, because it implied an Anglo-Indian relationship that was becoming

increasingly untenable, than because it seemed to imply the admission of

Indian wheat, and presumably, therefore, of all wheat, into the UK free of
2duty. But there was no time for rifts to appear among the Tariff

Reformers on this issue. In January 1913 Bonar Law abandoned food taxes,

and in the shock-wave India was forgotten.

VIII

The existence of most-favoured-nation treaties should be mentioned here

as of particular importance to the Commission's proposals on cotton, based as

these were on the threat of retaliation. The enquiry had ignored them in

two w~s. Firstly, Free Traders argued that the MFN treaty did at least

mute the effects of overseas tariffs, and that there was no basis for the

common Tariff Reform argument that these were increasingly directed against

the UK. As quith even suggested that Britain was "more than holding our own"

in the highly protectionist markets of France and the USA because of MFN
. 3treatIes. Secondly, the proposal to establish retaliatory power and

1. G. Peel, The Tariff Reformers, (London, 1913), p. 135. Peelwas
uncharitable in assuming, rather prematurely, that Bonar Law intended
to remove the Indian duty on cottons to achieve complete freedom of
trade irrespective of revenue considerations.

2. On the level of colonial preference on food duties, see below,
pp. 403~5, 451-3.

3. Asquith at Cinderford, 8 October 1903; reprinted in Times (ed.),
Speeches by the Rt. Hon. H.R. Asquith, 1892-1908, (London, 1908),
p, 173.
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preferential agreements might have raised the question of further retaliation
by foreigners, consequent either on the institution of a British tariff, or
on Britain's subject.ion of her imports from a foreign country to her "maximum"
tariff, or on her need to abrogate MFN treaties in order to extend imperial

1preference. This had already happened: indeed, the precedent of German-
Canadian commercial relations after 1897 raised the possibility that most-
favoured-nation treatment might be replaced by 'least-favoured-nation
treatment' by the imposition of a 'fighting' tariff above the normal maximum.

This Free Trade accent on the importance to Britain of MFN treaties
and the jeopardy into which Tariff Reform put them was sustained throughout
the campaign. E. Enever Todd, a fairly well-known writer on the cotton
trade and on general economic matters, saw the MFN arrangement as "the
automatic accompaniment of our modern fiscal policy". 2 J.M. Robertson, the
Liberal MP and proli fic Free Trade publicist, saw MFN footing as an "immense
advantage", the sacrifice of which "on the alleged chance of a gain from
'retaliation' , which has never been seen to accrue in human experience,
would be the extremity of national folly". 3

Early in its proceedings the Commission took steps to collect details
of Britain's existing commercial treaties along with information on foreign
tariffs, and a Special Committee on Foreign Tariffs was appointed for the

4purpose. In October 1904 Hewins was using Follett's long-standing
connections and experience as Solicitor to HM Customs to gather further
information.5 Soon after Follett submitted a paper on MFN clauses to

. 6HewJ.ns. He saw two problems in the MFN practice. The first was "evasion
by classification", whereby splitting a product into different (and often

1. As pointed out by, amongst others, A.C. Pigou in Protective and
Preferential Import Duties, (London, 1906), p. 109.
E. Enever Todd, The Case Agei?st Tarff Reform, (London, 1911), p. 35.
J.M. Robertson, Trade and Tar~ffs, London, 1908}, p. 221.
T.C.M.(P), 3-4 February 1904; T.C.P.
Fo11;tt to Hewins, 22 Octobe: 19?4; C-633, T.C.p. Follett had a
COUB~n who was "second or th1rd a.nthe Treaty Dept."
C.!.F., "The Most Favoured Nation Clause", (typescri t d tNovember [1904]; c-633, T.C.P. p, a ed 23

2.
3.4.
5.

6.



artificially different) sub-groups and subjecting each to very different

rates of duty could achieve the result of penalising or favouring selected
. . 1countrles by lntent. The German-SwissTreaty had resulted in Swiss duties

on certain earthenware specifically imported by Germanybeing half those on

earthenware imported from England. The Bri ti sh government, cLai.med Follett,

was not well able to exert pressure to prevent such injustices, since

Bri tain' s ownexisting revenue tariff had contained similar instances of

discrimination, such as the basing of the wine duty on strength in 1860-1862,

so as "intentionally to favour the specialities of France ... as against

2Spain and Portugal". The second evasion was that implicit in the US

interpretation of the MFNtreaty, to the effect that the clause allowed

That is, "thereciprocity treaties to be concluded outside its orbit.

Clause does not exclude, in a special Treaty arranging a defi ni te quid pro

quo, a concession to the State so glV1ng, ln preference to other States

having only the general Treaty with the United States Goverrurent.,,3

This second form of evasion, which we might style 'evasion by inter-

pretation', had for so long been the subject of acrimonious dispute between

British and American governments, that Follett maintained that to reverse

policy "for our ownpurposes of Tariff Reform, would be scarcely possible

with honour".4 Thus "evasion by classification" was as far as Britain

could go without a radical re-structuring of her treaty obligations.5

If we find that specific classification fails to meet
our needs in Retaliation, our only course will be to
'denounce' our Treaties comprising the most favoured

1. Even if occurring unintentionally because of the way some European
tariffs were negotiated, this could be harmful.
Follett's claim that this was intentional should be viewed in the light
that the later duty on sparkling wine discriminated against France.
See C.!. F., "The Most Favoured Nation Clause", pp. 8-9.
Ibid., p. 10 (Follett's emphasis).
Ibid., p , 11. It should also be remembered that the USAwas the only
important trading nation to adopt this interpretation of the MFN clause.
See J.L. Laughlin and H.P. Willis, Reciprocity, (NewYork 1903)
p~. 12-15. ~ere was however a Simile.: treaty cpncluded'ty Britain
w~th Uru~uay an 1899, ~~dJa:pan showed slgns of favouring the US approach.
Andwe mght add that evaaaon by classification" would ha e b. . . . f th v een
1mpos~lble 1n Vlew 0 e need for colonial preference, and the
re1at~ vely homogeneousgoods eYT\ortedby th Loni

••.t' e co onl.es.

2.

3.
4.

5.
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[nation] clause. This, with the exception of the old
Treaties ... [of 16~nd 1661] with Sweden and Denmark,
could be done, as to all the European Countries, and
with the United States, by notice of more or less short
duration. 1

Whether or not Follett was correct in his Vlew that the implementation

of Tariff Reformwould necessitate the termination of Britain's MFNtreaties

(of which there were some 44 in 1907)2 there can be no doubt that some at

least would have been endangered by the preferential aspects of the scheme,

sa nee the preferential tariff envisaged by the Commissionwas lower than the

"general" tariff. Furthermore, the recent and considerable revision of the

Germantariff3 seemed quite favourable to British interests, and maintained

the centrality of the MFNclause in that country's trading relationships.

A Conventional Tariff below the higher General Tariff, resulting from

negotiations with Central European countries, was generalised through the

operation of the MFN clause.4 Hence, as even the Commissionhad to admit,

"in practice the conventional tariff is extended to almost every other

country, and the general t ari ff becomes a penal ty tari ff" .5 The Commission

noted, however, that since the British commercial treaty of 1865 with the

Zollverein had had to be terminated in 1897,6 efforts to secure a new

treaty had been unsuccessful, with the result that the MFNtreatment was

accorded to Britain on a temporary basis, renewable yearly by Imperial

Ordinance, "and maybe suspended". 7

Given the possibility that Tariff Reform might have seriously limited

1. C.LF., "The Most Favoured Nation Clause", p . ll.
2. Of those countries unrepresented, all apart from Portugal, Bulgaria,

Arabia and Afghanistan were in Southern and Central America, the most
important being Brazil.

3. Under the Customs Law of December 1902, to come into effect in 1906.
4. Germanyherself had 28 MFN treaties in addition to less formal MFN

arrangements.
5. "Memorandumon the NewCommercial Treaties and the NewGermanTariff",

Mm. No. 23, 8 April 1905, p. 1.
6. Article 7 of the Treaty provided that the BritiSh colonies should be

bound by it. Salisbury, claiming that this was unrealistic in view
of their tariff autonOll\Y,was forced by Canada's unilateral ;reference
to revOke both the German treaty and a similar one made with Belgium
in 1862.

7. Mm. No. 23, p. 2.
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British access to the MFN conceSS1ons of other countries, it remalns to be

seen what businessmen felt about this possibility. Hard evidence is lacking,

but it is perhaps significant that Rosebery, more in tune with the business

mind than many of his Free ~ade allies, did not follow Asquith's treatment

of MFN arrangements in his speech at Sheffield, otherwise modelled closely
1on the Cinderford speech. Furthermore, in Harold Cox's hastily edited

volume on the experience of British industry under free trade, none of the
2nineteen industrial authorities who contributed even mentioned MFN treatment.

Saul has claimed that, apart from the well-known example of clause 103 of

German tariff of 1902,3 other examples of "evasion by cLas si f'i cat.ion"

hard to find,4 but against this must be weighed the remarks of Lansdowne,

the

are

Balfour's Foreign Secretary, who was surely in a position to know that such

evasion had "been constantly done to our disadvantage".5

The Commission had uncovered relatively little information on MFN

arrangements. Of six replies printed in the Cotton Report, two were

satisfied with its operation, whilst another felt that even access to the

minimum tariff granted by a foreign country was not a fair quid pro quo for

free access to the British market. Of the three who thought MFN treatment

virtually useless to British exporters, one dealt principally with Brazil

and the USA, both special cases.6 Hewins was bound to admit that "We have

not got very much about the most favoured Nation clause", 7 in spite of the

fact that the Tariff Commission occasionally received complaints on abuses

of the system,8 and actively sought information both from businessmen and

1.
2.
3.
4.

Rosebery at Sheffield, 13 October 1903; in Times, 14 October 1903, p. 5.
H. Cox (ed.), British Industries Under Free Trade, (London, 1903).
That relating to imports of transhumance cattle, designed to favour
Switzerland.
S.B. Saul, Studies in British Overseas Trade 1870-1914, (Liverpool,
1960), p. 136 n.
ParI. Debates, House of Lords, 19 February 1904, 4th Series, vol. CXXX,
p. 433.
Cotton Report, paras. 2276-2277.
Textile Committee Minutes (VT), 30 M~ 1905, p. 44; T.e.p.
Hewins to Follett, 8 November 1904; c-633, T.C.P., concerning
information from on Swiss pottery imports from the North Staffordshire
Chamber of Cozmnerce. See also S.B. Saul , 0 it 13p. C1 ., p. 7.

5.
6.
7.
8.
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1international lawyers.

It was not until 1910 that the Commission made a determined attempt to

remedy this deficiency. In September Hurd sent Hewins a list of questions

which, if approved, would be sent to leading manufacturers. Hewins thought

the questions "well-designed". but suggested that the imperial aspects of the

problem be omitted, or else the replies received would be confused.2

Certainly, this questionnaire did much to remove the paucity of manufacturing

opinion: 131 answers to seven questions were printed in the memorandum

published in November.3 Of 24 firms, only three thought that a system of

direct negotiation with foreign countries would not be preferable to the

present system of indirect "bargai nings in which British representatives have
4no part". Of 41 answers on the result of the MFN clause in securing for

British exporters parity with their rivals, only nine gave unqualified

approval to its operation, though of the rest some confUsed the effect of

the clause in promoting equity of treatment of imports with its inability to

make much impression on the still high tariffs of the importing country,

whilst there were several irrelevant answers.5 Of twelve answers to the

question of whether foreign goods were charged at lower rates of duty than

the British goods with which they competed, six were in the affirmative and

only two (one from the firm of a Tariff COmnUssioner) in the negative.6

Thus, given the self-selecting base of the Comncission's information,

there was empirical ground for the belief that there was considerable dis-

satisfaction over the operation of MFN treaties. In the text of its

memorandum, the commission endorsed this dissatisfaction. One feature of

3.

See L. Oppenheimer to Hewins, 30 November
Hurd to Hewins, 7 September 1910; Hewins
9 September 1910; C-174.1, T.C.P.
"Most Favoured Nation Arrangements and British Trade", Mm. No. 43,
28 November 1910, pp. 17-26. Eighteen of these answers were from the
firms of Commission or Textile Committee members.
Ibid., pp. 17-18.
Ibid., pp. 19-21-
Ibid., pp. 21-22. It should be mentioned that the firms with which
Commissioners were associated furnished by no means the most extreme
of the replies that were printed.

1906, 50/27-44, H.P.
to Hurd (two letters), 8 and

1-
2.

4.
5.6.
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concern involved the common process of formulating a two-tier tariff in

Europe. Essentially, the German Conventional Tariff was determined by

specific negotiation (downwards from the General Tariff) with particular
o ° 1countries in part1cular treat1es. Whilst, under the MFN clause, these

conventional rates were then extended to Britain, there was no guarantee that

the concessional rates would meet the interests of British exporters. Since

the previous 20 years had seen European tariffs become so much more complex

than earlier, this problem had grown in importance. In the Commission's

words, "a large proportion of imports from this country is unaffected by such

concessions owing to the fact that the countries bargaining with Germany have
o 0 0 • 0 ,,2not Included these goods In the1r negotIatIons .

In a brave and pioneering statistical attempt to assess the quantitative

importance of MFN treaties to British trade, and of the magnitude of the

discrimination just described, the Commission's statistical staff, under

Rosenbaum, undertook great labour in scrutinising the trade returns of the

various countries with which Britain had MFN treaties, in the light of the

tariff schedules relevant to the treaties themselves. Small inconsistencies

existed in the figures, probably due to the practice of using the import

statistics of different foreign countries rather than the export statistics

of the UK,3 but they cannot be regarded as important. The conclusion was

that, from the experience of six countries which represented the great bulk

1. This point had been mentioned briefly before, in "The Tariff Systems of
Europe and America", Mm. No. 25, 22 July 1905, though no implications
had been drawn from it.

2. Mm. No. 43, p. 5.
3. For instance, somewhat different figures for total British exports can

be obtained by compiling in different w~s. The Commission probably
found it necessary to use foreign import statistics because they were
better suited to quantifYing imports under given tariff schedules than
were British export statistics. On the deficiencies of official trade
figures and the notorious lack of international comparability, see
R. Giffen, Economic Inquiries and Studies, (London, 1904), I,
pp. 282-381; B. Ellinger, "Value and Comparability of English and
German Foreign Trade Statistics", Trans. Manchester Statistical
Society, 1903-4, pp. 139-158; Y. Don, "Comparability of International
Trade ~tat~stics:G:eat Britain. and Austria-Hungary before World War 1",
EConOmi; HIstOrY ~eV1ew, 2nd SerIes~ XXI, 1968, pp. 78-92; D.C.M.
Platt, Problems 1n the InterpretatIon of Foreign Trade St t' to
before 1914", Journal of' Latin America.n Studies, III, 19'71: ~~.1~~9_30.
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of Britain's trading relations with countries employing a two-tier tariff,l

the MFN clause had resulted in British goods securing a reduction of tariffs
2in only 18.9 per cent of cases, by value. What the Commission stressed

less was that 37.0 per cent of UK exports to these countries were free from

duty, and what it tended to hide in its presentation of the figures was that

the percentage of UK exports which were subject to no duty, or to less than

the highest duty in a two-tier tariff, was 55.75.3

Nevertheless, the Commission was able to show convincingly that, since

British exports contained a significant proportion of (non-taxed) raw

materials, and also of goods which in two-tier systems were undifferentiated

as between general and conventional rates, some £121m. out of total exports

to these countries of £149.5m. were unaffected by MFN treaties. Only £28m.

of British exports to these nations came within the orbit of such treaties.

The Commission noted that this was a small proportion, probably meaning

to imply that it was a small proportion to lose. But of more importance

was the underlying structure of the foreign tariff which determined whether

a good was rated free, at the conventional rate or at the general rate. Of

dutiable exports to the six countries of £93.7m., imports on which the UK

paid the highest rate of duty were £66.lm., or 70.5 per cent. As we have

seen, the Commission's complaint was that many of these goods (it could not

say how many except indirectly) had to compete in the importing market with

similar (though not identical) goods imported from rivals at a lower rate

of duty. This was because the similar good imported from Britain's rival

had benefited from direct negotiations and the reduction so obtained then

formed part of the importing country's conventional tariff. Though this

conventional rate was then generalised through the MFN treaty, the good

Britain actual~ exported was unaffected, since Britain had not been involved

in the direct negotiations as to precisely which goods were to be reduced

1-
2.
3.

France, Germany, USA, Aus tria-Hungary, Italy and Japan.
Mm. No. 43, Table 1. p. 6.
This latter percentage can be obtained by re-draftl'ng T .able 1, Lbi d ,
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from the general to the conventional rate. Essentially, the UK's problem
was that the MFN treaty only secured to her the concessions on the precise
types of good in which other people traded.

The effect and magnitude of such discrimination, whether intentional
or otherwise, was shown in great detail with respect to Germany, and a
summary of the Comrrission's findings is shown in Table 18. It is to be
noticed, and this the Commission recognised, that Section (A) of this table
was less relevant than Section (B), since non-dutiable goods were included.

TABLE 18
(A) Proportion of Total German Imports by Group (1909)

Conventional Rate= General Rate
Conventional Rate= General But

Binding Rate
No Treaty

R~s

From: UK
France
Austria-Hungary
Switzerland

15
27
5041

48
38
41
47

37
35
9

12

(B) Proportion of German Manufactured Imports by Group (1909)

From: UK
France
Austria-Hungary
Switzerland

28
28
38
51

29
34
44
~

43
39
18
13

Source: Mm. No. 43, Table 2, p. 10, and Table 4, p. 12.

Section (B) was, for the Commission, eloquent testimony of the loss to
Britain through not sitting at the negotiating table when the precise structure
of the conventional tariff was determined by barter. Cotton manufactures
were singled out for special consideration. 18 per cent of Britain's cotton
exports to Germany met only the lower conventional tariff, whereas 60 per cent

of Switzerland's did so.l Amazingly, £1.34m. of Britain's total export of

cotton manufactures to Germany of £1.64m. were in categories in which no

1. Mm. No. 43, p. 12. It should be mentioned that the Comnassion's
definition of cotton manufactures on this occasion included yarns.
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treaty provision had been made. The corresponding figures for Switzerland

were £218,000 and £531,000 respectively.

It would seem logical to believe that a country intent on protecting

itself from its most serious industrial rivals would indeed show such

characteristics ~n its tariff structure, whether they had arisen deliberately

(by discriminating consciously against important foreign rivals) or

unthinkingly (by refusing to negotiate on critical products but giving way in

areas where a satellite country would pose little threat). The Commission's

extension of this analysis to Austria-Hungary is equally plausible,l in view

of the close economic relations between the countries.

Indeed, the conceptual point is well-taken. Even Professor Saul,

otherwise a moderate supporter of the MFN system, agrees that "when two

countries framed a tariff agreement among themselves ... the concessions

granted often did not have the same value for Britain even if she enjoyed

most-favoured-nation rights with both". 2 What is harder to gauge is the

extent to which this situation occurred on a global scale. After all, the

examples given by the Commission were historically peripheral: Britain was

less interested in Austro-Hungarian or Swiss competition in the German market

than she was in the threat, there and elsewhere, from the great exporting

nations - Germany (which perhaps puts the Commission's examples off centre

to start with), USA, France, Japan, Belgium, Italy, etc. The only one of

these rivals whose position relative to Britain in the German market can be

assessed in the Commission's example is France, and it can be seen readily

from Table 18 (B) that their positions were extremely similar. Of the

Japanese or US position in the German market, or the relative position of

the exporting powers in neutral markets, we are left uninformed.

Furthermore, we might conjecture how many countries were enabled,

through a two-tier tariff, to exercise such discrimination. By the

Commission'S own admission countries with a single tariff which offered no

1. Ibid., p. 14.
2. S.B. Saul, Ope cit., pp. 136-137.
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concessions, such as Sweden, Denmark and Holland, could not discriminate
Such countries took £86m. of Britain's total trade withagainst the UK.

countries with which she had MFN treaties of £230m. in 1908 (us fiscal

1908-9) . The memorandum made it plain that the six-mentioned countries
1constituted the great bulk of the problem. Yet the two-tier tariff of

one of these, the USA, was effectively only a single tariff modified by
reciprocity treaties, and the quantitative importance of these was small.
Many of them up to 1909 had been with Latin American primary-producing
countries,2 and, in spite of the inClusion at various dates of Germany,
Austria-Hungar,y, France, Portugal and the Azores, and Italy,3 it was the
contemporary view of the definitive expert on the US tariff that "these
reciproci ty agreements never had been of any substant.ia'limportance", and
that their repeal in the 1909 Tariff Actwas "of little significance except
as indicative of the disappearance of any intention to deal with tariff

4questions in this way". Furthermore, two other of these six countries,
France and Japan, appear to have treated Britain fairly liberally and even
Austria-Hungary was less harsh than Germany: selecting from the Commission's
figures we find that the ratio of imports of British goods which enjoyed
concessionary rates to those which did not5 was 1.34:1 for France and 1.14:1
for Japan, compared with 0.32:1 for Germany, 0.40:1 for Italy, and 0.96:1

• H 6for Austr~a- ungary. It is also noteworthy that there was strong
opposition in France to any kind of commercial treaties, and France was not

1. A few countries with which Britain had MFN treaties such as Belgium. a " . " ' ,Russ~a an .so~e m:nor countr~es ,.were excluded from the analysis
because the~r tanffs do not pe rnat of precise investigation". See
Mm. No. 43, p. 6.
The rash of reciprocity treaties concluded in the aftermath of the
McKinley Tariff were mostly with such countries, and were criticised
in the US because they were more effective in increasing US imports of
raw materials than they were in promoting US exports. Many were
terminated quickly. See Textile Recorder, 15 April 1893 p. 335.
J.L. Laughlin and H.P. Willis, op. cit., Appendix II, pp.'472-539,
gives a complete list up to 1903.
F.W. Taussig, The Tariff History of the United States, (5th Edn., New
York, 1910), p. 407.
It should be remembered that this latter figure includes goods for
which there were no concessionary rates to ~ country.
Figures taken from Mm. No. 43, Table 1, p. 6.

2.

3.
4.
5.
6.
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backward in involving herself in tariff wars with her continental neighbours.l

Certainly the Commission, ln an unguarded moment, revealed its opinion that

France was more concerned to discriminate against Germany than she was against
. . 2

Br.it.a'i n, But in any case it should be remembered that the French 'maximum'

and 'minimum' tariff system, adopted in 1892, tended to give smaller

concessions to all countries than the average 24 per cent difference between

the 'general' and 'conventional' tariff structure that it replaced, and that

"the 'bargaining power' and threats of foreign countries have had very little

effect upon the French tariff

the French considerable". 3

In no case were the concessions made by

Yet, though we might minimise the importance of some of the Commission's

examples, the range of possible discrimination remained large, larger in

some ways than presented in the memorandum on MFN arrangements. A single

general tariff was often difficult to maintain intact, as the Commission

noted elsewhere. Norway had found it necessary to change to the 'maximum'

and 'minimum' system,4 and the USA had done the same under the Payne-Aldrich

tariff of 1909.5 Belgium had found it necessary to conclude commercial
6treaties and extend MFN treatment, even under a single tariff system. The

maintenance of the single tariff in its pure form was probably rare even a n

Sweden, Denmark, Portugal and Rumania,7 and destined to become even rarer in

the future. And, in addition to the six countries which the Comnassion in

1910 treated as the major examples of the two-tier tariff, there were also

to be included Norway, Switzerland, Spain, Russia, Greece, Persia, Turkey
. 8and Br-aza L,

1. P. Ashley, Modern Tariff HistoEY, (London, 1904), pp. 332~7, 339-40,
346-348.

2. Mm. No. 43, p , 10.
3. H.O. Meredith, Protection in France, (London, 1904), pp. 15, 21-22,

25, 65-66.4. Mm. No. 25, p. 1.
5. F.W. Taussig, Ope cit., pp. 403-404.
6. Mm. No. 25, p, 1-
7. Especially in view of the fact that we know from the above that at

least Sweden and Portugal had made commercial treaties
8. Mm. No. 23, paSSim. •
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Thus, though criticisms can be made of the Commission's quantitative

assessment of the impact of the MFN arrangement, it conducted the most

serious examination of the issue in the campaign to date. Lansdowne

referred to the memorandum as "most important",l whilst the Times enthused
. 2over It. When Balfour spoke at the Albert Hall in May 1911 he seemed

3strongly influenced by the commission's argument. But Free Traders were

not to be convinced. Here was another case of the Tariff Reform offer to

the cotton industry consisting of insubstantiable promises. As Enever Todd

put it, the argument that direct bargaining was more powerful than indirect,

"attracti ve as it sounds, remains nevertheless a theory". 4 This, it seems,

was as far as the Free Traders were prepared to go.

IX

In spite of the Commission's notoriety in Lancashire, a Manchester

audience gave Hewins a "quiet and patient" hearing in July 1909, though there

were some outbursts of heckling. 5 It may be that the latent forces of

Lancashire Toryism were again at irr+ng in the audience: certainly many must

have agreed with Hewins's criticism of the 1909 budget as a departure from

the canons of laissez-faire finance. Indeed, it could be said that the only

part of his speech which did not retread the ground of the Cotton Report was

that which urged a general tariff, designed so as not to disturb commerce, as

an alternative way of raising revenue. The Manchester Guardian gave what was

probably its most gracious opinion of a Tariff Reformer in the entire fiscal

1. Lansdowne to Hewins, 31 October and 2 November 1911; H.P.
2. Times, 30 October 1910.
3. "Tw~ people who. a.:e bargaining with e~ch other, and are each making

reclprocal sacrlflces, take no great lnterest in a third party which
~tands by, looks on, gives nothing, and expects to get all. And it
1S not, therefore, any wonder that we sometimes rind that the two
bar~aining parties hav~ so a::ranged their bargain that while we,
nOm1nally, get everythlng Wh1Ch they get, we do, in fact get very much
less". See Times, 24 May 1911. On Hewins's influence'with Balfour
after the 1906 election, see below, pp. 487-498.

4. E. Enever Todd, Ope cit., pp. 118-119.
5. Manchester Guardian, 21 July 1909. p. 10.
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campaign:

Whatever can be said honestly and intelligently for
Tariff 'Reform' in relation to any of our great
industries can no doubt be said by Mr. HEWINS better
and more authoritatively than by any other of its
advocates. Those who heard, or may read, Mr. HEWINS's
speech, and may wonder at its controversial ineffective-
ness in comparison with the confident and slashing attacks
upon Free Trade delivered from party platforms by many of
Mr. CHAMBERLAIN's disciples, would do well to remember
that the difference is not due to any inferior ability in
Mr. HEWINS, but, on the contrary, to his wider and more
exact knowledge of the subject and of his more scrupulous
avoidance of anything like claptrap, conscious sophistry,
deliberate suppression of inconvenient parts of the truth,
or of any of those forms of misrepresentation so commonly
practised, more or less innocently, by the political
advocates of a 'scientific tariff'.l

As a public relations exercise in Lancashire, the Comnnssion's work had

succeeded rather better than Tariff Reformers might have expected. It had

avoided the worst of the calumnies and execrations heaped upon the heads of

other Tariff Reformers by Free Traders inclined to doubt their opponents'

mental stability. It had provoked serious and thoughtful reviews of its

work, notably by Professor Chapman, ln that local press perhaps least likely

in England to tolerate its activities. And it kept the Tariff Reform

neasage in the minds of the Lancashire people up to and beyond the elections
of 1910.

But Lancashire Free Traders realised that there was little proof that

the Commission's remedies would have the effect claimed. Hewins's
assertion, made in the 1909 speech, that the German tariff had not prevented

considerable expansion in German cotton exports, was admitted to be true.

But most economists, contended the Manchester Guardian, argued that free

imports maximised exports. This was what Hewins had to controvert,
theoretically and statistically, to "convert Lancashire". 2 He had to
demonstrate that exports would have grown faster in the recent past under

Tari ff Re form than unde r Free Trade. In truth, the theory behind such an

argument was present in the Cotton Report in the shape of the Mosely-Caillard

1. Ibid., p. 6 (editorial).
2. Ibid.



adaptation of the 'continuous running' thesis first advanced in the Iron and

Steel Report, but, given the less monopolistic organisation of the cotton

industry, that thesis was weaker in the case of cotton, and certainly not
. . 11 1shown emplrlca y.

The proposed tariff on lron and steel had left a relatively simple

legacy. Inter-industry harmonisation meant that the tariff had to be

remembered when examining the claim for protection of any of those industries

which used iron and steel as an input. But how could Tariff Reformers

compensate cotton for tariffs on everything from girders to flour when the

industry did not want the protection of its own product? There could be no

quid pro quo except the promise that retaliation would lower foreign tariffs,

the hope that increased employment would increase home demand, and the

pr~er that the greater output caused by these two would promote efficiency

and so increase cotton exports. Such arguments, present in some sense and

to some degree in the protectionist strategies of many countries in the

nineteenth century, might or might not have had some credence for the British

economy as a whole. But as promises specifically to Lancashire they were

insubstantial.

1. See above, pp. 320-322.
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CHAPTER 7

Food Taxes and Agricultural Protection

The derivation of a tariff on agricultural products was the only part

of the commission's work where it had an existing brief of any detail to

work on. Chamberlain, at Glasgow, had advocated 2s per quarter on foreign

corn, with a "corresponding" tax on flour but with maize being exempted, and

a "small tax of about 5 per cent" on foreign meat and dairy produce, this
1time with bacon being exempted. To counter the effects of the duties on

overall food prices, the tea duty was to be reduced by three-quarters, the

sugar duty halved, and there were to be corresponding reductions of the

duties on cocoa and coffee. Colonial products were mostly to be exempted,

except for wines, which would still enjoy a "SUbstantial preference", and
2fruits, which might receive similar treatment. Though the Commission was

not formally tied by the Glasgow plan, its objective was to examine the

likely effects of Chamberlain's proposals. It soon became clear, however,

that the Commission was reluctant to go further than suggesting modifications

of detail. Even the relatively small changes recommended were liable to

create differences among Tariff Reformers and strengthen the arm of the Free

Traders. Though the Commission's Agricultural Committee sought to improve

the lot of the farmer 1n the overall Tariff Reform package, its freedom of

manoeuvre was limited by the complex interaction not only of agricultural and

non-agricultural interests, but also of different interests within agriculture

The Commission, more concerned about the political aspects of its

work than the Committee was, kept a tight rein on its subordinate.

itself.

1. 1903; reprinted in J.M. Robertson,
Mr. Chamberlain's Case E osed,

2.
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I

On 3 November 1903 the Central and Associated Chambers of Agriculture

met in London. The main resolution was moved by Rider Haggard, urging the

importance of a change in Britain's fiscal system, and welcoming Chamberlain's

proposals. Yet Haggard made it clear that Chamberlain's scheme met with

less than wholesale enthusiasm from British agriculturalists:

He [Haggard] confessed that he should have preferred a
resolution somewhat differently worded from the one he
was proposing, as it seemed to bind them too closely to
the chariot wheels of Mr. Chamberlain ..• So far as he
understood Mr. Chamberlain's proposals, they were not
made ... with any special reference to agriculture, and
if agriculture did come in it would only be by a side wind.l

Whilst Haggard was prepared to support Chamberlain's proposals as the

best option at present open to agriculture,2 Sir Edward Strachey, in moving

an amendment, thought that any preferential arrangement with the colonies

would be undesirable. Was it not true, he argued, that the great fall in

Cheddar cheese pr~ces recently had been caused primarily by increased imports

from Canada? Was not the same true of Australian mutton? Professor Long,

seconding, r'equired proof that Chamberlain's plan would benefit agriculture.

A tax on corn could be of little use to a country which was essentially not

a corn-growing country. On the other hand growth sectors such as stock-

and dairy-farming used a great deal of foreign corn as feed, and would

therefore be adversely affected.3

1. Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 4 November 1903.
2. In 1895 Haggard, as Tory candidate for East Norfolk, had alienated much

of his party and the press by advocating duties on selected foodstuffs.
Yet, in spite of his increasing pessimism and concern for rural
society, his catalogue of first-hand experience of agricultural risks
and losses in A Farmer's Year (1898) contained but a few comments on
the desirabili t~ of state aid and. finance. In Rural England (1902) he
had become convi.need that pro~ect~o~ would be no solution, advocating
rather a dozen or so reforms ~nc~uding the strengthening and government
financing of the 1894 Sma~l Holdings Act and the institution of a cheap
parcel post for bulky agrl.cultural products. His q_ualified support of
Chamberlain's plan only a year after this presumably reflects his
conviction that any aid to ~riculture was a step in the right
direction. See M. COhen,R~d;r Haggard, (2nd Edn., London, 1968),
ch , 7; H.R. Haggard, A Farmers Year, (London, 189 ), especially p. 1899.
41-2, 130-1, 169-171; . Rllral England, (London, 2nd Edn., 1906),
especi8.lly voL II, pp.537-9, 542-58.

3. Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 4 November 1903.
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But British farmers were unwilling to turn their backs on the first

offer of a helping hand glven to them for over half a century. Chaplin's

castigation of Strachey and Long for their similarity to the Liberals in

doing nothing to help the farmer was greeted with cheers. He agree d with

Haggard that any equitable scheme of fiscal reform had to include agriculture

as well as industry. But most agriculturalists were in favour of some kind

of change, and would it not be sensible for the Chambers to endorse

Chamberlain's, at least for the present? " was it not wise", he aske d,

"to share in the benefits of the preference which it was proposed to give to

the colonies, [rather] than to go on fighting the competition of the whole
Iworld?" When the vote was taken Strachey's amendment attracted only ten

supporters.

Nevertheless, agriculture's support of preference was bound to be luke-

warm. Herbert Matthews, Secretary to the Associated Chambers, reported three

resolutions passed by local associations, only one of which, the Lincolnshire

Chamber, had voted unequivocally in favour of preference. The othe r two,

the West Riding and Cleveland Chambers, had both passed amendments urging that

preference be considered by a Royal Commission. 2 On 7 December the Stockton-

on-Tees Chamber similarly rejected a motion supporting Chamberlain's scheme,

also advocating a Royal Commission. The Scottish Chamber, contemporaneously,

agreed to invite Chamberlain to address them on his plans, but it intended to

make clear in its invitation that it could not yet pledge itself to support
3them. And at the Annual Meeting of the West Riding Chamber on 4 December,

the motion of their earlier meeting was reaffirmed, and the cry for a Royal

commission repeated. The chairman of the Chamber was reported to s8¥ that

"there was nothing in Mr. Chamberlain's programme which was distinctly

favourable to the agricultural lndustry The Chamber ••• ought to wait

until they got better and further information". 4

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.
3. Siieffield Daily Telegraph, 8 December 1903.
4. Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 5 December 1903.



On 8 December, at the joint Annual Dinner of the Central and Associated

Chambers and the Farmers' Club, Chaplin had the opportunity to state the case

for supporting Chamberlain's scheme. Onslow, President of the Board of
Agriculture, was first to speak. He had alrea~ spoken publicly in favour

of Chamberlain's policy, refuting the belief that a tariff on agricultural

products would reduce agricultural labourers' living standards by arguing that

anything which would benefit the prosperity of the community as a whole would

tend also to increase that of the labourer. A rise in the cost of dairy

produce was possible, given the present situation where the principal

competition was from continental Europe. But with grainstuffs, with wheat,

"the first necessaries of life", 1 the situation was quite different. But

the very factors which made a rise in the price of wheat unlikely also made

this particular aspect of Tariff Reform of dubious advantage:

So long as wheat from millions of acres of colonial
soil, yet untilled, may come in free, I could not
recommend farmers to break up an acre of pasture to sow
it with wheat ••• [but at least] the competition on
equal terms would be between our own kinsmen; now it
is with all the world'2

Now, at the Annual Dinner, and with carefully chosen words, he described 1903
as a year in which the "floodgates of foreign competition had been supple-

mented •.• by floods from the skies". 3 But in spite of this the previous

decade had seen an improvement in the main indices of agricultural production,

as shown by offi cial figures. Some sectors had done better than others -

Onslow cited breeding and feeding, where demand was active and prices high.

The real need in agriculture was an injection of confidence, and to this end

Onslow announced his intention to continue the prohibition on Canadian store

cattle.

Up to this point Onslow's reception had been somewhat mixed. His

announcement of continuing the Canadian prohibition had been greeted with

1. Onslow to Charles Wenden, in an open letter in the Morning Post,
26 November 1903, p. 5. Wenden ·was one of Onslow's tenants.

2. Ibid.
3. Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 9 December 1903.
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cheers, his assertion of a decade of agricultural progress and growth with

cries of disbelief. He ended his speech commenting favourably but guardedly

on Chamberlain's programme, urging that the need for Empire consolidation was

a greater goal than the narrower issue of "lining [agricultural] pockets a

little more".l

When Chaplin rose to speak it is clear, from the Sheffield Daily

Telegraph's parenthetic reporting of audience reaction, that the meeting

supported his remarks more strongly than it di d Onslow's. Chaplin:

saw a very great danger (hear, hear) •.• They ~his
audience] migpt take it absolutely for certain that no
reform of the fiscal policy whatever could be carried
without the assent of the working classes. If once the
workers in towns got Protection for manufactured goods,
what earthly guarantee would there be that the most
suffering industry, that of agriculture, would have any
quid pro quo whatever in the way of taxation of imported
food.

He [Chaplin] knew that there was some considerable
searchings (sic) of heart upon this question among
agriculturalists, and he was often asked what the proposed
policy was going to do for them. His answer was that he
sympathised most thoroughly with them, but where were they
going to get anything better, and where were they going to
get another champion like Mr. Chamberlain - (hear, hear) -
to come forward and propose any policy whatever in
connection with the fiscal system which would do anything
at all for them. (Hear, Hear)'2

Chaplin had played cleverly on the agriculturalist's distrust of the townsman

in mentioning the danger of a 'one-sided' protection embracing only

manufactures. Now he moved on to exploit the uncertainty that existed 1n

the country over BalfOur's policy: 3

The official programme was retaliation, which meant, if
if meant anything at all, that there was under certain
circumstances to be Protection under (sic) manufactured
goods imported into this country, but under no
circumstances were there to be, according to some of the
younger and less discrete members of the Government -
(laughter) - any Protection ••• of any sort or kind or
any taxation whatever upon any articles of food. ~at-
ever preference was given to the Colonies they must have
their share of whatever advantages they might derive in

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.
3. Balfour had, of course, already tried to outline his position clearlY

and at some lengt~, in Economic No~es On Insular Free Trade, (London,
1903). The pUbllC, however, remalned confused and dissatisfied.



supplying the needs of our vast population with food.
When they compared Mr. Chamberlain's proposal with the
authorised programme it would be madness on the part of
any agricultural constituency if it did not join heart
and soul in supporting Mr. Chamberlain'l

Rider Haggard then moved a resolution advocating fiscal reform along

Chamberlain's lines, with the predictable consequence that Mr. C. Middleton,

of Darlington, moved an amendment that, although fiscal reform was necessary,

the meeting should press for a Royal Commission to examine the form it should

take. But the mood of the meeting was now distinctly against those Northern

chambers which were advocating a government enqulry. Mr. Terrell, KC,

thought this would simply delay remedial measures. And Chaplin was cheered

loudly when he rose to remark that:

Speakers seemed to forget that they had already had an
inquiry by experts, and had had its results. At the
present time there was an inquiry going on in which the
whole nation was taking part. He suggested that they
should proceed to the larger question'2

The Northern chambers were in a small minority. The unamended

resolution was carried, only four votes being cast for Middleton's Royal

Commission. The Morning Post recorded its opinion that the most interesting

feature of the Annual Dinner was "the unequivocal character of the

demonstrations ~n favour of Mr. CHAMBERLAIN's 'unauthorised programme' of

fiscal reform".3 But it is obvious that to many farmers Chamberlain's

scheme was far from ideal and required constant surveillance: Chaplin's

arguments in its favour had been along the lines that at present British

agriculture could hope for nothing better.

On 12 December at Edinburgh Rosebery dwelt at some length on the

chimerical benefits that the Chamberlainite proposals promised agriculture.4

1. Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 9 December 1903. See also Chaplin, in
similar vein, at Sleaford, in Morning Post, 16 November 1903.

2. Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 10 December 1903. The reference to a previous
enqui ry was pres~ab1y to British· and Foreign Trade and· IndUstry ••.,
Ope c~t., though ~t may have been to the Royal Commission on Agriculture
of the l890s.

3. Morning post, 9 December 1903, p. 3.
4. Rosebery at Edinburgh, 12 December 1904; t n Times, 14 December 1904,

p. 9.



368

This afforded Chaplin a welcome opportunity to g~ve additional comfort to

agriculture by introducing the pos sti;.bLLi,ty of a wider set of measures than

had hitherto been mooted in public. Speaking at Ware to a fairly large

local audience of 700, he taunted Rosebery on his lack of knowledge of

agriculture. Wheat was not the only corn product that would benefit from a

duty of 2 shillings per quarter. Were Chamberlain's policy to be adopted,

Britain would in future obtain most of her wheat from the colonies, which

would "be only too glad to send it to us in any circumstances whether we were

at peace or at war with any of the great foreign Powers".l But Chaplin

himself cherished the hope that barley would be included in the new policy.

The soil of the colonies was not well suited to its cultivation. Thus:

••. whatever might happen in the case of wheat, those
in this country who were interested in the case of
barley, and still more in the manufacture of barley
into malt, might look forward for many years to come to
whatever advantage the duty gave in the case of barleY'2

By January 1904, then, the brief revolt of some Northern chambers was

over. It was stilled by the latent force of an agricultural community that

was, after what it regarded as a quarter of a century of shameful neglect,

prepared to grasp any straw that was offered. But this was it: support of

Tariff Reform was for many a tactical move. There must have been consider-

able silent sympathy with Middleton and the Stockton Chamber from many

agriculturalists who were nevertheless unwilling to abandon the chance of

achieving a half-way house. Furthermore, the Tariff Commission was well

placed to appreciate this, for A.H.H. Matthews, the secretary of the Central

and Associated Chambers, provided Hewins with intelligence on what was going

on in his local associations when he joined the Commission's Agricultural

1. Chaplin at Ware, in Morning Post, 15 December 1903, p. 4.
2. Ibid. Rosebery accused Chaplin of supporting Tariff Reform to secure

larger duties in the future, and quoted him as having said 20-25/- per
qr. ~as necessary for agric~ tural prosperity. Chaplin replied, at
Ipsw~ch, that Rosebery was IDl.stakenand that in no circumstances would
he support such duties. Ro~ebery spoke, he argued, as if a duty on
wheat.wer~.th: only element :n ~he proposals. Rather, maintained
Chapl~n, 1t 18 the least th1ng. See Chaplin at Ipswich .
Morning Post, 9 December 1903, p. 8 (my emphasis). ' 1n



Committee. He produced the wording of motions passed between June 1903 and

March 1904 by 41 separate Chambers, Farmers' Clubs, Farmers' Associations,

etc., several of which had passed more than one resolution. Of these bodies

only twenty unequivocally endorsed Chamberlain's scheme, and of those

Wetherby and District Chamber of Agriculture stressed that agricultural

goods must not be excluded whilst the Lincolnshire Chamber had passed two

resolutions adding items to the list of dutiable goods mentioned in the

Glasgow speech. Two more associations approved of Chamberlain's scheme, but

put it on record that agriculture would benefit less than would industry.

Of the rest only three expressed no opinion or the desire for a Royal
. . 1

COIllIlllSS 10n. Sixteen occupied a position of tentative acceptance, several

fearing the taxation of manufactured goods without any quid pro quo for

agriculture, and rather more of them viewing Chamberlain's proposals

favourably but requiring more, and more detailed, information about their
2scope.

Thus it was made clear to the Commission, not only by the sniping of

Free Traders attempting to open a three-cornered rift between agricultural,

industrial and imperial interests, but also by reports of agricultural

opinion, and agriculture was watching Chamberlain's scheme closely, and that

at the very least no retrenchment was expected, whilst at the most a very

much bigger quid pro quo would be accepted gratefully. To agriculturalists,

therefore, the Commission was very much the starting rather than the

finishing post of the new proposals, and we have noted above that the

Commission as originally composed had caused its organisers some concern ln

that agriculture was relatively lightly represented.3 Tunbridge Wells

Farmers' Club urged that "adequate representation of the Tenant Farming

1. This category would be expanded if we included the first resolutions
of several chambers which subsequently passed later resolutions more
sympathetic to Chamberlain's policy.

2. "Resolutions on Tariff Reform by Chambers of Agriculture" undated
typescript in Matthews correspondence; C-756, T.C.P. '

3. See above, pp. 93-94.
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interest" be secured upon it.l Due deference was shown by the Commission

in the appointment of its Agricultural Committee.

II

Early in 1904, when the final list of Commissioners themselves was still

only ~n its last stages, Chaplin and Hewins were making a selection of

farmers to be invited to sit on the Agricultural Committee.2 Perhaps

because of the less fundamental division of opinion amongst agriculturalists

than industrialists over Tariff Reform, they were able to take official and

semi-official advice on the selection of suitable men. Though many

manufacturing trade associations supplied the Commission with lists of

members, we have seen that in most cases this was the limit of their
. it i 3act~v~ ~es. But the pressure-group organisation of agriculture was more

uniform, less politically divided, and the Commission was able to act at its

centre. Matthews, himself to be an Agricultural Committee member, sent from

the Central and Associated Chambers two lists of names, remarking that all
4types of farmers were represented. Sir Thomas Elliott, secretary to the

Board of Agriculture, 5 sent three names of men "highly experienced in
6enquiry work and statistics". two being barristers and one a landowner.

Shortly afterwards he had compiled and provided to the Commission a much

longer list of farmers representing all the English regions. Chaplin

confided to Hewins that he would discuss the list with Sir Jacob Wilson,7

1-
2.

"Resolutions on Tariff Reform ", loc. cit., p. 9.
Though there is no mention in the printed minutes, it appears that an
initial selection was made at the meeting of 20 January. This was,
however, only a discussion of those Commissioners who would be interested
in sitting on the agricultural enquiry. (Hewins to Chaplin, 21 January
1904; C-76 (r), T.C.P.) Some Commissioners had volunteered before
this (e.g. Dennis to Hewins, 18 January 1904; C-135, T.C.P.)
We have noted above, pp. 144-145 exceptions such as the British Tube
Trade Association and the Paper Makers' Association, which appointed
delegate witnesses.
Matthews to Chaplin, 26 January 1904; C-76 (I), T.e.p.
From 1892 to 1913; seeWh6 was Who, II, 1916-1928.
Messrs. Arkwick, Spencer and Ginsburgh. See T.H. Elliott to Chaplin,
27 January 1904; C-76 (I), T.C.p.
Wilson was Agricultural Adviser to
about 67 in 1904 and m~ well have

3.

4.
5.
6.
7. the Board of Agriculture. ,

ret1red; Who was Who I
---....;._......;;;;.;:_' ,

but was
1897-1916.
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who would be acquainted with most of them.

safe" in leaving the selection to Wilson.l
The Commission would be "pretty

Hewins, who had been given a

copy of Elliott's list by Lord Onslow, nevertheless thought that they would

have to exercise "great care a n selecting the names" 2

Whilst Chaplin played a central role in selecting the Committee. the

Commission's administration utilised the web of connections possessed by those

of its own members who had alrea~ agreed to serve. Hewins wrote to Goulding

about a Mr. G.H. Lennon, who had been suggested as a possible member, but

Goulding replied from Ireland that "he is not at all well known in the Agri-

cultural world here, and I have enquired at the Farmers Gazette who have told
" 3me the same • Instead he suggested that "The three best men you could get

in Ireland" were Richard Barter of County Cork, a large mixed farmer and an

"active member" of the Agricultural Society of Cork, P.R. Gray, described as

"one of the largest and most progressive farmers in Kildare, and highly thought

of amongst farmers generally", and Colonel Everard, a large tillage and cattle

h d . t . 4farmer W 0 was an a v~ser 0 the Board of Agr~culture. Ultimately, Barter

and Gray were to join the Committee and Everard give evidence before it.

But ag~n it must be stressed that the process of selection, even as

centralised as it was in the unusual case of the agricultural enquiry, defies

any complete generalisation. Indeed, one member, Cecil Parker, was brought

to the attention of the Commission through the unsolicited testimonial of a

business associate who felt Parker should represent lead mining and smelting

on the Commission. It was only as an afterthought in this recommendation

that it was added that "the high position he [Parker] has held with the Royal

Agricultural Society for many years, is a Bufficient proof of his experience

in other respects".5

1. Chaplin to Hewins, 31 January 1904; C-76 (I), T.C.P.
2. Hewins to Chaplin, 1 February 1904; ibid.
3. Goulding to Hewins, 10 February 1904; C-137, T.e.p.
4. Ibid.
5. P. Jones (a director of the Holywell-Halkyn Mining and Tunnel Co. Ltd.

of Pendre, H?~ell) to Chamberlain, 19 December 1903; C-657, T.C.P.
See also Hewi.ne t? ~ones, 31 December 1903 and Jones to Hewins
4 January 1904; ~b~d. '
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On the whole, selection of Agricultural Committee members proceeded

more smoothly than did selection of Commissioners. Basically, the question

of which industries were to be represented did not arise, and thus any out-

side pressure for inclusion was on the narrower grounds of personality,

authority or fiscal enthusiasm. There was little embarrassment, such as

that of Eckersley and Levinstein, over accepting a position. Though Matthews,

perhaps the Committee member most vulnerable to outside criticism, requested

an early announcement in the Times that he served in his "private capacity", 1

he did not object when Hewins asked that this be delayed, reminding Matthews

that all members of the Commission and its committees, whether appointed by
. . . . 2trade aSSOCl.at10TISor not, acted an such a capaci, ty. There was also less

chance of the Commission getting egg on its face from a Free Trader refusing

to serve. Selection could also be undertaken with less need to choose men

with wide experience of different industries, who could then be used to

'represent' areas wider than those in which lay their principal claim to fame.

As diverse as it was, British agriculture was more homogeneous than the

industrial sector. And once it had been decided to select on a geographical

basis, uncertainty and risk were diminished even further. The normal

Commission methods of enquiring into a potential member's reputation, standing

and importance, and (often) fiscal views, could then be set in motion.

One interesting exception to this was the case of W.E. Frankish. His

name was probably put forward by Chaplin, and after consideration the General

Purposes committee included him on a list of selected members in a report to

the Commission on 24 February.3 But then differences of opinion arose as to

his inclusion. The chief objector was Pearson, though it seems that at first

Hewi TISagree d with him. To a minor extent they were concerned that the

Committee had already reached the desired size,4 and that Lincolnshire,

1-
2.
3.
4.

Matthews to Hewins, 24 March 1904; C-756, T.e.p.
Hewins to Matthews, 25 March 1904; ibid.
T.C.M.(P), 24-25 February 1904; T.C.P.
Certainly Frankish was' the last original Committee
appointed. See Chaplin to Hewins, 6 March 1904; member to be

C-76 (I), T.C.P .



373

Frankish's locality, was already represented by Chaplin himself. But the

main objection was that Frankish was a prominent member of the Lincolnshire

Chamber, which had already been reported widely in the press for passing a

resolution to the effect that under Chamberlain's policy British agriculture

would gain little compared with colonial agriculture and the British

manufacturer. Whilst it is true that the Lincolnshire Chamber had sub-

sequently (and, no doubt, tactically) swung more into sympathy with

Chamberlain, and were already passing a series of motions in effect supporting

Chamberlain's proposals as long as the Lincolnshire Chamber's view, of what
1goods should be taxed and at what rates, was accepted, there can be no doubt

of the Tariff Reformers' embarrassment over the apparent contradictions 1n a

scheme which promised at the same time to bind together the Empire by

fostering a huge inter-imperial trade in primaries, and to benefit the

Bri tish farmer. Pearson, so often insensitive to the political niceties

surrounding Chamberlain's plans, was on this occasion reluctant to expose the

Commission to what he perceived as the dangers of heavy representation of the

Lincolnshire Chamber.

But Chaplin was of a different opinion. Notwithstanding objections and

wi thout final authorisation he sounded out Frankish and telegraphed Hewins,

only three days before the first meeting of the Comnrrttee was scheduled, that

"Frankish Will (sic) serve if you ask and for reasons which both yourself and

Pearson will probably approve. I think he should be [asked]". 2 In a

supporting letter, not always very coherent, Chaplin admitted the validity

of Pearson's doubts: "Pearson's very material (natural?) objection ••• was

this - That It would be a Climb Down, at Heneage' s Bidding & if that were

all - there would be force a n the objection". 3 But he went on to argue that

it was important to prove, to Lord Heneage, to the Lincolnshire Chamber, and

1. "Resolutions on Tariff Reform ...", loc. cit., pp. 4, 6-7, 10.
2. Chaplin to Hewins (telegram), 5 March 1904; C-76 (I), T.C.P.
3. Chaplin to Hewins~ 6 March 190~; ibid. Reneage was a landowner who

had.been MP for L:ncoln and Gr~msby, and had been prominent both in
agrl.cultural affal.rs and the Llberal Unionists' see Whow Wh II
1916-1928. ,as 0,
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to the agricultural world generally, that Chamberlain's proposals were not

neglectful of the farmer:

The Lincolnshire farmers are cruelly hit - & very
despondent, & I should be sorry if there was anything -
to give even the appearance that Cty [Committee] were
lukewarm in their support - like [= as did] the Resolution
passed by their Chamber- evidently at Lord Heneage's
instigation. 1

Chaplin's letter was a mixture of special pleading and tactical argument.

Hewas anxious "to have associated with us on the Committee a Tenant Farmer

from Lincolnshire", since:

He would be useful to me - It would remove any possible
cause for Dissatisfaction, (The only one from which there
has been any complaint in a very important agricultural
centre, affecting a no. of Seats - and it would effectively
disarm any further attempts at mischief in the same quarter
in future'2

But at the same time it emerged that Chaplin's plea to Hewins was a fait

accompli, for unbeknownto Hewins he had already prevailed over the members

of the General Purposes Committee, and "Under the circumstances [the] Cty

have thought it right to agree". 3 Prominent amongst these circumstances

was the embarrassing fact that Chaplin had already virtually promised

Frankish a position, and it took little imagination to realise that news of

withdrawal of such an offer would have spread through Lincolnshire like

wildfire. Chaplin perhaps realised that this would weigh more heavily with

Hewins than with Pearson: certainly it was a final statement of his

determination to prevail over Pearson when he remarked that "Your [Hewins "s ]

authori ty combined if necessary with Herbert's would be quite sufficient in

the purpose, without it being necessary to summonthe Committee".4 Three

d~s later, after a visit by Chaplin to London and a telegram to Frankish,

the latter attended the first meeting of the Agricultural Conmnttee.

It is not intended to imply that Frankish was a particularly important

memberof the Committee. He only attended seven meetings, and those mostly

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid.



375

at the beginning; he was becoming elderly and did not leave his mark on

the proceedings.l But his appointment illustrates clearly the extent to

which Chaplin was prepared to go to unite agriculturalists in one single

front, and to remove rural hostility to Chamberlain's policy and Commission.

If this meant a deviation from scientific enquiry and scientific tariff-

making, Chaplin did not particularly care. If it meant promising

agriculture an all-embracing wall of protection built mindless of other

interests, he was unconcerned. The rural life was his greatest passion,

and he remained its staunchest ally to his end. But the Frankish episode

also demonstrates that ultra-protectionists (even the mild variant of pre-

1914 Britain) could at times be as embarrassing to the Commission as could

Free Traders. Despite Chaplin's conciliatory appointment of Frankish,

despi te even Chamberlain's Welbeck speech, Heneage was not satisfied, and

stated in the Times that "I should be inclined to Mr. Chamberlain's views
. uld 1 h' . " 2lf only I co earn were agr1culture came 1n As late as 1913 he was

still causing delight in Free Trade circles by recounting in the Morning Post

how, in 1904, "the agitation got into the hands of unpractical Protectionists

and the agricultural interests were refused a practical representation ..• on

the Commission, as Mr. Chamberlain and I desired". 3

Twenty-three members were finally selected to sit on the Agricultural

Committee, seven of them Commissioners.4 Apart from Frankish, their

selection was trouble-free, and undertaken geographically by dividing the

country into the different districts adopted by the Board of Agriculture:

"as nearly as possible" the Committee reflected those districts.5 A list of

5~

In 1904 he had already retired from active farming, and in 1913 he was
"too old to come to town for our meetings"; see Matthews to Hewi ns ,
1 March 1913; C-756, T.C.P.
Times, 9 August 1904,
Morning Post, 7 August 1913. See also W.E. Dowding, The Tariff Reform
Mirage, (London, 1913), pp. 31-32. Heneage's statement that Chamber-
lain wanted heavier representation of agriculture on the Commission
proper was completely incorrect. See above, p. 94,
Chaplin, Cooper, Dennis, Goulding, Grenfell (later Desborough),
J.M. Harris and Phillips.
Chaplin, in Agricultural Com....;ttee Mi t (VT) (~ nu es ,hereafter cited asA,C.M.(VT), I November 1904, p. 5; T.C.p.

1.

2.
3.

4.
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Agricultural Committee members under the districts they represented is given
in Table 19.

TABLE 19
Agricultural Committee Members as at 24 February 1904
South East F. Neame
South Midlands W.H. Grenfell MP (later Desborough)

R.W. Hudson
R. Orlebar
J.M. Harris
J. Stratton
T Brown
H. Chaplin (chairman)
J.W. Dennis
W. Frankish
C.D. Wise

South West .
East .
Lincolnshire •....•...

West Midlands
South Wales & ) 0 PriceMonmouthshire) .
North West ....•...... P. Blundell

C. Parker
Scotland J. Biggar (died: replaced by G. Malcolm)

J.M. Fraser
Ireland .•...•.•..•..• R. Barter

Sir Wm. Goulding
P.R. Gray

General ....•......... W. Cooper
A.H.H. Matthews
C•J. Phi IIips

Source: T.C.M.(P), 24-25 February 1904; T.C.P., and
Agricultural Report, paras. 2-7.

Note: The Lincolnshire 'district' has been supplied by the
present writer, probably not conforming to the Board
of Agriculture's divisions. In view of Chaplin's
importance and standing in agricultural affairs and
politics at a national level, there would of course
be grounds for classing him with Matthews under
"General" . Equally, Matthews's farming experience
would not preclude classification under "South East".
The districts of each member are those ascribed by
the Co~ssion with the exception of Chaplin, Dennis,
Frankish, and J.M. Harris.

Given the recent criticism levelled at the Richmond Commission of

1879-1882, that it consisted predominantly of large, south-eastern grain

farmers,l it is interesting to note what information we have on the size and

1. Especiall~ T.W. Fl~tch~r, "The G:eat Depression of English Agriculture,
1873~1896 ~ Econo~c H~stoEY Re~:w~ 2nd Series, XIII, 1960-1961,
repr~nted ~n.P.J. Perry (ed.), Br~t~sh Agriculture, 1875-1914 (London1973), espec~ally pp. 43-45. ' ,
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type of holding of Committee members. Information on size is known only for

his 3,200 acres himself.l
ten of the 22 members, one of whom, Grenfell, probably did not farm any of

Of the remaining twelve, six2 did not farm

themselves, whilst Parker was resident agent for the Duke of Westminster's

Cheshire estates and Fraser was an "extensive landowner" in Scotland as well
. t' 3as be~ng an auc ~oneer. Of the four complete unknowns, Orlebar's

biographical details give the impression of a large and prosperous owner ~n

Bedfordshire and Northamptonshire, a man prominent enough to be current

President of Bedfordshire Chamber of Agriculture,4 whilst Chaplin, though his

estates had by 1904 passed out of his control, had once been a large land-

owner. Thus it is likely that the ten known farmholdings do not seriously

misrepresent the general character of Committee members who did farm. Of

these, only two farmed less than 1,000 acres, and the smallest was neverthe-

less "one of the largest and most progressive farmers in Kildare".5 The two

largest were Stratton, who leased over 6,000 acres in Hampshire and Wiltshire,

and Dennis, who farmed 4,000 acres in partnership.6 From the prominent

positions held in national agricultural societies and local Chambers, the

frequency of Justices of the Peace, and even the presence of the odd High

Sheriff, there can be little doubt that the Co~ttee reflected relatively

large farmers, prestigious in their localities.7 This was the inevitable

1. T.C.M.(P), 24-25 February 1904; T.C.P.
2. Brown, Cooper, Goulding, J.M. Harris, Matthews and Phillips. Both

Cooper and Matthews had been tenant farmers earlier in life.
3. Agricultural Report, para. 4.
4. T.C.M.(P), 24-25 Februar,y 1904; T.C.P.
5. Le., P.R. Gray, ibid.
6. The acreage of the ten members for whom data is known were:-

(equiv. 145 Irish, all tillage)
(400 arable rotation, 320 grass)
(mostly fruit, some grass)
(plus "extensive sheepwalks")
(781 arable, 442 grass, 143 fruit, 408 hops, 203 wood)
(1,600 arable, 400 grass - recently retired)

Gray 232
Biggar 800
Wise 1,000
Price 1,500
Neame 1,977
Frankish 2,000
Hudson 2,600
Grenfell 3,200
Dennis 4,000
Stratton 6,000

(owner - no indication of active farming)
(1,500 potatoes, 500 grass, 2,000 corn)

7. See individual biographies below, Appendix 2.
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result, and indeed probably the intention, of the Commission, which, in

seeking always to emphasise the authority and expertise of those conducting

its enqUlrles, made its selection on the basis of standing in the localities.
1Wehave noted above the concern displayed by some farmers that tenant

farmers should be represented on the Committee, a concern that presumably

reflected the belief that tenants had been neglected in the great official

enquiries of the previous thirty years. At least four,2 and perhaps six,3

of the memberswere solely tenants, including the two smallest and the

4largest. Twomore had been tenants before they ceased active farming.

Thoughwe cannot equate them with tenants, a further two5 were land agents,

or in effect professional managers, and thus did not own the land they farmed.

On the matter of land-use and type of farming, we have hard evidence for

only eight of the eighteen memberswho farmed or owned land, or had

previously done so. With the exception of Wise, who had managed 1,000 acres

of Gloucestershire fruit farms since 1885, growing a wide variety of crops

including glasshouse exotics,6 all the English farmers in this group conformed

to the pattern (if one can have a pattern of such diversity) of mixed farming

so predominant in England. Neame, from Kent, practised arable rotations

(corn, roots and green crops) on some 40 per cent of his acreage; though he

did not mention arable-fattening in his evidence, some 25 per cent of his

farm was laid downto grass. 7 Dennis, though his South Lincolnshire acres

were dominated by corn and potatoes, and his evidence by potatoes and market

gardening, had some l2~ per cent of his land laid down to pasture. 8

Frankish claimed to have seen in his long farming career the erosion of the

1.
2.

See above, p. 369-370.
Gray, Biggar, Frankish (retired) and Stratton. Price rented land as
well as owning, but then so possibly did other owners.
See Neame's:evidence, Agricultural. Report, para. 1057.
554) talks of rent in his evi dence , but his partnership
computed a rent to capital.
Cooper and Matthews.
Wise and Parker.
Agricultural. Report, paras. 984-992.
Ibid:, paras. 1054-1059. Nea.me's evidence was, however, solely
confined to hops, only about 20 per cent of his acr
Ibid., paras. 548-567. eage.

3. Dennis (para.
may have

4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
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dominance of graln in Lincolnshire, and, though arable acreage predominated

on the farm he had recently given up, about 20 per cent was grass and he

bred cattle and especially sheep in quantity: he considered sheep "have paid

better than anything on the farm, simply because they produce themselves

quickly".l Though Matthews had first in his farming career tenanted a dairy

farm in Kent, his subsequent experience was of a mixed farm in Surrey.2

Livestock seems to have been relatively more important to the Scottish and

Irish members. Biggar had a mixed farm in Dalbeattie, with arable acreage

slightly predominant, but it can be inferred from his evidence that stock-

raising and dairying were his principal interests.3 Barter, of County Work,

specialised in dairying and stock-breeding,4 whilst Gray's farm in Kildare

was mixed, arable products being increasingly fed to stall-fed cattle as

cattle-grazing became, in Gray's experience, increasingly unprofitable.5

We also might add inferential evidence about the experience of a further

eight members. Grenfell and Chaplin, as a landowner in the first case and

an erstwhile landowner in the second, might well be taken to represent the

large landowning aristocracy, and perhaps the corn-growing mentality that

this implied, of the South and East. Orlebar, as a Bedfordshire and

Northamptonshire landowner, chairman of the Farmers' Club and president of

Bedfordshire Chamber of Agriculture, might be considered similarly. But

five others do not conform so readily to this lmage: Stratton, with 6,000

acres in Hampshire and Wiltshire, Price, with 3,000 sheep and herds of

Hereford cattle on his extensive Breconshire holdings and tenancies,

Blundell, with a Lancashire tenancy and a strong interest in prize breeding,

Cooper, whose early experience in Aberdeenshire was probably on a mixed farm

orientated towards stock, and Fraser, whose landholdings in Perthshire were

1. Ibid., paras. 862-866. The evidence of Frankish and Dennis on the
profitability of livestock in Lincolnshire conflicts strongly: bearing
in mind Dennis t s farm was sit~ted near the Wash, almost in West Norfolk,
this probably reflects local, lntra-county differences.

2. T.C.M.(P), 24-25 February 1904; T.C.P.
3. Agricultural Report, paras. 518-520.
4. T.C.M.(P), 24-25 February 1904; T.C.P.
5 • Agricultural Report, paras. 584-589.
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combined with the business of livestock auctioneer.l

But the practical importance of any deviation of Committee members from

the hypothetical representative man of British agriculture is doubtful. It

is not realistic to see British agriculture in the ear~ twentieth century as

still clinging to the obsession with wheat that Fletcher found to be endemic

to the Richmond Commission of 1879,2 and that was subsequently perpetuated

by Ernle.3 By 1906 the trend towards diversification of product away from

wheat had been a feature of British agriculture for some 50 years,4 and was
. t . 5well-recognlsed by con emporarles. Even Fletcher agrees that, to some

extent at least, the Royal Commission of the 1890s was an improvement over

that of the 1870s in this respect, perhaps because "the farming interest was

struggling to wean itself from the now politically embarrassing aristocracy
6and to make its voice heard in the more hostile Commons".

Yet the loss of influence exercised by the landowning aristocracy over

the farming interest presumably occurred gradually and unevenly~ and it may

well have outlasted political influence in other areas. This uncertai n

issue is of particular relevance to an assessment of the position of Henry

Chaplin in the agricultural world. After all, Chaplin's role as the major

spokesman for agriculture in the Commons did not change before 1914~ and it

was old age rather than agricultural disaffection that terminated that role.

Chaplin may have changed from the "'Squire' Chaplin, owner of some 23,000

Lincolnshire acres", who to Fletcher epitomised the Eastern grainlords of

l.
2.

