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INTRODUCTION.

The insidious crime of secretly or surreptitiously altering the monetary laws of a State—than which no more dastardly or fatal blow can be dealt at its liberties—is not a new one. There is a suggestion in the decree of B. C. 360, concerning the ancient iron money of Sparta, that Gylipus was not unfamiliar with this grave offence. In a later age, Pliny, who justly calls it "a crime against mankind," evidently refers to that alteration of the Roman mint code by which what remained of the nummulary system of the Republic was subverted, about B. C. 200, in favor of the authorised private coinages of the gentes. Such alteration seems to have been secret, for no explicit allusion to it appears in the fragments that have been preserved concerning the legislation of that period. But the coinages and the decadence of the State tell the story with sufficient distinctness to justify the anathema of the Roman encyclopedist.

Upon the establishment of the Empire, the State resumed the entire control of its monetary issues; and this policy it continued to maintain until the barbarian revolts of the fifth and sixth centuries subverted or weakened its authority and obliged it to connive at breaches of the prerogative which it had lost the power to prevent or punish. The latest notable exercise of its resentment for an usurpation of the coinage prerogative was the war which Justinian II. declared against Abd-el-Melik for daring to strike and issue gold coins without the Imperial stamp or authority.

After the Fall of Constantinople in 1204, the prerogative of the Roman Emperor fell into the hands of the numerous potentates who erected their crowns upon the ruins of the empire and its maintenance became the source of numerous contests with the inferior nobles, who, in their ignorance and avidity, would fain have retained a right, which, so long as it remained in their hands, rendered the erection of kingdoms and therefore the recognition and due support of their own nobility, impossible. The process of King Philip le Bel against the Comte de Nevers emphasised this view of the subject very clearly. Before the Discovery of America private coinage was everywhere suppressed; and the essential preregative of Money be-
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came vested and centered in the various crowned heads who governed the states of Europe,

It was not long after that great event, when avidity awoke to new life over the spoils of a plundered Continent, that attempts were renewed to snatch the prerogative of Money from the State. This time it was not the truculent noble, who impudently claimed a right that had once belonged to the Cæsars and boldly exercised it in defiance of the Crown, but the sneaking billoneur, who stealthily sought to acquire it through the arts of falsehood, intrigue, and forgery.

Such were the crimes of 1666, 1742, 1870 and 1873.



LIST OF MR. DEL MAR'S WRITINGS.

Gold Money and Paper Money—New York, A. D. F. Randolph, 1862. Pamphlet.


	History and Principles of Taxation-New York Social Science



III. Essays in Political Economy-New York Social Science

IV. Statistics of the World—Washington, Government Press, 1866.

V. What is Free Trade?—New York; G. P. Putnam and Son,

VI. Decadence of American Shipbuilding -- Washington, Govern-

VII. The Whiskey Tax for 100 Years—Published by Congressional Sub-Committee on Retrenchment, 1868.

VIII. Monthly Statistical Reports on the Commerce, Navigation, Trade, Resources, &c., of the Various Countries of the World, from November, 1866, to January, 1869. Washington, Government Press. 26 vols. Quarto pamphlets.

1X. Annual Reports on the Commerce and Navigation of the United States of America, 1865, 1866, 1867, 1868. Washington, Government Press. 4 vols. 8vo. 700 to 800 pp. each.

X. Operation of the Tariff Laws—Familiarly known as the Sup-

XI. Letter on the Finances-New York; Douglass Taylor, 1868 Pamphlet.

XII. Seven Essays on the Treasury—New York; Citizen office, 1869. Pamphlets.

XIII. Finances of the United States—Columbus, Ohio, Statesman office, 1870. Pamphlet.

XIV. Life Insurance for Women—New York; Underwriter office, 1871.

the National Insurance Convention, 1872. Pamphlet.

XVI. Progress of Life Insurance—St. Petersburgh; Imperial Press, 1872.

XVII. A Summer Tour in High Latitudes, or Travels in Scandinavia. Finland. and Russia—New York: Appleton's Journal. 1873.

XVIII. Recollections of the Civil Service—New York; Appleton's Journal, 1874.

XIX. Agriculture of the World, by Countries.—Chicago Times and Inter-Ocean, 1874.

XX. Resources of Egypt—Philadelphia; McCalla and Staveley, 1874. Pamphlet.

XXI. Resources of Spain—Philadelphia; McCalla and Staveley, 1875. Pamphlet.

XXII. Agriculture of Prussia—New York; Wm. Barnes and Co., 1875. Pamphlet.

XXIII. Productive Forces of Bavaria-New York; Wm. Barnes and Co., 1875. Pamphlet.

XXIV. Famishing Portugal—Philadelphia; Lippincott's Magazine,

XXV. Production of Silver in the United States-Washington, Government Press, 1876.

XXVI. First List of all the Merchant Vessels of the United States of America, with name, rig, tonnage, hailing port, and signal number of each one. Washington, Government Press, 1866 8vo., 300 pp.

XXVII Report on the Mines of the Comstock Lode—Washington, Government Press, 1876.

XXVIII. Essays on the World's Production of Gold and Silver; Relative Value of Gold and Silver; Population and Money; Demonetization of Silver in Germany; The French War Indemnity: Movement of Silver to India; Metallic Standard of Money in the United States; Coinage of the United States; Metallic Standard of Money in the United Kingdom; Monetary System of Austria-Hungary, and Monetary System of China—Printed in the Report of the U.S. Monetary Commission; Washington; Government Press, 1877.

XXIX. Real History of the Big Bonanza Mines-San Francisco;

Argonaut print, 1878.

XXX. Bill to Regulate Mining Companies—Argument in California Senate Committee—Sacramento, 1878. Pamphlet.

XXXI. Insanity and Crime in Mining Countries—San Francisco;

Mining and Scientific Press, 1878.

XXXII. Usury and the Jews—San Francisco; I. N. Choynski, 179. Pamphlet.

XXXIII. Theory of Value—San Francisco; Mining and Scientific

XXXIV. The Principles of Insurance—Argument in California Senate Committee on Corporations—San Francisco; Bosqui and Co., 1880. Pamphlet.

XXXV. History of Money in China-San Francisco; J. R. Brodie

and Co., 1880. Pamphlet.

XXXVI. History of the Precious Metals—from the Earliest Times to the Present. London; Geo. Bell and Sons, 1880. 8vo., 373 pp. XXXVII. Impeachment of the Treasury—New York Sun, October,


	



XXXVIII. The Gold Drain and Impending Panic-New York Sun, March 15th, 1884.

XXXIX. Rape of the Earth—or Travels and Researches in the principal Mining Districts of North and South America, Europe, and Africa. In Press.

XL. Essay on Corporations-San Francisco; Printed by the

XLI. History of Money in Ancient Countries—from the Earliest Times to the Present. London; Geo. Bell and Sons, 1885. 8vo., 400 pp.

XLII. The Science of Money. London; Geo. Bell and Sons. 8vo., 124 pp.

XLIII. The Politics of Money.

XLIV, The Worship of Augustus Caesar—Derived from a study of coins, monuments, calendars, aeras and astrological cycles, the whole establishing a New Chronology of History and Religion.

XLV. The Middle Ages Revisited or the Roman Government and Re-

igion from Augustus to the Fall of Constantinople.

XLVI. Ancient Britain in the light of modern archaeological discoveries.

XLVII. History of Money in America-From the Discovery, to the Foundation of the American Constitution.

XI.VIII. Barbara Villiers-A History of Monetary Crimes

XLIX. The Beneficient Effects of Silver Money during the 17th Century.

L. Money and Civilization, 1885.

LII. History of Money in the Netherlands.





BARBARA VILLIERS

OR A HISTORY OF




MONETARY CRIMES.


CHAPTER I



THE CRIME OF 1666.

the right to coin money and to regulate its value (by giving it denominations) and by limiting or increasing the quantity of it in circulation, was the exclusive prerogative of the State. In 1604, in the celebrated case of the Mixed Moneys, this prerogative was affirmed under such extraordinary circumstances and with such an overwhelming array of judicial and forensic authority as to occasion alarm to the moneyed classes of England, who at once sought the means to overthrow it. These they found in the demands of the East India Company, the corruption of Parliament the profligacy of Charles II., and the influence of Barbara Villiers. The result was the surreptitious mint legislation of 1666—7: and thus a prerogative, which, next to the right of peace or war, is the most powerful instrument by which a State can influence the happiness of its subjects, was surrendered or sold for a song to a class of usurers, in whose hands it has remained ever since. In framing the American mintlaws of 1790—2, Mr. Hamilton, a young man (then 33 years of age), and wholly unaware of the character or bearings of this English legislation, innocently copied it and caused it to be incorporated in the laws of the United States, where it still remains, an obstacle to the equitable distribution of wealth and a menace to public prosperity.

More than this: down to the year 1870 the Crown of England had the right, without consulting Parliament, to undo much of the mis-
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THE CRIME OF 1868.

PREVIOUS to the Presidential campaign of 1868 the following facts relative to the position of the New York World were very generally known or believed.

I. That Mr. Manton Marble was not the sole or even the principle owner of the paper. This is established among other evidence by his own averment in the suit of George Opdyke vs. The World.

II. Among those known or believed to own shares in the paper were August Belmont Senior and S. L. M. Barlow. Samuel J. Tilden was also regarded as possessing some proprietary interest in it. Mr. Belmont was looked upon as the principal owner. Between Mr. Belmont and Mr. Marble the strongest ties of interest and friendship were known to exist. Mr. Belmont was understood to be the purse and Mr. Marble the brains of the newspaper.

III. Mr. Belmont was and had been for many years the agent for an European banking Syndicate. This Syndicate was the owner of a large amount in American War bonds and had acted as the agent and banker of numerous other European houses interested in the same bonds. These bonds by the terms of their issue (Act of Feb. 25, 1862), were payable in greenbacks; and, although this view of the law on the subject was disputed in after years by the holders of the bonds or their advocates, it was from the legal point of view probably the correct one. This view is supported by the speeches of Senators Collamer, Wilson and others during the passage of the Act through the Senate (See Congressional Globe 1861-2); by the speeches of Messrs. Spaulding, Stevens, Pendleton and others in the House when the bill was before that body; and by the fact that the bonds when issued were subscribed and paid for in greenbacks, and thus fetched but half-price in gold coin, while at the same time other American bonds, payable specifically in gold, or about the terms of the payment of which there was no dispute, commanded full price. Among these were the 5 per cent bonds of the State of Massachusetts.

