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EMERGENCY TARIFF BILL.
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Mr. YoUNG, from the Commilutee on Ways and Means, submitted
the following

REPORT.
[To accor pany H. R. 2435.1

The Committee on Ways and( Means to whom was referred IT. R.
2435, a bill imposing temporary duties on certain agricultural pro-
ducts to meet present emergencies, and to provide revenue; to
regulate commerce with foreign countries; to prevent dumping of
foreign merchandise on the markets of the United States; to regulate
the value of foreign money; ani for other purposes, having had the
same under consideration, report it back to the House without
amendment and recommend that the bill do pass.

TITLE I.

EMERGENIOY TARIFF.

The rates of duty carried in Title I of this bill were agreed upon
during the last session of Congress to cover emergency conditions
which still exist. They will be in force for six months. It is not the
purpose of the committee to !rake them permanent. The rates of
duty to follow them in the peri:anent tariff bill are now being care-
fully considered in the committee.

The bill provides for the followiing rates of duty:

Wheat, 35 cents per bushel.
Wheat flour and semolina, 20 per cen'.. ad valorem.
Flaxseed, 30 cents per bushel.
Corn or maize, 15 cents per bushel.
Beans, 2 cents per pound.
Peanuts or ground beans, 3 cents per :o- nd.
Potatoes, 25 cents per bushel.
Onions, 40 cents per bushel.
Rice, cleaned, 2 cents per pound; rice, cleaned for use in manufacture of canned

foods, 1 cent per pound; uncleaned rice< 1 cents per pound; rice flour, meal, etc.,
1 cent per pound; rice paddy, three-fourth-3 of 1 cent per pound.
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Lemons, 2 cents per pound.
Oils: Peanut, 26 cents per gallon; cottonseed, coconut, and soya bean, 26 cents

per gallon; olive, 40 cents pt, gallon in bulk, 50 cents per gallon in containers of less
than 5 gallons.

Cattle, 30 per cent ad valorern.
Sheep: One year old or over, $2 per head; less than 1 year old, $1 per head.
Fresh or frozen beef, veal, mutton, lamb, and pork, 2 cents per pound. Meats of

all kind not provided for herein, 25 per cent ad valorem.
Cattle and sheep and other stock imported for breeding purposes, free.
Cotton, with staple of 1J inches or more, 7 cents per pound.
Wool, unwashed, 15 cents per pound; washed, 30 cents per pound; scoured, 45

cents per pound.
Wool, advanced beyond washed or scoured condition, 45 cents per pound in addi-

tion to rates of duty imposed by existing law.
Sugars, tank bottoms, sirups of cane juice, melada, concentrated melada, concrete

and concentrated molasses, testing by polariscope not above 750, 1.16 cents per pound;
each additional degree by po'ariscope, four one hundredths of a cent per pound
additional; molasses not above 400, 24 per cent ad valorem; molasses above 400 and
not above 56° , 3; cents per gallon; above 560, 7 cents per gallon.

Butter, and substitutes therefor, 6 cents per pound.
Cheese, and substitutes, 23 par cent ad x alorem.
Milk, fresh, 2 cents per gallon; cream, 5 cents per gallon.
Milk, preserved, condensed, sterilized, 2 cents per pound; sugar of milk, 5 cents

per pound.
Tobacco, wrapper and filler $2.35 per pound; if stemmed, $3 per pound; filler,

unstemmed, not especially prcv'ided for, 35 cents per pound; if stemmed, 50 cents
per pound.

Apples, 30 cents per bushel.
Cherries, 3 cents per pound.
Olives, in solutions, 25 cents per gallon; not in solutions, 3 cents per pound.
One of the most serious obstacles to the revival of industry is the

paralysis of agriculture. Title 1 of this bill, to protect certain farm
products, is submitted to Congress for the welfare of the nation as
a whole. It is not secticnal. It is not for the benefit of one class,
because its passage will be for the good of all. The purchasing
power of farmers has been in large part destroyed and must be
restored before good times can be hoped for.

While it is true that wol are in the grip of a nation-wide industrial
and business depression, which has distressed many, impartial
observers are of the opinion that agriculture is the hardest hit of all.
In addition to abnormally low pirices, and in some instances no price
at all, practically everything the farmers buy is from 50 to 100 per
cent higher than prewar levels.

The consuming public and the commercial public have an absolute
and definite interest with the farmer in helping him to make cost of
production and a fair profit.

The primary interest of the consuming public in the farmer is that
he keep on producing focc'. The farmer will do that only if he makes
a profit on his productions. If he must sell his commodities below
cost of production he must go out of business or lower his standard of
living to such an extent that he is a public menace. In either event
the consuming public wil] suffer.