See biographies belOW, Appendix 2.
T.W. Fletcher, loco cit., pp. 32, 39-43. Perry, more cautious, finds
"some truth" in this, though "a long period was spent hearing Scottish
and Irish evidence"; see P.J. Perry, British Farming in the Great
Depression, 1870-1914, (Newton Abbot, 1974), p. 133.
Lord Ernle [R~E. Prothero], English Farming: Past and Present, (1st
Edn., London, 1912), has frequently been blamed for perpetuating a
pessimistic view of agricultural depression by its emphasis on corn-
growing and the South and East of England.
E.L. Jones, "The Changing Basis of English Agricultural Prosperity
1853-1873". Agricultural ~i~to~ Revi:w, X, 1963, pp. 102-119. '
See E.A: Pratt, The Trans~t~on ~n Agrlculture, (London, 1906) passim,
and Agr~cultural Report, para. 127. '
T.W. Fletc~e:, 107. cit., pp. 48-49. Thompson's dating of the eclipse
o~ the pol~t~cal 1nfluence of the. landed aristocracy concurs with this
~ew. See F.M.L. Thompson, Engl~sh Landed Society in the Nineteenth
Century, (London, 1963), chs. 10-11, especially pp. 273-4, 276.

3.

4.
5.
6.
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1the 1870s; indeed, the mere loss of those 23,000 acres might be sufficient

to cause quite marked personality changes in lesser men. For, when we

address Fletcher's question, "Whom in reality did 'Squire' Chaplin
2represent?" to the advocate of small holdings and the chairman of the

Commission's Agricultural Committee, we do not find a distant and semi-

interested anachronism but an agricultural politician interested in manifold

practical improvements and adaptations, from tobacco growing to beet
. 3productlon. No doubt Chaplin originated in a world that was lost, no

doubt his joviality and geniality persuaded some that he was a delightful
. " 4 . f hbut lrrelevant hangover from 'Merrle England, but the slmple act t at

Chaplin, at times it seems almost single-handed, was not strong enough to

reverse the fortunes of British agriculture in parliament,5 should not

delude us into believing that he was out of touch with the currents of

agricultural change, or with practical, clay-smeared farmers and their

desires for agricultural salvation.

Certainly, the division of farming interest along 'corn and horn' lines,

as convincing as it may have been to some revisionist scholars, exaggerates

the difference of opinion within British agriculture over agricultural

policy • It is an irony of Tariff Reform that, to a large extent, the move-

ment foundered on the rock of a corn duty that many did not really want, and

even more did not think would be effective, but had to endorse because of

colonial preference. And heightening that irony is the realisation that

agriculturalists (largely, it is adnatted, because of political expediency)

cared little for a corn duty, and looked to other forms of protection as

their central ideal. The gap between agricultural reality and perception

5.

T.W. Fletcher, loco cit., p. 42. Fletcher himself adds that Chaplin
was "for fifty years agriculture's spokesman in the House of Commons".
Ibid., p. 43.
Whether or not Fletcher's portr8iYal of Chaplin in his early career is
accura:e wo~d be a subj:ct worthy of further study.
As deplcted ln A.G. Gardiner, Prophets, Priests and Kings (London
2nd ~dn.,1?14)! pp. 212-219, especially pp. 213, 219.' ,
Gardiner ~~t~ned, rat~er unfairly, that the Agricultural Rates Bill
of 1896 was hlS one aem ous contribution to 1 . 1 t' n , 'b'd

215 eglS a lon, 1 1 .,p. • ----

1.

2.
3.
4.
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was narrower in the earlier twentieth century than it was to become at the

hands of pre-Fletcher agricultural historians.

III

The terms of reference of the Agricultural Committee were different

from those followed in earlier enquiries, and indeed from some of those

which came later, in that they did not establish the need to enquire into the

'state of the industry'. In 1908 Hewins wrote of the engineering industry:

You are no doubt aware that the official classification
and figures which are given by the Board of Trade make
it extremely difficult, indeed almost impossible, to
draw precise and accurate deductions as to what the
state of the industry really is, and the interpretation
of the figures is therefore largely dependent on the
expert advice of those engaged in the trade'l

Yet the earlier agricultural enquiry was beset with no such problems, After

decades of neglect, after several lengthy Royal Commissions on agricultural

depression and closely related issues, after experiences which provoked even

the precariously placed large landowner to bemoan his fate in public,2 few

agriculturalists could have felt that the prosperity of their industry merited

serious study. Chaplin, who had already spent "six years of nw life"

sitting on the two Royal Commissions that enquired into agricultural

depression,3 felt that "The fullest information possible is in existence

already '" in published Official Documents '" I confess I see no necessity

in a very wide or extended enquiry ••• on this branch of the question", 4

And, as Hewins set the full-time staff to abstract information from official

sources, in the typical Commission style by now well established, Chaplin was

provoked into demanding a narrower brief for the Agricultural Committee:

It must always be borne in mind that this is not a
Commission (~ic) to consider Agricultural Depression

3.

Hewins to Watson-Laidlaw and Co. Ltd., 25 November 1908; C-6251,
T.C.P.
Duke of Bedford, The StOry of a Great Agricultural Estate (Londo1897). ' n,
Ch~plin at open~ng meeting of Agricultural Committee, 8 March 1904.
prd nted speech an T,C.P • '
Chaplin to Hewins, 31 January 1904·, C 76 ( )- I, T.C.P,

1.

2.

4.



383

I don't see how the enquiry can be conducted with
any success unless we have some instructions before
us - much more definite than anything which is
suggested at present'l

On this occasion Chaplin submitted draft terms of reference for the Committee,

which were accepted by the executive with relatively little change. At the

first meeting Hewins reported the objects of the Committee to be:

To examine the proposals submitted to the country by
Mr. Chamberlain and to report to the Commission as to -
(A) Their effect on present agricultural conditions;
(B) Whether any modifications in detail are desirable,

and, if so, what should be the nature of such
modifications, having due regard to the general
interests of the community;

(C) The best way in which, where there are conflicting
interests of the manufacturing and the agricultural
industries respectively, those interests can be
most satisfactorily harmonised'2

In his opening speech, Chaplin elaborated on the abundance of testimony to

agricultural depression that already existed. But there was:

••• one point, however, and, so far as I know, only one
point, (there may be others as our proceedings develop)
upon which we shall have to seek for information and
guidance from such evidence as we shall be able to
collect for ourselves, and that is in order to learn
the effects of the imposition of duties upon imports of
agricultural produce'3

We have seen above4 the emphasis placed on the 'reduction' process, the

method of finding out whether a deteriorating British position could be

ascribed to natural conditions or warrantably superior (rather than 'unfair')

methods overseas. Only if this method yielded negative results could it be

assumed that tariffs and other unfair and unnatural obstacles and practices

proved (a) the efficacy of protection to foreign industries, and (b) the

necessity and desirability of emulating them. It has been suggested above

that relative international efficiencies in iron and steel were not hugely

different, and in cotton were, on balance, slightly ~n favour of the UK.

This was the view of the Commission, a view not out of line with the work of

1. Chaplin to Hewins, 4 March 1904; ibid.
2. A.C.M.(P), 8 March 1904; T.C.P.
3. Chaplin at opening meeting of Agricultural Connnittee; ibid.
4. See above, pp. 210-228 and 317-322.
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subsequent econom1C historians. Agriculture, however, was to be spared the

humiliation of an examination at the hands of the 'reduction' process.

Though the Commission believed sincerely in its own scientific method-

ology, this demonstrates very clearly the subconscious limits which it

imposed on itself. For no one could doubt that, in terms of classical

'comparative advantage', British agriculture, especially the corn sector,

made a poor showing compared with the great tracts of the New World. The

Committee of course realised this, but refused to face it squarely. Though

Hudson admitted the part played by "superior natural conditions" abroad, he

maintained that foreign competition was "very largely owing to conditions

which are most unfair to our own home producers"; his list of such

conditions, however, might have brought a smile to the lips of orthodox

economists, who could have diagnosed a protectionist 'fallacy' in almost

every one:

We refer of course to •.• the average rent paid for
land abroad is much lower than at home - the rates and
taxes are lower - [the cost of] labour and the standard
of living is lower and charges generally affecting the
cost of production are lower than in our own highly
developed and thickly populated country.l

We should perhaps remember that this argument is not entirely illogical.

After all, Western Europe did achieve double the wheat yield per acre of her
2American competitors in the late nineteenth century. This Was a point not

unappreciated by Committee members; in his evidence Dennis stated:

••• I have it from my father, who ••• pa.id a visit to
the works of Messrs. Massey Harris [in the USA] •.• that
he found in those works not a single implement of any
description which we have not in use in our awn farms.
The fact that the average production of grain and of
roots per acre in Great Britain is largely in excess of
the average in other countries suffices to show that our
methods of cul tivation are not in any way inferior to
those of our competitors.3

Needless to sB:3, such views did not get much exposure in the main body

1. "Proposed Letter to Secretaries of Chambers of Agriculture", [n.d.
but c. March 1904]; p.5; c-60B, T.e.p.

2. J.D: Gould, Economic Growth in HistoEl, (London, 1972) . 239.
3. Agrl.cultural Report, para. 552. ' p
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of the Agricultural Report, and it was probably Hewins who prevented them

from being disseminated more widely. But nevertheless, the Commission

neglected to ask itself the question of whether, in terms of its own

protectionist philosophy, agriculture deserved protection. Why did it do so?

Firstly, there was the point, not without merit, pungently phrased by

Matthews. Faced with decades of neglect under a government following the

canons of orthodox political economy, the secretary of the Central and

Associated Chambers remarked that "It is either a good thing for Agriculture

in this country to be flourishing, or it 1S not. I have never yet come

across anyone who holds the latter opinion, so let it be granted that it 1S

1good". Given the harmony that the Commission imagined possible and

achievable in the British industrial structure, it was scarcely conceivable

that agriculture should be left out.2 Secondly, there was the fear of

inadequacy of future food supplies - Chaplin was concurrently sitting on the

Royal Commission on Food Supplies in Time of War, which he claimed to have

been "rather instrumental in obtaining", 3 and the Commission shared the

anxieties of other Tariff Reformers that, in view of the closing of the US

frontier and the rapid expansion of US population, that country would within

two decades consume her entire wheat output herself.4 But thirdly, and of

course most importantly, a British tariff without agricultural protection

would render negotiations for imperial preference impossible. And imperial

preference was necessary not only because it was the focus of Chamberlain's

desires (which more than possibly would have been enough in itself), not

only because it attracted electoral support that would have fought shy of

simple industrial protection and thereby transformed the movement into

something higher and more beautiful, but also because of the material

3.
4.

A.H.H. Matthews, "Agriculture and Preferential TariffS", undated
typescript [c. 1904], p. 5; copy in T.e.p.:
Though some Tariff Reformers were later quite ready to consider the
omiss~on of agr~culture! especia1~y after 1906. See below, pp. 453-456.
Chap11~ at open1ng meet1ng of Agr1cultural Committee, 8 March 1904;
loco C1t.
C.W. Bennett to ed. Times, 1 August 1903: draft copy in 19/4-8, H.P.

1.

2.
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econorrac advantages that Tariff Reformers fervently expected from an Empire

economlc policy based on a customs union.

Whilst Hewins was preparing his introduction to the report, the

Agricultural Committee proceeded with the usual preliminary work of

compiling and dispatching questionnaires, selecting witnesses, etc.l

Chaplin was afraid that the normal Commission procedure of an in-depth

study of the state of the industry would merely duplicate the existing body

of official material, and would in any case be rendered superfluous by the

simple expedient of circulating the reports of earlier government enquiries

to Committee members. This would enable the Committee to proceed quickly

to the second and more important branch of its enquiry, the modifications

to the Glasgow scheme desirable to suit it to the needs of agriculture.

"Here no doubt we shall need such evidence and information as we can get

for ourselves - I say as we can get - for the proposals will be new to the
2wi tnesses, to ourselves, and to everyone eIse".

Chaplin need not have worried. Hewins replied that the "preliminary

work ••• is well in hand and we shall soon be able to see what further

information is needed beyond what is already available". 3 A week later a

draft Form of Inquiry had been produced from suggestions made by Committee

members, predominantly Matthews and Dennis.4 Chaplin thought Dennis's

questions, in particular, a "sound" basis on which to build the
. . 5queat.i onnaa re . Though in the event the early drafts were to be almost

entirely recast, there was little delay. By the middle of June 1904

replies to Form No.5 were being received in the office in considerable

numbers.

Selection of witnesses also went smoothly, and there was none of the

uphill struggle experienced in the search for participants from cotton,

chemicals, and the dyeing and finishing trades. In all some 146 agricultural

1. T.C.M.(P), 13-14 April 1904; T.C.P.
2. Chaplin to Hewins, 20 March 1904; C-76, (I), T.e,p.
3. Hewins to ehap1~n, 23 March 1904; ibid.
4. Hewins to Chaplln, 29 March 1904; ibid.
5. Chaplin to Hewins, 8 April 1904; ibid.
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witnesses were examined, rather more than one-third of the entire number
1 d" "examined from all trades, an 1t 1S perhaps an indicator of the protectionist

inclinations of agriculture that some 30 of these were directly nominated by
local Farmers' Clubs and Chambers of Agriculture, whilst a number of other
witnesses held prominent positions in various agricultural societies and
would have been unlikely to have participated without the approval of their
membership. 2 Though the Committee was unable to secure the services of some
prominent agricultural figures whom it desired to examine - Rider Haggard
and Clare Sewell Read3 for instance - there was never any danger of an
inadequate overall response. As Matthews commented at the foot of a list
of 13 names he sent to the Commission offices, "I can add to the above list
" ini.t 1 " 4Lndef'Lni, e y •

But there were some problems. Chaplin thought that it would strengthen

the evidence if the Assistant Commissioners to the Royal Commission of
1894-1897 were willing to give evidence. "Official Commissions and
Committees generally begin with Official Witnesses", he wrote, "and it would
glve us something in that nature to begin with, in addition to what would
very probably be the best general evidence we could get".5 Locating the
former Assistant Commissioners was not easy, especially since Sir Thomas
Elliott, head of the Department of Agriculture, had to be approached
cautiously. Though "entirely with us in our Policy", he had to be treated

6carefully on "Departmental Grounds". Eventually Matthews managed to
secure addresses for the eight men involved, though two were ten years 01d.7

1. "Brief Account of the Work of the Tariff Commission" ~ MID.No. 39,
1 March 1909, p. 1.

2. A.C.M.(P), passim; T.C.P.
3. For most of the late nineteenth century Read was virtually the only

spokesman of the tenant farmer in Parliament. For an excellent short
study of his agricultural writings and parliamentary career, see
J.R. Fisher, Clare Sewell Read, 1826-1905, University of Hull
Occasional Papers in Economic and Social History No.8, (Hull, 1975).

4. "List of Witnesses", undated typescript on Central Chamber of
Agriculture notepaper, with postscript in Matthews's handwriting;
C-756, T.C.P.

5. Chaplin to Hewins, 24 March 1904; C-76 (I), T.C.P.
6. Chaplin to Hewins, 8 April 1904; ibid.
7. Hewins to Matthews, 15 April 1904· Matthews to Hewins (two letters),

15 April 1904; C-756, T.e.p. '
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But the former Assistant Commissioners were, for undisclosed reasons, not to

appear before the Agricultural Committee in any strength. Only John Spier,

the Scottish market gardener and dairy farmer, who had already been

considered as a full member of the Commission,l gave evidence,2 though Arthur

Wilson FOx, now at the Board of Trade, assisted Hewins less formally.3

Initially, it had been feared that farmers would be less competent in

handling the questionnaires than businessmen, and perhaps less willing as

well. In an age when the land was, even amongst the tenantry, as much a

tradition and an inheritance as a business, there was perhaps substance to
. 4thl.S fear. Hudson, in particular, criticised the early drafts of the

questionnaire as too difficult to fill in.5

As the replies were received, a first analysis showed this fear to have

been exaggerated. To Wilson Fox, a man well-experienced in agricultural

enquiry, Hewins was able to write that he was "very much pleased to see the
6excellent manner in which they fill up the forms". But it was soon dis-

covered that the returns from Wales and Ireland were defective in numbers

and "in their representative character".7

New efforts were made to obtain further names, but it would seem that

this new search was unsuccessful in the case of Wales. Hewins did not

be seen from Table 20 that there are indications that only some 48 out of a

reveal the number of Welsh returns used in compiling the Report, but it can

total of 2,251 replies came from that country. Hewins admitted this.

"Wales is not particularly well represented", he lamented. "The Welsh are

l.
2.
3.

See above, p. 94.
Agricultural Report, paras.
Fox to Hewins, 25 M~ 1904;
T.C.P.
In 1915 the Oxford Universit,r Institute for Research in Agricultural
Economics under C.S. Orwin found "practic ally no response" to its
efforts to interest farmers in an experiment in farm cost accounting:
even the War had at this time made little inroad on the "lack of
statistical information" surrounding the industry. See C.S. Orwin,
The Determirta~ionofFarmingCosts, (Oxford, 1917), pp. 45, 120.
Hudson to Hewl.ns, 16 March 1904; C-608, T.C.p.
Hewins to F~x, 26 ~ 1905; C-1591, T.C.P.
Hurd to HeWl.ns, 8 September 1904; C-174.1, T.C.P.

677-690.
Hewins to Fox, 26 M8¥ 1904; C-1591,

4.

5.
6.
7.



very difficult to get at in these matters".l It is probably significant
that Owen Price, the only Welsh member of the Agricultural Committee, attended
none of the 50 meetings between 1904 and 1921.2 As Hewins observed, the
success of enquiry often depended on "the exertions of good friends".3

TABLE 20

Regional Distribution of Returned Questionnaires

Division I

Division II

(Beds., Hunts., Cambs., Suffolk, Essex,
Herts., Middx., Norfolk, Lines. and
E. Yorks.) 585

(Kent, Surrey, Sussex, Berks., Hants.,
Notts., Leics., Rutland, Northants.,
Bucks., Oxon., Warwicks.) 349

Division III (Salop., Worcs., Gloucs., Wilts., Mons.,
Herefordshire, Somerset, Dorset, Devon
and Cornwall) 244

Division IV

Scotland

Ireland

(Northumberland, Durham, N. Yorks.,
W. Yorks., Cumberland, Westmorland,
Lanes., Cheshire, Derbys., Staffs.) 339
Division I 145) 249. . . 104) ....
D1 V1S 10n II .

............................................ 437

Total of Above e' • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 2,203

Known Total .......................................... 2,251
Residual (Equals Wales'?) 48

Sources: Divisional responses quantified in A.C.M. (VT)
28 June 1906, p. 28; T.C.P.
Divisions identified in Agricultural Report,
para. 64. Scottish divisions not identified.

With Ireland, however, these good friends were more in evidence. Goulding,

well placed as a manufacturer of a.gricultural chemicals, was asked to supply
50-100 names and supplied 317 in three weeks.4 By the middle of November

l.
2.
3.4.

A.C.M.(VT), 28 June 1906, p. 28; T.C.P.
"Agricultura.l Committee Attenda.nce Book"; T.C.P.
A.C.M.(VT), 28 June 1906, p. 28; T.C.p.
Hewins to Goulding, 6 September 1904·, Gould~ng to H' 12 14 204 • ew~ns""23 a.nd27 September 190; C-137, T.C.p.
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Hewinshad improved the sample by obtaining "fairly comprehensive lists from

.. . I 1 d" 1the local author1t1es 1n re an . All in all, about one-fifth of the

returned forms came from Irish farmers.

But this did not ensure a good supply of Irish witnesses. Wehave

2noted already the difficulties encountered by Goulding in this respect.

By the opening of 1905 some 20-30 had been recruited, but somewere reluctant

to travel to London, and virtually all of the rest required expenses for

doing so. Given that membersof the Commissionusually paid their own

expenses, it was estimated that a two-day trip to Dublin by the Committee

3would save money. At first it was hoped to hear evidence at the Sherbourne

Hotel in Dublin in March 1905, but the date was put back in successive stages

to late July on account of Chaplin's parliamentary obligations.

By early July 30 witnesses had been recruited, and the projected visit

stretched to three days. Rather late in the day, however, Goulding wrote

that the witnesses were "a very one sided lot politically", and offered to

"endeavour to get you three or four Nationalist Farmers and Shopkeepers from
4the Country". Hewins rather resented the incursion of politics into the

fiscal question, arguing that the best way to get good witnesses was to

invite those whohad returned the ''best answers" to the Form of Inquiry.5

Goulding, however, persisted, sending the names of ten "very prominent

Nationalists and really representative men".6 Hewins complied in sending

out invitations, but commented, "I only hope they will not all core as I do

not quite knowhowwe are going to fit them in". 7 In fact, three Irish

Nationalists, F. McDonnell, J. Bolger and E.A. Hughes, JP., agreed to give

evidence, though only the first two eventually did so. 8 Thus, though we

1. Hewins to Goulding, 18 November1906; ibid.
2. See above, pp. 142-143.
3. Ponsonby to Chaplin, 31 January 1905; C-76 (I), T.C.P.
4. Goulding to Hewins, 11 July 1905; C-137, T.C.P.
5. Hewins to Goulding, 12 J~ 1905; ibid.
6. Goulding to Hewins, 12 July 1905; ibid.
7. Hewins to Goulding, 13 July 1905; ibid.
8. Agricultural Report, paras. 520-527, 621-631. See also Goulding to

Hewins, 19 July 1905, and 20 July 1905; C-137, T.C.P.
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cannot be certain about the political alignment of Irish witnesses not

recruited in Goulding's late push, it would seem that representation of

Irish Nationalists was low: two out of 431 on the basis of surviving
. 2evi.de nce .

IV

Sir William Harcourt voiced the certainty in the minds of many Free

Traders, and indeed the prevalent view of historians since, when he pro-

claimed the vested interest of the landed classes a n a corn duty. "Of

course", he stated, "Mr. Chamberlain receives the ardent support of Mr.

Chaplin and the landed interest at home for the rise in the price of corn,

which the duty on foreign corn secures to them". 3 He noted early, however,

that "the accomplishment of each of ••. [Chamberlain's objectives] is fatal

to the fortunes of the rest,,;4 in particular, that any success in stimulating

imperial wheat supplies would be merely to erode any temporary advantage to

the British farmer.

The prominence given to the corn duties in the fiscal debate has

endured; partly because Free Traders wisely gave them the predominant

position in their propaganda and partly because of their convenience as a

shorthand label to the debate, historians have perpetuated this impression.

In criticising the corn duties, the Free Traders were effectively fuelling

the moral indignation of the electorate against the wheat duty, against a tax

on bread - to them a corn tax and a wheat tax could be used as synonymous

3.

A quick count of Irish witnesses listed in the Agricultural Report
yields only 41. This is, however, at variance with reporting in the
Irish Times, 23 November 1906, which may have spotted one or two in
disguise. In any case, it is not known how or why the original plan
to examine the 30-33 witnesses was exceeded.
Altogether eight members of the Agricultural Committee, together with
seven non-Committee Commissioners, went to Ireland with Hewins.
Goulding arranged meetings with leaders of the Irish Tariff Reform
League. See Hewins. to Gouldi ~g, 10 July 1905; Gouldi ng to Pons onby ,
l~ J~ ~905; GOuldin~ to Hewl.ns, 15 July 1905; C-137, T.C.P.
Sl.r Wl.lll.aJnHarcourt, Mr. Chamberlain's Proposals", Free Trader,
31 July 1903, p , 4.~.

1.

2.

4.
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terms . The position of the Tariff Reformers was more complex. As late as
1910 Austen Chamberlain recorded that whilst people were pressing him for a
statement of his own and Unionist policy on colonial wheat, the issue of
oats and barley was politically less important.l

The Agricultural Committee did not value highly a duty on wheat in
itself, and it is doubtful that in this it occupied an isolated position ln
the Tariff Reform group. Though, in numerous sittings to discuss its
recommendations, it showed more clearly than any other Commission enquiry
the failure of the supposedly scientific approach and the degeneration into
log-rolling, its political pragmatism in the face of hostility towards
proposals for high duties constrained it to search for a series of small
measures almost tantamount to what might be termed 'scientific juggling':
indeed, this very exercise was in many ways compatible with the Commission's
own objective of harmonising interests in the belief that there existed some
precise and unique relationship of tariff levels that would be acceptable, or
at least beneficial, to all.

There was nothing, formally, in its terms of reference to prevent the
Committee recommending a considerable advance in the tariff levels advocated
. 1 hb 1·· 2an the G asgow speec, ut by and arge 1t did not do so. Despite Hewins's
elaborate statistical-historical analysis of the effects of the Corn Laws,
purporting to show that the influence of corn duties on agricultural prices
had been minimal,3 there was no doubt ln the Committee's mind that hostility
towards corn duties was "one of the great difficulties we have to meet". 4

In spite of the fact that the Committee realised, early on, the ineffective-
ness of Chamberlain's proposals on wheat, the majority were unwilling to

press for duties which would have been of realistic benefit to the wheat

3.
4.

Memo by Austen Chamberlain, headed cryptiCally "P.S. to XVI", dated
9 March 1910; Add. Mas. 49736, vol. LIV, Balfour Papers.
Of course, it may have been in the minds of many Committee members that
the w~ forward was to secure the acceptance of low or moderate tariffs
first, tariffs which a sympathetic Unionist government would find easy
to :aise to levels more realistic to the farmer at a later date.
Agrl.cultural Retort, paras. 12-119.
Chaplin, A.C.M. VT), 28 June 1906, p. 1·, T .C.P.

1.

2.
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grower.

Chaplin, at the outset, favoured the maintenance of Chamberlain's

Glasgow programme in so far as colonial wheat should be allowed in free.l

To Chaplin, however, flour was of greater importance, so colonial imports
2should be subject to duty. If Britain could never again be self-sufficient

in wheat growing, she could at least encourage the home milling industry.3

Two members of the Committee were prepared to forsake a duty on wheat

altogether. Mitchell Harris, the bacon curer, thought that hostility to

corn duties could delay the introduction of tariffs on manufactured goods by

"very many years", whilst Stratton thought a tax on wheat "prejudicial to

our scheme" in view of the political animosity it would raise. 4 Since the

2 shilling duty would have no effect, either in encouraging home production

or discouraging foreign imports, it had no purpose. But Stratton was agreed

on the importance of a flour duty, which would encourage milling and "might"

help the farmer by increasing the supply of offals for feed; it was a common

farming opinion, he maintained, that a dut,y on wheat was undesirable, whereas
5a duty on flour would be a "somewhat popular measure".

Certainly the majority of Committee members could see no likelihood of

any proposal they made increasing UK wheat acreage, and Orlebar was typical

in looking more to the flour duty as likely to find greater favour in the
6rural areas. But few were willing to join Harris and Stratton in the

abandonment of the duty on wheat. Brown, doubtless counting mal':\Ygrain

farmers amongst his West Norfolk and Lincolnshire customers, thought that

"mathematically" a duty of 2 shillings per quarter must have some effect:

1. At Glasgow, Chamberlain had proposed "no duty at all on the corn coming
from our British possessions". See Glasgow speech, reprinted in
J.M. Robertson, The Colla se of "Tariff Reform": Mr. Chamberlain's
Case Exposed, (London, 1911 , p. 52.

2. It can be inferred from the text of the Glasgow speech, which proposed
"a corresponding tax ••• to be put on flour", that colonial flour was
on Chamberlain's free list. See ibid.

3. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 5; r.c.r.
4. Ibid., pp. 6-7, 11.
5. Ibid., pp. 6-7.
6. Ibid., pp. 12-13.
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if the German duty of approximately 10 shillings was "of great service", then

the British proposal if implemented would yield "one fifth that service".l

A wheat duty would be popular with farmers, and even the urban popUlation

would find their fears groundless when prices were seen to be unaffected.

Brown was perhaps the only Committee member to see as possible any great

extension of wheat acreage as a result of the 2 shillings duty. "I am sure,

so far as the County of Lincoln goes", he maintained, "2/- would undoubtedly
2increase considerably the acreage sown to Wheat" . Others, however, were not

convinced, favouring Dennis's opinion that the 2 shilling duty would not

restrict UK imports "in any way".3

Chamberlain, of course, regarded the corn tax as "almost the fundamental

part" of Tariff Reform,4 and he carried with him the majority of the Committee

ln rejecting the suggestion of Mitchell Harris and Stratton that wheat should

be excluded from it. Since there was "no serious foundation" for the fear

that a 2 shilling duty would increase the price of bread, the "lies" and

"misinterpretations" of the opposition would gradually be revealed for what

they were.S The urban labourer presented little problem since he could

understand that, even in the unlikely situation that bread prices rose

slightly, wages and employment would compensate. Agricultural workers were

more difficult to convince, since "it certainly is not certain that so small

a duty as 2/- would justify the farmers in making any immediate or apparent
. . " 6a.ncreaae an wages • But agriculture would gain generally by Tariff Reform,

even if less spectacularly than industry, and it was up to Tariff Reformers

to educate the agricultural labourer on this matter:

I could quote cases of constituencies during the last
election where trouble has been (sic) taken to go into
the cottages ••• of the agricultural labourers, and to
argue the question in a manner sui ted to their

1. Ibid. , pp. 7-8.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid. , p. 9.
4. Ibid. , p , 14.
5. Ibid. , pp. 14-15.
6. Ibid. , p. 15.
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under-st.anding , where the cry [of cheap bread] has
had no effect at all'l

If Chamberlain thought it unnecessary to recant on the wheat duty, he

also thought it undesirable and even dangerous. His experience was that
2"it is a most dangerous thing to run away in sight of the enemy "; To

abandon the wheat duty would be tantamount to admitting that the measure

endangered the success of the whole policy. Opponents who so far had:

••• devoted themselves entirely to attacking us
upon the wheat duty would ... immediately begin to
attack us upon the meat duty, or something else of
that kind; and the very fact that we appeared to be
frightened at their arguments would give them encourage-
ment to go and apply them to other parts of the scheme'3

Later, he reinforced this point, arguing that the wheat duty had '~een a sort

of umbrella to protect us from [criticism of our] other taxes You
4hardly ever hear the slightest allusion to a tax on meat". If this was a

tactical argument, there was one of more fundamental strategic importance,

and that was that a wheat duty was essential to the success of preferential

negotiations. Several colonies had already extended unilateral concessions

to Britain, and Chamberlain thought the existing 'colonial offer' of further

concessions to be dependent on Britain declaring a preference on the

"principal product" of the colonies, wheat.5 Abandonment of the wheat duty

"would have a very serious effect upon public opinion in the colonies". 6

Whilst virtually all agreed root and branch with both Chamberlain's

sentiments and his analysis, this offered little to the agriculturalist, the

case for a wheat duty of the size suggested at Glasgow resting on political

expediency rather than utility to the farmer. As has already been mentioned,

however, the Co~ttee looked more favourably on the imposition of a duty on

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid., p , 16.
3. Ibid.
4. Chamberlain further extended the metaphor, arguing that "if we withdraw

the lightning conductor, then I am afraid we should have all our work
~o do over again to remove a.s~milar prejudice which would be created
an the case of meat". See 1.b1.d.,p , 18.

5. Ibid., pp. 1.5-16.
6. Ibid., p. 16.
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flour. Even Mitchell Harris agreed to a duty on flour as long as wheat was

admi tted free. 1 One objective was that a higher proportion of UK wheat
. . t UK 2imports should be nulled a n he , and several members spoke of the

importance of this in the context of employment. It is clear that some, if

not all, of them saw this as providing some measure of assistance for the

small country mills, which had been declining rapidly for more than thirty
3years before 1906. Cooper's remarks were representative:

I think what we should try to do is to get back to
milling which was so common in the country (Mr.
Chamberlain: Hear, hear). It is not so very many
years ago when you could not drive through an English
County without seeing a great number of flour mills.
Now most of them have gone by the board, and that is a
great loss to the agricultural community, and to no
person is it more of a loss than to the agricultural
labourer. His family were very much assisted by that,
and that is exactly why I should like to see it
restored if possible'4

The Committee's attitude was optimistic indeed. If they did not expect the

duty on wheat to increase UK wheat output, it is di fficul t to see how the

country miller would have benefited. Truly enough, a heavy differential

against flour would have prompted foreign exporters to send more grain to the

UK unmilled, but this would surely have been advantageous only to the large

port millers. Rural employment would have been little, if at all, affected.

Furthermore, it is not certain that urban employment would have been increased

much either, for the adoption of roller-milling in the large, first-class

mills of London, Liverpool, Hull, Bristol and Glasgow had probably been

accompanie d by a marked shi f't towards capi tal-i ntens ity . Mr. Baker, of

Messrs. Spillers and Bakers Ltd., had noted in 1899 that "we can make an

extra 1,000 or 2,000 sacks of flour at a small cost", and Mr. William Nicholls

3.

Ibid., p , 11.
In 1900-1904 the proportion of British wheat imports already milled on
entry varied between 13.1 per cent and 24.5 per cent p.a., and averaged
19.6 per cent p.a. See B.R. Mitchell and P. Deane Abstract of
British Histo~Cal St~ti~ti7s, (Cambridge, 1962), T~b1e 10, p. 99.
H. Mac:osty, The Gr8.J.IlIIll.IlJ.ngIndustry: A Study in Organisation",
Econo~c Journal, XIII, 1903, especially pp. 324-328· A E Musson,
The Growth of British Indust;y, (London, 1978), p. 234 .•.
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 11; T.C.p.

1.
2.

4.
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told the National Millers' Association in 1901 that there was considerable

local over-production in Liverpool and Hull.l Others at the 1901 meeting

spoke of the rural areas as the

Hull, Liverpool and Cardiff.2
". "dumplng-ground for the surplus produce of

Our impression, therefore, is one of a large,

oligopolistically-organised industry in which the reduction of fixed costs

per unit of output was of great importance to the port miller, this in itself

implying capital-intensity and the continual presence of surplus capacity in

equilibri urn. The corollary is that expansion in the ports would not only

have required little labour, but also would have accentuated local over-

production and the need to invade the markets of the country millers. To

the country miller, there would merely have been a SUbstitution of competition

from foreign-milled flour by port-milled flour.

Nevertheless, a differential flour duty could have increased the

proportion of wheat imported as grain and milled by the UK industry taken as

a whole. Certainly Bridges Webb, the grain importer, thought that the

differential between 3d per cwt. on wheat and 5d per cwt. on flour under

Hicks Beach's Corn Registration Duty had given British millers "a great pull"

over foreign millers.3 And this in itself was seen by the Committee as

achieving a further objective - to improve the supply of grain offals

available to the British farmer. Webb, Orlebar and Chamberlain all

mentioned this aspect, and it is known from other sources that Chaplin was
. . .. 4of a sl~lar Opln10n.

Indeed, this was a matter of considerable importance to Chaplin, for he

feared that the increased supply of offals at the port mills might be re-

exported to the Continent. He remembered that "The Drawback allowed under

the Is. Registration Duty was a mistake because It induced Millers to export

their Offals" to Denmark and Brittany, from whence they returned as "Butter

l.
2.
3.
4.

Cited in Macrosty, "Grainmilling Industry", Loc i cit. 6 8oc. Cl " pp. 32 -32 .Ibid., p. 328.
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 12; T.C.p.
Undated typescript on the effect of the propo ddt'··t. se U res on farmingprofl.ts, wrl. ten by Chap'l.Ln and marked "private"', 6 ( )C-7 I, T.C.P.



398

and Bacon" to add to the misfortunes of the British farmer. 1 As the "Great

Roller Mills at the Ports" increased an efficiency, continental supplies of

British-milled offal would improve to the point where cheap re-exported offal

"will be a very formidable Factor in their competition with us, and mlzy

become very serious". 2 He secured Hewins's agreement that "something should

" t.h i 3be done to prevent h1.s.

If Chaplin was attempting to secure an export duty on offals, or at

least to establish that there would be no drawback on their re-export, it

should be mentioned that Rank, at least, saw no danger. For a number of

years Hull and Liverpool millers had been exporting surplus bran and pollard

to the Continent, but an accusation made to Hewins by an anonymous corres-

pondent that the millers were dumping cheap offals abroad to keep up prices

at home was refuted by the Hull miller. Indeed, the difficulty l~ in

selling the bran at home, and prices were 5/- to 7/6 per ton better in

Europe, notwithstanding extra transport costs of some 15/- to 20/- per ton.

Rank admitted that there had been times when, even at prices as low as £3
per ton, British farmers could not take enough bran, and it had been dumped

abroad at lower prices, but this was neither the present nor the usual

situation. As to why he sold bran cheaply in the UK when he could have

obtained higher prices abroad, he maintained that a large proportion was sold

to his purchasers of flour, and "we are obliged to let them have what they

require in order, of course, to retain our flour trade with them". 4 As far

as Rank was concerned, "our farmers have first calIon the offal", and he no

longer thought, as he had in earlier years, that the price of offal would

fall if the importation of American flour were prevented.5

1. Chaplin to Hewins, 10 November 1906; C-76 (II); T.C.P.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. Rank to Hewins, 18 March 1905; C-333, T.C.P.
5. Ibid.
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It did not take long for Hewins to become aware of the view prevalent

amongst Comncittee members that a 2 shilling duty would offer little benefit

to the wheat-grower. Gray's opinion in June 1904 was that such a duty would

be "of very little avail", whilst in October, even before the agricultural

questionnaires were sent out, Chaplin thought that a duty on barley and oats
1would lead to "a larger enjoyment" than would a duty on wheat. Hewins also

knew that there was considerable support on the Committee for augmenting the

duty with a bounty on wheat production.

Sir Charles Follett, not himself a Committee member, had first raised

the possibility in March 1904, but he was aware that the Commission might be

reluctant to endorse it. Enclosing a copy of a paper entitled "The

Apotheosis of Food" to Hewins, he sought advice on whether its advocacy of a

wheat bounty made it 'undesirable that it shd. see light, in print, by a

Member of the Commission". 2 Two years later the Commission returned to the

matter when discussing the agricultural policy in its joint meeting with the

Agricultural Comnattee. Sir Walter Peace related his conversations with

English farmers who maintained that a £1. an acre premium on the growth of

wheat •.• would make all the difference to their revenue", and he himself

thought that a bounty "can easily double the amount of wheat produced in this
3country" • It is obvious that Peace knew there was considerable opposition

to the idea: "I am told that it is practically impossible", he continued,

"but I do not believe anything is imposs ible . (Hear, hear)". 4

Chamberlain was quick, on this occasion, to give what was almost

certainly the 'establishment' view of the leading members of the Commission:

a bounty would be extremely popular with the farmers,
who cannot of course understand the difficulties in the
way, but personally I think it would be impracticable.
How can you arrange your bounty beforehand? Corn is a
thing which is planted at a moment's notice. It does

1. Gr~ to Hewins, 16 June 1904; C-582, T.C.P.; Chaplin to Hewins,
28 October 1904; C-76 (I), T.C.P.

2. Follett to Hewins, 30 March 1904; C-633, T.C.p.
3. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 13; T.C.p.
4. rsra., p. 14.
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not require great machinery or preparation; and at
any moment ... you might find, either a very large
additional charge thrown upon the revenue
unexpectedly, or you might suddenly find ajn]
unexpected surplus. In either case I do not think
the Chancellor of the Exchequer or his officials
would regard a proposal for a bounty as a really
practicable one.l

Chamberlain had to leave this meeti~g for another engagement almost

immediately after this, and conversation at once returned to the bounty

question, perhaps now less inhibited by Chamberlain's presence. Dennis

confessed himself to be "very disappointed" at Chamberlain's remarks, and
2Boulton thought the proposal for a bounty "a very good one".

Chamberlain's accent on the difficulties of administering a bounty

probably did not reveal his real distaste of the proposition. His assertion

that a bounty "would no doubt be a popular thing" with the electorate was

probably disingenuous, designed to placate those on the Committee who
3supported one. Truth lay more likely in the opposite direction, and

Gilbey, who thought bounties "the worst form of protection .•. and most

unpopular in the country", 4 probably mirrored Chamberlain's real opinion.

Thougn Follett, proclaiming his own support of a bounty, reminded the

Committee that British hostility in the past had been directed towards foreign

export bounties, and that in contrast bounties on production were "a

perfectly proper thing" , receiving support even from Adam Smith, 5 it does

seem probable that in the age of the Brussels Sugar Convention bounties were

inseparably linked in the mind of the British public with the worse excesses

of European protectionism.

But the advocates of bounties were determined to do something to

buttress the inadequate wheat duty in the Tariff Reform package, as well as

to add to the size of that package overall. If a direct bounty was

unpopular, then why might there not be an indirect bounty t

1. Ibid. , p. 17.
2. Ibid. , pp. 19, 22.
3. Ibid. , p. 17.
4. Ibid. , p. 23.
5. Ibid. , p. 25.
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The Committee was very conscious that the effect of agricultural

protection would be to increase customs receipts, and most were determined

that some portion should find its way into agriculture. Evans reminded

the Committee of the trouble caused to the Tariff Reform cause by the fact

that to working men's wives a quarter was 28 Ibs., so that a 2 shilling duty
1implied nearly Id per lb., or 4d to 5d on a quartern loaf. Thus "verbal

distinctions" were of great importance a n the campaign, and "it makes an

immense difference when you go to the voter whether you talk about a bounty

on home-grown corn, or whether you talk of relieving agriculture from rating
2or other burdens".

The possibility of applying the revenue gained from corn duties "for

the benefit of agriculture,,3 had been mentioned before Chamberlain left the

meeting, but he did not take the point up individually and he presumably

found it as little to his liking as he did the idea of a direct bounty.

Others, however, thought the indirect approach a good wfzy'of overcoming

objections. Dennis commented:

A direct bounty mfzy'be impracticable, but I think there
are ways of allocating a certain proportion of the moneys
which are raised by the tax on foreign wheat and the tax
on foreign goods to reduce the tax upon lands and so
decrease the cost of production to which the farmer is
put. I do not care which way he gets it. He cannot
get it in increased price, that we are all agreed; but
if he gets it in reduced cost of production it is all the
same to him'4

The synonymity of the two measures was perhaps less than Dennis con-

sidered - a direct subsi~ on wheat and a generalised subsidy to agriculture

via rating-reductions on agricultural land were not precisely similar ln

their effects - but this is perhaps not important. More significant was

Dennis's intention that some allocation of "the tax on wheat or on

1. This mis-interpretation, unrecognised by historians of Chamberlain's
cru~ade, may have been of considerable importance in the propaganda
agad nat, the bread-tax. Boulton gave personal experience of a by-
ele:tion in w~ich the Liber~ agents had forecast that Chamberlain's
pollCy would Increase the prlce of the quartern loaf by 6d. See ibid.,
p. 21.

2. Ibid., p. 26.
3. Sir Walter Peace, ibid., p. 13.
4. Ibid., pp. 19-20.
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manufactures articles" should be made available to farmers. 1 The manu-

facturer would "heartily endorse such a scheme" because "those very funds

which are being placed at the disposal of the agriculturalists of this

countr,r would be funds which in the raising of them protected the manu-
2facturers". It is not clear just where Dennis would have stopped in

diverting Exchequer funds into agricultural pockets, but he voiced a widely-

felt opinion that "if no allocation ..• is to be given to the farmer •..

then I fail to see entirely where the farmer or the agriculturalist will be

able to get any benefit whatever out of Tariff Reform" .3 Boulton favoured

limiting the indirect bounty to the revenue raised by the 2 shilling duty on
" . f' ttl 4wheat, or even a port~on 0 ~ • Even Gilbey, who had spoken strongly

against a direct bounty, found this acceptable. Follett was "not myself

very much afraid of even calling ita bounty", though he did concede that

"it may be desirable to clothe it under general words such as have been

suggested". 5

The proposal that revenue from the protective duties should be allotted

to agriculture through rating-reductions had serious implications for

Chamberlain's programme, which only one member present seems to have noticed.

Alfred Mosely reminded the Commission of Chamberlain's speech at the

Consti tutional Club in June 1903,6 when he had offered compensating tax

reductions as an alternative to old-age pensions:

Mr. Chamberlain has distinctly said that what he
puts on on one side he can take off on the other, and
that he will be able to take it off on sugar and other
articles in order that the cost of living shall be no
greater·7

A further element of confusion over the question of government revenue

rested on the uncertain scope of the proposals. Hewins had made provisional

1. Ibid. , p. 19.
2. Ibid. , p. 20.
3. Ibid. , p. 19.
4. Ibid. , p. 22.
5. Ibid., p. 25.
6. See above, pp , 8-9,
7. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 26· T.C.p.,
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calculations which estimated a gain to the Exchequer of some £8 or £9 million

on cereals, rising to £11 or £12 million with the inclusion of flour and meal

and the institution of a Registration Duty. Other agricultural products

would bring the sum up to some £15 million, but it is not clear whether meat,
d . 1dairy and market-garden pro uces were 1ncluded. Hewins realised that

revenue would decline as there was a switch to Empire wheat sources, but

thought the "power of expansion" of the colonies not yet so great as to

seriously reduce it "within the next eight or nine years, and of course no
2Chancellor of the Exchequer could hope to look forward longer than that".

But this left unsettled the precise specification of the preferential

element in the wheat duties. It will be remembered that Chaplin had

initially accepted Chamberlain's proposal at Glasgow, that colonial corn

should be admitted free. But when Desborough (formerly W.H. Grenfell)

advocated restoration of the 1 shilling Corn Registration Duty, and a

differential in favour of the colonies, it became apparent that he saw the

CRD as the colonial rate, on top of which was to be added a surcharge on

forei gn grai n. Cooper and Webb gave Desborough their support - all three

specifically mentioned the old CRD as the basis of the tariff, the

irreducible minimum to which even colonial wheat should be subject. It

appears that to Matthews this was the key issue: the principle of no free

entry having been established, he was for the moment unconcerned at the

particular level of duty decided upon.

declared, apparent~ satisfied.3
"I name no rate of duty", he

3.

A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, pp. 1-2; T.C.P.
Ibid., p. 3. He observed that "In making the calculation you have got
to allow for the possible increase in Colonial imports and the expansion
of foreign imports and at the same time take account of the continuous
growth of the per capita consumption in the Uni ted Ki ngdom and it is
perfectly easy to see that the Colonies would easily get ail the
additional tra~e there was. It is no~ so clear that they would be
competent stra1ght away to make a cons1derable inroad on the other trade
and. so reduce the duties. That is after all very much a matter of
conJecture, and we should have to be satisfied with lookin forward for
a few years [only]". g
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, pp. 11-12; T.C.P.
announced his position as a member of the
Committee before speaking on the issue.

Webb, rather correctly,
Commission but not of the
He also stressed his own

1.
2.
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Chamberlain, though not committing himself, was guardedly in favour of

submitting colonial corn to a duty. A one shilling registration duty:

... would I think be very much approved by the farmers
here, and it is a little hard upon them that they do
not get anything whatever, and while we are very anxious
to give a preference, to allow the Canadian and Australian
corn to come in absolutely free may be thought to induce
such an enormous increase in their production as to lower
the price and leave the farmers worse off than ever. I
think the question of whether there should be this 1/- in
all cases is a matter that might be fairly considered'l

Undoubtedly this was, in principle if not necessarily in effect, a big

concession, not only to the protectionist sentiments on the Agricultural

Committee but also to those who accused Tariff Reformers of neglecting

agriculture.

Certainly Chamberlain's willingness to consider a tax on colonial wheat

gave the Committee additional room for manoeuvre. Dennis was relieved, and

felt that he "must say, from an agricultural point of view, [that] I am not

willing that the Colonial farmer should be able to come to ~ markets on
2precisely the same footing as I am in them myself".

At the joint meeting of the Commission and the: Committee , Desborough

had suggested that the level of duties should be 3 shillings per quarter on

foreign wheat, and 1 shilling (the old CRD) on colonial wheat. Cooper and

Boulton agreed with him, the latter, it ~eems, largely to retain the 2

shillings differential on colonial grain. This represented a 50 per cent

increase on the Glasgow rate on foreign corn, but even Chamberlain thought
3"there is something to be sai d for what Lord Desborough suggests". Webb,

however, preferred the old rate but with the institution of the Registration

Duty for colonial corn: i.e. 2 shillings for foreign wheat and 1 shilling

for colonial, with rates on flour of 3 shillings and Is. 8d. respectively.

interest in the grain trade, though it should be noted that here was
an importer of grain (probably largely from the Baltic) advocating a
duty, and even a differential duty working against, among others, his
own sources of supply.

1. Ibid., pp. 16-17.
2. rera., p. 20.
3. Ibid., p. 16.
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A later meeting of the Committee alone started with the proposal that the

Glasgowduties (and with them the exemption of colonial grain) be maintained

for corn, but that there should be a large differential in favour of colonial

meal and flour (8d. per quarter comparedwith 3s. 4d. per quarter). But the

proposal was evidently intended as an Aunt Sally. Chaplin himself favoured

restoration of the CRD,not least because he "was always opposed to its

removal" .1 This would be added on to the level of the Glasgow duties,

giving 3 shillings on foreign and 1 shilling on colonial wheat, and "a very

handsomepreference indeed" of 5 shillings on foreign and Is. Bd , on

2coloni al flour.

SomeCommitteemembersseemed slightly stunned by this proposal and for

a momentdiscussion was diverted onto other issues. But finally Dennis took

the plunge and supported Chaplin, arguing that his schemewas "the only

method at which you can arrive to prevent the Colonial exporter of wheat

being on the same footing as the English grower" whilst at the same time

having more favourable production conditions. 3 This would remove "a strong

objection which I always felt" to the place of colonial preference in Tariff
. 4Reform po.Li,cy. Stratton, who had previously urged the inexpediency of a

wheat duty of any size, summedup what was perhaps in the minds of most of

those present, and provided an accurate portent of the future: "I should

like to say that all these things we would like very much indeed, but I do

not think we expect to get them all". 5

Only Gilbey spoke out strongly against the 3 shilling proposal on this

occasion. It would be received "rather unfavourably by the public", who

6would see it as the "thin end of the wedge". He admitted that the economic

difference between 2 and 3 shillings might be trivial, but "it will give our

enemies food for attack if we tax corn at a higher rate than what we said

1. A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, p. 37; T.C.P.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid., pp. 38-39.
5. Ibid., p. 39.
6. Ibid.
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1formerly" . Chaplin agreed that he did "not wish to ga ve unnecessary

opem ngs to the enemy to blaspheme", and that there was "no doubt [that] the

Colonies would take 1/- as an adequate preference ... That is a question for
. ." 2cons i de r-at ion •

There can be little doubt that the majority on the Committee endorsed the

increase to 3 shillings. It is less clear how the retreat to the 2 shilling

duty, as finally advocated ~n the Agricultural Report,3 was accomplished.

Doubtless Chamberlain and Hewins worked behind the scenes, aware not only of

public reaction to an increase in the proposed bread tax, but also of the

likely attitude of the Commission itself, mostly industrial and commercial

and not agricultural in its interests.

Thus, when the Committee next met In October, there were mixed feelings

when it was found that the proposal on the table had reverted to a maximum

duty of 2 shillings. Stratton, who had consistently advocated moderacy for

poli tical ends, "thoroughly approve [d]" of the new draft conclusions of the

Report, including as they did the 2 shilling maximum,4 but he was joined by

several members in commenting that the duty would have little effect in

encouraging wheat production. Matthews summed up farming opinion on the

Commi ttee in confessing himself "rather disappointed at the smallness of the

proposed duty on wheat",5 and in regretting the retreat from the 3 shilling

duty. Orlebar gave him support, reminding the Committee that Chamberlain

had said at the previous meeting that "he was not at all sure that he would

not have adopted it" himself. 6 Orlebar, for himself, wondere d whether it

would indeed be so dangerous "to go for more than the 2/-1,,7

But the ever-cautious Stratton reminded him that there would be quite

enough opposition against even the 2 shilling duty. And Chaplin turned his

1. Ibid.
2. Ibid.
3. Agricultural Report, para. 394.
4. A.C.M.(VT), 9 October 1906, p. 15; T.C.P.
5. Ibid., pp. 30-31.
6 . Ibid., p . 33.
7. Ibid., p. 34.
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flank nicely with the vague pronase of further protection later:

There is one thing. If ever this was carried, when
the general public, and especially the poorer classes,
began to find out that their bread was entirely
unaffected by it, it would be so much easier, having
passed the gate first, to have a little bit more, when
they found out how utterly harmless it was'l

There can be no doubt that the Agricultural Committee, manyof them less

closely involved with the whole Tariff Reform campaign than the seasoned

hands who controlled the Commission, were by nowrealising the considerable

but largely unspoken opposition to going beyond the 2 shillings of the

Glasgowspeech, and were probably beginning to see the political wisdomof

this self-imposed restraint. When, at a later meeting, membersonce aga1n

pointed out that a 2 shilling duty would have no effect on UK wheat acreage,

there was a rather feeble attempt by Hewins and Chaplin to question the

assertion,2 but even Hewins had to admit that the prevalent view of

witnesses was that "a duty of at least 10 shillings would be necessary to

f ttl 3have any ef ec . He did point out, however, that nobody had actually

suggested so high a duty, and Dennis thought that the evidence confirmed his

ownopinion that even 10 shillings per quarter would not restore wheat

growing to its position in 1875. Chaplin agreed: The current price of

wheat was some 26 shillings per quarters and to restore UK cultivation to
43 million acres would require "certainly not less than 50s." He commanded

1. rsi a., p. 35.
2. WhenStratton asserted that the Connnittee had taken no "evidence to

show that •.• [the 2 shilling duty] would increase the area of wheat in
England", Hewins conjectured whether it "would not ••. naturally
operate in that direction[?] •.. it must have that effect so far as it
is operative". But Stratton reminded him that Hewins's own "picture
of prices rather contradicts that", and Hewins admitted that "It does
rather" • Chaplin, in trying to find a suitable form of words for the
Report, wondered whether 2 shillings might not at least prevent a
further decline in UK acreage, but many on the Committee found this
almost equally hard to accepts and Chaplin was himself doubtful. This
pessimism was later to provoke Follett into strong criticism of the
draft Report. See A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, pp. 29, 32; T.C.P.,
and below, pp. 449, 553.

3. Ibid., p , 29.
4. Ibid., p , 30. Chaplin's reasoning was presumably based on the level

of wheat prices obtaining in 1875. Only after 1877 did these fall
below 50 shillings per quarter. See H.M. Lynd, England in the
EisPteen-Eightiess (NewYork, 1945), p. 26.
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general agreement - only Orlebar wondered if "modern improvements in

culti vation" might not make 3 million acres profitable at less than 50
1shillings per quarter.

Of course, the 3 million acre yardstick of 1875 was in no sense a

necessary objective, and it was realised that 10 shillings would increase

acreage, but no one on the Committee could guess by how much and no one
2would endorse such a duty. It was pointed out, in any case, that such

levels would seriously affect other branches of agriculture.3 What Chaplin

had done, by implication, was to show how politically suicidal duties of an

effecti ve level would be, and in passing he remarked that this "upsets the

idea altogether of a bounty" •4 In this sense, therefore, it made little

economic difference whether 2 shillings or 3 shillings were finally chosen,

and the choice was made on political grounds.

This strengthened the Committee members in their resolve to secure an

indirect bounty. Ever since Dennis had first mentioned the possibility of

using the tariff revenue to subsidise agricultural rates in July, individual

members had kept on resurrecting the subject. Furthermore, they knew that

in this they had the more obvious sympathy of the' chairman. Chaplin's

Agricultural Rating Act of 1896 had been based on an interim report of the

1894-1897 Royal Commission on Agricultural Depression, which recommended

that agricultural land should be relieved of three-quarters of its burden

under local rates.5 But Chaplin subsequently found that "it was impossible

to obtain from the Chancellor of the Exchequer at that time sufficient funds

to give relief to the extent of more than one half". 6 Originally the Act

had been intended to apply for only five years, but it had not been

1. Ibid., p. 3l.
2. We might wonder, unkindly, why this latter was so if the Committee

were convinced that a duty, by increasing colonial output, would not
increase the price of wheat.

3. Stratton, A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 31; T.C.P.
4. Ibid.
5. Royal Comudssion on Agricultural Depression, Second Report, C. 7981

(1896), ~, p •.16, para. 45. Shaw-Lefevre, Lord Rendel and Sir
Robert G1ffen dissented.

6. A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, p. 4; T.C.p.
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1repealed. Chaplin thought it permissible that the Committee should

recommend,"if we found it desirable to do so", that the recommendations of

the Royal Commissionshould be carried out. 2 Matthews reminded him that

the Royal commission on Local Taxation had recommendedthat the whole cost

of education, police and highways should be paid out of national rather than

local funds. If both recommendations were implemented the benefit to

. di, 1· d3agrlculture would be correspon ng y lncrease .

But in the draft report considered at the meeting of 9 October, there

.. d t· 4was only Sllght mentlon of rate-re uc 10ns. Comingas it did on top of

the retreat from the 3 shilling corn duty, this was almost too much for some

of the Committee to bear. Boulton, when on a Tariff Reform platform, had

been "sometimes told by farmers that the whole scheme of tariff reform would

not do them muchgood".5 The decision to stick at 2 shillings could, he

felt, only strengthen this new. Could not the duty on wheat therefore be

"earmarked ... to the further encouragement of the growth of wheat in this

country? (Hear, hear)".6 Dennis agreed, pointing out that since the

agricultural tariffs they were recommendingwould not "have any effect vroat-

ever in increasing the selling price of those agricultural products here

(Hear, hear)", and since the rural population would have to pay more for its

manufactured goods, it was only by virtue of rate-reductions and earmarking

that it would get any quid pro quo whatsoever.7 WhenChaplin, intentionally

or unintentionally, changed the subject it did not take long before Sir

Walter Peace returned to it, arguing that "I want something so that the

farmers will s~: 'Here we are going to get something'. (Hear, hear)".8

1. J.F. Rees, A Short Fiscal and Financial History of England, (London,
1921), pp. 177-178.

2. Chaplin pointed out that, after all, the Royal. Commissionhad been
appointed "by Mr. Gladstone himself". A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906,
p. 4; T.C.P.

3. Ibid., pp. 40-41.
4. A.C.M.(VT), 9 October 1906, p. 26; T.e.p.
5 • Ibi d., p. 16.
6. Ibid.
7. Ibid., pp. 16-17.
8. Ibid., p. 26 (Il\Y emphasis).
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He even threatened, an one of those rare moments of Tariff Commissionhistory,

a minority report:

If I can believe the letters I re cei ve from
agriculturalists ... some decided advantage has to
come to the farmers which they will feel and realise,
and I am sure from the number of Membersof this
Commissionwho sympathise with that view, that it will
be advisable for those of us who share the opinions
that I hold to some extent to come together and to
prepare if necessary a minority Report, recommending
the more bold, and I think likely to be the more
successful policy than if we simply accept the
recommendations as here. I do not want to take that
position ~self, but the Report does not go far enough
to satis f'y me "'1

The possibility of national assistance to agriculture was mentioned in the

draft report, but in insufficient detail and with insufficient commitment.

It does not seem that the rate reduction suggested by Chaplin, which Hewins

2was later to calculate would only cost the Exchequer some £0.75m, went far

enough for Peace, whowanted a specific subsidy from national funds: indeed,

there is slight evidence that he wanted the whole of the revenue from all the

agricultural duties "earmarked" for the subsidy of agriculture. 3 Howfar

he differed from other Committee members is not possible to determine.4

Hewins felt that Peace "just a little exaggerated the contrast between his

point of view ••. and these recommendations", and Boulton endorsed this,

believing that "If we have another Meeting probably some of these ideas

would be embodied".5

But it does seem clear that the draft report was too cautious and

uncommitted for Peace, who felt that "we seem to be skirting the thing,

afraid to cross the bridge and give them [the farmers] something".6

1. Ibid., p. 25.
2. A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 22; T.C.P.
3. Peace was interrupted before he could state his proposals clearly.

There is even a slight possibility that he wanted the entire tariff
revenues from Chamberlain's scheme allocated to agriculture.

4. Boulton and Orlebar's desires lIlS\Y have been limited to the earmarking
of the corn duties, but th:ir remarks, like Peace's, were ambiguous.
Orlebar wanted the allocatlon of any revenue to be disproportionately
directed towards arable farming. See A.C.M.(VT), 9 October 1906,
pp. 26-27; T.C.P.

5. Ibid., pp. 25-26.
6. Ibid., p. 26.
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Doubtless Hewins had in mind the need to provide compensation reductions in

existing revenue duties, that Mosely alone had voiced. Also, he may well

have found distasteful the precise practice of earmarking, a practice some-

what alien to British fiscal tradition. There was a precedent in the

'whiskey money' under the Technical Instruction Act of 189C,1 and the

Agricultural Rating Act itself provided another, amounting as it did to a

"decision to ear-mark for a particular section". 2 But though the first of

these had been successful, the second had been "naturally attacked" for
. .. . 3 hgiving state ass~stance to one part~cular sect~on of the commun~ty, and t e

Committee's inclinations to extend it would thus have aroused considerable

opposition - though scarcely more, it might be said, than the proposal for

protection itself. The Tariff Reformers were in a difficulty. Whether

correctly or not, they considered that Chamberlain's scheme would benefit

industry more than agriculture. But the intention was to treat all alike,

to create harmony, balance and justice between industries and sections. Yet

any attempt to balance the equation by an indirect bounty would appear to the

pUblic as precisely the opposite - as adding rate-reductions on land and

special earmarking of duties to the benefits of an interest-group which had

already been conceded the iniquitous 'stomach-tax'.

It may also have been in the mind of the Tariff Commission establishment

that earmarking would escalate and might indeed lead to a resurgence of

support for direct bounties. Frankish certainly wanted more than just the

wheat duty to be earmarked for agriculture, though he did not specify where
4he would stop. To Gilbey these matters were closely related. "Give what

relief you can to the rates", he urged, ''but I think it would be a great

1. To be precise, the allocation of certain customs and excise duties to
technical education was allowed under the Local Taxation (Customs and
Excise) Act of 1891. It tends to be remembered, however in its
relation to the Technical Instruction Act. See M. Argle~, South
Kensin On to Robbins: An Account .of En lish Technical and Scientific
Education since 1 51, London, 19 ,p. 35.

2. J•F. Rees, op • cit., p. 178.
3. Ibid.
4. A.C.M.(VT}, 9 October 1906, p. 30; T.e.p.
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pity to r-aase the q_uestion of bounties at this time of day".l And it

appears that, from the opposite point of view, there was a similar conjunction

i n Peace's mind:

••• any relief from taxation which arises from the
duties collected out of corn will be merely looked upon
by the farmers as something that will go into the
landlord's pocket, or help to increase his rent, whereas
if the money goes into the farmer's pocket on account of
the acreage he has cultivated, some of it would stick to
the farmer's pocket.2

Thus the scene was set for the penultimate meeting of the Committee to

discuss its conclusions. It is obvious that the support for bounties was

weakened by the absence of Follett and the early departure of Peace, and the

opposition to them strengthened by the unusual presence of Caillard.3 But

the establishment did claim to have made concessions to those who felt that

earlier drafts were not positive enough in their aid to agriculture: ln

Chaplin's words, "it was decided to endeavour to strengthen and somewhat to
4broaden the recommendations that we made in the original copy". What the

Committee termed "non-fiscal,,5 recommendations, for instance on railway rates

and on the encouragement of new agricultural industries,6 were written larger

and more forcibly. On the relief of agricultural rates, the draft probably

came close to the AgricUltural Report, arguing that "the contribution from

Imperial funds should be the largest amount, and from local rates the

smallest, that is compatible with the economic administration of local

l.
2.

Ibid., pp. 31-32.
Whether some farmers might have held this OplnlOn, the present writer
cannot say, but, according to Ernest E. Williams, Liberal opposition
to state aid for agriculture was based partly on the argument that
"one result of such aid would be better times for landlords". Of
course, it is obvious that Peace's argument is partial, even if we
accept pure Ricardian theory. Both types of subsidy would have
allowed landlords to increase rents. But in any case Chaplin was
quick to stamp on this, arguing that "the evidence of every witness we
had, with only one exception ••• was ••• that they never knew an
instance where the landlord had appropriated the benefit of the last
Rating Act". Ibid., p. 34, and E.E. Williams, The Foreigner in the
FaTmfard, (London, 1897), p. 164.
Up to this date Caillard had attended only 3 out of 34 Committee
meetings, and that included the joint meeting with the Commission on
11 July. See "Agricultural. Committee Attendance Book". T C P
A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 1; T.C.p. ' ..•
Ibid., p. 14.
See below, pp. 439-446.

3.

4.
5.6.
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affairs", and that relief should be extended to the level intended by the

Royal Commissionon Local Taxation of 1896.1 This would present no

difficulty "in view of the increase of revenue which would follow from the

imposition of the duties we suggest". 2

But the draft was insufficient for Orlebar, whowanted specific ear-

marking, "in the nature of a declaration that some part of the proceeds of

the new taxes" should be set aside for purposes of agricultural subsi dy , 3

4ThoughHewins thought this "contrary ... entirely to our Treasury system",

and argued that both Joseph and Austen Chamberlain, the latter as ex-

Chancellor of the Excheque r , "looked very askance at a distinct declaration

of the allocation of the produce of particular taxes",5 Dennis and Boulton

supported Orlebar. Even Chaplin was inclined to think the precedent of

the Technical Instruction Act too strong to be brushed aside so easily.

The motives of the more radical wing of the Committee in pressing for

a definite statement on earmarking, when all had in arty case agreed to a

general alleviation of agricultural rates, was undoubtedly aimed in part at

increasing the popularity of Tariff Reform in agricultural areas, at giving

farmers "the impression that they are getting somebenefit from Tariff
6Reform". WhenCaillard doubted the practical purpose of such a

recommendation, since the precise origin of the subsidy was of no importance,

Boulton admitted that "It is only to make it more popular". 7

But there were deeper reasons for desiring the practice. The first

is that it would have been open to agriculturalists to exert pressure to

increase the amount of subsidy available to them. ThoughHewins had

briefly flirted with the notion of removing local taxation from the land

1. Agricultural Report, paras. 368-369.
2. Ibid.
3. A.C,M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 20; T.C.P.
4. Thoughhe did note the exception of 'whiskey money'.
5. Hewins had, however, consulted with both Chamberlains and found them

"qui te willing it should comeout of the [Consolidated] fund". See
A.C,M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 20; T.e,p.

6. Dennis, ibid., p. 21-
7. Ibi d., p. 22.
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1altogether, the more typical 'establishment' V1ew was that relief should

be limited to the recommendations of 1896. This, as Hewins had estimated,
2would only benefit agriculture to an amount of £O.75m. Obviously, certain

Committee members were looking enviously at the projected revenues on

agricultural goods of some £lO-15m. Even a low earmarking ratio (s~ one-

tenth of the wheat duty, an amount corresponding roughly to the projected

rate-relief) would set the precedent for an increase in the ratio under

pressure from the agricultural interest.

The second underlying reason for the support of earmarking was that

this was a half-w~ house towards securing bounties, and this clearly would

have been a move towards putting the salvation of the farmer in his own hands.

There is no doubt that there was still support for bounties in the later

meetings. Yet the recommendations that lay on the table before the meeting

of 22 October tenaciously clung to a straightforward rejection of bounties.

Suggestions had been invited from members on the issue, but some had come in

late. Furthermore , Boulton was ruled out of order by Chaplin when he tried

a last-ditch rallying of support for the policy, on the grounds that he was

a member of the Commission but not of the Committee. This was an unus ual ,

abrupt and rather brutal ruling. It was not supported by the rules of
3procedure and, more important, it went against precedent. At earlier

meetings no attempt had been made to prevent Commission members participating

in the discussion of committees, or vice-versa, and joint participation had

been positively encouraged. Indeed, earlier in this very meeting, Caillard,

also a member of the Commission but not of the Committee, had also been

invol ved in a debate on the control of railway companies.