Whatever was the precise legal bearing of the terms in which the Five-Twenties were made payable it was evidently of the highest importance to those who had purchased them at half-price to procure them if possible to be made payable at full price. This was only to be done by an Act of Congress which should explicitly make the bonds payable in coin and remove all doubt about the terms of payment. On the other hand, it was, by the same token, against the interest of the people of the United States to make any alteration in the law covering the bonds. If there was any doubt about the terms of liquidation, the country would only increase its burden of payment by removing it; if there was no doubt, no legislation was needed.

The nominal sum of the Five-Twenty bonds which were in dispute and had been sold at half-price on account both of the terms of emission and of the doubt as to their terms of payment, was, as the writer is now informed, about $550,000,000. The government had received but about $275,000,000 in gold for them; and the profit (besides the double interest, semi-annually in gold coin, all along), which the holders might very certainly count upon realizing, in case they could obtain the legislation they desired, amounted to $275,000,000 more. It will be admitted that this was a stake worth intriguing for; perhaps the greatest reward which ever tempted men to conspire and betray.

Down to the winter of 1867-8 Mr. Belmont had exhibited very little interest in the bond question, or, indeed, any other question that then interested the Conservative party. He had been appointed Chairman of its National Committee at a time when the fortunes and prospects of the party were very low and chiefly on account of the liberality with which he contributed to its beggared finances. Down to the election of 1868 he is believed to have contributed about $25,000, of which $10,000 were in one sum. But neither by his own utterances nor through those of the newspapers, which it was believed he in great measure owned and controlled, did Mr. Belmont manifest any active interest in politics. It was quite evident that he regarded the Conservative party, as for the present, quite dead; and that he had sought its leadership less for any practical results which it might then promote, than for what such leadership might be worth to him, or the Syndicate he represented, in the future.

This future came in the Fall of 1867. Down to that period the New York World, through Mr. Marble, had been specifically pledged

to support Mr. Pendleton for the Presidency. (See letter of "Buckeye" in Cincinnati Enquirer of about August 20, 1874.) All of a sudden its course was changed with reference to Pendletonism, the bond question, legal-tenders and everything else connected with the subject.

Mr. Marble explains his sudden conversion from Pendletonism and the greenback theory by the fact that he met a Man on a mountain in New Hampshire; (See New York World August 24, 1874;) but those who know the circumstances best believe that the Man was in Paris and operated through an agent in Wall Street, New York.

Shortly after this and acting probably in pursuance of instructions from the Man in Paris Mr. Belmont went to Washington, where he entertained at a banquet the Members of the Democratic Congressional Committee and other leading Democrats in and out of Congress; and availed himself of the occasion to persuade them to change the place of holding the National Convention from some Southern or Western city, which they had previously expressed a decided preference for, to New York.

The first steps in the Conspiracy were taken none too soon. The Conservative party, which had previously been drifting about in search of an anchorage not too near the dangerous and wreck-bestrewn coast of Africa, had come upon the promising island of Greenbacks and after much careful reconnoitering determined to land there and intrench itself. This situation became so popular that vast numbers of the people adopted it, until at length and for the first time in many years it seemed possible for the Conservative party to succeed in a general contest with its great Republican adversary. To induce the Conservatives to abandon this position before it grew too strong and to persuade it to choose a battle-ground on other territory, was obviously the first move of the Conspirators. From this time forth the World became a "hard money" paper.

On the 13th of March, 1868, Baron James Rothschild of Paris wrote to Mr. Belmont a letter which was exhibited by the latter to several gentlemen in New York. This letter had evidently been prepared for the purpose of being shown to leading members of the party, in order to influence their opinion on the bond question. It contained a long argument against the then pending proposition to make the Five-Twenties refundable for 50-year 4 per cent bonds without changing the original terms of payment, declared this a compulsory measure tinctured with "repudiation" and concluded with warnings of ruin to those who might oppose the payment of

the bonds in coin, or who might advocate their liquidation in greenbacks.

On July 4, 1868, the Democratic National Convention met at Tammany Hall, New York, with Mr. Belmont as chairman. On the 7th of July and to the complete chagrin of the conspirators it passed the following resolution: "Where the obligations of the Government do not expressly state upon their face, or the law under which they were issued does not provide that they shall be paid in coin, they ought in right and in justice, be paid in the lawful money of the United States."

It will be seen from this resolution that, notwithstanding the efforts of Belmont and Marble during the Winter of 1867-8 and the following spring, to influence the opinion of the Conservative party on this subject, it had deliberately followed its own course, heedless of these intriguants. Further than this it showed an evident determination to nominate a candidate for the Presidency who was especially the exponent of the views expressed in the above plank of the party platform. This was George H. Pendleton. He was nominated on the first ballot, receiving 105 votes, which were increased to 156½ (211½ or ¾ of 317 being necessary to a choice), a number not exceeded by any candidate, until, on the 22nd ballot and with Pendleton's own previously written permission to warrant the act, Gen. McCook of Ohio suddenly withdrew Pendleton's name, in its place nominated that of Horatio Seymour, an advocate of coin payments and elected the latter as the Candidate of the Convention on a single ballot.

It was rumored at the time that the use by McCook of Pendleton's generous "permission" in the form of a "request" and the unexpected nomination of Seymour, were the fruits of the intrigue of which Belmont and Marble were even then suspected. But the writer's purpose is not to repeat rumors. He intends to confine himself to what he knows about the betrayal of the Conservative party in 1868; and what he knows relates not to the Convention nor to its proceedings, but to what occurred before the Convention met and after it adjourned.

This last mentioned event occurred on the 9th of July. On the 4th of August Mr. Seymour's letter of acceptance appeared and the campaign began. It has been stated that Mr. Seymour was an advocate of coin payments. So he was. In accepting him for its candidate the leaders had indeed changed the party flag, but the masses had not left their Island; nor were they inclined to do so. It soon

became evident that, Pendleton or no Pendleton, the Conservative party were determined to stand by greenbacks; and the most popular badge of the campaign was an imitation greenback dollar-note with the portrait of Seymour on its face and the legend "This note is a legal tender," etc. on the back. It is true that in the event of a Conservative victory the conspirators had counted upon Mr. Seymour to approve of a bill providing coin payments for the Five-Twenty bonds and greenbacks; but the position of the Convention was that but few Conservative members of Congress would be likely to vote for such a measure so long as the constituencies were manifestly opposed to it. In short the conspirators were baffled

There was but one way for them out of this dilemma and that way was to treacherously destroy Mr. Seymour's chance of being elected, by suddenly creating a panic on the eve of the contest.

The sudden abandonment by the World of the support of Mr. Pendleton and Pendletonism. 2nd. Its attempts to persuade the party to commit itself to the policy of coin payments. 3rd. Mr. Belmont's cajolement of the Washington leaders into changing the seat of the National Convention to New York, in order to bring its members and proceedings under the more immediate influence of himself, the World and the other instrumentalities of the conspiracy. 4th. The snap election in the Convention of its presiding officer and against his own wishes. 5th. The delegation by the National Convention of its entire power and authority and that of the Executive Committee, the State Committee and the Auxiliary Committee, acting directly or indirectly under it, into the single hand of Mr. Belmont, the agent of a colossal banking Syndicate, with ample experience in court and state intrigues. 6th. The foisting of the World, one of Mr. Belmont's instrumentalities, upon the party, as the acknowledged and accepted organ and exponent of its policy and views; and 7th, The use of the World for the purpose of suddenly and on the eve of Election (and when it was too late to put up other candidates) betraying and abandoning the ticket, throwing the party into confusion and converting a victory into defeat. Four of these steps have been already described. The writer now proceeds to relate the history of the remaining three.

The withdrawal of Pendleton, who was a candidate of enthusiasm, and the substitution of Seymour, who, distrusting his nominators, had evinced but little warmth in the contest, had weakened the prospects of the ticket; but the unexpected impeachment of the Radi-

cals, made in my official Finance Letter of September, 1868, had so improved these prospects that in the early part of October the election was generally conceded to the Conservatives. The Radical party had been successfully arraigned as violators of the Constitution, corrupt, extravagant and responsible for a condition of the finances which had demoralized the public and exposed the country to the gravest dangers. The fortunes of the Radical party had never appeared so low as at this juncture; and already suggestions were being made for the cabinet which President Seymour would soon find it necessary to call to his aid in the administration of the Federal Government.

In the midst of this promise of success to the Conservatives and appearance of defeat to the Radicals, quite unexpectedly, without previous warning or intimation of any kind, and like a bolt shot from a summer sky, the New York World of Thursday, October 15, 1868, published a brief but portentous editorial article, in which, falsely and basely premising that success could not possibly await the Conservative party with Horatio Seymour at its head, it treacherously and perfidiously advised that the name of this honored statesman should be withdrawn and some other substituted in its place for President of the United States.

Remember that the World had claimed to be and had been fully trusted as the organ and mouthpiece of the party; that it was believed to be owned and controlled by men presumed to be interested in the success of the party; that the prospects of the party had not for many years seemed so brilliant; that not a word from any quarter had been intimated against Mr. Seymour; that the Convention had been dissolved for over three months; that it could not be reorganized in less than one or two months; that no provision had been made to organize it again that year; that without it, no one had authority to change the Presidential Candidate or withdraw his name from the ticket; and that it was now within a fortnight of Election day.

The treason of Dumouriez, who plotted with the enemy to overthrow the French Republic, which had placed him in supreme command of its armies; the treason of Burr "who permitted himself to be used by his political opponents in order to defeat the candidate of his own party whom he himself had supported" and who then attempted the subversion of his country through a secret alliance with Mexico—these treasonable attempts were petty in comparison with that of Marble. Dumouriez and Burr were both suspected men and the confidence reposed in them was by no means unlimited; in regard to Marble there was no suspicion whatever. Dumouriez was fired upon by his own soldiers; Burr exposed himself to capital punishment in a trial for high treason. Marble ran the risk of no penalty save the execrations of his betrayed countrymen. The law protects his life as it does that of any other man and his skin is as safe today as its triple covering of brass can render it. Dumouriez and Burr betrayed their countries for the sake of ambitions which could be gratified with nothing less than absolute and ungoverned control; a passion which has at least the merit of greatness about it. Marble's motive for betraying the party will appear as we proceed. Dumouriez and Burr both failed in their treachery; Marble not only succeeded, but has since had the unparalleled audacity to demand and accept a position of trust from the party that he betrayed.