The same holds good In respect to the so-called commercial sec-
tions of the public. The automobile manufacturers expected to sell
many tractors, trucks, anld cars in the rural sections of the United
States. They would have done so if the farmer had continued to
make profits. The instant commodity values collapsed, farm credits
closed, and the farmers were unable to purchase anything except
actual necessities of life. The inevitable result was a collapse not
merely in the automobile industry but in every collateral industry.
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Automobiles are here used simply as the illustration of one out of
dozens of distinct and separate important industries so affected.

There is now a large surplus of farm products in this country
caused partly from underconsumption, but chiefly by the dumping
here of great quantities of foreign products. This surplus will con-
tinue to increase so long as present world conditions exist. Our
country alone among the large consuming countries of the world is
able to pay for imported commodities. In this country is the one
market where cash and credit conditions and exchange rates make it
possible to buy and hold the world's surpluses until consumptive
demands can absorb them, or until the same can be sold abroad,
sometimes, unfortunately, on time. In other words we have been
buying the surplus of other countries for cash and reselling them
abroad on time.

Wheat is one of the products which have been admitted to our
country in large quantities which have seriously disturbed and
depressed our domestic market to the great loss of wheat growers.
The months of September, October, November, and December are
those during which the marketing of wheat is most active. During
those months last year our market:s were demoralized by the receipt
from Canada for domestic consumption of 32,777,889 bushels of
wheat, a substantial portion of it going to the Minnesota mills. This
amount has been since increased to over 44,600,000 bushels. And
still more serious, it is estimated that there are 35,000,000 bushels
of wheat at Fort William, Canada, awaiting the opening of naviga-
tion, which will be within a week, to be shipped to American ports.
for domestic consumption. 'DomrEstic wheat prices can not with-
stand the pressure brought by continually increasing our surplus
by importation. As a result of these importations prices have
declined rapidly, being now far below the cost of production, and the
American wheat grower faces destuction. It is essential that this
bill be passed quickly in order to Frevent the dumping of the wheat
just referred to, as well as other commodities mentioned in the bill.

The sheep raisers are in desperat;e condition. Ninety per cent of
the 1920 wool clip is still in their 'lands, and there is no sale for it
at any price. There is now in th's country two years' supply for
the manufacturers, and 100,000,0CC( pounds are on ships headed for
our ports. In addition to this, mralions of pounds of frozen lamb
have been imported and are now in cold storage.
. Peanuts and peanut oil imported directly from Japan, but pro-
duced chiefly in China and India, have already broken the price of
American peanuts to a ruinous poirlt and will probably cause aban-
donment of a large percentage of the peanut acreage. Peanuts are
produced primarily in China, India, and Central Africa. Any one
of these countries produces far mc-m than the United States, under
the most primitive methods of cultu:re and with the cheapest possible
labor. No growers of America can compete with them. If the
peanut industry of the United States is worth preserving, the imposi-
tion of a duty is essential. It is not a case of reducing the cost of
peanuts to the consuming public. It is a case of allowing a great
American industry to survive and of preventing the complete control
in the future of the price of the corimodity from being lodged in a
handful of foreign speculators and merchants.

8
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Beans are raised in China and Japan on land that has an average
current value of approximately one-tenth of the American bean
land; by labor that is paid approximately one-twentieth of corre-
sponding American farm labor. Even the hand picking is done by
child and woman labor which costs the Chinese and Japanese less
than one-twentieth of the corresponding cost in this country. Chinese
women are paid 17 cents per day.

It is impossible to raise beans in New York. Michigan, Colorado,
or California for less than 6 cents a pound. Nevertheless the Japanese
merchants can land Chinese beans on the Pacific coast for anywhere
between 2 and 3 cents a pound without losing a penny on the transac-
tion. Chinese beans are now for sale in all portions of the United
States at prices below the American cost of production, and the
American bean producer is distressed and helpless.

The farmers of the United States with their high standards of pro-
duction and high standards of American labor are placed in direct
competition with the products of an entirely different civilization,
under which much lower wage and labor standards are maintained.
It is a conflict between the Amerkian civilization and the economic
expression of the oriental civilization. In such a conflict the Ameri-
can farmer is completely beaten u iless the Government 'gives him
the artificial assistance of protective duties. Without a protective
differential the American bean industry is doomed. Already the
bean acreage of Colorado and adjc-ming States has been reduced in
three years to one-fourth of the 1918 acreage.
* In California a similar result is lioted for the districts devoted to
small beans. In Michigan a reduction of about 50 per cent is indi-
cated by preliminary reports.