Chaplin's ruling made it clear that Boulton was at liberty to ralse the

1. " local taxation I should think runs from 8s. to lOs. an acre, and
if you were to take that sum. off you would find that it would bring
them [British farmers] in some instances within the power of competing
even with Colonial importations". Ibid., p . 18.

2. Ibid., p , 22.
3. The rule~ of procedure of the Agricultural Committee made no mention

of such 1ssues. See A.C.M.(P), 8 March 1904, pp. 2-4; T.C.P.
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question of bounties on the Commission, "to whomit is perfectly open to

accept or reject any recommendations of this Committee that they like, or

move any additions to them if they please".l But this hit at the proposal

for bounties in two ways. Firstly, it postponed their discussion until con-

sideration of the Final Report, since the Commission could not overturn the

recommendations of the Agricultural Report, but only modify them whenfitting

them into the overall Tariff Commissionplan.2 This might delay Commission

. . f th 3di.scusa i.on or mon s, even years. Secondly, and more importantly, it ruled

out of order three of those involved in the Committee's deliberations whocon-

stituted the heart of the agitation for bounties. It is ironic that neither

Boulton, nor Peace, nor Follett, were members of the Agricultural Committee.

Amongstthose still empoweredto speak, there was little resolve to

continue the pressure. Stratton, of course, remained steadfastly opposed

towards arzy-form of bounty, and Phillips joined him. Orlebar and Dennis,

both of whomhad earlier spoken in support of bounties, accepted the

recommendations briefly and uncritically. Matthews, whilst professing

"great, sympathy with the feeling in favour of the bounty", welcomed its

rejection because "for the time being ..• it is beyond the scope of

practical pOlitics".4 This was to prove the death-knell of the pressure

for bounties. When, at a later meeting just before publication, Desborough

observed that he "thought there was going to be a great push made today for

bounties", the secretary remarked cryptically that "Wehave disposed of

that" .5 Chaplin explained that the amended draft conclusions had been

circulated to Committee members a week previously, but that "No proposals

[i.e. amendments] have cone forward to us ••• and they [Committee members]

have all signified their intention to sign".6

1. A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p , 24; T.C.P.
2. This is tobe inferred from Hewins's and Chaplin's statements

subsequently. See ibid., p. 27.
3. In fact it was to postpone it for ever, since a Final Report was

never written.
4. A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 25; T.C.P.
5. A.C.M.(VT), 9 November1906, p. 4; T.C.P.
6. Ibid.
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v

The defeat of bounties and the refusal to agree to the principle of

earmarking by a Committee sympathetic to the plight of agriculture shows

clearly that the need to produce an acceptable overall Tariff Reform policy,

and the dangers of prejudicing the eventual implementation of that policy

with extreme and electorally unpopular measures, was paramount in that

Committee's mind. The direct effect of Chamberlain's tax on bread remained

potentially small, being limited to the protective effects of a duty on

wheat which, all were agreed, was too small to encourage wheat-growing, and

to a remission of taxes of only £0.75m distributed amongst some 280,000

1farmers, on average less than £3 per farmer per year. It is ironic,

however, that where the Committee felt itself less constrained by political

consi derations, its activities were circumscribed by the difficulties of

harmonising the interests within agriculture itself.

It is clear that at first Hewins and Chaplin looked to the barley duty

to provide recompense for a wheat duty which gave less to agriculture than

was ideally desirable on account of the imperial consideration. As Chaplin

observed, barley and oats "are both produced muchmore largely than Wheat -

and are both more important". 2

Taxation of oats was not a contentious matter within the Committee.3

With barley, however, there were considerable difficulties. The attraction

was that, unlike in the case of wheat, very little barley was imported from

the colonies, most coming from Russi a, Turkey, Rumania and the United States. 4

3.
4.

Approximate figure, taken from C.S. Orwin and E.H. Whetham,A History
of British Agriculture 1846-1914, (London, 1964), table on p. 342.
Chaplin to Hewins, 28 October 1904; C-76 (I), T.C.P. For oats this
was certainly true. For barley, it was true throughout the 18906 with
the exception of 1898, though. in several years (1890, 1891 and 1899)
the di fference in production was extremely marginal. It should
perhaps be mentioned that the harvest of 1904 in the aftermath of. . 'Wh1ChCJ;aph? wro~, produced a far lower wheat :bar1ey ratio than was
norm~ an th1S .per10d. After 1904 the difference was extremely
marg1na1, and 1n 190?-1914 wheat output consistently exceeded barley
output. See B.R. Mitchell and P. Deane, OPe cit., pp. 86-87.
See belOW, p. 424.
Agricultural Report, Tables 40-41, paras. 170-171.

1.

2.
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Early in 1904 Chaplin had sought to discover from the Board of Agriculture

the size of colonial imports, but Sir Jacob Wilson had found only isolated

1examples. Onewas the first ever shipment of barley from Queensland, and

the Agent-General for Queensland welcomed expert inspection of the samples

retained by the British importer. Frankish inspected the samples on behalf

of the Commissionand found:

It is very fine Barley, well grown, good size and good
colour, and if it could be got here in time for the
malting season would cut out a great deal of the English
barley, but in consequence of the time of the Australian
Harvest it can only be got here ... too late for malting.2

If the Australian barley trade was only just beginning,3 that of Canada was

even more in its infancy. In November1904 Hewins was informed that seed

of four varieties of UKmalting barley had been supplied to the North West

Provinces "under the North-west Government system of co-operative field
4trials with a view to developing an export trade to this country". New

Zealand was also in the sample stage and India sent only "small quantities".5

Furthermore, Chaplin doubted the future potential of colonial barley

production, since expert opinion held that soil conditions were not suitable.6

Gr~ saw considerable possibilities in a heavy tax on barley, and out-

lined a plan of transference of tax which would not harm the brewing interest:

Mr. Gladstone in 1880 transferred the then duty of
about 22/8d per qr. for malting [barley] to the beer
brewed. At present I think the duty is about 7/9d per
bl. of beer. Presuming that there are 4 bIB. beer
produced from one qr. barley, the duty would be 31/-,

1. Sir Jacob Wilson to Chaplin, 28 April 1904; C-76 (I), T.C.P.
2. Frankish to Hewins, 2 May 1904; C-1304, T.C.P.
3. The place of barley in Australian farm output was so small that Butlin

does not differentiate it separately. In 1900-1 output of "Other
grains" (chiefly oats, barley and maize) was valued at £2.5m compared
with £5.5m for wheat. But Butlin's earlier series gives wheat output
of £5.5m and output of oats and maize as £1.3m and £1.2m respectively.
It seems, therefore, that production of barley in the whole of
Australia was negligible. See N.G. But1in, Australian Domestic
Product Investment and Forei Borrowin 1861 - 1938/39, (Cambridge,
19 2 , pp. 9 -9 , Tables 3-

4. Hewins to Frankish, 30 November1904; C-1304, T.C.P.
5. C. Babington (of Watney, Combe,Reid and Co.) to Hewins, 3 November

1905; C-1836, T.C.P.
6. A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, p. 3; T.C.p.
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leaving a difference of about 8/- per qr. of a greater
tax than before Mr. Gladstone made the transfer.

Why not at least have 4/- of the duty taken off
the beer production of 1 qr. barley, and put on
imported barley? 1

Whether this would have been acceptable even to a pro-Tariff Reform govern-

ment is questionable, for a barley duty effective in causing a switch to home

sources of supply would have been a less stable source of revenue than the

beer excise duty it replaced. It does seem, however, that brewers were not

entirelY opposed to the idea. Babington of Watneys concurred with Gr~'s

figure of four barrels per quarter, and thought a 2 shilling duty would

necessi tate a 6d per barrel reduction in the beer duty:

If a duty on our raw materials were not met by a
compensating remission of beer duty .•• the brewer
would be taxed for the benefit of, say, the farmer.
The brewer need not object to a re-adjustment of
burdens to help another but would object to an
increased burden for that purpose'2

But whether this reflected a consensus amongst brewers or not, there

were more interests to be reconciled than by this mere transference. Gilbey,

writing not long after the Glasgow speech and mindful of Chamberlain's

exemption of maize, wrote that a tax on barley in such circumstances would

"tell very severely on the Distillers of Malt Whiskey", since grain spirit

was made almost entirely from maize.3 Later he put the position clearly:

"I do not Dzy"selfthink that a small tax on imported Foreign Barley would be

objected to very strongly by the Distillers provided that the Duty of (sic)

Whiskey distilled from Maize is increased proportionately".4

ClearlY, liquor distilling was a difficult area for the Commission.

Relations between the two branches were not good, and the barley and malt

3.

GrB¥ to Hewins, 16 June
C. Babington to Hewins,
emphasis) •
Relative production figures of malt and grain spirit were not collected
by the government. Gilbey estimated, however, that "the 11 Grain
Distilleries turn out more spirit than the 149 Malt Distilleries
The first cost ?f Grain Spirit is from 10d to 1/3d per gallon as against
about 3/- for HJ.ghland Malt" • See Gilbey to Hewins, 25 January 1904;
C-203, T.C.P.
Gilbey to Hewins, 20 October 1905; ibid.

1904; C-582, T.C.P.
3 November 1905; C-1836, T.C.P. (Babington 1 s

l.
2.

4.
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interests were attempting to secure legislation to prevent sale of the

inferior grain spirit as whiskey.l Sir ThomasDewar, though a Conservative

MP, refused to appear before the Commission, because the grain whiskey trade

was "hardly affected by foreign competition". 2 The consideration that a

duty on barley combinedwith an exemption on maize would have been of

positive advantage to Dewar seems to have been too subtle, for the pre-

dominant view amongst both malt and grain distillers was probably that

import duties on any grainstuffs were best avoided. Certainly Hewins had

great difficulty in securing distillers as witnesses.3

So, to harmonise interests, a tax on barley would have required a

reduction of the beer duty and a tax on maize. The compensation element

might well have left beer prices unaffected, but since there was no mention

of a reduction in the spirit duty we might assume that there would have been

upward pressure on whiskey prices. Wecan only conjecture whether grain

distillers would have welcomed this less than malt users: their product

being cheaper, it maywell have had a higher price-elasticity of demand.

But the concept of elasticity, even as a working tool for economists, was

still imperfectly understood,4 and businessmen probably did not think in

such a way at all, relying rather on an intui ti ve dislike of any factor

outside their control which forced prices up.

But a tax on barley and maize, one of them specifically excluded by

Chamberlain, would work against the interests of livestock feeders. Chaplin

summarised the position in 1905:

The Barley grower is injured by the exemption of maize
from duty, because that will induce a larger use of
maize in brewing. On the other hand the exemption of
maize suits the feeders. The bacon curers complain of
the exemption of bacon from duty, because their best
food for bacon, namely, barley meal, will be taxed.
On the other hand, the duty on barley is the mainstay
of the grower of grain because, while the duty on wheat

1. Gilbey to Hewins, 19 July 1905; ibid.
2. Sir ThomasDewar to Hewins, 12 October 1905' ibid.
3. Hewins to Gilbey, 19 October 1905; ibid. '
4. N. Jha, The A of Marshall: As ects of British Economic Thou t,

1890-191, London, 2nd Edn" 1973 , p. 39.
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will erelong be rendered ineffective by the increase
of wheat from the Colonies, very little barley comes
from the Colonies at present'l

Chaplin was mindful of Chamberlain's Glasgow plan, and was reluctant

to take the sequentially obvious step of taxing bacon and maize in order to

secure the important tax on barley, For, as he reminded the joint meeting

of Commissionand Committee, "great numbers" of those in the Tariff Reform

Movement,including Chamberlain and himself, were "obliged to do nothing with

the policy ". which is going on the balance to increase the cost of living".2

The evidence from questionnaires and witnesses had shown that "curiously

enough, the question of the duty upon barley raises differences of oplnlon

amongvarlous sections of Tariff Reformers '" Even amongagriculturalists

3themselves". Growers of malting barley looked upon the prospect of a duty

"with more interest and more anxiety than they do upon almost anything else",

whereas the feeders required "light barley and other things of that kind" as

cheaply as possible. 4 Brewers, at a time "when it is notorious that the

brewing interest is suffering from a very great depression", would require a

. 5qUld pro quo. Bacon curers required a compensating duty on their product

if barley meal was to be taxed, and Chaplin thought this ''by no means an

6unreasonable argument".

Chaplin had been considering a compromise for some twelve months, though

he had at first been concerned about the practical difficulties of its

implementation. 7 It was that there should be a duty on foreign barley used

for brewing, but that foreign barley used as feed should be exempt. Brewers,

he c1airood, would find it easy to provide the necessary government returns:

indeed, they alrea~ supplied this information to the Board of Trade.S This

still left the question of malting barley versus maize, but to solve this

1. Untitled typescript dated 3 August 1905, in C-76 (II), T.C.P.
2. T.C.M.(VT}, 11 July 1906, p. 35; T.C.P.
3. Ibid., p. 34.
4. Ibid.
5 . Ibi d., p. 35.
6. Ibid.
7
S
' un~11't:edtypescriptt.datwed 3 August 1905, in C-76 (II), T.C.P.
• Ph1 11ps, represen 1ng atneys, confirmed this point.
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maa ze could "be taxed a n the same way at the brewery", again leaving mai ze

. 1
feeding stuffs on the free List . The "only people whowould have any cause

of complaint at all" would be the growers of lighter, less high quality

2barley used for feed. The pig breeder would have his grievance removed,

both his product and his feed remaining untaxed.

At first this scheme appeared acceptable. Though Phillips feared

evasion, perhaps at breweries more remote from Whitehall than his own, he saw

no basic difficulties. Brownand Evans concurred. But nowit was found

that Mitchell Harris, the bacon curer, still resented the exemption of bacon

but the inclusion of other meat, an inclusion which had caused only minor

controversy on the Committee.3

Harris's objections rested on three grounds. The first was that it

was administrati vely difficult to separate untaxed bacon from taxed pork.

Thousands of carcasses of fresh pork were imported weekly from Holland, and

"the foreigner is clever enough to make that into bacon which could be

. f h cli' l' .. ,,4remade 1nto res pork rect y ~t arr~ves ~n London. The second, and

more fundamental, was a questioning of Chamberlain's assertion that bacon was

still peculiar amongst meatstuffs as "a popular food with sone of the poorest

of the population ••• [and] the staple food for many of the poorest". 5

Though this had been true "a good manyyears ago", 6 a shift in relative

prices had resulted in a shift of working-class consumption to cheap beef and

mutton. The cheapest bacon, "Chicago bacon, is higher in price than the

cheapest frozen mutton ••• Or the cheapest beef from Argentine" •7 Whilst

Webband Cooper confirmed this, Chaplin thought that Board of Trade

1. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 36; T.C.P. Both barley and maize used
in distilling would be treated similarly. See ibid" p , 38.
Ibid., p. 36.
See below, pp. 428~431,
He continued, "The foreigner, by putting these fresh carcasses of pork
into salt f?r a dS¥ or two would make it into bacon, and directly the
trader got 1.t over here he could, by a certain process make it back
into pork. again" • T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 39; T.C.P.
Chamb4erla~nat Glasgow, 6 October 1903; in J.M. Robertson, op. cit.,
p. 5 •
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 39; T.C.p.
Ibid., pp , 39-40.

2.
3.4.

5.
6.
7.
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publications dealing with weekly budgets of agricultural labourers showed

that "undoubtedly in manyparts of England it [bacon] forms the largest
, . 1article' of meat consumptl0n. The third basis of Harris's objections was

that which made the second significant - the degree of foreign competition.

Exemption of bacon would cause a switch from other products ~ especially pork ~

by foreigners exporting to the UK:

the trade of English hams and bacon woul.d , in a
few years' time ~ be wiped out ... and the matter of
hog raising in England and Ireland would necessarily
follow suit. It is as much as ever we can do nowto
compete both in hog raising and in making bacon with
the foreigner~ and what we should do if bacon were
admitted free and a tax were put on meat, I do not know.2

This forcible declaration of protectionist intent impressed the meeting,

especially the agricultural representatives. Matthews, whohad initially

been "inclined to think ... that you [Chaplin] had solved what appeared to me

to be the great difficulty of this", 3 was now less sure. .J3uthe did argue

that, if Chaplin's scheme was unworkable, "having to advi.s e a duty on bacon

need not frighten us very much".4 A reasoned alteration of the details of

Chamberlain's programmewas within the Committee's terms of reference;

indeed, it was the purpose of the Committee. Cooper thought free bacon "a

very bad thing for agriculture", in view of the large increase in imports of

Danish produce each year, especially as British producers had to suffer

confiscation of fresh pork under the tuberculosis test, whereas processing

into bacon removed "the principal evidences of the disease". 5 Dennis

thought the exemption of bacon to be "a weakness in the general scheme", and

suggested a low duty of 2~ per cent.6

The joint meeting with the Commissionhad ended with considerable

1.
2.
3.
4.
5. " ... there is not the least doubt in the minds of those people who are

e~gaged in the trade,". he continU:d, "that a very large quantity of
pa gs are manufact';ll"edan Denmark l.nto bacon which if they came to the
dead:-m:at market an the shape of dead meat would be confiscated".
See l.bl.d., p. 42.

6. rsra., p. 45.

Ibid. , p. 40.
Ibid.
Ibid. , p. 41.
Ibid.
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opposition by the agricultural representatives to the exemption of bacon,

a matter on which non-agricultural Commission members had remained

ominously silent. Chaplin had stuck to his guns, however, and seems to

have sent out of the meeting for the Board of Trade report he had mentioned
. 1earll.er. Wilson Fox's figures, quoted by Chaplin, seemed to show that

farm workers in the Eastern counties consumed well over twice as much bacon

as other meats, and in England as a whole nearly 20 per cent more. Chaplin

urged that "this very important part of the population" should not be

subjected to a tax on bacon, and secured the authority of the Commission to
. ., . 2work out, with Hev.ins+s ai.d, a eat.i.sf'actory and harmoni ous scheme.

By the next meeting of the Committee, however, Chaplin had changed his

posi tion. He had reconsulted "seme of the latest [government] reports on

this question", and had with Hewins consulted Wilson Fox on the reliability

of the estimates of bacon consumption:

It is alw~s undesirable to change when a policy
has been put before the country, but there is no
doubt that the evidence that you have taken yourselves
differs to a considerable extent from the evidence in
this report of Mr. Wilson Fox ••• What I think comes
out, putting it clearly, is this: that in urban
districts at all events the consumption of Bacon •••
is very much smaller than it is amongst the Agricultural
Labourers, and of course they are a very much more
numerous portion of the population. Another thing is
that the censumptzion of that cheap meat which is sent
here dead is, every year, increasing more and more ..•
certainly [for consumption] amongst poorer classes in
the towns. That is a fact and Mr. Wilson Fox himself
called my attention to this ••• that even in the rural
districts ••• [cheap foreign meat] is actually taking
the place of Bacon and may be expected to take its
place more and more ••• as time goes on. 3

To buttress his argument he argued that home-rearing of bacon by labourers
4was increasing, "some they use for their own purposes and others they sell".

2.
3.
4.

Almost certainly, Board of Trade, Report on Wages , Earnings and
Condi tions of Em;ployment of'Agri Cul~t·ur'='a~l-~Lab-':':'ou:::lrQ;e:::':r:::"sL..::i::':n:::..!t:!:h:..!e:!Q!:u~•..!:K::!..~,
Cd. 346, 1900, vol. lxxxii.
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 44; T.C.P.
A.C.M.CVT1, 31 July 1906, p. 32; T.C,P. A second
report (Cd. 2376, vo1. xcvii) had appeared in 1905,
A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, p. 34; T.C/P.

version of Fox's

L
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This cottage industry was one "which we might very properly do our best to

encourage", the proposal to tax bacon thus tending "in the direction of

aiding the agricultural labourers themselves".l

Only Stratton, amongst Committee members, remained unhappy about the

proposal to include bacon, and he did not press his objection. Harris was

obviously happy - the first six months of 1906 had seen imports running at

14 per cent above the corresponding period of 1903. To sugar the pill he

added that a small duty would be unlikely to raise prices. Most foreign

exporters, especially Denmark, had little choice of markets beside the UK.

The foreigner would have to pay the duty, for "Whatever price the English

people return to him for his bacon he is bound to take". 2

This lef't undecided the question of barley and maize. Superficially

it would seem that the decision to include bacon liberated the Committee from

the constraints preventing it from recommending taxation of these products.

But on barley Chaplin was cautious, perhaps because of the points Matthews

had raised on the possibility of fraud and evasion, and on the possible

switch of less reputable brewers into rice, maize and even oats. Matthews's

drif't was that a barley tax should be countered by duties on possible,

though inferior, substitutes. He doubted that the omnibus companies would

welcome a tax on oats, "but that is not [a] question for the Agricultural

Committee to consider. Wehave oats to sell, although we consume a quantity

of what we grow ourselves, and I should certainly not be in favour of

admitting foreign oats in free". 3 Mi tchell Harris too di d not favour a

higher duty on barley than on maize, the situation under Hicks Beach's Boer

War duties which Chaplin proposed to emulate, for this would disadvantage the

producer of high quality bacon. Gilbey made the same point from a different

1. Whether, in fact, a. small duty o~ bacon would have encouraged farm
labourers to rear pa gs for sale as , of course, doubtful. Without this
result, th~ claim that a tax on bacon would really increase the welfare0: the agr~cultural worker appears more than a little of a paradox.
Gllb:y? however~ thought that Smal~-SCale pig-breeding was very
sens~t~ve to prlce changes. See ~bid.

2. Ibid., p , 35.
3. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, pp. 42-43; r.c.r .
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interest: the differential would "still further handicap the legitimate

distiller who distils
1from barley" .

What is unclear from the above, even given the decision to tax bacon,

is why Chaplin's earlier compromiseplan, to tax both foreign maize and

barley at the brewery but to exempt those grains used as feed, had fallen

from the Committee's collective memory. To the extent that maize used in

producing alcohol had been taxed less heavily than barley, it is true that

those interests represented by Gilbey would have had some cause for complaint.

But the exemption of both grains if used for feed does not explain the

hostility of Mitchell Harris.

The reason may lie in an acceptance by the Comndttee, undocumented in

the surviving evidence, of the necessity to tax imported barley whether

used for brewing and distilling or for feeding. This stance of blanket

protectionism may have gained strength from the decision to tax bacon. It

is to be rememberedthat the Committee looked eagerly to the barley duty to

make up for the sad inadequacy of the wheat duty. However, the quantity

of beer consumedin 1907, a typical year in the perd od 1900-1914, was 35.4m

2barrels, and if, as GrB¥and Babington affirmed, one quarter of barley was

used in production of four barrels of' beer, this would put the maximum

quanti ty of' barley used in brewing at slightly less than 9mquarters, or

only very slightly less than 75 per cent of total British output plus

imports of barley in that year.3 Of' course, this figure must be revised

downwardsto take account of the use of other grains in brewing, but it

1. A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, pp. 39-40; T.C.P.
2. A.R. Prest and A.A. Adams, Consumers' Expenditure in the United

Kingdom, 1900-1919, (Cambridge, 1954), Table 48, p. 76. Production
figures given by Prest and Adamsare in bulk barrels of 36 gallons
of !BY: specific gravity •. S~andard.barrels contain the equivalent.of
36 gallons of beer of specl.fic gravi ty 1055. It is extremely unl1kely
that any difference is sufficient to render invalid the very rough
calculation being perfo~ed here.

3. Figures for GBoutput fro~ B.R. Mitchell and P. Deane, op. cit.,
p. 87 (bushels converted l.nto quarters at 8:1) and those for imports
from G.R. Porter, The Progress of the Nation (NewEdn revised by
F:W. Hirst, London: 1912), p: 438 (cwts. con~erted to ~~arters by
Mi tchell and Deane s converaa on factor of 41.56 bush 1 t f
1910-1939. See Ope cit., p. 86). e s per on or
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also must be subsequently revised upwards if the use of barley in distilling

is to be included. Thus it does seem that even under Chaplin's compromise

a considerable proportion of the UKconsumption of barley would have been

subject to duty.

But whether the reason did indeed lie in a protectionist desire to

embrace all grainstuffs irrespective of final use, especially now that bacon

was to be taxed, or in Matthews's questioning of the scheme's practicability,

or even 1n a greater hostility to the concept of compensating reductions in

beer duty on the part of brewers than was foreseen by Babington and Phillips,

Chaplin's schemewas, as in so much of the Connnission's business, put aside

quietly for later. Recommendinga duty on barley equivalent to that on

1wheat, the Agricultural Report stated merely that the question of a

differential between feeding and malting barley was one:

••. upon which it scarcely falls within our competence
at the present stage to report, as the practicability
of such a measure depends upon many technical
considerations which would have to be worked out by
official experts. A precedent for this differentiation
occurs in its adoption in the newGermantariff which
came into operation on March 1st last, but no information
is available showing how the principle is worked'2

The failure of Chaplin's compensation scheme, or at least its postpone-

ment, meant that for the momentbarley feeders were not going to escape a

duty on one of thei r inputs. Brown, who had foreseen this result, perhaps

reflected a general sanguinity on the part of the Committee when he remarked

that "They are not so stupid as to imagine they are going to have it all

their ownway".3

The dropping of Chaplin's scheme also signalled the final defeat of

Chamberlain's plan to exempt maize, as a food of "some of the very poorest

of the population", 4 for Chaplin's scheme exempted not only maize used in

3.
4.

Agricultural Report, para. 394.
Ibid., para. 382. In private, however, Hewins admitted that "I do not
think they have succeeded in bringing it [the differentiation] into
actual operation. I think it is an arrangement which has really broken
down". See A.C.M.(VT), 9 October 1906, p. 30; T.C.P.
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 39; T.e.p.
Chamberlain at Glasgow, 6 October 1906·, . J M R 1..an . . ouertson, op. cit.,
p , 52.

1.
2.
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feeding, but also, by implication, mal.ze eaten directly by humans. This

was not to the entire liking of some Committee members. Dennis thought the

Committee "pledged ... to treat ..• maize separately from other cereals",

though Hewins reminded him that in the stri ct sense "We are not pledged to

anything" .1 But Dennis at least pressed for free importation from the

colonies. Chaplin, reluctantly agreeing to the inclusion of maize now

that his compromise was foundering, urged the re-adoption of Hicks Beach's

principle "under which maize had some slight advantage over other kinds of

grain in the Registration Duty". 2 But both Harris and Gilbey, users of

barley in production of higher quality products, spoke strongly against even

this,3 and it appears that the Hicks Beach differential was dropped. Later

Peace, wondering at "the absence of any specific grounds" in the draft

report for the inclusion of maize, urged a reversion to Chamberlain's
4original plan, a view with which Chaplin himself had considerable sympathy.

But when the Agricultural Report appeared, it recommended that maize, along

with barley, oats and rye, be subject to duties "equivalent to those on

wheat".5

If the establishment had acceded to the full taxation of maize, however,
6 7it had at the same time resisted the suggestions of Gray and Matthews that

barley be subject to a considerably higher duty than wheat. In a sense,

this too was a necessary consequence of the failure of Chaplin's compensation

scheme, for Gray's suggestion of a 4-8 shilling duty on malting barley

depended on that scheme. With barley prices around or under 25 shillings

per quarter,8 few British farmers would have been happy with a duty on feeding

1. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, pp. 44-45; T.C.P.
2. A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, pp. 36-37; T.C.P. Under Hicks Beach's duty

maize had been taxed at Ifd per cwt. compared with 3d per cwt. on
other grains. See Agricultural Report, para. 382 n ,

3. A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, p. 39; and A.C.M.(VT), 9 October 1906,
p. 30; r.c.r.

4. A.C.M.(VT), 9 October 1906, pp. 24-25; T.e.p.
5. Agricultural Report, para. 394.
6. See above, p. 418.
7. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, pp. 41-42; T.C.P.
8. Agri cultural Report, Table 7, para. 72.
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barley of 16-32 per cent when other farm products were being protected to
the extent of 5-10 per cent, and few brewers and distillers would have
welcomed the barley tax with no remission of duty on beer and spirits. If
it was all-round protectionism that saw the death of Chaplin's scheme, it
is worth mentioning that the Conmattee's actions perhaps again neglected
the chance of giving agriculture a more positive helping hand.l

The only other serious controversy on the tariff schedule concerned

live and dead meat. Cooper, adopting a position possibly influenced by his
own self-interest, pressed for a lower tax on live cattle imports than on

dead meat. His reasons were, firstly, that employment in the live cattle
and by-product trade exceeded that in the dead meat trade, and secondly, that:

.•• the dead meat is an article which interferes far
more with the [do:rrestic]price ••• than the live
cattle •.• The dead meat must be consumed at once, ...
[but] with the other they get ten days' grace at
Deptford, and ... it is not to be forced on the market
just at the minute.2

There was confusion on this issue. It appears to lie contrary to Matthews's
plea, motivated by years of struggle on the part of the Central and
Associated Chambers of Agriculture, 3 that "we do not want to do anything
that will encourage the importation of livestock for ... the fear of
importation of disease". 4 But there was con:fusionbetween imports of
store cattle, subsequently entering the UK to be fattened, and imports of
live cattle, slaughtered at the doCks • Cooper reminded the Committee that:

..• it is not a question of protecting our flocks and
herds from disease, because there is no possibility

1. This is merely to conjecture that a 4-8 shilling duty on malting barley
only, given the apparently high proportion of this in total barley
consumption, might well have yielded more to farmers in the form of
prices (and would not have been partially offset by loss to farmers in
the form of raised feed prices) than would an overall 2 shilling
(equivalent) duty on all barley. To the extent that the two types of
barl:y could be differentiated in final use, the free importation of
feeding barley need have exerted no control on the domestic tariff-
determined price of malting barley.
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 29; T.C.P.
A.H.H. Matthews, Fift Years of A ricultural Politics· the
Histo~ of the Central Chamber of AgriCulture 1 .
1915), ch, 2. '
T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 28; T.C.P.

2.
3.

4.
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of disease coming into the country by that means 000
We have had the foot and mouth disease more than once
imported into our Foreign Animals Wharf in London,
but we have never had it spread beyond the market 01

The joint meeting of Commission and Committee appeared to accept

Cooper's argument, and Hewins and Chaplin drafted a recommendation of a

general level of 5 per cent on meat imports with a distinction between live

and dead meat an the former's favour 0 Matthews appears to have given way,

since he pointed out that this would require an export duty on hides or else
2it would "defeat our ends" 0

Matthews's assertion of the need for an export duty may well have been

an astute move, for Hewins was reluctant to ampose any export duty, whether
. . 3on gr-aa n offals or hi.des 0 The meeting of 22 October was presented with

draft recommendations in which the differential between live and dead neat

had been reversed 0 Matthews, however, seemed surprised that the
4recommendations were "just the opposite to what ••• was in the last draft".

It seems likely, therefore, that the impetus for this change came from

Chaplin, who had "been of opinion alw~s that dead meat should have the pull",

on account of "the most damaging competition" occasioned by live neat imports

being "sold as the best English and Scotch".5 Stratton, whose elder brother

William6 had proposed the formation of the Central Chamber's Cattle Diseases

Committee in 1872 and had been its chairman until 1894,7 supported the change

of direction, and with Cooper absent from the meeting8 the new line had

unanimous agreement.

But, as Chaplin pointed out, this decision led to difficulties with the

d· d . d "draf't recommen ata ons , an he claue that although there is a great deal of

evidence on both sides the evidence we have selected and quoted was evidence

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Ibid., pp. 30-31-
A.C.M.(VT), 9 October 1906, p. 33; T.C.P.
Ibid.
A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 39; T.e.p.
Ibid.
Stratton to Hewins~ 11 (1) February 1904; C-536, T.C.P.
A.H.H. Matthews, Fifty Years ••• , OPe cit. p 36
"Agricultural Committee Attendance Book"; 'T.C.P.·
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. 1 . ,,1supportlng the other conc USlon . Hewins, his professional competence

and impartiality impugned, rejected this flatly: there was "no evidence

on the other side The weight of the evidence is against higher duties

on live than dead meat - overwhelmingly".2 When Chaplin pressed him into

admitting that there was at least some evidence in favour of higher duties

on live meat (Hewins remarking "very little") Chaplin thought that "that

must be added", revealing himself to be fully intent on cooking the books an

the opposite way from that which he had just accused Hewins.3 Stratton,

too, now showed signs of wavering, or at least of having misunderstood the

point at issue earlier. "A lot of fat cattle are killed at the port of

dis-embarkation", he observed. "We should class them should we not as

dead meat as far as the rate would go[?] ,,4

Chaplin, though repeating his desire to prevent port-killed cattle

competing wi th domestic meat as home-produced, admitted that "it will not do

to have a recommendation ..• flying directly in the face of this evidence",

and suggested that the evidence be re-examined so as to present "both sides

At present it has only been given practically on one side".5of the case.

This did not improve Hewins's temper, and he repeated that the draft
6constituted "quite an impartial presentation of the evidence we have got".

Stratton, by now unsure as to which side he was on, remarked dryly: "It is

not quite like the law of the Medes and Persians - you can alter that".7

But Chaplin's obvious intention to railroad this matter through the

Committee failed. In the Agricultural Report, the issue of differentiating

between live and dead meat was almost completely obscured by its amalgamation
8into a paragraph on Canadian store cattle and the adoption of preference.

1. A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, pp. 42-43; T.C,P.
2. Ibid., p. 43 (my emphasis).
3. Ibid.
4. Ibid.
5. Ibid., pp. 43-44.
6. Ibid., p. 44.
7. Ibid.
8. Agricultural Report, para. 385.
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The schedule of duties made no mention of differentiation.l

This avoidance of the issue is to be understood when the replies to

the Form of Inquiry relating to it, which were printed in the Agricultural

Report, are analysed. 126 replies favoured the proposal that live meat

should be taxed less heavily than dead meat, includi ng those of Frankish,

Mitchell Harris and Gray. The number of replies which favoured Chaplin's

proposal to tax live meat slaughtered at the port more heavily is

difficult to ascertain precisely, since farmers tended to confuse this

issue with that of store cattle, but about 153 clearly distinguished live

meat from stores in support of Chaplin. 292, however, saw no reason for

any distinction between live and dead meat.2 So those who felt strongly

were ln a minority, and not far off equally divided.

On other produce, such as dairy produce, hops, etc., and on the

general level of the duty on meat in Chamberlain's scheme, Chaplin felt

that the Committee had carte blanche. Whilst he had himself "no

preconcei ved ideas" and was quite happy to accept the Glasgow proposals

as they stood, it was up to the Committee to discuss whether there was a

f
.. 3case or ralslng any of them. But there was little attempt to force

the level of protection upwards, and all were agreed with Dennis that "We

are going in for moderate duties", 4 and that this meant duties of 5-10

per cent ad valorem or the specific equivalent. All were agreed, too,

that preference should be applied to the whole range of agricultural

goods, but they would not specify the extent, and the precedent of the

registration duty on wheat makes it unlikely that they would have favoured

free imports of any colonial product except perhaps apples and fruit.

Dennis may have had support when arguing that 5 per cent on apples, with

the colonial product duty free, would give the Canadian producer a 9d to

1. Ibid., para. 394.
2. Ibid., paras. 1894-1991.
3. T.C.M.(VT), 11 July 1906, p. 6; T.e.p.
4. A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 41; T.C.P.
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one shilling advantage over his US rival in the British market, a

preference the Canadian "would value very much indeed", 1 and that this

exemption could be generalised to Australian and South African fruit. But

the suggestion commanded support because the recent rapid growth of such

imports had shown them not to compete with the native product on account of

seasonal differences, and the Committee were not willing to extend colonial

preference into a general exemption.

There was some special pleading, but generally it was only to raise

particular iterns up the 5-10 per cent range. Dennis, in arguing that

potatoes warranted special treatment, wanted a sliding scale so that the

duty was higher in the cheap than the dear season: he suggested a range

of 6~-20 per cent, the higher rate not being as pernicious as it sounds
• •• 2 H .since ~n the cheap season there were few forelgn lmports. eWlns

observed, disingenuously, that this "falls within the general range of

duties" ,3 and no more was heard of the sliding scale. Neame wondered

"whether it is possible or fair" to deviate from the 5-10 per cent range

on hops, which he considered "rather an exceptional industry" on account

of its labour intensity, and which he thought to require more than 10 per

cent "to keep it going".4 But it would be fair to Neame to record that

several other Committee members, less interested and one of them indeed a

brewer, had mentioned the severity of import competition in hops as

warranting special treatment of the industry.5

1. T.C.M.('VT), 11 July 1906, p , 32; T.C.P.
2. Dennis maintained that it was not economical to import German

potatoes until the price was 80 shillings per ton (his duty then
being 5 shillings per ton). The duty on potatoes at 40 shillings
per ton would be 10 shillings. See A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906,
p• 41; T •C •P •

3. Ibid.
4. A.C.M.(VT), 9 October 1906, p. 21; T.C.P.
5. Or1ebar, Peace and Phillips. See T C M (VT) 11 6. .• , July 190 , pp. 31,33; T. C. P.
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VI

The relatively modest duties recommended by the Agricultural Committeel

were the result of three related factors. The first was the tactical

victory of the 'establishment' in defeating the agitation for bounties and

earmarking, and in securing a wheat duty of 2 shillings rather than 3

shillings. The second, and in many ways the harder to explain given the

surviving evidence, was the decision to recommend duties of a similar level

on other cereals, and in particular not to boost farming incomes with a high

duty on malting barley. It could be argued that these two factors, in

setting a precedent of moderate duties of 5-10 per cent, ensured that

protection of meat, dairy and market garden produce would conform to this

range. But there is a chronological difficulty with this. These products

had not proved contentious. at least in the sense that apart from the live-

and dead-meat differential and the inclusion of bacon at the prevailing

rate they had been little discussed, and there was already a consensus on

meat well before the bounty question was finally settled. This gives

credence to the operation of a third factor, that even the more heavily

protectionist sentiment on the Committee was relatively satisfied with 5-10

1. The "Provisional Scale of Duties" published in the Agricultural Report
(para. 394) was as follows:

Wheat .•..••.•.••••.••

General Tariff
6d per cwt
(or about 2s per qr)

Preferential Tariff
3d per cwt
(or about Is per qr)

Barley, Oats, Rye,
Maize, etc, .••••••••• Duties equivalent to

those on Wheat
Duties equivalent to
those on Wheat

Wheaten and other
flour and Meal ..•••••
Animals and Meat,
including Bacon ••••••
Dairy produce,
including Poultry
and Eggs.
Market Garden
garden produce,
including Potatoes
and Hops.
H~ and Straw.

ls 3d per cwt

General level to be 5%
Specific duties
equivalent in general
to from 5% to 10% ad val:
though in parti cular
cases some duties when
calculated may be found
to be lower and in
others rather higher
than these limits.

Subject to
negotiation with
the Colonies
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per cent on such products. 1Indeed, as is shown below, the intelligence

that the Committee gathered on farming opinion suggested that agriculturalists

were favourably disposed to the 5 per cent on meat suggested by Chamberlain.

The Agricultural Form of Inquiry (Form No.5) 2 had sought farming
3opinion on the 2 shilling duty of the Glasgow plan. The answers received

4were printed in the Agricultural Report. 186 replies were printed to the

effect that the 2 shilling duty would benefit agriculture, and the Committee

recorded but did not print the views of another 123 farmers who felt the

same. A good many of these, however, thought the price effect would be

small and regarded the stimulus to milling, or other effects such as greater

price stability, as the principal area of benefit. A further 21 thought a

2 shilling duty would be of advantage if combined with a reduction of

agricultural taxation, though many of these seemed to want the entire

proceeds of the duty earmarked for this purpose, and it is to be doubted

that the Committee's relatively small move in this direction would have

satisfied them. 18 farmers complained that the duty would do little or

nothing unless combined with a bounty on domestic wheat production. 87

farmers thought the 2 shilling duty would be of little benefit; some

because they thought the price rise would be too slight, and others because

they feared the price of feed would rise. 100 felt the duty to be of no

benefit at all, sometimes because of the question of feedstuff prices,

sometimes because they accepted the Tariff Reform argument that free colonial

imports would prevent an increase in prices and might even expand so much as

to lower prices. 41 farmers mentioned colonial preference, mostly to claim

that it should stop short of exemption. 123 farmers suggested that higher

1. See below, p. 435.
2. Agricul turai Report, paras-. 1205.;,.1209.
3. Qu. XL
4. It has been mentioned elsewhere that there is slight evidence that, up

to and including the Agricultural Report, answers received were printed
in their entirety. This is a half-truth. It appears that in the
Agricultural Report all the replies were classified and the majority
~rinted. Since the abbreviation was made on both ~ides of opinion,
lt WOuld. seem that many of the omitted replies were of the 'Yes' or
'No' varJ.ety.
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duties were necessary, with 5-10 shillings being the commonly suggested
1range.

Answers to the Form of Inquiry on the 5 per cent duty on meat and dairy

produces were, however, more favourable. The Committee printed 207 replies

claiming that these would be beneficial, and recorded that 158 further

answers expressed the same opinion. On the whole, these revealed

expectations of a larger benefit than did those replies that had looked to a

benefit from the corn duty, though some were afraid of any colonial exemption

under the Glasgow scheme. 31 replies thought that 5 per cent was of little

value unless combined with reductions in taxation, though there was less

evidence here of a desire to earmark the whole revenue for the benefit of

agriculture. Only 75 answers, however, were to the effect that the 5 per

cent duties would be of no benefit at all, most on account of the size of

the duties, but some on account of free imports from the colonies and some

on account of the increase in feed prices that the enhanced livestock prices

would have to offset. In a selection of 43 replies stressing colonial

preference, most wanted preference but few favoured exemption. 82 farmers

thought that 5 per cent was not sufficient, but the suggestions were less

extreme than in the case of wheat, and 10 per cent was perhaps the most
. 2common suggestlon.

The farming community could not have hoped to obtain all it really

desired from Tariff Reform and, as Brown had acutely observed,3 it probably

did not expect to. The Agricultural Report had, however, gone some way

towards increasing the attractiveness of Tariff Reform to the agricultural

world. Colonial exemption, a source of considerable dissatisfaction amongst

farmers, had been replaced by colonial preference. though the degree of

preference had not been specified. There had been some move to revive the

milling trade: foreign flour was to be taxed at 16 3d per cwt., a trebling

1. Agricultural Report, paras. 1532-1696.
2. Ibid., paras. 1772-1893.
3. See above, p. 426.
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of the Hicks Beach duty compared with only a doubling on wheat. Maize had

been denied the preferential treatment extended to it by Hicks Beach and the

exemption proposed by Chamberlain. Bacon had been included in the 5 per cent

duty that seems to have been the most favourably received part of Chamberlain's

outline. And there was a recommendation, not foreseen by Chamberlain, to

reduce taxation on agricultural land.l

Nevertheless, it is clear that few on the Committee thought that much

had been done to prevent the "murder of agriculture,,2 by foreign competition.

But, of course, their over-riding objective was to obtain the initial

political acceptance of Tariff Reform. They could bear the brickbats hurled

against Tariff Reform by farmers who argued that the duties proposed would

not raise prices because colonial imports would increase, since these were

the very arguments that they themselves were using to convince the non-

agricultural electorate, the majority, that Tariff Reform would not starve

or immiserise them.

In public, as is shown so often in the Agricultural Report, the Committee

was determined to have it both ways - to argue that their proposals would

benefit agriculture without raising prices, Any of its members who fully

understood Hewins's idealised concept of a scientific, 'costless' tariff must

have held some doubts that they had achieved it. But to the Agricultural
Committee as a whole this mattered little. For, if farmers were justifiably

suspicious of a Tariff Reform Movement which spoke with two voices on

agriculture, it must be remembered that many on the Committee, at least, saw

their tariff schedule as only the beginning of agricultural protection in

Britain.

Opponents of Tariff Reform frequently suggested that the modest duties

1. In the aftermath of Chamberlain's Welbeck speech, Richard Jebb had made
this suggestion in the press. It is not known whether this was the
origin of the idea of linking rate-reductions to Tariff Reform. See
Times, 29 August 1904, p. 12. It seems unfair to take the role of
origi~ator aW~,from.the Committee. howevers in view of Chaplin's own
role ~n the leg1slat10n of the l890s•

2. This strong ~h:ase is.Sir William Earnshaw Cooper's. See his The
Murder of Bn t1sh Agnculture: A National Peril, (Letchworth, 1908).
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of the new protectionists were the thin end of the wedge, and that Tariff
Reform in office would soon seek the path to high protection. That no
leading Tariff Reformer publicly admitted this strategy obviously cannot be
taken as evidence that none favoured it. But, equally, we cannot infer from
this that such intentions were prevalent or even widespread in the Movement,
or that some conspiracy to obtain continental levels of protection was afoot.
Some of the more informed participants - in the case of the Commission
perhaps Hewins, Booth or Caillard - may even have been aware of the body of
opinion within theoretical economics that was seeking to establish the general
validity, given not too extreme supply and demand elasticities, of small or

1incipient taxes.
One of the few areas, however, where we can find some evidence that

Tariff Reformers intended the Glasgow plan as merely the green foothills
below the glistening white peaks of protection lies in the private discussions
of the Agricultural Committee. It must be emphasised that this is not true
of discussions elsewhere on the Commission.2 It is fitting that the
Agricultural Committee, the most nakedly protectionist of all the interest
groups on the Commission, should leave us with the clearest example of this
hidden motive amongst some of those who proclaimed their allegiance to

1. Principally by Bickerdike . See C.F. Bickerdike, "The Theory of
Incipient Taxes", Economic Journal, vol. XVI, 1906, pp .
Edgeworth was working along similar lines, and though differing in
detail he maintained that Bickerdike had shown that "the free trader
must abandon his hectoring tone with reference to the defence of a
protectionist tax on the ground that it is a little one"; cited in
N. Jha, op. cit., p. 48. This academic controversy was at its height
in 1906-1908, by which time it was forcing even the eminent Pigou to
concede ground. We can agree with Jha, however, that such
theoretical developments came too late to be of material use to the
Tariff Reformers. Ibid., p. 49.

2. Escalation was only mentioned in the cotton enquiry in the sense that
products which for the present needed no protection might later
require duties if import competition intensified. In the iron and
steel enquiry the top end of the scale had been left vague largely
because of the inability to compress the different gradations of the
tariff (by virtue of degree of labour content or 'value added') into
~he O-~O.per cent range, but the refusal of the Commission to publish
~ts op~~on that a 1~-20per cen~ tariff on high speed steel was
necessary was ?ot.eV1dence that 1t hoped or intended that the 5 per
cent duty on p1g 1ron would soon become 15 or 20 per cent.
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Chamberlain. Chaplin himself had justified the retreat from the 3 shilling
wheat duty on the ground that "it would be so much easier, having passed the

o tl bOt " 1gate first, to have a 11t elmore, while Phillips had looked
sympathetically on a future rise in the duty, and several members had looked
forward with anticipation to the "adjusting of details" of a Tariff Bill

2introduced by a Unionist government.
o 'bl til 3all the frlends we can POSSl y ge .

As Phillips remarked, "we shall want
Such verbatim evidence should not

be taken too easily as revealing the intent of those who guided and influenced
the Committee . Chaplin's vague offers of benefits to come may have been
merely to secure the immediate acceptance of the duties in hand by those who
were inclined to press for more. But though there was no conscious or
deliberate strategy, there can be little doubt that amongst the ordinary
members of the Committee there was hope that Tariff Reform was just the
beginning of a period when public opinion and government favour would swing
back towards the unloved farmer. Thus it was that Matthews, disappointed at
the size of the 2 shilling duty and at the exclusion of wool on the grounds

4that it was a raw material, was able to accept them. As Frankish observed:
I hope ... that the different Members of the Committee,
however much they may feel inclined to advocate some
scheme of their own, or some addition to suit some
particular case, will treat your Report in a broad
light, and not complicate it with any detail likely to

1. A.C.M.(VT), 9 October 1906, p. 35; T.C.P.
2. Ibid., pp. 21-22; and A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 35; T.C.P.
3. A.C.M.(VT), 9 October 1906, p. 31; T.C.P.
4. On wool, see A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, pp. 41-42; T.C.P. Chaplin,

in reply to the request that wool be discussed, replied that "it has
been stated over and over again by Mr. Chamberlain and others .•. that
we do not intend to put duties on raw material, and that the statements
that we do are absolutely untrue ••• a duty on wool now would be
altogether out of the question". When Orlebar questioned whether
wheat was not in fact a raw material he replied tersely, "I do not call
it raw material. I call it food. I know it can be argued to be raw
material. At all events it is not in the same category as wool
because we have al~s ••• [said] we were going to put a duty on wheat,
[but] ••• not ••• on raw materials" • When Orlebar complained that no
evidence had been collected on wool, the conciliatory Matthews
reminded him that the commodity had been examined in the Woollen and
Worsted Repo~, "and so was rath~r outside our scope". He advocated
that the Comm1ttee should state boldly in our report ... that while we
have no~ forgott;n the question of wool as an important item in the
productlon of thls country, we are prepared to forgo that".
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prejudice other Interests than Agriculture. Our
Duty and Interest is to get these small Duties
established and leave the rest to the future; once
established the Principle will not soon be altered,
but may be amended ..• as experience shews to be
needful'l

If the Committee felt constrained to conform to the moderate tariff
levels characteristic not only of Chamberlain's programme but also of the
earlier Commission studies, it did attempt to make suggestions of a different
character to aid agriculture. Non-fiscal recommendations, some less non-
fiscal than they appeared, were far more prominent in the Agricultural Report
than in any other Commission publication.

One such recommendation was state encouragement of agriculture through
government experimental stations and advisers paid for by the Board of
Agriculture.2 In general this led to little dissent, though this was less
true when it came to specific proposals for encouraging new branches of
agriculture. Sugar beet was one product which had its enthusiasts on the
Committee. Dennis, reviewing Lord Denbigh's experiments at Newnham and
those of Sigmund Stein of Liverpool, thought that a capital outlay of £15m,
equivalent to only one year's import bill for raw sugar, would provide 300
refineries capable of displacing imports totally.3 Chaplin, mirroring a
general interest among agriculturalists current at the time,4 was relatively
enthusiastic, but he realised that security of investment would necessitate
a revision of excise duties and the maintenance of the duties imposed under
the Brussels Sugar Convention.5 This had been confirmed by Denbigh, who was
fearful that the new Liberal government would reduce or abolish the counter-

6vailing duty. Furthermore, Denbigh thought that not even a Unionist

1. Frankish to Hewins, 12 October 1906; C-1304, T.C.P.
2. Agricultural Report, para. 367.
3. Short paper by Dennis, "Sugar Production in the United Kingdom",

dated 3 M~ 1904, pp. 1-2; C-135, T.C.P. Dennis had also conducted
experiments, and claimed to have aChieved beet yields equal to those
in Europe.

4. A.H.H. Matthews, op. cit., ch. 12.
5. Chaplin to Hewin~, 10 November 1906; C-76 (II), T.C.P.
6. Denbigh to Chapl~n, 27 August 1906; C-76 (II), T.C.P. In fact the

customs duty was reduced from 4s 2d to Is lOd per cwt. in the 1908
budget. See A.H.H. Matthews, op. cit., pp. 336,338.
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government would be likely to relinquish £6m p,a. by giving a rebate on the

home excise duty, a view confirmed by his earlier negotiations with Balfour's
.. . 1

admi nist.ratd on.

Hewins was not convinced,2 and it is probable that Chamberlain's scheme

of compensating reductions was the basis of his reservations. It had been

forgotten by Chaplin and Dennis that Chamberlain had offered to remove the

sugar and other revenue duties as a quid pro guo to the consumer for taxes on

other foodstuffs. This was still Tariff Commission, and indeed Tariff

Reform, policy ln 1910.3 In committee, Hewins revealed that he had sought
4estimates from Stein but that "his figures would not work". Matthews agreed

that Stein was "such an enthusiast" that his reports "must be taken cum

grano salis".5 When Peace supported Dennis by suggesting a government

guarantee on the return to investors in the large refineries necessary, even

Chaplin was beginning to see the unwisdom in becoming embroiled in a cause

which, in any case, was being actively pursued by other agriculturalists led

by Denbigh. "I am all for it", he observed of Peace's suggestion, "but I

should like to see the Chancellor of the Exchequer's face when the proposal

was put to him". 6 Dennis's complaint that sugar beet, in occupying a mere

three lines, did not receive enough treatment in the Report,' remained

unsatisfied.

Tobacco was a similar case where the fiscal implications of a non-fiscal

project prevented the Comudttee from making stronger recommendations. The

comndttee members who had made the trip to Dublin had been shown the crop

being cultivated, but again the problem was less one of physical possibility

1. Denbigh to Earl of Onslow (President of Board of Agriculture), 8 March
1904; Denbigh to Austen Chamberlain (Chancellor of the Exchequer),
28 November 1904; Austen Chamberlain to Denbigh, 20 December 1904;
all reproduced in Denbigh' s printed pamphlet, "The Possi bili ties of
British Sugar Manufacture", March 1906; copy in C-76 (II), T.C.P.

2. Chaplin to Hewins, 16 October 1906; C-76 (II), T.C.P.
3. Lyle to Hewins, 11 January 1910; C-1l54, T,e.p.
4. A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, p. 25; T.C.P.
5. Ibid.
6. Ibid.,p.29.
7. Agricultural Report, para. 360.
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than of fiscal support of the exotic.l The government had lifted the

prohibition on tobacco-growing in Ireland to allow experiment, but only on

condition that an excise duty equivalent to the import duty was paid, so that

given this equality of taxation the British product had to be fully

competitive with that of the New World. Opinion on the prospect of

achi eving this was divi ded. Whereas Chaplin thought the Irish experimental

" " ful" 2 F 11 tt th th . t h d f .1 dfarms extraordinanly success , 0 e ought e experlmen a al e

completely. Outside committee discussion, he wrote of his distaste of the

scheme to Hewins. If it was to be Committee policy to tax imported tobacco

"to the extent of many times its value" and yet allow the crop to be grown

free in the UK, Follett feared that this was "too fundamental an attack on

our present fiscal system to be brought in in this casual way". 3

Agricultural dissatisfaction over railw~ rates caused further dis-

agreement on the Committee. The draft report advocated only that Haygarth

Brown's minority report of the Board of Trade's Departmental Committee on

Railway Rates4 should be implemented, to the effect that the Board of

Agriculture should be empowered to assist farmers in their appearance before

the Railw~ and Canal Commissioners5 when they appeared to have legitimate

cause for complaint. Further action was unnecessary, given that there were

"sufficient powers in the law already" to force rate reductions if dis-
6crimination was proved.

Dennis, who had himself been bloodied in an appearance before the

Railway Commissioners, thought the measure insufficient, and advocated a less

formal, "inexpensive tribunal before which agriculturalists could lodge their

L A.C.M. (VT), 31 July 1906, p. 29; T.C.P.
2. A.C.M.(VT), 9 October, 1906, p. 28; .T.C.P.
3. Follett to Hewins, 5 November 1906; C-633, T.C.P.
4. Report of the Departmental Committee on Railway Rates (Preferential

Treatment), Cd. 2959, (1906), vol. LV. Minority Report by E.G.
Haygarth Br~n, pp. 38-41. See paras. 31-33, p. 41.

5. Under the Ra:lway a?d Canal ~raffic Act of 1894. See E.A. Pratt,
The Case Agalnst Rallway Natlona1isation (London n d b t 1913)p. l57~ , ,. '. u c. ,

6. A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, p. 5; T.C.p.
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complaints" 1 But it emerged that his dissatisfaction was with general

railway pricing policies, which to him constituted a wider definition of

discrimination than that provided for in law. In particular, his proposed

tribunal could deal with complaints that inland rates, especially those away

from main trunk lines, were too high, and that rates on certain agricultural

products were also too high compared with other classes of goods. He was

supported by Matthews and Mitchell Harris, whilst Chaplin admitted that the

questionnaires showed this to be an issue "about which all agriculturalists

are most exercised".2 When Evans and Caillard, the latter "speaking as a

railway man, but trying to keep myself impartial", argued that contentious

pricing policies such as low rates from the ports inland on imports could be

justified because such goods arrived in large, well-packed consignments,

several agricultural representatives joined Dennis in determined opposition.3

In the discussion Caillard's cross-questioning revealed some of their

complaints to be invalid, but at the same time several anomalies were thrown

up which he could not explain.

Hewins sought compromise in the suggestion that local organisation by

farmers might ensure that railways received cargoes in more economic units,

But this was tainted with a co-operative flavour that most of the Committee

thought useless, and in any case Dennis disagreed with his implicit

assumption that rational economic reasons lay behind the pricing policies he

found objectionable. Hewins was obliged to go further and support Chaplin's

suggestion of recommending a conference between railway managers and farmers'

representatives, to be initiated by the Board of Trade, with the object of

securing the "necessary conditions for lower freight rates".4

It was realised that such a conference could only work if railway

statistics were radically improved, and that therefore such a proposal might

3.
4.

Ibid., pp. 7-8.
A.C.M.(VT), 22 ?ctober 1906, pp. 8, 15; T.C.P.
Matthews, op. c1t., ch. 7.
A.C.M.(VT), 31 July 1906, pp. 13-14· T C P
A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, pp. 10~12'" T' •.C.P.

See also A.H.H.
1-
2.
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involve payment of the railway companies, not to mention the closer involve-

ment of a Board of Trade already thought by Matthews to be unduly sympathetic
. . ttlto the rallway In eres . Furthermore, Hewins knew that there was no

realistic way of separating unit transport costs between different goods.

"The railway system is administered as a whole", he admitted. "It is

impossible ... to say what was the cost to the railway company of bringing
2me up from Putney this morning to Waterloo".

Thus it was that the Committee, seeking to alienate neither the railw~

interest nor the farming community, maintained in the Report that the factors

giving rise to cheaper transport from the ports were valid economically, but

were nevertheless undesirable. It recommended collection of information

from railway companies by the Board of Agriculture, "showing clearly in what

respects, if any, the British agriculturist is handicapped by freight charges

in his competition with the foreign importer", and that the Board of

Agriculture should initiate conferences between the two interests to

establish "the necessary conditions for lower freight rates".3 But it was

doubted that in many areas there would be sufficient freight to warrant the

facilities required, and it was recommended that there should be state

assistance to local Chambers of Agriculture to establish co-operative methods
of handling.

This last proposal for state funds was undoubtedly the final attempt of

Hewins and Chaplin to satisf,y Dennis. We might wonder whether a direct

government rate subsidy would not have been more sensible than spending

government funds on creating large-scale freight facilities for small and

scattered shippers, but in either case potential government expenditure was

likely to be higher than would be involved in aiding a few farming appearances

before the Railway Commissioners, as originally favoured by Chaplin. But

the Comndttee had left itself ample ground to change position should the

1. Ibid., pp. 14-15.
2. Ibid., p. 16.
3. Agricultural Report, para. 365 (my emphasis).
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proposal attract criticism. The state aid proposed was to be in the form
1of "some initial financial assistance either by loan or guarantee". There

was no real commitment here to large public expenditure.

This was true also of the Committee's final non-fiscal recommendation,

introduced only very late in the proceedings. On 22 October Chaplin
2proposed an "entirely new departure" in the Committee's recommendations.

He urged that the Report should recommend support for Jesse Collings's Land

Purchase Bill (England and Wales), a measure similar to Balfour's Land

Purchase Act (Ireland) of 1903 and recently introduced into the Commons.
3The bill, which advocated loans to tenants, at low interest rates, for land

purchase, was originally intended to encourage smallholding, a cause which

Collings had taken thanklessly under his wing since 1885, but as com-

paratively large tenants began to see in it their own advantage, it began to
4gain wider support. Indeed, the maximum advance of £9,000 advocated in

the bill, would have allowed purchase of "a farm of very considerable size", 5

perhaps as much as 450 acres in the depressed condition of the early twentieth

century land market.6

The Committee was enthusiastic. A similar scheme was known to have

worked well in Denmark, and it was Chaplin's intelligence that the Irish

measure had been successful.7 Support for Collings's bill was unanimous,

and the incorporation of its general provisions into the report on

agriculture was approved with virtually no discussion.

1-
2.
3.

Ibid ., para. 366.
A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 35~ T,C,P.
Chaplin thought ~e figure to be 3¢ per cent, In 1906 Bank Rate
varied between 3~ and 6 per cent, and market rate between 3 and 5 per
cent. See C.A.E. Goodhart, The Business of Banking. 1891-1914,
(London, 1972), appendix V (B), p. 604.
A.H.H. Matthews, Fifty Years .•• , Ope cit., pp. 209-211,
Chaplin, A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 37; T.C.P.
Farm sale prices in England and Wales in 1906 averaged C. £20 per
acre. See P.J. Perry, British Farming ••• , Ope cit., Fig. 15, p. 77.
He claimed that repB\YIDentshad been made "with singular punctuality"
and that "almost ~11 reports concur" that farming practices and
results had been ~mproved. He admitted, however, that in part this
was because some farms had been run down to lower purchase price.
See A.C.M.(VT), 22 October 1906, p. 36; T.C.p.

4.
5.
6.

7.
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It is interesting to speculate why Chaplin felt the need to introduce

a new measure as late as October 1906. Chaplin's own explanation, that he

had overlooked it since "they no longer send the Bills to me at this
1moment" , hardly seems adequate. Chaplin had known of Collings's objectives

for years, and the same can of course be said of Chamberlain and his sons.2

It seems more likely, therefore, that the Committee's 'establishment' felt a

need to increase the attractiveness of its proposals to the agricultural

community, and Collings's bill presented a well-timed opportunity to do so,

Undoubtedly, the Committee looked favourably on the measure because it

thought it to be "exceedingly popular" and "commanding a good deal of

Attention" In rural areas, and "not unlikely at all to be extremely

" 3successful . The combination of Tariff Reform with such an ally was

thought to be of great advantage:

There is no doubt there is nothing in the world
would bring a new fiscal policy more completely to
the front, and to the minds of the country, than a
large addition of small owners allover the kingdom.
(Hear, hear). 4

Thus, the object was to link Tariff Reform's agricultural policy with a

topical and popular piece of legislation, not only keeping the Committee's

work at the centre of agricultural attention, but also widening the support

for fiscal change in the process. Indeed, in forging a link between Tariff

Reform and Collings's bill, Chaplin's enthusiasm overcame him, and he found

himself close to advocating a principle he had so strenuously resisted

elsewhere:

this would all be on the assumption, as far as
we are concerned, that our new fiscal policy sooner
or later is going to be carried, and it would be quite
possible to limit the advances in some way by the amount
of the new revenues that we are going to have at our
disposal. 5

3.4.
5.

Ibid. Chaplin had been defeated in the 1906 election.
J.L. Garvin, Life of Joseph Chamberlain, vol. I, Chamberlain and
Democracy, 1836-1885, (London, 1932), p. 149, vol. II, Disruption
and Combat 188 -18 5, (London, 1933), pp. 165-6.
A.C.M. VT), 22 October 1906, Pp. 35-36' T C P
Chaplin, ibid., p. 37. ' ...
Ibid.

l.
2.
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1This suggestion did not appear in the Report, doubtless because Hewins and

the 'establishment' forces persuaded Chaplin that the concept of earmarking

for the purpose of loans was not dissimilar in principle from that of ear-

marking for the purpose of outright cash subsiqy. In this sense, then, the

Committee's straightforward advocacy of Collings's bill was costless to the

Commission. It had been added to the Tariff Reform scheme but not

incorporated into it. If the bill fell it could be abandoned, if it

succeeded there might be profit to the Tariff Reform cause from its

implementation. Yet the advocacy of Collings's measure did not commit the

Tariff Reformers to large annual public expenditure, for after an initial

outlay of some £12m the fund would revolve, and in the long run government

expenditure could be measured in terms of the differential between loans made

at 3a per cent and the rate at which the government borrowed, Even in the

unlikely situation that the government had lent at 3 per cent less than it

borrowed, the cost of the scheme, apart from the initial outlay, would only

have been some £~m per annum.

It is perhaps not too harsh to conclude that the non-fiscal

recommendations of the Committee were less substantial than they appeared.

The vagueness of their presentation, and the tendency to advocate loans

rather than outright subsidies, minimised their immediate importance within

the overall plan, and also their potential impact. Certainly the Committee

could claim that its Report demonstrated a general expertise on agricultural

affairs, not merely an obsession with agrarian protectionism. But at the

same time it had avoided the orgy of spending of new protective taxes 1n

direct aid of agriculture that several members sought openly, and all perhaps

desired. The Committee had thus not thwarted Chamberlain's plan for

compensating reductions in revenue duties, nor had it widened the Tariff

Reform Movement into one of state subsidy of continental proportions.

1. See Agricultural Report, paras. 370-371.
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VII

In the 1880s agriculture was already "fertile ground for Fair Trade

ideas", though there was much suspicion towards them, especially among the

tenantry and the radical land reformers.l Protectionist feeling had made

"marked gains" by the mid-1890s. 2 If Lowther's opinion that "t.he great

mass of those engaged in agriculture" were protectionist3 was biased, later

inclined to disagree, and one styled agriculture as
. 4protectl.on.

Free Traders were not

the "storm centre" of

Thus it would appear that, though all the maJor industries were divided

over protection, agriculture was one of the least divided. And many

agriculturalists who did not actively support protection did not really

oppose it - they just could not see any hope of its being obtained. This

mood of depressed fatalism seems to have developed as early as the 1890s.5

When Chamberlain's campaign appeared to put protection into the arena

of practical politics for the first time in half a century, it went some way

towards putting new spirit into a farming community already given breathing

space by the bottoming of prices in 1896. Pessimism, of course, persisted:

it was not unnatural that the main division amongst farmers was between
6those who welcomed any support from a national political leader widely

expected (for the previous twenty years) to make his bid for the premiership,

and those who argued that his promised gifts were inadequate, ineffective or

politically unattainable. In many cases this difference was not a real one.

To welcome Chamberlain's scheme in public was not to accept its effective-

ness in private. Yet there were still those with the independence to

1. B.H. Brown, The Tariff Reform Movement in Great Britain, 1881-1895,
(New York, 1943), p. 143.
Ibid., p. 149. Brown cites five Assistant Commissioners and counts
57 witnesses before the Royal Commission of 1894-1897 who regarded
agriculture as strongly protectionist.
Quoted in ibid., p. 152.
W. E. Dowdi ng, op • cit ., p , 59.
F.A. Channi~, T~e Truth about the Agricultural Depression, (London,
1897), pp. ~-XV1; B.H. B:own, oPe cit., p. 149. --
The lack of leaders of nat~onal prestige was, of course one of the
weaknesses of the movement of the 1880s. '

2.

3.
4.
5.

6.
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question its value, men derisive of the moderacy of the Glasgow duties,

fearful of the spectre of increased competition from the colonies, con-

temptuous of a movement for industrial protection and imperial preference

with agriculture tacked on as an afterthought. It was these men, rather

than those relatively rare and optimistic agriculturalists who were Free

Traders,l that Chamberlain's movement had to satisfy and placate.

The Agricultural Committee had made the Glasgow programme more

acceptable to agriculture more by blunting its edges than by acceding to the

wishes of ultra-protectionists, It had whittled away Chamberlain's free

list and had sought to banish the prospect of free entry of colonial produce.

In this Chamberlain concurred. If he had feared, at the beginning, that he

might find it necessary to disassociate himself from the findings of his

Commission, he no longer felt this, and he accepted its modifications of the

Glasgow programme. There can be no doubt, in spite of the lack of surviving

evidence of the Tariff Reform League, that in many ways the Commission was

far more Chamberlain's own child, It displayed a greater loyalty to

Chamberlain than the League, with its more varied activities, could ever do.