Nothing could exceed the consternation produced by the World article of October 15, 1868. It was as though the general of a division had gone over to the enemy on the eve of an assured victory. The article was telegraphed all over the country on the morning of its appearance and by noon of the same day it was believed, in all the principal cities and towns throughout the country, that the Conservative party had been betrayed and abandoned by its chosen leaders, Belmont, Tilden, Schell and Marble: for no one supposed for a moment that Marble would have dared to publish such an article without authority from the chief representatives of the party in New York.

Such at least was the impression produced in Washington, where the writer resided at the time; and the Washington leaders of the Conservative party were experienced men and not likely to draw an erroneous inference from any writing in plain English.

The famous article was received in Washington at about 10 o'clock on the morning of its publication in New York. It was seen at noon by Mr. Jonah D. Hoover, chairman of the Congressional Committee and publisher of the Express, an afternoon Conservative newspaper. Mr. Hoover was astounded with the appearance of the article and hesitated about republishing it in the Express. The graver question, though, was with regard to the Committee of which he was chairman. What action should the Committee take in the matter? Should it ignore or repudiate the newspaper article and endeavor to rally the party around the ticket? Yet if the article was the deliberate act of the party leaders in New York, this course might prove to be the merest folly, and what chance had any such provincial rally

against a desertion so open and public, done at the radiating point of a thousand printing-presses and telegraph wires, done at the seat of the party convention, at the residence of the chairman of the Convention, in the State whence the Presidential Candidate had been chosen, and by the trusted newspaper organ of the party and mouthpiece of the party owned wholly or for the most part by its leaders?

Mr. Hoover decided upon calling a meeting of the Congressional Committee and party chiefs that night at the office of the National Intelligencer, the principal conservative newspaper of the District; and the writer hereof was one of those who were invited to attend.

Meanwhile Mr. Hoover telegraphed to Mr. Belmont at New York demanding to know the meaning of the World article, and whether the National Committee was responsible for it.

It is necessary to explain here that the Democratic Convention, when it adjourned, adjourned sine die, and left in charge of its affairs a National Committee composed of one member from each state of the Union. Of this National Committee, whose headquarters were in New York, Mr. Belmont was Chairman. This National Committee appointed an Executive Committee of ten members, with Mr. Belmont as Chairman and a Washington Congressional Committee of eleven members (who afterward added three adherents to their number) with Mr. Hoover as Chairman. There was also in New York a State Committee, of which Belmont, Tilden, Schell and others were members and an Auxiliary Committee composed of Belmont, Tilden, Schell and others who were members of one or more of the other committees, and still others who were not. Thus the business of the Convention was entrusted to the National Committee; that of the National Committee to the Executive Committee, and that of the Executive Committee to Belmont, who left the formal and clerical portion of it to Tilden and Schell, and kept the vital and important portion of it to himself.

Tilden and Schell opened an office for the distribution of documents and like business, at the corner of Fourth Avenue and Seventeenth Street. Belmont went to New York, where he remained all summer, with the National Convention and all its Committees in his breeches pocket; and there sat down with his friend and faithful follower Marble to exchange cable telegrams with the Man in Paris and plot the betrayal and defeat of the Conservative party.

The meeting at the Intelligencer office was appointed for 9 P. M. of the same day on which the World article was published. Down

to the hour of meeting no reply had been received to Mr. Hoover's telegram. There were present at the meeting Hon. Alex. W. Randall, Postmaster General; Hon. Richard T. Merrick; Hon. Alex. Del Mar, Director of Statistics; John F. Coyle, Esq., one of the proprietors of the Intelligencer, and his partner Mr. Snow; Mr. W. W. Warden, one of President Johnson's private secretaries, Colonel Whitely, Marshall Hoover and several others.

Marshall Hoover stated the object of the meeting. The World article, evidently inspired by the leaders of the party at New York, had virtually deprived the party of its Chieftain on the very eve of election and the moment of success. He had telegraphed to Belmont and Tilden, but had received no answer. The abandonment of the ticket was being telegraphed all over the country and every moment was precious. What was to be done? Accept the situation and endeavor to keep the party together by at once nominating another candidate on their own responsibility, relying upon the urgency of the occasion and the influence of the Intelligencer and the Southern press (which would probably endorse its action), to ratify their nomination; or, wait another twenty-four hours, until demoralization and defection had spread far and wide, and unity of action was no longer possible? Knowing that in such an emergency every hour was precious, he said that Messrs. Belmont and Tilden's delay in responding to his telegram was in the highest degree censurable.

Another gentleman said that he took it for granted that nobody present doubted that the World article was authorized. (No sign of dissent from anybody present.) If it was authorized, there was no use in telegraphing to Belmont about it or in awaiting an answer from him. It was quite plain that the party leaders in New York had determined to abandon the ticket; though what their motive was, consistent with any regard for their honor or probity, or what they expected to effect by it, exceeded his comprehension. He feared that there was foul work beneath it. But the country must not be allowed to suffer from this great act of treachery. The blow that had been struck was a base, but not a fatal one. Seymour was now out of the field, but he thought that with prompt action the party might be induced to unite upon another candidate; and as every hour's delay urged it further upon the rocks of anarchy and ruin, he had consulted Chief Justice Chase with the view of obtaining his consent to run. Judge Chase had replied that it was too late: that such a movement was impracticable and useless; that no

one had authority to act; that the National Convention must be called together again. The speaker had, however, inferred from Judge Chase's remarks that in case the party made an authoritative demand for it, the Chief Justice would allow his own name to be used on the ticket, provided Mr. Seymour and all parties assented. In the hope that this measure could be effected the speaker had prepared an article for insertion in the Intelligencer, proof-slips of which he then handed around.

The writer has one of these slips now. It rehearses the World article, accepts the situation, and nominates Chase for President, with Hancock, Adams, Hendricks, Ewing or Franklin for Vice President.

Another gentleman then got up and remarked that although there could be little doubt that the World article was authorized by the party leaders in New York; although the crisis was momentous and every hour of delay fraught with new danger; yet they could not be sure that the World article was authorized. They had better wait until next day before putting forward Judge Chase's name. The suggestion as to the omission of Judge Chase's name prevailed.

Another speaker contended that the Intelligencer could not ignore the subject. In deserting Mr. Seymour the World had abandoned the political principles which Mr. Seymour represented. If the Intelligencer accepted the situation it would also desert those principles; and unless it substituted other principles in their stead, the party would be left without a rallying cry; and not only would the party fail in the election, it would disintegrate and break up entirely.

This suggestion also prevailed and the proposed article was modified, not only by omitting Judge Chase's name, it exhorted the party to rally around the Constitution of 1789, and insisted upon the preservation of the Union under its organic law: mere generalities. Proof-slips of the article, as revised, were then handed to Mr. Warden for the Associated Press and in a quarter of an hour's time it had flown to the four quarters of the Continent.

The meeting broke up at 11 o'clock, and everybody felt that the campaign was over and lost. Too much power had been delegated to Belmont and he had shamefully and fatally abused it.

After midnight Marshall Hoover received the following dispatch from Mr. Samuel J. Tilden.

NEW YORK, October 16, 1868.

JONAH D. HOOVER, Esq., Washington, D. C.

No authority or possibility to change front. All friends consider it totally impracticable and equivalent to disbanding our forces. We in New York are not panic-stricken.

(S. J. TILDEN, AUGUST BELMONT, AUGUSTUS SCHELL.

This dispatch was put upon the wires in New York nearly twenty-four hours after the World article appeared; whereas, if the World article was unauthorized, it should have been given to the country instantly upon the appearance of the article. The dispatch merely said that a change of front was impracticable and omitted to state with sufficient explicitness whether any consultation had been held with the World in reference to the publication of its treasonable editorial. It was therefore still more uncertain whether the World article emanated from the Committee or not. At all events the telegram was received in Washington too late to change the course of the Intelligencer. The article which the Congressional Committee had concluded to print had already flown all over the country and it therefore had to be printed in the morning issue of the paper.

On the next day (Friday) one of the Washington conclave was requested by the Committee and also by President Johnson to call upon the members of the Auxiliary Committee at New York and clear up all doubts as to the real position of affairs.

At this juncture the disorder was intense and the Washingtonian's ride to New York was, like Phil. Sheridan's ride from Winchester, to retrieve a lost battle.

The Washingtonian arrived in New York on Saturday morning. He at once went to Mr. Belmont's. Mr. Belmont was out of town—at Newport, it was stated. He then went to Mr. Tilden's office, 12 Wall Street, then to his house in East Twentieth Street. Mr. Tilden had gone out of town—not known whither—supposed northward. He then went to Mr. Augustus Schell's in West Twentieth or Twenty-first Street and saw Mrs. Schell. Mr. Schell had gone out of town—did not know where—perhaps north—perhaps to Utica.

The Washingtonian then sought Mr. John T. Hoffman, who was the mayor of New York. Mr. Hoffman was in his office. He said he knew nothing about the World article or its origin, deemed it very unfortunate for the party, and could hardly believe that the Committee had authorized its publication.

The Washingtonian then telegraphed the result of his enquiries and researches to Washington and went to see Mr. Benjamin Wood and other Democratic leaders in New York, from none of whom, however, could he learn the origin of the World article. Then, assuming that Tilden and Schell were with Mr. Seymour at Utica, he telegraphed to them there, requesting an interview on the morrow (Sunday) at Mr. Tilden's residence. Finally, as a last resource, he concluded to call upon Mr. Marble and ask him, point blank, what had induced him to adopt the course he had taken. He called at the IVorld office on Saturday, October 17th, at about 4 o'clock in the afternoon, and saw Mr. Marble, when the following interview took place:

Washingtonian—"At the request of President Johnson and Marshal Hoover I have visited you for the purpose of asking you some questions with reference to the leading article in Thursday's World. Of course you are aware of the unfortunate disorder it has created. We deem it of the utmost importance to know in the first place whether that article was authorized or suggested by the Democratic National Committee, or any of its representative committees, or any member thereof."