Much the same conditions are found in respect to rice and other
farm products imported from Jasnn and China. American growers
of peanuts, beans, rice, and other products which are imported from
China and Japan can not reduce t3 eir cost of production to compete
with the oriental standards of livir g; they can not increase the pro-
duction per acre so as to equalizc the enormous advantage of the
oriental cheap labor. They can not; make even the cost of production
without the aid of protective duties. Without this aid the grower
will go out of business and the people will buy these commodities in
the future at whatever price the foreign speculators choose to place
upon them.

Some people say that the farmers must find relief by increased
sales to foreign countries. This mriht be efficacious if the foreigners
were financially able to buy. The citizens of our own country bought
nearly $900,000,000 worth of farm products from foreign countries
last year. Save this good home market with its good American
dollars for American farmers and do not compel them to sell their
surplus to foreigners on time.

The revival of the agricultural m::idustry will help to put 3,000,000
idle men to work, and when they are profitably employed they will
in turn help to restore the normal domestic consumption of farm
products.

From the standpoint of the pub )ic it is believed the costs of retail
will not be materially affected by reasonable duties on farm products.
Under our present very faulty dislribution system, which is sadly i,,
need of reformation, the prices ),tid to farmers seemu to bear litLlv
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relation to the final sales price. For instance, we have seen the price
of wheat reduced in half during recent months and the cost of bread
renlains at the same exorbitant price in most if not all the cities.
Onions and some other products which are now unsalable on the farm
excepting at far below cost of production are selling in the stores at
about the same price as formerly.

Some people may be disposed to say that if an industry is not
particularly important to thee country, it might be best to let the
industry die and try to secure cheaper foreign products; but it ought
always to be remembered that the foreigner, with the monoply in his
hands, may take advantage of it. It has been found at times that
when the foreigner has a monoply on something America needs, the
American consumer is squeezed bitterly, without the least possible
chance to protect himself. Therefore it is unwise to drive out an
industry and permit complete control to go into the hands of a group
of foreigners not subject to regulation from this country. Where the
industry is important, such as the primary agricultural industries
of the country, there is no excuse whatsoever for permitting the
industry to be abandoned by reason of the inability of the farmers
to make a profit.

The prosperity of this country is based primarily on agriculture.
If the American public permits class after class of American farmers
to be driven out of their indu;stries by competition from one source
or another, the whole count:y will be impoverished gradually but
surely. The farmer will not be the only sufferer; the whole public
will go down with him. Thi; is the teaching of history.

The sooner the average mi:r realizes that his interest is absolutely
inseparable from that of the agricultural producer, the sooner will the
entire country be on a more prosperous footing.

The Bureau of Markets at the request of Mr. Wallace, Secretary
of Agriculture, has furnished certain statistical information which is
printed herewith:

WHEAT.

Commodity. Present tariff. Young bill.

Wheat ................................ Fr.............................. 3 cents per bushel.
Wheat flour and semolina................. ........................... 20 per cent ad valorem.

(1) Until the harvest of 1920, im]portatiors of Canadian wheat into the United
States were not a market factor. Tot: I importations for the crop year ending June 30,
1917, were 23,715,000 bushels, and tl:e following year 24.700,000; but the war pre-
vented these importations from beil:a felt in the market. Previous to 1914, the
heaviest importations in any crop year were 2,673,000 bushels of wheat and 150,000 bar-
rels of flour, in the year ending June 30. 1912. The tariff prevented large importations.

(2) Small quantities of wheat came rm Argentina and Australia during the war.
(3) From September 1 to Decemb!'; 31, 1920, the United States imported for con-

sumption 37,800,000 bushels of wheat :'-ozn Canada, most of it coming across the Bakes.
In January and February, 1921, the rinports by rail to Minneapolis and Duluth
amounted to 6,800,000 bushels.

(4) On March 1, 1921, Canada had a net stlrnlus of 45,000,000 bushels of wheat,
about 35,000,000 of which were in stc.r. at Fort William and Port Arthur, Ontario, and
in country elevators and in cars in v:( .tern Canada.

(5) Wheat reserves in Canada will move slowly until about May 1, when, with the
opening of navigation, it is predicted I v the Chicago Board of Trade houses, there will
be a heavy movement to the United hitates.

PMPRGPNCY TARIVV 13ILLf
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(6) Speculators on the Chicago Board of Trade have begun. to anticipate the heavy
movement of Canadian wheat by selling the May future. The discount of the future
under cash wheat indicates such selling pressure on the future and an absence of
pressure on cash wheat.