And on Chamberlain's part, there was a fonder sentiment for the Commission
2than for the larger, more overtly propagandist body.

Thus the reaction to the Committee's efforts from Highbury was

gratifying: Hewins heard from Mary Chamberlain that her husband was \'very

pleased" with the Agricultural Report, 3 whilst Neville provided information

which Hewins knew already in reporting that his father concurred with the

inclusion of bacon and maize. Their exclusion had been a "weakness" of

the Glasgow scheme, "But of course that scheme never pretended to be anything
. . ,,4 H •a prehnunary sketch . eva ns , who thought the Report "the mostbut

3.
4.

Such as James Long.
n.d. but c. 1913).
See, e.g., the touching record of the stricken Chamberlain's last
conversations with Hewins, in The Apologia of an Imperialist, (London~
1929), v~l.,I, ~p. 226-228, 30~-305. These are directly transcribed
from He~ns s ~ary and. there ~s no good reason for disbelieving them,
Mary Chamberlaln to Hew~ns, 24 November 1906· H P
Neville Chamberlain to Hewins, 25 November 1906;· H.P.

See his MaId ng the Mos t of the Land, (London,1.

2.
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1complete and exhaustive report the Commission has prepared", was jubilant

He telegraphed Chaplin, "Report has hadover the press reception.

Mr. Chamberlain particularly pleased!1.2 Enclosingmagnificent reception.

an advance copy to Fielding in Ottawa, he chose to emphasise the degree to

which "practical farmers and agriculturalists" had been represented on the

Agricultural Committee as compared with the earlier Royal Commissions, and

that the enquiry had revealed Chamberlain's opponents to be incorrect in

asserting that British agricultural interests were hostile to imperial
3preference.

Yet not all the members of the Commission were satisfied with the

Agricultural Committee's modifications of the Glasgow speech, For a few

the Agricultural Report was too timid. Follett remained a staunch advocate

of bounties, and critical of the Committee's view that no increase in UK

wheat output was possible without a considerable increase in domestic
. 4pr~ce. He even threatened a minority report, but the Committee stood by

its evidenceS and he did not bring his rebellion to the public notice.

There can be no doubt that other supporters of bounties on the Commission

and the Committee, Peace, Boulton, Dennis, Matthews, had suffered defeat

rather than conversion at the hands of the 'establishment'. It may be that

others on the Commission were also disappointed at the failure of the bounty

agitation: Pearson, for instance, had contemplated advocating bounties in

the Standard early in 1905, but had been dissuaded.6

t . 7favoured hem at one t~me.

Goulding had also

1-
2.
3.
4.

Hewins to Austen Chamberlain, 24 September 1906; H.P.
Hewins to Chaplin (telegram), 26 November 1906; C-76 (II), T.C.P.
Hewins to W.S. Fielding, 20 November 1906; H.P.
He wrote "I object most emphatically to this statement· and if it. . ,should be ~n the f~nal report I shall write a report of ~ own denying
it ... This [statement] does away with the whole case for Tariff
Reform in ?ne sentence, and. justifies all the [hostile] placards at the
last electlon. Our case l~, ~hat an import duty, with no taxation on
home produce cannot, unless 1t 1S so high as to be almost prohibitive,
raise price to consumers, because it stimulates home production and the
price is kept down. Follett to Hewins, 5 November 1906; c-633,
T.C.P. (Follett's emphasis).
Agricultural Report, para. 375.
Chamberlain to Hewins, 3 February 1905' 47/104-105 H P
Chaplin to Hewins, 3 January 1905 (mis~ated 1904); '47il~5,H.P.

S.
6.
7.
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But it is probable that the majority on the Commission thought that the

Agricultural Committee had gone quite far enough. Some, as we have noticed,

expressed surprise at the abolition of the exemption on bacon and maize.l

Later others began to question the expediency of taxing food at all. Alfred

Hickman quickly became disillusioned with a Tariff Reform policy that doomed
2itself to failure by refusing to abandon food taxes. Even Frankish,

representative of the Lincolnshire protectionists on the Agricultural

Comnattee, changed his opinion after the election defeats of 1910, now

stating that "Any idea of proposing to tax the articles of Food for the

working Classes should be abandoned definitely and for ever". 3

Such doubts about Tariff Reform policy were probably more widespread

among Commission members than surviving evidence records. Though we have

noted above the considerable extent to which the Commission retained the
. .. 4support of members, both ln terms of attendance and flnance, over tlme,

there was nevertheless a gradual loss of contact as meetings became less

frequent and less well attended, and as the character of its business

changed. The Commission's proposals on agriculture were perhaps the least

stable of all its conclusions, and with the removal of Chamberlain from

active politics there was to be great difficulty in keeping the Glasgow

programme, and its derivative, at the centre of Tariff Reform policy.

Those politically active at a local level, and amongst Commission members

these were numerous, were to encounter a divisiveness within Unionist ranks

not entirely different from that of 1903-1906.

The rifts, confusions and fears within the Unionists were perhaps

underestimated by Chamberlain's successors at first. The Valentine

letters5 appeared to hold great promise for party unity: in Tariff Reform

1-
2.
3.
4.
5.

See above, pp. 422~24, 426~~27
Hickman to Hewins, 26 April 1906; H.P.
Frankish to Hewins, 24 October 1911; C-1304, T.C.P. See also Frankish
to Hewins, 3 April 1911, 10 M~ 1911, 17 March 1913; ibid.
See above, pp. 190~l95.
See J. Amery, =L~i::f~e=0=f_J~o~s::.;e=..p~h;:--;C~h:!!!am~b::!.!e:.:r!::..:1~a::l·;!!1 6 J• , vo. ,.oseph Chamberlainand the Tariff Reform Campaign2 ch , 116. _ ..........=-=====.:.:.
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eyes they removed the prime reason for the devastation of 1906. The purge
1supposedly carried out on the Unionist Free Traders by the 'Confederates'

could be seen as the last stage in the re-unification of the party. Hewins

initially made considerable progress in converting Balfour to the Glasgow

orthodoxy of 1903-1906, and in convincing him that food taxes were essential
2to any real and effective policy of imperial preference. Austen

Chamberlain's letters of this period are full of optimistic reports of the
. .. U·· F Td 3converSlon of remalnlng nlonlst ree ra ers. Of 27 Unionist Free Traders

in the Parliament of 1906-1910 many fought the first 1910 election as full

Tariff Reformers, others retired, or campaigned as Liberals or independent
. 4Llberals. But Unionist harmony over the fiscal question was to prove less

attainable than these surface indicators promised.

It does appear that, initially, the Tariff Reform League kept the

Agricultural Committee's recommendations closely in mind when deciding its

own future policy. In 1909 eight meetings of a League committee were held,

Austen Chamberlain, Bonar Law, Ridley and Milner attending, together with

Hewins, Hurd and Rosenbaum from the COmmission.5 At this time the leaders

of the League were certainly prepared to countenance a duty of 2 shillings

on foreign wheat and one shilling on colonial wheat. They also agreed to

a differential duty on flour, but thought the Agricultural Report's

recommendation of 1/3d per cwt. "might be found rather too heavy". 6 On

meat and bacon the 5 per cent duty was accepted, with the suggestion that it

be halved for colonial produce. But the relative treatment of live and

1. For the identity, even the real existence, of this group see A. Sykes,
"The Confederacy and the Purge of the Unionist Free Traders 1906-
1910", Historical Journal, XVIII, 1975, pp. 349-366. '
For Hewins's influence with Balfour after the 1906 election, see
below, pp. 487-498.
A. Chamberlain, Politics from Inside: An Episto1a~ Chronicle, 1906-
1914, (London, ~9~), e.~.~ pp. 84, 86, 98, 146, 148.
R.A. Rempel, Un10n1sts D1V1ded: Arthur Balfour, Joseph Chamberlain
and th7 Unionist Free.Traders, (N:wton Abbot, 1972), pp. 198-199.
Very 11ttle TRL materJ.al has surV1 ved in the Tariff Commission Pa.pers
This file of minutes, marked "Minutes of Committee Proceedings" is •
virtually the only exception. '
Third Meeting, 28 April 1909; ibid.

2.

3.
4.
5.

6.
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dead meat was still contentious enough to prompt Austen to write to his

father of his perplexedness before one of the meetings.l The Committee

subsequently decided in favour of higher duties on dead than on live meat,

since live meat was easier to inspect for disease, would benefit the British

farmer and by-product manufacturer, and would increase employment in
. 2slaughtenng. 8 shillings per cwt. on foreign butter (approximately 7~

per cent), 3 shillings on lard, and 4 shillings on cheese were suggested.

In all cases the colonial rate was to be half the foreign rate.3

Thus, though specifying a preference of 50 per cent, a thing the

Agricultural Committee had never done, and though overturning that

Committee's recommendations on live and dead meat, this high-powered

comrrattee of the TRL was prepared, it would seem, to tax colonial wheat, if

only at the preferential rate.

But there were those in the League that this upset. Prior to these

confidential meetings the League had never, according to Sir Joseph

Lawrence, accepted the Agricultural Committee's recommendation. T.A.

Brassey, later Viscount Hythe, had fought to change League policy early in

1907, but his resolution had been defeated by Lawrence, who, in urging the

retention of the unmodified Glasgow plan, "Mr. Chamberlain's policy as
. . f' . ,,4 d "db d tor~g~nally de ~ned by h~m, ha ensured that the League had a ere 0 our

original platform of no tax upon Colonial corn".5

1." [Tomorrow] at 11.0 I must attend our Tariff Committee to consider
meat duties. Would you tax live meat or dead meat the heaviest?
There are seven pages of the summary of evidence, given before the
Agricultural Committee of the Tariff Committee {sicl, in favour of
heavier duties on dead meat and five pages in faVOUr of a higher duty
on live meat, with 40 non-summarised witnesses for the former and 70
for the latter. And after carefully reading the whole, I know a good
deal more than I did before, but I don't know the answer to the
original question, which, without knowledge, I would have answered with
a fair degree of confidence. 'Where ignorance is bliss' 'tis folly
to read the evidence. Well, we shall see." Austen to Mary
Chamberlai?, 16 March 1909; in A. Chamberlain, Opt cit., p. 159
(Chamberl&n's emphasis).

2. Second Meeting, 17 March 1909; "Minutes of Committee Proceedings";
T.C.P.

3. Third Meeting, ~8 April 1909, and Fourth Meeting, 5 May 1909; ibid.4. Lawrence to He~lns, 21 February 1908; C-7350, T.C.p.
5. Lawrence to Call1ard, 15 May 1909~ C-7350, T.C.P.
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But despite Lawrence's claim, made in 1908, that taxation of colonial

wheat "has never been adopted by the League", Tariff Reformers were confused

over what was required of them by the League and divided over whether they

should comply, whilst the lack of an accepted policy directive made the lot

of those Unionist Free Traders seeking reconciliation even more difficult.l

The confusion remained after the committee meetings of the TRL leadership.2

After the first 1910 election, Balfour stated his opposition to the one

shilling duty, and considered that its removal would "not in the least

interfere with the general agricultural policy of Tariff Reform". 3 Though

the Morning Post did not agree with this Ir concession which is unnecessary

ImperiallY",4 the TRL, according to a hostile critic, pledged itself

"heartily" to Balfour's decision.5

More serious, and this time hitting at the policy of both the Commission

and the League, was the opposition in some Unionist circles to any tax on

food. This had never died away entirely, and even in the first 1910

election campaign Edward Coates found that "In one place he was told to say

nothing about such taxes; in another, to declare that no duty would be put

on Colonial corn; and 1n a third, that a Is. duty would be placed on that

corn".6 Indeed, here was a larger problem that threatened a return to the

pre-1906 Unionist split. Though Hewins thought Balfour converted, events

were to show that the party leader was not permanently committed to food

taxes. Under the influence of Garvin, who had gained the ear of his own

private secretary Jack Sandars, Balfour toyed with the idea of dropping food

taxes after the first 1910 election. To Austen Chamberlain, the chief

obstacle in his way, he styled this as a "temporary" and tactical measure,

though Austen doubted the practicality of re-introducing food taxes at a

1. Lawrence to Hewins, 21 February 1908; ibid.
2. A. Chamberlain, opt cit., pp. 227-8.
3. Quote din W.E. Dowdi ng , op. cit., p , 109.
4. Morning Post, 21 June 1910.
5. W.E. Dowding, Opt cit., p. 109.
6. Ibid., p. 108.



1later stage.

Though Balfour abandoned the idea of dropping food taxes after his

correspondence with Austen, he ultimately accepted the widespread pressure

within the Unionists for a referendum on Tariff Reform, and announced that

this was to be party policy at the Albert Hall on 29 November 1910.2 This

was, in effect, a return to the idea of a double election (though less was

made of the related issue of a 'free' colonial conference) that he had held

before 1906,3 and it is not surprising that Chamberlainite and League~

orientated Unionists such as Edward Goulding, Milner and Ridley were "enraged
4at Balfour's eleventh-hour change of course". Unionist defenders of the

referendum pledge, however, insisted that it was "meant to expedite Tariff

Reform" in the crucial matter of electoral acceptability,5 and in the row

between the owner and the editor of the Observer over the significance for

Tariff Reform of the proposed reciprocity treaty between Canada and the USA,

Garvin refused to follow the Daily Mail in urging the Unionists to abandon
6food taxes.

But though the disaffection of Garvin from the Highbury policy had been

a temporary disagreement over tactics, Balfour's distaste for food taxes

endured. This would have mattered little had the 'Balfour Must Go'

campaign, initiated by Maxse in the National Review, resulted in the election

of Austen as party leader. But already Aitken, held in high awe after his

seemingly impossible election victory in Ashton-under-Lyne, was persuading

Edward Goulding to give his support to the candidature of Bonar Law. 7 For

1. A.M. Gollin, The Observer and J.L. Garvin. 1908-1914, (London, 1960),
pp. 237-241. Garvin, and through him Sandars were convinced that
Lancashire was the lynch-pin 01' election success, and in consequence
had even considered urging Bal'four to drop Tariff Reform altogether.
Lansdowne and Derby (the key personality in the Lancashire electoral
machine) added their weight to such suggestions.
Gollin, ibid., pp. 257-270, shows well how Balfour's decision was
engineered by Garvin at the Observer.
A.J. Balfour to A. Chamberlain, 10 September 1904; in A. Chamberlain,
op. cit., pp. 27-31; and A.M. Gollin, Balfour's Burden: Arthur
Balfour and Imperial Preference, (London, 1965), pp. 228-230.
A.M. Gollin, The Observer .•. , op. cit., p. 273.
Garvin, cited in ibid., p. 288.
Ibid., pp. 293-295.
Ibid., pp. 291-292, 350, 356.

2.

3.

4.
5.
6.
7.
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all that, Law would have had little chance of being chosen as Balfour's

successor had it not been for the heroic decisions of Austen and Walter Long
1to stand down in his favour to avoid an open split in the party.

Balfour resigned in November 1911, but Bonar Law inherited his troubles

of reconciling those who thought a referendum pledge a necessary precondition

for election success and those who did not, the latter now including Garvin

who maintained the referendum to have applied to the 1910 election only.

When he did reveal his hand in April 1912, Law had the support of his shadow

cabinet in advocating retention of food taxes and abandonment of the

referendum pledge. But this re-affirmation of Chamberlainite principles

provoked complicated reactions from Unionists, not least from many "moderate

Tariff Reformers ... who put the cause of Union first" and who could see no

hope of the victory imperative on account of the Irish question unless food
2taxes were abandoned. Law hoped that Unionists would accept the promise

that duties would be imposed only if it emerged that "the Colonies strongly

desire these duties" during the process of negotiation.3 But many

Lancashire and Yorkshire Unionists, fearful of a fourth election defeat and

its consequences for the more important issue of Union with Ireland, were now

in almost open rebellion, incited by Northcliffe at the Daily Mail and

Robinson at the Times. By the last day of 1912 Bonar Law knew he would have

to concede, and on 7 January 1913 he agreed to remain as Unionist leader even

thouSh policy on Tariff Reform was to be modified, In Gollin's words, his

decision "saved the Unionist Party at the same time that it destroyed Joseph

Chamberlain's last valid hopes for the success of the [Glasgow POlicy]".4

If Chamberlain's Commission had attempted to improve the lot of the

farmer in the Tariff Reform package, its work had been undone by a Unionist

leader who, in spite of his personal leaning towards Chamberlain's measures,

had put party unity and the question of Ireland first. It is an irony that

3.
4.

See A. Chamberlain, op. cit., pp. 388-391.
St. Loe Strachey to Lansdowne, 5 December 1912 t d' A M G 11', quo e ln • . 0 ln,The Observer ••., Ope cit., pp. 370-371.
Bo~ar Law to Strachey, 9 December 1912, quoted in ibid.
Ibld., p, 382.

1.
2.



the Agricultural Committee had taken great palns to secure full information

from Irish agriculture, to the extent of its unprecedented move ln a body to

hear evidence in Dublin. 43 of the 147 witnesses examined, and 437 of the

2,251 questionnaires returned, were from Ireland, and the Irish Times praised

the Committee in giving "a very liberal recognition to the importance of the

Irish agricultural industry".l Perhaps the last word should come from

Agricultural Committee member William Goulding, who in 1911 wrote from

Belfast in answer to an appeal for funds:

... I am sorry you have struck such a bad time for
the Tariff needs, as here we are full up with the Home
Rule defence which is a far more important matter to
us, as a case of existance (sic) and consequently
demands all our assistance, however I have pleasure in
enclosing cheque for Five pounds as a slight help to
your appeal. 2

Up to this date it is known that Goulding had subscribed at least £150 and

had collected at least £50 from business associates.

Fundamentally, of course, the Commission had failed in its task of

demonstrating that a rise in food prices could be avoided under a Tariff

Reform policy involving food taxes. Indi vidual Tariff Reformers may have

privately agreed with the argument that colonial supplies would expand, or

even with the extreme and illogical argument of Follett that home production
3would expand, or with the opinion of many farmers in the Report that the

duties were too small to have any effect. They may have been convinced by

Hewins's historical treatment of corn prices before and after 1846, But

they knew that such inductive 'proofst would be seen by the working men of

Lancashire and Yorkshire as merely another polemical and self-interested

contribution to the Tariff Reform propaganda The Unionists had clung to

food taxes through two election defeats in a year. Now, with the Irish

crisis, there was no longer time for the laborious process of education to

continue.

1.
2.
3.

Irish Times, 23 November 1906.
Goulding to Hewins, 1 December 1911; C-137, T.C.P.
See above, p. 449 n. 4.
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CHAPTER 8

The Failure of the 'Scientific Tariff'

The period 1906-1910 was one in which Hewins became more and more

embroiled in Unionist party affairs, and in which the Commission machine,

not always to the satisfaction of individual members, became increasingly

used in direct support of Tariff Reform propaganda. At the same time it

is evident, in hindsight, that the primary purpose for which the Commission

had been established was not being accomplished: to a large extent this

must have been obvious at the time. Whether the failure to construct an

overall tariff was the result of increasing diversion of the full-time

staff into more propagandist pursuits is doubtful. The present writer

would see as more likely the situation that, since so much propaganda

activity could be executed semi-automatically by relatively junior staff,

both activities were capable of being sustained simultaneously. This

opinion would therefore suggest that the failure to construct a tariff was

the autonomous feature of the Commission's post-1906 history, and that, to

an extent at least, the growing propaganda work was consequent upon it.

Whether this is true or not, the failure to construct a scientific

tariff had three aspects - the failure to emulate the tariff schedules.of

the early single-industry reports, the failure to deal satisfactorily with

banking and foreign investment, and, consequent upon these, the failure to

produce an integrated tariff in a 'Final Report' .

that we will turn first.

It is to these issues

I

What in the early years was regarded as the Commission's very

strength - its determination to explore industries in all their detail and



complexity - was to be its undoing. It would be generally true to say that

the Commission enquired first into the simplest industries. Iron and steel,

with a relatively straightforward product classification, had caused only

~nor disagreements between Allen and Hickman.l Even the second enquiry,

into the cotton industry, had encountered difficulties in classification

which were overcome only by leaving undifferentiated large groups of more
2highly finished goods.

Larger difficulties had emerged well before 1906. Mitchell objected

to the worsted classification late in 1904, and found the cotton classifi-

cation, supplied by Hewins as a model, of little value:

It appears to me that the cotton classification is all
wrong in its divisions •.. if I were to attempt to
divide the [worsted] weaving industry into the
different kind of goods made, as is done I see in
cotton, the list would be far too long .•. The same
firm •.. will, in Bradford, produce an immense variety
of yarns, or of pieces, changing from year to year, as
the fashion calls for one or other description of
fabrics '3

If the complexity of the product structure in woollens and worsteds

daunted the Commission, it was as nothing compared with later reports. By

the time the Agricultural Committee was successfully plotting its way through

the relatively simple product-structure of the farming industry, Hewins was

almost engulfed by the sheer amount of information that had been collected

on engineering. Trying to write the Engineering Report in the tranquility

of the Wye Valley, he wrote to Hurd in London:

With regard to Engineering, the preparation of the Summary
has been an entirely disgusting business. I thought
cotton was sufficiently complicated, Wool made Cotton seem
quite simple, but Engineering seems to me more complicated
than all the others put together ••• The evidence on some
of the branches still appears to me to be rather
inadequate ••• [but on the whole] the Engineering evidence
appears ••. to be the best we have had on any subject.
The Forms are extraordinarily good and I think it will be a
great misfortune if we do not print the whole thing. It
turns out also to be almost the strongest case we have for
the application of Mr. Chgmberlain's policY'4

...

1. See above, pp. 285-287.
2. See above, pp. 324-328.
3. Mit~hell to Hewins, 18 November 1904; C-741, T.C.F.
4. Hewlns to Hurd, 6 September 1906; C-174.1, T.C.F.
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But Hewins's early op1Dlon that the Engineering Report would be ready for the

press almost immediately was to be proved wrong. Nine months later it still

had not been laid before the Commission. By this time the forms of inquiry

had revealed:

something like 500 groups of Engineering products
in regard to which Foreign importation, and dumping,
is complained of ... and that most of those groups
impinge on different industries, that the Engineering
Industry is not one industry, but is really a large
group of industries, [thus] the Commission will see
how complicated the thing 18'1

Hewins had attempted to impose order on the engineering data by

accepting the classification used by the Board of Trade in the Annual

Statement of Trade of the United Kingdom. But this, as "the Board of Trade

has practically am tted", was "hopelesslessly defective", not only to serve

as the basis of a differentiated tariff, but also for providing an overall

view of the state of trade and the extent of foreign competition in the
. 21ndustry . Thus, there was nothing with which to test the general accuracy

of assertions made by witnesses: " .•. the classification adopted by the

Board of Trade does not correspond in the slightest degree to the Engineering

industries that are carried on".3

Hewins's accustations were, of course, largely true, and the engineering

classification is perhaps one of the least hel~ful to the historian in the

official returns. In the long term the Board of Trade continually revised
. 1 .f' t' 4 d t' 1 . T' foP ••1ts c asS1 1ca 1on, an cer aln y, on occas10ns, ar1 L Co~ss10n

insistence played a part in this. Frequently Rosenbaum's requests for

detailed changes in the presentation of the returns were complied with.5

But in the meantime the Commission had "had to go to the separate Official

Returns, and Statistics, of all the Foreign Countries with which we carry on

trade, and separately tabulate those out for ourselves.,°.6

1. T.C.M.(VT), 23 May 1907, p. 28; T.e.p.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
4. See R.G.D. Allen and J.E. Ely, International Trade Statistics, (New

York, 1953), pp. 292-3.5. See above, pp.
6. T.C.M.(VT), 23 May 1907, pp. 28-29; T.e.p.
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But, as Caillard had observed, the foreign material did not fit in well

wi th the evidence taken by the Commission, making it "necessary ... to recast

the whole thing so as to bring the evidence and tables into a comprehensible
. ." Irelat~onsh~p . Hewins was "not satisfied with the summary I have written;

... not satisfied that it is the best thing we can do for such an important

group of industry as Engineering", and thought it wise to postpone

pUblication until the faults could be overcome.2

Late in 1908 the Commission still found that the Board of Trade returns

made it "extremely difficult, indeed almost impossible" to draw "precise and

accurate deductions as to what the state of the industry really is", and was

even at this late stage still collecting supplementary information from

co-operative engineering firms in an attempt to overcome these difficulties.3

An industrial classification was essential to the design of a tariff

schedule. Furthermore, the cotton enquiry had shown the Commission to be

reluctant to recommend duties where foreign competition was little felt, and

this could hardly be done if it was uncertain as to the 'state of the

industry' and the degree of foreign competition being experienced. It ~s

hardly surprising, therefore, that for all its length and detail the

Engineering Report contained no tariff recommendations.

The reliance on official returns and industry experts ~n drafting an

industry classification was forced on the Commission by its own inability to

discover the manufacturing costs, or at least relative manufacturing costs,

of different products. The basic rationale behind the scientific tariff

was intended to be the protection of labour - as we have seen above this was

a vague approximation to the concept of protecting goods according to

'value-added' in manufacture.4 But in very few cases had the Commission

obtained information on product costs, and nOWhere, except perhaps roughly

1. Ibid., p . 9.
2. rsra., p , 29.
3. Hewins to Watson, Laidlaw and Co. Ltd. (Glasgow), 25 November 1908;C-6251, T.C.P.
4. See above, pp. 278-279.
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1n 1ron and steel, had it got an industry-wide picture of relative product

costs. In 1908 Waring, who had been appointed a member of the Furniture

Commi trt ee for the Board of Trade's Census of Production, sent a draft

questionnaire to Hewins which sought information on net selling value of

product, cost of fuel, raw materials and semi-manufactured inputs, value of
1work given out and work done for the trade, etc. Hewins thought the Board

of Trade unlikely to be successful in obtaining such information:

The principal point to keep in view is whether in fact
manufacturers can be reasonably expected to answer the
questions .•• I do not see how manufacturers can be
expected to give the information required without due
notice which would enable them to recast their accounts
in such a manner as to bring out the points in question'2

Waring, evidently wondering how his own managers would cope with the

questionnaire, agreed.

The keenness with which Hewins felt failure in this area, and the

importance he ascribed to it, is illustrated by an incident late in 1908.

Henry Angst, British Consul General in Switzerland,3 wrote to Austen

Chamberlain wondering whether the Unionists had any plans for implementing a

tariff when it came into power, since this was a "difficult and laborious

task" which required the "collaboration of a number of competent men

engaged in manufacturing, trade and commerce". 4 Angst continued:

I should like to assist your party in this, but being a
Government Official find myself in a somewhat difficult
position ..• On the other hand it would be of
considerable use for you to know how the Swiss went to
work about their tariffs ••• I might have ... [an expose
of the tariff movement in Switzerland and the methods
used to bring it about] •.• written by a thoroughly
versed man under my personal supervision; thus ~ name
need not appear on the face of it'5

Hewins, however, wanted information in only two areas, one of which

need not detain us.6 Of eleven questions he enclosed to Chamberlain for

1. Waring to Hewins, 10 February 1908; C-216, T.e.p.
2. Hewins to Waring, 12 February 1908; ibid.
3. From 1896 to 1916. See Who was Who II 1916-1928
~: ~bi!~st to A. Chamberlain, 28 November i908; copy'in C-4149, T.C,P.

6. This concerned the technical operation of a system of drawbacks.
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dispatch to Angst, the first S1X exclusively concerned the matter of costs:

(1) Does Switzerland graduate her Tariff according
to the labour involved?

(2) If not merely in accordance with labour cost, what
additional factors are taken into account?

(3) Is any other principle adopted in the graduation
of the tariff rates?

(4) Is it possible to obtain specimens of the cost
sheets submitted to the Customs officials which
form the basis of the Tariff calculations?

(5) If the labour cost is taken as a guide, is the
Tariff adjusted to protect the whole of the labour
involved or only a percentage of that labour, and
if so, what percentage?

(6) Is it possible to obtain some actual illustrations
of the calculations that are made showing the
method in detail?l

Nothing appears to have developed from Angst's offer of help, but the incident

shows clearly how Hewins had been defeated in perhaps the critical part of

drafting the 'scientific' tariff.

Of course it is well to remember that the conditions in which the

Commission operated were against it. Firms were less likely to reveal to an

unofficial body with suspected propagandist objectives intimate detail on

production costs (and, by implication, profit levels) than they might have

been to an official civil service bureaucracy actually in the process of

implementing a tariff. Such information might even have been of assistance

to their rivals.

Industries smaller than engineering suffered the same problems of

classification. In 1906 it was still intended to produce a tariff for the
2hardware trade, but the industry was so immensely complex that the hardware

report never appeared at all, even without a tariff schedule.3 Though

Hewins had amassed much data on the glass industry, he warned that "trades

small in volume are frequently trades of greater complexity than the big

1. Enclosure in Hewins to A. Chamberlain, 7 December 1908; C-4149,
T.C.P.

2. T.C.M.(VT), 3 May 1906, p. 7; T.e.p.
3. Given the severity of German competition in hardware this was doubtless

a matteft for regret on the Commission. See E.E. Williams, "Made in
Germany, (London, 1896), pp. 53-60, for the sensationalist view'
also R.J.S. Ho~fman, G:eat Britain and the German Trade Rival ~
1875-1914, (Ph11adelphla, 1933), pp. 246, 325. ry,
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trades on which we have reported", and that the Commission was still in a

posi tion where" a classification of that industry suggested by the evidence

is not sufficiently detailed and precise for ... the calculation of that

tariff".l It would only be by consulting experts in the industry that the

Commission could" draw up a carefully classified scheme relating to cost,

and ... the basis of a thoroughly sound tariff". 2 The Commission began work

on the paper classification in summer 1908, when Evans sent one of his

clerks to sea for a week with a pile of index cards. But he found the

results of "little use", and felt that the improved Board of Trade

classification used in the Census of Production presented "the best basis

for a tariff".3 Hewins was nevertheless unhappy about the official

classification, even as improved, and in 1911 the classification for the

paper industry was still unsettled. When Rosenbaum sent a seven-page

typewritten classification to Evans, the paper manufacturer thought it far

too complicated and recommended that it be "condensed onto the classical
" 4half sheet of notepaper .

If discussion in the Tariff Commission accurately reflected opinion,

however, it would seem the main area of incompleteness preventing settlement

of the Final Report was seen as being less the state of incompleteness in

the schedules on industrial products than the lack of information and

evidence from bankers, financiers, merchants and the representatives of

working men.

Here a problem was met by the Commission that a normal Tariff

commission, an agency of government, does not have to meet. The

Commission's self-imposed task was to draft a tariff, the best possible, but

not to debate the desirability of a tariff.5 But, unlike for instance the

1-
2.
3.
4.
5.

T.C.M.(VT), 31 May 1906, p. 17; T.C.P.
Ibid.
Evans to Hewins, 28 August 1908; C-107, T.C.P.
Evans to Rosenbaum, 12 December 1911' 'b'
See above, pp, 33-35. ' 1 Ld ,
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Import Duties Advisory Committee of the 19305:, its mandate to neglect

proving that a tariff was necessary in the first place was methodological,

one might even Sfzy philosophical, rather than statutory or authori tati ve.

In its attempt to harmonise interests, IDAC could act on the assumption that

protection was required for the national interest, because it had that

mandate. Thus it tended to give short shrift to those who argued the case

for Free Trade in any form other than that a certain tariff might destroy a

particular industry's efficiency • That is:

... no attempt was made to provide for considering the
interest in particular cases of the public as consumer
as against the public as producer - though the Co-
operative Movement made a valiant if rather ineffectual
effort by opposing a large number of applications for
higher duties as a matter of principle'l

The Tariff Commission could not do this for two inter-connected reasons.

The first was that some of those from whom it desired information and opinion

could not visualise a harmonious compromise with a tariff-seeking industry

whilst there was a hope (and a very real one) of retaining Free T·rade. A

banker was not likely, when before the Tariff Commission, to agree that since

the steel industry required 20 per cent duties and he wanted it to have none,

then 10 per cent would be an equitable compromise, whereas before IDAC he

might, given the chance, very well have done so. The second reason was

that the Commission had itself promoted the vision of a costless tariff, a

tariff which would benefit everyone. It had promised to make omelettes

without breaking eggs. It was political necessity that prompted the use of

this method of persuasion, and the fact that this necessity was present made

it inevitable that many in the community would not accept the Commission's

methodological mandate.

It is an attractive thesis which sees an 'imperialism of Free Trade',

dominated by mercantile, banking and financial interests, in counterpoise to

an 'economic imperialism', led by producer interests in heavy and home-market-

1. Sir H. Hutchinson, Tariff Making and Industrial Reconstruction, (London,
1965), p. 45.
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orientated industry. Whether it is oversimplified or not is unimportant.

Though perhaps insufficient proof to the thesis, the fact remains that

merchants and bankers co-operated little with the Commission.

A draft form of enquiry to merchants was approved as early as February

1904,1 and formed the basis of Form No.2, printed in both the Iron and
2Steel Report and the Cotton Report. Response to the form was poor, and In

1906 the commission had on its agenda the vetting of a further questionnaire
3addressed to merchants. Whether or not another form was issued is

uncertain, but it does appear that In any event the Commission received only
4some forty replies to Form No.2 or its replacement. The matter of

examining witnesses from the mercantile sector was also in hand in 1906, but

nothing seems to have come of it.

Given that, by 1906, the Commission had collected such large amounts of

information on manufacturing industry and was concerned to reduce the size

of the minor industrial reports on grounds of economy and public appeal,5

most were willing to accept Hewins's argument that consideration of the

V1ews of bankers, shipping companies and merchants should be left to the
6Final Report. Given the producer-orientated sympathies of the historical

economist and Tariff Reformer, and given that the immediate and direct

effect of protection is upon physical goods, there was some logic in post-

poning interest in the tertiary sector until later, But behind this

willingness l~ experience of the difficulty of mobilising the participation

of bankers and financiers. When Mosely questioned whether relegation to

the Final Report was not undervaluing the carrying trade, "so large a

proportion" of the nation's business, he had to be content with Hewins's

assurance that "we are going to take special evidence on that as you hear". 7

1-
2.
3.4.

T.C.M.(P), 10-11 February 1904; T.C.P.
Iron and Steel Report, para. 91; Cotton Report, para. 237.
T. C•M.(VT), 17 M~ 1906, p. 4; T •C•P •
In addition, 45 "general :merchants" had replied to Form No. 1 and
24 cotton merchants had responded to the cotton enquiries.
T.?M.(VT), 17 M~ 1906, pp. 2, 5-12; T.C.P.
Ib~d., p. 7.
rera., pp. 7-8.

5.
6.
7.



466

The discussion on a draft of the questionnaire addressed to bankers

highlighted the justification, ~n the pro-manufacturing mind, of leaving the

tertiary sector until last. Hewins, after stating his opinion that a

nation could not sustain its position in the world economy on the basis of

the carrying trade alone, and that a strong manufacturing sector was

indispensable for a strong economy, laid out the position thus:

Reporting on one branch of trade after another we
could probably carry the publi c wi th us pretty well
all through on the productive side, but when we have
finished the reports in that way and put them all
together you at once have a recrudescence of the
general argument on the general desirability of
changing your policy, and you have really to re-state,
if I m~ say so, the theory of international trade to
conform with the facts and conditions which have been
discovered in the previous reports'l

Thus, the defence of free trade by the merchant or banker was to be

conducted on a carefully prepared field, one ~n which much information on

dumping, unfair trade practices and overs€as combination and tariffs had

been planted as obstacles to that defence. Furthermore, the main thrust of

Hewins's proposed questionnaire to bankers demonstrated a similar belligerence.

It was intended to "throw ..• light on the excess of imports", a question on

which there was at present "no authentic information available". 2 The

"guess ... made by Sir Robert Giffen some years ago" was not "based on

actual evidence or actual figures":

Sir Robert Giffen found in existence in his time an
excess of imports of something like 200 million.
He said: let us take 180 of those millions leaving
20 million for oddments: then he said let us divide
180 by two and we get 90 and let us call 90 millions
foreign investments and the other 90 millions freights.
But there was no calculation about it, it was one of
those guesses some of which by Sir Robert Giffen are
extremely happy, but it does not really throw any light
on the situation and we have to get some authentic
information from those who know as to what is the cause
of this phenomenon'3

The desire to discover objective information on the finance of Britain's

import surplus doubtless concealed a fervent hope that it would reveal that

1. Ibid., pp. 11~19.
2. Ibid.
3. Ibid.
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Britain had come to a stage of development where she was 'living on her
capital', a phrase and a fear not limited to the amateur economists writing
for the reviews of the day. At least it might show the extent to which
overseas dividends were financing imports and prompt the question of how
long a country could maintain this situation and still rank amongst the
leading industrial powers. Thus the Commission was to seek information on
total and net overseas British investment from bankers and financiers,
though several members, including Caillard, feared that practical bankers
would be unlikely to be able to provide the information.l

Information was also desired on foreign investment in Britain, a
question, as Hewins perceptively noted, that "nobody ever seems to devote any

2attention to". Von Halle had estimated German investment in Britain at
£250m, and Hewins thought the US figure to be larger, and the French by no
means insignificant. It was realised that foreign investors had already
reached beyond simple investment in British government stock, and that
Germany and the US were already prominent as investors in British
manufacturing industry. "Every share register is full of German names",
commented Perceval. 3 "In the fiscal controversy", Hewins added pungently,
"we generally talk of Great Britain as the only country that has any foreign
investments" .4

If this demonstrated a xenophobia amongst Tariff Reformers over foreign
involvement in British manufacturing industry, it was only a mild one. More
important to the Commission was the implication that countries might be
protectionist and still be important foreign lenders. Furthermore, an
import surplus was not the inevitable corollary of being an important source
of international capital. How was it, wondered Hewins, that France, with

2.
3.
4.

Perceval thought that a question asking for total British overseas
inves~ent was "rather a poser; ••. almost an impossible question to
answer. It was suggested that more information might be gained if
respon~ents.were ~nvited to submit figures and estimates for individual
countr~es w~th which they dealt, so that a composite total could be
drawn uPp'.23s.ee T.C.M.(VT), 17 May 1906, pp. 21-23; T.e.p.Ibid. ,
rsra., p. 24.
Ibid.

1.
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overseas investments of £600m in Russia alone,l had no deficit on balance of
trade. Even Germany, with a slight import surplus, had "nothing compared

2to what we have".
It is evident that certain Commission members felt foreign investment

to be less than wholly desirable. Perceval sought to argue that direct
investment overseas, or railway contracting, were "really very different"
from "investment in French Rentes or in Russian stock".3 Gilbey, somewhat
defensively, admitted to having investments in French vineyards, but did not
think these should be termed as foreign investments. Hewins felt impelled
to reassure him: "I do not think it is intended to suggest there is any
moral reprobation upon one by having investments in foreign countries".4

Elsewhere the questionnaire sought banking opinion on the effect of
British industrial retardation and the "substitution of direct for indirect
dealings between the Colonies and foreign countries" on London's position as
a banking centre. The bias is arguable: though we might say that it
assumed retardation and a gradual weakening of British control over Empire
commerce, we can scarcely argue that these assumptions were unrealistic or
that, to a degree at least, Free Traders would not have conceded them.
Nevertheless, it was perhaps only in one question, "How far, and in what
manner, would any change in our fiscal system affect the position of London
as a banking centre?,,5that the Free Trader was left to his own devices.
As Hewins commented, "The position of the bankers is I gather that any change
in our fiscal system would be disastrous to London as a banking centre".6

The approval of the questions to bankers is prima facie evidence of a

2.
3.
4.
5.6.

A somewhat inaccurate figure according to Feis, who gives French long-
term investment in Russia as 7.0 billion francs in 1900 (£333.33m at
£1 = f.21) and 11.3 billion (£538.lm) in 1914. Feis estimates French
investment in Russia to be about 25 per cent of her total long-term
overseas investment in these two years. See H. Feis, Europe: The
World's Banker, 1870-1914, (New York, 1965 edn.), p. 51.
T.e.M.(VT), 17 M~ 1906, p. 24; T.e.p.
rsra., p , 26.
Ibid.
~uC ~'(V~)e Appendix 6 below, p. 595.
• •. ,17 May 1906, p. 31; T.e.p.

1.
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sincere intention to include the financial sector in the enquiry.l The draft

was, In fact, based on consultations with Vicary Gibbs, who had circulated

it to acquaintances in the City for suggestions and amendment. When

Phillips raised doubts about the likely response rate, both he and Hewins

thought that "a good many" bankers would participate in giving evidence.2

Mr. Chamberlain is most anxious to have this question cleared up", added

"Whenever I see him he asks me about the excess of imports". 3Hewins.

Two weeks later, at a small meeting of predominantly London-based

members, Hewins revealed that enquiries among bankers and financiers showed

a deviation from normal procedure to be necessary. A City man might have

"excellent information" on the "particular branch of the business in which he

is engaged", but would be unable to give aggregate figures. 4 The Executive

Committee had therefore suggested that the Commission should draft

statistical memoranda, even a Financial Report, on the principal issues and

submit them to the scrutiny of practical experts in international trade and
. ". h d f th' . t" ,,5lnvestment, thus reverslng t e or er 0 e lnvestlga lon •

Hewins regarded the "excess of imports" as critical to the Free Trade

case, and a matter "which I want to go into at some length".6 " if the

calculations come out in one particular way", he argued portentiously, "I am

afraid it simply knocks the heart out of the Free Trade theory absolutely".7

Essentially his ideas, though nowhere clearly stated, Seem to have been

this: that the growth of Britain's merchandise import surplus since 1870 had

been too big to be accounted for by the growth in overseas investment and

freight earnings. 8He knew that British overseas investment was large and

that new investment was being undertaken at a rapid rate, but what he wanted

1. The questionnaire, of which no printed copy has survived, has been
reconstructed from the verbatim minutes and appears in Appendix 6,
below, p. 595.
T. C•M. (VT), 17 M~ 1906, p. 31 ; T •C,p •
Ibid., p. 30.
T.C.M.(VT}. 31 May 1906, p. 2; T.C.P,
Ibid., p. 3.
Ibid., pp. 2-3.
Ibid., p , 3.
Hewins's estimate of th "t'e eXlS lng stock was around £2,00Om.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
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was figures for net investment rather than new investment. The existing
stock of overseas investment and the income from it might be considerably
less than Free Traders imagined since old investments were being continually,
maybe increasingly, repatriated.

In an attempt to quantiry the situation Rosenbaum had produced a working
1paper, which attempted to split up the merchandise import surplus, of around

£180m in 1900-1905, between earnings on overseas investments and freight
earnings, and then to make estimates of the existing overseas capital stock,
perhaps by capitalising investment earnings by an appropriate rate of

interest. Talking to Rosenbaum's paper, Hewins gave only a confused account
of the methods used, but it is clear that Rosenbaum's approach was ingenious,

. bI .. d 2complex, laborlous, and proba y to an extent IDlsconcelve . So far,
however, Hewins was convinced that the investigation, though still incomplete,
showed it to be "extremely unlikely" that the growth of the import surplus
between 1883-1892 and 1893-1902 was capable of being financed by the growth
of foreign investment earnings, so that "you may have to fall back on
another explanation: and that is that money has been coming hornell,3 But
even if Rosenbaum's later work should not bear this out, there were other
items of importance to the fiscal controversy:

Then supposing there has been a growth - and we may
assume there has been a great growth of our foreign
investments - the question arises: Have these
investments been at the expense .,. of home investments
or are they something in addition? If they are [at
the expense of] home investments, what sort of home
investments? Then you come to the question of the
difficulty or ease with which you raise capital for
our industrial enterprises here. Then you come at
once ••• to the tariff problem'4

3.4.

Of which no copy has survived.
It appears that freight earnings were calculated by totalling world
merchandise exports (commonly valued f.o.b,) and deducting them from
world merchandise imports (commonly valued c.i.f.), and then dividing
up the world total. for insu:ance and freight according to the shipping
returns of the.varaous forelgn countries. Rosenbaum had also
attemp~ed a 'direct' e~timate of British overseas investments and net
accretlons.t~ them by lnvestigating the Stock Exchange Register Hin
~~:~,d:~a8: See T,C.M.(VT}, 31 May 1906, pp. 9-10, 15; T.C.P.
Ibid., p. 13. This,
economic historians. of course, is a question which has long vexed

The present state of opinion, best represented

1-
2.
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Hewins emphasised that Rosenbaum's work was still far from complete:

indeed, Leverton Harris thought the exercise "a Herculean task".l Further-

more, the secretary was aware of the novelty and contentiousness of the

methods used, and was wary of pUblicising them before expert opinion had been

sought. Though the banking community could not give an overall picture,

they should at least be able to use their specific and localised expertise

to criticise and explain the aggregate analysis:

For instance, we know that our investments in
Argentina have grown by £200,000,000 in the last 20
years. Now, is that £200,000,000 ", genuine new
investment, or is it merely the transference of an
old investment? Has [British] money [effectively]
gone from the United States or other countries to
Argentina, or what has happened? That you can only
get at by actually consulting the people who have
the handling of the stock'2

Therefore he invited Commissioners to submit "the names of the best shippers

and people of that kind •.. [and] the names of the people who actually have

the handling of investments of one kind and another in the different countries

of the world". 3

Phillips voiced the mild bafflement of many of the Commission members

present. If there was so much confusion over this important issue, he

wondered, why was "almost every banker .•• opposed to Tariff Reform'l"4

Hewins, who claimed close acquaintance with the banking fraternity from his

LSE days, thought a partial explanation lay in the very problem that Rosenbaum's
•work was attempting to overcome: " .,. though your individual banker or

financier know£ a great deal about the things which actually come into his

hands, the number of people in the City who can give you an accurate account

1-
2.
3.
4.

by Edelstein, is that the bias towards overseas issues was relatively
weak. Of course, the ultra-economic-nationalist might still argue
that a certain level of overseas investment was disadvantageous to the
lending economy even if perfectly rational. See M. Edelstein,
"Rigidity and bias in the British capital market, 1870-1913", in
D.N.McC1oskey (ed.), Essays on a Mature Economy: Britain after 1840,
(London, 1971), pp. 83-105. For criticism see the discussion on
Edelstein's paper, especially the remarks by S. Pollard, pp. 106-111.
T.~.M.(VT), 31 May 1906, p. 8; T.e.p.
Ibl.d., p . 10.
Ibid.
rsra., p . 14.
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of a big movement is extremely small".l In any case, he was not sure, or

so he claimed, that all City men were so hostile. There were "a great
2many people in the City who are not strong opponents". Mosely agreed,

arguing that brokers and bankers on the Stock Exchange were in a different

position from "those doing a general business .•. who would benefit by

the increased prosperity to the country [and who] more or less favour [Tariff

Re form]" .3

Thus, the questionnaire to bankers was replaced by Rosenbaum·s

statistical memorandum in the Commission's scheme. Given that many of the

issues he faced, even such bedrock matters as the total stock of British

overseas investment ~n 1914, continued to bedevil economic history for some

50 or 60 years,4 it is hardly surprising that the memorandum faded into

obscuri ty. When it failed to materialise the question of international

finance in the Commission's enquiries was effectively closed. When, in a

Commission meeting a year later, the matter was raised again, the

investigation had got no further. Caillard, in the chair, noted that

"there still remain Shipping, the Import and Export figures and the Relation

of Banking Interests to the Tariff Reform movement" .5 Hewins claimed that

"We have made a lot of enquiries in the City amongst prominent bankers", but

that the problem was still one of finding anyone who could see the whole
. . 1 f' . . 6sphere of ~nternat~ona ~nance ~n over~ew. It was still, however,

intended to produce memoranda on these issues and to take evidence.7

Caillard, perhaps sensitive to the embarrassment of the full-time staff's

failure, saw publication of the Commission's findings in this area as

1.
2.
3.
4.

Ibid.
Ibid.
Ibidq p. 15.
See M. Simon, "The Pattern of New British Portfolio Foreign Investment,
1865-1914", in J.H. Adler (ed.), Capital Movements and Economic
Develo~ment, (Lond?n,.1967), reprinted in A.R. Hall (ed.), The Export
of Capl.tal from Br~ta~n, 1870-1914, (London, 1968), especially
pp. 16-23; P.L. Cottrell, British Overseas Investment in the Nineteenth
century, (London, 1975), pp. 11-15.
T.~.M.(VT), 23 May 1907, p. 12; T.C.P.
Ibl.d., p. 23 & 24 (one page).
It was thought that "a special s';tt';ng" .~ ~ ~ght suffice for this purpose.

5.
6.
7.
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1something which could "very properly" be delayed unti.l the Final Report.

It had been stressed from the beginning that provisi.onal scales for each

of the industry studies would need to be amalgamated and adjusted with

reference to each other - a reconciliation and ordering necessary to achieve

that harmony within and between industries that the scientific tariff

presupposed to exist. The discussion of future plans occasioned by the

defeat of 1906 centred around the need for harmonisation and, as a necessary

element to achieve this, for consultation with interest-groups not well

represented in the enquiry so far.

This reconciliation was to be achieved in the Final Report. At first

it did not seem that it was far off. Hewins seems to have started writing

it before the later of the industrial ser~es were finished. Holding

discussions with Rosenbaum at Willersley, he was able to write to Hurd that

it would be ready by the middle of September 1906 - all but the last few
2pages were complete. How this was possible cannot be guessed. It may be

that Hewins had written a broad survey of industry in relation to Tariff

Reform, even anticipating the still-born enquiry into banking, but he cannot

have attempted an integrated tariff given the incompleteness of the industry

studies. It is almost certainly true, however, that he was counting on a

much quicker completion of the industry reports than was to be in fact

achieved. Certainly the Commission, meeting as a whole in M~ 1906, felt

it not at all unrealistic to endorse Chamberlain's motion "That all the

Reports of the Commission (including ••• the complete Report) be finished by

the end of the Parliamentary Session". 3

The Sugar Report4 did not appear until August 1907, however,5 whilst,

1.
2.
3.4.

T.C.M.(VT), 23 May 1907, p. 12; T.C.P.
Hewins to Hurd, 6 September 1906; C-174.1, T.C.P.
T.C.M.(VT), 3 May 1906, p. 9; T.C.p.
Report of the Tariff Commission, vol. 7 Sugar and Confectionery,(London, 1907). ' =-=:.......==_::::.,::::::.:~~:::!!:::.=._L

Hurd to Hewins, 24 August 1907~ C 174 1• - ., T.C.P.5.



on the basis of Chamberlain's resolution, the Engineering Report, published

ln February 1909, was at least two years late, and the enormous effort of its
1completion severely delayed other work in hand such as the Paper Report.

Furthermore, two of the industry series were never to see publication

at all - those on hardware and chemicals - and at the time Hewins was

claiming the Final Report to be nearing completion he must have known that

it was likely that the latter of these, at least, would never appear.

The particular reasons for these failures are not well documented ln

the Commission's records. Though, after production of a tariff schedule on

iron and steel there was apparently nothing to prevent a hardware report

from going ahead,2 it may be that the sheer heterogeneity of the small

metal trades defeated an attempt at orderly classification of the mass of

information in the questionnaires returned, the more so since the difficulty

of locating firms in the Birmingham trades meant that the Commission could

not count on the representativeness of those questionnaires.3

The non-publication of the Chemicals Report is perhaps harder to explain.

Here, of course~ was a field in which many of the most significant advances

were held surely in the grip of German dominance: there was every opportunity

for alarmism. At the same time it can be assumed that the 'reduction' process

would not have revealed to the Tariff Reformers that German predominance had

been achieved by fair and neutral methods. In dyestuffs, especially, German

manufacturers were advantaged under patent law and were able to operate cartels

and trade agreements, of varying degrees of formality, wi thin their home market.4

1. This appears. in fact, never to have been published, though as late as
1912 it was still in progress.

2. T.C.M.(VT), 3 May 1906, p. 7; T.C.P.
3. See above, p. 139.
4. L.F. Haber, The Chemical Industry during the Nineteenth Century,

(London, 1958), p. 129. It is not meant to suggest that the German
chemical industry was highly monopolised. Elsewhere Haber is rather
equivocal on this point. See L.F. Haber, The Chemic~l Industry,
1900-1930, (London, 1971), ch. 5, cf. p. 148. When one of the
Mancheste: Gartside SCh~lar~ visited Germany around 1907 he painted a
clearer p~:ture of comb~nat~on and trade agreements in the German
~estU£fs 1ndustry, but one can read from between the lines that the
degree of concentration was perhaps less th' t' th Gindustries. See S.H. " " an ~n cer a~n 0 er ermanHlgglnS, Dye~ng ~n Germany and America (2nd
Edn., Manchester, 1916), pp. 97-101. '
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The investigation into chemicals started normally. The industrial

classification was causing disagreement as early as January 1904,1 and by

September a list of possible witnesses was being prepared.2 In June 1905

Hewins announced that work on the Chemicals Report could go ahead as soon as

those on textiles and agriculture had been completed,3 and a communication
4from Hurd in October confirmed that this was now the case. Witnesses were

invited using a complete membership list of the Society of Chemical industry,

the largest scientific society in Britain.

Chemical manufacturers were, however, very reluctant to g~ve evidence.

Even the ponderous and technically-backward United Alkali Co., of which

Tariff Commissioner Sir Charles Tennant was president, would not co-operate,5

and nor would E.A. Brotherton, Conservative MP for Wakefield and head of a

small dyestuffs concern which had begun as a tar distillers.6 In heavy

chemicals this is perhaps easily explained - even Levinstein admitted that

cheap raw materials and high transport costs kept the British market safe

from German producers of alkali and caustic soda, and that the dramatic

decline of Britain's exports to Europe and the US had been compensated by

the "enormously increased" consumption of the previous 20 years ,7 and the

significant expansion of British markets in Latin America, India and the Far
8East. Such an explanation is less suitable for the synthetic dyestuffs

sector of the industry, however. Here British failure was more obvious.

German output was 20-30 times greater than British, firm~ were larger and

product ranges wider, and 90 per cent of the dyes used in Britain were

imported. Though the Commission secured the agreement of representatives

1. Levinstein to Hewins, 24 January 1904; C-599, T,C,P,
2. See above, pp. 143-144.
3. Hewins to Levinstein, 8 June 1905; C-599, T.C.P.
4. Hurd to Levinstein, 21 October 1905; ibid.
5. When John Brock declined, an invitation was sent to F. Davidson of the

same company, but the result was the same.
6. HU;d to Levinstein, 6 November 1905; C-599, T,C.P.
7. Pr:n~ed pr-oof copy of Le,,?-nstein·s evidence (unpaginatedl; r.c.r.
8. Br1t1sh soda-ash product1on doubled in the period 1885-1905 See

H.W. ~i~hardson, "Chemicals", in D.H. Aldcroft (ed.), The D~velopment
~~.B~~~:~~3:ndustry and Foreign Competition, 1875-1914, (London, 1968),
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of the three largest British dyestuffs manufacturers to appear before it,

only two did so with certainty. These were Levinstein himself and L.B.

Holliday of Read, Holliday and Sons, Huddersfield aniline dyestuffs
1manufacturers. Apart from these, the only chemical witnesses examined were

Tariff Commissioner Sir Samuel Boulton, and John Burton of William Burton and

Sons, a small dye and chemicals firm in Bethnal Green, whose evidence occupied

only half a page in printed proof form and was largely taken up with the

decay of the silk-dyeing business and short, predictable paragraphs on

technical education, freight costs and patent laws which contributed nothing

that the interested layman would have found unfamiliar,

It may be, as Haber has suggested, that the chemicals industry had

nothing to gain from protection.2 But Tariff Reform had, for many, a wider

appeal than protectionism alone, and, as we have seen, there is evidence that

in many cases party loyalty had as much, and even more, to do with fiscal

alignment as did industrial interest.3 Furthermore, industrial self-interest

and perceived industrial self-interest do not necessarily coincide: even if

Haber is correct there must have been many dissatisfied with the closing of

former European and American markets and the high level of import penetration

in certain branches, men such as Houldsworth in cotton, It is perhaps

curious that so few open supporters of fiscal change were found amongst the

Society of Chemical Industry's 2,400 members given the widespread dis-

satisfaction of the industry over patents legislation, an area close in its

1 T· 4 .appea to ar~ff Reform, and cur~ous also that none of those supporters

came from the Leblanc interests. Given that Tennant, himself a convert from

2.
3.
4.

Martin Dreyfus of the 'Clayton Aniline Co. Ltd. does not appear to have
given evidence, though it is possible that his evidence has not
survived.
L.F. Haber, The Chemical Indust .....r 1900 1930 148~J, - ,p. .
See above, ch. III.
It is possible that some dyestuffs manufacturers especially those who
pr~d~ced in~ermediates for export to Germany, we;e fearful that a
Br~t~sh t~f~would provo~e concealed retaliation by German concerns.
Such retal~at~on was exper~enced by Levin t' f h' t· l'the patent law reform of 190 • s e~n or 1S ac.~ve ro e 1n
1990-1930,p. 148. 7 See L.F. Haber, The Cherracal Industry,

1.
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orthodox Liberalism, was a Tariff Commissioner, and that we know the board

of United Alkali to have been divided over the fiscal issue,l it is hard to

imagine the heavy chemical manufacturers so firmly united behind Free Trade.

There were more than just technical difficulties in producing a Final

Report, however. In the years after 1906 even Hewins was prepared to admit,

in private, the extent to which the Commission was involved in Tariff Reform

propaganda,2 though it was always the Commission's attitude that its work was

objective, educative and scientific "groundwork" rather than outright
3propaganda. As what we might term the 'more direct" propaganda activities

of the Commission escalated, not only in providing Unionist leaders like

Austen Chamberlain, Balfour and Bonar Law with information for speeches and

debate but also in providing Unionist MPs with a deluge of parliamentary

questions with which to harass and embarrass the government, and as Hewins's

outside work in TRL affairs and in making speeches in the country increased,

there can be no doubt that division and uncertainty within Unionist ranks

made him reluctant to forge ahead with a Tariff Commission strategy which

would increase friction wi thin the party.

In 1907 a Chippenham barley miller complained to Austen Chamberlain that

TRL policy, as laid out in Pamphlet 116,4 proposed an ad valorem (equivalent)

duty of 10 per cent on barley but a duty of only 5 per cent on pigs, a

situation "detrimental to the interests of dairy farmers an this country".5

Hewins reminded Chamberlain that the TRL publication "is only a rough

indication of Tariff Reform proposals with regard to corn". 6 Referring to

the more cautious approach of the Agricultural Report,7 he advised

5.6.
7·

Levinstein to Hewins, 29 October 1905; C-599, T.C.P.
Hewins to H. Hirst (of GEC), 9 November 1911; C-286, T,C,P.
~ai11a:d to A. Ja~son, enc1ose~ in Cai11ard to Hurd, 20 July 1911; ibid.
A :ohcy for Agr~culture: Tar~ff Reform and Imperial Preference",

Tarl.ff Reform League, Leaflet 116, (n.d.), 4 pp.
R.E:S. Tanner to A. Ch~berlain, 16 July 1907; C-4149, T.C.P.
HeWins to A. Chamber1a~n, 19 July 1907' 'b'dPara. 381. ' ~ ~ •

1.
2.
3.
4.



Chamberlain:

I should not go into details, but merely say that
the points he raises have always been kept in view
and will be carefully considered before a detailed
complete scheme is drawn uP'l

...
and

Given that the TRL had never accepted the Agricultural Committee's
2proposals, and given the critical importance of a united front on the

central issue of food duties, Hewins's reluctance to lay down a firm line of

future policy can be appreciated, especially since there was some unsureness

in the Commission offices about the precise intentions of the Agricultural
3Committee in regard to barley. Even where there was less disagreement

between Tariff Reformers, however. a reluctance to commit the Commission to

a detailed scheme was becoming more apparent. In September 1907 Hewins was

unable to provide Bonar Law with a Commission policy on drawbacks, though

being "personally of your [Bonar Law's] view ". [that] it will be necessary

in the final tariff suggestions to imitate to a certain extent the German

example" of a full remission of import duty on materials subsequently
4exported. And as late as 1910 it was the case that no further consideration

had been given to harmonisation of interests between industries. When

Scottish Tariff Reformers wrote from the agricultural districts in the first

election campaign of 1910, requesting information as to whether the Commission

recommended duties on feedstuffs and fertilizers to aid the chemical

industry, Hewins vetoed Hurd's suggested argument that the farmer would be

compensated for a duty on chemicals by a fall in the price of offals. "In

dealing with the question it would be better to omit the Chemical trade

qualifications", he asserted.5

B,y 1907 it had not gone unnoticed by the Free Traders that the

scientific tariff had still not appeared. "I think that we shall do well

1-
2.
3.
4.
5.

Hewins to A. Ch
4
8mber1ain, 19 July 1907; C-4149. T.e.p.

See above, pp. 51-453.
Hurd to He~ns, 6 January 1910; Hurd to Phillips, 7 January 1910?
Hur~ to HeW1ns, 9 January 1910; C.174.1, T,C.P.
Hew:ns to Bonar Law, 30 September 1907; C-7543, TIC.P,
He~ns to Hurd, 5 January 1910; C-174,1, T.C.P,
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to choose our moment for issuing our Final Report", commented Caillard dryly

1n a Commission meeting.l He explained that the delay in producing the

Final Report lay in the tremendous amount of other business, including the

production of memoranda, the preparation of statistical material for the

1907 Imperial Conference, and the supplying of information for parliamentary

use or speeches on the fiscal question, that had been undertaken In the
2meantime Tariff Reform had become "a great party movement in this country",

and it therefore followed that the appearance of the Final Report should be

timed with the next general election in view.

Cockburn was fearful that, if the Final Report "comes forth with the

imprimatur of party upon it ... or with even a suspicion of party. its value

is largely discounted".3 The Commission must maintain "its attitude of

devotion to facts, and association with neither political party - an

independent body pursuing the question in the interests of national welfare

and enlightenment". 4 He realised that "circumstances over which we have

no control have given it [Tariff Reform] very largely a party tinge", but

rejected the idea that the Commission should "have its hands tied by any

party leader".5

Caillard agreed that this was no part of his intention: "the fact

that the Tariff Reform movement had taken a Party colour ., . had absolutely

nothing to do with " 6us • Hewins thought that the Board of Trade's

consultations with the Commission on the methods to be used in the census of

production showed the latter to be officially:

••• accepted as being practically non-partisan,
and purely official. Of course the whole effort
of the Commission has been to establish that

1. T.C.M.(VT), 23 M~ 1907, p. 10; T.C.P.
2. By this Caillard meant that the perceived conversion of Balfour meant

that "there is no question whatever now that the Tariff Reform movement
is working hand in hand with the Unionist party". He thought this
"probably ••• a very good thing".

3. T.?M.(VT), 23 May 1907, p. 14; T.C.P,
4 • Ibl.a., p. 15.
5. Ibid., pp. 14-15.
6. Ibid., p. 16.
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reputation, and having established it we shall not
destroy it, because it is a most valuable asset'l

There can be no doubt that many Commissioners and doubtless many other
Tariff Reformers too, felt that their objectives were not subject to narrow
party aims. Gilbey, himself from a family and a business with strong

• 2 .Liberal and Free Trade Leani ngs , remi nded the Commission that even a strongly
radical constituency like Wycombe had seen meetings in which resolutions
"3 or 4 to one in favour of Tariff Reform" had been passed,3 But whether
such sentiments were as sincerely felt as they had been in the heady days of
1903-4 is open to doubt. For the Liberal budget of 1907 had demonstrated
clearly the government's adoption of a system of graduated direct taxation,
and there is great attractiveness in Emy's contention that direct versus
indirect taxation was an element in the "fundamental difference in party

4philosophies" that had emerged in the years before 1914. In part this was
what was meant by those Unionists who were later faced with the (to some
unattractive) choice between Tariff Reform and 'socialism'. After the 1907
budget Hewins was still able to talk of it in terms of the elasticity,
certainty and convenience of the new taxes.5 It is an irony, therefore, that
the radical Tariff Reformers were in some senses closer to advocating those
"principles of taxation [which] had remained the same from Adam Smith to

1. Hewins was almost certainly inclined to over-rate the influence of the
Commission on the Board of Trade, though it is true that Lewis, Mitchell
and Birchenough were members of its Advisory Committee. Though Waring
consulted the Commission over the census of production, there is no
evidence to suggest that the Board sought assistance officially. And
though the Board made changes in the trade returns on Rosenbaum's
suggestions, the Commission was but one of many groups which influenced
the improvement of statistics after 1880. See R. Davidson, "Llewellyn
Smith, the Labour Department and government growth 1886-1909'1, in
G. Sutherland (ed.), Studies in the Growth of Nineteenth-Century
Government, (London, 19(2), p. 230.
Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 30 December 1903, p. 8.
T.C.M.(VT), 23 May 1907, p. 18; T.e.p.
H.V. E:nzy", "The Impact of Financial Policy on English Party Politics
before 1914,",H~storical Journal, XV, 1972, pp. 126-127, 131.
~ee t~.t~7SCrl.pts by He~ns, "Inelasticity of Present Revenues" and
POSBJ.bJ.IJ.tJ.esof Tncr-eas ing the Yield of the Income Tax" aridHewins

to Balfour, 2 May 1907; Add. Mss. 49779 '
10k 1 th t "N . ". , Balfour Papers. It seems'
1. e y a umerJ.cus wr1ti . .

1 MAV 1907 H" ng on AsqUJ.th's budget In the Standard,
-v ,was eW1ns.

2.
3.
4.
5.
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J.S. Mill"l than were their political opponents.

But, in spite of assurances by the Commission establishment, that the

purpose of the scientific body of enquiry was unchanged, technical

difficulties and the need for a united Unionist party were conspiring to

defeat that purpose. When, 1n 1908, Hewins made a statement of progress to

the Commission he "expressed the opinion that it [the Final Report] could be

published in the Spring, but that the volume should not include a scheme of

tari ffs" .2 The commission was apparently satisfied with this,though it was

resolved that the drafting of an integrated tariff should nevertheless proceed,

even though it was not to be published.

But even this was not to be achieved. At the next full meeting of the

Commission, in December 1909, Hewins indicated that "the Commission would be

ready to present a draft tariff within 3 or 4 months of the accession of a

Unionist ministry to power" 3 That this represented a change in his view

of the Commission's function became clear in the first election campaign of

1910. Whereas the Commission had originated in a desire to work out a

scientific tariff for consideration by voters prior to an election on the

fiscal issue,4 Hewins now saw the Commission's researches and collected

wisdom as merely the basis for drafting a Unionist tariff. In a statement

to the Press Association he wrote:
Assuming that a Tariff Reform Government were in
office as a result of the general election, then, so
far as the technical difficulties of tariff construction
are concerned, there is no reason why it should not in
its first Budget give a definite fulfilment of its
pledges to the country •.• Provisional schemes published
by the Tariff Commission show that there are practical
methods of carrying out a Tariff Reform policy, that
those methods would not disturb existing interests, and
would involve small additional expense on machinery .•.
and that they would meet with the approval of the vast
majority of the business firms of the country'5

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

H.V. Emy, loco cit., p. 106.
T.C,M.(P), 28 October 1908; T.C.P.
T.C.M.(P), 20 December 1909; ibid.
See above, pp. 32-33, 34-35.
"The Introduction of Tariff Reform. Statement b th St· fthe Tariff Commission" C '. y e ecre ary 0
1910; C-176, T.C.P,· °PY 1n HeW1ns to Blumenfeld, 10 January
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Thus it is clear that the Commission, or at least its leaders, no

longer felt it either desirable or possible to publish a draft overall tariff

before a Tariff Reform government came into power. From late in 1908

onwards the original intentions of the founders had gradually been dropped.

