
THE COLLECTION OF DUTIES. 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, December 7,4885. 

S IR : In the montli of January, 1885, my excellent predecessor in tMs 
Department, Mr. McCullocli, had been constrained, by the conduct of 
certain Special Agents of this Department at the Port of IsTew York, to 
order an investigation thereof. Three Special Agents of the Treasury 
were selected to make the necessary inquiries. Additional instructions 
were given to these Agents, and on the same topic, on February 25,1885. 
The work being in progress when I came to the Department, I 'gave 
such other instructions, from time to time, as seemed needed to pro
mote and accomplish the object. The reportsmade by those to whom 
the investigation was confided will be found in the accompanying doc
uments, on pages 10 to 31. ' 

In February, 1885, and on the suggestion of the Special Agents Divis
ion of this Department, my predecessor directed an inquiry to be made 
by the Special Agents who ad^dsed such inquiry, into undervaluations, 
damage allowance, drawbacks, and such other irregular practices at 

' the Port of IsTew York as might come under their notice. The result 
of that investigation will be found on pages 32 to 63 of the papers here
with transmitted. 

On March 16, 1885, complaints having been made to me of improper 
conduct in reappraisements at the Port of I^ew York, I directed the 
Special Agents to thoroughly examine the subject, whose report will 
be found on pages 74 to 99. 

A short time thereafter I ordered an investigation by the Special 
Agents, =and a report to me, ofthe manner in which the customs business 
was generally transacted in the several Collection Districts, and indi
cated one hundred and eleven pointSj or topics, about ^h ich I wished 
to be especially informed. The result thereof will be found herewith, 
on pages 100 to 128. 

On June 27,1885, one of the General Appraisers, together with two of 
the Special Agents, having been directed by me to investigate the 
entry, appraisement, and classification of imported merchandise at Bos
ton, IsTew York, Philadelphia, and Baltimore, made reports, which will 
be found on pages 63 to 74. 

Subsequently, and in March and April, I sent a request to local ofa-
cers in the CoUection Districts, that each of them would inform me to 

• (1 ) 
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what extent, in his opinion, the force eniployed in his District might be 
reduced without detriment io the public service. The replies received, 
together with tabular statements showing the reductions made subse
quently by me in the size and expense of the customs service, will be 
found on pages 129 to 273. 

Having reason to feel that such inquiries as had been set on foot by 
my predecessor, or myself, | through the Special Agents ofthe Treasury 
might have been partial, or possibly controlled by prejudices, or pre 
conceived theories, entertained by those Agents, and being desirous to 
satisfactorily ascertain the 
between those Agents andj 
the several ports, and also 

) real relation existing, in the customs service, 
the Chief Officers at the more important oi 
wishing to obtain the opinion of those local 

officers respecting the character and causes of the present condition of 
the service,—I sent, in August last, to a large number of the last-named 
officers, including District Attorneys in the iaore important of the judi
cial districts, a Circular Letter of Inquiry. A copy of that CirculaT* 
Letter accompanies (page |331) this report. 

A iDart of my original purpose, in the preparation and use of this 
Circular Letter, was to get information and opinions from the local of
ficers to aid me in working out conclusions which I could properly 
transmit to Congress for its appreciation, and possibly for its guidance 
in enacting new laws where required for improving, and strengthening,. 
this most essential branch of the Government service. But, on a care
ful examination of the replies, and on a comparison of the conflicting 
views taken, not only by officers at the same port, but by officers at differ
ent ports, as well as in' consideration of opposing opinions betwen. Spe
cial Agents and local officers, it seemed to me better to, transmit to 
Congress the text of each reply. 

My endeavor has been to leave each officer quite free to frankly ex
press his opinion as an otfficer, and to criticise,the decisions of this De
partment, as well as the conduct of the superiors, or associates, at the 
several ports. To thesej 227 circulars of inquiry sent out by me, re
plies have been received excepting from the small number of 19. 
All but 25 of the replies are from officers who were in the customs 
seryice prior to March last. 

The decision to seiid| to Congress each one of the replies was some
what influenced by the [thought that a perusal of all of them by mem
bers of the legislative l|)ranch of the Government may throw light on 
che familiarity of those; customs officers with the laws which they ad-

, minister, their general I intelligence,, their fidelity and zeal. The char-
^Qter of the replies received from those who occupy the places of Ex^,iu-
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iners in the Appraising Department is especially noteworthy,' as well 
as the tendency, more or less apparent, of so many of the local officers 
and the Special Agents, to allude to IsTew York as the port where the 
larger part of the offences against the revenue laws have been and are 
committed, as well as the disagreement of opinion between the Collec
tor, the local officers of certain ports, and Special Agents of the Treas
ury assigned to those ports. 

In transmitting to the Senate and House this large body of informa
tion on customs affairs, coming from so many different sources, and from 
so many widely separated ports and places, and many of the opinions 
conflicting with one another, it will naturally be expected by Congress, 
and by the country, that I express my own conclusions on the matters 
wherein there is not a unison of opinion in the replies. 

The weakest point in the execution of the customs-revenue law has 
been, and is now, at the inception of the importation of dutiable mer
chandise. Perhaps such defect in administration is inherent in any 
tariff system that depends for its integrity on the correct ascertainment 
of foreign values. The difficulties are twofold. The first comes of the 
persistent unwillingness of shippers to tell the truth in invoices. The 
second comes of the ignorance, or inattention, or something worse, of 
our own Consular officers. This last is the more inexcusable, since 
quite four-fifbhs of the money that upholds, and keeps alive, our entire 
Consular system is derived from fees levied for the pretended Consular 
examination of invoices. 

During nearly three-quarters of a century, our tariff laws have re
quired shippers, and especially manufacturers, as a condition precedent 
of sending merchandise to this country, to disclose, and declare, the 
real value thereof This will appear on a brief review of our legisla
tion, and such a review is necessary now because of the idea that has 
recently been so industriously put about, that there is something modern, 
or novel, or unnecessarily exacting in the present requirements of Con
gress in that relation. 

In 1789, the first law was enacted to regulate the collection of duties. 
Therein it was required that every person, having any merchandise on 
board any arriving vessel, make entry thereof with the Collector of the 
por'̂  where the same shaU arrive, declaring the net prime cost, and pro
duce to the Collector the original invoice, or invoices. One year affcer 
ward that law was repealed. Another was enacted to take its place. 
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