Mr. Marble (flushed and nervous)—"I do not admit the right of the President or the Chairman of the Congressional Committee, or yourself, or anybody else, to put any questions to me regarding the course of the World. Respect for them and you, however, induces me to say this much: that the Committee had nothing whatever to do with the publication of the article."

This was in some measure avoiding the question. The Washingtonian, without noticing this fact, proceeded:

Washingtonian—"Then let me ask you what was your motive in publishing so extraordinary, uncalled-for, and disastrous an article?"

Marble (getting excited)—"Sir! This newspaper is my property and is not amenable to any man or set of men for the course it may choose to pursue."

Washingtonian—"Your declaration surprises me. It was generally understood that Mr. Belmont and others of the party owned a controlling interest in the paper and that it was the organ of the Democratic party. It was certainly trusted as such, and it certainly invited such trust. In view of these facts, I think I have a right to ask you for an explanation of the course of the paper."

Marble (thoroughly excited)—"I tell you this paper is my property; my property, do you understand? It has been my property since the first of this month, and I have neither partners nor shareholders. The World is not the organ of the Democratic party nor of any other party. It is an independent sheet, and is entirely at liberty to pursue any course, or print any article it pleases."

Washingtonian (persistently)—"Such may be the position of the World now; but it certainly was not its position a short time ago. No intimation was given of the change; and the public was permitted to regard it as still the organ of the party. Such being the case, I again ask you why you printed that article?"

Marble (lashed into fury and losing control of himself)—"Do you want to know why I printed it? Well, you shall know. I printed it to please myself. I printed it as a sensation article, to give eclat to the paper and increase its circulation all over the country. Already, the sale of the paper has doubled."

Washingtonian—"That will do, Mr. Marble. No further explanation is needed. What you have already said satisfies my inquiry." And with this the Washingtonian walked away.

To abandon and betray a great political party, that is to say the political principles upon which may rest the fate of a State, for the profits of a newspaper sensation! The motive confessed was worse than any which had been imputed or suspected.

On the following day (Sunday) the Washingtonian repaired to Mr. Tilden's residence and there found assembled Messrs. Tilden, Schell, Church, Hoffman, Seymour, Jr. (a nephew of Horatio) and Col. North, a gentleman to whom had been committed the distribution of campaign documents issued by the Committees.

The Washingtonian explained his mission. It was to obtain from the Democratic National Committee, or their representatives, an explicit and unequivocal declaration with reference to the World article. Members of the party throughout the country were at this moment uncertain whether the committee and leaders of the party had authorized or connived at the article, or whether they had determined to abandon the ticket or not. If the Committee were not responsible for the article they should say so unequivocally, and at once.

Mr. Tilden remarked that the Hoover dispatch signed by himself and Messrs. Belmont and Schell was supposed to be explicit enough.

The Washingtonian replied that it was not; tha leaders of the party at Washington still believed that the World would not have

ventured to publish such an article without consulting with the Committee; that the dispatch had been sent too late, and that the Committee should end all doubt upon the matter by explicitly repudiating the World article.

Mr. Tilden intimated that he did not like to make an enemy of the World.

Whereupon Mr. Hoffman got up and said very emphatically that that was not the point. The point was that the party throughout the country need to be unequivocally assured about the origin of that article so that it might be guided in the course it was to pursue. The gentleman from Washington was quite correct in his views and fully justified in his demands. Messrs. Tilden and Schell, who were the representatives of the Committee, should draw up and sign such a paper as the gentleman had suggested.

After some further objection on the part of Mr. Tilden, who gave way to the Washingtonian's suggestion with evident reluctance, it was agreed that the latter should draw up a dispatch addressed to Mr. W. F. Storey, representative of the Democratic National Committee in Illinois, setting forth unequivocally that the World article was without authority or knowledge of the National Committee, or any of its members or representatives; that a change of front was out of the question; and that victory was still assured if the party held together.

The Washingtonian sat down to draw the paper. As he did so, Col. North whispered to him, "I'll venture to say that you will never carry that paper out of this room." To which the Washingtonian replied with confidence: "Oh, yes, I shall get it, and when I do get it, I shall at once put it on the wires."

The Washingtonian completed the paper and handed it to Mr. Tilden, who made some trifling alterations in its diction and passed it to Mr. Schell. It met with the latter's concurrence. Mr. Tilden then signed it; then Mr. Schell signed it. Then the Washingtonian took it up and with a look of triumph at Col. North started toward the door saying: "Gentlemen, I'll just put this on the wires and return." His hand was on the door knob and he was in the act of turning it when Mr. Tilden, running hastily around the table, (this was in the front reception room at the house in East Twentieth Street), seized him by the arm and declared the dispatch ought not to go out without Mr. Belmont's name being attached to it. Mr. Belmont, he explained, was Chairman of the Committee, and it would be slighting him to send the dispatch forth without his signature. He knew

that Mr. Belmont would sign it. Mr. Belmont was in Newport. He (Mr. Tilden) would agree to procure his signature to the dispatch and send it to Mr. Storey. It really must be left in his hands until he could see Mr. Belmont.

What could the Washingtonian do? Mr. Tilden was not a stranger to him. He knew him well and confided in him. He laid the paper upon the table and shortly afterward the meeting broke up, with the express understanding that Mr. Belmont's signature should be procured to the dispatch by Mr. Tilden and that it should be immediately afterward made public by transmitting it to Mr. Storey in the form of an official message.

That paper never was signed by Mr. Belmont; never was published; and to this day the Conservative party has nothing to show that the World article of October 15, 1868, was unauthorized by the Committee. The leaders of the party and the masses throughout the country felt that they had been betrayed, but by whom, whether Belmont, Tilden or Marble, they could not feel sure. In this state of uncertainty and confusion the party went to the polls, leaderless and demoralized. Even in this condition it polled 2,648,830 votes for Seymour against 2,985,031 polled by the Radicals for Grant; and it only failed of a majority vote by 337,000 or less than 6 per cent. of the whole number of votes cast. This 6 per cent. was the reward of Marble's treachery.

Such is the story of the Crime of 1868, so far as the writer knows it of his own knowledge. The connection between its various members is too obvious to need further comment, and the advantages which the European Syndicate derived from it are to be measured by the following entirely gratuitous act of legislation:

"In order to remove any doubt as to the purpose of the government to discharge all just obligations to the public creditors, and to settle conflicting questions and interpretations of the laws by virtue of which such obligations have been contracted, it is hereby provided and declared that the faith of the United States is solemnly pledged to the payment in coin, or its equivalent, of all the obligations of the United States not bearing interest, known as United States notes, and of all the interest-bearing obligations of the United States, except in cases where the law authorizing the issue of any such obligation has expressly provided that the same may be paid in lawful money or other currency than gold or silver. But none of said interest-bearing obligations not already due shall be redeemed or paid before maturity, unless at such time United States notes

shall be convertible into coin at the option of the holder, or unless at such time bonds of the United States bearing a lower rate of interest than the bonds to be redeemed can be sold at par in coin. And the United States also solemnly pledges its faith to make provision at the earliest practicable period for the redemption of the United States notes in coin." Act of March 18, 1869.

This was the so-called Credit Strengthening Act of March 18, 1869. It was passed immediately upon the assembling of the new Congress elected in the Fall of 1868, and was the first act passed by that body and signed by the new President, Grant. By virtue of this act the government of the United States, without any consideration whatever, improved and enhanced the value of the bonds it had issued under the Act of February 25, 1862, and its sequels, which bonds it had sold at half price because of their sale and redeemability in greenbacks. It also, and likewise without any consideration, improved and enhanced the value of the greenbacks, by promising to redeem the same in coin, whereas when they were issued they were sold at half price for war supplies largely on account of their irredeemability in coin.

The passage of this act was equivalent to the payment to various European banking houses, holders of the Five-Twenty bonds, of at least two hundred and seventy-five million dollars, over and above what they would otherwise have received in the form of interest and principal for the bonds which they held or controlled. It really amounted to more than twice as much.

The issues settled by this treacherously procured legislation can never be raised again. The Five-Twenty bonds, whose terms of payment it altered and enhanced in value, without any consideration pand to the government, are now all, or nearly all, paid off. But the men who promoted this measure and who in order to do so cajoled and betrayed a great party which had generously confided its interests to their charge, are not beyond the reach of public censure and reproach.

Mr. Marble in his issue of the World dated August 24, 1874, said of himself: "As the editor of a journal which he established, has long owned, and always conducted to maintain Democratic doctrines in government and which, without the assistance of National or State Democratic Committees, has nevertheless come to be everywhere esteemed as in some sense a leading organ of the Democratic party, he has not believed it to be consistent with that implied trust," etc. He here refers with pride to his ownersh professor live World as of long

standing. The readers of this treatise will know how long that standing had been; for according to Mr. Marble's own confession it only began about the 1st of October, 1868. He also refers to its independence of Democratic Committees. The only Democratic Committee which had any "support" to contribute until within recent years was the Tammany Committee of New York, an organization which cared little for the Democratic party, so long as it could retain its hold upon the profits of the municipal government of that city. From this organization, as appears from the bills and receipts for advertisments, on file with the Comptroller of New York, the World received an ample remuneration. As to the National Democratic Committee it had no largess to bestow upon the World, which had betrayed and sold it and the party to foreigners. This is the sort of independence of which it boasted.

But the most important of Mr. Marble's statements above quoted is that one wherein he says that the World had come to be everywhere esteemed as in some sense "a leading organ of the Democratic party," and admits that there was an "implied trust" in the avowal and acceptance of such a position. It will be remembered that in the interview of October 17, 1868, Mr. Marble denied that the World was a Democratic organ, in any sense of the word, and that it was under no sort of trust or obligation to support the doctrines or candidates of the party. Afterwards, when he hoped his treachery would not transpire, or had been forgotten, he held that the World was a Democratic organ and as such was under an "implied trust" with reference to the doctrines and candidates of the party. And not only in his issue of August 24, 1874, but in many subsequent issues, he sought, and unfortunately obtained, the support and confidence of the party, as he had sought and obtained it previous to his treacherous act of October 15, 1868.
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THE CRIME OF 1870.