How far this was resisted by members is difficult to determine, since,

perhaps significantly, the verbatim minutes of the two critical meetings do

not surv~ve. But it is worth mentioning that attendance of both meetings
1was fairly low, though no lower than the average for 1907-1913, and that

there are occasional glimpses of the dissatisfaction of individual members

with the Commission's progress . As Lyle wrote in 1911:

... I regret I must decline to subscribe further to
the funds of the Tariff Commission as I am not
satisfied with the lines on which it is now working.
It has now been at work for ten (sic) years and has
not yet done what it was originally formed to do, v~z.
to frame a tariff; and it has developed into a
statistical bureau doing, no doubt, good work but work
I am not inclined to participate in'2

Furthermore, given the state of incompleteness of the industrial

reports and the slender cost basis on which they rested, not to mention the

lack of information from tertiary industry and the labour movement, even the

much-reduced objective of the Commission was still somewhat optimistic. It

was over-sanguine of Hewins to suggest that the Tariff Commissionts work had

reduced the planning stage of a Unionist tariff to three or four months.

As Austen Chamberlain remarked in February 1910, from a knowledge of both

the Exchequer and the Commission, "a Tariff Reform Budget cannot, in spite

of all Hewins m8\Y say, be produced at a moment+s notice". 3 A few months

earlier, Alfred Mond had put the matter even more pungently: "There is not

one single item of the elementary machinery of a tariff which this great and

almighty Comndssion, with this learned professor of economics as its

2.
3.

18 on 28 October 1908 and 17 on 20 December 1909. The average for
1907-13 was 17.5 with a minimum attendance of 8 and two maxima of 33.
Eleven of th: 15 meetings had attendances of between 14 and 18.
Lyle to Burb:dge, 2~ ~une 1911; C-1154, T.C.P.
A. Chamberlal.n, Po1l.tl.cSfrom Inside, (London, 19361, p , 209,

1.
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1secretary, has yet endeavoured to handle". Though many of the consider-
ations which had led him to this conclusion were mistaken,2 he was not far
from the centre of the issue.

II

After the 1906 election and Chamberlain's stroke, the irrepressible
spirit of the Tariff Reformers began to re-emerge. Perhaps the start of
this was the realisation that Unionists had done best where they had advocated
Tariff Reform: some two-thirds of the Unionists in the parliament of 1906-
1910 were Tariff Reformers.3 Balfour was soon to make the first of his
small and equivocal steps that finally led to an apparently united Unionist
party contesting the 1910 elections - the Valentine compact. In 1908 trade
recession strengthened the Tariff Reform appeal. In 1909 Lloyd George's
budget accelerated the desire of the landowning and City Unionists to
accommodate themselves to the mainstream of the party. To them, Tariff
Reform was less unattractive than wealth taxes, property taxes and socialism.
As the clamour over the budget and the constitutional issue grew, the Tariff
Reform League increased its circulation of leaflets and pamphlets - 1909 was
the record year of its post-1906 history, and perhaps of its whole history.4
According to Scally, the League was now giving pre-eminence in its
propaganda to social reform financed by import duties. Garvin's "Tory

1. Alfred Mond at the Memorial Hall, Manchester, 23 July 1909; reported
in Manchester Guardian, 24 July 1909, p. 10.
Mond accused the Commission of a "dread of details", in failing to
inform the public whether they recommended specific or ad valorem
duties, how, where and when import valuations would be made, whether
there would be export rebates, and whether cotton manufactures were
to be allowed in free. Most of these issues had been considered by
the Commiss~on, but frequently it had decided not to publish its
:ecommendat10ns on grounds of political expediency, or had buried them
1n obscure memoranda, or left them to be decided at a later date when
the Unionists were in power.
There is some di~pute over precise numbers. See N, Blewett, "Free
Fooders, Balfo~1t:s, ~ole Hoggers. Factionalism within the Unionist
Party, 1906-10 , H1~tor1cal Journal, XI, 1968, pp. 96-97.
T.J. Macnamara, Tar1ff Reform and the Working Man (London 1910)p. 19; Standard, 29 March 1910. '"

2.

3.
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Socialism", with its sooial-Darwinist emphasis on regeneration, efficiency

and expertise, was seen by the younger and more active Unionists as the

answer to the "palliatives" of mere "relief" that were being implemented by
. 1the Lfbe ra.Ls.

Scally, in his intriguing and provocative study of social imperialism,

is under no doubt that the years after 1906 saw a take-over of the Tariff

Reform movement by a dynamic but small group of younger and more radical men,

Chamberlain's successors were Milner, Amery, Hewins, Garvin and McKinder,

rather than his own faithful son. Milner, indeed, became the "eminence

grise" of the movement, the key figure of a group who were the "leading

voices" of the movement l.n its "most aggressive period".2

In the sense that all these were closely involved with the TRL, this

analysis carries conviction. It holds its dangers, of course. To identify

the movement with the League is to forget that the League was not well

represented amongst senior members of the Unionist party, and that League

headquarters in London was only the organisational centre of a far-flung

network of local branches where grass-roots feeling might well involve no

close harmony with Milner's "nobler Socialism", 3 or with the virtues of a

society organised and administered by a self-denying samurai class of the

type that he had, in jaundice after his censure over South Africa, adopted

from the Webbs and the Co-efficients.4 There is a danger, too, in ascribing

too great a novelty to the ideas, ideologies and propagandas of the r~ilner-

Garvin-Amery clique, as even a careful reading of Scally"s own work some-

times reveals. The Liberal Imperialists m~ indeed have been a spent

force by 1910 - a fact recognised not only by Scally but also by the Webbs

and Hewins as early as 1904 - but much of their ideas, even their teminology,

2.
3.

R.J. Scally, The Ori ins of the Llo d Geo e Coalition: The Politics
Of.Social-Imperialism, 1900-1918, Princeton, 1975 , p. 138.lb~d., pp , 74,95.
Milner at W?lverhampton, 17 December 1906; in A. Milner, The Nation
and th: EwP1re, (London, 1913), p. 161. The theme of a nobler form
of socd aLi.sm recurs throughout this volum
R.J. Scally, op. cit., pp. 105-107. e.

1.
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was still common currency in Milner's speeches. Too often one is left with
the impression, as Scally's complex analysis embraces a speech by Milner in
1909, or an editorial by Garvin in 1910, that Chamberlain's words of 1903-1906
have been forgotten. Was the new-style "Imperial patriotlll really different
in kind and in appeal from the earlier visionary of the African veldt? Was
the harsh critic of the "Rotten Assembly at Westminster1l2 not descended from
the statesman who had pleaded that Britain now faced "a situation that was
never contemplated by any of those whom we regard as the authors of Free
Trade",3 and who urged the removal of the imperial ~uestion from the sphere
of national party politics? No: as Scally admits, and as his thesis
constantly demonstrates, there was far greater continuity in Tariff Reform
ideology than this.4

Nevertheless, we can agree with much of Scally's analysis. It m9¥ be
that, though such things are hard to ~uantifY, TRL propaganda was more virile
after 1906. The excellence of Garvin as a propagandist needs no emphasis,
though in the case of Amery we should perhaps remember that newspaper
publicists are usually the last to under-rate their own impact.5 Perhaps,

1. Milner at the Author's Club, 2 December 1912; in A. Milner, Ope cit.,
p. 492.
R.J. Scally, Ope cit., p. 107.
Chamberlain at Birmingham, 15 May 1903; in C.W. Boyd (ed.),
Mr. Chamberlain's Speeches, (London, 1914), vol. II, pp. 138-139.
Scally's prevailing inference, never, it is true, plainly spelt out,
is that Milnerism was innovative. It is perhaps based on the feeling
that an agitation which was sustained through such a turbulent decade
must have developed in itself. What is in fact remarkable about the
movement is the remarkable extent to which Tariff Reform, as an
ideology especially, and to a large extent as a policy, did not evolve
materially. Largely, one Buspects, this was because Tariff Reform
had to run to stand still, not only in its campaign to affect public
opinion but also in its fight to convert its own party leaders. The
problem was not so much to develop the simple Glasgow plan of a General
Tariff with Imperial Preference, but to defend it, not to produce
further arguments in favour of preferential tariffs, but to secure
acceptance of the myriad of them which had been tried before 1906.
In parts of Scally's analysis this can be clearly seen: though he
claims that Garvin's principal role in the movement was not
innovative, he does attribute to him too large a responsibility for
drafting the "Doctrine of Development" so emphasised by the TRL,
leaving to Hewins and Ashley the function of merely "expandji.ng]on
the theme". See R.J •.S7ally, 0.J2. cit., pp. 117..,..118, cf. ch , 2 above.
See L.S. Amery,!1Y Poht~cal Life, (London, 1953), vol. I, ch . 9.

2.
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4.
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too, the 'red budget' of 1909 encouraged them to new levels of rhetoric and
exhortation which excelled in their impact the quieter passions of the
springtime of Tariff Reform before 1906.

One of the most interesting features of this analysis is its contention
that the Tariff Reformers put more accent on the social question after 1906.
Scally maintains that, in the 1909 onslaught, "Spurred on by the competitive
dynamism of Lloyd George and Churchill, the Tariff Reformers gave first
place in their literature to their policy of social reform".l He admits
that "imperialists had been tutoring themselves for years in this language
with the help of the Fabians", but asserts that now, in 1909, "their time
had finally come" 2

Even if we put aside the issue of the innovatory nature of Milnerite
social-imperialism, the claim that social reform became the primary emphasis
of the Tariff Reformers is still a contentious issue, Certainly, it would
seem to be an invalid assessment of the overall Unionist strategy in the
1 t· . 3e ec 10n campa1gns. But there is no doubt of the importance of social-

imperialism as an element of the more radical approach of the TRL: in this
Scally's findings are confirmed by the earlier researches of other writers

.al. .. 4on SOC1 -1mper1a11sm.
As a prominent member of the TRL and one closely associated with the

Milnerite group of radical Tariff Reformers, Hewins might well have been
expected to introduce into Tariff Commission business the matter of re-
charging Tariff Reform policy with socially-orientated measures. That he

did not do so might be regarded, on one level, as consistent with the
Commission's reluctance to become embroiled in mere party politics or
electioneering, or, on another level, as an indicator that as Hewins became

more involved in unionist politics a gap developed between his activities

1.
2.
3.
4.

R.J. Scally, Ope cit., p. 147.
Ibid.
N."Blewett, The Peers, The Parties and The pe~le: The General
Elections of 1910, (London, 1972), pp. 123-l2~
Notably by B. Semmel, Imperialism and Social Reform, (London, 1960),
passim.
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for the League and for the Commission. There is also the possibility that

Hewins was reluctant to throwaway the 'scientific moderacy· and 'objectivity'

of the Commission when he was attempting to convert Balfour to Tariff Reform.

In this valiant effort, however, he was to demonstrate an increased emphasis

on the revenue benefits of Tariff Reform that was at least consistent with,

and might well be regarded as a necessary precondition to, the more

socially-orientated propaganda of the more radical Tariff Reformers.

Apart from making speeches and the visit to Canada, Hewins's real,

direct involvement in the world of national politics developed after 1906.

Perhaps the most immediate vehicle for this was the emergence of a curious

relationship with Balfour, a relationship perhaps promoted by Austen

Chamberlain in the hope of making a more stable convert of the enigmatic
1Unionist leader.

In their first meetings, Hewins found that Balfour "had never had the

case [for a scientific Tariff Reform] properly explained to him, so I hoped
2I might remove his objections if I had the chance". Balfour "had no

business or academic objections to food taxes: in fact, he rather liked

them. But he thought the electorate would not stand them. He seemed to

me to shrink from taxes on manufactures because of the complication of a

tariff" •3 When Hewins visited Whittingehame, Balfour seemed in agreement

with a preferential scheme combined with industrial duties in the range of
42~ - 10 per cent, "all duties [being] kept at a revenue level".

Hewins was remarkably sanguine about his apparent success with Balfour.

"I do not think there is any substantial difference as to aims or methods

2.
3.
4.

It is generally held that Balfour conceded little in the 'Valentine
Letters' of February 1906. Gerald Balfour wrote, "I never expected
that the Chamberlains would yield so much. There is nothing in A.'s
letter which he has not alrea~ said in his speeches". See S.H. Zebe1,
Balfour: A Political Biograp~, (Cambridge, 1973), p. 148.
W.A.S. Hewins, The Apologia of an Imperialist, (London, 1929J, I, 186.
Ibid., p. 185.
~., p. 187. This first visit occurred ln January 1907.
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between what Chamberlain wants and what Balfour wants", he wrote. Rather,

"Balfour strongly objects to what he conceives the Tariff Reform League to be.
.. t . . f . ,,1He is unduly sens1t1ve 0 1naccuraC1es 0 express10n ..• At the same time,

Hewins had gained the impression that the Tariff Reformers had badly mis-

managed the situation from 1903 onwards:

It is quite evident that Balfour feels strong
hostility not to Chamberlain's policy, but to his
methods and action during the last three years.
The whole matter has been atrociously muddled.
I did not know until Balfour told me that the Cabinet
actually agreed to give the Colonies the Is. preference
by a large majority. Why in the world did not
Chamberlain stick to his guns, when Ritchie wanted to
take off the corn duty? Chamberlain's own explanation
is hardly adequate. I suppose he failed in intellectual
grip and knowledge of the subject, could not show the
necessity or reasonableness of the new departure, and
fell back on mere cantankerousness. At any rate he
seems to have failed first in the Cabinet, then in the
presentation of the case at Birmingham in May 1903;
then by resigning; and fatally in 1905'2

These opinions were committed to Hewins's diary shortly after his early

meetings with Balfour. They surely show him to be at least partially under

the influence of the ex-premier. Though Hewins occasionally, elsewhere,

criticised Chamberlain's depth of knowledge of economics, there is nowhere

else in his writings and papers such a sustained and heavy criticism of the

stricken hero. Furthermore, the remarks on the cabinet crisis which led

to the resignation of Chamberlain and Ritchie seem inspired by one-sided

information from Balfour, giving no account of the duplicity involved on his

part. In addition, Balfour's professed distaste of the propagandism of the

TRL may have been calculated to strike a chord in the heart of the sober,

professorial head of the scientific Tariff COmnUssion, especially when we

remember Balfour's known talent for flattery.3 "It is extraordinary",

remarked Hewins, "that he [Chamberlain] never told Balfour anything about

the Tariff Comudssion, a new departure which he misdescribed in his Leeds

speech and to which Balfour naturally attached great importance".4

1.
2.
3.
4.

Ibid.
Ibid., pp. 188-189.
A. Chamberlain, Politics From Inside, (London, 1936) 83, p. •
W.A.S. Hewins, ApOlogia "', I, p. 189.
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There is evidence, therefore, that Hewins hoped that Balfour could be

moulded into the new leader of a united Tariff Reform party. "Balfour now

has it in his own hands", he wrote after discounting the chances of Austen

Chamberlain taking over the reins. "The Imperial question having broken

Rosebery and Chamberlain, we shall see whether Balfour will fare better.

Tariff Reformers do not share my views of him" .1

This early meeting was prelude to a constant stream of correspondence

between Balfour and Hewins, in which the former sought details on the

industrial situation for his speeches and clarification of Tariff Reform

policy and the latter, in addition to providing them, kept the Unionist

leader up to date with the constantly changing world of international

commercial negotiations. Essentially, there were five leitmotivs 1n

Hewins's arguments, all related in the attempt to convince Balfour of the

moderacy and inevitability of a preferential scheme.

The first was that treaty negotiations, constantly under way between

Empire and foreign countries, were putting Britain into a fiscal peril which

might be irreversible. Early in 1907 he reported that US officials were

dancing attendance on Canadian ministers. Though he saw Secretary Root's

suggestion, reported in the New York Evening Post, that Canada and the US

adopt free trade internally and a common tariff towards the rest of the

world, as obviously impractical, Hewins saw it as at least a starting point

for negotiation. " ••. it is only possible to conclude", he observed,

"that the United states Government has offered a deliberate bribe to Canada

to go out of the British Empire". 2 He reported a large body of opinion in
3Canada favourable to the abolition of the surcharge on German goods, and

the collecting of petitions by the German Centralstelle fUr Vorbereitung von
4Handelsvertragen, an association financed by German industrial interests

1. Ibid.
2. Hewins to Balfour, 25 January 1907, 3 February 1907, 23 March 1907;

Add. Mss. 49779, Balfour Papers.
3. Hewins to Balfour, 3 February 1907; ibid.
4. Association for the Preparation of Commercial Treaties.
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and with influence on the Reichstag's Tariff Commission, in favour of a

German-Canadian treaty to end a decade of commercial warring,l Other

countries were also seeking admission to Canada's intermediate tariff -

France, Italy and Austria in 1907-1908. Hewins made sure that each fresh

move, each false start, each rumour in the foreign press, lay on Balfour's

desk in the form of neat, typewritten abstracts from the Tariff Commission

offices.2

The second leitmotiv was that this movement could be stopped only by

imperial preference, The negotiations were "the natural and inevitable

outcome of existing trade relations", claimed Hewins, and "they can only be

made innocuous in one way It is impossible to over-estimate the

importance of the decision our Government has to make next when the

Preferential discussions come on [at the Imperial Conference]".3 Allied to

this was his insistence that the only barrier to the conclusion of an

imperial scheme was the attitude of the Liberal government, an argument re-

inforced by obvious colonial support for preference at the Conference of

1907.4 If Canada's new tariff of 1907 effectively reduced the preference

given to British exporters, Australia's tariff changes later the same year

saw it maintained. The preference given to Britain was still "certainly

substantial",5 and Hewins forwarded advance notice from Deakin that UK

preference had been increased during the Tariff Bill's passage through the

Australian legislature.6 He constantly stressed the willingness of

colonial ministers to enter a preferential arrangement with the UK.7
Thirdly, Hewins sought to emphasise the 'moderacy' of the scheme

necessary to unite the Empire. Early in 1907 he argued from a Commission

3.
4.

Hewins to Balfour, 10 June 1908; Add. Mss. 49779, Balfour Papers.
Hewins to Balfour, 23 April 1907, 10 January 1908, 10 June 1908,
22 July 1908, 26 May 1909, 12 April 1910; ibid.
Hewins to Balfour, 23 April 1907; ibid.
J.E. Kendle, The Colonial and Imperial Conferences, 1887-1911: A Study
in Imperial Organization, (London, 1967), p. 90 n, 1.
Hewins to Balfour, 11 October 1907; Add. Mss. 49779, Balfour Papers.
Hewins to Balfour, 30 December 1907; Deakin to Hewins, 27 November
1907 (copy); ibid.
Hewins to Balfour, 12 February 1907; ibid.

1.
2.

5.6.
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1memorandum that there was a wide margin for negotiation even in the new

Canadian tariff, and that even with a "system of low revenue duties" Britain

would be able to conclude an "arrangement which would be most attractive to

every part of Canada and which would command in return generous concessions".2

In 1908 he reminded Balfour, inaccurately, that the maximum duty advocated

by the Tariff Commission was 10 per cent, and the average duty considerably
3less.

This was closely connected with the fourth leitmotiv in Hewins's letters,

a shift in accent away from the 'protective' element of tariffs, emphasised

in 1904-1906, to the 'revenue' element. In part this is to be seen as

consistent with a change in tactics throughout the Tariff Reform movement -

it was apparently decided to bring revenue considerations to the forefront of

the appeal to the country in the "four-fold Birmingham resolution adopted in

November 1907".4 But, in part also, it was doubtless a strategy tailored

closely to the peculiar case of the conversion of Arthur Balfour.

Emphasis on revenue did not mean that protection was forgotten: Hewins

maintained that a "moderate scheme of duties" would "have the desired effect

of safeguarding Our great industries •.. give that sense of security which

1S lacking •.• [and] put an end to the possibility in many cases of unfair

competition".5 But, nevertheless, "our tariff .•. would be a revenue tariff,

not protective as in the United States".6 It seems that, in such curious

statements, Hewins was trying to equate moderate tariffs with revenue tariffs,

and contrast them with higher, 'protective' tariffs. Needless to say, such

subterfuge was unlikely to take Balfour unawares. But it might heve been

suggested in the belief that Balfour desired to be convinced, and needed a

gentle, moderate approach to quieten his dOUbts. Not long before the first

1. "The New Canadian Tariff and Preferential Trade within the Empire",
Mm. No. 28, 23 January 1907. See especially p. 2.

2. Hewins to Balfour, 25 January 1907; Add. Mss. 49779, Balfour Papers.
3. Hewins to Balfour, 16 January 1908; ibid.
4. Hewins to Balfour, 26 July 1909; ibid.
5. Ibid.
6. Hewins to Balfour, 16 January 1908; ibid.
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1910 election Hewins reiterated that only a low tariff was necessary to

secure colonial concessions, that this would still supply adequate revenue,

that it could be arranged and administered quickly and simply, and that it

would disturb commerce little.l

The introduction of the fifth leitmotiv shows clearly the strategy with

which Hewins hoped to convert Balfour. This was the adequacy of UK revenue.

Here he had reason to believe that he was on strong ground. Balfour was

fearful that "the Election of 1906 inaugurates a new era" of socialism in

British politics, "a faint echo of the same movement which has produced

massacres in St. Petersburg, riots in Vienna and Socialist processions in

Berlin" .2 The budgets of 1907 and 1909 only served to increase Balfour's

distaste for the new policies, and by the latter he appeared to regard Tariff

Reform as the only alternative to further 'socialist' progress.3

Hewins's argument was that, given the need to increase revenue, whether

to finance naval shipbuilding, or old-age pensions and unemployment insurance,

or to grant direct aid to agriculture,4 the Liberal way of doing it was

impracticable. Both direct taxes and the existing indirect taxes were

approaching their elastic limits. Given his hot-headed criticism of the

1907 budget, which former Chancellor Austen Chamberlain thought "sound" and

"not an easy budget to fight",5 Hewins may have taken a deliberately

inflammatory line in his communications with Balfour:

The proposed extension of income tax to working class
incomes by extracting a compulsory return ~rom employers
could not be administered without very great friction,
because in many industries where working men nominally
earn above the income tax limit the amounts with wh. they
are credited are not the net amounts received. It wd.
be necessary to devise machinery to deal with a wholly
new class of deductions who are extraordinarily difficult
to estimate'6

1.
2.
3.
4.

Hewins to Balfour, 20 September 1909; ibid.
Quoted in 8tH. Zebe1, Balfour, p. 143,
A. Chamberlain, op. cit" p. 182,
This latter, o~ course, being an objective of Hewins rather than of
the Liberal government.
A. Chamberlain, op. cit., p. 71.
Hewins to Balfour, 2 May 1907; Add. Mss. 49779, Balfour Papers.
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Apart from the difficulties of estimating the yield of Asquith's budget,

Hewins stressed the high level of income tax, the inelastic yield of future

rises, and the political resentment likely to be forthcoming from the large

number of foremen, clerical workers and "superior workmen" who earned more
1than £160 per year, the new tax threshold. Income tax "becomes a fixed

charge upon the industry of the country which must be taken into account in

all calculations as to costs", and the new distinction between earned and

unearned incomes discriminated against public companies and in favour of

partnerships, thus acting "as a premium against what has proved to be the

most economic form of business organisation".2 A "system of preferences on

a revenue basis", 3 given Hewins's pessimistic assumptions, thus became not

merely an alternative method of meeting the inevitable rise in government

expenditure, but the only method possible. Tariff Reform became merely a

desirable facet of an inevitable future.

The close relationship between Balfour and Hewins lasted right up until

Balfour's retirement. As early as February 1907 Hewins's influence at the

first Whittingehame visit was seen in Balfour's concentration on the "revenue

needs of this country for the purpose of social and other reforms" in a

speech at the National Union, and shortly afterwards Hewins reported Sandars

as expressing "the hope that there might be closer relations between official

Conservatism and me".4 Hewins, who had had detailed discussions with Balfour

on the Liberal budget, thought his contribution to the budget amendment

debate "the only speech with any reasoned argument in it", and was evidently

annoyed that it "did not create a good impression amongst Tariff Reformers".5

As late as his Bingley Hall speeches of September 1909 and May 1911 Balfour

was consulting Hewins frequently, and during the first election campaign of

1910 they were in contact "almost daily".6

Hewins to Balfour, 15 July 1907; ibid.
Ibid.

1-
2.
3.4.
5.
6.

Hewins
W.A.S.
Ibid. ,
Ibid. ,

to Balfour, 15 February 1907; ibid.
Hewins, ApOlogia •••, I, pp. 196-197.
p. 217.
pp. 247-248.



Though appearing impressed with Hewins's arguments, with his

organisation of the Corr.mcissionoffices (which he visited at least twice) and

with his 'imperial approach', Balfour remained a Tariff Reformer only in a

rather generalised and detached way. A firm believer in the view that the

business of the opposition was to oppose,l he often saw Hewins's arguments

in a negative rather than a positive way. "To make sure the British public

understand the fiscal perils which are ahead is certainly much more our duty

while we are in opposition than to make ourselves responsible for any special

scheme for meeting them when they arise",2 he wrote to the disappointment of

Tariff Reformers in 1901. According to Hewins, he fell into mild panic in

November 1908, fearing that he would have to form a government and implement
. f 11' . 3a tariff scheme at short not1ce the 0 oW1ng spr1ng. But, for all this,

Hewins seems to have accepted that Balfour's support for Tariff Reform should

be remote, lofty and detached: "we did not want Balfour to bother with

details but to take the big Imperial line, especially showing his knowledge
. C 1 . ,,4of and sympathy W1th the 0 on1es . It is a sign that Hewins still

accepted such an unspecific stance after four years of close contact with

Balfour that he described the opposition leader's Bingley Hall speech of May

1911 as marking" a new conception of Imperial policy". 5

Austen Chamberlain was, no doubt, prepared to watch developments between

Balfour and Hewins in the hope that a similarity of academic minds might

yield results that he and his father had failed to do in 1903-1906. He had

little to lose: it was Hewins's time and effort, and Hewins's business too,

for he could certainly be trusted not to sell Tariff Reform down the river.

Furthermore, the good-natured and honest Chamberlain fervently desired a

4.
5.

B. Turner, Free Trade and Protection, (London, 19(1), p. 83.
Quoted in A. Chamberlain, opt cit., p. 48.
"He even said he hoped we should not win the next election ••• and
that if we did he would not take office. I suppose he is tired and. " .~ous. See W.A.S. HeW1ns, Apologia •.•, I, p. 225.
Ibld., p. 191.
Ibid., p. 211.

1.
2.
3.
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noble alliance in an honourable fight.l In February 1907 Balfour spoke in

the Commons of the Unionists' intent to impose new duties. Chamberlain,

while regretting Balfour's omission of "a definite statement as to what

duties we should find necessary", applauded the fact that "he spoke with no
., . " 2qua11f1cat10n and no reserve In M~ he noted with satisfaction that

"A.J. B. and Hewins appear to be 'as thick as thick"', and he believed

Hewins's report that Balfour was getting "very keen and interested" in the

concrete details of a scheme of duties on agricultural and manufactured
3goods to be true. In June 1908 Chamberlain hazarded the opinion that even

the Liberals were beginning to regard Balfour as an out s-and+oirt Tariff

Reformer. It was still, however, "a poi nt of honour [with Balfour] not to

say that he will tax. corn", 4 the very admission that Tariff Reformers most

wanted. In March 1909 Balfour made what Chamberlai n thought a "capital

speech" to the TRL executive, and at the Agricultural Hall he spoke of a

"natural transition to Tariff Reform" on lines inspired by Hewins and

Chamberlain. 5 Austen was further encouraged by Balfour's attacks on the
6Liberal budget shortly afterwards.

More militant Tariff Reformers were, at first, less willing to wait for

Balfour in charity and hope. By 1908 Maxse was bitterly complaining of the

resurrection of Balfour's pre-1906 ambiguity and procrastination. By the

1909 budget they were furious with Balfour's concentration on dreadnoughts

and Church schools, in spite of his known view that current politics turned

on the issue of 'socialism' versus Tariff Reform. Edward Goulding wrote to

Garvin that "our party has no earthly with A.J.B. The country don't

1. His biographer wrote, "he was subjected to divided loyalties, namely
to his leader and to the enthusiastic Tariff Reformers, who looked to
him now that his father was laid aside. It was a conflict which was
to continue for several years". C. Petrie, The Life and Letters of
Austen Chamberlain, (London, 1939), I, po 202.

2. Chamberlain reported a speech made by Balfour in May :in exactly the
same terms. See A. Chamberlain, 2P 0 cit., pp 0 52-53, '79,

3 • Ibi d., pp. 50, 86 0

4. Ibid., pp. 117,146 (Chamberlain's emphasis}'
5. Ibid., pp. 157, 172.
6. C. Petrie, cp. cit., p. 233.



understand or believe him & they know that he is a loser & they are right".l

But the 1909 budget had made Balfour's conciliation with the Tariff Reformers

eas1er and, in the short run at least, inevitable, both in intellectual terms
. t' . 2and an terms of par y or'gam.s atrion , Even the most extreme could not hold

out after Balfour's Bingley Hall speech in September, and Garvin's clever

manipulation of public opinion in the Observer that accompanied it. When

Amery wrote to Garvin of the "excellent" nature of Balfour's spee ch , but at

the same time wishing that he "COUld have been a little more definite on the

question of food taxes", Garvin replied curtly that Balfour "alone saved

tariff reform and everything else in August and September".3

Of course, the post-1910 fortunes of Tariff Reform within the

Conservati ve party show that the "victory of the Whole Hoggers [in the autumn

consensus] was both temporary and pyrrhic". 4 Tariff Reform was the only

viable and constructive alternative to the 1909 budget, and there was a

large element of opportunism in the new-found Conservative solidarity.

Many of the Unionists who contested the first 1910 election were still

equivocal, 51 per cent of them claiming they stood for colonial preference

but making no mention of the fact that this involved taxing food,5 But this

was for many a tactical consideration, and should not obscure the fact that

"many who [on the basis of published election addresses] fell into the

doubtful categories were, in fact, ardent Tariff Reformers". 6 The January

election of 1910 saw the greatest degree of unity on Tariff Reform that the

Unionists were ever to achieve before 1914.

It is difficult to assess Hewins's particular role in the conversion,

if only temporarily, of Balfour. After the favourable signs of Unionist

2.
A.M. Gollin, The Observer and J.L. Garvin, 1908-1914, (London, 1960),
p. 103.
For a generalised support of this view see N. Blewett, The Peers, The
Parties and The People: The British General Elections of 1910,
(London, 1972), p. 82.
A.M. Gollin, Observer, p. 126.
N. Blewett, Ope cit., p. 82.
Ibid., p. 322. In fact, only 17 per cent of Unionist candidates did
admit that food taxes would beIbid. necessary.
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revival in 1907 and 1908, accompanied by trade recession even more serious

than that in which Chamberlain had opened the first campaign, the Liberal

budget of 1909 was balanced on a knife edge. Unpopular with many upper-

middle-class Liberals and the old~style Gladstonians, with the City interests

who had deserted Conservatism in 1906, with certain Irish interests and with

the drinking classes, encouraged by the brewers, the budget nevertheless had

a popular appeal in its discrimination against wealth and property.

Conservatives, of whatever social stratification, had little choice but to

fight the 1909 budget. Of no one was this more true than the House of Lords.

Indeed, given their success 1n emasculating the less popular legislation of

1907 and 1908, and given the widespread suspicion of Lloyd George's budget 1n

the country, they could be forgiven for analysing the situation as one in

which they stood to gain heavily, and had little to lose.

Undoubtedly Balfour was forced into a less equivocal position on Tariff

Reform by pressure from wi thin the Unionist ranks. The new budget created a

desperate need for party unity. But the fact that it also provided, 1n

itself, a bridge between Whole Hogger and Balfourite positions should not be

regarded as a convenient coincidence. For, in this sense, it was the less

immediately-threatening 1907 budget that was the starting point of the path

towards Conservative unity. From that date Hewins, and probably many more

besides, had been urging on Balfour the interlinked destiny of the revenue

and tariff questions. This was an accurate forecast, for it was on

precisely this issue that the January election of 1910 was fought. Of all

the advice Balfour received between 1906 and 1910, Hewins's was perhaps the

most likely to appeal to his rarified mind: it was cogent, interlinked and

logically demanding, even persuasive. It provided him with the positive

line he adopted in 1909. But it effected no long-term conversion. If

Balfour was impressed by the most respectable wing of Tariff Reform ideology

in his inner s-el:f,he continued to put the acceptability of the policy to

the electorate first. If this meant a new accord late in 1909, it also

meant the resurrection of the referendum pledge wi thin a year. At the most



cynical, we might say that Hewins was more successful in providing Balfour
with the tools and credentials to make the temporary transition to Whole

1Hogger than he was in bringing him permanently into the Tariff Reform fold.

The developing relationship between Balfour and Hewins revealed two
trends in the latter's manipulation of the Commission. The first was that
Hewins was prepared to accept, and indeed probably himself helped to encourage,
the increasingly prevalent fashion amongst Tariff Reformers to talk in terms
of the 'moderacy' of their projected duties, putting relatively greater
stress on the revenue effects than they had done before 1906. Protective
effects were not, indeed could not be, ignored, but prominent speakers like
Milner sought to make a close equation In the public mind between 'moderacy'
and 'revenue'. In this, the work of the Commission itself was seen as proof
of the viability of a moderate scheme. In a speech which constantly
stressed the moderacy of Tariff Reform plans Milner exhorted his audience to:

... read the reports or summaries of the reports of
the Tariff Co~ssion. They contain not only the most
valuable collection that exists anywhere of the present
facts about almost every branch of British industry, but
they are also an authoritative source from which to draw
inferences as to the intention of Tariff Reformers •••
What they have done is to show by a few instances that a

1. Such cYnlClSm is undoubtedly dangerous, not least because it raises
the great bane of contemporary historical philosophy, the counter-
factual. Ideally, the retreat of Balfour from Tariff Reform cannot
merely be seen as proof of the argument that Balfour was a 'Balfourite'
right through from 1903 to 1911, wi th the party harmony of 1909 as an
aberration. How far was Balfour's 'conversion' in 1909 tactical, and
how far was it heart-felt? The cynical answer is that it was tactical.
But the untestable test of this is whether Balfour would have retreated
from Tariff Reform in the absence of the twin holocausts of pre-1914
politics, the constitutional wrangle over the Lords and Irish Union.
It could be (and this is presented only as conjecture) that without
these critically important issues, representing so much more than the
normal parliamentary crises out of which one government succeeds
another, Balfour would have been prepared to remain a Whole Hogger
even though it meant losing the December 1910 election in consequence.
But the new issues made a Conservative victory essential. It should
be r:membered.that soon, under Bonar Law, many Unionists with
preV10USly ~mpeachable Chamberlainite records were perfectly willingto follow him.
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policy of Tariff Reform ... is a practical, business-
like working policy ... [their] experimental duties
vary on average from something like 5 per cent to 10
per cent on the value of the articles. In no one case
in my recollection do they exceed 10 per cent'l

The appeal of the shift towards revenue was doubtless increased by the

Liberal budgets of 1907 and especially 1909. But even before this Hewins

had accepted the change of emphasis. In conversations with Balfour early

in 1907:
We then discussed the alternative methods of fixing a
tariff and he [Balfour] said he agreed that the
graduated scale was necessary. Generally the tariff
scheme agreed on was Preference, including a corn duty
and readjustment of food taxes in accordance with a
preferential scheme and duties on manufactures, divided
into a few classes, and duties ranging from 2~ per cent
to 10 per cent, i.e. all duties kept at a revenue level'2

Later, in December 1908, Balfour and Hewins discussed again the introduction

of a tariff bill in the circumstances of a Unionist election victory. The

Tariff commission's evidence:

••• showed that we only wanted a moderate revenue tariff
for most purposes. I suggested therefore by way of
illustration that he might fix the tariff groups at 0, 2~,
5, 7~, and 10 per cent ad valorem and every article should
be placed in one of these groups'3

Of course, as the Tariff Reformers' emphasis on social reform increased,

the reasons for the accompanying emphasis on moderacy and revenue can be

appreciated. But in reality Hewi ns was playi ng a double game. The Tariff

Commission had not designed its tariff strategy with revenue considerations

in mind: the elasticity and yield of successful revenue duties would have

been at odds with the desires of the Commission to aid industry, and such

concepts had never really been discussed at Commission meetings. Tariff

Commissioners might well, on grounds of expediency, have agreed that they had

advocated moderacy, but they could not honestly have claimed that they "only

wanted a moderate revenue tariff".4 Furthermore, Hewins had exaggerated the

1. Milner at Rugby, 19 November 1907; in The Nation and the Empire,
(London, 1913), pp. 245-246.

2. W.A.S. Hewins, ApOlogia •••, I, p. 187.
3. Ibid., p. 230.
4. As ibid.
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moderacy of the Commission's intentions, a task made easier by the reluctance
of the Commission to expose itself to the accusation of high protectionism.
This was not because he had distorted the Commission's formal recommendations.
It has been seen that, in certain articles such as special and high-speed
steels, the Commission had toYed with the idea of duties higher than 10 per
cent, but that in the end political expediency had led it to lower the
average protective level below that implied in Chamberlain's Glasgow
programme by imposing a maximum of 10 per cent on the General Tariff.l

Rather, it was because he neglected to mention the higher tariff which was to
be imposed on countries which would not come into line with the British

'f 2General Tar1 f. He does not even seem to have discussed this with Balfour,
merely remarking in his memoirs that this was a feature of Tariff Reform
strategy "which we still have to discuss".3

The second trend was the increasing concern shown by Hewins for what he
saw as the worsening British position in relation to the world network of
commercial treaties. Such concern had always been present, not only in
Tariff Commission publications but also in Hewins's pre-Commission writings,
but the problems grew in his estimation after 1906 and, by 1910-14 (by which
time the industrial reports had ground to a halt), they had became the
dominant occupation of the Commdssion's full-time staff. It could perhaps
be argued that the 'treaty question' became the refuge of the Commission
whilst the Unionist party was once more tearing itself to pieces in deciding
whether or not to abandon food taxes. But in another w~, of course, the
issue had direct relevance to food taxes. Without British reciprocity all
hope of imperial preference would vanish: thus even those who disapproved of
food taxes should see them as a necessary, even an inevitable, sacrifice in

the interests of imperial unity and a favoured British presence in Empire
markets.

1. See above, pp. 291-292.
2. See above, pp. 273-275, 293-296.
3. W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia ••., I, p. 231.
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Of the twenty five Commission memoranda published between 1906 and 1913,
a few stood alone in seeking to integrate certain issues of the moment, such

1as India or unemployment, into Tariff Reform strategy. But far more common
were those describing, often in great detail, the tariff changes instituted
by different countries, with commentaries and statistical analysis on whether
Britain's trading position relative to rival exporters had improved or
worsened under the new tariff or the changes proposed in a tariff bill going

. . 2through a fore~gn leg~slature. Several of these were examinations of
changing tariff policy within Empire countries, and in these were to be found
warnings when unilateral preferences granted to Britain were threatened,3 or
relief when Britain's advantages in the Empire market had not been harmed

. 4 .mater1ally. Other memoranda sketched the development of colon1al preference
and attempted to show that a wide margin existed for a system of mutual
preference under existing colonial tariff structures.5

Such publications, with their small print and heavy with statistics and
schedules, were obviously not intended for mass consumption. Some were
prepared specifically to circulate to those attending the 1907 Colonial
Conference,6 whilst rather more were intended for the more general purpose
of supplying reasoned and detailed information to make more effective the
power and authority of those promoting the imperial cause both in the House
and the country. It was only when the Commission was prompted by the fear
of a US-Canadian reciprocity treaty in 1910-11, which "provoked more

1. "Unemployment", Mm. No. 37,23 March 1908; "The Trade Relations of
India with the United Kingdom, British Possessions and Foreign
Countries", Mm. No. 38, 9 November 1908.
See, e.g., "The New Continental Tariffs", Mm. No. 27, 10 March 1906;
"The Proposed Japanese Tariff and its Effect on British Trade",
Mm. No. 42, 26 August 1910.
"The New Canadian Tariff and Preferential Trade within the Empire",
Mm. No. 28, 23 January 1907, pp. 1, 6, 7-9.
"The New Australian Tariff", Mm. No. 31, 14 October 1907, pp. 1,
18-21. In fact, the British position under the tariff of 1907 was
actually improved.
"Colonial Preference and Imperial Reciprocity", Mm. No. 35, 22 July
1908, especially p. 18.
W.H. Clark to Hewins, 24 January 1907; C-7687, T.C.P.; A. Hunt
(p.~. Alfred D:akin) to Hewins~ 22 April 1907, Earl of Elgin to
HeW1ns, 25 Apr~l 1907, W. Laur1er to Hewins, 15 April 1907; H.P.

2.

3.
4.

5.

6.
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controversy in Great Britain than any development involving the United
. . t' th 'Am' • .,,, 1 th t t .d tStates ... S1nce ag1ta 10n over e er1can 1nvaS1on, a more s r1 en

and obviously propagandist memoranda started to appear.2 Under the new
terror a new vocabulary was introduced into Commission publications. British
relations with the Empire had "reached a new and critical stage", the UK had
now to choose "not between Free Trade on the one hand and Preference on the
other, but between Preference and the break-up of our existing commercial and
Imperial relations", and Britain's imperial policy had been shown to be
"inapplicable" and "effete". 3 In the last of its memoranda to be published
before the outbreak of war, the Commission produced a political pamphlet
without a single appendix in it, indistinguishable apart from its format and
the quality of its printing from countless others advocating Tariff Reform,
and arguing that "the declared Free Trade policy of the Government has
broken down", and that this failure had "compelled even the present
Government to depart from their Free Trade principles in many directions".4

Thus the character of Tariff Commission publications place the
organisation at the sober, or 'respectable' end of the propaganda spectrum
until after the election of December 1910,5 allowing Hewins to maintain the
stance that its approach was scientific or educative. Even after this date,
the Commission never came anything near to plumbing the depths of banality
frequently achieved by combatants from both sides.6 But by this time Hewins

B. Perkins, The Great Ra)prochement: England and the United States,
1895-1914, (London, 1969 , p. 129.
See, e.g., "The Proposed Reciprocal Trade Agreement between Canada and
the United States of America", Mm. No. 44, 6 March 1911; "Most-
Favoured-Nation Arrangements in Relation to the Proposed Reciprocal
Trade Agreement between Canada and the United States of America",
Mm. No. 45, 11 April 1911; "The Problems of the Imperial Conference
and the Policy of Preference", Mm. No. 46, 18 M8¥ 1911,
Mm. No. 46, pp. 32-33.
"The Abandonment of Cobdenism: A Seven Years' Survey of FiBcal
Developments in the United Kingdom and the British Empire", Mm. No. 50,
17 October 1913, p. 3.
This did not, of course, mean that the concealed assistance to other
propagandist bodies, or Hewins's open contributions on an individual
basis in the press and on the platform, were conducted in a similar
manner.

6. For same of the worse examples see H.E. Hare, Tariff Without Tears,
(London, 1905), and J. Robertson Watson, The Case for Tariff Reform,
(London, 1909).

1.

2.

3.
4.

5.
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was personally embroiled in Unionist politics, having fought hopeless battles
at Shipley and the Middleton Division of Lancashire, and was searching hard
for the offer of a seat possible to win.l At the same time, the brief
concorde over Tariff Reform in the Unionist party was breaking up, and the
resignation of Balfour did not diminish the difficulties faced by his
successor, Bonar Law. In the last analysis, the Tariff Commission was
mobilised in the losing battle to keep Tariff Reform as a principal object
of Unionist policy.

III

By now the association of the Commission with its membership had become
very weak.. Around ten had died, one or two had deserted Tariff Reform for
the more important issue of Union with Ireland, some had recanted their faith
in food duties in the desperate belief that without stomach taxes Tariff
Reform might present a greater appeal to the electorate, and some disapproved
of the politicisation of the Commission. Most, however, gave no reason for
their absence from meetings. It is doubtful that the majority disapproved
of the Commission's response to the changing political situation, since they
continued their financial support. But the Commission, and the campaign,
had gone on too long. The industrial reports were largely finished, and
Hewins now had his lists of manufacturers throughout the country willing to
supply information by post. It was evident to all that the one job left
undone, the production of a Final Report, would never be allowed by the

secretary as long as the Unionists were divided or as long as they were in

opposition. The day of effective businessman-participation on the COmnUssion

1. As early as May 1908 Austen Chamberlain noted that Acland Hood wanted
Hewins in the Commons, "not to speak but to coach our boys".
Chamberlain's poor opinion of Hewins as a debater was revised when
Hewins made an "unexpectedly good" maiden speech in 1912 (See A.
Chamberlain, Politics from Inside, pp. 106,465). According to Hewins,
the Chamberlains had hoped to secure him a safe Birmingham seat as
early as 1907. In the next two years 9 seats were mentioned in his
name. See Hewins to Balfour, 10 July 1908 and 2 March 1910 and
Hewins to Sandars, 2 March 1910; Add. Mss. 49779, Balfour p~pers.
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was over. As an information centre and statistical bureau the Commission
could run itself.

The commission met twelve times between February 1911 and the outbreak
of war. At ten of these meetings the main business was to discuss the
proofs of memoranda written and prepared by Hewins, Rosenbaum and the full
time staff. As is shown in Table 21 some 29 of the original members put in
an appearance at one or more of these meetings, but only seven attended half
of them, and nearly all of these lived in London or the Home Counties.

TABLE 21
Number of Attendances at 12 Commission Meetings:

9 February 1911 - 24 June 1914
6-8

Sanderson (TxC)

3-5 1-2
Chaplin Desborough
Corah Colmer
Cockburn Waring
Rank Peace
L. Harris Dennis
Perceval Parsons
Littlejohn J.M. Harris
Candlish Baynes
Henderson Boulton

Webb
Orlebar (AgC) Smith
Neame (AgC) Keswick

Pearson
Turnor (NM)

Kaye (TxC)
Don (TxC)
Stratton (AgC)
Hunter (NM)

Burbidge
Gilbey

Caillard
Follett
Evans
Phillips
Mosely

Matthews (AgC)

Hirst (NM)
Thomas (NM)

Note: AgC = Agricultural Committee member
TxC = Textile Committee member
NM = New member (admitted 29 March 1911)

Source: "Tariff Commission Attendance BOOk"; T.C.P.

Thus, down to the outbreak of war, the Commission continued its policy

of producing memoranda on colonial preference to warn the public of the
threat to imperial unity posed by colonial tariff changes and proposed
reciprocity agreements. The Commdssion gathered heart from the failure of
the Canadian-American negotiations, which Chamberlain had feared might herald
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1"a radical change in the policy of Canada", and from the resuJ.ts of the

Canadian general election of autumn 1911, and decided to "undertake an

investigation as to the bases of a preferential arrangement between the

Uni ted Kingdom and the self-governing dominions". 2 Nevertheless, it was not

until 1913 that the Commission seemed to be in the final stages of producing

a 'Report on Preference' , which Chamberlain had been urging since the 1906
. 3electl.on.

Much of this work was still concerned to establish the validity of

imperial preference. In a way it was similar to the efforts made by pre-

1906 Tariff Reformers to prove that an effective colonial "offer" existed,

but the Commission also clung to its contention, made as early as 1907, that

an equitable scheme of preference would require not only the imposition of

the food duties suggested in the Agricultural Report but also that of a

general 10 per cent tariff on manufactures.4 Here one can see a rearguard

action being fought against divisive forces within the Unionist party.

At the same time the Commission sought to revise some of its findings

in view of the rapidly changing economic conditions since 1906. The

Engineering Report was published so long after the evidence had been

collected that it was necessary to obtain supplementary evidence from

1. Chamberlain to Tariff Commission, 8 February 1911; printed in
T.C.M.(P), 9 February 1911; T.C.P.

2. T.C.M.(P), 26 October 1911; T.C.P.
3. T.C.M.(P), 3 May 1906; T.C,P.
4. The Commission found that the percentage of colonies' exports to the

UK under a scheme of preference on existing duties (scheme I), on
existing duties plus a corn duty (scheme II), on the duties suggested
in the Agricultural Report (scheme III), and on the duties in the
Agricultural Report plus a general tariff on manufactures (scheme IV)
to be as follows:

I C BWI CC (S Af} (SS) SGC (Can) (A)
Scheme I 16.5 75 62 .,...
Scheme II 46 75 62 13 18 16.5
Scheme III 53 75 62 44 15 45 73 33
Scheme IV 68 75 62 74 10 88 52 77 45
(I = India, C = Ceylon, BWI = British West Indies, CC = Crown Colonies,
S Af ~ South Africa, SS = Straits Settlements, SGC = Self-Governing
Colomes ~ Can = Canada, A =. Australia) . See "Calculations bearing
upo~ varlOUS schemes of Reclprocal Tariff Preference", Mm. No. 30, 13
Aprll 1907.
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1witnesses by letter. But an unusual step was taken later in the

publication of a second report on agriculture, which noted the recent

improvement in prices but stressed the stagnancy of farm wages. This,

together with the memorandum on unemployment, perhaps mirrored the greater

social-reform content of the immediately pre-war Conservatism of the

Milnerites and the Unionist Social Reform Committee of F.E. Smith,2 but

cannot be regarded as any radical change in the objectives or approach of

the Commission. Though the Commission's pUblications became, as we have

seen, both more polemical and more hectoring after 1911, they still clung

largely to the imperatives of the imperial system.

After the 1910 elections the Commission lost all hope of acting as the

expert body of tariff formulators allied to a Conservative government pledged

to introduce a tariff. It is true that Hewins, when he finally entered

parliament as MP for Hereford in 1912, was to emerge as one of the radical

Tariff Reform members attempting to keep the cause alive within the party.

But Tariff Reform died in 1913, with Bonar Law's retreat, and if we regard

it as having been resurrected in the war we should remember that during the

war years the Commission, as a whole body, met only once, and that was

largely a social occasion, a dinner at the Savoy Hotel to celebrate Hewins's

appointment as parliamentary under-secretary of state for the colonies.3

Nevertheless, Hewins strove against continually difficult financial

conditions to keep the Commission alive. As a leading member of one of the

more radical ginger groups within the parliamentary party, the Unionist

Business Committee, he was later to claim that the Commission, in acting as

"an unofficial expert body" in aid of the UBC, had "played a determining

1. Engineering Report, paras. 1198-1285.
2. F.E. Smith, Unionist Policy and Other Essays, (London, 1913); U.S.R.C.,

[S.J.G. Hoare], The Schools and Social Reform (London 1914).
U.S.R.C., [J.W. H~lls and M. Woods], Poor Law'Reform, (London: 1912);
U.S.R.C., [J.W. H~lls, W.J. Ashley and M. Woods] Industrial Unrest
(London, 1914). "

3. Twenty ei~t Commissioners or committee members' attended. Telegrams
were rece~ved from fourteen others.



507

part in deciding and shaping the course of events in regard to the present

war".l

This claim must be seen in perspective. The UBC was nothing more than

a Unionist backbench pressure group, and it may well be that the Commission's

supporting role was limited to "supplying data upon economic questions as

they arise in parliamentary discussion and for the purpose of representations

to Ministers and Departments on specific questions of policy" ,2 a role not

dissimilar to that in which it had been the source of hundreds of questions

tabled by Unionists in the Commons between 1908 and 1913. Furthermore, it

does seem that the activities of the UBC were restrained with reasonable
3success by both front benches during the war. Nevertheless, there were

occasions when the UBC did embarrass the government and, if Hewins·s account

is to be believed, did effect some change in government policy.

It also appears that more Tariff Commission information went into

government hands than was the case before the war. This was not the case

to start with. On the outbreak of war Hewins offered to place material on

munitions production at Kitchener's disposal, but the offer was not taken up.

By the time of the munitions crisis in March-April 1915, he had "four times

offered all our material to the government unconditionally", and by late May

was almost beside himself in mute fury with the neglect of the Commission's

iLit i 4raca J. aes . But, whilst the government never recognised the Commission

officially, it does seem that individual members such as Walter Long and

Arthur Balfour (the latter especially when at the Foreign Office) were

willing recipients of Commission intelligence on overseas trade treaties and

colonial supplies, and Hewins's published recollections suggest that these

two were in favour of full co-operation between government and the Commission:

2.
3.4.

"The Tariff Commission - Dinner to Mr. Hewins, MP - Savoy Hotel,
Nov. 6 1917"; T.C.P.
Hurd to Caillard, 12 August 1919; C-286, T.C,P.
See below, pp. 509-517.
W.A. S. Hewi ns, -=Th=e....:A:.:.Ipl::.:o::.:l::.::o:J:igL::.i.::::a_o~f~a:.!n_l___..:!:I:!!!.E~~·~l~·:.§~(L d 29 ) I I- mper~a 1S, on on, 19 ,vol. ,pp. 33, 35.
Ibid., p. 102.

1.
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Furthermore, Hewins's selection to sit on the Balfour of Burleigh Committee

doubtless extended his opportunity to disseminate Commission material, not

least since, with the effective departure of business participation, the views

of the Commission were inseparable from his own. A retrospective note

drafted by Hurd contained a list of material supplied to the BBC, including

information prepared especially for "public purposes" on the effect of war

on British trade, British economic policy and the treaty question, food

supplies, wages and prices, contraband, and export and import regulations ,1

It is certainly true that parts of the reports of the BBC bear the hallmark
2of the Tariff Commission approach. But it is less certain that the

Commission made much impact on the Imperial War Conference of 1917. In the

same note Hurd listed material "specially prepared for Government uses in

connection with the Conference", including memoranda on the supply of iron

and steel, copper and pyrites, nickel, zinc, lead, tin, manganese, tungsten,

aluminium, wool, jute and sugar, and "special notes" on Britain's dependence

on the US, the vulnerability of raw material imports, Germany's imports of

raw materials from the British colonies, and so on.3 But there is no

indication that the Commission's role was any different from that in the

conferences of 1907 and 1911,whenunsolicited copies of Commission memoranda

evoked sometimes favourable and sometimes cool responses from colonial

delegates, and the Colonial Office and the Board of Trade occasionally sent

round for copies to see what the enemy was up to. In any case, the colonial

premiers did not need persuading in the direction of preference. Convinced

that British fiscal policy must soon be altered, they were content to play
'to 4a Wal. 1ng game. Thus it seems likely that Caillard's inference, made late

in the war, of close relations between the Commission and the government,

must be discounted as over-optimistic:

1. Hurd ~o Caillard~ 12 August 1919; c-286, T.C.P.
2. Espec1ally, Co~ttee on Industrial and Commercial Policy, Interim

Report, Cd. 9032, 1918, vol, xiii.
3. Hurd to Caillard, 12 August 1919', C 286 T C
4 516 - , ..P.• See below, p. •
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Under the circumstances we have to take as a definite
instruction to the Tariff Commission that no
information supplied to the Government Departments,
or which has been or may be the subject of collaboration
with those Departments, can be conveyed to any other
than the Government, or published .•. This applies, of
course, to matters which have arisen, or may arise,
during the War.

A definite arrangement concerning •.. finance will
have to be come to with the Government, and I hope to
get this part of the matter settled within say about a
fortnight'l

It must be remembered that this was written when Caillard could have had no

idea that Hewins had only a few months left in office, and it may be that

there were plans abroad amongst the Tariff Reformers to use Commission

material more systematically in the Colonial Office in the future. Thus

there is no sound basis for the view that, apart from Hewins's influence on

the BBC,2 the Commission made any sUbstantial impact on government thinking

during the war, or that the Commission's work was any more than a small part

of the information explosion which government departments, if they desired,

could tap. Indeed, as we will now attempt to show, Hewins's own

recollections show how clearly first Asquith, then the two coalition

governments, managed to thwart a large part of the protectionist design

during a war whose very scale was a perennial threat to Free Trade orthodoxy.

During the early months of the war, Hewins became associated with that

group of Unionist MPs who exhorted the government to adopt 'all-out'

mobilisation of the economy. This group, soon to crystallise into the

Unionist Business Committee, were soon to become incensed with Asquith's

negativism on munitions, labour and finance.3 To the displeasure of Bonar

Law, Hewins introduced a motion critical of government policy on munitions

1. Caillard to Hurd, 19 July 1918; C-286, T.C.P.
2. See below, pp. 513-516.
3. Many at the time shared these views of the UBC. It must, of course,

be remembered that the tendency, not only of Asquith's governments but
also of the Lloyd George coalition, to del~ implementation of
compr~hensi ve state controls as long as possible, whilst "magnify ring]
~he r~sk ~f b:e~do~n •••.had their compensating advantages in the
~mmens: s~mpl~f~cat~on wh~ch a thorough psychological preparation for
state ~nterference brought about". See E.M.H. Lloyd, Experiments in
State Control at the War Office and the Ministry of Food. (Oxford1924}, pp. 268-269. ......,
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into the House on 23 April 1915, and by May he was voicing his support of a
.. 1war nunJ..stry. In this, the "most confused crisis of the war", Hewins's

motion took its place with the Times' revelations of shell shortages in

France and Fisher's resignation as contributing to the new "Front Bench

Coali tion" .2 But the injection of Tory 'old blood' into government did not

satisfy Hewins: the two front benches now coalesced had both "already proved
.. t" 3the1r 1ncompe ence .

Hewins used the cabinet changes as an opportunity to offer again the

Tariff Commission's collected material as the basis for planning munitions

production, but again the government was uninterested. By July UBC attacks

had been widened to include government policy on Australian zinc and on US

exports of 'contraband' cotton to belligerent Europe.

The exchanges were so precarious in the second half of 1915 that Tariff

Reformers received help from an unexpected quarter. In his September

budget, McKenna introduced 33~ per cent ad valorem duties on a narrow range

of luxuries, the most important of which was motor cars. Such action from

an impeccable Free Trader excited "amazement and indignation" amongst Free

Traders,4 especially in view of the widespread belief that there was a truce

on the fiscal controversy in operation for the duration of the war. It is

doubtful that Mc~enna and Asquith were pressed hard by Bonar Law, Chamberlain

and Balfour, all of whom honoured such a truce more readily than many

Unionist backbenchers, and McKenna's affirmation that "no fiscal principle

of any kind is compromised by the present proposals", 5 so that after the war

the country could resume its fiscal controversy where it left off, negated

the criticisms of Alfred Mond and provided the rationale for large Liberal

3.
4.

W.A.S. Hewins, ApOlogia •.•, II, pp. 25, 29.
R.J. Scally, Ope cit., pp. 254-255. Robert Blake considers
most important and the immediate factor leading to the first
was Fisher's resignation. See The Unknown Prime Minister:
and Times ~f Andrew B~nar Law, 1858-1923, (London, 1955), p.
W.A.S. Hew1ns, Apolog1a •••, II, pp. 33-34,
F.W. Hirst, From Adam Smith to Philip Snowden: A HistorY of Free Trade,(London, 1925), p. 62. '
Quoted in F. W. Hirst and J.E. Allen Brit' h W B d t (London,1926), p. 93. ' 18 ar u ge 8,

that the
coalition
The Life
241.

l.
2.
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abstentions in favour of Asquith's coalition. Nevertheless, Hewins and

Walter Long were surprised at McKenna's lack of opposition ln the cabinet,

and Mond told Hewins that Free Trade was finished.

The McKenna duties were only a tiny first step in Tariff Reformers'

Several commodities were excluded f~om the scheme in debatel and theeyes.

expected revenue was only £2m overall. Al though Hewins, in the committee

stage of the budget, agreed with McKenna, that "nothing done in this War an
2this way 1S likely to be quoted by any of us here as a precedent", he

undoubtedly saw the duties as a significant beginning. He regarded McKenna's

next budget, in April 1916, with some disappointment however.3 This seemed

to shift emphasis away from protective duties and towards prohibitions and

licences operated by the Board of Trade. Not only were such arrangements

objectionable to businessmen, but also Hewins knew well that after the war it

would be easier to remove prohibitions than tariffs.4 Subsequently Lloyd

George was to support such non-tariff restrictions, presumably for this very

reason.

Tariff Reformers saw clearly the doubtful value of the McKenna duties

as a foundation for a post-war tariff policy. But already they could see a

way of locking them more permanently into the British fiscal system by the

outside agency of treaties with the allies. Late in 1915 concern arose

over German efforts to establish a 'Central European economic policy', and

Hewins sent Asquith a memorandum, arguing that allied economic co-operation

was necessary to counter this threat, which was circulated to the cabinet.

On 10 January 1916 Hewins's motion that the government should "enter into

immediate consultation with the Governments of the Dominions in order with

their aid to bring the whole economic strength of the Empire into

co-operation with our Allies in a policy directed against the enemy" ,5 was

1.
2.
3.4.

Commercial vehiCles, plate glass and hats.
Hewins, quoted in F.W. Hirst and J.E. Allen, 0p. cit., p. 109.
W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia •••, II, p. 68.
F.W. H~rs~ and J.E •.Allen, Ope cit., pp. 144-145.
~conV1nc:ng~y, Hesrina argued that vested interests
Just as di~flcult to remove as tariffs.
W.A.S. HeW1ns, Apologia ... , II. p. 61.

In public, and
made prohibitions

5.
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passed unanimously in the House.

The origins of the allied economic conference of June 1916 are obscure,

and the extent to which Hewins's influence with Asquith, or his unofficial

contacts with the French Foreign Office, played a part is unclear, though

doubtless he exaggerated them in his autobiography. For whatever reason,

Hewins was confident that As quith 's deputation would follow the line he

desired in Paris, and when the recommendations of the conference were

published on 21 June he found them "admirable" 1 They explicitly contained

general statements of policy for "the period of commercial, industrial,

agricultural and maritime reconstruction" after the war, and "permanent

measures of mutual assistance and collaboration among the allies".2

Hewins saw McKenna's second budget as a rejection of the resolutions
3of the very recent Paris conference, and there can be little doubt that

many in government found those resolutions extremely distasteful. Many,
4including Walter Runciman, the former shipowner and orthodox Free Trader

now at the Board of Trade and responsible for administering the new

licences and prohibitions, thought normalcy still possible to re-attain, and

Hewins noticed much reluctance in government circles to endorse anything in

the Paris resolutions which might leave a "permanent impress" on British

economic policy after the war.5

Clearly, in Tariff Reform eyes, there was a need to make the Paris

resolutions effectiVe, for only by complete government acceptance of them

could the McKenna duties, or a better substitute, be tied into British post-

war policy. Before the Paris meetings it had been decided to establish a

committee on commercial and industrial policy after the war, and Austen

3.
4.

Ibi d., p. 75.
Headings to sections B and C of the Recommendations of the Allied
Economic Conference, Paris, 14-17 June 1916, reproduced in J.A.
Hobson~ The New Protectionism, (London, 1916), Appendix A, pp. 141-152.
F.W. H~rst and J.E. Allen, Ope cit., pp. 144-145
W R' "T SM'''' •• uncaman , ramp PP1ng, t n H. Cox (ed.), British Industries
~nde: Fre: Trad:, (London, 1903), pp. 127-141; W. Runciman, "Shipping",
~n s~80rS9~4re S~th, et al., Protection and Industry, (London, 1904),pp. - •
W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia •••, II, p. 78.

L
2.

5.
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Chamberlain had sounded out Hewins as to whether Tariff Reformers would find

Balfour of Burleigh an acceptable chairman. Hewins saw this committee,

with its wide terms of reference and its power to co-ordinate the work of

other government committees and departments, as the embryo of the ministry

of economic policy that he so desired, and, in a w~, had always wanted the

Tariff Commission to be. He must have been delighted when, perhaps because

of the closeness of his ideas with the Paris resolutions, he was invited
. . 1onto the corrmattee by AsqUlth.

The Balfour of Burleigh Committee's terms of reference were to make

recommendation on post-war economic policy with reference to the Paris

resolutions, the need for security of essential industries, the recovery and

extension of markets lost in the war, and the development and safeguarding

from foreign control of Empire sources of raw materials.2 It thus

attracted strong criticism from those Liberals and Free Traders who had

opposed the Paris conference. Hewins was soon able to discern Board of

Trade obstruction of the committee's work, and the committee itself was

divided between those who, like Balfour of Burleigh, wanted prohibitions on

German trade after the war, and those who, like Hewins, Faringdon and Arthur

Balfour, wanted a discriminatory tariff. Furthermore, the BBC was in

Hewins's opinion understaffed, and the government was still unwilling to

acknowledge Tariff Commission aid officially, a precondition now demanded by

Hewins for use of its material. By November 1916 Hewins thought the

commi ttee "useless at present". 3 He was presumably soured by an interim

report, just signed, which suggested a prohibition on imports from enemy

countries for a year after the end of the war, a report to which Hewins

dissented.4 Whilst Hewins saw in this the Free Trade strategy of

3.4.

Tariff Commissioners Henry BirChenough
Alexander Henderson) were also members
Committee on Commercial and Industrial
Cd. 9032, 1918, vol. xiii.
W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia •.., II, p. 93.
Committee on Commercial and Industrial Polic
Cd. 9033, 1918, vol. xiii. y,

and Lord Faringdon (Sir
of the committee.
Policy, Interim Report,

1.

2.

Interim Report,



514

outflanking protectionism, some Free Traders were less sure. Such was the

confusion that the BBC's turmoil activities created that J.M. Robertson,

usually a high grade Free Trade propagandist, was led to see this as an

effort "to compel the Government to lay down in advance an after-war tariff

policy".l He knew it had "been darkly hinted in some quarters" that this

was a way of "circumverrtdng'' the protectionists, but he could not accept such

an interpretation, and was "bound to believe that the Committee as a whole

made its recommendation in entire good faith". 2 Perhaps Robertson was

being intentionally naive.

The advent of the Lloyd George Coalition in December 1916 brightened

Hewins's vision of the future usefulness of the BBC, and he was pleased by

the announcement of a war conference of the Empire, which would meet early

in 1917 and sit continuously until hostilities ended. But he was not so

sanguine as Balfour and Long, who apparently talked wildly of allying the

Tariff Commission to the government as a department of state in this new

venture.3 Those Tariff Reformers who had by now spent long years waiting

for Lloyd George to embrace openly a social-imperialist policy must have been

well prepared for delay. In January 1917 there was friction in the BBC,

the chairman maintaining that the "whole tariff question" should be
4discussed before imperial preference, an obvious delaying tactic given the

impending Imperial Conference. According to Hewins, Walter Long got more

and more annoyed at Lloyd George's evasiveness and Bonar Law's inactivity.

There was even a danger that the agenda for the forthcoming Imperial

Conference would appear without any mention of economic relations.

In February 1917, however, the BBC unanimously passed resolutions that

the government should declare its adherence to the principle of preference

"in respect of any customs duties now or hereafter to be imposed", a gesture

considered empty by Sir Keith Hancock in view of the nature of British

l.
2.
3.
4.