(7) Cash wheat, No. 2 red winter, in CHicago on March 19 sold at 22 to 23 cents over
the May future, or at $1.62 to $1.65, and No. 2 hard winter at 11 to 15 cents over May,
or $1.53 to $1.57. A year ago No. 2 hard winter sold at $2.48 and two years ago at
$2.37.

(8) In Minneapolis, on the 19th, No. 2 dark northern spring sold at 10 to 28 cents over
Minneapolis May, or at $1.47 to $1.65. A year ago No. 2 dark northern sold at $2.70 to
$2.95, and two years ago at $2.44.

(9) The discount of the May future under cash wheat on the spot was mainly due to
the anticipation of heavy imports of Canadian wheat in May.

(10) An embargo on Canadian imports would meet the emergency that exists, as it
would offset the short selling by speculators, which is induced by the shadow of the
Canadian surplus in the United States.

(11) Chinese flour made from Manchurian wheat has become a factor in English
marked. It may become a factor in the Pacific Coast States next.

(12) Europe continues to buy Americaa wheat, though irregularly. Only small
sales of Canadian wheat for export have rccontly been reported; the final surplus of the
crop will be bought by England early neo.t summer.

CANADIAN CROI' DISTRIBUTION.

Distribution of the wheat crop of Canad:L from the beginning of the crop season on
September 1, 1920, to March 1, 1921, is r-kown in the following table:

Bushels.
Crop of 1920 ............................................. 263, 000, 000
Carry over .............................................. 4, 000, 000

Bushels.
Total supply Sept. I ......................................... 267, 000 000

Requirements-consumption, seed, and carry over ..................... 105, 000. 000

Surplus ............................. ....................... 162. 000, 000
Exports:

To United States, Sept 1 to Dec. 31 .............. 37, 800, 000
To United States by rail January, February ........ 6, 800, 000
Other countries--

Via United States ports ......................... 40, 000, 000
Via Canadian ports ........................... ... 32, 000, 000

Total ..................................................... 116, 600, 000

Surplus for export on Mar. 1 ................................ 45, 400, 000

WHEAT SUPPLY IN THE U;ZlrIED STATES MARCH 1.

The wheat supply in'the United States on March 1, 1921, and the requirements
during the remainder of the crop year to Jt:y 1 are shown in the following table:

Bushels,
On farms, Mar. 1 ........................................ 208,000, 000
Country mills, elevators .................................. 82,000, 000
Visible supply ................... ......... .... 30, 000, 000

Total supply ....................... ....... 320, 000,000
Requirements:

Four months' bread ................................ 175, 000,000
Spring seed .......... ....................... 25, 000, 000

Total.................................... 200,000,000

Surplus Mar. 1 .......... . ............................. 120,000,000
Probable exports, 4 months ............................... 80, 000, 000
Carry over July 1 ....................................... 40,000, 000

120. 000. 00
The average carry over on July 1 is 70,000,CCO bushels.

--- a-v--- v
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FLAXSEED.

Commodity. Present tariff. Young bill.

Flaxseed ............................. 20 cents per bushel ................ 30 cents per bushel of 56
pounds.

Imports of flaxseed into the United States.

Year end- Calendar years.
Imported from- ing June3 0,average,

19.0-1914. 1918 1919 1920

B -tshels. Bushels. Bushels. Bushels.
Canada ........ 1......... . ............ 4,,370 3,240,043 1, 279,132 1,637,813
Argentina ............................................. 9, 119 1, 3, 021 9, 66,119 12, 353 932 22, 778, 359
Other countries ........ ...... ", 239, 821 66, 314 403,120 225, 018

Total ........................ ........... 7, 212 12,974,476 14,036,184 24,641,190

CORN.

Commodity. Present tr Tl. Young bill.

Corn .................................. Free...........................15 cents per bushel.

(1) Imports of corn into the United States cre almost entirely from Argentina.
Before the war they were unimportant.

(2) The importance of Argentine corn imports, is not in the volume but in the use
made of them by speculators, buyers, and distribi-tors in the large eastern centers to
hammer prices.

(3) Cheap ocean rates and high rail rates in the Uaited States indicate a large move-
ment of Argentine corn to the United States during the present year. Argentina is
reported to have a large surplus from the last c ro9, and harvest of the new crop is at
hand.

(4) The ocean rate on corn from Buenos Aires to New York or New Orleans is $3.50
per long ton, or 8t cents a bushel. The rail rate on corn from Chicago for export
shipments is 41 cents per 100 pounds, or 22.96 certs per bushel.

(5) Last year's importations of Argentine corn wvere on a $12.50 per ton ocean rate.
(6) The amount of corn on farms on March 2, 1920, was over a billion and a half

bushels, or 48.6 per cent of the crop The impo rtation of a few million bushels of
Argentine corn would affect the entire farm hold gs.