AS TOLD IN THE MEMPHIS MONETARY CONVENTION JUNE 13, 1895.

THE Chairman, Senator Turpie, of Indiana, announced that Hon. Alexander Del Mar, of California, the distinguished writer on Money, was present and would address the Convention.

Mr. Del Mar, who was greeted with much applause, spoke as follows:

Mr. Chairman:—Amidst the conflict of monetary theories, doctrines and assumptions which divide the American people—nay the entire civilized world to-day—I can discern but a single principle upon which all parties unite. That principle is stability. Those who hold that like other measures the measure of value should be of dimensions prescribed by law; those who would leave such dimensions to the chances of mining discovery, the vicissitudes of war, or the caprices of fashion; those who are willing to trust the government with the regulation of money; those who have no faith in the virtue or prudence of congress and demand a metallic pledge behind each fraction of the monetary measure; those who regard the whole number of dollars as the measure of value; those who regard the material of each separate dollar as the true measure of value; those who regard money as a legal institution, as well as those who view it only as so much metal—all these alike agree in the cardinal principle that a monetary system, if it is to be just and equitable in its operation, should be stable. It should afford a reasonable assurance to the buyer, the seller, the debtor, the creditor, the producer, the consumer, the annuitant, the pensioner and the wage-carner, that it will work no essential, no violent, no revolutionary, rise or fall of prices, so that men may buy and sell, contract, undertake and plan for the future upon a more or less assured and enduring basis.

This principle, so manifestly just, has obtained not only the assent of extreme partisans on all sides of the present heated controversy, but it is laid down by the most eminent jurists who have devoted their attention to this great institution of social life, it is laid down by Vattel, Grotius, Puffendorf, Montesquieu, Bodin, Dumoulin, Grimaudet; indeed, by all the great modern writers on the principles of law.

It it because I am profoundly convinced that no institution can enjoy a permanent footing in this country unless it is founded upon principles of equity, it is because I believe that any system of money which does not point to substantial stability of prices is destined to speedy overthrow, that I stand here to-day to support so far as my feeble abilities permit the demand for the restoration of the ancient coinage laws of the Republic.

At no time in the history of the world have such enormous, such inequitable, such widespread, I may almost say cosmic disturbances of prices, such unforeseeable and undeserved changes of opportunity and fortune occurred as have occurred since the evil day—now some thirty years ago—when the coinage of silver began to be checked throughout the civilized world.

The fact—which nobody has questioned—that more than half of the combined circulation of all the States of the Occident consists of legal tender paper notes; the fact, which all admit, that over 95 per cent of all the exchanges of the world are transacted not with money, whether of metal or paper, but with mere orders for money, such as checks and bills of exchange—these facts, together with others, prove that metallic coins, though made of both silver and of gold, are quite inadequate to justly measure the parity of exchanges, so that the coins have to be eked out not only with papermoney, but also—and still more largely—with orders and promises of money, which being limited in circulation to one or two persons and slow of movement at that, have to be continually drawn, destroyed and redrawn. In short, the growth of commerce during this century of steam and electricity has been so enormous that the equity of exchanges has come to rest chiefly upon paper money and private orders for paper money, the latter affecting to be exchangeable or promising to be exchanged on demand for coins of gold or silver. Defective and dangerous as such systems have proved, no satisfactory substitute for them has yet been accepted; and like many other institutes inherited from the past, we have been content to patch them up and make them last as long as possible.

What now shall be thought of the man or the men who thirty years ago deliberately destroyed one-half of the scant support upon which the stupendous superstructure of the world's commerce, contracts, and expectations depends? And what now shall be done to further patch that tottering system which—like Dr. Oliver Wendell Holmes's one-horse chaise—threatens to fall to pieces altogether?

Concerning this last suggestion you need no guidance from the mere Historian of money; your minds are already made up; your verdict is determined—the law must be restored. Concerning the history of the demonetization, I am here to unfold it to you, because in it is contained the refutation of those false, venomous and traitorous cries of "interested motives," "dishonest money" and the like, with which the friends of restoration have been assailed.

The Monetary Commission of 1876, with which I was connected, reported that the Acts of 1873 were, one of them, passed surreptitiously, and the other upon false or erroneous assurances. This has since been vehemently denied. I am going to show you not only that the Commission was right, but that these acts were the issue of European intrigue and precedent.

At the period of this legislation the ratio of value at which silver and gold were purchased and coined at the French mints was 15 1-2 weights for 1; at the mints of the United States 16 to 1; In consequence of this difference (about 3 per cent) those who had silver to coin sent it to Paris, rather than Philadelphia, San Francisco or New Orleans. Had the opposition to the coinage of dollars in the two metals and the preference by creditors of the government for one metal over the other been of American origin, the one metal chosen would inevitably have been silver, because in fact the silver dollar was worth 3 per cent more than the gold one, and because the fund-holders who notoriously promoted and supported the legislation of 1873 would no more have preferred gold dollars then, than they would silver dollars now. But in France, indeed, in Europe generally, whose mints and markets commonly followed the vast coinages of France, the gold and silver coins of like denominations were of precisely equal value. Hence to the European holder of American bonds in 1863-4 it made no difference whether he was paid in gold or silver coins, provided—and this was the point essentially important to his interest and avidity—provided that the debtor was deprived of the option of paying in coins of the other metal. The preference of gold was certainly not American, because at the American mint ratio gold dollars, when melted down, were only worth 97 cents. It was therefore of European origin. We shall presently see why these "cheaper" dollars were preferred to silver ones.

Under the Code Napoleon it was explicitly laid down that all
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debts, taxes and contracts for sums of money, no matter in what other terms expressed, were legally and equitably dischargeable in the current money of like denominations upon the day of payment. This principle came down from the Roman Commonwealth; it was preserved by Paulus in the Digest; it was upheld by all the jurisconsults of the Empire and of the various provinces and kingdoms into which the Empire afterwards split; it was supported with great emphasis and erudition by the Privy Council, in the celebrated case of the Mixed Moneys, and it was maintained by the United States Supreme Court in the great cases which were adjudicated by Chief Justices Chase and a full bench.

At the time when the necessities of our government compelled it to issue hundreds—nay, almost thousands of millions of 6 per cent and 5 per cent bonds, with interest payable in "coins," the French Court of Cassation promulgated a decision in perfect accordance not only with the entire range of legal authority, but also with the Code Napoleon, to the effect that on this subject no man could contract himself out of the law; in short, that contracts for money were equitably dischargeable in the current money of the day of payment. This decision alarmed the European holders of American bonds. "What might not those shrewd, those progressive Americans do with respect to the interest on these bonds, which was payable in "coins?" Perhaps they would strike coins of debased gold, like the ancient Athenians, or of pewter and gun-metal, like the princes of the house of Stuart, or plated brass, like the petty lords of modern Germany. Would they not be justified by law, by history, by authority, by precedent, by the decision so recently rendered in the French court of Cassation? Most assuredly."

There was but one way to avert this financial calamity. This was to demonetise one of the precious metals, and fix the standard of the other. But which metal should be demonetized? Gold? "Oh, no, the American government would never consent to that, because it would oblige them to pay in silver dollars, which, under the operation of their own laws, as influenced by our (the French mint) law, are worth 3 per cent more than gold ones. Therefore, let us endeavor to demonetize silver. To us it makes no difference; to the Americans it is a gain of three per cent. Let us bribe them with this three per cent to surrender their option of the metals. All doubt as to kind of payment being then removed, our American bonds, purchased at forty or fifty cents on the dollar, will rise to par and over. A la mort, l'argent!"

At that time there were 1,000 to 1,500 millions of American government bonds in Europe, or held on European account. The inception of this project, which soon developed into an active intrigue, therefore stood to win 600 to 1,000 million dollars.

Such were the circumstances that gave rise to the resolutions adopted by the Latin Monetary Union of 1865. The original proposition emanated in Belgium: it was grafted upon that movement for the unitization of weights and measures, the dissemination of the metrical and decimal systems and other "fads" which were urged throughout Europe by numerous societies with respectable and influential followings. The members of these societies (not the leaders) were like the fat sheep which one sometimes sees marked for slaughter. Their single function in life is to look plump and wait for the butcher. The butcher is usually the practical politician; in this case it was the practical financier.

The Monetary Union of 1865 was the beginning of that scheme of reckless avidity and dark intrigue which in the course of a few years destroyed one half of the metallic basis of money, plunged the commercial world into bankruptcy and pledged it to conditions commercially impossible to fulfill and politically dangerous to endure. These conditions menace the peace of the world. I do not plead for retribution, but for justice. Let the fundholder be paid in gold. He is not the same one who duped and betrayed us in 1868 and 1873, but his assignee, an innocent third party, upon whose title there is no stain of fraud. Let him be paid in gold. So far as the present fundholders are concerned the mischief is done, and it cannot be equitably repaired. But as for posterity whose affairs we are pinning down to the capricious and inadequate limits of a single metal: as for the future stability of contracts, which twenty-five years of catastrophic experience should convince us cannot be secured by means of gold money, I say let us at once restore the ancient law. "The way to resume is to resume!"

From 1865 to 1870 the fundholding syndicate into whose hands it is quite evident this intrigue had now fallen, was incessant in its operations. Numerous conventions under its patronage were held in France, Belgium and Germany: its influence is plainly discernible in the treacherous defection of certain party leaders during the American presidential election of 1868; in the gratuitous "Credit-

1The Democratic party on the eve of the Presidential election of 1868, when almost certain victory awaited it, was betrayed by Martin Marble, editor of the New York World.

strengthening" act of 1869; in the appropriation clause of Boutwell's needless Fifteen Hundred Million funding bill; and especially in that surreptitious and scandalous alteration of the British Mint Code of 1870, which furnished the immediate example, precedent and justification for the analogous alteration of our own Mint Code, namely, the alteration which demonetized silver and threw the commercial world into bankruptcy. It is to the circumstances connected with this alteration of the British Mint Code that I now ask your especial attention.

The Mint law of 1816, section 9, the law which closed the British mints to the private and unlimited coinage of silver, whilst it opened them to the private and unlimited coinage of gold, left it in the power of the Crown at any time (by and with the advice of the Privy Council), to substantially reverse such policy. In other words, down to the year 1870 the Sovereign of Great Britain had the power by proclamation to reopen the mints to the private and unlimited coinage of silver.