J.~. Robertson, The New Tari:f'fism, (London, 1918} , p. 6.rsre.., pp. 12-13.
W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia "', II P 102-103
Ibid., pp . 104-105. ' p. •
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duties favoured later by the committee.l This does seem curious action on

the part of the comncittee, and remains unexplained by historians. Clearly

there are two main possibilities. One is that Robertson's hindsight was
.tt h d al . . 2correct, and that the COmml ee a ways been protect10n1st. But this

was not Hewins's view. He was in no doubt, though he implies rather than

states it in his autobiography, that it was he who achieved unanimity on the

committee: according to his UBC supporters, some leaders on both sides of

the coalition were terrified of his successful manipulations.3 During

this period Lloyd George was seen to cling to the possibility of effecting

preference by restrictions and prohibitions rather than by tariffs,

presumably since the former would be easier to dismantle in the peace.

Clearly the Free Trade strategy towards the Paris resolutions was capable

of extension into the realm of preference.

From then onwards, according to Hancock, the BBC became more and more

protectionist. In its final report, "Allied solidarity was almost entirely

forgotten and imperial questions were surveyed perfunctorily at second hand",

the accent instead being on 'key' duties and an anti-dumping tariff.4 By

the issue of the final report Hewins had left the committee, but his stamp

remained in that seven of the members dissented from 'key' duties, preferring

a general tariff. Five of them, indeed, recommended the old 10 per cent

of Chamberlain's Glasgow speech.5

In the meantime, the endorsement of preference and the Paris

resolutions by the British cabinet and the Imperial War Conference 1n April

1917 prompted discussion among Tariff Reformers about the government

1.

4.

Vol. II, Problems of Econ~c Policy 1918-1939, Part I, pp. 97-98.
See above, p. 514.
W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia •••, II, pp. 101-102,118-138. During this
period ~ewins's dia~ :onveys the impression, supported by his
recount1ng of the op1n10ns of Balfour, Long and the UBC that there
w~s a determined effort by Lloyd George, Bonar Law and ~thers to keep
h1m out of government.
W.K. Hancock,.op. cit., p. 97. Hancock's analysis derives purely
trom.the publlshed r:ports of the committee.
COmmlttee on Commercl.al and Industrial Policy Fl.·nalR t Cd 90351918. vol. xiii. ' epor,. ,

2.
3.

5.
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machinery necessary to carry them out. Hewins, Long and Caillard all

wanted to see formal ties between the Tariff Commission and the government,

a relationship much closer than the unofficial aid given to Balfour when he

was at the Foreign Office. But it was soon evident that the coalition

members were unlikely to allow any significant preference. On 27 April

Lloyd George and Bonar Law both repudiated the idea that the preferential

resolution at the Imperial Conference made necessary import duties on food-

stuffs, whilst shortly afterwards Borden, the Canadian premier, agreed that

the resolution" does not necessarily propose, or even look to, any change in

the fiscal arrangements of the United Kingdom".l Borden's claim that the

"specially favourable treatment" mentioned in the resolution could take the

form of "better and cheaper facilities of connnunication" was perhaps a sign

that colonial premiers were willing to wait for what they now saw as an

inevitable change in UK fiscal policy.2

Hewins knew, however, that Lloyd George was also pl~ing a waiting game.

His advocacy of prohibitions and restrictions early in the year had by

10 April given way to support for preference "by tariffs or some other

means" •3 By late June the UBC was meeting to discuss how to push the

government into implementing the policy that it had, under their inter-

pretation, agreed to, and in August Hewins forced a motion in the Commons

that was defeated by only 25 votes. According to Hewins it was this which

led Lloyd George to establish a cabinet committee, headed by Long, to carry

out the resolutions of the Imperial War Conference. Hewins saw this as

pure procrastination, a repeat of the sad affair of the BBC, a view which

seemed confirmed when, at its first meeting, the cabinet committee decided

that its further proceedings must wait upon the recommendations of the BBC.4

Hewins's appointment as under-secretary of state for the colonies in

September 1917 has been seen by Hancock as the means by which "the leading

1. J.M. Robertson, op. cit., pp. 31-32.
2. Ibid., p. 3.2. See also W. K. Hancock, op. l>-t 127

W A S H _ CI ., p , •3. . .. e~ns, Apologia •••, II, p. 132.
4. ~., pp. 149-64.
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spiri t" of the UBC was "easily kept •.• quiet".l Drummond is less sure

that this was the intention, arguing that Bonar Law's offer was "presumably
2to involve him [Hewins] in the planning of a preferential system".

Certainly the appointment did secure Hewins a seat on Long's cabinet

committee, later known as the Committee on Trade Relations of the United

Kingdom within the Empire. Furthermore, Hewins was appointed chairman of a

sub-committee to consider preferences on goods already subject to existing

duties. Difficulties were found in obtaining detailed information, but with

the assistance of 7 or 8 government departments, and some use of Tariff

Commission material, a scheme of preference was drafted. It rejected

exemption of Empire goods as being beyond the means of the Treasury, but the

"" f'erentd ak " " " 3flnal IlSt of pre erentl conceSSlons was generous . Hewins's sub-

committee had initially recommended a preference of 33~ per cent on all

existing duties except tea and wines but, on finding that the Board of Trade

"favour a flat rate of 33~% without exception", subsequently dropped its

reservations on those beverages.4

According to Drummond, the scheme would have cost 18 per cent of

Britain's 1912-13 customs revenue, leaving a deficit of £6.4m, but a War

Cabinet under some pressure from Dominions leaders nevertheless accepted the

Long-Hewins concessions.5 To Hewins, this constituted "the restarting point

for much of the constructive work which has been accomplished in the last ten
6years". But Bonar Law made it clear that nothing was to be done until

after the War. Furthermore, though the Imperial Conference of 1918 re~

affirmed its resolutions of the previous year, imperial preference was little

discussed,7 in part because Borden and other colonial premiers continued to

l.
2.

W.K. Hancock, Ope cit., p. 138.
I.M. Drummond, British Economic Policy and the Empire, 1919-1939,
(London, 1972), p. 57.
Ibid.
Public Record Office, CO 532/114, eighth meeting, 2 January 1918;
reprinted in ibid" pp. 150-4.
Ibid., p. 58.
~S. Hewins, Apologia •.. , II.- , p. 171.
W.K. Hancock, OPt c7t.,p. 127. It should be noted however that
there was an econamlC committee of this conference ~haired b; Hewins
at the request of the colo ial" 'n preIDlers. See Apologia ..•, II, p. 170.

3.4.
5.
6.
7.
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playa waiting game, and ~n part because of the upsurge of interest in

Empire settlement.l

By the time interest in preference was resumed the War was over, Hewins

had left parliament and Long had moved to the Admiralty. At a Treasury

committee in April 1919 it was left to Amery to maintain the pressure for a

flat rate 33~ per cent preference. But he was less than wholly successful:

... I had to agree that with our high revenue duties
on such articles as sugar, tea and tobacco sixteen and
two-thirds per cent was as much as we could afford ...
I ..• returned to the charge with Austen, and pleaded
for thirty-three and a third per cent off the McKenna
duties •.• on the ground that this would form a useful
precedent if we ever had ordinary protective duties,
and as a gesture to Canada for whom the other preferences
would be of little value. Austen laughed at my
pertinacity, but gave way as no appreciable loss of
revenue was involved. I am not sure that he knew that
Canada actually produced motor cars'2

The granting of imperial preference in the 1919 Finance Bill and the

institution of duties on 'key' industries and of measures against dumping ~n

the Safeguarding of Industries Act of 1921,3 measures which perhaps owed not

a little to the reports of the BBC, occurred when Hewins was no longer in

office. In October 1918 his constituency was merged with South Hereford,

its neighbour, and, surprisingly, the new constituency association chose

Charles Pulley, previously MP for South Hereford, as the new candidate. In

December Long suggested Hewins for the Westminster seat, but if Hewins's

version is accurate Lloyd George was unwilling, and there were objections to

a Catholic representing this constituency.4

1. During the war Hewins did show some interest in Empire settlement. In
December 1918 he instituted weekly meetings of the Emigration Committee
at the Colonial Office. Though these may have "laid foundations for
the later sessions over which AJnery presided" after January 1919, the
work had only just been begun. See I.M. Drummond, Imperial Economic
Policy, 1917-1939, (London, 1974), pp. 45,55.

2. L.S. Amery, MY Political Life, II, War and Peace, 1914-1929, (London,
1953), pp. 186-7. See also I.M. Drummond, British Economic Policy •.•,
op. cit., p. 58; B. Mallet and C.O. George, British Budgets: 1913-14
to 1920-21, (London, 1929), pp. 191-3, 201-3.

3. For a good,. though biased, short summary see F.W. Hirst, Safeguarding
and Protect~on in Great Britain and the United States (London 1927)
ch . 2. ' , ,

4. W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia •.•, II, pp. 177, 191.
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From then on Hewins was an observer, though he remained active at the

periphery of Tariff Reform politics. He was for a time vice-chairman of

the TRL and was associated with the foundation of the Empire Development
, 1

Uni on , He made frequent speeches and press contributions, as well as

writing two books on trade policy and imperial relations.2 He contested

Swansea West in 1922, 1923 and 1924. But perhaps his most significant

influence on the imperial-protectionist movement of the 1920s was that he

appears to have had the ear of Baldwin from 1923 onwards. In November

1923 Neville Chamberlain invited him onto the new Tariff Advisory Committee,

but this met only once before Baldwin decided to go to the country, perhaps

to rid himself of Bonar Law's pledge that a Conservative ministry would
" l' 3make no fundamental change ln flscal po lCY. In power again, Baldwin ln

1925 sought Hewins's advice as to the best way of safeguarding iron and

d ' , . 4steel an ahi.pbui Ldi.ng, But this came to nothing: for the moment,

agitation for tariffs subsided under the new diversions of the General

Strike and the European-American tariff armistice at Geneva in 1927.5

When the Imperial Economic Conference met in Ottawa in July 1932, Hewins

had been six months in his grave.

IV

Against this background it is clear that the Commission was experiencing

increasing financial difficulties. These seem to have set in before the war,

but, though it is probably true that the attractiveness of the Commission as

an object of political charity diminished fairly steadily after the 1910

elections, they only became acute after Bonar Law's retreat from food taxes

in 1912. In 1911 income from donations and SUbscriptions totalled £5,125,

1-
2.

Ibid., pp. 204,252.
Trade in the Balance. (London, 1924), d' (1927). . an Emplre Restored, London,

3. WB'ATurSneHr'.FreeATr~de,and Protection, (London, 1971), p. 92.4. . .. eWlns, ~o ogla .••, II, pp. 300-314.
5. B. Turner, Ope Clt" p. 95.



520

including an unusual and anonymous contribution of £1,000 from Sir Ernest

Cassel, the banker. In 1912 the total figure was £3,474. But in 1913
income could be maintained only with an "agreed"l donation of £2,500 from

. d 2the Imperlal Fun : without this income would have been only £2,444. In

1914 income of £3,527 included a further £1,625 from the Imperial Fund, and

in 1915 income of £5,220 included not only £2,050 from this source but also

£2,000 from Caillard.3

TABLE 22
Total Number of Donations and Subscriptions

(1911-1922)

1911
1912
1913
1914
1915
1916
1917
1918
1919
1920
1921
1922

January'7June Jul::l-December Total

n.a. n.a. 565
348 346 694
292 253 545
245 115 360
151 133 284
128 (i) 115 243 (L)
43 22 (ii ) 65
16 2 18

n.a. n.a. 24
n.a. n.a. 49
16 23 39

n.a. n.a. 21
Notes: (d) approximate figure only.

(ii) all contributed under the 1917 Guarantee Fund.

Source: "Tariff Commission Account, 1910-1922"; T.C.P.

It seems clear that the donations from the Imperial Fund and Caillard

are to be regarded as emergency finance: clearly the decline in other gift

income was autonomous. Furthermore, there is no strong evidence that, in

this period, either big or small donors dropped out more rapidly. If the

large, abnormal contributions of Cassel, Caillard,4 and the Imperial Fund are

excluded, the ratio of sUbscriptions under £10 to thoae of over £10 stays

2.
3.4.

Le., The inference is that the donation was negotiated. See "Tariff
Commission Account, 1910-1922"; T.C.P.
I have been un~bl: to discov:r details of this organisation.
Presumably an lndirect donatlon from Vickers So d M .
Th h t 1 di C· , ns an axi.m.oug no exc u ng alllard's normal contributions of £250 p.a.

L
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fairly constant at 31-42 per cent of total gift income between 1911 and 1915.

It is clear that by 1915 the Commission had come to rely heavily on emergency

finance. Even so, there is an indication that there may have been

considerable salary arrears building up in 1914 and early 1915.1

The degeneration of commission finance was perhaps less important ~n

the lull in Tariff Reform following Bonar Law's abandonment of food duties
2and the "tari ff truce" of the first months of the war. Staff employed,

which had varied in number between 16 and 18 in 1909 and declined slowly to

10 by early 1911, normally stood at 6 in 1912 and 1913.3 Though the figure

was slightly higher in 1914 and 1915 this was because, for some reason, the

establishment now included the TRL's accounts department. But in 1916 and

1917, under the impetus of the Paris conference and the Imperial War

Conference, Commission activity expanded and employment reached 10 or 11

once more.
At the same time as these wider events put more demands on the

commission, the most important source o~ emergency finance dried up. The

Imperial Fund, which between 1913 and 1915 supplied £5,175, or 36.75 per cent

o~ the Commission's total gift income, gave no more after this. Though

there were to be more 'abnormal' donations in subsequent years (for instance,

£1,000 from the Federation of British Industries in 1917 and £500 from the

TRL in 1918) a heavy dependence on a very few large sources could obviously

be unstable.

On taking government office, Hewins resigned as secretary of the

1. The evidence, from an employee's acrimonious correspondence with
Caillard some years later, and threatening legal action for arrears of
salary to which Hurd felt he was not entitled, is not entirely trust-
worthy. See E. Rowson to Caillard, 24 October 1919 and 19 December
1919 (two letters); C-286, T.e.p.

2. According to Sir Joseph Lawrence the TRL had, along with the FTU,
"bound itself ••• to a truce not to carry on any propaganda" duri ng the
war. He claimed to be "chafing under the restraint". Hewins hotly
denied knowledge of any such pledge: "Whether we take action or not is
purely a matter of expedience". See Lawrence to Guilford Molesworth
(copy), 20 November 1915; Hewins to Lawrence, 26 November 1915;
C-7350, T.C.P.

3. Throughout this period there were also 2 or 3 part time staff. The
figures do not include senior salaried staff.
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Commission, Hurd taking his place. Now, perhaps, the Commission seemed

less central to Hewins's design of promoting imperial unity: certainly in

September 1917 he felt that "As long as I can utilise all the preparations

which have been made and provide for my staff I don't mind much what happens

to the Tariff Commission", though he did entertain hopes that it might be

taken over by the Colonial Office.l It appears that Caillard, however, was

strongly of opinion that the Commission should continue. In November a

meeting was held to discuss its future. Eighteen attended. Desborough

moved that the commission should continue as an independent body, "provided
2that satisfactory financial arrangements be made". The motion was passed

unanimously. Convinced of the need to press the government into implementing

the wishes of the 1917 conference, and probably of the mind that now Hewins

was in government the day of the Commission's destiny was at hand, a seven-

strong finance committee recommended the institution of a five-year

guarantee fund of £5,000 p.a. In the subsequent appeal, Caillard heavily

overestimated the government's attitude to the legitimacy of the Commission:

The data and organisation of the Tariff Commission can
be used in one of two ways:- (i) by keeping the
Commission as an independent body, though able and
willing to assist the Government with its specific
information, or (ii) by leaving the organisation to be
taken over by the Government as a department of the
administration. 3

Though Caillard did urge the first course, this is not necessarily because

he was being disingenuous. He undoubtedly did think that Hewins's under-

secretaryship and the government's apparent concessions at the 1917 conference

might lead to much closer links between the Commission and the administration,

and he was probably seduced along this path by the wilder statements of

Arthur Balfour and Walter Long, both of whom knew more clearly than Caillard

what was and what was not meant seriously in the world of politics.

The guarantee fund was less than wholly successful. Five Commissioners

1.
2.
3.

W.A.S. Hewins, Apologia ••., II, p. 166.
T.C.M.(P), 7 November 1917; T.e.p.
Cai11ard to Commission members (circular)
T.C.P. ' November 1917; c-286 ,
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and one Textile Committee member were unable to contribute. Thirteen

commissioners, three Textile Committee members and three Agricultural

Committee members did not reply to the appeal. Old 'friends' of the

COmnUssion were approached, but many remained silent. Only the Duke of

Bedford gave his reasons, that since Empire preference had been accepted ~n

principle by the government, the work of the Commission was over.l

Joseph Rank agreed to guarantee £100 p.a. only if £5,000 p.a. were

achieved. He need not have paid, though he did so. Only £2,165 p.a. was

guaranteed for five years, by 24 individuals and firrns.2 But by 1918 the

guarantee was heavily in arrears, and on 24 January 1921 £4,300 of the

8 . d'i 3£10, 25 promised was st~ll outstan ~ng.

During the last three years of its existence the Commission continued

to act as advisory body to the UBC, and increased its work in direct support

of the TRL. When Hurd became Unionist MP for Frome in December 19184 he

took over Hewins's role on the UBC. Furthermore, the Commission itself

became more direct in its lobbying of government. It sent deputations to

Bonar Law on preference, import and export licences and the exchanges, to

Milner (when Colonial Secretary) on Empire supplies of essential metals, to

Austen Chamberlain (when Chancellor of the Exchequer) on budget proposals

and national expenditure, and the economic position of Germany and other

potential export rivals, to Sir Auckland Geddes (when Minister of

Reconstruction) on import and export licences, anti-dumping legislation and

the proposals for 'key' industry duties, and to W.C. Bridgeman (when

L
2.

Caillard to Hurd, 7 January 1918; ibid.
Sir Arthur Pearson; Hugo Hirst; S.J. Waring; A.W. Maconochie; the
Marquis of Zetland; Charles Lyle; Lord Iveagh; Edgar Cohen; John
Dennis; Dudley Docker; William Morrison; A.J. Sanderson; Turney
Bros. Ltd.; Marshall, Sons and Co. Ltd.; W. Rutherford; Leverton
Harris; C.J. Phillips; Thomson Bennet (Magnetos) Ltd.; Sir Charles
Allen; Lord Faringdon; Joseph Rank; Moore, Eady and Murcott Ltd.;
Joseph Lucas Ltd.; Lanarkshire Steel Co. Ltd.
Complete details of the Guarantee Fund are given on a loose paper ln
"Tariff Commission Account, 1910-1922"; T.C.P.
Hurd subseque~tly had a long parliamentary career being Unionist MP
for F40me unt1l 1923 and being Conservative MP fO; Devizes from 1924
to 19 5. See Who was Who, IV, 1941-1950.

3.
4.
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parliamentary secretary to the Board of Trade).l

The Commission also developed links with the FBI. Dudley Docker, the

founder and first president of the new association was a guarantor of the

Commission's fund of November 1917, and Caillard, prominent in the

organisation from its early years, was its president in 1919.

Docker, whose vision of a lIcompletely integrated society and economy"

included an imperial tariff, and who had earlier been involved with the
2British Manufacturers' Association, a Birmingham Tariff Reform group, must

have seemed a perfect ally, and doubtless the Commission hoped for regular

repeats of the £1,000 donation of 1917. Such hopes appeared justified

when, on 1 and 2 March 1917, the FBI discussed a questionnaire returned by

its members, which showed 92 per cent to be in favour of "a system of duties

imposed in the defence of national economic interests", and only 0.8 per

cent against.3 352 firms and 56 associations answered, which must hav~ been

very close to the total membership of the FBI.4 On this occasion the FBI

passed a number of resolutions, with delaying amendments by Sir Hugh Bell,

the Free Trade ironmaster,5 attracting only two votes.

But this favourable augury for Tariff Reform proved short-lived,

Joseph Lawrence, reporting the events at the FBI to Hewins, warned that

"there are Radicals on the Council", and that consequently the FBI had

1 d d· ., 6de aye sen ~ng a report of ~ts meet~ng to the press. Hewins agreed to

his request that the results of the questionnaire be shown, in confidence,

to Balfour of Burleigh.7 But the very success of the FBI - by 1920 it had

1,392 members - was to accentuate the difficulties of using it as a

L
2.

Hurd to Caillard, 12 August 1919; c-286, T.C.P.
S. Blank, Industry and Government in Britain: The Federation of
British Industries in Politics, 1945-65, (Farnborough, 1973), p. 14.
94 per cent were in favour of Imperial preference. See J. Lawrence
to Hewins, 5 March 1917; C-7350, T.C.P.
Blank, op. cit., p. 15, gives membership as 337 firms and associations
at an ~pec~fied ~ate in 1?17. Given the rapidity of the FBI's
growth ~~ th~s p:r~od the figures are not incompatible.
Son of S~r Lowth~an Bell.
Lawrence to Hewins, 5 ~4arch 1917', C 73. t L - 50, T.C.P.Hew~ns 0 awrence, 7 March 1917; ibid.

3.
4.

5·6.
7.
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protectionist vehicle. The Manchester cotton manufacturers made FBI

neutrality on Tariff Reform a condition of their membership, and thus

"Docker's dream of tariff reform was the first casualty of the expansion of
. . ,,1the organ~zat~on . Though, in January 1919~ Hurd could compile a two-page

catalogue of statistical and other data supplied to the FBI in the previous

year, this activity fell away in 1919 and 1920.

By February 1920 even Caillard was beginning to see the continuance of

the Commission as an independent organisation as unrealistic. it being

"neither possible nor desirable that the Tariff Commission and the Tariff
2Reform League should be completely separated", though he urged that complete

amalgamation was in the interests of neither. His plan, that co-operation

between the two would be facilitated by Hewins, still prominent in the

Le~gue, taking his own place as chairman of the Commission,3 was endorsed by

a heavy majority of those answering his circular,4 though there is little

evidence that the new arrangement had any effect on the Commission's work ~n

the remainder of 1920. The Commission continued to press, through UBC

members and Unionist MFs, through statements to the press, and through its

own representations to ministers, the "urgent importance that His Majesty's

Government should take such steps as will give confidence to the business

community" during this period of renewed export collapse, and to criticise

specific items of policy such as Sir Auckland Geddes's first~ abortive,

anti-dumping bill, and to prepare memoranda for distribution at the forth-
. I . 5co~ng mper~al Conference of June 1921.

35 out of 47 surviving members had answered Caillard's circular of

February 1920. Doubtless many approved of partial amalgamation with the

TRL as a way of getting the Commission off their backs. At three of the

1. S. Blank, Opt cit., p. 15
2. Caillard to Commission members (circular), 18 February 1920; c-286,

T.C.P.
3. Caillard to became president.
4. T.C.M.(P}, 25 March 1920; T.C P.
5. "The Work of the Tariff Commission an 1920", an T.C.M.(P), 20 January1921; T.C •P •
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four meetings held early in 1921 attendance was only six.l Early in August

there was a meeting to discuss a complete merger with the TRL, but only

Caillard, Hewins and Hurd attended. Seven others, however, had written

approv1ng of the plan, though Cockburn thought it would be "well to wait until

the Protection of Key Industries was safely on the Statute Book and then let

it be understood that the amalgamation [only] took place in view of the fact

that the principle of Imperial Preference had been recognised".2 To the end,

then, at least some of the commission remained jealous of its reputation.

The meeting resolved to go ahead with the amalgamation, and to collect out-

standing guarantees and additional contributions to payoff outstanding debts.

The Safeguarding of Industries Act, in fact, became law later that

August. In his last appeal to Commissioners, Caillard admitted that it

needed improvement, especially in its lack of an expert body to administer it.

But it was plain that a tariff must be based on this act, and it would be of

no purpose to start the agitation allover again:

The propagandist period of the Tariff Reform Movement
is now over. The main work which lies before us is
to interpret the measures which have been adopted and
to educate the country into an understanding of what
they involve so that the effective administration can
be secured. The resolutions adopted by the last three
Imperial Conferences, and the principles involved in
the legislation which the present Government has now
passed, cover every point which Tariff Reformers formerly
demanded. 3

Then he asked for money. Apart from the honouring of some of the outstanding

guarantees, the amount brought in was tiny. The imperial preference now in

being was a travesty of Chamberlain's former vision and to the annoyance of

both British and colonial farmers agriculture was still unprotected, A

general tariff was as far away as ever and the government had no clear

2.
3.

Fourteen different Conmdssion or committee members attended one or more
of the four meetings held in January and February 1921. These were:
Hewins, Orleb~ (4 each); Turnor, Cockburn (3 each); Gilbey, Matthews
(~each); Call1ard, perceval,(Sanderson, Woodman Burbidge, Phillips,
H1rst, Desborough and Follett 1 each). It is noticeable that at least
half of these had interests in agriculture uncovered by the McKenna
duties or the Saf:guarding of Industries A~t.
Cockburn, quoted 1n T.C.M.(P), 4 August 1921· T C P
Caillard to Commission members, 20 September'192i;' ;-286, T.e.p.

1.
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administrative machinery, let alone a collective will, for designing a

tariff strategy. There was no guarantee that the evasiveness demonstrated

so clearly by the British government since 1916 and 1917 was at an end.

But after the passing of the Safeguarding of Industries Act the Tariff

Commission was more than prepared to call it a day.
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CHAPTER 9

Conclusion

This thesis has examined the history of the Tariff Commission and, in

particular, its role ln the Tariff Reform Campaign of 1903-13. Three main

aspects have emerged as the study's preoccupations: firstly, the nature of

the Commission and the biases inherent in its establishment and operation;

secondly, the way in which the Commission sought to plan a 'scientific',

almost costless tariff; and thirdly, the failure of this narrow purpose and

the gradual change in the Commission's perception of itself to a point where

those forces consplrlng to turn it into simply yet another propagandist

organisation reasserted themselves.

Free Traders, of course, insisted that the Commission was a mere

propaganda-orientated interest group right from its inception, and historians
1 .such as Semmel have followed th1s precedent. In the sense that the

commissioners were Tariff Reformers, this judgement remains valid. But it

gives a distorted impression of the Commission in three important respects.

The first is that a narrow conception of industrial interest frequently fails

to provide adequate explanation of support for Tariff Reform. Any close

identity of interest cannot be maintained over a wide range of industry

unless those who perceive that identity hold, in conjunction, the belief that

the interests of an industry, or of industry in general, are synonymous with

those of the country as a whole. Industrial interest representation on the

Tariff Commission was too wide to be seen as reflecting the dominance of a

narrow, crass self-interest. Furthermore, this point is capable of a wider

generalisation throughout the whole fiscal controversy, Differing internal

conditions and external marketing considerations meant that many industries

1. B. Semmel, Imperialism and Social Reform, (London, 1960).
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were divided over the fiscal issue. Indeed, individual firms were far more

divided than has hitherto been realised, a phenomenon that reinforces the

point that even under identical conditions of production, distribution and

competition, different individuals may possess very different perceptions of

causes and remedies. Thus Tariff Commissioners were found who represented

both sides of what we might term the 'Schumpeterian divide ,,~between free

trade and protection. This is not to deny the general validity of the

Schumpeterian thesis - no one could claim that the Commission's excursions

into cotton, shipbuilding and banking were not fraught with difficulties - but

it does warn us of the need to refine that thesis, often further subdividing

industries to get a more detailed picture of industrial alignment. Future

research may show that even this approach fails. Whilst this study in some

senses supports the broad validity of Schumpeter's division, it also lends

support to the belief, recently emerging in the writings of Rempel and

Clarke,2 that political alignment was as important in determining fiscal

alignment as fiscal alignment was in determining political alignment. To

the extent that historical factors may have concentrated political alignments

wi thin different industries, the two apparently conflicting theories are

capable of a degree of reconciliation.

The second distortion lies in the criticism that all the Tariff

Commissioners were Tariff Reformers. Of course they more or less had to be,

in the sense that no one else was likely to take seriously the task of

formulating a scientific tariff. Furthermore, as is shown best in the

exchanges between Hewins and Herbert Gladstone, the view of the Commission as

usurper of the prerogative of government misunderstands, perhaps deliberately,

what the Commission in its early years was trying to do. It was to attempt

to construct the best possible tariff, to be put before the people prior to

an election. In its own mind, the Co~ssion's competence to do this was

1. J.A. Schumpeter~ I~peria~i~m and Social Classes, (Oxford, 1951).
2. R.A. Rempe~, ~momsts Dl.Vl.ded: Arthur Balfour. Joseph Chamberlain

and the.UmonJ.st Free Tr~ders,. (Newton Abbot, 19(2); P.F. Clarke,
Lancashl.re and the New Ll.beral~sm, (Cambridge, 19(1).
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vindicated by the broad philosophy of historical economics which lay at its

core, the belief that inductive study uncovered definite answers irrespective

of the personal biases of those conducting it, and the belief that no theory

of economic behaviour was universally valid irrespective of the conditions in

which it had to operate.

A third distortion was more commonly introduced by Free Trade

contemporaries than it has been by historians. This is that the Commission,

as an industrial interest group, was concerned only with protection, and not

with the imperial and preferential aspects of Chamberlain's scheme. To the

extent that the Commission was to draft a tariff as the basis for preference,

it was of course inevitable that much of its attention was concentrated more

narrowly on an analysis of British industrial conditions than was that of

other Tariff Reform groups, at least in the early years. And no one could

deny that some members may have seen preference as the only feasible w~ of

obtaining the protective tariff that was their true desire. But none said

so, and only in the discussions on agriculture was there any prolonged

discussion of the level of preference. How far the Commission would have

favoured preferential agreements with a more highly industrialised Empire 1S

perhaps improper to conjecture: it is interesting to note that even

Chamberlain thought that the industrialisation of Canada would raise different

priorities for British policy makers in the long run. But the presence of

the ex-colonial Commissioners, the imperial sympathies of industrial

Commissioners such as Caillard Jones and Birchenough, and the inclinations

of the secretary prevented any marked development of a lsiege econo~'

mentality on the Commission. For his time, Hewins can be counted as an

Empire 'visionar.y',l and with Chamberlain's help he ensured that the

commission's path lay more in the direction of Empire economic consolidation

than in that of narrow industrial protectionism.

1. For confirmation, see N. Blewett, The Peers, The Parties and The People,
(Lo~don, 1972), p. 32; I.M. Drummond, British Economic Policy and the
Emp1re, 1919-1939, (London, 1972), pp. 37-8.
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An uncritical acceptance of the Commission's published statements of

its objectives would, of course, expose the historian to accusations of

extreme naivete. There was a strong propagandist purpose in the Commission's

establishment, and it 1S a constant difficulty to separate the legitimate

from the illegitimate 1n its subsequent activities, especially given the self-

imposed terms of reference to construct a scientific tariff, Many members

belonged to the TRL and spoke on its platforms. But this did not shake

their belief that theirs was the most sober, the most legitimate, the most

objective, the most moderate and the most worthy of the organisations

operating in the controversy. And it would take a cruel observer to deny

them every one of those claims. For there is no publication directly

engendered by the Tariff Reform campaign, not even the 'Fiscal Blue Book' of

1903,1 which has been subsequently so widely cited by economic historians as

have been the industrial reports of the Tariff Commission.

The Commission's discussions provide frequent examples of the desire for

caution and sound method. But, to a large extent, that sound method was

prescribed by the secretary, who was able to secure members' agreement to

such retrospectively contentious devices as the 'reduction' process with

relatively little difficulty. It may be that the business mind was too

easily dominated by the academic, but this would neglect the desire of the

Tariff Reformers for a respectable and cohesive doctrine, for an article of

faith comparable to that possessed by the Manchester School. It would also

neglect that much of the Tariff Reform case rested on the effects of foreign

tariffs and trusts on British industry, effects which many Commissioners had

experienced at first hand. Apart, perhaps, from the depths of its

pessimism, much of the Connnission's description of the economic situation 1n

the early twentieth century is not contentious: indeed, one writer has

recognised the Commission as a pioneer in the study of the "relative decline
of British industries". 2 Furthermore, the Commission's important analysis

1.
2. British and Foreign Trade and Industry "', op. cit., Cd. 1761,1903.

N. Jha, The Age of Marshall: Aspects of British Economic Thought,
1890-1915, (2nd edn., London, 1973), p. 61.
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of dumping and 'continuous running' attempted to ralse the Tariff Reform

debate to a new level of sophistication, though its very complexity meant

that it never became typical of the controversy as a whole.

Judged by its own standards, the Commission failed to construct an

integrated, scientific tariff. The concept of a tariff graduated according

to labour content was most nearly approached ln the Iron and Steel Report.

Elsewhere, the result was less than successful, Commissioners often dis-

agreeing from the outset on the industrial classifications which were the

essential basis for such a tariff. Partly this was because of the

complexity of many trades, combined with a lack of government information on

the precise structures of individual industries which was itself largely the

result of British official statistics not being based on a tariff in the

first place. More specifically, given that an a sense it was the job of

the Commission to overcome such difficulties ln the official statistics,

failure occurred because firms replying to the questionnaires were unwilling

or unable to give information on the relative costs of production of

different products. By 1909-10 it had been realised that further efforts

to secure such information were Of little use.

The failure to harmonise the tariff interests of different industries

was in part a consequence of the failure to produce a complete series of

industry reports. But, in part also, it was a reflection of the

difficulties experienced by the Commission both in securing the participation

of the tertiary sector, particularly banking and finance, and in developing

arguments in favour of protection that would be attractive to the

manipulators of international capital.

But there were also more specifically political constraints that

influenced the Comnassion. Many, probably most, of its members favoured

moderate tariff levels, along the lines of the Glasgow plan, at least in the

first instance. The rationale behind this may have been partly based on

economic reasoning, perhaps a crude or vague familiarity with the thinking
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pioneered by Bickerdike,l but there is little doubt that in the main it was

a rationale of political expediency and the personal distaste of being

ridiculed as ultra-protectionist. If members were from the start jealous

of the commission's reputation for moderacy, events after 1906 reinforced

this tendency. For, after the election, the whole Tariff Reform movement

moved in the same direction, The ver,y result of the Liberal landslide was

to many a lesson in caution, whilst new trends in Liberal fiscal policy

raised the opportunity of portraying a modest revenue tariff in a new and

less terrible light, in the hope of seducing deserters such as City bankers

back into their traditional place in the Unionist camp.

In that it represented the moderate wing of Tariff Reform activity, the

commission anticipated such developments. It is interesting to note that

even before the Liberal budget of 1907, which introduced differentiation

between earned and unearned income, increased death duties and made the

first moves towards a graduated income tax, the Agricultural Committee had

been constrained, at times by stealth, to conform to the moderate precedents
of earlier commission recommendations. To an extent separate from the

Commission, and containing members favourable to quite extreme policies of

agricultural aid and protection, the Agricultural Committee did succeed in

making some advance on Chamberlain's original proposals in order to increase

their popularity amongst farmers. But it was prevented from going so far

as to destrqy the overall strategy of moderacy that the Commission, and,

increasingly, the whole Tariff Reform army, were trying to create,

This strategy of moderacy was closely connected with the need for unity

within the Unionist party. This need further constrained the Commission 1n

its task of producing an integrated tariff. There can be little doubt

that the leaders of the Commission became reluctant to issue a final report

on an overall tariff plan, not only because their enquiries had met with

1. C.J. Bickerdike, "The Theory of Incipient Taxes", Economic Journal,
XVI, 1906. See also Charles Booth, "Trade and Tariffs", National
Review, XLIX, 1907.



534

failure in strategic areas, but also because they were hesitant to publish

cut-and-dried plans which would almost certainly raise again half-forgotten

differences within the party and amongst its supporters. Thus Hewins came

to see the Commission not as the architect of a tariff policy to be judged

by the electorate, his earlier view, but as the planning and administrative

department of a government already elected with a Tariff Reform mandate.

By 1910 this had become his almost exclusive concern, necessitating much

greater emphasis on efforts to influence opinion within the parliamentary

Unionist party, even at the level of its leadership. In the process, the

obligation to produce an integrated tariff in advance of need was forgotten.

This heralded the declining phase of the Commission's history. Many

Commissioners lost interest without exactly becoming positively disaffected,

and the Commission's publications became more directly propagandist,

especially on such issues as Canadian-American reciprocity and the need to

prevent the decay of Empire economic ties. Furthermore, Hewins's entry

into direct politics led the Commission more and more into activities

directly subservient to his parliamentary career. Though some Commissioners

still continued to attend the by now infrequent meetings, and still more

continued to contribute to the funds, businessman-participation in the pre-

1910 sense had largely ceased.

Hewins hoped that the Commission's fortunes might be revived by the war.

He made much of the Commission's activities in supplying firms with

information on where to obtain much-needed raw materials and semi-

manufactures, and tried hard to persuade Asquith and then Lloyd George that

the Commission should be taken over by government to form the nucleus of a

sort of ministry of economic planning and policy. Doubtless his memoirs

have exaggerated the degree of seriousness with which his suggestions were

received, and even Hewins came to realise that his schemes could expect no

favour from Lloyd George. On the other hand, his achievements, with a now

almost totally Unionist-policy-orientated Commission behind him, were not
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negligible in this period. Prominent in, and soon leader of, the Unionist

Business Committee, he played a part in the downfall of Asquith's first war

ministry and sustained pressure in the movement which led to British

representation at the Paris Economic Conference of 1916. With Unionist

representation on the two wartime coalitions his chances of directly

influencing policy increased further. There can be little doubt that he

stiffened the resolve of the Balfour of Burleigh Committee, whilst his

successful steering of Walter Long's cabinet committee towards recommending

a preferential scheme led to the introduction of preference in the 1919

budget, perhaps one of the most significant beacons on the long road to
1Ottawa.

But whether the commission, as the vehicle through which Hewins was

launched into his short parliamentary career, materially aided the cause of

protection and imperial preference or not, its early aim to prove the

possibility of an objectively constructed tariff which avoided the excesses

and dislocations forecast by its opponents failed. Furthermore, its

ability to construct an even less than perfect tariff policy proved

extremely limited. In the course of 7 or 8 years, Hewins and his business-

men colleagues came to realise that 'scientific protectionism' was less

disinterested and less attainable than they thought. They were to learn

that, rather than achieving some mystical balance of dovetailed support,

tariffs meant compromise between interests. With no mandate to conduct

overseas negotiations or to command industrial attention and participation

at home, they were to learn that many anti-tariff interests would not

discuss proposals until forced to by administrative committees empowered by

a protectionist government to erect a tariff. Given the crudity with which

tariffs were generally administered before the First World War, there can

be little doubt that successful tariff-making relied more on continual

1. For an interesting treat~ent of the protectionist debate in the 1920s,
see R.K. Snyder, The Tarlff Problem in Great Britain, 1918 1923,(California, 1944~)~.~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-~~~~
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Given such a tariff, Hewins might well have shown himself an able and

judicious administrator. Beatrice Webb noted that, before the disillusion-

ment of the 1906 election, Hewins:

... thought, I am convinced, that in a few years,
if not immediately, he would be arranging tariffs,
and tariff wars, and tariff treaties, at the Board
of Trade - hurrying from continent to continent, in
close and confidential intercourse with ministers
and great financial personages - one long and
delightful intrigue with a World Empire as a result'2

But Professor Hewins was not to be given the opportunity of constructing

his tariff in reality, and he was to discover the political and economic

impossibility of doing it on paper.

1. See, e.g., H.T. Wills, Scientific Tariff Making: A History of the
Mov:ment to Cr:ate.a Tariff.Commission, (New York, 1913); T.W. Page,
Mak~ng the Tar~ff ~n t~e U~ted States, (New York, 1924).
B. Webb, Our Partnershlp, (London, 1948), p. 329.2.
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APPENDIX 1

Short Biographical Notes on Tariff Commission Members

(a) Original Members - Appointed Early 19041

COL. CHARLES ALLEN (1851-1920) Attendance 41.2 Chairman of Sir Henry
Bessemer and Co. Ltd., employing 700; Managing Director of Ebbw Vale Steel,
Iron and Coal Co. Ltd., employing 2,500; Vice President of the Sheffield
and Hallamshire Bank.

Since the formation of Bessemer and Co., first as a partnership in
1858, the firm had been left largely in the hands of W.D. Allen (Bessemer~s
brother-in-law) and his sons. Bessemer stated that his purpose "was not
to work my process as a monopoly, but simply to force the trade to adopt it
by underselling them", 3 and it is noted by Erickson that though the firm
made "the monopoly profits of the innovator" it apparently did not use them
for large-scale expansion, for paid-up capital was only £96,000 in 1895,
after 18 years of limited liability and six as a public company.~

Charles was educated partly in Germany, and had been associated with
the firm from his youth. In 1892 the Ebbw Vale Steel Co. was in serious
difficulties and he was brought in to organise the salvage operation. The
company, which had paid only three dividends in the 16 years 1877-1892, was
able to return a dividend averaging 2~ per cent over the next 11 years even
though still chronically overcapitalised, and 6 per cent in 1903-1904.~
Allen was knighted in 1908 for his services to the Territorial Army and the
Volunteer Reserve, an activit1 which illustrates both his interest in the
Dominions and his enthusiasm for schemes to promote 'national efficiency,.6

FREDERICK BAYNES (1848-1917) Attendance 36. Cotton manufacturer of
Blackburn; M~or of Blackburn, 1896; High Sheriff of Lancashire, 1900;
first chairman of Cotton Trade Tariff Reform Association; director of
London and North Western Railw~ Co.

B~nes' father had taken over the Knuzden Brook Mills in 1848 on the
dissolution of a partnership in which he had been involved. Acquisition of
the Cicely Bridge and Furthergate Mills brought the number employed to over
1,500. Frederick, the fourth son, was educated at Rugby and Cambridge and

1. Information taken from the list of Commission members in Iron and Steel
Report, para. 1, and "Members of the Tariff Commission", B-272, T.C.P.,
is not footnoted separately.

2. Total attendance at all Commission meetings.
3. Sir Henr,yBessemer, An Autobiography, (London, 1905), p. 176.
4. C. Erickson, British Industrialists: Steel and Hosiery 1850-1950,

(Cambridge, 1959), p. 143.
5. Free Trader, 4 December 1903, p. 150; 1 July 1904, p. 169.
6. See also "Captain Allen", Sheffield Illustrated I 1884 p. 90'" .. . ""B~g and L~ttle Guns of Sheff~eld", South Yorkshire Notes and Queries,

I, 1899-1900, pp. 119-122.



538

took over the firm on his father's death in 1873, controlling it until it
became a limited company in 1905. By 1904 the workforce at the three mills
had shrunk to under 1,100. Baynes also had a partnership in the Manchester
firm of Baynes and Dixon, cotton merchants, which seems to have been an
intermediary between cotton manufacturers and export merchants.1

J. HENRY BIRCHENOUGH (1853-1937, Bt. 1920) Attendance 30. Silk manufacturer,
John Birchenough and Sons, Macclesfield; President of Macclesfield Chrumber
of Commerce; director of Imperial Continental Gas Association Ltd.;2
director of British Exploration of Australia Ltd.; member of council of
Royal Statistical Society.

By 1904 Birchenough was already known as an advocate of 'national
efficiency', in particular in his efforts to improve trade intelligence and
foster imperial trade. A warm supporter of Chamberlain~s activities at the
Colonial Office and a close friend of Lord Milner's,3 he later attended
meetings of the Co-efficients "to strengthen the financial side". 1+ He
advocated the fostering of Imperial trade as a counterpoise to Germany's 'new
imperialism' in Africa, and it would seem that the German reaction to
Canada's unilateral preference of 1897 was the occasion of his first serious
re-appraisal of the value of Britain's free trade policy.s Less
sensationalist than many, he warned his readers not to exaggerate the extent
of the new trade rivalry in the colonies, but reminded them that our
commercial system might not be suited to world competition based on "the
methods of monopoly" and cartelisation.6 During the Boer War, if not
before, he became an enthusiastic advocate of improved physical education ln
schools and of the formation of volunteer corps and rifle clubs, and was
active in promoting these causes in Macclesfield.7

Birchenough attacked Giffen's dismissal of Imperial Preference, in the
Nineteenth Century in 1902,8 by arguing that the dangers of retaliation were
exaggerated, and that an imperial system was not incompatible with Britain
continuing a large trade with foreign countries. His assumption was that

1. G.C. Miller, Blackburn Worthies of Yesterday, (Blackburn, 1959),
pp. 32-34; Cotton Report, para. 513; Who was Who, II, 1916-1928.

2. A company, established in 1824, for supplying gas to various large
cities in Europe. ~ 1900 the company had capital and reserves of
nearly £6m. See N .K. Hill, "Accountancy Developments in a Public
Utili ty Company in the Nineteenth Century", Accounting Research, VI,
1955, pp. 382-390, especially p. 382.

3. J. H. Birchenough, "Mr. Chamberlain as an Empire Builder", Nineteenth
Century, LI, 1902, pp. 360-368.

4. H.G. Wells, Experiment in Autobiograp~ (London, 1934), II, p. 761;
see also L.S. Amery, MY Political Life, (London, 1953), I, p. 225.

5. Cf. J.H. Birchenough, "Do Foreign Annexations Injure British Trade'l"
Nineteenth Century, XLI, 1897, pp. 993-1004, with his "England's
Opportuni ty - Germany or Canada'l", Nineteenth Century, XLII, 1897,
pp. 1-8.

6. J.H. Birchenough, "The Imperial Function of Trade", Nineteenth Century,
XLVI, 1899, pp. 352-366, especially pp. 359, 361.

7. J.H. Birchenough, "Local Beginnings of Imperial Defence (An Example)",
Nineteenth Century, XLVII, 1900, pp. 728-733; "Our Last Efforts for a
Voluntary Army - A Civilian View", Nineteenth Century, XLIX, 1901,
pp. 545-554.

8. R. Giffen, "The Dream of a British ZOllverein", Nineteenth Century and
After, LI, 1902, pp. 693-705.
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"moderate and responsible men" intended preference to be applied only to
"existing tariffs", and that the institution of new duties, "an aggressive

. • " 1 A • t· fpolicy towards forelgn countrles , was not contemplated. t thlS lme, 0

course, the Unionist cabinet had not repealed the Corn Registration Duty.

At the turn of the century, Birchenough felt that the South African
situation was the only obstacle to closer imperial trade, and he was much
concerned wi th the business aspects of "pacification". 2 In 1903 he was
appointed as the first Special Commissioner to the Board of Trade,3 and his
visit to South Africa convinced him that the USA, rather than Germany, was
"undoubtedly our most formidable rival present and future". It Subsequently
he was to be an advisory member of the Advisory Committee to the Board of
Trade (1906), a member of the Royal Commission on Shipping Rings (1906), a
member of Lord Balfour of Burleigh's Committee on Commercial and Industrial
Policy (1916), chairman of the Royal Commission on Paper (1917), a government
director of the British Dyestuffs Corporation, and president of the British
South Africa Co., as well as being on several government committees on the
textile industry.s He was a signatory to the Pollock Committee memorandum
of 1907 on imperial organisation.6

CHARLES BOOTH (1840-1916) Attendance 36. Senior partner in Alfred Booth
and Co., leather merchants and manufacturers; chairman of the Booth
Steamship Co. Ltd.; director of Manaos Harbour Ltd.; president of Royal
Statistical Society, 1892-4; member of the Royal commission on the Aged
Poor, 1892-5.

The outline of Booth's business career and social-investigation work
are far too well-known to need even the briefest repetition here, It is
perhaps difficult for the historian to accept that "Booth always regarded
himself as primarily a merchant and :financier",7 or that his social "researcn ,
even on so ambitious a scale, was simply a leisure-time interest which had
to be fitted into spare moments mainly in the evenings and at weekends". 8

Even if this is true, it cannot be argued with any conviction that Booth's
business interests over-rode his social conscience in allowing him to be
seduced into advocacy of Tariff Reform. As a merchant and shipowner, his
trading links (largely with the USA and South America) ,9 did not clearly
possess those imperial elements that might have changed a shipowner and
merchant's allegiance from Free Trade to protection.

1. J.H. Birchenough, "Preferential Tariffs Within the Empire", Nineteenth
Century and After, LI, 1902, pp. 893-894.

2. J.H. Birchenough, "Imperial Function .••", loco cit., pp. 363-364; and
"A Business View of South African Pacification", Nineteenth Century, L.
1901, pp. 536-546.

3. The three temporary commercial missions of 1903-6 (to South Africa in
1903, Australia and New Zealand in 1905, and Canada in 1906) were the
forerunners of the four permanent Trade Commissioners to the Dominions
appointed in 1908. See Sir H. Llewellyn Smith, The Board of Trade,
(London, 1928), pp. 76-77.

4. Quoted in R.H. Heindel, The American Impact on Great Britain,
(Philadelphia, 1940), p. 165.

5. Who was Who, III, 1929-1940.
6. J.E. Kendle, The Colonial and Imperial Conferences, 1887-1911, (London,

1967),Appendix (A), p. 231. See also ch , 4.
7. T.S. and M.B. Simey, Charles Booth: Social Scientist, (London, 1960),

p. 26.
8. Ibi~., p , 98.
9· A.H. John, A Liverpool Merchant House: Being the History of Alfred

Booth and Company, 1863-1958, (London, 1959), pp. 15-106.
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Booth's experience of leather manufacturing in the US and of trading
with that country certain~ led him to favour reciprocity, as he demonstrated
in his first article in the National Review.1 But even the failure of
reciprocity was not critical to the success of Tariff Reform. A 10 per cent
duty would help to:

secure a continuance of progressive prosperity,
and to lay deeper the foundations, and to strengthen
the structure of the national life. The benefits
looked for thus lie more in the future than in the
present but there would probably be more employment
from the fi rst , and the employment would be more regular.

The interests of the mass of people and of the
poorest, not the least, are found in regularity of
employment more than in cheapness of food, and at the
present time in the extension of social expenditure
rather than in retrenchment.2

Booth's hesitant approval of such an "extension of social expenditure"
contrasts oddly with his pronounced belief in individualism,3 but his concern
with the aged poor and the poverty series had led him to endorse cautiously
a limited socialism "of a definable and restricted character". ~ It may have
been the restricted scope of Tariff Reform which Booth found appealing.
Gilbert's view, that Booth was influenced by Chamber-La'in 's "connexion
between tariffs and pensions", 5 is too narrow: if it had been so Beatrice
Webb's surprise at Booth's conversion would have been less understandable.6
An additional factor, it is likely, was the incompleteness and lack of
positive conclusions of the industry series of the London studies.7 Tariff
Reform may well, to Booth, have represented one of the most simple and
attractive ways in which the unfortunate relationship between unemployment,
underemployment and poverty, a nettle he shrank from grasping in the industry
series, perhaps on account of his own convictions that individualism and
classical employment theory were best not tampered with,8 could be
ameli orated.

It should be mentioned, in the absence of any clear evidence, that
Hewins claimed to have been instrumental in converting Booth to Tariff
Reform. 9

HENRY J. BOSTOCK (d. 1923) Attendance 12. Director of Edwin Bostock and
Co. Ltd., boot and shoe manufacturers, employing 720 at Stafford and 373 at
Stone in 1904.

1. Booth suffered from the widespread optimism among Tariff Reformers
that low British duties would effect a reduction in foreign tariffs.
See C. Booth, "Fiscal Reform", National Review, XLII, 1903-4, pp. 691-2;
also C. Booth, "Trade and Tariffs", National Review, XLIX, 1907,
especially p. 548.
C. Booth, "Fiscal Reform", loc. cit., p. 699.
T.S. and M.B. Simey, op. cit., p. 64 and passim.
Ibid., p , 108.
B.B. Gilbert, The Evolution of National Insurance in Great Britain,
(London, 1966), p. 199.
B. Webb, Our Partnership, (London, 1948), p. 279.
T.S. and M.B. Simey, op. cit., p. 201, citing a review in Economic
Journal, VII, 1897, p. 387.
T.S. and M.B. Sirney, op. cit., ch. 10.86. -See above, p.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.



The firm was relatively large, well-established, and had been a
pioneer in the introduction of lasting machinery in the late 1880s.1 Until
around 1900 the firm confined itself almost wholly to export markets,
especially in Australia and South America, but foreign tariffs caused heavy
losses and a retreat into the home market. Bostock's views were well known
in the trade2 and the Shoe and Leather Record, lamenting the seduction of a
member of such an efficient and progressive firm to Tariff Reform, commented:

The fact that they were able to almost immediately
command a big business in t~e keenly competed home
market is the best possible evidence that Messrs.
Bostock, at any rate, needed no protection. 3

Bostock's heterodox views on the fiscal issue may well have been hardened by
a visit to the US in 1902.4

Edwin Bostock and Co. Ltd. had become a public company in 1898. In
1919 the firm was acquired by Lotus Ltd.s On his death in 1923 Henry was
chairman of Lotus and two smaller footwear manufacturers.6

SAMUEL BAGSTER BOULTON (1830-1918, Bt. 1905) Attendance 65. Boulton had
been instrumental in founding the firm of Burt, Boulton and Haywood, chemical
manufacturers and timber importers of London, Paris, Riga, Bilbao, etc" in
the mid-nineteenth century. By 1904 it was a private limited company with
Boulton as chairman and managing director. He was also at that time
president of the Tar Distillers' Association of the United Kingdom. By 1913
(and perhaps before) he was also chairman of the British Australian Timber
Co. Ltd. and the Dominion Tar and Chemical Co, Ltd. He was president of the
West Ham Chamber of Commerce (1893-1902), vice president of London Chamber of
Commerce (1893-1898), and a member of council of the latter thereafter. In
1888-1889 he successfully conducted, on behalf of the London Chrumber and
under the auspices of the Foreign Office, a series of negotiations with the
French Customs Administration concerning grievances suffered by British
traders. In 1902 he supported G.T, Denison, Sir Guilford Molesworth and
E.E. Williams in attacking free trade in the London Chamber, Nevertheless,
his evidence before the Tariff CommiBsion~s abortive enquiry into the chemical
industry shows that Boulton did not advocate protection for his own products,
either to safeguard against foreign imports or for purposes of retaliation.
Not only had Boulton tar distilling plants in Belgium, France and Spain, but
the use of tar-distilled products as inputs in the manufacture of dyestuffs,
india-rubber, antiseptics and explosives ensured that virtually all foreign
countries placed them on the free list. In common with other chemical
manufacturers, however, he felt that the international patents system
operated to Britain's disadvantage.

Since the 1880s Boulton had been active in promoting the application of

2.

R.A. Church, "The Effect of the American Export Invasion on the British
Boot and Shoe Industry, 1885-1914", Journal of Economic History, XXVIII,
1968, p , 233.
Both the Boot and Shoe Trades Journal and the Shoe and Leather Record,
the two principal trade journals, adopted a Free Trade editorial policy.
Shoe and Leather Record, 1 January 1904, pp. 3-4.
R.A. Church, lac. cit., p. 239 n.
W.S. Wareham (ed.), Register of Defunct and Other Companies Removed
from the Stock Exchange Official Yearbook, (London, 1963 edn.}, p. 64.
Who was Who, II, 1916-1928.

1.

3.
4.
5.
6,
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scienti~ic method to the chemical industry and in encouraging technical
education, and wrote on such matters in the scientific journals, as well as
contributing pieces on economic and social questions o~ more general interest
to such reviews as the Nineteenth Centu~. By 1907 he felt that Britain no
longer ~ell behind Germany in the scientific training and competence o~ its
industrial chemists. At an early stage he had hirnseLf paid a German - only
one of his sta~f of trained chemists - £1,000 per year.

Boulton had been instrumental in founding the London Labour Conciliation
and Arbitration Board in 1889. As its ~irst chairman, 1889-1913, he presided
over the settlement o~ some 50 labour disputes. He was also president of
the Federation o~ Working Mens' Social Clubs.l

The large increase in demand for tar distillates that followed Perkin's
discovery of alizarine had led Burt, Boulton and Haywood into the manu~acture
of intermediates and, eventually of dyestu~~s. In 1876 the ~irm acquired
Perkin's works, then owned by Brook, Simpson and Spiller, at Greenford Green.
As members of the German-based Alizarin Convention, Burt, Boulton and Haywood
were able to make the ailing works profitable. In 1882, when the convention
raised prices, a syndicate organised by Lancashire calico-printers and
Turkey-red dyers took control of Burt, Boulton and Haywood's dyestu~fs
factory, renaming it the British Alizarine Co. Ltd. From this date there
seems to have been no connection between Burt, Boulton and Haywood and
British Alizarine.2

RICHARD BURBIDGE (1847-1917, Bt. 1916) Attendance 91. Managing director of
Harrod's Stores Ltd.; director of Hudson's Bay Co.; member of the Tari~f
Commission's General Purposes Committee and Treasurer after 1908,

Apprenticed at fourteen, Burbidge had 30 years of experience in several
London retailing concerns, including the Army and Navy Stores, be~ore being
appointed as the second general manager o~ the limited company formed after
Henry Harrod's retirement in 1890. Joining the firm in 1891 when it
employed 2-300 and had a turnover o~ c.£~m p.a., Burbidge superintended its
growth until the work~orce approached 6,000 and turnover was £4m p.a. in 1913.
After this he gradually turned control over to his son.

In 1904 employment was 3,000 and in 1905 turnover £2m. Burbidge,
portrSlfed in the ~irm' s o~~icial history as a man of "outstanding ability"
who turned "a business employing two or three hundred people into a national
insti tution" ,3 improved working conditions and reduced hours whilst at the
same time pioneering new methods of store organisation and large-scale
advertising. In the Boer War he established a reputation ~or army supply
that flowered into a close relationship with the War Office in the Great War.4

1. Who was Who, II, 1916-1928; H.H. Bassett (ed.), Ope cit., pp. 47-48;
G.T. Denison, The Struggle for Imperial Unity, (London, 1909), p. 321;
draft evidence taken for intended Chemicals Report, proof cOpy,
Witness A, paras. 164-171; T.C.P.

2. L.F. Haber, The Chemical Industry during the Nineteenth Century,
(Oxford, 1958), pp. 86, 164, 166, 229; L.F. Haber, The Chemical
Industry, 1900-1930, (Oxford, 1971), pp. 14,147,149, 193, 270,

3. Anon., A StOry of BritiSh Achievement, 1849-1949, (London, 1949},
pp. 26, 29.

4. Ibid., especially pp. 26, 29-30, 36-37, 39, 42; Who was Who, II,
1916-1928; H.H. Bassett (ed.), op. cit., p. 61.



SIR VINCENT HENRY PENALVER CAILLARD (1856-1930, Bt., 1896) Attendance 69.
Director of Vickers, Sons and Maxim Ltd.; director of Wolseley Tool and
Motor Car Co. (and probably of other Vickers' subsidiaries); chairman of
G.F. Milne's and Co. Ltd., tramway and railway carriage manufacturers of
Birkenhead and Hadley; chairman of Daira Sanieh Co.; chairman of the
London Committee of the National Bank of Egypt.

A distant relation of Disraeli and son of a county court judge, Caillard
joined the Royal Engineers after Eton and the Royal Military Academy. Having
served on the Montenegrin Frontier Commission, in intelligence at the War
Office, and at staff head~uarters in the Egyptian campaign he became, in 1883
when only 26 years old, president of the administrative council of the
Ottoman Public Debt.l He was involved in the English hunt for railway
concessions in Turkey. The Daira Sanieh debt, pledged on the Khedive's
sugar cane lands in upper Egypt, was, under Caillard's control, managed
through one of the most successful and constructive of the five international
bodies supervising Egypt's economic and financial affairs.2 The external
debt was paid off in 1905.

Leaving public service in 1898, Caillard joined Vickers' board. Though
still concerned with the Daira Sanieh loan in its last stages, and connected
with the new National Bank of Egypt, Caillard's move can be regarded as an
interest-shift towards home manufacturing. Though of considerable diplomatic
skill and occasionally conducting negotiations with foreign governments,
Caillard seems to have been valued by the firm more for his financial acumen.
After Sigmund Loewe's death in 1903 he constituted the financial element in
the "cabinet of all the talents" so admired by the latest historian of the
company,3 and was made Financial Controller in 1906. Certainly this high
opinion of Caillard was shared by Armstrongs, Vickers' chief rivals. Rendel
thought it "no reflection on any of us [at Armstrongs] that we do not e~ual
men like Caillard in financial adroitness"."

Vickers, the sixth largest British company in 1905, with a capitalisation
of £7.4m, had several wholly owned subsidiaries including the Naval
Construction Co. of Barrow and the Maxim Nordenfeld Co" as well as having a
50 per cent holding in Wm. Beardmore and Co. , the Glasgow armour plate maker
and warship builder which was the 35th largest British company in its own
right.s First entering into armaments in 1888, Vickers remained
"predominantly a steel company with one foot in the defence sector" until the
late 1890s,6 but thereafter the company developed its armaments capacity
rapidly. It became the first British concern capable of supplying complete
warships by itself, and well before the First World War was able to

3.

This council of seven members from various European bondholding
countries administered the Turkish government monopolies of salt and
tobacco, and taxes on stamps, spirits, fishing and silk. The
arrangement "worked with surprisingly little conflict" with the Turkish
government, and the salt and silk industries were developed by the
council. See H. Feis, Europe: The World's Banker, 1870-1914, (New
York, 1965 edn.), pp. 332-341, quotn. p. 334.
Ibid., pp. 384-397. For a less charitable view, which, however, restsmore on the administration's redundancy than on its incompetence, see
A. Milner, England in Egypt, (6th Edn., London, 1899), pp. 57-58.
C. Trebilcock, The Vickers Brothers: Armaments and Enterprise,
1854-1914, (London, 1977), pp. 45, 51, and passim.
Quoted in J.D. Scott, Vickers: A History, (London, 1962), p. 92.
P.L. Payne, "The Emergence of the Large Scale Company in Great Britain,
1870-1914", Economic History Review, 2nd Series, xx, 1967, pp. 539-540.
C. Trebilcock, Ope cit., p. 37, and passim.

2.

4.
5.
6.
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manufacture a more or less complete range of military and naval equipment
from machine guns to battleships, and including such innovations as sub-
marines, torpedoes and aircraft. In an industry where modern methods of
interchangeability and standardisation were a necessity, Vickers gradually
overhauled Armstrongs in innovation, capital investment, value of output
and product range. Ordinary share dividends averaged 8.1 per cent
(including bonuses) in 1888-1896 and 13.3 per cent in 1897-1914. Neverthe-
less the market was capricious and foreign sales (usually about one-third of
total sales) seldom rose to offset reductions in British government purchases,
especially marked in 1902-1903 and 1907-1910.1 It might seem from the lull
in government purchases after 19062 that the company had an economic interest
more in the simple presence of a Unionist government than of a Tariff Reform
government; Douglas Vickers thought Chamberlainism irrelevant to the
business though Albert is known to have been a Tariff Reformer. 3

Caillard was author of a well-received book on Tariff Reform4 and stood
unsuccessfully as a Tariff Reform candidate at East Bradford in 1906. He
was prominent in the establishment of the Federation of British Industries
and was president in 1919.5

JOSEPH JOHN CANDLISH (1855-1913) Attendance 65. Chairman of Robert Candlish
and Son Ltd., glass bottle manufacturers of Seaham Harbour, Co. Durham,
employing a workforce of 487 early in 1904. By 1913 he was chairman of the
British Association of Glass Bottle Manufacturers Ltd., and a director of
several newspaper companies, including the Daily Express, Evening News and
Hampshire Telegraph, Northern Daily Mail, and Sunderland Echo.

In 1903 he had resigned his position as treasurer of the Northern
Liberal Federation, on which occasion he "announced himself in favour of
Tariff Reform, but still holds to his Liberal principles". 6 He remained a
member of the Reform Club to his death in 1913.7

HENRY CHAPLIN (1841-1923, 1st Visct. 1916) Attendance 56. Conservative MP
for Mid-Lincolnshire (later Sleaford Division), 1868-1906; member of Richmond
Commission, 1879-1882; member of Gold and Silver Commission, 1886-1888;
president of Board of Agriculture, 1889-1892; member of Royal Commission on
Agriculture, 1894-1897; president of Local Government Board, 1895-1900;
member of Royal Commission on Food Supplies in Time of War, 1904-1905;
Conservative MP for Wimbledon, 1907-1916.

Third son of a Lincolnshire cleric and landowner, Chaplin inherited
25,000 acres in 1862 and married the eldest daughter of the third Duke of
Sutherland in 1876. He was intensely loyal to Disraeli and, from early in
his parliamentary career, a stalwart champion of agriculture in the House.
Prone to extravagant living) he lost control of his estate in 1897. From

1. J.D. Scott, op. cit., Appendix C, pp. 389-390; C. Trebilcock, op. cit.,
pp. 11, 22.
C. Trebilock, cp. cit., p. 11.
See above, pp. 1041., 200 and J.D. Scott, op. cit., p , 76.
Imperial Fiscal Reform, (London, 1903).
Caillard to Hurd, 23 January 1919; C-286, T.C.P.; S. Blank, Industry
and Government in Britain: The Federation of British Industries in
Politics, 1945-65, (Farnborough, 1973), p. 23.
Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 18 December 1903, p. 8.
Who was Who, I, 1897-1915; H.H. Bassett (ed.), op. cit., p. 68.

2.
3.
4.
5.

6.
7.



then until 1913 he and his children lived with his brother-in-law, the fourth
1Duke, at Stafford House, a frequent meeting place of the Tariff Reform League.

In 1881 Chaplin supported protectionist James Lowther in his election
campaign in North Lincolnshire. By 1884 he had come out in favour of
protection along the lines of the old shilling duty on corn, but he knew
public opinion to be hostile and his subsequent advocacy of protection
remained cautious. Seeking for acceptable alternatives he developed an
interest in bimetallism, and sat on the Gold and Silver Commission. Feeling
that the essential trouble with agriculture was the decline in prices,
Chaplin saw the depreciation of the silver rupee as a bounty on Indian wheat
exports to Britain. Later he was to urge acceptance of the Minority Report
of the Gold and Silver Commission2 that the government should seek to secure
an international conference to discuss arrangements for broadening the world
basis of the bimetallic standard. Though able to carry the Central Chamber
of Agriculture against some protectionist opposition, Chaplin was unable to
forge a hoped-for alliance with Lancashire cotton interests, and his scheme
was rejected in the Commons in 1889.

In 1894 Chaplin still defended bimetallism, as the most practical way
of reversing price decline, in a Lincolnshire Chamber now clamouring for
protection. Though an active member, he thought the Royal Commission of
1894-1897 of little purpose: his position was that everyone knew the root
cause of the problem to be the price decline, but that no one had the will to
institute positive remedies.s It was probably his influence which secured
a supplementary report on the currency question, signed by nine other members.
But, a convinced imperialist from his Disraelian days, Chaplin doubtless made
the transition back from bimetallism to protection easily and pragmatically
as Chamberlain's new movement grew, appearing to carry with it the hopes of
success.

Gardiner's dismissal of Chaplin as a delightful but irrelevant hangover
of the ancien regime,4 and Fletcher's portrayal of him as an obsessive
representative of the old wheat interest,S are both extremely doubtful. In
Parliament and out, Chaplin supported all agricultural interests without
great discrimination. What evidence we have suggests that he was popular
with tenants and labourers. He well understood the transitional phase in
which British agriculture was placed, and fought hard for regUlation of
livestock imports and against cattle disease. If he was lukewarm over
smallholdings it was because he believed that the farming of the future lay
in larger and not smaller units.6

1.
2.