WOOL.

Commodity. Present tariff.

Unwashed wool..................... Free...............................
Washed wool .......................... .... do ....... ..................
Scoured wool.......................... .... do.. ..................
Manufactured wool goods............. 35 per cent....................

Young bill.

15 cents per pound.
30 cents per pound.
45 cents per pound.
Compensatory duty, 45 cents

per pound.

(1) In previous years the average production of wool in the United States was
314,000,000 pounds and average imports 203,000,00 pounds.

During the war imports increased in response tc increased manufacturing to about
445,893,000 pounds in 1919, and declined to 259,06 8,000 pounds in 1920.

(2) Both importation and consumption of woo' have decreased since May. How-
ever, there has been a large increase for January and February, 1921. Importations
in recent months appear to be speculative, in ant.cipation of tariffs.

7
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(3) The stocks of wool on hand were large w'len the price slump came last May.
To the stocks on hand was added the new clip of 280,000,000 pounds.

(4) The accompanying tables show the wool supply in sight to be near 1,000,000,000
pounds. The normal consumption is about 600,000,000 pounds, with about 400,000,000
pounds carried as stock. A year's supply is in sight at normal consumption. At the
present rate of consumption (about two-thirds normal) the supply would be sufficient
for a year and a half.

(5) The effect of an embargo or high tariff would be to gradually increase the prices.
The justification for an emergency tariff is:
(a) A fundamental industry that it takes years to develop is facing ruin.
(b) The prosperity of large numberf of people, not sheep growers, is dependent on

the sheep industry. Hence, merchants and bankers who have made large advances
to sheep producers are in serious financial trouble and favor a wool tariff.

(c) At present the supply of wool in the United States is approximately 650,000,000
pounds, of which 175,000,000 pounds is held by the producers. With the coming
1921 wool clip the amounts controlled by producers would be approximately 450,000,000
pounds while the dealers would hold approximately 500,000,000 pounds. Therefore,
the benefit derived from a tariff would be equally divided between producers and the
dealers and manufacturers. Undoubtedly any tariff on wool would reflect in the price
of finished goods and the charge passed. on to the consumer.

(d) Wool dealers who purchased uovl stocks at higher prices than now obtain are
in serious financial straits and would be directly benefitted. Forced liquidation on
the part of wool dealers would make the present bad situation worse and break a trade
organization of value to agriculture.

(e) It can be shown that the price of wool is so small a factor in the ultimate cost of
manufactured goods that no large burden need be placed on the consuming public.

(1) Production, imports, and consumptio,, of wool in the United States for 1919 and 1920.

1919 1920

Pounds. Pounds.
Production ................ ......................................... 265,338; 000 259, 307,000
Total imports............................................................. 445,892, 834 259, 617, 641
Exports ....................... .......................................... 2, 839, 980 9, 066, 620
Reexports ............................... 5,688,573 12,414,579
Not imports ....................................................... 437,364, 281 238,136,442
Total new stocks (net) ...................................................... 702, 702,281 497,443,442

(2) Imports and consumption of woo! iz,, the United States, by months, 1920 and 1921
(froiz factories).

Imports.

1920. Pounds.
January ................. 41, 950, 071
February ............... 26,103,165
March ................... 33, 031,931
April .................... 54 085, 770
May .................... 13,388,934
June .................... 21,079,627
July ................... 9,444,610
August ............ 14,447, 810
September ........... 11,736, 534

Consua p-
tion.

Pour d'.
72, 703, ;00
63, 70(), .30
67, 930, :0O
66, 90(, I{OC
58,603, 30C
46, 003, l lo
37, 00n, 00
38, 00, i O
36, 33, U0

1920.
October ...............
November ...........
December ..........

Total, 1920.......

1921.
January ................
February ..............

I Estimates.
MEATS.

Commodity. Present tariff. Young bill.

Cattle ................................. Free .............................. 30 per cent ad valorem.
Sheep:

1 year old or over ...................... do ........... .............. 2 per head.
Less than 1 year old .............. ..... do............................ $1 per head.

Fresh mutton and lamb .................. .do ......................... 2 cents per pound.
Fresh or frozen beef, veal ................. .do ............................ Do.
Lamb and pork ....................... ..... do ........... ............... Do.
Meats prepared or preserved ....... do .. .... 25 per cent ad valorem.
Breeding stock . .................. do. . Free.

Consump-
tion.

Pounds.
38, 5000
28,'000, 000

1 30, 000 000

583,600,000

Imnorts.