This provision of law appeared in an amended form in section 9 on page 3, lines 14 to 20, of the Mint bill of 1870, next to be mentioned; but it is nowhere to be found in the amended bill, nor in the statute into which it was erected. Following is the provision of 1816, as amended in the original Mint bill of 1870:

Section 9, lines 14 to 20: "Where, after the date in that behalf fixed by a proclamation under this act, any person or body brings to the mint any silver bullion, such bullion shall be assayed and coined and delivered out to such person at the rate of 62 shillings for every 5,760 grains imperial weight, or 373.24195 grammes metric weight, of silver bullion of standard fineness so brought, in whatever denomination the same is coined."

On February 10, 1870, the bill containing this provision was brought into the Commons by the Chancellor of the Exchequer (Robert Lowe) and Mr. Stansfeld. Its professed object was "to consolidate and amend the law relating to the coinage and Her Majesty's mint." In moving for leave to introduce it, Mr. Lowe said its objects were merely to "consolidate the rules and regulations of the mint" and abolish the useless office of mint-master, and thus save £3,500 a year to the nation. Upon these assurances the bill was read for the first time and put upon its passage. The bill not only contained the provisions above cited; it prescribed the manner and form in which this privilege of silver coinage might be exercised. Section 12 provided that "it shall be lawful for Her

Majesty, with the advice of the Privy Council, from time to time by proclamation, to do all or any of the following matters, namely"

* * (clause 7) "to regulate any matters relative to the coinage and the mint which are not provided for by this act."

These were the only provisions in the bill relating to that royal prerogative of silver coinage which had been reserved in the Act 56, George III., c. 68. It is evident that in order to effectually destroy this prerogative, both section 9, lines 14 to 20, and section 12, clause 7, of the bill of February 10, 1870, had to be altered. The former provision was a restriction or limitation of the latter; therefore its repeal (by itself) instead of destroying, would have enlarged, the royal prerogative. This consideration made it necessary, if the prerogative was to be destroyed, to deal with both clauses; and this is precisely what was done. The second reading took place February 25, 1870, when after a brief discussion, during which no intention was disclosed of destroying or curtailing the royal prerogative of silver coinage, the bill was committed. When the bill emerged from committee (March 10), that portion of clause 9, namely, lines 14-20, which might have opened the mints to the coinage of silver, had disappeared altogether; and no mention of this elimination appears in the debates reported by Hansard, who simply says (Vol. 199, col. 1730): "Clauses (or sections) 8 to 10, inclusive, added."

In section 12, clause 7, the following italicized words were inserted, making the clause read as follows: "To regulate any matters relative to the coinage and mint within the present prerogative of the crown which are not provided for by this act." The italicized words worked an entire change of the law. On March 11 this bill was "considered as amended" (no discussion), and on March 14 it passed its third reading, without discussion.

There was another and very important alteration made, one which destroyed the power of the Crown to make foreign coins legal tender (this included the Indian rupee) but for the present I propose merely to deal with the alteration which destroyed the royal prerogative as to the silver coinage of Great Britain.

When it was up for second reading February 25, Mr. Lowe said that, with the exception of the economy mentioned, the bill proposed no alteration of the law, and, seemingly as an apology for its length, added that "Her Majesty has very large prerogatives in the matter of money and if they were not recited in the bill it might be supposed that we were anxious to impose limitations upon them. * * The Oueen has now, I apprehend, by prerogative.

a power to introduce into any of her dominions any coin she pleases,

* * although such power could only be exercised by proclamation by the Privy Council." When it was up in committee, March 10, Mr. Lowe again said that the object of the bill was not to alter, but merely to "perfect" the law; yet, without discussion and without hesitation, he accepted amendments which not only altered the law, but altered it fundamentally and opened the door to all those consequences which I allude to elsewhere.

In the House of Lords, on second reading, March 18, the Marquis of Landsdowne explained that the bill made "no innovation of any kind, no new principle was introduced in the bill," etc. Upon these assurances it was read and committed. When motion was made, March 22, to go into committee on this bill, Lord Kinnaird remarked that it had "not received due consideration; for it passed through its various stages in the other House after midnight, and amendments were introduced by members who represented establishments interested in the question.2 The noble Marquis of Landsdowne had stated, on the second reading, that it contained no innovation and no new principle." The Marquis of Landsdowne thereupon rejoined that he had said it contained no important innovation, with the exception of the clause transferring the mastership of the mint. "But," replied Lord Kinnaird, "I contend that it contains very important alterations."

Yet, from beginning to end, neither in the House of Commons, the House of Lords, nor in the committees of either house, was any intimation made of any purpose to curtail the Queen's prerogative of silver coinage, nor did any discussion take place on the subject. Lord Kinnaird was the only person in either house who made more than trivial objections, and as to his objections, they were insufficient to stay the progress of the measure, which partly on this day and partly on March 24 went through the lifeless ceremony of its passage through the Lords. When Lord Kinnaird uttered his last protest, he said he believed that "dust was still thrown by certain parties into the eyes of the deputy master of the mint—not gold dust, for this went into their pockets." But as it is evident that he had not the faintest suspicion of what was really going on, it yet remains to be seen into whose eyes the dust had gathered. On the following day, March 25, the bill was read in the Lords a third
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THE CRIME OF 1873.

HFN the civil war ended, the federal debt was about $2,800,000,000; the debts of the various states, townships and municipalities, about $1,400,000,000; of railways and canals about $2,500,000,000; and of other corporations about $300,000,000; together about $7,000,000,000.

Between a fourth and a third of this sum was owing to investors in Europe, who had lent or advanced it, in paper dollars, which cost them on the average about half a dollar each in gold or silver coins. An equal proportion had been advanced by American capitalists on similar terms. The balance was advanced before the war, or else before the paper currency depreciated; and was therefore lent in coins or their equivalent. Leaving this portion of the debt out of view, it is probably near the mark to say that at the close of the civil war there were owing nearly $5,000,000,000, which cost the lenders (Europeans and Americans), about half that sum in coins.

The whole of this debt was payable, under the act of February 25, 1862, in greenbacks; the interest on a portion of it was payable in coins of gold or silver.

The first move of the lenders after the war closed was to open a newspaper war upon the paper money which they had themselves lent to the government. The greenbacks, it was contended, were "dishonest" dollars; indeed, not really dollars at all, only worthless, disreputable rags, a disgrace to civilization, disseminators of fraud and disease, etc. This question was fought in the Presidential campaign of 1868, in which, by referring to the newspapers of the day, it will be seen that the writer hereof bore no inactive part. As the election day approached every sign indicated the triumph of Governor Seymour, the champion of greenbacks, and the defeat of General Grant, the champion of coins. All of a sudden, on the eve of election, and without a note of warning, the then trusted organ of the Democratic party, to wit, the New York World, edited by Manton Marble, but owned, as it was commonly believed, by Au-

gust Belmont, hauled down its flag, deserted the ticket on the eve of election, and left nearly two million voters to the effects of treachery, panic and disorder.

The first fruit of this nefarious transaction was the passage of a so-called "Credit Strengthening Act," dated March 18, 1869, by which the United States government pledged itself to pay the principal as well as the interest, of its paper debt, in gold or silver coins. In other words, without any consideration whatever, it undertook to pay for every paper dollar which it had borrowed, a gold or silver dollar, of the long-established weight and fineness; and by this act and its subsequent action, it compelled all indebted persons and corporations to do the like.

Having by these means secured to themselves the payment of a whole metal dollar for each half of a metal dollar advanced to the government, thus clearing cent-per-cent profit at a single bound, the conspirators next attempted to double the value or purchasing power of such metal dollars, by means of destroying one-half of them, to wit, the silver ones.

The following is a brief account of their operations: At that time and for several years previously, a government commission had been occupied in the work of revising and codifying the statues of the United States. The Revision Commissioners being lawyers, and not financiers, merchants, nor metallurgists, were not familiar with the technical branches of administration; therefore they made it a practice to visit the executive departments and consult with the principal officers concerning the practical interpretation and administration of the laws. When they reached the Mint Bureau, its principal officer had already in his hands a proposed codification of the coinage laws, the model for which had been forwarded to him by centain friends or agents of the Bank of England in London.

This new American Mint Code apparently embodied all the existing laws on the subject, nay, it even purported to follow their very language, and to blend them all into an harmonious whole; but such appearance was deceptive. This deception is not charged upon the Director of the Mint (since dead), but upon the men who prepared and placed the codification in his hands, some of whom are still living and who will doubtless take pleasure in reading this communication.

The old law (not the proposed codification) made it the duty of the Director of the Mint to receive deposits of either gold or silver; to coin such metal into dollars—the silver ones to contain exactly sixteen times as much metal as the gold ones—and to return the same

to the depositor; and it declared all such dollars to be money of the United States and legal tenders for all purposes and to any amount. The public debt was made payable under the act of March 18, 1869, in such dollars, whether of silver or gold. The proposed codification (not the law) dropped the silver dollar. It did not demonetize it, but by omitting to include it in the various coins which the Mint Director was authorized to strike, it was rendered unlawful and impracticable for him to strike any more of them.

As to the means by which this modification was palmed upon the Director of the Mint and afterwards—that is to say, before the Revision Commissioners dealt with it—how it was palmed upon Congress, the subject has been frequently dealt with already. The dupes who afterwards attempted to defend it, utterly failed and are dead; the men who worked the trick are some of them still living and may yet be named and impeached.

The act (embodying the codification) when passed, was not read in both Houses at length, and it is notorious that this transcendant change in the monetary system of the country, affecting the most vital and widespread interests, was carried through without the knowledge or observation of the people.

It was neither demanded by the resolutions of public meetings or political conventions, nor asked for in petitions from electors. As paper money was the actual currency of the country at that time, a coinage act was not likely to attract general attention. While it was pending, the press of the country was entirely unobservant or silent. After it passed, no notice was taken of it for more than two years afterwards. If it had been known that any such vital question as the demonetization of silver was lurking in the bill it would have aroused the most widespread discussion throughout the country; as is shown by the present contest upon remonetizing it; which is only the same question reversed, and which is likely to dominate all other public questions until it is settled. The most striking evidence, perhaps, of the public inattention to the effect of the coinage act of 1873, is the fact that President Grant, who signed it, had no knowledge of what it really accomplished in relation to the demonetization of silver, and was still uninformed about it so late as October 3, 1873, as is proved by his letter of that date to Mr. Cowdrey. In this letter he wonders why silver is not brought to the mints and coined into money! If the President of the United States, in daily intercourse with the public men of the country, had failed to hear during certainly seven or eight months that the laws no longer permitted money

to be coined from silver, it must be inferred that ignorance on the subject was general and profound.