The fourth Duke was president of the League.
As reprinted in R. Robey (ed.), The Monetary Problem: Gold and Silver,
(New York, 1936), p. 237.
See his similar position at the beginning of the Tariff Commission's
enquiry, above, pp. 382-383.
A.G. Gardiner, Prophets, Priests and Kings, (London, 1914 edn.),
pp. 212-219.
T.W. Fletcher, "The Great Depression of English Agriculture: 1873-
1896", Economic History Review, 2nd Series, XIII, 1961.,..2,reprinted
in P.J. Perry (ed.), British Agriculture, 1875-1914, (London, 1973),
especially pp. 42-43
See also, especially J. Hamilton, "Henry Chaplin and English
Agriculture: 1875-189~". unpublished B.A. Thesis, University of
Manchester, 1977, pasS1m; also, Marchioness of Londonderry Henry
Chaplin: A Memoir, (London, 1926), passim; D.N.B. '
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JOHN ALEXANDER COCKBURN (1850-1929, KGMG cr. 1900) Attendance 39.
Settling in South Australia when twenty-five, Cockburn was active in local
politics and the local volunteer force until entering South Australian
poli tics in the 1880s. His rise was rapid. In 1885-7 he was Minister of
Education for Southern Australia. in 1889-90 Premier and Chief Secretary. and
in 1893-8 Minister of Education and Agriculture. He was a determined
advocate of Australian federation, his book on Australian Federation being
published in 1901, and had wide-ranging interests in agriculture, education,
agricultural education and workmen's insurance, attending many international
conferences on these and other subjects as representative of South Australia
or the Australian colonies as a whole. He probably returned to Britain in
1898, to become Agent-General for South Australia. Thereafter he was
chairman of the Australasian Chamber of Commerce in London, member of council
of the British Empire League, president of the National Association of Manual
Training Teachers, 1902-19, chairman of Swanly Horticultural College, 1902-19,
vice-chairman bf council of the L.S.E., chairman of the Representative
Managers of L.C.C. Elementary Schools. 1908-12, vice-president of the Royal
Colonial Institute. and president of the Men's International Alliance for
Women's Suffrage, as well as being associated with many other diverse bodies.
Interested in workers' education and welfare, Cockburn looked to a tariff to
increase employment and improve wages and conditions, but obviously was also
interested in promoting imperial trade and represented South Australia at the
International Commercial Congress held at Philadelphia in 1899.1

JOHN HOWARD COLLS (d. 1910) Attendance 43. A director, or perhaps chairman,
of Colls and Sons, builders and contractors of the London area. Early in
1904 the firm employed some 3,300 people. Given the volatile nature of the
industry it is difficult to judge how representative this figure is. Modern
evidence suggests that the residential building cycle, though in downswing.
was still fairly high after the peak of 1898-9.2 One contemporary scholar,
however. using information from the Royal Commission on the Poor Laws,
characterised 1904 as a year of "distress" and high unemployment. 3 As the
downswing continued, the firm was at some time to amalgamate with Trollope
and Sons, another London concern that had experienced rapid growth over the
previous years.4 In 1910, and probably from the date of the amalgamation,
Colls was joint chairman of both concerns. He was sometime president of
the Institute of Builders. Given that, directly. building stood to gain
little from protection.s it might be conjectured that Colls provides a clear
case of party allegiance determining fiscal views rather than vice-versa.6

JOSEPH GROSE COLMER (1856-1937) Attendance 21.
civil service in 1880 and was secretary to the
London from 1881 to 1903.

Colmer entered the Canadian
Canadian High Commissioner in

3.

Who was Who, III, 1929-1940; G.T. Denison, op. cit., p. 299;
J.A. Cockburn to Ed. Times, 14 June 1905.
J. Parry Lewis, Building Cycles and Britain's Growth, (London, 1965),
Appendix 4, p. 317.
A.D. Webb, "The Building Trade", in S. Webb, and A. Freeman (ed.),
Seasonal Trades, (London, 1912), p. 322.
M. Bowley, The British Building Indust~, (Cambridge, 1966), p. 339.
Indeed, L.G. Chiozza Money thought it would be "severely hit" by
Chamberlain's fiscal proposals. See Money's Fiscal Dictionary.
(London, 1910), p. 63.
See also Who was Who, I. 1897-1915.
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Honorary secretary of the Canada Club from 1896 to 1922, Colmer took
joint first place, with a Free Trader, in the Statist's £1,000 competition
of 1896 for an essay on commercial federation of the Empire. Subsequently
he published an article in the Economic Journal discussing Chamberlain's then
current proposal for an imperial Zollverein.1 He joined with Chamberlain in
seeing the imposition of moderate import duties on certain foreign foodstuffs
and raw materials by Britain as necessary to the scheme, as a quid pro quo to
the colonies for the loss of revenue entailed in their giving a preference to
British manufactures, these frequently being a high proportion of total
imports of manufactures. But moderate tariffs, carefully implemented, would
not raise prices, would not cut off Britain from non-Empire trade, would not
invoke retaliation, and would not restrict Britain's exports by restricting
her imports. Thus, in the selection of goods, in the moderacy of the tariff
proposals, in the patient and empirical working out of a detailed scheme, and
in the policy of compromise, Colmer's hopes were similar to those of those
Tariff Reformers of 1903-4 who looked for a scientifically-determined tariff
which would overcome theoretical objections.2

Colmer probably left the full-time employment of the Canadian civil
service in 1903 to join the London stockbrokers, Coates, Son and Co. In
1913 he was chairman of the Western Canada Investment Co.s

WILLIAM COOPER (dates unknown) Attendance 44. Wholesale dead-meat salesman;
chairman of the Cattle and Meat Trades Section of London Chamber of Commerce;
sometime tenant farmer (retired).

Cooper began business as a dead-meat salesman at Newgate Market in 1866,
and later, probably in l868,~ moved to the new Central Markets at Smithfield,
where he still carried on business in 1904. He dealt almost entirely in
British produce, especially Scotch beef and mutton.s His evidence before
the Agricultural Committee showed concern for the British farmer experiencing
the onslaught of competition from (usually inferior) foreign and colonial
meat. He favoured an equalisation of import duties on live- and dead-meats
to prevent discrimination against either one.6

JOHN ARTHUR CORAH (dates unknown) Attendance 52. Partner in Cooper, Corah
and Sons, hosiery manufacturers of Leicester, employing 1,700 in 1904, three-
quarters of them women.

Corah's grandfather established the firm in 1815, as a hosiery merchant
buying in Leicester and selling in Birmingham. A move to larger premises

1. Chamberlain's speech on this issue, in March 1896, had been delivered
at the Canada ClUb. It is evident that, even in 1896, Colmer was
prepared to go beyond the Zollverein proposal towards the full-blown
preferential scheme that Chamberlain then saw as unacceptable.

2. J.G. Colmer, "An Imperial Customs Union", Economic Journal, VI, 1896,
pp. 553-566.

3. See also, Who was Who, 111,1929-1940; H.H. Bassett (ed.), Opt cit.,
p. 85.

4. R. Perren, The Meat Trade in Britain, 1840-1914, (London, 1978),
pp. 101-103.

5. Cooper had also had 30 years' experience as a tenant farmer of the
Earl of Aberdeen. Presumably this was at least partly concurrent
with the operation of his London business.

6. Agricultural Report, paras. 1093-1103.
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in 1824 allowed the firm to start manufacturing, though the merchant business
continued. Corah' s father was one of the three founders' sons made a
partner in 1830. By the 1850s the firm, in the hands of the second
generation, was distributing goods allover the Midlands and North of England,
and had three "manufactories" in Leicester. 1 There is some disagreement
over the progressiveness of the firm's manufacturing methods before the
opening of St. Margaret's Works in 1866. Wells cites Cor-ahvs as an example
of a firm "reluctant to change" to factory production,2 yet it does appear
that manufacturing facilities at the Granby St. warehouse around 1845-50
included a steam engine to drive the knitting frames.3

The steam-driven St. Margaret's Works was opened in 1866. By 1873 the
firm had diversified its already large product range to include, as well as
many hosiery and underwear products, football and yachting jerseys, cardigan
jackets and bathing suits. By 1886 1,000 were employed and the works had
been twice extended. There were a further nine major extensions between
1886 and 1914. During this period branch warehouses were opened at
Newcastle, Cardiff, Leeds, Glasgow, Liverpool and Manchester.~

In his evidence Corsh spoke strongly of German competition based on cheap
labour and long hours. Imports of cotton and cashmere hosiery undersold
British goods by around 7~ per cent, and Corah advocated duties of 10-20 per
cent to protect British labour and capital. He was favourably impressed by
the firm's experience in Canada under unilateral preference.s

JOHN WILLIAM DENNIS (1865-1949) Attendance 85. After eight years in the
civil service (1883-1891), Dennis joined the family firm of W. Dennis and
Sons. This was a partnership farming in Lincolnshire, and seems to have
been more consciously market-orientated and run as a business than was the
general case in British agriculture. The firm may have already diversified
into distribution and marketing, but it was probably the influence of John
Dennis, who opened the Covent Garden branch, which led to greater con-
centration on merchanting and brokerage in potatoes, fruit and vegetables.
Whether farming expanded at the same time as brokerage is unknown, but in
1904 the partnership managed some 4,000 acres at Kirton in Lincolnshire.

Dennis was an active and well-informed participant in Tariff Commission
affairs. In 1907-8 he was M8\Yor of the City of Westminster. In the War
he was voluntary Potato Controller in the Ministry of Food, and in 1918-22
was MP for the Deritend Division of Birmingham.6

CHARLES ECKERSLEY Attendance 14. Formerly head of the firm of Caleb Wright
and Co., fine cotton spinners of Barnfield Mills, Tyldesley in Lancashire,
and associated with the industry since 1866; director of the Societe
Cotonniere de l'Hellennes, of Lille, since 1894; director of the Fine Cotton
Spinners' and Doublers' Association since 1898.

1. K. Jopp, Corsh of Leicester, 1815-1965, (priv. pub., n.d.), p. 11.
2. F.A. Wells, The British Hosiery and Knitwear Industry, (2nd edn.,

Newton Abbot, 1972), p. 121.
3• K. Jopp, op. cit ., p. lI.
4. These were to be closed down in 1927-36 as part of the agreement with

Marks and Spencer.
5. Hosiery Report, paras. 2387-2401.
6. Agricultural Report, paras. 3, 548; Who was Who, IV, 1941-1950.



Formed in May 1898, the FCSDA was a defensive combination of 31 firms,
with 26 directors and an original capital of £4m. In 1903 total spindleage
was 2,873,000 in England and 220,000 in France, but shortly afterwards French
spindleage was nearly doubled by the purchase of a controlling interest in
the Association's main French rival. By March 1905 there were some 47
spinning companies in the Association in addition to a few subsidiary concerns
such as the Bradford Colliery Co., bought in 1900 to insulate the Association
from rising coal prices. In 1905 the FCSDA was the seventh largest British
industrial compaQY, with 33 directors and a capital of £7.29m.1 According
to the leading historian of the late nineteenth century British cotton
industry, the Association was "the most successful combine within the cotton
industry" at this time. 2 It lived up to expectations in its first six years
in yielding ordinary dividends of 8.17 per cent compared with a forecast of
8.5 per cent based on the historical (pre-1898) performance of member firms.
Though some degree of monopoly in spinning Sea Island cotton was possessed,
there was still competition from producers of Egyptian cotton, and the
monopsonistic power of the Association was not strong enough to escape the
cotton shortage of 1903-5. Dividends were maintained at 8 per cent in 1904
only by placing nothing to reserve, and they were cut to 4 per cent in 1905.
Thereafter, however, demand improved considerably in the cotton trade as a
whole, and the Association's results reflected this.

Eckersley, an old man in ill health, was perhaps unduly disheartened by
the bad years up to c. 1903-5. But he was always a cautious, and in the
early years perhaps a reluctant, member of the Commission. Though loyal, he
constantly stressed his inability to speak for the trade as a whole. But he
felt keenly the 'injustice' of one-sided free trade, and had wider experience
than most in his trade of foreign production and the effects of foreign
tariffs, the latter alone being the reason for his acquiring French
manufacturing interests in the l890s. He was also less than completely
satisfied with the effects of combination on industrial efficiency, an
attitUde which presumably reflects his own rather pessimistic assessment of
the results of the FCSDA.3

FRANCIS ELGAR (1845-1909) Attendance 32. Apprenticed at fourteen, Elgar
was an outstanding naval architect who worked his way up from humble
beginnings. After twenty years' experience in the shipbuilding department
of the Royal Navy, as general manager of Earle's Shipbuilding and Engineering
Co., Hull, and in private practice as a consultant naval architect in London
and Japan," he was appointed H.M. Director of Dockyards in 1886. From 1892
to 1907 he was naval architect and managing director of the Fairfield Ship-
building and Engineering Co., of Glasgow, and was credited with the successful
oversight not only of large additions to capacity and innovations in ship
types, but also with a general improvement of the concern·s efficiency.
Fairfields were, of course, a large and important Clydeside firm, building
both naval and merchant ships, and were early innovators in such fields as

4.

P.L. PB¥ne, "The Emergence of the Large-Scale Company in Great Britain,
1870-1914", Economic History Review, 2nd Series, XX, 1967, Table 1,
p . 539.
D.A. Farnie, "John Rylands of Manchester", Bulletin of the John Rylands
University Library of Manchester, LVI, 1973, p. 123.
Eckersley to Hewins, 16 May 1904; C-124, T.C.P.; Cotton Report,
paras. 350-391, especially 350, 369, 373, 376-380; H.W. Macrosty. The
Trust Movement in British Industry, (London, 1907), pp. 124, 137-l4~
By the 1880s he was considered a leading expert on merchant ship
stability and was appointed Professor of Naval Architecture in Glasgow
University in 1883.
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steam turbines and torpedo boats. In 1904 they employed 6,000 people.
In 1905 the company, in association with Cammell Laird and John Brown,
attempted to integrate backwards into armaments through the establishment of
the Coventry Ordnance Works. That the Works was the only armaments firm to
drive any substantial wedge into the special relationship between Vickers
and Armstrongs and the government was probably due to the powerful financial
backing of the three parent firms. In 1908, after retiring, Elgar was
persuaded to become chairman of Cammell Laird and Co., and soon after he
also accepted the chair at Fairfields.

Elgar's evidence before the Tariff Commission was non~commital. It
may be that, a Unionist on other grounds, he did not want to emphasise the
strength of the Free Trade argument for shipbuilding, He may even have been
one of the Free Traders that Hewins later claimed sat on the Commission,
though his attendance record was perhaps rather too good for that. He made
little impression on Commission business. It may be significant that he
married the daughter of J. Howard Colls, another Commission member.l

CHARLES ALFRED ELLIOTT (1835-1911, KCSI, cr. 1887) Attendance 14.
Joining the Indian Civil Service in 1856, Elliott was involved in work on
settlement which brought him into close contact with the needs of the Indian
population. In 1872-1875 he was secretary to the Governor of the North
West Provinces, in 1877-1878 was Famine Commissioner in Mysore, in 1878-1880
was secretary to the Royal Commission on Indian Famines, and in 1880-1885
was Chief Commissioner of Assam. In 1886-1886 he was president of an
unpopular finance committee reporting on possible local government economies
and according to his biographer in the Dictionary of National Biography he
took pains to minimise the effects of such economies. His most important
post was as Lieutenant Governor of Bengal, 1891-1895,

Elliott retired in 1895. A prominent lay churchman, he was
subsequently a member of the London School Board for Tower Hamlets in
1897-1900, chairman of the Finance Committee of the London School Board,
1897-1904, a member of the Education Committee of L.C,C. (1904-1906) and
chairman of Toynbee Hall. He was not a prominent member of the Commission,
and seems to have made no protest as to the peripheral position of India in
Chamberlain's proposals.2

LEWIS EVANS (1853-1930) Attendance 94. Director of John Dickinson and Co.,
paper manufacturers and stationers, employing some 2,680 (plus 174 overseas?)!
in 1904; director of North Wales Paper Co.; member of council of Paper
Makers' Association.

The son of a marriage between the daughter and the nephew of the founder
of the paper making concern of John Dickinson and Co., Lewis Evans became a
partner in 1881. After his father died in 1885, Lewis became a director of
the new limited company, formed in 1886 with a capital of £~m. In 1889
his role was formalised as one of the two general managers of the company.
The first five or six years of the new limited company were difficult,

1. DNB; Engineering Report, paras. 497-505; C. Trebilcock, The Vickers
Brothers: Armaments and Enterprise 1854-1914, (London, 1977),
pp. 41, 93-95.

2. DNB; Who was Who, I, 1897-1915.
3. The figure of 174 is slightly ambiguous and could refer to the North

Wales concern. See "Members of the Tariff Commission"; B-272, T.C.P.
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perhaps because of initial overcapitalisation, but the period 1894-7 saw
Lewis pushing schemes of expansion through a somewhat reluctant board of
directors. The two largest mills of the firm were those at Apsley and (by
c. 1900) at Croxley. After the Boer War, Apsley expanded steadily,
employing 1,492 in 1904,1,763 in 1907,1,962 in 1911 and 2,542 in 1914.
The Croxley mill, however, did less well in this period, making losses in
1906-9 and in 1913. Curiously, the directors seem to have discriminated
against Croxley, starving it of funds for expansion in spite of buoyant
demand, and only in 1914 did they enter into" an agreement on the sale of
notepaper ... between Croxley and Apsley to avoid wasteful competition". 1

Surprisingly, the official history of the firm gives little quantitative
evidence on overall growth, and tends to conceal what was obviously a large
and reasonably steady expansion in the years 1892-1914. In 1881 the most
important mill, Apsley, employed 471; by 1914 this had risen more than
fivefold. This period saw the opening of many UK branch offices and
warehouses, and the erection or purchase of some small mills outside
Hertfordshire, such as those in Belfast and Manchester.

Export business developed from the 1870s. In 1880 the firm opened
its first overseas branch in Calcutta, following the failure of an agency
dating from 1872. In 1888 a clerk fluent in French and Italian was employed,
and links were established with Australia. A New York office was established
in 1891, offices and stockrooms in Sydney in 1893, offices at Cape Town and
Johannesburg in 1894-5. However, in spite of an export drive after the Boer
War the export trade remained relatively small for some time - in 1903 it was
only some £60,000 p.a., and only the Indian market seems to have shown really
satisfactory results. Though Evans was concerned to secure a protective
duty on imported paper,2 he was also anxious to expand sales to the Empire
in the face of German and US competition. He thought the unilateral
preference given by South Africa in August 1903 of little value because of
its small size which was cancelled out by foreign advantages in freight
rates. 3 Experience of Australian and New Zealand trade was similar even
though the preference was bigger.~ By 1911 his assessment of the state of
trade and the threat from export rivals was rather more cheerful.S

Evans's father was the founder of the Paper Makers' Association and the
discoverer of the fossil Archaeopteryx, and his brother was the famous
archaeologist. For many years Lewis himself was chairman of the Paper
Makers, and seems to have used that position to muffle Free Trade support 1n
the industry, not entirely successfully. Active in West Hertfordshire
local politics, he was also High Sheriff of the county in 1914. At least
from 1904 to 1913 he was chairman of the Machinery Users' Association, and
in 1913 was a director of the Ford Paper Works of Sunderland, In the First
World War he was connected with the activities of the Unionist Business
Commi ttee .6

GEORGE FLETT (1855-1910) Attendance 16. Managing director of Dick, Kerr
and Co. Ltd., employing some 3,850 in 1904. Founded in 1883, the firm

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

J. Evans, The Endless Web: John Dickinson and Co. Ltd., 1804-1954,
(London, 1955), p. 177·
Evans to Hewins, 8 and 9 January 1904; C-I07, T.C.P.
The preference was one quarter of the 10 per cent duty on stationery.
See "South African Trade - Paper", typescript in ibid.
John Dickinson and Co. Ltd. to Hewins, 30 January 1905; ibid.
Evans to Hewins, 3 April 1911; ibid.
See also J. Evans, op. cit., passim; Who was Who, III, 1929-1940;
H.H. Bassett (ed.), Ope cit., p. 128.

1.
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carried on a wide range of engineering activities at home and abroad, but
principally constructed and/or supplied the equipment for steam, cable and
even horse tramway systems, often retaining an interest in the finished
tramway company. After dabbling in electrification themselves in the 1890s,
the directors of Dick, Kerr and Co. were prime-movers in the establishment of
the English Electric Manufacturing Co. at Preston in 1900. Interlocking
directorships between these two and a third firm, the Electric Railway and
Tramway Carriage Works, also established at Preston in 1898, enabled the
'group' to supply electric tramways as a composite package. Contracts in
which Dick, Kerr and Co. constructed the permanent way and overhead system,
EEMCo. supplied the generators, balancers, boosters, switchboards, feeder
cables, motors and controllers, and ERTCW provided the rolling stock, were
common both at home and abroad. Both EEMCo. and ERTCW were run on modern
lines using American managers and foremen, reflecting the dominance of the US
in the industry, and were much lauded in the British trade press.l

In 1903 EEMCo. was merged into Dick, Kerr and Co. and in the following
decade the firm began to diversify into alternating current machinery, cranes
and hoists, and electric lamps, in addition to carrying on the more
traditional business of the old company. Diversification probably saved
them from the worst of the ebb of the tramway boom of 1898-1906. Likewise,
ERTCW was fortunate in the bankruptcy of its two most disruptive competitors,
which, guided by Flett, it acquired from the receiver in 1905 and with them
reformed as the United Electric Car Co. But profits were falling in both
concerns down to c. 1910-11, and even after a partial recovery were less than
half the 1906 level in 1914. But the reduced profits of this period
compared well with the losses of several competitors, including some US
subsidiaries like British Westinghouse.

Like his associate John Kerr, Flett was a typical member of the
indigenous electrical engineering industry in requiring protection and
government assistance to erode the lead stolen by German and US firms acting
in a more favourable government environment. The trade press frequently
advocated tariffs, combination and co-operation. Furthermore, Dick, Kerr
and Co. was typical of British firms in its reliance on relatively undeveloped
overseas markets, especially the Empire.2 There were long-standing
connections with India, South Africa, Australia, Canada, Hong Kong,
Singapore and parts of Latin America, and still, after 1900, it was the
conscious policy of the board to extend its trade with the Empire.

By his death in 1910 Flett was a director of the Metropolitan
Amalgamated Railway Carriage and Wagon Co., the Patent Shaft and Axeltree
Co., the Projectile Co., the British Aluminium Co., the Rio de Janeiro
Tramw~, Light and Power Co., the Mexican Light and Power Co.~ the Monterey
Light and Power Co., and the British Engineering Co. (Egypt).

Though Dick, Kerr and Co. were substantial contributors to the funds,
Flett did not give evidence before the Commission and was not a prominent
member in other respects.

1. Of particular note was Prof. S.H. Short, technical director of EEMCo.,
who was not only responsible for factory layout, production systems and
even dS¥-to-day running of the company, but also held the patents of
many of its best-selling products, including his well-known 'Type 25A'
motor.

2. LC.R. Byatt, "Electrical Products"', in D.H. Aldcroft (ed.), The
Development of British IndustrY and Foreign Competition, 1875-1914,
(London, 1968), p. 268.

3. See, generally, J.F. Wilson, "The Electrical Engineering Industry in
Britain, 1880-1914: with special reference to the Firm of the English
Electric Manufacturing Company", unpublished BA thesis, Uni versi ty of
ManChester, 1977, passim.
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SIR CHARLES JOHN FOLLETT (1838-1921, Kt. cr. 1902) Attendance 71. Solicitor
to H.M. Customs since 1878, Follett retired to the West Country in 1903,
where he was active in Tariff Reform politics, and there is an indication in
a letter to Hewins that he may have been president of the Devonshire branch
of the TRL.l Occasionally, he also contributed to the fiscal debate in the
national press.

Follett had a relative in the Foreign Office who supplied information
to assist the COmnUssion's study of most-favoured-nation practice overseas,2
and he also produced a memorandum himself. which, though not itself published,
provided a framework for later work by Rosenbaum.3 In two other areas his
views were less representative of the mainstream of Commission policy and
thought. In stressing the necessity of drawbacks and warehousing in bond
to a scheme of scientific protection,4 he entered a field that Chamberlain
and others preferred to leave unmentioned.s Furthermore, though Follett's
advocacy of a bounty on wheat was not carried to the point of embarrassing
the Commission,6 he did object vehemently to the belief of the majority of
the Agricultural Committee, voiced in an early draft of the Agricultural
Report, that no expansion of wheat growing was possible without a large rise
in wheat prices. His view was that a wheat duty would not increase prices
if home production was left free.?

THOMAS GALLAHER (1839-1927) Attendance 20. Founder chairman and principal
shareholder of Gallaher Ltd., employing 200(1)8 in 1904; chairman of the
Belfast Steamship Co.

The son of a farmer, Gallaher set up as a tobacco manufacturer in
Londonderry in the 1850s and transferred operations to Belfast in 1867.
Until around 1885 he concentrated on hard and pipe tobaccos, and even when
he embarked upon cigarette production he refused for many years to adopt
mechanisation. In 1889 he opened a factory at Clerkenwell, and in 1896 the
firm was incorporated as a private limited liability company with a capital
of tlm. In 1897 the company occupied a large new factory in York St.,
Belfast, and in that year employed 16 travellers, third only in the UK to
W.D. & H.O. Wills and Lambert & Butler. However, at this time Gallaher's
business was still concentrated in smoking tobaccos and in the Irish market.
In 1898 he became first chairman of the new National Association of Tobacco
Manufacturers, from which Wills, the largest UK producer, remained aloof.
In 1901, goaded by the fear that American James B. Duke intended to open a
factory in Belfast, Gallaher introduced Park Drive, his first machine-made
brand. Sales grew steam ly.

The period 1900-25 was one of intense rivalry in the industry, beginning
with the formation of the Imperial Tobacco Co., led by Wills, to counter the

1. Follett to Hewins, 6 February 1909; C-633, T.C.P.
2. Follett to Hewins, 12 November 1904l ibid.
3. C. Follett, "The Most Favoured Nation Clause"; typescript dated

23 November [1904] in ibid.
4. Follett to Hewins, 15 March 1904; ibid. Also, "Memorandum by Sir

Charles Follett, C.B., on Drawbacks and Warehousing and Manufacture an
Bond", Mm. No.2, 14 March 1904.

5. Follett noted in 1905 that the Commission had still to consider his
proposals.

6. Follett to Hewins, 30 March 1904; C-633, T.C.P.
7. Follett to Hewins, 5 November 1906; C-633, T.C.P.
8. This figure, given in "Members of the Tariff Commission", loc. cit.,

is almost certainly a misprint.
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threat from Duke's American Tobacco Co., and at its close seeing Imperial
Tobacco at the peak. of its market dominance. 1 Gallaher was one of the
principal thorns in the side of the giants, and valued his independence
highly. Fearful of the ability of the two combinations, now operating
under a market-sharing agreement, to corner the US tobacco crop, he greatly
encouraged Irish production and actually bought the entire Irish crop in
1907-8.

Gallagher was interested in developing export markets and gold medals
at the American World Fair and the New Zealand Exhibition, as well as the
approval of Edward VII, helped overseas sales of quality lines. But he
complained of high US tariffs preventing any substantial imports of machine-
made cigarettes. Perhaps more directly relevant to his support for Tariff
Reform was his outspoken opinion~ criticised in the House of Commons, that
the Bri ti sh revenue duty on leaf was too high. Thus he must have welcomed
Chamberlain's scheme of reductions in revenue duties to compensate for the
imposition of food duties. He was a vice-president of the TRL.3

VICARY GIBBS (1853~1932) Attendance 18. A partner in Messrs. Antony Gibbs
and Sons, bankers and merchants, and the brother of Lord Aldenham, Gibbs
was called to the bar in 1880 and was Conservative MP for the St. Albans
Division of Hertfordshire, 1892-1904. He had written on the currency
question in the reviews, a subject which, possibly because of experience in
the Latin American trade, seems to have been a family interest.~

Based on the export merchant business of Antony Gibbs dating from the
1780s, the firm of Antony Gibbs and Son was founded in 1808, dealing largely
wi th Spain. Trade in wool and cloth had by then expanded into a general
merchant trade. By the 1830s the main orientation of the firm was towards
South America, several branch houses having been opened there in the 1820s
as a result of connections developed through the firm's house in Cadiz.
The years 1843-1875 saw the rise of the fIrm's great guano trade, and in
1865 it began to manufacture sodium nitrate. Over the next sixty years,
"either as holders of virgin grounds, as manufacturers on their own account,
as agents for manufacturing c0ncerns, as export merchants, or in other
capacities", Antony Gibbs' and Sons' gave nitrate business a prominent place
in their activities.s The huge variety of products in the firm's export-
import trade did not diminish, however, and it also possessed large industrial,
land and mining interests in South America.

Vicary Gibbs joined the firm in 1881, the year it entered into trade
wi th Australia and New Zealand by taking over Gibbs, Bright and Co. of
Liverpool, a similar and associated firm founded by the uncle of the original

1. In 1904 Wills alone supplied 48 per cent of the British market, and by
1920-5 their share had risen to around 60 per cent. Gallaher did not
li ve to see the recovery of his company" s market share.
The duty, falling until 1900, was raised from 28 se per lb to 3s in
the Boer War, and to 35 se in the budget of 1909.
See M. Corina, Trust in Tobacco: The Anglo-American Struggle for
Power, (London, 1975), espectally pp. 52, 75, 79, 105-107, 111-113,
122; B.W.E. Alford, W.D. & H.O. Wills and the Development of the U.K.
Tobacco Industry, 1786-1965, (London, 1973), pp. 201-204, 214-215;
H.H. Bassett (ed.), Opt cit., p. 151.
See, e.g., H.H. Gibbs and H.R. Grenfell (ed.), The Bimetallic
Controversy, (London, 1886).
J .A. Gibbs, The History of Antony and Dorothea Gibbs, (London, 1922),
p. 388.

2.

3.

4.
5.
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Antony Gibbs and holding important interests in Australian shipping, mining
and manufacturing.l Working at the Liverpool branch in 1881-3 and in
Australia in 1883-4, he was made a partner in 1882. By 1904 the firm had
branches at Valparaiso, Iquique, Melbourne, Sydney, Brisbane, Adelaide and
Newcastle N.S.W. In the years 1904-22 fourteen more branches were opened
in South America, three in Australia and one in New York. D.C.M. Platt
counts Antony Gibbs and Sons in a group of four second only in importance to
the" great mercantile houses of the nineteenth century", Jardine Matheson,
Butterfield & Swire, Guthrie and Rallie Bros.2 Total employment at home and
overseas in 1922 was over 650.

In spite of high Latin American tariffs, the area was in many respects
the classic 'neutral' market, and British firms, especially Gibbs and Sons,
had long-standing advantages. On this account, Vicary's sympathy with
Tariff Reform and Imperial Preference is at first sight surprising. It m~
be, however, that the firm regarded the Australian market as possessing
greater potential for expansion. 3 And it may be that the family's strong
Conservative leaning, and Vicary's own position as a Conservative MP, was
the determining factor in an otherwise evenly balanced matter.~

ALFRED GILBEY (1859-1927) Attendance 113. Director of W. and A. Gilbey Ltd.,
employing 1,200 in 1906; High Sheriff of Buckinghamshire, 1906.

W. and A. Gilbey started as a retail wine merchant in Oxford St. in
1857, concentrating on South African wines until the treaty with France in
1860, then specialising in selling clarets at low prices. This pioneering
of the trade in low-priced wines led Gladstone to describe the firm as the
"openers of the wine trade .•. outside and above the rank of ordinary
commercial houses". 5 As business grew and the firm increased its market
through local 'agencies', usually grocers who were granted a district
monopOly of Gilbey's products, the London buyers began to enter direct
negotiations with French growers', thus bypassing intermediaries. In 1875
a Bordeaux vineyard was purchased and re-equipped.

1880, the year in which Alfred Gilbey was admitted as a partner, saw
the beginning of the long decline of British consumption of French wines,
Gilbeys diversified their own production into spirits, acquiring three malt
distilleries in 1887, 1895 and 1904, though it was not until 1905 that the
firm was persuaded by fashion to blend malt and grain whiskey. There was
also a large export trade, especially to the Antipodes and the Americas.
Ninety per cent of the Australian trade in dry gin was in Gilbeys' shands, 6

supplied from the firm's Camden Town distillery.

In 1906-7 the firm had 3,850 agents in the UK. There were large

1. Through connections with this firm Antony Gibbs and Sons had been
engaged in the Liverpool cotton trade in the period 1820-1850. See
D.M. Williams, "Liverpool Merchants and the Cotton Trade, 1800-1850",
in J.R. Harris (ed.), Liverpool and Merseyside, (London, 1969), p. 191.
D.C.M. Platt, Latin America and British Trade, 1806-1914, (London,
1972), p , 139.
For indirect evidence in support of this, see ibid., p. 138.
See, generally, J.A. Gibbs,op. cit., passim; D.C.M. Platt, op. cit.,
pp. 26, 47, 51,138-139,147, 295; H.H. Bassett (ed.), Ope cit., p. 156.
Quoted in Sir Herbert Maxwell, Half~A-Century of Successful Trade:
W. & A. Gi'lbey, 1857-1907, (priv. pub ,, London, 1907), p , 32.
Alfred Gilbey often complained of the effects of Australian tariffs on
t~e business. See Gilbey to Hewins, 25 January 1904; W. and A.
G11bey Ltd. to Hewins, 4 November 1907; C-203, T.C.P.

2.

3.
4.
5.
6.
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bonded and duty-paid warehouses in London, and offices and storage facilities
in Edinburgh, Glasgow, Dublin, Portugal, Spain and France. Total capital
invested in the business was some £2.5m.1

Gilbey had contested South Bucks. as a Liberal in 1886. He was an
active speaker and correspondent in the fiscal debate. By 1913 he was a
director of Barclay's Bank.

SIR WILLIAM JOSHUA GOULDING (1856-1925, Br. cr. 1904) Attendance 23.
Chairman of W. and H.M. Goulding Ltd., manufacturers of chemical manures and
chemicals in Dublin; chairman of the Great Southern and Western Railway of
Ireland; High Sheriff of Dublin in 1906 and of Co. Kildare in 1907.

Though heavily involved with the Irish branch of the Tariff Reform
League and though helpful in organising the Agricultural Committee's trip to
Dublin, Goulding's attendance at Commission meetings was sparse but for
Agricultural Committee business. Though pressed by Hewins, he did not give
evidence before the Agricultural Committee, and surviving records suggest
that he did not do so in the case of the stillborn report on the chemical
industry either.

By 1913 he was deputy chairman of the Fishguard and Rosslare Railways
and Harbours Co., and a member of the Dublin board of the Northern Assurance
Co. In 1916 he was chairman of the Property Losses Committee (Ireland).
By his death in 1925 he was chairman of the Irish Railway Clearing House and
a director of the National Bank Ltd., and had been a senator for Southern
Ireland. 2

WILLIAM HENRY GRENFELL MP. 1st BARON DESBOROUGH. cr. 1905 (1855-1945)
Attendance 72. Conservative MP for Wycombe Division of Buckinghamshire,
1900-5; chairman of Thames Conservancy Board; Owner of 12,000 acres.

Grenfell had been MP for Salisbury in 1880 and 1885, and for Hereford
ln 1892, resigning his seat to become private secretary to Sir William
Harcourt when at the Exchequer. He was High Sheriff of Buckinghamshire in
1890 and Mayor of Maidenhead in 1895-7.

As a 'whole hogger' Grenfell was used by Hewins to keep Balfour
acquainted with the Commission's work. He saw Tariff Reform as the only
viable alternative to the policies of the new Liberal administration: "One
w~ll have to fight for Tariff Reform v. Socialism and should think one
might as well do it sooner as later", he wrote after the budget of 1909.3
Nevertheless, he did not expect Tariff Reform to transform the agricultural
situation. Declining to increase his Commission subscription in 1911 he
remarked, "these manufacturers who are going to reap all the benefit [from
Tariff Reform] ought to pay up a bit - the time for coming on landowners has
gone by".4 The effects of the revival of agricultural prices were lessened
by increased taxation and the introduction of death duties by the Liberals.
"The [Home] Farm pays its way now", admitted Grenfell in 1913, "but there is

1. Sir H. Maxwell, op. cit., passim.
2. H.H. Bassett (ed.), op. cit., p. 163; Who was Who, II, 1916-1928;

Goulding to Ponsonby, 11 and 15 July 1905; Goulding to Hewins,
1 December 1911; C-137, T.e.p.

3. Desborough to Hewins, 9 April 1909; C-198, T.C.P,
4. Desborough to Caillard, 23 April 1911; ibid.
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no income to live on". 1

Sometime chairman of Buckinghamshire Chamber of Agriculture, Grenfell
was vice-president of the Central and Associated Chambers in 1906 and
president in 1907. But his experience was not exclusively agricultural.
There was a substantial urban-industrial element in the Wycombe electorate,
and in 1904-5 Grenfell had been surprised by the Liberal and non-conformist
opposition to Tariff Reform in the constituency, especially amongst the
chairmakers who were hard hit by foreign competition. Subsequently he was
to be president of London Chamber of Commerce, and in 1914 he accepted the
presidency of the British Imperial Council of Commerce, a bo~ formed on the
outbreak of war to maintain links between the chambers of commerce and boards
of trade of Empire countries and to encourage Empire trade.

Like the Gibbs, the Grenfells had a family interest in the currency
question, though one perhaps more detached. Grenfell's uncle was chairman
of the General Council of the British Bimetallic League,2 and he himself
contributed articles on the subject to the reviews. Wishing to keep Tariff
Reform and bimetallism divorced from each other as far as was possible, he
was fearful that increases in gold output since 1896 would lead to an
inflation that "will be attributed to Tariffs, when we get them, and make
them unpopular". 3 Grenfell himself does not appear to have been closely
connected with the famous merchant banking and acceptance house of Morgan
Grenfell and Co., but the close family connection should obviously be borne
in mind when considering family interest. The house of Grenfell provided
three directors of the Bank of England between 1830 and 1914, including
H.R. Grenfell, the bimetallist mentioned above, who was Governor in 1881-1883.4

FREDERICK LEVERTON HARRIS MP (1864-1926) Attendance 57. Conservative member
for Tynemouth, 1900-6; for Stepney, 1907-10; for East Worcestershire,
1914-18; member of Harris and Dixon, a London Shipping firm; director of
the National Discount Co. Ltd.;5 director of the Indian Collieries Syndicate
Ltd., of London; director of the Metropolitan Electric Supply Co, Ltd.

The family firm of Harris and Dixon were London shipowners, established
under another name in 1797. They are known to have had tradi ng Li,nks wi th
the Near East. Little is known of Leverton's business career, other than
that he entered the firm in 1882, became a director (probably when the firm
became a limited liability company) and amassed a "considerable fortune". 6
How close was his involvement with the day-to-day running of the firm whilst
he was in the House of Commons is unclear.

In 1914 Leverton entered the Trade Division of the Admirality. Soon

l.
2.