Pounds.
8,706,505

12,250, 505
13,392, 392

259,617,641

21, 169,480
42, 885,968

.
.- -

.-
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1. There is a great surplus supply of meats and meat products in the United States,
and prices of live stock have been driven to a decline much more rapid than the decline
in cost of production while imports of meats have furtherdepressed the market. This
constitutes a menace to the live-stock industry. Li:ve-stock operations (before the
war frequently precarious and unprofitable) did not during the war build up a reserve
of profits sufficient to offset the present losses due to the current marketing of war
stimulated production at less than its cost.

2. Chicago market live-stock prices in February, 1921, reached index figures,
ranging from 104 to 111 (based on 1913), while general commodities were 167, and
manufactured articles 230. Allowing for increased freight to the market, farm prices
of live stock are practically at or below prewar levels. The price drop has been so
rapid that the value of animals in many cases is nowv less than the amount of loans
secured by them, wiping out the grower's equity entirely.

3. During the war the United States exported large quantities of meats and im-
Dorted little, but it would be fallacious to suppose that this points to no need of, or
benefit from, an import tariff. The history of exports and imports is clearly against
such an assumption. Excluding pork, our exports of meat averaged 397,000,000
pounds from 1900 to 1907. From 1910 to 1914 they averaged only 75,000,000; from
1915 to 1919 they jumped to 397,000,000, but in 1920 lell to only 144,000,000. On the
other hand, following the putting of meat on the free Ii it in 1913, imports began a rapid
development, which was cut off only by the war, r.nd in 1919-20 show a marked ten-
dency to resume. These facts need to be considered i'.n conjunction with the fact that
the Chicago packers control from 50 to 60 per cent cf the meats shipped from South
America to world markets. With our exports practically no greater than in 1910, and
with a strong potentiality for increase of imports, the American farmers urgently need
protection for their cattle and sheep products. ImT rts of mutton and lamb for the
years 1917-1919 averaged about 6,000,000 pound:;, in 1920 they were 100,000,000
pounds and had a far more depressing effect on sheep and lamb prices than on consum-
ers' prices of the products.

4. It is generally recognized that the countries froi 1 which our imports of beef and
mutton principally come have much lower costs of production than we. The princi-
pal difference is due, it is understood, to our higher 3abor costs. There has been for
years a combination of American, British, and Argen1 ine packing interests controlling
South American exports of meat. In the absence of a tariff this situation is a menace
to the American live-stock producer.

5. The future of our food supply is involved in tk is whole situation The supply
of meat animals is not keeping pace with the pop lation, and present conditions
unless speedily remedied will cause a serious degree of abandonment of the live-stock
industry.

6. The relations of ocean freight rates from compet ng foreign countries and railroad
freight rates from our corn-belt and range country are as follows:

(a) Ocean freight rates including refrigeration:

New Zealand to New York:
Beef ........ ..................... ... lid. per pound (3t cents at par).
Lamb and mutton ......................... 1. d. per pound (31 cents at par).
Veal .................................. :...1;d, per pound (3½ cents at par).

Argentina to New York . ....................... 4 cents per pound.
Australia to San Francisco ................. .. lid, per pound (3 cents at par).
New Zealand to San Francisco ................ 2d. per pound (4 cents at par).
New York to Liverpool ................... ..... 1 c:ents per pound.
Argentina to Liverpool ........................ 2i cents per pound.

(b) Railroad freight rates including refrigeration:
Chicago to New York .................. ....... $1.28 per 100 pounds.
Omaha to New York .................. ........... $67½ per 100 pounds.
Fort Worth to New York ......................... ,983 per 100 pounds.
Denver to New York ............................ 2.74i per 100 pounds
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Indez price comparisons.

[Bureau of Labor Statistics data.]

Base, 1913. Peak. February,1921.

Good to choice steers (Chicago) .................................... 100 220 111
Choice to prime:

Hogs (Chicago) ................................................. 100 1 265 112
Sheep and lambs; ewes, lambs, and wethers (Chicago) .......... 100 2 289 104

All farm products .................................................. 100 ....... 129
General commodities.............................................. 100 3 272 167

I March, 1919. s September, 1918. I May, 1920.

ME AT OTHER THAN PORK.

Annual average exports by periods, 1900 to 1920.

:In thousands of pounds.]
Annual average:

1900 to 1907 ...................................... .................. 397, 000
1910 to 1914 ........................................................ 75, 000
1915 to 1919 ......................................................... 397, 000
1920 .................................... 144,000

Meat products-- United States imports and exports.

[In thoxrands of pounds; i. e., 000 omitted.]

Beef. Pork. Lamb and mutton.