It has since been contended by the apologists for demonetization that the word "dollar" was omitted from the enumeration of silver coins in the codification, because the silver dollar had lost value. On the contrary, the French mint was at that time paying about three per cent. more for silver bullion than the American mints; and for this reason, and as a matter of fact, the American silver dollar was at a premium of three per cent in American gold dollars. It has also been pleaded that but comparatively few American silver dollars had ever been coined and circulated; but this plea omits from view the vast number of Spanish silver dollars and of American halves and quarters which were coined and made full legal tender under the American law for two-thirds of a century and which in fact amply filled the metallic circulation of this country.

It has also been pleaded that the American silver dollar was dropped because Germany had demonetized silver. But this is not true. It was dropped by the adoption of the New Mint Code of February 12, 1873, whereas Germany did not demonetize silver until July 9, 1873. It has also been pleaded that the silver dollar was dropped because of the vast quantities of silver produced from the Comstock lode; whereas, in fact, of the entire product of the lode one-half in value was of gold.

All these and other pleas, subterfuges and excuses were invented after the deed was done. The silver dollar was dropped purely and simply to enhance the value of the gold dollar, and thus to double the debt of the American people. That was the motive and there was no other motive. The proof of it is that the very same men (I do not merely mean the same class of men, I mean the identical individuals) who betrayed their party in 1868 and who doubled the public indebtedness by promoting the act of March 18, 1869, assisted to again double the debt, by promoting the surreptitious mint codification act of February 12, 1873, and the further surreptitious act of June, 1874. I quote from the official report of the United States Monetary Commission of 1876, page 90:

"The demonetization of silver coined and uncoined was affirmatively completed in June, 1874, by the following section (3,586) of the Revised Statutes: 'The silver coins of the United States shall be a legal tender at their nominal value for any amount not exceeding five dollars in any one payment.' No law was ever passed by Congress of which this language can be considered a 'revision.' The

Revised Statutes were enacted in bulk. They were intended to be a revision merely of the existing laws, without change or introduction of new matter, and Congress was assured by its Committee on Revision that no new matter had been introduced into them. It was not possible for the members of the committee to have personally verified the exact accuracy of the revision. They must necessarily have relied upon assurances given to them by the persons actually engaged in the work. [These were the codification or Revision Commissioners previously mentioned.] Whoever may be responsible for this error in the Revised Statutes, the ancient money of the country, instead of being legislated out of existence by Congress, was revised out of existence."

It will be seen that the legislation of 1865-'74 was no "academic experiment," but a sordid crime, hatched abroad and brought into this country by the treacherous people who governed the utterances of the New York World. Every one of the conspirators engaged in the commission of this crime suddenly acquired riches. Some of them have since delivered to admiring audiences long dissertations on academic finance, and one of them has been distinguished by an unsuspecting President of the United States with high marks of public preferment.
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EQUITABLE MONEY.

Reply of Hon. Alexander Del Mar to Prof. Thorold Rogers' address delivered in the London Chamber of Commerce, March 20th, 1890. (From the Financial and Mining Record, April 19th, 1890.)

A SPECIAL meeting of the Chamber of Commerce was held in the Council-Room, East Cheap, on March 20th, 1890, at 4.30 P. M. Sir John Lubbock, M. P., presided. Among those present were Mr. David Howard, chairman of the Council, Sir Vincent Kennet-Barrington, Sir John Coode, deputy chairman, Mr. Herman Schmidt, author of "Tates Cambist," and numerous other distinguished gentlemen.

Prof. J. E. Thorold Rogers, author of "Agriculture and Prices during the Middle Ages," "A Manual of Political Economy," etc., read a paper on "Facts illustrating the epoch during which a double standard was legal tender in Great Britain, 1759—81." The cards of admission to the Chamber contained the following notice: "It is not proposed to enter into the metallic controversy but to deal with the facts as established by past experience. It is, therefore, desired that those taking part in the discussion will confine themselves to facts more than theories."

Prof. Rogers, who was received with applause, occupied about an hour, and said in effect:

He had chosen the period in question because previous to it, from 1714, the government had practically adopted a single gold standard, by overvaluing gold in the coinage: and that at about the end of it, strictly speaking in 1774, Parliament passed an act limiting the legal tender of silver coins to £25. The double standard was in fact a Parliamentary experiment which was tried during three-quarters of the 18th century, doubted during its continuance, and finally abandoned as unworkable. The period 1759-81 comprised 23 years of this period. He had collected from the newspapers of the period the prices of gold and silver bullion, under the respective heads of foreign gold, standard gold bars, Spanish silver coin and standard silver bars. Altogether he presented nearly 2,000 different quotations. He had not averaged them for each year, because he thought that statistical averages were misleading and that each one of these quotations ought to be studied by itself. It would be instructive to work them out. He found an excuse for the fullness of his evidence in the

wish that in case the Chamber discussed the figures, they should have all the facts before them and added:

"Now what did these exhaustive facts prove? They proved how seldom the market price of bullion coincided with the English mint prices and therefore what an utter failure the double standard has been. The double standard was merely a plausible hypothesis, an economical generality; and the proposals of the Bi-Metallic league of the present time are an entirely new departure in the theory of currency. The adoption of their views would make a serious addition to all business risks. I do not doubt the good faith of those who believe that government regulation of the two metals has induced uniformity of value; I only question the extent of their information.

"Out of my protracted researches into prices I have had constant occasion to repudiate conclusions drawn by eminent men for whose abilities and integrity I have the sincerest respect, who would have arrived at very different conclusions, if they had possessed the evidence which I have had the good fortune to collect and that at no little pains and expense. I have not a specimen of such evidence before you.

"The ratio of value between silver and gold embodied in the mint price of these metals during the period under review was 15.07 to 1. In the bullion market the ratio at certain dates in 1763 was 14.37 to 14.66; in 1764-5 it was 14.98; in 1772 it was 14.12 to 14.42; in 1778-9 it was 15.07 and in 1781 it was 13.54. Generally speaking silver was at a premium over the mint price. These figures and calculations are essential to the interpretation of the situation. Debtors will inevitably pay in the cheapest metal. The attempt on the part of England to establish a legal proportion between gold and silver was a total failure.

"The existing monetary system of England is a gradual development; it has no parallel in the civilized world; and it smoothly and successfully carries on a system of trade, vast beyond computation. It sprang from sagacity and is based upon a well-grounded confidence. One might well hesitate before tampering with such a fabric," (Applause.)

Mr. Del Mar rising to reply, spoke rapidly and without notes as follows: "That the Chamber could scarcely fail to be impressed with the enormous industry of Prof. Rogers in collecting the quotations of gold and silver bullion which he had presented to them (applause). However, he could not help expressing regret that the Professor's exertions had been so protracted and his pains and expense so great; for he might have saved them all. The statistics which he claims to have rescued from the columns of ancient and obscure newspapers will be found printed in all of the following modern works: 1st, "An Inquiry on National Currency," by Robert Mushet, of his Majesty's Mint, London, 1811; 2nd, "Executive Document, No. 117, First Session, Twenty-first Congress of the United States of America;" and 3rd, "A History of the Precious Metals" by Alex. Del Mar, London, 1880. These works were all to be found in the British Museum Library, where the Professor had toiled so long upon the London Courant and Lloyds Evening Post.

What is more, they all gave those annual average prices of bullion which the Professor has affected to despise, but without the aid of which the speaker need hardly remark, life was too short to test the merits of the contention to which they had been invited. (Laughter.)

"Now, what did these quotations convey, not the quotations merely, of twenty-three years selected by Professor Rogers, but the whole period from 1710 to the latest date mentioned by him. Let me run them over rapidly for you.

Table showing the average Decennial ratio of value in London between gold and silver bullion 1710 to 1760 and the average Annual ratio, 1760 to 1774.*




	Period.
	Ratio.
	Period.
	Ratio.
	Period.
	Ratio.
	Period.
	Ratio.





	1701-10
	15 27
	1761
	13 94
	1768
	14 58
	1775
	14 62



	1711-20
	15 15
	1762
	14 63
	x769
	I4 45
	1776
	14 34



	1720-30
	15 09
	1763
	14 71
	1770
	14 35
	1777
	14 04



	1731-40
	15 07
	x764
	14 91
	1771
	14 36
	1778
	14 34



	1741-50
	14 93
	x765
	14 69
	1772
	11 10
	1779
	14 89



	1751-60
	14 56
	z766
	T4 41
	1773
	14 73
	1780
	14 43



	1760
	14 29
	1767
	14 45
	1774
	15 05
	1781
	13 33





*Calculated chiefly from sales of Spanish and other foreign coins and from the foreign exchanges. The decennial averages by Mr. R. H. G. Palyrave in Rep. Royal Com. on Depression of Trade, 1886; the annual averages from "Del Mar's History of the Precious Metals," p. 252.

"From the remarkable regularity of these quotations, it is evident that there was some cause behind which governed them. That cause I will presently endeavor to point out. Meanwhile, let us consider the conditions under which this discussion has been invited

"In the first place, no notice has been given of what was intended to be argued, beyond what is conveyed by the card of admission. In the second place, this card asks us not to discuss the lecturer's theory, but rather to confine ourselves to the facts which he proposes to adduce. This looks too much like peppering your guest with a concealed weapon after you have got him to tie his own hands.