Desborough to Hewins, 28 April 1913; ibid.
R. Barclay, The Disturbance in the Standard of Value, (London, 2nd Edn.,
1896), p. iv. H.R. Grenfell was Governor of Bank of England from 1881.
Desborough to Hewins, 7 November 1906; C-198, T.C.P. See also,
generally, Grenfell to Hewins, 21 May 1904 and 7 November 1904;
circular letter from Desborough to secretaries of chambers of commerce,
25 September 1914; ibid.; H. Pelling, Social Geography of British
Elections, 1885-1910, (London, 1967), p. 74.
R.J. Truptil, British Banks and the London Money Market, (London, 1936),
pp. 38, 143-144.
Fo~ded in 1856, ~his was the oldest of the three public companies
wh~ch, together ~th about twenty partnerships made up the London
discount market in 1913. See R.S. Sayers, Giiletts in the London
~~~~y Market, 1867-1967, (London, 1968), pp. 3,4-5,110.

3.

4.
5.

6.
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he was head of the Department of Restriction of Ene~ Supplies at the Foreign
Office, and a member of the Privy Council. In 1916-18 he was parliamentary
secretary to the Minister of Blockades. The American Ambassador in London
described him as the little known man "who really makes the blockade ...
This gentle, resolute, quiet man sits guardian at all the gates of Germany. 1

Harris was a close personal friend of Austen Chamberlain.2

JOHN MITCHELL HARRIS (1856-1921) Attendance 42.
Charles and Thomas Harris and Co., bacon curers
1904; managing director of the West of England
employing 28 in 1904.

Managing director of
of Calne, employing 246 1n
Bacon Co., of Redruth,

Most of Harris's output was for the home trade: he found that tariffs
kept his exports to foreign countries small, though the colonial trade was
good where tariffs were not excessive. British imports had risen ninefold
between 1866-70 and 1901-3, US and Danish produce being prominent. The
bacon trade had "suffered more heavily than any other industry from foreign
competi tion" .3

At Glasgow Chamberlain proposed to exclude bacon from duty because it
was the basic meatstuff of the poor. Harris, worried about increasing
foreign penetration into the British market and about a discriminatory system
in which bacon was exempt whilst other meats were taxed, immediately
corresponded with Chamberlain and obtained his assurance that the outline
scheme waS still open to consideration. This probably secured Harris a
place on the Commission. In his own words, "I decided that though
temporarily opposed to some of Mr. Chamberlain's published proposals, there
would be nothing inconsistent in accepting the invitation, seeing that on
broad lines I was in sympathy with Fiscal Reform"." Urging that bacon had
been replaced by cheap frozen meats as the staple meat of the poorer classes,
he convinced a favourably-disposed Agricultural Committee of the validity of
his case, and in due course Chamberlain accepted the change.s

WILLIAM HARRISON (1861-1940) Attendance 19. Chairman of Harrison, McGregor
and Co. Ltd., of Leigh, Lancashire, makers of harvesting and food-processing
machinery. 6 In mowers, self-rakes, reapers and binders, the firm experienced
strong competition from US and Canadian rivals, both at home and abroad.
Production of reapers and binders, perhaps in the whole range of agricultural
engineering the most crucial area of the applicability of the 'American
system', has been shown by Saul to have been the scene of Britain's greatest

1. Walter Hines Page, quoted in ibid.
2. See also, Kilburn, Brown and CO:-to Harris, 5 April 1905; C-295,

T.C.P.; H.H. Bassett (ed.), op. cit., p. 180; Who was Who, II,
1916-1928; A. Chamberlain, Politics From Inside: An Epistolary
Chronicle, 1906-1914, (London, 1936), p. 502.

3. Agricultural Report, para. 1104.
4. rsra., para. 1111.
5. See also Who was Who, II, 1916-1928.
6. Ther~ was ~rtua1ly.n~ foreign competition in food-processing

mach1ne~ 1n the Br1t1sh mar~et, though internal competition was keen.
Such.eqU1pment was produced 1n the slack season for agricultural
mach i nery •
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failure.l In 1900 British output of harvesting machinery was less than 10
per cent of that of McCormick's alone. Harrison, McGregor and Co. were
apparently one of only two British firms to manufacture self-binders.2 Though
the scale of the firm's activities was tiny compared with giants like
International Harvester,3 Harrison's evidence nevertheless suggests a well-run
firm employing modern methods of standardisation and with a healthy commitment
to overseas markets: sales had risen steadily from 2,357 harvesting machines
in 1886 to 9,227 in 1906 and the firm had a branch house in France. But
Harrison painted a uniform picture of Britain's poor third place in the
markets of the world - in Europe, Australasia and South America - and he
regretted the British industry's ability to secure only 50-60 per cent of the
home market. Though admitting the willingness of American manufacturers to
adopt designs to local conditions and to pursue aggressive sales methods, he
thought the significant factor to be the larger scale and lower unit costs
achieved by protection of the home market.4 Influenced by the formation of
International Harvester and his own experience of unit cost reductions as
output was increased, Harrison desired a rise in the share of the UK market
held by British firms, and in this he mirrored that approach to large scale
and 'continuous running' typical to the Commission and given such emphasis
in its deliberations right from the early days of the enquiry into iron and
steel.5 Thus a 10 per cent duty, allowing his firm an estimated output of
12-15,000 machines per year, would result in "lower prices for both the home
trade and for the trade in the neutral markets". 6

Harrison was president of the Agricultural Engineers' Association and
sometime vice-president of the Royal Agricultural Society.7

SIR ALEXANDER HENDERSON MP, 1st BARON FARINGDON, cr. 1916 (1850-1934,
Bt. 1902). Liberal Unionist MP for West Staffordshire, 1898-1906, a
constituency in which some 25 per cent of the electorate were miners, and

1. S.B. Saul, "The Market and the Development of the Mechanical Engineering
Industries in Britain, 1860-1914". Economic History Review, 2nd Series,
XX, 1967, reprinted in S.B. Saul (ed.), Technological Change: The
United States and Britain in the 19th Century, (London, 1970),
pp. 154-155; S.B. Saul, "The Engineering Industry", in D.H. Aldcroft,
The De·velopment of British Industry and Foreign Competition, 1875-1914,
(London, 1968). pp. 210-212.

2. The other being Hornsby and Sons.
3. International Harvester produced an annual average of 91,000 binders

alone in 1902-11. See C. McCormick, The Century of the Reaper,
(Boston, 1931), p. 121.

4. Engineering Report, paras. 641,647,649.
5. See above, ch , 5. There can be no doubt of the intui tive appeal of

this argument when related to agricultural engineering. Even Saul,
who holds no sympathy for the protectionist case in the early 1900s,
regards American mass production methods as "in themselves a reflection
of favourable home market conditions". See his "Engineering Industry",
loco cit., p. 211.

6. Engineering Report, para. 650. Throughout his evidence Harrison gave
the impression of an ~ndus~ry experiencing intense competition, and,
consequently, of one ~n wh~ch very marginal price reductions would have
consia:rable eff7ct. A 10 per cent duty would have raised the price
Of.an 1mporte~ bf.nder from about £20 to about £22, and Harrison saw
t~~s as ~l~~ng a £1-2 reduction in selling price of the home-produced
b~nder w~th~n one or two years.

7. See, generally, Engineering Report paras 638-651' Who was Who, III,1929-1940. ' . ,
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the rural vote contained a "considerable arable element". 1 The seat was
lost to the Liberals in 1906 and regained by the Unionists in 1910, though
not by Henderson. Subsequently he was MP for St. George's Hanover Square,
1913-1916.

Elected a member of the London Stock Exchange in 1872, Henderson was a
partner (one newspaper styled him as "Head") of the "great stockbroking firm"
of Greenwood and Co.,2 chairman of the Great Central Railway, and a trustee
of the Central Produce market of Buenos Aires. From 1888 to 1902 he had been
a director of the Manchester Ship Canal Co. Ltd., providing the critical link
between Manchester and Barings in the raising of preference share capital for
the enterprise.3 In 1913 he was chairman of the Humber Commercial Railway
and Dock Co. and a director of the Sheffield and South Yorkshire NavigationCo.

Henderson was a member of the Anti-Socialist Union, and sometime member
of its council. Formed in 1908, the organisation was composed predominantly
of Conservatives. Though there were therefore many Tariff Reformers in its
ranks, Tariff Reform was never an official objective of the A.S.U., it being
intended as a "non-party" movement to unite all anti-socialist interests and
opinions.~ As far as is known, Henderson was the only Tariff Commission
member who was a member of the A.S.U. In 1921 he was a member of the Geddes
Comm~ttee~ appointed by the cabinet to cut some £lOOm. fram the supply
serv~ces.

SIR ROBERT GEORGE WYNDHAM HERBERT (1831-1905) Attendance 100. Educated at
Eton and Bal1iol and called to the Bar in 1858, Herbert went almost
immediately to Queensland, where he acquired large landed interests and
became a member of the colony's legislative council and its first premier.
Returning to England in 1867 he served briefly in the Board of Trade and the
Colonial Office, before being made Permanent Under-Secretary of State for
the Colonies in 1871. Retiring from the Colonial Office in 1892, he was
Agent-General for Tasmania in 1893-6. In 1899 he returned to the Colonial
Office at Chamberlain's request but his stay was for only a few months:
"More tactful than decisive in temperament and now sixty-eight, he was not
suited •.. to the pressure and complexity in office work". 6

Known widely for his charm and tact, and related to the Earl of
Caernarvon, Herbert was, like his successor Sir Robert Meade, "socially
superior to the other Colonial Office civil servants". 7 But he was also
noted for his wide knowledge of colonial affairs: Chamberlain said of him in
the Commons that he was "the only person living who knows really intimately
the whole of this [South African] question". 8 In 1894 he was made chairman
of the executive committee of the British Empire League, an appointment
demanded by the Duke of Devonshire before he would himself accept the

1-
2.
3.
4.

H. Pelling, op. cit., p. 195.
Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 18 December 1903, p. 8.
I am indebted to my colleague, Douglas Farnie, fOr this information.
K.D. Brown, "The Anti-Socialist Union, 1908-49", in K.D. Brown (ed.),
Essays in Anti-Labour History, (London 1974) p. 246" . , , .P.K. Clyne, Er~c Geddes and the 'Experiment' with Businessmen in
Government, 1915-1922", in ibid., p. 99. See also, generally, Who was
Who, III~ 1929-1940; .H:H. Bassett (ed.), op. cit., p. 190.
R.V. Kub~7ek, Th: Admi~stration of Imperialism: Joseph Chamberlain at
th: ColOn1al Office, (Durham N.C., 1969) . 40.
Ib~d., p. 38; see also DNB. ' P
Quoted in Sir Edward Cl~, The Story f My L' f (L d 1923)p. 347. - 0 _ ~ e, on on, ,
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8.



561

presidency. Herbert was still chairman in 1900 and probably took an active
part up to his death in 1905.1

A faithful Commission member, Herbert described his "policy" in Who's Who
as "Free Trade via Protection" .2 There is some evidence that his chairing
of the Commission was less than perfect, but his attendance was assiduous.

SIR ALFRED HICKMAN MP (1830-1910, Bt. 1903) Attendance 18. Chairman of
Alfred Hickman Ltd., employing in 1904 1,463 in coal mining at Haunchwood
Collieries, Nuneaton, and 3,019 at iron and steel works in Belston; ex-
president of the British Iron Trade Association; member of council of the
Iron and Steel Institute and the Mining Association of Great Britain.

Described as "one of the great iron and coal magnates of England",3
Hickman came from an iron-producing district not noted for its progressive
response to late nineteenth century conditions. Inheriting control of the
family iron business from his father, he was Italatecomer into the heavy
steel industry", purchasing Bessemer plant only in 1883 upon the voluntary
liquidation of the Mersey Steel and Iron Co. and the Phoenix Ironworks.4
Nevertheless, there are indications that Hickman was one of the more
progressive Staffordshire ironmasters. Amongst steel men, he was one of
the relatively few enthusiastic supporters of technical education, and he
installed mechanical coal-cutting machinery into his mines around the turn
of the century in an (unsuccessful) attempt to achieve American productivity
levels.s

Hickman was Conservative MP for Wolverhampton West, 1885-6 and 1892-1906.
The constituency had such a large middle class new villa element that the
Liberals had not contested it in 1885, and though Hickman lost the seat in
1906 he retained 49.2 per cent of the poll, making his defeat the most
marginal in the Black Country. The seat reverted to the Conservatives ~n
1910.6

Although Hickman claimed to be a 'true free trader' in the sense that
he believed the iron trade did not want protection "if they could have
general free trade in return", 7 he was certainly prepared to use his
influence as an MP to maintain Britain's artificial advantages in the Empire.
In criticising Indian Secretary George Hamilton's defence of the purchase of
German and US locomotives by some Indian railw~s around the turn of the
century, he was straightforward enough to state "explicitly •.• his personal
interest - the [British] locomotive firms were important consumers of
steel".8

1. G.T. Denison, The Struggle for Imperial Unity, (London, 1909), pp. 212,
272, 299.

2. Who was Who, I, 1897-1915.
3. Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 18 December 1903, p. 8.
4. C. Erickson, op. cit., p. 148.
5. R.H. Heindel, The American Impact on Great Britain, (Philadelphia,

1940), p , 217. In 1913 only 7.7 per cent of Britain's coal was cut
by machine. See A.J. T~lor, "The Coal Industry", in D.H. Aldcroft
(ed.), op. cit., p. 57.

6. H. Pelling, op. cit., pp. 184, 202-203.
7. See above, p. 207,
8, F. ~ehmann, "Great Britain and the Supply of Railway Locomotives of

India: A Cue Study of 'Economic Imperialism'" Indian Economic and
Social History Review, II, 1965, p. 300,300 n.'
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SIR ALFRED LEWIS JONES (1845-1909, KCMG cr. 1901) Attendance 12. Senior
partner of Elder, Dempster and Co.; chairman of the British Bank of West
Africa; proprietor of Elders Navigation Collieries Ltd.; in effective
control, through Elder, Dempster, of the African Steam Ship Co. and the
British and African Steam Navigation Co., the Interinsular Steam Ship Co.
(Canary Is.) and many wholly- and partly-owned subsidiaries of Elder, Dempster.

For 18 years a never-well-paid clerk with Fletcher and Parr, Liverpool
agents of the African Steam Ship Co., Jones formed a company of his own in
1878. When this expanded its activities to include chartering steamers,
ASSCo and the British and African Steam Navigation Co. took fright, and the
agents of the latter, Elder, Dempster and Co., offered him a junior partner-
ship. Shortly afterwards Elder, Dempster assumed managerial responsibility
for BASNCo.1 In 1884, in manoeuvres still shrouded in mystery ,2 Jones
became senior partner in Elder, Dempster. He endeavoured to maintain good
relations with ASSCo, now the chief rivals of BASNCo and Elder, Dempster,
and in 1891 Elder, Dempster became the firm's managing agents as they had
earlier for BASNCo.

In 1895 Jones arranged a conference system to regulate competition in
the West African trade, and made it effective shortly afterwards by agreements
with the most important merchant groups, the Royal Niger Co. and the African
Association. From then until his death he had an effective monopoly in
West African Shipping. He ac~uired ancilliary services on the West African
coast and established the British Bank of West Africa, more important for
its assistance to his other enterprises than for its profit record. In 1901
he formed the Liverpool West African Syndicate Ltd. to hold concessions in
African mines, ~uarries, factories and railways. He was almost sole owner
of two steam-coal mines in Glamorgan, and operated cartage, oil storage and
ship's chandler businesses in Liverpool. But such activities were always
complementary to his main interest: in 1905 Jones controlled 95 ships
totalling 265,405 tons, and in 1909 101 s~ips of 301,361 tons.

Jones' support of late nineteenth century imperialism certainly attracted
criticism, thour it was often "impossible to separate his altruism from his
self-interest". His positive role in developing the economy of the Canary
Is. seems to have been welcomed by the local business community, and it
appears that Jones was prepared to make heavy losses on the West Indian trade
when persuaded by a Colonial Secretary for whom he had high regard. He was
also criticised for the high profits that the deferred rebate under the
conference allowed, and the monopo~ of the West African coal and cement
trade enjoyed by Elder, Dempster. But it is Davies's opinion that Jones
attempted to minimise the potential abuse of his monopoly position and that
he did by and large retain the goodwill of the Liverpool West African
merchants. It He was president of Liverpool Chamber of Commerce when he
joined the Tariff commission, and was founder of the Liverpool School of
Tropical Medicine. In 1902 he was founder, and first president, of the
British Cotton Growing Association, which sought to encourage cotton growing
within the Empire to reduce Britain's dependence on American sources of supply. 5

1. It is suggested by Davies that Jones m~ have been responsible for this.
See P.N. Davies, Alfred Jones: Shipping Entrepreneur Par Excellence,
(London, 1978), p. 31.

2. Ibid., pp. 35-38.
3. Ibid., p. 104.
4. rs;d., ch, 6.
5. See, generally, ibid., ;passim; P.N. Davies, The Trade Makers: Elder

Dempster in West Africa. 1852-1972, (London 1973) chs 3-6.. ". -- ".,P.N. ~av~es, s~r.Alfre~ Jon7s and the Development of the West African
Trade , M.~. Thes~s, U~~vers~ty of Liverpool, 1964; A.H. Milne, Sir
Alfred LeWl.S Jones, (L1verpoo1 1914) ass i.m: DNB -, , p SSlm, .
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ARTHUR KEEN (1835-1915) Attendance 8. Chairman of Guest, Keen and
Nettlefold Ltd., emplqying 11,115 in 1904; director of Bolckow, Vaughan and
Co., employing 14,100 in 1904; chairman of the London, City and Midland Bank.

Little is known of Keen's early career, other than that he was the son
of a farmer and made his own way in business.l By 1899 he was chairman of
the Patent Nut and Bolt Co., a firm founded in 1853 and having works in
Birmingham making nuts and bolts and in West Bromwich making railway
fastenings. Though the firm owned blast furnaces, a forge and a foundry at
Cwmbran, it had no steel-making capacity. This led to the amalgamation,
in 1900, with the historic Guest interests of South Wales - the Dowlais Iron
Co., and Guest and Co. of Cardiff. Guest, Keen and Co. had an original
capital of £2.53m, of which £lm represented PNB. All the voting stock was
held by Lord Wimborne2 and his family and the PNB shareholders. In 1902 the
concern acquired Nettlefolds, the leading UK wood-screw makers and a
competitor in some of PNB's products, and Crawshay Bros, of Cyfarthfa.
Issued capital was raised to £4.53m, making GKN the fifteenth largest UK
company, dwarfed in metals and engineering only by Vickers and Armstrong
Whi tworth. 3

Keen himself saw the amalgamation as having been of great benefit in
enabling the company to hold its own in the period of stiff competition in
small manufactures between 1898 and 1904. The company tended to stay aloof
from price-fixing associations,~ an attitude perhaps feasible only because
of its competitive efficiency, and maintained more because the associations
were unwilling to meet GKN's conditions of entry than because of any matter
of principle. It is noteworthy that, after a bold invasion of the German
screw market, Keen was satisfied with the consequent international agreement
between screw manufacturers drafted in 1905. The company owned foreign ore
mines and, probably because of Keen's frequent visits to American
manufacturers,s was quick to innovate new methods. Steel output may have
slightly exceeded 450,000 tons in 1904, making the firm probably the biggest
of those combines of British heavy steelmakers carried through in 1898-1904.
According to Carr and Taplin, "Much of Guest, Keen and Nettlefold' s success
must be attributed to the initiative, commercial foresight and managerial
ability of Arthur Keen himself".6

Bolckow, Vaughan and Co. was one of the great innovators of basic
Bessemer in Britain, laying down its first four l5-ton basic converters at
Eston in 1880. Though basic Bessemer was abandoned in favour of basic open
hearth in 1911 because of the cammon British problem of technical control,
the company had in the meantime grown through internal expansion, judicious
integration and diversification, and dominance of local mineral rights.
Though some subsidiaries were acquired in the l890s and 1900s, expansion was
largely internally generated and in the early twentieth century the company
had an enviable prof! t record. 7

1. C. Erickson, Opt cit., p. 18.
2. Son of Sir John Josiah Guest.
3. P.L. P~ne, loco cit., Table 1, p. 539.
4. There is some disagreement over whether GKN participated in the

association seeking to control steel rails. See D.L. Burn, The
Economic History of Steelmaking, 1867-1939, (Cambridge, 1940)~. 342.
cf. J.C. Carr and W. Taplin, History of the British Steel Industry,
(Oxford, 1962), p. 268.

5. R.H. Heindel, gp. cit., p. 215.
6. J.C. Carr and W. Taplin, ~iBtory Of the British Steel IndustrY,

(OXford, 1962), p. 268.
1. See, generally, ~.~ PP: 97, 191, 215-216, 259, 266-268, 291; and

D.L. Burn, The Econo~c H1story of Steelmakin 1867-1939 (Cambridge,1940), pp. 224, 229, 310, 342. g, ,
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JAMES JOHNSTONE KESWICK (dates unknown) Attendance 20. Retired(?) partner
in Jardine, Matheson and Co ,, China merchants; chairman of the Rio Tinto
Co.; director of Bengal Iron and Steel Co. and East India Coal Co.

Established in 1819 and rising quickly to a pre-eminent position amongst
Far Eastern trading and shipping companies, Jardine, Matheson's manifold
interests were spread throughout the Orient, often through a network of
shipping, insurance, mining and trading subsidiaries,l but it appears that
China always lay at the centre of its interests. The leading opium trader
in the 1840s, the company was by the 1860s and 1870s moving out of opium
and, indeed, moving out of trading on its own account to a substantial
extent, concentrating instead on commission business and on managing agencies
and the provision of shipping, insurance, banking and harbour facilities.
As it became obvious that Japanese-style westernisation was unlikely in China,
and that concessions in Chinese railways, manufacturing industry and military
contracts depended on close co-operation with a reluctant and procrastinating
bureaucracy, the firm sought to improve its relations with Chinese officials
by contracting for loans, either alone or in consortia. The firm's role has
been stated to have been" closer to current concepts of technical and
financial aid for economic development than to late nineteenth-century
concepts of economic imperialism", 2 but the firm's perennial problem was that
offers of such assistance were frequently rejected by a late Ch'ing government
ever seeking 'self-strengthening' without westernisation.

Little is known of Keswick's precise internal role within the firm,
except that he was head of the Shanghai branch in the 1880s and of the Hong
Kong branch later, at which time he was also a member of the legislative
council of Hong Kong. He was frequently involved in important negotiations
on loans and railway concessions with the Chinese government. By 1904 he
appears to have ceased in active management of the company, probably having
retired.

IVAN LEVINSTEIN (1845-1916) Attendance 20. Managing director of Levinstein
Ltd., of Blackley, Manchester; vice-president of the Society of Dyers and
Colourists; past-president of Manchester Chamber of Commerce (resigned 1904);
past-president of the Society of Chemical Industry; director of the Ammonia-
Soda Co. (after 1908).

An immigrant German Jew, Levinstein started manufacturing Qyestuffs on
a small scale in 1864, specialising in aniline dyes and making some of his
own intermediates. In 1885 he exhibited 106 dyes and intermediates, and he
had a reputation for scientific ability perhaps unparallelled in the British
industry. In 1887 manufacture was transferred to the Delauney works, later
to,be the main plant of ICI's Qyestuffs division. Shortly afterwards, in
an attempt to raise capital, he sold the major interest in his firm to the
German giants B~er and AGFA, keeping only one third of the £150,000 capital
himself. Given that all the major shareholders and virtually all the
scientific staff were German, and that in consequence I. Levinstein and Co.
Ltd. possessed agreements for the use of German patents on direct cotton
dyes, the firm has been described as an "outpost" of the German dye industry

2.

1.



in this period.1 The arrangement never worked well, perhaps on account of
Levinstein's abrasive personality and his tendency to put back virtually all
the profits into the business, and Levinstein bought out the German interests
in 1895-1897. Short of capital and ploughing back at as high a rate as
possible, the new firm of Levinstein Ltd. paid no share dividend ln the
years 1900-1914 and twice, in 1905 and 1910, secured the consent of debenture
holders to default on interest.

Nevertheless the firm had a sound scientific-technological base with a
wide product range and was generally recognised as technically efficient.
By 1900 it had 20 chemists and was one of the two largest dyestuffs
manufacturers in the UK, making all of its intermediates itself. Levinstein's
aggressi ve business spirit even extended to two "semi-piratical f'or-ays" into
alkali to "discomfi tilBrunner Mond, and it would appear that Brunner .Mond
made at least one attempt to recruit him onto their board.2 By 1914
Levinstein Ltd. had an annual output of 700 tons of intermediates, some 5,000
tons of dyes, and a product range of over 150 colours. Levinstein then
valued the firm at £300,000.

Levinstein was a ceaseless campaigner for the improvement of British
scientific education and, for a time, a governor of Owen's College in
Manchester. His own scientific abilities were considerable and his firm
was scientifically more independent than other British dye-makers. Never-
theless he was accused of underpaying his chemists and being unable to keep
staff. 3

A harsh critic of the 1883 Patents Act, unduly favourable to foreign
patent holders who did not manufacture the patented product in Britain or
grant licences to British manufacturers, Levinstein spent much time and money
in the courts and out on patent law reform. It was largely due to his
persistence that Lloyd George's act of 1907 was passed. This led to
retaliation by German firms which had previously purchased Levinstein's
intermediates, and by 1914 the firm was still operating well below capacity.

About 1914 Levinstein handed control to his equally abrasive son,
Herbert. Production of intermediates increased tenfold in the War. In
1917 the company was valued at £1.7m and produced nearly 70 per cent of
British aniline dyes output. In 1918, at Government instigation, it was
merged with British Dyes Ltd. into the British Dyestuffs Corporation,
subsequently one of the four constituents of the ICI merger of 1926.4

SIR WILLIAM THOMAS LEWIS Bt., 1st BARON MERTHYR, cr. 1911 (1837-19l4},
Bt. 1896} Attendance 6. Colliery proprietor and chairman of various
colliery companies in South Wales; president of the Mining Association of
Great Britain, 1881; sometime president of the Institution of Mining

1. W.J. Reader, Imperial Chemical Industries: A HistoEl, vol. I, The
Forerunners, 1870-1926, (London, 1970), p. 261. -

2. Ibid., p , 261. Levinstein was chairman and principal shareholder of
Murgatroyd and Co., ammonia-soda producers, in the early 1890s, and on
the board of the Ammonia-Soda Co. after 1908. Neither had good
relations with Brunner Mond and both were taken over by them. See
ibid., pp. Ill, 234.

3. Ibid., p , 261.
4. See, gen:ral1y, ibid., PP: Ill, 234, 261-263, 276-280; L,F. Haber,

The Chenu..ca1Industry durlIlg the Nineteenth Centu~, (Oxford, 1958),
pp. 166-168, 190, 199-200; L.F. Haber, The Chemical Industry, 1900-
1930, (Oxford, 1971), pp. 148,186,190,192.
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Engineers; sometime president of the South Wales Institute of Engineers;
president (1908) and vice-president (1904) of the Iron and Steel Institute;
member of council of the Institute of Mechanical Engineers; chairman of the
Mellingriffith Tinplate Co. and director of other Welsh iron and steel firms.

The son of an engineer, Lewis worked his way up from assistant engineer
until, in 1881, he was given complete control of the Marquess of Bute's
estates in South Wales. He undertook the expansion and streamlining of
Cardiff docks to meet the great rise of the steam coal trade, and was made
managing director of the Bute Dock Co. when it was formed in 1887. His
proprietary interest in the South Wales coal industry came through marriage,
and his technical competence in mining led to his serving on several Royal
Commissions in the 1870s and 1880s. Later he was drawn into the iron and
steel industry, being much concerned with the modernisation of the industry
in South Wales and the introduction of basic Bessemer. He can perhaps
justifiably be regarded as the dominant industrial force in late-nineteenth-
century South Wales.

A large employer of labour, Lewis was closely involved in labour
relations, and was the architect of the sliding scale introduced by the
Monmouthshire and South Wales Coal Association in 1875. For 18 years he
was chairman of the committee which administered this scale. Subsequently
he sat on the Royal Commissions on Labour (1891-4) and Trade Combinations
and Trade Disputes (1903-6), and was much involved in Taff Vale and its
aftermath.

Though supporters credited Lewis with doing much to improve labour
relations, education and social welfare in the South Wales coalfield,l
labour leaders such PS Keir Hardie were of very different opinion, and
shareholders of colliery companies too sometimes resented his autocracy and
his dominance of the Monmouthshire and South Wales Coal Owners' Association. 2

Labour historians prefer the second alternative, seeing Lewis as an
"unrelenting enemy of trade uni oni sm'", 3 and his selection for the 1903-6
Commission as "provocative" to labour. It Lewis also had connections with
Collison's National Free Labour Association, was one of the initiators of
the Free Labour Protection Association of 1897, and was a member of the
Liberty and Property Defence League.s

Lewis contested Merthyr Tydfil as Conservative candidate in 1880.
He seldom attended Tariff Commission meetings.

ROBERT LITTLEJOHN (d. 1920) Attendance 71. Little is known of Littlejohn
except that he was general manager of the African Banking Corporation from
1891 to 1900, and a director thereafter.6 As the board met in London 1900
probably was the year in which Littlejohn returned to England.

The ABC was established in South Africa in 1891, taking over much of

L DNB: C. Wilkins, The History of the Iron, Steel. Tinplate and Other
Trades of Wales, (Merthyr Tydfil, 1903), dedication on p. iii.
R.P. Arnot, South Wales Miners: 1898-1914, (London, 1967), pp. 48-49,
63, 175.
H.A. Clegg, A. Fox and A.F. Thompson, A History of British Trade Unions
since 1889, vol. I, 1889-1910, (Oxford, 1964), p. 171.
Ibid •• p. 324.
Ibid., pp. 171, 173; N. Soldon, "Laissez Faire as Dogma' The LPDL,
1884-1914", in K.D. Brown (ed.), Essays in Anti-Labour History,
(London, 1974), pp. 223 n., 224 n.
Who was Who, II, 1916-1928.
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the staff, premises and business of the Cape of Good Hope Bank, the largest
local bank in Cape Town and district, which failed in 1890 with liabilities
of over £2m. The Corporation also established a branch at Lagos at the
request of Elder, Dempster, and received the monopoly of importing newly-
minted silver into British West Africa. 1 But, reluctant to commit itself
too heavily to West Africa when it was in serious rivalry with the Standard
Bank in South Africa, the Corporation sold the Lagos branch to Alfred Jones'
new Bank of British West Africa in 1893.2

Meanwhile the ABC was expanding its activities in South Africa. It
absorbed the Western Province Bank, the Kaffrarian Bank and the Worcester
Commercial Bank in 1891-2. Though "well-conducted and successful",3 the
ABC always stood in the shadow of its larger rival, the Standard Bank, and in
the depression after World War I the two were amalgamated. At this time the
ABC's deposits stood at about £7.5m.

CHARLES LYLE (1851-1929) Attendance 27. Chairman of Abram Lyle and Sons
Ltd., sugar refiners of Mincing Lane, E.C., employing 803 in 1904; connected
with the Lyle Shipping Co. Ltd., shipowners of Greenock.

Lyle's father, a shipowner, had been a partner in the Glebe Sugar
Refining Co. of Greenock since 1865. At some time Charles and a brother
became partners. In 1880 the Lyles sold their interest in Glebe to the
other partners and in 1882 Abram Lyle and Sons was founded. Five of
Abram's six sons were involved in the business, and by 1880 Abram had
effectively handed management over to them. In 1881-2 a new refinery was
built on the Thames, Charles moving to London to supervise construction and
installation of machinery. Trouble with the new factory and a huge
continental beet sugar crop nearly led to crisis when the Bank of Scotland
pressed for payment of a loan obtained to finance expansion, but the crisis
was weathered and from "then on the business forged ahead, and Lyle's Golden
Syrup became a household word" •'+ By 1900 all six brothers had moved to
London, presumably leaving non-family managers to run the Lyle Shipping Co.
in Greenock.

Charles became chairman in 1904, replacing an elder brother, and
retired in 1909, being succeeded by a younger brother. For unknown reasons
he returned out of retirement in the years 1916-1926. The merger with Henry
Tate and Co. Ltd. took place in 1921, and Charles Lyle's son was chairman
from 1923-1938 and president thereafter.

Charles' evidence before the Commission testified to the long decline
of the British sugar refining industry under the onslaught of foreign tariffs
and bounties. Though he was optimistic that the new Sugar Convention,
though imperfect, would help revival, he felt the improvement of trade in
the early 1900s was due more to natural market conditions. He wanted
protection of the home refining industry and encouragement of both West

1. J.A. Henry, The First Hundred Years of the Standard Bank, (London,
1963), pp. 111-112; P.N. Davies, Alfred Jones, Ope cit., pp. 9, 56.

2. This probably led to W.T. Newlyn and D. C. Rowan's mi staken view that
the ABC was "short-Ii ved", See Money and Banking in British Colonial
Africa, (Oxford, 1954), p. 35. For the story of the takeover see
R. Fry, Bankers in West Africa: The Story of the Bank of British West
Africa Ltd., (London, 1976), pp. 19-22.

3. J.A. Henry, Ope cit., p. 233.
4. G. Fairrie, The Sugar Refining Families of Great Britain, (privately

printed, London and Liverpool, 1951), pp. 4, 8, 11-16, 27.
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Indian cane sugar- and British beet sugar-growing.1 But Chamberlain's
promise to make compensating reductions in revenue duties left 'official'
Tariff Reform policy in the years after 1903 uncertain. In 1910 Lyle
wrote to Hewins of the disaffection amongst sugar refiners being caused
by the public speeches of Chaplin and Walter Long, in which the original
Chamberlain plan of abolition of sugar duties was being resurrected.2
His fears were not quietened. In 1911 he wrote " ... I am not at all
pleased with the attitude the Unionist Party has taken on the question of
Food Taxes. If we are to have protection at all it must be accorded to
all trades without distinction; if matters are to be arranged otherwise
then I, for one, am a Free Trader".3

A. WHITE MACONOCHIE MP (1855-1926) Attendance 26. Managing director
of Maconochie Bros. Ltd.; chairman of Maconochie's Solderless Tinning
Syndicate Ltd.; Liberal Unionist MP for East Aberdeenshire, 1900-1906.

By 1900 Maconochie Bros., "one of the largest" meat packing and
preserving firms in the UK,4 had canneries at Fraserburgh and Milwall,
and subsequently branches were opened in Lowestoft and Stornaway.
Maconochie's Solderless Tinning Syndicate Ltd., which changed its name
to the Solderless Tin Co. Ltd. in January 1905, was presumably a
subsidiary to the meat packing business. Its voluntary liquidation in
November 1907 may reflect a situation where it was no longer felt necessary
to carry on the two activities separately.s

Maconochie's surprising election victory in 1900, given the strong
Liberal tradition of the Scottish county constituencies, has been put
down to the fact that the Liberal candidate wasa pro-Boer,6 and Maconochie
was defeated in 1906. Thereafter he contested the Partick Division of
Lanarkshire as a Conservative in 1910 and 1911, and the Wednesbury
Division of Staffordshire in 1918.'

HENRY D. MARSHALL (d. 1906) Attendance 18. Managing director of
Marshall, Sons and Co. Ltd., Britannia Works, Gainsborough; director
of British Engineers' Alliance Ltd.; director of J. and H. Gwynne
(Engineers) Ltd.; director of Shireoaks Colliery Co.;8 member of council,
Institution of Mechanical Engineers, Agricultural Engineers' Association,
Royal Agricultural Society.

Founded in 1856, Marshall's was by 1914 "one of the giants of
British engineering",9 employing 550 in 1870, 2,000 in 1892 and 5,000 ln
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1913. By the latter date it employed approximately twice as many men
on agricultural machinery as did Ransome's of Ipswich or Ruston's of
Lincoln. The firm manufactured a relatively narrow range of agricultural
machinery, concentrating on portable steam engines, traction engines
and threshing machines, making it one of "several large firms in the
eastern counties [which] achieved striking success both at home and
overseas in those lines most in keeping with British engineering
tradi tions" .1

Saul counts Marshall's as belonging to a group of progressive
firms using modern methods and machine tools along lines of standardised
manufacture. Certainly, as early as 1885 the firm used milling machines
and twist drills extensively.2 Whether the firm's overseas sales methods
were as well-ordered and effective as those of Ransome's is uncertain,3
but the firm had large and well-established export markets in Europe
(especially Russia) and the colonies. In spite of the fact that the
company did not manufacture reapers and binders, competition from
International Harvester was being felt increasingly in overseas markets,
though foreign competition in the home market was negligible. One
motive for the firm's support of Imperial Preference may well have been
the hope of preventing the rise of indigenous industry in colonies such
as Australia: nevertheless it admitted that such development was in its
. f Ita n ancy.

Marshall did not attend meetings after July 1904 and died 1.n1906.

WILLIAM H. MITCHELL (1853-1929) Attendance 26. Director of William
Fison and Co. Ltd., worsted spinners and manufacturers, of Burley in
Wharfedale, Yorkshire; Senior vice-president of Bradford Chamber of
Commerce (1904); member of Executive Committee of the Association of
Chambers of Commerce of the United Kingdom (1904) and vice-president,
1907 and 1911; chairman of Bradford Piece Dyeing Board; member of
Royal Commission on Shipping Rings, 1906-9.

Mitchell's evidence before the Commission stressed the damage
done to the British worsted industry by foreign tariffs, and he
advocated duties of 10-20 per cent, arguing that increased output would
prevent prices from rising.s Though active in local Tariff Reform

1. S.B. Saul, "The Market and the Development of the Mechanical
Engineering Industries ...", loc . cit., p . 152.
Ibid., pp. 153-154.
For Ransome's, see R. Munting, "Ransomes in Russia: An English
Agricultural Engineering Company's Trade with Russia to 1917",
Eco~omiC.History Review, 2nd Series, XXXI, 1978, pp. 257-269.
Eng1.neer1ng Report, paras. 1225-1228. In the case of Victoria,
60 per cen~ of the market fo: farm machinery was supplied by Australian
prod~cers 1n the early twent1eth century. The more complicated
apph ances were, however, generally imported. See 1.W McLean
"Anglo-American Engineering Competition, 1870-1914: So~e Third~
Market Evidence", Economic History Review 2nd Series XXIX 1976pp. 453-4. " , ,
Woollen and Worsted Report, paras. 1597-1625, especially 1619-1623.

2.
3.

4.

5.
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politics,l he had little to do with the COmnUssion after the completion
of the Woollen and Worsted Report.2

ALFRED MOSELY (1855-1917) Attendance 122.

Little is known of Mosely's business life, except that he began
it as a diamond digger in Kimberley, and thereafter settled in London.
In 1904 he still carried on the business of a diamond merchant. 3 He
is best remembered, however, for his organising and financing of
unofficial 'commissions' to investigate US industrial and educational
condi tions.

Mosely's industrial commission, perhaps the most important of
the delegations of 'tariff-trippers' which went abroad early in the
new century,4 was inspired by his own observation, made when travelling
abroad, that "America is forging ahead at a pace hardly realised by
either British employer or workman". 5 It has been suggested that
Mosely was more impressed by the 'American system', and particularly
the merits of piece rates and 'scientific management', than were the
23 representatives of labour who accompanied him, and that organised
labour "would have preferred an inquiry into distribution rather than
production".6 This perhaps exaggerates the differences of opinion
between Mosely and his fellow-travellers: certainly the reports of
the delegates coincide frequently with that of Mosely himself,
especially on the shortcomings of British management. 7 As the
Economist noted, the Report's recommendations were rather vague, but
perhaps at the centre of them was the desire to promote better
employer-employee relations, to improve management and to inject a
new co-operative spirit into employers.s There was also a plea for
improved elementary and technical education, foreshadowing the later
visit of the Education Commission. Mosely's high opinion of US
education made him reluctant to accept Hewins's dismissal of technical
education in the 'reduction' process.9

SIR ANDREW NOBLE (1831-1915, Bt. 1902) Attendance 6. Chairman of
Sir W.G. Armstrong, Whitworth and Co. Ltd., employing 22,395 in 1904;
sometime president of the Employers' Federation of Engineering
Associations.

1. D. Lee, "The Tariff Reform Campaign, 1903-1906: The Political
Debate in Leeds and Bradford", (undergraduate BA thesis, Uni versi ty
of Manchester, 1977), pp. 18-21.

2. See also Who was Who, III, 1929-1940.
3. Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 18 December 1903, p. 8.
4. R.H. Heindel, op. cit., p. 213.
5. Mosely Industrial Commission, Reports of the Delegates, (Manchester

1903), p , 5.
6. R.H. Heindel, op. cit., pp. 213-214.
7. E.g., Mosely Industrial Commission, OPt cit., pp. l3~20 cf. 5-12.
8. Economist, 25 April 1903, pp. 733-735.
9. See below, p, 212.
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Noble, a man of considerable scientific ability, became a partner
of Sir W.G. Armstrong in 1861, by which date he had already had
considerable experience on government committees on arms and ordnance
whilst serving as an artillery officer: "Already he was beginning to
display that mixture of scientific acumen and boundless energy that
within a few years was to make him one of the world·s greatest
authori ties on artillery". 1 Soon after the merging of the Elswick
Ordnance Works and the Elswick Engine Works into Sir W.G. Armstrong
and Co. in 1864, the firm was building warships as well as Armstrong's
renowned rifled artillery and hydraulic equipment. It went public
2n 1875 with a nominal capital of £2m.

The purchase of Sir Joseph Whitworth and Co. Ltd. in 1897
perhaps saw Armstrong Whitworth at its maximum dominance in the British
arms industry. In 1897-1914 90 per cent of the firmts output was
from the armaments branch. Noble had became effective head long
before Armstrong died in 1900, but it was only after that date that
the boardroom feud between the Noble family and the Rendel family,
originating in the 1880s, seems to have become really bitter. A hard
worker himself, Noble was said to find delegation difficult and expert
advice unwelcome. The main criticisms were in Noble·s handling of
financial and commercial affairs rather than technical: "in engineering
and shipbuilding Elswick stood [in 1903] as high as ever". 2

Both historians of Vickers regard Armstrongs after 1903 as
technically and commercially sluggish. In a sense, the firm may be
poorly served by studies which chart the progress of its main rival.
Much of the evidence seems to stem from the anti-Noble faction on
Armstrong's board, and it must be remembered that the origin of
discontent may have been jealousy. 3 But it does appear that it became
almost the expectation at Elswick to be bested by Vickers, and that
more and more Armstrongs entered into "a co-operative style of
operations" with a young rival which "got very much the best of the
bargain" in the market-sharing agreements of 1906-13. It It may be
that in his determination to demonstrate the entrepreneurial vigour
of Vickers in the years before 1914 Trebilcock has exaggerated the
deficiencies of a rival "too old and too rich". 5 According to Irving,
Armstrongs' financial record until 1907 was "unequivocally good",
ordinary dividends after 1897 falling below 15 per cent only in the
years 1908-10.6 Furthermore the firm's reluctance to diversify away
from armaments, hydraulic engineering and shipbuilding into newer lines
such as automobiles were financially rational because of the higher
returns on the traditional lines.7 This is not to deny, however,

1. D. Dougan, The Great Gunmaker: The Story of Lord Armstrong,
(Newcastle, 1970), p. 92.

2. J.D. Scott, Ope cit., p. 94,
3. Over Armstrong's choice of Noble to manage the Ordnance Department

in the 1880s. The Rendels, family friends of Armstrong, felt from
that date that they were being pushed out of management of the
company.

4. C. Trebilcock, Ope cit., pp. 95-96.
5. Internal Vickers' memorandum, quoted in ibid., p. 31.
6. R.J. Irving, "New Industries for Old~ Some Investment Decisions

of Sir W.G. Armstrong, Whitworth & Co. Ltd., 1900-1914", Business
History, XVII, 1975, pp. 151-153.

7. Ibid., passim.
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that boardroom weaknesses, and at times financial irregularities 1

were present in the company, and that the irascible Noble was in no
small part responsible for their perpetuation.

Noble ceased active participation in Elswick 1n 1911.2 He was
only a very occasional attender of Tariff Commission meetings. 3

CHARLES ALGERNON PARSONS (1854-1931, KCB cr, 1911) Attendance 18.
Proprietor of C.A. Parsons and Co., of Heaton, Newcastle-on-TYne,
employing 880 in 1904; managing director of Parsons t_ Marine Steam
Turbine Co. Ltd., employing 300 in 1904; director (earlier managing
director) of Newcastle and District Electric Co. Ltd., Cambridge Electric
Supply Co. Ltd., and Scarborough Electric Supply Co. Ltd.

The youngest of six sons of the third Earl of Rosse, Parsons was
brought up in a family that had the inclination and means for private
scientific experiment. Inclined more to the practical than the
speculati ve, he joined Armstrong's Elswick works as a 'premium
apprentice' after studying mathematics at Cambridge in 1877. In 1884
he left Elswick to become a junior partner in Clarke, Chapman and Co.
of Gateshead. In 1884 he produced the world's first turbo-generator,
By 1887 his turbo-generator lighting sets were being installed in
warships for several navi~s and were being adapted for land-based use:
some 100 were in service.~

The partnership was dissolved in 1889 and C.A. Parsons and Co.
established, a small works on a two-acre site and with a staff of 48.
Much of the firm's early work was in building turbo-alternators for
town electricity supply, early contracts being for the Newcastle and
District Electric Lighting Co., the Metropolitan Electric Supply Co.
and the Cambridge Supply Co. Perhaps one of the firm"s most
prestigious advertisements was the supply of two 1,000 kw turbo-
alternators to Elberfeld Corporation, in 1900 "the largest and most
efficient prime-movers existing" .•5 But demand was greater than
the firm could meet, and rather than expand it granted licences.S
By the outbreak of war Parsons' turbo-alternators with a capacity of
11,000 kw were common, and a 25,000 kw machine had been installed in a
Chicago power station. The early years of C.A. Parsons and Co. were
successful in spite of the fact that Parsons was deprived of his own
patents for axial-flow turbines between 1889 and 1894, and had to

1. Ibid., pp. 162?163.
2. According to Trebilcock, this followed the "commercial equivalent

of a palace revolution" (op. cit., p . 147). It seems to have been
due to the executive directors drawing large sums in salaries and
commissions without the knowledge of the board and in apparent
contravention of the Articles of Association: see Irving, loco cit.,
pp. 162-163.

3. See also DNB; Who was Who, I, 1897-1915.
4. R.H. Parsons, The Early Da"ys of the Power Station Industry, (Cambridge,

1939), p . 171.
5. R. Appleyard, Charles Parsons, (London, 1933), p. 51.
6. The Westinghouse Machine Co. was granted the licence for US

installations in 1895, and Brown, Boveri and Co. that for Europe in1901.
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develop the radial-flow turbine to compete with his earlier designs,
the rights to which were held by Clarke, Chapman and Co.

In 1894 the Marine Steam Turbine Co. was formed with Parsons as
managing director. On the success of the famous Turbinia, this
company sold all its assets, including the ship and Parsons' marine
patents, to the Parsons Marine Steam Turbine Co. Ltd., established in
1897 with a nominal capital of £500,000. At the same time C.A. Parsons
and Co. was made into a private limited company.

The success of the Turbinia led directly to the installation of
turbines in small naval vessels, and eventually to turbine-propulsion
in large ships such as Dreadnought, Mauretania and Lusitania. From
1905 on the turbine was adopted by the Admiralty for the main engines
of all its ships. As earlier in power station equipment, Parsons Marine
was by 1903 granting licences to leading UK engineering and shipbuilding
firms .

By 1931 the Heaton works occupied 20 acres and employed over 2,000.
It is far from clearhowprofitable the business was in the pre-1914
period, however. Certainly, Parsons seems to have been relatively
uninterested in maximising either firm's profits or his own income from
the various concerns in which he participated, as is shown by his
involvement with the Marine Steam Turbine Co. Ltd. of 1894-1897.1

Parsons also had subsidiary interests in the production of optical
lenses and mirrors, produced at the Heaton Works. 2

SIR WALTER PEACE (1840-1917, KCMG cr. 1897) Attendance 42, Peace went
to Natal in 1863, where he carried on business as an import merchant and
shipper until 1879. Having taken an active interest in public affairs
there, he became on his return to England the Natal Government Emigration
Agent and agent for the Natal Harbour Board. In 1893-1904 he was
Agent-General for the Natal Government in London.

When in Natal Peace was Belgian consul (1870-1879) and Porguguese
vice-consul (1870-1878). His interest in improving UK trade intelligence
is reflected in his selection as one of the original members of the
Advisory Committee of the Board of Trade. 3

CYRIL ARTHUR PEARSON (1866-1921, Bt, 1916) Attendance 45, Proprietor
of the Daily Express, Standard (after 1904) and other newspapers;
chairman of the TRL, July 1903 to March 1905; vice-president of the
TRL.

Joining the staff of George Newnes' Tit-Bits ~n 1884, Pearson rose

l.
2.

R. Appleyard, cp. cit., pp. 87-88.
See, generally, R.H. Parsons, Opt cit., ch. 10; R. Appleyard,
Opt cit., passim; Who was Who, III, 1929-1940,
Who was Who, II, 1916-1928.3.
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meteorically to become manager. In 1890, by which time he was also manager
of the Review of Reviews, he left Newnes to start Pearson's Weekly, financed
by £3,000 from a partner. Six years later the partnership was converted
into a limited company with a capital of £400,000. The Daily Express,
Pearson's answer to Harmsworth's Daily Mail, first appeared in 1900. Though
the paper was generally pro-Unionist, its intended appeal was patriotism and
Empire rather than party. In securing E.E. Williams to write protectionist
articles in the Express as early as 1900, Pearson anticipated in a general
Wfr,f Chamberlain's crusade, and it was really Tariff Reform that first
committed the paper heavily to partisanship in a political issue. Indeed,
it has been suggested that Tariff Reform was the only political issue upon
which Pearson had strong feelings,l and he was one of the main organising
forces behind the creation of the TRL.

After 1904 Pearson left the running of the Express to others, though
for several years he supervised policy. Late in 1904 he bought the Standard
and Evening Standard, previously the supporter of the Unionist Free Traders
and " ... a powerful enemy in our ranks and very much more harmful than an
open foe ... It has still a great hold among the sober thinking classes and
particularly among businessmen, for its commercial intelligence has always
been looked upon as the very best". 2 In the first decade of the twentieth
century Pearson also controlled the Birmingham Daily Gazette, Birmingham
Evening Dispatch, St. James' Gazette, Leicester Evening News, North Mail,
Midland Express and Newcastle Weekly Leader. In 1907 he attempted to gain
control of the Times.

It is suggested by his biographer that the impatient and im~etuous
Pearson tired of the losing battle for Tariff Reform after 1906, though as
late as 1910 Pearson claimed that he was spending large amounts on Tariff
Reform and his newspapers remained staunch advocates until he sold his
interests in them.~ But there were times when the Pearson press started
wfr,fWardcampaigns of their own, advocating departures from 'official' Tariff
Reform policy, to the embarrassment of the Commission and the League.
After the 1910 elections, as Pearson's glaucoma developed and his work for
the blind increased, he rather lost touch with the Commission.

Chamberlain called Pearson "the greatest hustler" he had ever known. 5
At the same time his capacity for the intricate was limited, and his
biographer in the DNB thought him unfitted to guide public opinion.s Rather,
he "was a man of action. Abstract propositions left him cold".'

SIR WESTBY BROOK PERCEVAL (1854-1928, KCMG cr. 1894) Attendance 34.
Born in Tasmania and educated in New Zealand, Perceval was called to the Bar
in 1878 and practised law in Christchurch. He represented Christchurch in
the New Zealand parliament from 1887 to 1891. Coming to London in 1891, he
was Agent-General for New Zealand until 1896 and for Tasmania from then
until 1898. He published on farming and forestry in New Zealand. 8

L S. Dark, Life of Sir Arthur Pearson, (London, n.d. [19221], pp. 13-14,
95.
Pearson to Chamberlain, 12 October 1904; quoted in ibid., p. 114.
S. Dark, op. cit ., pp. 14, 125-126. --
Pearson to Burbidge, 11 January 1910; C-176, T.C.P. Pearson sold
his interests in the Standard in 1910 and the Express in 1912.
Quoted in DNB.
DN:B. -
S. Dark, cp. cit., p. 6,
Who was Who, II, 1916-1928.
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CHARLES JAMES PHILLIPS (1852-1930) Attendance 84. Deputy chairman of
Watney, Combe, Reid and Co. Ltd., employing 1,430 1n 1904.

The Mortlake Brewery, said to have been founded in 1487, came into the
hands of the Phillips family around 1846. A succession of scarce-
remembered partnerships ended with a take-over by Watney and Co. Ltd. in
1889. Charles Phillips and a brother were appointed directors, Charles
later becoming managing director, 1890-1898. In 1898 Watney and Co.
amalgamated with two other long-established London breweries, Combe and Co.
Ltd. and Reid's Brewery Co. Ltd., under the chairmanship of Cosmo Bonsor of
Combe's. Charles Phillips became managing director of the new company
from 1898 to 1902, and deputy chairman from then until 1925.1 Output was
increasingly concentrated at the Mortlake brewery. In 1905 the firm was,
by capitalisation, the second largest UK company, with an authorised capital
of £15m,2 but this was written down in 1906 and not restored to the 1905
value until 1925. Forced after 1880 to enter a competitive race to secure
licensed houses by purchase, Watneys, like other brewery companies,
experienced poor financial results in the years before 1914. In 1906 and
1907 the firm declared a poor 3 per cent dividend, and then nothing until
1917. But this concealed large-scale purchasing not only of the freeholds
or leaseholds of individual public houses, but also of many smaller breweries
along with their own tied houses ,3 a policy which was to hold the company 1n
good stead once the First World War had transformed the situation in the
brewing industry. And, in spite of poor dividends the firm was in this
period "quietly extending their influence outside London'l" with the purchase
of breweries in Hastings (1911) and Sevenoaks (1912), agencies in Middlesex,
Surrey, Essex, Kent and Sussex, and with the expansion of bottled-beer
capacity. In the few years before 1914 output hit a fairly steady plateau
of about 1m barrels per year.

JOSEPH RANK (1854-1943) Attendance 38. Founder and Governing Director of
Joseph Rank Ltd., flour-millers, employing 326 in 1904.

Born into a family of farmers turned millers and inheriting only £500
under his father's will, Rank was able through a succession of makeshift
arrangements to accumulate enough capital to build his first steam-powered
roller mill in Hull in 1885 and his first large mill in 1890-1. The
Clarence Mills, among the first in the UK to use a triple-expansion engine,
were, according to the firm's history, "without a doubt the finest corn
mills in the country", 5 and along with Rank's two smaller mills they put
him amongst the largest millers in Britain. B.r the late 1890s there were
three mills on the Clarence St. site, with an output of 100 sacks per hour.
In 1899 Joseph Rank Ltd. was formed with a capital of £700,000. Soon
afterwards agencies were established in London and Cardiff in an attempt to
compete with direct flour imports from America and Austria-Hungary, and
plans were laid to build mills on the Victoria Dock in London and at Barry
Docks in Cardiff. In 1905 Rank moved to London, now headquarters of the
company. He was Bole director until 1907, when his son and a third

1. Who was Who, III, 1929-1940.
2 • P.L • Payne, loc. cit., p. 539.
3. See W.P. Seroco1d (ed.), The Story ofWatneys, (priv. pub., 1949),

pp. 14-15, 19, 25-28, for detailed information on acquisitions in the
period 1888-1911.

4. H. Janes, The Red Barrel: A History of Watney Mann, (London, 1963),
p. 153.

5· H. Janes, The Master Millers: The StOry of the House of Rank., (London,
n.d. but c. 1955), p. 34.
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director were added. The first decade of the twentieth century was one of
rapid growth. Mills were opened at Birkenhead in 1913, and by 1914 capital
stood at £1.6m. The company prospered in the World War in spite of a
government policy of zoning which favoured inland mills at the expense of
port mills.

The backcloth to Rank's expansion was a large increase in competition
from roller mills in Hungary and Americai which were not only technically
efficient but were suspected of dumping. This competition could be met
only by astute buying, innovations in blending foreign, colonial and British
flours, and milling several grades simultaneously in the roller process, all
methods pioneered by Rank, though not by him alone.

Rank had much of the mid-Victorian Liberal about him: he was by nature
an individualist and was even fearful that the Tariff Reform he supported
would encourage trustification. At the same time his Spencerian belief in
ruthless efficiency and the concentration of British output in the hands of
the port millers2 led to a cold attitude towards the constant suggestions for
national agreements on output and prices, yet characteristically his
Methodist's concern for "the miller as a man" led to his advocacy of a
benevolent society for distressed millers. 3 But, like many millers
threatened by imports which frequently left surpluses of home-milled flour
on the market, he was constantly annoyed at the inability to export because
of foreign tariffs, and he looked also to the day when the Empire would be
self-sufficient in wheat: "no wheats mix better with our home grown wheats
than those of Canada, India, and Australia", he reminded the millers' trade
association in 1904.~

ROBERT HENRY STURROCH READE (d. 1913) Attendance 23. Chairman and managing
director of York Street Flax Spinning Co. Ltd., Belfast, emplqying 4,385 in
1904; director of Belfast and Northern Counties Railway Co.; member of
the Northern Counties of Ireland Committee of the Midland Railway; president
of Linen Merchants' Association, 1876; president of Flax Spinners'
Association, 1888-1894; president of Flax Supply Association, 1893-5;
president of Belfast Chamber of Commerce, 1893-5, and vice-president in 1904;
member of council of the Department of Agriculture and Technical Instruction
of Ireland (by 1913).

The York Street mill, a large concern capitalised at £650,000 in 1913,
was situated in Belfast, the most progressive centre of linen manufacture in
the UK after 1850. Ireland possessed some 81 per cent of total spindles
and 62 per cent of looms in the UK industry on the eve of the First World
War. 5 Reade was a prominent Ulster Unionist, being chairman of the South
Antrim Unionist Association and a member of the standing committee of the
Ulster Unionist Council.6
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SIR GEORGE LISLE RYDER (d. 1905) Attendance 3. Ryder entered the Treasury
in 1852 and was made principal clerk in 1882. He was made Auditor of the
Civil List in 1894 and chairman of the Board of Customs in 1899.1 When he
retired in December 1903, it appears that he had already given Chamberlain
covert assistance in the First Campaign,2 and there is slight evidence that
Austen Chamberlain, then at the Exchequer, had been involved in recruiting
him for the commission.3

It appears that some customs officials, including Ryder and Sir Thomas
Pittar,~ had been waging war against Treasury orthodoxy for some time.s In
July 1903 they advocated broadening the basis of taxation and raising £13m
additional revenue by retaining Boer War emergency taxes and taxing foreign
imports of food and drink at 2 per cent and 4 per cent respectively, with a
half-rate for colonial goods. Only if emergency taxes had to be repealed
need a 7 per cent duty on manufactures be contemplated.6 A slightly later
paper proposed an alternative method by which compensating reductions in
existing revenue taxes would lower the domestic price of food and at the
same time offer the possibility of reciprocity and retaliation. The
suggestion of 7 per cent on manufactures was repeated, this time with the
possibility of a 14-21 per cent fighting tariff, though it was hoped that the
latter could be kept in reserve and not used.'

When Ryder joined the Commission he submitted a lengthy memorandum to
Hewins on its methods and objects, which interpreted Chamberlain's intention
to exclude examination of colonial preference to mean that the Commission
was "appointed to work out the 'retaliation' or 'reciprocity' branch of the
scheme, by devising a system of import duties on foreign manufactured goods
which will carry out the policy of Mr. Balfour's 'Economic Notes,,,.8 On
finding that he was alone in taking this narrow view of the Commission's
purpose, he urged that consideration of food duties should at least be
deferred since the government "already possesses more information about them
than we are likely to obtain". 9 Shortly after this Ryder, still unhappy
that the Commission regarded taxation of food within its province, and by
now also concerned that much of its work might simply duplicate existing
government research and that its questionnaires sought information on draw-
backs and warehousing in bond that British firms could not possibly supply, 10
went on a continental holiday. When he returned the Iron and Steel Report
was in proof, but he declared himself unable to "commit myself to
recommending those different Tariffs for Iron and Steel goods without much
more explanation than is given in the Report".l1 Shortly afterwards he
tendered his resignation.

1.
2.

Times (obituary ), 1 July 1905.
J. Amery, Life of Joseph Chamberlain, VI, Joseph Chamberlain and the
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SIR CECIL CLEMENTI SMITH (1840-1916) Attendance 28. Educated at Cambridge
and entering the colonial civil service by competitive examination, Smith
went to Hong Kong in 1862 and served in several civil service offices. In
1878 he was promoted to Colonial Secretary of the Straits Settlements.
After a short spell as Lieutenant-Governor and Colonial Secretary of Ceylon
he returned to the Straits Settlements in 1887 as Governor. In 1889 he
was appointed HM High Commissioner and Consul-General for Borneo and Sarawak.
He retired in 1893.

A member of the advisory committee of the Imperial Institute, Smith was
to serve as head of the British delegations to the International Opium
Commissions at Shanghai in 1909 and at the Hague in 1911.1 He had little
impact on Tariff Commission business.

SIR CHARLES TENNANT (1823-1906, Bt. 1885) Attendance O. Head of Charles
Tennant, Sons and Co. Ltd., chemical manufacturers, and of a multitude of
subsidiary companies; president of United Alkali Co. Ltd.; chairman of
Union Bank of Scotland; chairman or director of many gold mining, explosives,
insurance, railway and even oil companies.2

Tennant's grandfather had started to manufacture bleaching powder in
1788 and had introduced the Leblanc process to his St. Rollox works in
1818. By the l830s St. Rollox was the largest chemical plant in Europe,
works had been established in Lancashire and on Tyneside, and the Tennant
empire had spread into railways and Shipping. Charles was made a partner
in the London and Glasgow branches of C. Tennant and Co. in 1843, as well as
in Tennant, Clow and Co. (later Tennants Lancashire Ltd.). He succeeded
his father as head of the firm in 1878.

Long before this he had greatly increased the range of business
interests of the family. In the 1840s he speculated in railwB¥s and
Australian land, 18¥ing the basis of a personal fortune, and later acquired
interests in marine engineering and Trinidad cocoa and sugar estates. By
now adept in company formation, he organised a group of British alkali-
makers into the Tharsis Sulphur and Copper Co. Ltd. (1866) to take over the
working of what were to be for the next 40 years the most profitable copper
mines in the world.s It was the development of the cyanide process of
extraction at Tharsis4 which so helped Charles' gold-mining interests to
overcome what were often uncertain beginnings: the Mysore Gold Mining Co.
and the Goldfields of Mysore Ltd., both formed by Charles in the l880s, paid
dividends of more than 100 per cent in 1896-1905, and brought him around
£2m, putting "the crown upon his fortunes". 5 Charles was also a director
of Nobel's Explosives Ltd., and was made chairman of the reconstructed
company in 1900.

Acknowledged by objective scholars to have been "one of the earliest
and most skilled of experts in the handling of company business" and "able

3.
4.

Who was Who, II, 1916-1938.
See also the list of companies of which Tennant was chairman (14),
deputy chairman (2), or director (11), in N. Crathorne, Tennant's
Stalk: The StOry of the Tennants of the Glen, (London, 1973), p. 234.
For the full history of Tharsis see S.G. Checkland, The Mines of
Tharsis, (London, 1967), especially pt. II.
The patent for this process was bought by another of Charles' companies,
the Cassel Gold Extraction Co., in 1887.
N. Crathorne, Opa cit., p. 141.

1-
2.

5.
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to think and act on the new scale" demanded by the late nineteenth century,
Tennant was a pioneer in "bringing together the industrial and commercial
north of Britain and the finance of the City of London". 1 By his old age
he was perhaps losing this adroitness. 2 In the struggle between Leblanc
and Solvay Charles was looked upon as leader of the fight against Brunner
Mond. With a large capital tied up in the old method and with an assured
supply of sulphur from Tharsis, he became "both the master and the captive
of the Leblanc process". 3 The last ditch of defence against Solvay came in
1891 with the formation of some 50 Leblanc concerns into the United Alkali
Co. Ever since Charles had assumed control of St. Rollox its alkali had
been declining, and employment had been halved to 600.~

In 1879-1885 Tennant held two Scottish seats as a Gladstonian Liberal,
but was defeated in 1886 by a Liberal Unionist. His impact in the Commons
was as slight as that on the Tariff Commission - in seven years he only made
one speech and asked two questions. Angered by Harcourt's death duties and
experiencing a growing sentiment for Empire in the Boer War, his conversion
to protection greatly embarrassed his daughter Margot who had married Asquith
in 1894.

FRANCIS TONSLEY (dates unknown) Attendance 14. President of the National
Association of Master Bakers and Confectioners.

SIR JOHN TURNEY (1839-1927, Kt. cr. 1889) Attendance 1. Chairman and
managing director of Turney Bros. Ltd., leather manufacturers of Trent Bridge,
Nottingham, employing 675 in 1904; chairman of Burrough's Adding and
Registering Machine Co. Ltd.; director of Raleigh Cycle Co. Ltd.; chairman
of Hall's Glue and Bone Works Ltd.

Turney had wide business interests in the Nottingham area. He had
been three times M~or of Nottingham in the late 1880s. In 1913 he was
chairman of the Clifton Colliery Co., Digby Collieries Co., Murr~ Bros.
Ltd., Thomas Evans and Son Ltd., Walsall Glue Co. Ltd. and the South London
Cleaning Co. Ltd., and deputy chairman of the local board of the Alliance
Assurance Co. He was also chairman of two committees of Nottingham
Corporation.

The family firm of leather manufacturers had been turned into a limited
company in 1889, initial capital being £120,000. It is possible from their
long-standing acquaintance that it was Charles Booth who persuaded Turney

1. S.G. Checkland, Ope cit., pp. 100-102.
2. Ibid., p , 101.
3. N. Crathorne, op. cit., p. 142.
4. On the battle between Leblanc and Solvay and the United Alkali Co. see

H.W. Macrosty, Trust Movement ••• , op. cit., pp. 187-194, which charts
the dism~ financ~al results of the combination; L.F. Haber, Chemical
Industry 1n the N1neteenth Cent~, Opt cit., chs. 7,9,10, especially
pp. 180-5, which takes a rather more charitable view' P.H. Lindert and
K. Trace, "Yardsticks for Victorian Entrepreneurs", in D.N. McCloskey
(ed.), Essgys o~ a Mat~e Economw: Britain after 1840, (London, 1971),
pp. 239-274, wh1ch subJects Solv~ and Leblanc to econometric
profitab~lity testing, to the latter's detriment, and has so far not
been ser10usly challenged by economic historians.
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to join the commission.l Turney attended only one early meeting and does
not appear to have contributed to Commission funds.2

SAMUEL JAMES WARING, 1st BARON WARING, cr. 1922 (1860-1940, Bt. 1919)
Attendance 18. Chairman of Waring and Gillow Ltd., furniture manufacturers.

Waring and Sons, founded by the Tariff Commissioner himself, was
established at the comparatively late date of 1893. Within ten years the
firm had acquired several other concerns, including Gillow and Co. of London
(in 1897), Collinson and Lock, and, around 1902, Hampton and Sons Ltd.

Waring and Gillow were probably well-insulated from the trade cycle due
to their large business in high quality furniture and their contract work
in interior furnishing and design. Untypically, 1902 was a good year for
the firm and net profits had risen from £77,155 in 1900 to £101,927 in 1902
despite an increase in reserves of £40,000. Contracts completed in 1902
included the royal apartments at Windsor Castle, two royal trains and one
for a High Commissioner, the Wyndham Theatre, the Hyde Park Hotel and the
Kaiser's yacht. Contracts were in progress in "nearly every country an
Europe, also in Egypt, Algiers, Cape Colony, Natal~ the Transvaal and Orange
River Colonies, India and the Argentine Republic", and contracts in hand,
amounting to about £lm, included the biggest hotel in South Africa,
Manchester's Midland Hotel and Walsingham House in Piccadilly. 1903
promised to be an even better year than 1902.

Given such boom conditions the firm was in the process of extending its
factories in Liverpool and London, its showrooms in Manchester, its galleries
and workshops in Paris, and was opening new premises in Oxford St.

The effect of Tariff Reform on Waring's business would have been hard
to measure. Certain items produced, such as chairs, were subject to heavy
foreign competition but competition in many lines of furniture was still
largely domestic, and largely confined to lesser quality lines which were not
Warings' stock-in-trade. Furthermore, free imports must have assisted the
contracting side of the business, which required purchase of a wide range of
goods from asbestos to marble and from woodworking lathes to Turkish carpets.
Waring saw continental tariffs as a barrier to his expansion in that they
encouraged copying of his designs, and this had been a consideration in the
establishment of the works in France. In 1905 the firm was considering
further overseas works in Germany, Switzerland and the US.~ Waring was
chairman of the Kent branch of the TRL. 5

1. A.H. John, Opt cit., pp. 28, 36, 39. In the mid 1860s Turneys were
perhaps Alfred and Charles Booth's most important client.

2. See, generally, Who was Who, II, 1916-1928; H.H. Bassett (ed,),
op. cit., pp. 415-416; Sheffield Daily Telegraph, 21 December 1903,
p. 8. For the economic background to the leather industry in this
peziod see R .A. Church, "The British Leather Industry and Foreign
Competition, 1870-1914", Economic History Review, 2nd Series, XXIV,
1971, pp. 543-570.

3. Report of A.G.M. of Waring and Gi110w Ltd., Economist, 4 April 1903,
p. 617.

4. "Waring and Gi110w Ltd: Questions as to the Classification of
Industries Affecting the Building and Furnishing Trades" (typescript)·
"D ft Q t' t W· ,,(. ':a ?es ~ons 0 ~tnesses pr~nted copy with Waring's answers
wr~tten ~n); C-216, T.C.P.

5. Waring to Hewins, 8 November 1906; ibid.



During the War Waring was heavily involved in production of aeroplanes,
engines and war equipment. He was prominent in the organisation of
aristocratic charities, mostly for the sick.l

WILLIAM BRIDGES WEBB (1849-1913) Attendance 16. Head of the firm of Dewar
and Webb, London grain merchants; chairman of the Baltic Mercantile and
Shipping Exchange Ltd.

Webb had entered into partnership with James Dewar in 1870, and became
a member of the Baltic Exchange in 1872, when corn merchants were still
predominant upon it. In 1891 he was made a member of the Baltic Committee,
and in c. 1893 elected chairman. By 1895 a large proportion of the member-
ship was interested in the shipping trade, and probably a majority had some
direct interests in shipping operations. In 1900 the Baltic merged with
the London Shipping Exchange and the City of London Exchange Syndicate to
form the Baltic Mercantile and Shipping Exchange Ltd.2

One trade journal described Webb as "As smart a business man as one can
find in this great city of business men [London]". 3 Austen Chamberlain
thought Webb a "good Tariff Reformer", and welcomed his arrangements whereby
prominent imperial statesmen could speak on the "good non-party platform" of
the Baltic.4

3.4.

See Who was Who, III, 1929-1940; H.H. Bassett (ed.), op. cit., p. 428.
H. Barty-King, The Baltic Exchange: The History of a uni~ue Market,
(London, 1977), pp. 190, 212, 228, 232, 278, 280, 282, 31 .
The Miller, quoted in ibid., p. 282.
A. Chamberlain, Politics from Inside: An Epistolary Chronicle
1906-1914, (London, 1936), p. 84. '

1.
2.
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(b) New Members - Appointed March 1911,1

HUGO HIRST, 1st BARON HIRST, cr. 1934 (1863-1943) Attendance 9. Chairman
and managing director of the General Electric Co. Ltd.~ and chairman or
director of its subsidiaries in France, Australia, India, South Africa,
China, Spain, Belgium, and Argentina; chairman of Aron Electricity Meter
Ltd.; Osram Lamp Works Ltd.; Peel Connor Telephone Works Ltd.; Robertson
Electric Lamps Ltd.; Steel Conduit Co. Ltd.; director of Travancore Minerals
Co. Ltd.; Uitenhage Electric Light and Power Co. Ltd.; Madeira Electric
Lighting Co. Ltd.; member of the Trade and Industrial Committee of the
Royal Colonial Institute.2

JOHN HUNTER (dates unknown) Attendance 2. Joint managing director of
Sir William Arrol and Co. Ltd., shipbuilders, bridge-builders and engineers
of Glasgow; director of Clyde Shipbuilding and Engineering Co.; North West
Rivet, Bolt and Nut Factory; Iron Trades' Employers Insurance Association.3

R.B. THOMAS (dates unknown) Attendance 7. Member of the firm of Richard
Thomas and Co. Ltd., tinplate manufacturers. Thomas's father, himself the
son of a London tinplate and metal merchant, purchased tinplate works at
Lydbrook and Lydney in Gloucestershire in the 1870s. Richard Thomas and
Co. Ltd. was registered in 1884 with a capital of £50,000, and the
Mellingriffith Works at Whitchurch were acquired in 1888. Richard Thomas
was the prime-mover behind amalgamation in the tinplate trade, the company
steadily acquiring and re-organising smaller businesses in the 1890s and
1900s.4

CHRISTOPHER HATl'ON TURNOR (1873-1940) Attendance 8. Landowner; pub Licist
and spokesman for agriculture and the rural community generally. Author
of Land Problems and National Welfare (London, 1911); Our Food Supply,
(London, 1916); The Land and the Empire, (London, 1917).5

1. Maximum attendance possible = 17.
2. H.H. Bassett (ed.), op. cit., p . 198.
3. Ibid., p. 213.
4. J.e. Carr and W. Taplin, Ope cit., pp. 118,269.
5. Who was Who, III, 1929-1940.
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APPENDIX 2

Committee Members

(a) Committees composed entirely of Tariff Commission members

GENERAL PURPOSES (EXECUTIVE) COMMITTEE 1

Charles Booth
Sir Vincent Caillard
F. Leverton Harris
Sir Alexander Henderson
Sir Robert Herbert
Sir Alfred Jones
Alfred Mosely
Arthur Pearson

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN TARIFFS2

Henry Birchenough
Charles Booth
Sir Vincent Caillard
F. Leverton Harris
William Harrison
Sir Alexander Henderson
Sir Robert Herbert
Sir Alfred Jones
Ivan Levinstei n
Alfred Mosely
Arthur Pearson

IRON AND STEEL COMMITTEE3

Charles Allen
Sir Alfred HiCkman
Arthur Keen
Sir William Lewis

1. Iron and Stee1 Report, para. 1.
2. T.C.M.(P), 3-4 February 1904; T.e.p.
3. Iron and Steel Report, para. 1.
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(b) Committees which included non-members of the Tariff Commission

TEXTILE COMMITTEE
(i) Tariff Commission Members

Frederick Baynes
Charles Booth
Henry Birchenough
Sir Vincent Caillard
John Corsh
Charles Eckersley
F. Leverton Harris
Sir Alexander Henderson
Sir Robert Herbert
Sir Alfred Jones
Ivan Levinstein
William Mitchell
Alfred Mosely
Arthur Pearson
R.H. Reade

(ii) Non-Members of the Commission
JOHN B. DON (Attendance 10)1 of Don Brothers, Buist and
Co., flax and jute spinners and weavers of Dundee, a firm
established for over a century. Don, in his evidence,
painted a dismal picture of the decline of the Dundee
industry in foreign markets under the rise of indigenous
industry promoted by tariffs in Europe and elsewhere.
He thought protection and colonial preference "the only
chance of salvation we have".2
J.R. KAYE (Attendance 22) of Kaye and Stewart, worsted
manufacturers of Broadfield Mills, Huddersfield. Kaye
was unaffected by foreign competition in the home market.
Rather, smarting from the effects of foreign tariffs such
as Dingley on his exports, he looked to British duties on
goods other than his own to lead to a reciprocal lowering
of foreign tariffs.!
G. MARCHETTI (Attendance 4) of John Crossley and Sons Ltd.,
carpet manufacturers of Dean Clough Mills, Halifax.
JONATHAN PEATE (Attendance 7) of J., J .L. and C. Peate,
woollen cloth manufacturers of Nunroyd Mills, Guiseley.
The firm employed about 500 people and Peate had been
connected with it for 40 years. Though producing for
colonial and neutral markets, the firm had in recent years
been forced more and more into the home market, though
even here there was strong foreign competition, most
seriously from Germany.~

1. Attendance records for Textile Committee members are probably incomplete.
2. Flax, Hemp and Jute Report, para. 3912.
3. Woollen and Worsted Report, paras. 1740-1752.
4. Ibid., paras. 1642-1651.



A.J. SANDERSON (Attendance 41) of P. and R. Sanderson,
manufacturers of tweeds and worsted and flannel
suitings at Galashiels. Sanderson's fancy trade,
especially with Germany and Canada, was doing quite
well at the time of the enquiry, though the plain
goods trade was hit harder and US and French tariffs
had had a serious effect on trade. Fashion rendered
many of the lines in which he was interested partially
or largely immune from foreign competition. Sanderson
foresaw a reciprocal lowering of duties as the main
benefit to be gained from Tariff Reform. 1

MICHAEL TOMKINSON (Attendance 4) of Tomkinson and Adam,
carpet manufacturers of Kidderminster, and chairman of
the Axminster Carpet Manufacturers' Association of
Great Britain.

AGRICULTURAL COMMITTEE
(i) Tariff Commission Members

Henry Chaplin
William Cooper
John Dennis
William Grenfell (Lord Desbonough )
Sir William Goulding
J. Mitchell Harris
Charles Phillips

(ii) Non-Members of the Commission2

R. BARTER (Attendance 0) 3 Dairy farmer and stock
breeder of County Cork; president of County Cork
Agricultural Society, 1898-1900; chairman of the
agricultural section at Cork Exhibition.
JAMES BIGGAR (Attendance 1) Tenant farmer of Dalbeattie,
farming 800 acres, 480 in arable and 320 in grass and
meadow; 4 exporter of Gallow8¥ cattle; president of
the Galloway Cattle Sales Association; chairman of the
Gallow8¥ Cattle Society; vice-president of the Scottish
Chamber of Agriculture; governor of the West of
Scotland Agricultural College; gave evidence before the
Royal Commission on Agriculture, 1894-7 and several
departmental committees on agricultural schools, cattle
diseases and seed-testing, etc.

PETER BLUNDELL (Attendance 9) Tenant farmer of 33 years'
experience in Lancashire; member of council of Royal
Lancashire Agricultural Society; breeder and exporter
of shire-horses; chairman of Fylder R.D.C.; Poor Law
Guardian.

1. Ibid., paras. 1818-1829.
2. Sources, unless otherwise specified, are Agricultural Report, paras.1-7, and T.C.M.(P), 24-25 February 1904; T.C.P.
3. Maximum attendance possible = 50.
4. Agricultural Report, para. 519.
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THOMAS BROWN (Attendance 8) Managing director of
West Norfolk Farmers' Manure and Chemical Co. of
King's Lynn since 1882; director of King's Lynn
Dock and Railway Co.; chairman of King's Lynn
Conservancy Board; alderman, Norfolk County Council.

WILLIAM FRANKISH (Attendance 7) Retired farmer of
2,000 acres in North Lincolnshire, 400 grass and the
rest arable;l former chairman of the Lincolnshire
Farmers' Co., manufacturers of manure and cattle cake;
former chairman of William Foster and Co., agricultural
engineers; member of council of Royal Agricultural
Society; vice-chairman of Lincolnshire Chamber of. 2Agr~culture.

J.M. FRASER (Attendance 6) Chairman and managing
director of Macdonald, Fraser and Co. Ltd., livestock
salesmen and auctioneers, having had 40 years'
experience with the firm; large landowner.

P.R. GRAY (Attendance 7) Farmer of 232 acres ln County
Kildare, growing largely barley. 3

R.W. HUDSON (Attendance 9) Farmer of 2,600 acres in
Buckinghamshire and Berkshire; breeder of Aberdeen
Angus cattle and a founder of the English Aberdeen
Angus Society; breeder of shire-horses and Berkshire
pigs; claimed to be one of the largest beef and mutton
producers in the South of England.~

G. MALCOLM (Attendance 1) Factor on the large Inverness-
shire estate of Sir John Stirling Maxwell; agricultural
correspondent of the Board of Agriculture.

A.H.H. MATTHEWS (Attendance 36) Secretary of the Central
Chamber of Agriculture; for seven years Organising
Secretary of the National Agricultural Union; formerly
a dairy farmer in Surrey and a mixed farmer in Kent.

F. NEAME (Attendance 11) Farmer of 1,977 acres in East
Kent, growing hops, for which he was nominated to give
evidence by the Conference of Hop Growers, on 408 acres;5
agent for Earl Sondes' Kent and Norfolk estates and other
estates in Kent; breeder of Romney Marsh sheep.

ROUSE ORLEBAR CAttendance 27) Landowner in Bedfordshire
and Northamptonshire; chairman of the Farmers' Club;
member of council of the Central Chamber of Agriculture;
president of Bedfordshire Chamber of Agriculture.

1. Ibid. , pa.ra.863.
2. AutobioSraphical details; 1304, T.e.p.
3. Agricultural Report, paras. 584-589.
4. Autobiographical details, C-608, T.C.P.
5. Agricultural Report, para. 1054.



CECIL PARKER (Attendance 3) Resident agent for the
Duke of Westminster's Cheshire estates; late
resident agent for the Earl of Ilchester's estate in
Wiltshire, Somerset, Dorset and Devon, 1876-81;
member of council of Royal Agricultural Society since
1881; chairman of Holywell Halkyn Mining and Tunnel
Co. Ltd.; Walkers~ Parker and Co. Ltd., lead spelters
and manufacturers; declined to give evidence because
"Our farm is not run on commercial lines". 2

OWEN PRICE (Attendance 0) Landowner and tenant farmer
of 1,500 acres as well as extensive sheepwalks in
Wales; owner of 3,000 sheep; Hereford cattle breeder;
land valuer of 30 years' experience; member of Brecon
County Council; vice-chairman of Brecon Board of
Guardians .

J. STRATTON (Attendance 24) Tenant of over 6,000 acres
in Hampshire and Wiltshire; Hampshire representative
on the Central Chamber of Agriculture for over 20 years;
from a family who farmed some 30,000 acres altogether.3

C.D. WISE (Attendance l4) Agent for the Toddington
estates in Gloucestershire, including management of
1,000 acres of fruit farms with an annual output of
around 2,000 tons in 1906, since 1885; member of
council of the Fruit Growers' Federation; cider
manufacturer.'+

1. c-6S7, T.e.p.
2. Parker to Hewins, 14 December 1905; C-325, T.e.p.
3. Stratton to Hewins, 11 (1) February 1904; C-536, T.C,P,
4. Agricultural Report, paras. 984-992.
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APPENDIX 3

Tariff COmmQssion: Attendances 1903-1921

Commission and Agricultural Total Last Date of
Textile Committee Committee Attendance

Herbert (ChInn) 88 12 100 2. 3.05.
Pearson (V. Chmn) 43 2 45 14. 7.14.
Allen 40 1 41 25. 6.08.
Blzynes 35 1 36 6. 4.11.
Birchenough 30 30 7.11.05.
Booth 33 3 36 24.11.10.
Bostock 12 12 7.11.05·
Boulton 61 4 65 11. 5.11.
Burbidge B2 9 91 14. 7.14.
Caillard 66 3 69 4. 8.21.
Cand1ish 63 2 65 6. 6.12.
Chaplin 16 40 56 25. 3.20.
Cockburn 38 1 39 14. 2.21.
ColIs 42 1 43 20.12.09.
Colmer 21 21 11. 5.11.
Cooper 32 12 44 3. 5.06.
Corah 49 3 52 6. 6.12.
Dennis 54 31 85 7.11.17.

(AC:21. 2.21.)
Eckersley 14 14 3. 5.06.
Elgar 31 1 32 25. 6.oB.
Elliott 14 14 7.11.05.
Evans 92 2 94 7.11.17.
Flett 16 16 2B. 5.0B.
Follett 64 7 71 2. 2.21.
Gallaher 13 7 20 10.11.05.
Gibbs 1B 1B 3. 5.06.
Gilbey 107 6 113 14. 2.21.
Goulding 12 11 23 B. 4.05.

(AC:2B.7.05.)
Grenfell 4B 24 72 2. 2.21.
F.L. Harris 54 3 51 6. 6.12.

(Ac:15. 4.13.)
J.M. Harris 25 11 42 1.11.11.
Harrison 19 19 2B. 5.oB.
Henderson
Hickman 1B 18 II. 7.04.
Jones 12 12 28. 4.04.
Keen 8 8 28. 6.04.
Keswick 20 20 12. 3.13.
Levinstein 20 20 24.11.10.
Lewis 5 1 6 25. 6.08.
Litt1ejohn 68 3 71 14. 7.14.
Lyle 25 2 27 7.11.17.Maconochie 26 26 28. 5.08.Marshall 18 18 21. 7.04.



commission and
Textile Committee

Agricultural Total Last Date of
Committee Attendance

Mitchell
Mosely
Noble
Parsons
Peace
Perceval
Phillips
Rank.

26
106

6
18
39
33
46
35

16

1

26 11.12.05.
122 14. 7.14.

6 28.5.08.
18 7.11.17.
42 26.10.11.
34 20.1.21.
84 20.1.21.
38 26.10.11.

(AC:12.6.13.)
23 25.6.08.
3 21.1.04.

28 26.10.11.
Reade
Ryder
Smith
Tennant
Tonsley
Turney
Waring
Webb

15
3
27
14
1
17
15

3
1
38
3

8

1
1

14 3. 5.06.
1 15.1.04.
18 7.11.17.
16 11.5.11.

Note: AC = Agricultural Committee. Last date of attendance
of the Agricultural Committee is shown only when that
date is later than last date of attendance of Commission
and Textile Committee meetings.

Sources: "Tariff Commission: Attendance Book" and "Agricultural
Commi ttee : Attendance Book"; T.C •P.
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APPENDIX 5

Forms of Inquiry (printed and dispatched) 1

(A) Form No.1 (Issued to all Manufacturers)

I State the nature of your trade or trades~ and whether your sales are
for the (a) home, (b) foreign andlor (c) the colonial markets.

II What was the weeklY average number of persons emplqyed by you during
1903, distinguishing, if possible, men from women and children?

III What are the principal articles that you manufacture for the home
trade in respect to which you experience foreign competition?

IV Are any articles similar to those manufactured by you imported into
this country below your cost price? If so, please state particulars
as far as you can.

V Have you any information leading you to conclude that such imported
articles are placed upon the British market at or below the normal
cost of production in the country of origin? If so, please state
particulars as far as you can.

VI Is your trade subject to adverse competition from foreign countries
in consequence of any difference in the rates of wages, in the hours
of labour, or in other respects? If so, please give such particulars
as you can.

VII Has your export trade suffered in recent years by the operations of
the tariff of any country? If so, please state your experience.

VIII What amount of reduction of the tariff of any country would enable
you to compete successfully within that country with commodities made
therein similar to those you manufacture?

IX What is your experience in respect of foreign competition in the
Colonies in your trade?

X Do you suffer any disadvantages from the operations of the Patent
Laws or Registration Laws, in other countries? If so, please state
parti culars •

XI Please state whether you would be willing to furnish to the Commission
any further detailed information, and, if 8'0, on what subjects?

1. Instructions, explanations and pleasantries have been omitted.
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(B) Form No. 2 (Issued to Merchants)

1. What are the principal goods in which you deal?
2. If you are an importer, please state the principal goods you import,

and from what Countries?
3. If you are an exporter, please state the principal goods you export,

and to what countries?
4. What is the approximate percentage, by value, of your total turnover

for the year 1903, which is
(a) Imported by you and sold in the United Kingdom?
(b) Imported by you and subsequently sent abroad?
(c) Obtained by you in the United Kingdom and sold there?
(d) Obtained by you in the United Kingdom and sent abroad?

5. If these proportions show considerable variations in recent years,
please give details and explanations.

6. What proportion, if any, of your total exports is directed to British
Possessions, and if this part of your trade is increasing or
diminishing, please give details and explanations.

7. What proportion, if any, of your total imports comes from British
Possessions, and if this part of your trade is increasing or
diminishing, please g~ve details and explanations.

8. Is the proportion of foreign-made goods to British-made goods in any
branch of your trade increasing or diminishing? If so, please say to
what extent, and give reas~ns for the change, if you can.

9. Please give any instances of loss or partial loss of any foreign
markets through the operation of Foreign Tariffs and Regulations.

10. What general conclusions have you arrived at as to the effect of the
Customs Regulations and Tariffs of the foreign countries with which
your principal trade is carried on?

11. What is your experience of the effect of Preferential Tariffs -
(a) colonial, (b) other?

12. What is your practical business experience as to the working and value
of the most-favoured-nation clause in regard to your industry?

13. Has the growth of combinations in the United States, Germany, and other
foreign countries affected your business either at home or abroad, and,
if so, in what manner?

14. Is it within your experience that foreign traders are injuring your
trade by disposing of their goods in any of your markets at a less
price than they obtain for similar goods in their home markets? If so,
please give particulars as far as you can.

15. Please give any information you have showing the effect on your trade of
the differentiation'in foreign countries of rai1'W~ rates and shipping
charges on goods exported to the United Kingdom, or other countries.

16.· Has there been. any change in recent years in the proportion of your
exports of sem-manufaetured to ful.l.y-manuf'acturedgoods and to what
reasons do you attribute any change that has occurred? '
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(c) Form No.4 (Issued to Iron and Steel Manufacturers)

1. What was the approximate percentage of your total annual sales during
each of the following five years for the (a) home, (b) foreign and/or
(c) colonial markets respectively?

2. If you have no objection, please state the value of your total annual
sales for the last year or for each of the following five years.
(The Commission considers this question of great importance with a view
to estimating the relation between the production for the home and
export trades. Manufacturers are reminded that the fact that they
have furnished this information will be considered as strictly
confidential, and no use will be made of it which will enable
Commissioners or others to trace its source).

3. Give particulars of the principal supplies of the materials, raw and
partly manufactured, required in your industry, and state from what
countries they are derived.

4. State if any of the above-mentioned materials, now imported from foreign
countries, were formerly obtained in the United Kingdom, and, if so,
what has caused the change?

5. What were the total payments in 1903 by your firm on account of
(a) wages, (b) local rates, (c) coal, other fuel and motive power?

6. If you can do so, please give definite information as to the burden of
local rates upon businesses similar to your own in competing foreign
countries as compared with the local rates current in your district?

7. What minimum duties, if any, on the articles imported, similar to those
you manufacture, do you suggest as sufficient to safeguard the interests
of your trade?

8. If such duties were imposed what, in your opinion, would be the effect
(a) upon prices in the Home Markets, (b) in securing greater continuity
and security in the Home Trade, (c) in promoting economies of
production, (d) in increasing employment, and (e} in increasing wages?

9. Taking 1903, as an example, can you give any statistics as to the loss
of employment in your establishment due to the importation of goods you
could have manufactured?

10. Do you think that the importation of iron and steel manufactures below
cost requires remedial measures, and, if so, of what character should
such measures be?

11. Have the Iron and Steel trades of Germany, the United States and
Belgium and other foreign countries made any inroads on any markets,
hitherto largely supplied from the United Kingdom, in any branch of
business in which you are engaged? Give such particulars as you can.

12. To what extent do you think that the recent developments of combinations
in foreign countries give them an advantage in economising in the
production of the class of goods produced by you, and in the expansion
of their export trades? Please give such particulars as you can.

13. Please give any information you have showing the effect on your trade
of the differentiation of railw~ rates and shipping charges by foreign
countries on goods exported to the United Kingdom or other countries.

14. What is your experience with regard to the effect of Colonial or other
Preferential Tarirrs?

15. Please state whether you would be willing to furnish to the Commission
any further detailed information, and, if so, on what subjects.
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APPENDIX 6

Draft Questionnaire to Bankers and Financiers
(Reconstructed from T.C.M.(VT), 17 May 1906, pp. 18-28)

Can you give any idea of the amount of British investments in any
. t' ? 1fore1gn country or coun r1es

Are these investments increasing or diminishing?
Can you offer any explanation of the material variation in the
amounts from year to year?
Can you give any information as to the annual return on these
investments?

2. Can you give similar information on foreign investments in Great
Britain?

3. How do you account for the fact that the excess of imports in regard
to Great Britain is an exceptional phenomenon and does not occur to
the same extent in any other country?

4. Has there been any considerable transference of British investments
from foreign countries to municipal undertakings at home?2
Would preference be likely to have any effect in diverting investments
from foreign countries to the Colonies; and if so what would be the
nature of the changes that would be likely to take place?
To what extent do you think London as the Clearing House of the World
would be affected

(a) by the greater relative growth of industry and trade
of foreign countries?

(b) by the alteration of particular branches of trade, such
as the change in the character of the India trade and the
substitution of direct for indirect dealings between the
Colonies and foreign countries?

How far, and in what manner, would any change in our fiscal system
affect the position of London as a banking centre?
Has there been any change in the relative position and importance of
London as a banking centre in recent years?
What are the causes and the effects of the extension of foreign banks
in London?
Are the deposit and current account balances held in British banks
increasing or decreasing?'

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

1. In discussion, changes were made to attempt a crude distinction between
direct and portfolio investment, but the final wording was left to the
administrative staff.
As was, apparently, claimed by Felix Schuster in an address to the
Institute of Bankers.
Question number (and position) and the form of the wording of this
question have been largely supplied by the present writer.

2.

3.
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APPENDIX 7

Difficulty with Dumping: An Exchange occurring during the
Discussion of the Textile Committee on 15 December 1904

Secretary: ... When you come to dumping I find the evidence
occupies a different position with regard to different
textiles. I do not think it can be said that on the
evidence we have the dumping [is] to any extent
established with reference to the cotton industry.

Levinstein: Except the highly manufactured goods such as velveteens.

Secretary: I do not think it can be said that [it] is established
there. It might be.

Levinstein: We could establish a case without any doubt if we got
the velveteen people before you.

Baynes: We get an increased competition in neutral markets both
in Argentina and in China.

Secretary: ... Increased competition is not necessarily dumping.

Leverton Harris: I understand dumping to be dumping in this country.

Chairman: Dumping in neutral markets - selling at a loss.

Secretary: Selling below cost.

K~e: Below the cost of production ln this country.

Reade: Selling below the cost of production in their own
country.

Secretary: The whole matter of dumping is very difficult; but a
good general rule I think is selling below the normal
cost of production in the country of origin.

Tomlinson: Do you not think you will open up a difficult argument
if you s~ below the cost of production in this country?
Why not say below their selling price?

Levinstein: Your definition is scarcely correct. You would never
sell under. You might sell at cost price. If a man
sends over from foreign parts, and sells at our ~ost
price, he would ruin our trade, I should s~ that
dumping is if goods are sold at our cost price not
under our cost price.

K~e: I~ sold here at less than what he sells the goods at in
hl.S own country. I think you cannot hit on anything
more. You cannot tell what it has cost him.



Levinstein:

Kaye:

Eckersley:

Chairman:

Leverton Harris:

Chairman:

Secretary:

Kaye:

Secretary:

Birchenough:

Tomlinson:

Source:
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At our cost price.

If they sell in England at a less price than they sell
in Germany it is dumping.

Distinctly.

I think we must give some paragraph shewing the
different forms in which things come into this country
at lower rates.

I should be careful to avoid any definition of the
word "dumping".

I think so.

We have so far avoided giving any definition of
"dumping" •

I do not see why we should not s~ straight out that
dumping is the foreigner selling at a less price tnan
he sells for in his own country.

That that is one form of dumping.

Any amount of English trade is dumping.

To revert to the question of designs ••.

Textile Committee Minutes (VT), 15 December
1904, pp. 42-47; T.C.P.
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