Year.
Imporl . Exports. Imports. Exports. Imports. Exports.

1910 .................................... 223,524 ............ 684, 692 . .... 1,997
1911 ................................... 1, 051,025 ... . . 2,574
1912 ........................ .. 19829 ............ 982,895 5,076
1913 ........................... 3, 2 165,176 514 1,020,779 554 4,789
1914.2 9 ......................... 25 9 181,01 26,35 827,523 19,876 3,847
1915 .......................... 11 1:0 511,314 5,496 1,368, 464 11, 879 4,231
1916 .................... .. ... 3 72 371,916 1,171 1451,287 17, 235 5,258
1917 .......... ................ 2 2 390,612 2' 821 1297, 703 5, 624 2,862
1918 ........................... 214 ' 773,334 3,585 2,250,698 608 1,631
1919........................... 5 8 385,638 5,426 2,637,634 8,209 3,009
1920 ...................... .17 234,540 2,29 1536 246 101,168 3,575

Imports: Beef figures include beef and veal and tallow (from July 1, 1918); pork
figures include pork and bacon a nd hams.

Exports: Beef, fresh, canned, cured, oleo oil, and tallow; pork, bacon, hams and
shoulders, lard, neutral lard, po-k canned, fresh, and pickled.

Source: Monthly Summary cI Foreign Commerce of the United States and bureau
tables.
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EXPORTS.

MEATS.

Billions of pounds.

0 1 2 3 4

1901

1902

1903

1904

1905

1906

1907

1908

1909 __

.1910 __e Pork.

1911 = Other meats.

1913

1914 i'- '

1915 _a

'11916

I 1917

1918

1919

192 o -

Average 1910-1914

War average -

DAIRY E2.ODUCTS.

Commodity. E. szant tariff. Young bill.

Butter ................................ 2 cent.... 6 cents per pound.
Cheese................................ 20 per cent c i valorem ........... 23 per cent ad valorem
Fresh milk ........................... Free ............................. 2 cents per gallon.
Fresh cream ........................... 5 cents per gallon.
Condensed and evaporated milk ............ do............. 2 cents per pound.

(1) Previous to 1919 our annual importi' ion of butter varied from 1,000,*O0 pounds
to 7.000,000 pounds, and in only one year. :914, was it greater than 3,000,000 pounds.
The exchange and credit situation stimula.ted imports, and we received from foreign
countries over 9,000,000 pounds of butter i 2 1919, and in 1920 our imports reached the
unprecedented figure of 37,000,000 pound-;. In January, 1921, we imported 3,800,000
pounds and in February 1,896,000 pound l.

(2) Almost all of the butter imported comes from Denmark. Small quantities
come from New Zealand and Argentina.

(3) Great Britain took large quantitie:; of Denmark butter before the war. Now
because of lack of credit and large use of ,':unstitutes, she is taking much less. The
imports of butter by the United Kingdo:x' ..: consumption in 1919 were 60 per cent

It R-67-1-vol 1- 2
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and in 1920, 57 per cent less than in 1917. Denmark finds our markets the best outlet
because of favorable exchange rates and money conditions.

(4) Ocean rates from Denmark to New York are $30 per long ton or about 1½
cents per pound.'

(5) Railway freight rates from Minneapolis to New York are $1.72i per 100 pounds,
or about 1 cents per pound.

(6) Arrival of butter from Denmark always depressed domestic prices, even though
the amount received is relatively small. The uncertainty of the amounts of Danish
butter which can be laid down on our east coast injects a speculative element into
our domestic market.

(7) The quality of Denmark butter is high grade and competes directly with the
best grades of domestic butter. The quality of butter received from Argentina is
low grade and has little effect on our markets.

(8) Our exports of butter in 1920 were 10,000,000 pounds or about one-*lird of the
amount imported.

CHEESE.

(1) The present'ad valorem duty of 20 per cent on imported cheese is generally
considered Lo be adequa,te for the protection of our cheese industry. The principal
varieties ofheese imported in this country are of foreign type and are not made
extensively in this country with the exception of Swiss.

CONDENSED AND EVAPORATED MILK.

(1) During the war wtc developed a large export trade in condensed and evaporated
milk; the largest export:tion was in 1919 of 121,000,000 pounds. In 1920 our exports
had dropped to 65,000,0i )0 pounds.

(2) In 1919 we imported 16,000,000 pounds and in 1920 about 23,000,000 pounds
principally from Canadc'.

Imports of dairy products since 1910.

Milk and cream.
Butter and Cheese andDate. butter
substitute. substitute. Fresh. Condensed.