"What has the Professor himself brought into this discussion? Has he confined himself to facts and avoided controversial theories? Not at all. On the contrary, he has gone back 150 years to select certain market prices, which he appears to suppose had never been collected before and would, therefore, not be questioned now. Upon this ocean of ancient figures he has floated a dozen questionable currency theories. The very title of his paper launches several of them. It is a theory, not a fact, that a double standard was ever legal tender in Great Britain; it is a theory, not a fact, that it was legal tender, during the particular years 1759-81; and it is a

theory, not a fact, that the statistics of Professor Rogers illustrate this epoch fairly, or illustrate it at all. Indeed, the very term 'standard' in the sense in which he has employed it, involves a theory. Properly speaking, standard relates to the degree of fineness of coins, as the Sterling or Easterling standard, meaning eleventwelfths fine. Prof. Rogers erroneously uses it to mean the kind of metal or metals of which coins are made; and by averring that a double standard was legal tender he advances the theory that gold and silver bullion was legal tender in the 18th century; which is not a fact; coins were and are legal tender; money was and is legal tender; but not bullion. You might own a stack of bullion as high as St. Pauls and yet be unable to pay a debt of a single pound sterling with it. It would be quite competent for your creditor to refuse it and demand money. None of Prof. Rogers' figures are facts, but merely inferences of prices and ratios founded upon quotations of foreign exchanges and sales of foreign coins.

"Out of this act at once sprang a new philosophy mis-called political economy; the whole of which, when you come to look at it closely, is based upon the act of 1666. It had no existence before that act and it will vanish whenever that act is repealed. The corner stone of this philosophy is the theory that 'the value of every object or service in demand depends upon the cost of producing or supplying it.' These are the very words of Professor Rogers. So imagining this theory to be incontrovertible and that it applied to gold as well as to commercial products, he seeks to-day to show you how much superior the theory is to the act of Parliament which offered to buy 15 silver for 1 gold or 1 gold for 15 silver! This is strange logic. Here is a theory, in fact the mere spawn of one Act of Parliament, but which the economists, conceitedly imagining it to be their own precious offspring, have held to be superior to all acts of Parliament. The tenacity with which they hold to this remarkable conclusion, presents a rare case of paternal pride. (Great laughter.)

"Yet the gentleman who throws around us this theory and so many other theories, says he wants facts, not theories. He is a seller of theories and a buyer of facts. But need I remind him, in the words of Buckle, that a mere accumulation of facts, without knowing or explaining the relations between them, is the work of the pedant; not that of a philosopher? The paper which he has read to us defines his position on this point even better than the card of admission. It is not that he is averse to theories, but to other people's theories; for he has given us plenty of his own. (Laughter.)

"It is a theory that England adopted a 'gold standard' from 1714 to 1759, and a 'double standard' from 1759 to 1774; it is a fact that both gold and silver coins had been full legal tender in England substantially since the 13th Century and this continued down to 1816.

"It is a theory that Parliament in 1774 limited the legal tender of silver coins to £25. It is a fact that this provision only applied to worn and clipped coins. Good silver coins remained full legal tender as before.

"It is a theory that the concurrent use of gold and silver money was an experiment, either ephemeral or otherwise, or that it was abandoned as unworkable. It is a fact that full legal tender gold and silver coins have circulated side by side in nearly all countries since the dawn of history and that in fact at the present moment

Professor Rogers; "Manual of Political Economy," Chap. III.

there is more silver coin employed as full legal tender money in America, than there is gold coin in England.

"It is a new and startling theory that statistical averages are misleading. On the other hand it is a well known fact that selected statistics are worthless.

"It is a theory that the figures of Prof. Rogers present all the facts of the case he has brought forward. How few facts they do present will be shown hereafter.

"It is a theory that the discrepancy between some of those figures and the English-mint prices of bullion proved the concurrent use of gold and silver coins to have been a failure. It is a fact that the quotations obeyed the prices of that and other Government mints which competed at the time for the purchase of bullion.

"It is a theory that the concurrent use of gold and silver coins was a hypothesis, or an economical generality, or that the proposals of the Bi-Metallic League constitute a new departure in currency. It is a fact that this system of money is of the highest antiquity and that it has been found difficult to devise a better one. What this country wants, what every progressive country wants, is a system of money which shall conform to the requirements of equity. What is wanted is an Equitable Monetary Measure, a measure of value fixed in volume, either absolutely or relative to population, or to some certain other mark of growth. We neither want the limitless greenback of the ignorant, nor the dwindling gold currency system of the pedantic. What the expanding trade of this great empire demands is a sound and uniform money for all its domains; and nothing better than the concurrent use of gold and silver coins with paper adjuncts, all of full legal tender, has yet been devised for it. The dislocation between the British and Indian currencies at the present time is a serious menace to British commercial prosperity.

"It is a theory that the use of silver money would add to business risks. On the contrary, it is a fact that these risks, owing to the fluctuations of exchange, were never greater than at present and were much less so previously to 1873, down to which year the French and American mints were open to the purchase of all of our silver, at a fixed price in gold. (Applause.)

"It is very kind of the Professor not to doubt the good faith of those who decline to accept his theories. He evidently regards their refusal as a mild form of lunacy, which is only to be cured by studying his own original and 'protracted researches' into the prices of bullion, with some thirty printed pages of which he has

just favored us. Now that he is made aware that others have preceded him in these researches and that concerning them they came to entirely different conclusions, perhaps he will give his adversaries credit for practical sense as well as good faith, and forthwith join the ranks of Currency Reform.

"It was a theory (both of Aristophanes and Gresham) that debtors pay in the cheapest metal; it is also a theory that they pay in any metal at all. The law obliges them to pay in money; and unless the mint insanely choosed to turn their metal into money for nothing, the metal would not avail for payments at all. These petty theories are not laws of Nature, but the by-products of old acts of legislation, which will disappear the moment the pruning knife of reform is applied to the subject.

"It is a theory that the monetary system of England has no parallel for merit or that it is the product of sagacity, or that it smoothly and successfully conducts our trade. The facts are that its groundwork is the treacherous mint act of 1666 and the idiotic one of 1816; that it has never worked successfully; that at the present moment it depresses and threatens the entire British trade with the East; that it has broken up many Lancashire industries; that it is cutting the ground under the feet of British agriculturists and working men; that it is driving the bullion trade to America and has seriously impaired the power of the Bank of England to draw in emergencies upon the bullion supplies of the world; and that if not very soon repealed by our going back to the old system of gold and silver payments, we will have to suspend coin payments altogether and adopt greenbacks for money.

"The gentleman advances another theory, viz.: that the cost of producing gold and silver governs their value. Did he ever calculate this cost; did anybody else ever calculate it; is it at all calculable? To all of these questions my reply is a decided No; and I challenge a contradiction. The gentleman says in his 'Manual of Political Economy'—and these are the theories he has brought with him here to-day—that 'gold and silver are produced in nearly equal quantities by nearly equal labor, or at nearly equal cost; and that in the rough it may be said that the cost of producing a pound of gold is fifteen times as great as that of producing a pound of silver, and that therefore a pound of gold is worth about 15 pounds of silver!' What is the gentleman's opinion of the intelligence of this Chamber that he should imagine it could swallow such cheap diet as this? The fact is that the vast metalliferous product of Spanish America, of

Japan, of India, of Brazil, was obtained by Europe chiefly through plunder and slavery. After the Spaniards and Portuguese had plundered it from the natives, the English and the Dutch plundered it from the Spaniards and Portuguese. This is what distinguished Drake, Morgan, Raleigh, and the other maritime adventurers of the 17th century. They captured the Spanish plate ships at sea, or sacked the mining camps and bullion depositories on the Spanish Main, and the product came into the markets for sale. You might as well calculate the cost to the burglar of producing your silver spoons when he breaks into your house and steals them, as try to calculate the cost of this bullion to Europe. (Loud laughter and applause.)

"Though a member of this commercial Chamber, I have followed the business of gold mining for many years and am practically familiar with the conditions surrounding the production of the precious metals. Moreover, I have conversed with hundreds of intelligent mining men, who had gone into the subject very carefully, but I never yet met one who could tell me what was the average cost of producing gold or silver, nor can I imagine what it is, even approximately. Will the gentleman pretend to say that he can calculate it either from the statistics of former times, or the return of the mining companies which have been recently floated in London? (Great laughter, in which Prof. Rogers joined.) We have had 600 mines brought to us from California, Nevada and Colorado, and 1,200 from Australia, and goodness knows how many more from Mysore and South Africa, each costing us several hundred thousand pounds. Does the gentleman derive his idea of the cost of producing the precious metals from the experience of these companies? (Applause.)

"I hope it wasn't like that of a friend of mine, who one day showed me a gold button, weighing perhaps a quarter of an ounce, which he said had cost him £200, 000 . The Comstock was probably the richest lode ever discovered, and consisted both of gold and silver. It yielded the enormous sum of £60, 000, 000 ; yet it cost no less than £300, 000, 000 . Both the product of California and Australia cost in labor alone several times as much as it fetched at the mints. During the days of plunder and slavery the precious metals cost little or nothing; at the present time they cost much more than their value. The immense stock left from the old times depresses the value of the new supplies.

"If it be asked why such an unprofitable industry is continued, why gold and silver mining is carried beyond the limit of prudence, the answer is: Because mines cannot be found at pleasure and because

no man owning a mine knows when to stop, for the next stroke of the pick may bring him a fortune. He is buoyed up by hope; hope in a gambling industry, in a lottery, in a mere football of fortune; for such is gold and silver mining. When anybody says that he has calculated and knows the cost of the precious metals on hand in the world, I simply turn my back upon him; for I know that he has not done so, and he does not know what they cost. The calculation is an impossible one, because every ounce added to the stock on hand changes the value both of the old product and of the new. And this fact is not only a proof that such a calculation is impracticable; it also proves that the value of these metals depends upon their quantity and not upon their cost of production.

"If the cost of production theory was sound, there could never be a general rise of prices; indeed, many of the economists, finding themselves logically forced into this stupid conclusion, have actually made it an article of their faith, and asserted as a fact, what was merely a logical deduction and one that their own observation belied. Adam Smith is among this number. In one place he denies the possibility of a rise; yet in another place he most emphatically notes that general rise of prices which actually followed the Plunder of America. Said he: 'The discovery of the abundant mines of America seems to have been the sole cause of this diminution in the value of silver [money] in proportion to that of corn. It is accounted for in the same manner by everybody; and there never has been any dispute either about the fact or about the cause of it.'"

Prof. Rogers (interrupting)-" Please repeat that."

Mr. Del Mar, after repeating Adam Smith's words, continued as follows:

"Having thus shown the fallacy of some of Prof. Rogers' theories, I now turn to some of his bullion quota