Pounds. Pounds. Gallons. Pounds.
1910 .......................................... . 1533473 43,967,273 1,858,659 ...........
1911 ......................... 1,604,519 45,447,329 1,192,016 ...........
1912 ...................... .......... 875,35 48928,657 1,066,825 ....... ; -
1913 ......................... ........................ 3,726.437 55 589,582 1,630,479.
1914 .................. ... 7 200,699 55, 477,044 2, 229, 499 ...
191 .......................... 1,544,258 38,919,345 1,321,538 ........
1916......................... .. .. 676,032 28, 515, 766 ............
1917 . ..................................... 1,307,750 6, 332, 502 .......................
1918 ............................. ....... 1,655,467 7,562,044 1,348.628 10,904,998
1919 .............. 9,519,368 11,331,204 3,684,817 16,509,235
1920 ..... . ..................... 37,454,172 15,993,725 4,117,817 23,755,780
January, 1921 . ............................... 3,811,905 1,844,115 ............ 162,659
February, 1921 .............. .......................... 1,89 600,135

ONIONS.

Commodity. Present tariff. Young tariff.

Onions ............................... Free ............................. 40 cents per bushel.

I A new rate just obtainel cn zan actual shipment which arrived in New York is $7.50 per metric ton or
about one-third cent per pcm:d.
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(1) mn ports of onions in recent years are shown as follows:

Average Calendar years.
years end-_)

( ,,llI ries from which imported. ingJune3o,
1910-1914. 1918 1919 1920in I u n I0

Spain ..................................................
Bern'uda . ..............................................
Ig:l - ---------....... ------------- ........... .
Other counltrles ..........................

Total ............................................

BusBushel s ushels. Bushels.
471, 143 152, 558 568, 540
104, 954 3,121 94, 796
09, 48 ............ 10, 486

409, 955 24, 350 66, 864

1,175,900 261, 029 740, 686

Bushels.
1, 414,910

74, 345
189, 108
140, 795

1, 819, 158

(2) The shipping season of Spanish onions is October to March; of Egyptian onions,
April to June. These Egyptian shipments compete in the eastern market with our
Texas and Bermuda onion crop. The Spnolsh crop competes with our main northern
crop, though not directly as it is a large oni)n, superior for table purpose in the raw
state.

(3) With high domestic freight rates and !o-v ocean rates combined with low European
exchange rates, makes it possible to land t>:ese onions in eastern markets, at a price
disastrous to American producers. Their L ::uation is similar to that of the citrus fruit
growers.

(4) The argumentsfor an emergency tariff, and against are about the same as in the
case of citrus fruits.

BEAN S.

Commodity. Prc- at tariff. Young tariff.

eans ............................ Free..... 2 cents per pound.

(1) Impo:rts of dry beans in recent years & e as follows (exclude soy beans):

Countries from which imported.

Canada ...............................................
Chile ................................................
Japan . ..................................
Other countries........................................

Total ..........................................

Average Ca!endar years.
years

ending
June 30, 1918 1919 1920

1010-1914.

Bushels. Bushels . Bushels. Bushels.
10, 253 90, 343 350, 352 46,050
7,908 447,975 614, 260 323, 771

159,654 3,494,168 3,625,965 1,006,218
970, 150 177,153 381,879 718, 607

1, 147,.965 4,209,639 4,972,456 2,094,646

(2) Beans come mostly from the Orient vhere labor costs are low. Beans were
landerd in this country in 1920 at prices which our growers claimed they could not
meet.

LEM ONx.

Pre-s! t rate. Young bill.

Lemons........................ ..... Fre ............................. 2 cents per pound.
__ ~ ~~~~~ F r e .. . ...............

(1) Citrus fruits come largely from Sicily ca:d are mostly lemons. A few oranges
came from Cuba during the past three years.

(2) The present situation is hard on the C: lifornia citrus grower due to (a) low
Italian exchange rates. The lira is worth abl:i" 4 cents against a normal of 19.3 cents.

(b) Freight rates from California to New Y¥:?. have about doubled, while ocean
rates have declined. The rate on lemons fron: California to New York is now $1.44

_.-



14 EMERGENCY TARIFF BILL.

per box against 62 cents ocean rate Sicily to New York. However, much lower ocean
rates are obtained due to lack of westward cargo.

(3) According to G. Hardod Powell, the cost of production and marketing California
lemons, based on recent investigation following tariff boom schedules, are as follows:
Cost of production (per box) ............................................... $1. 48
Harvesting ................................................................ .49
Packing and loading ...................................................... 1. 02
Freight to New York .............................. ...................... L 44;
Selling .......................................................... 4....... .14

Total ....................................................... ...... 4. 58
Italian lemons are landed at New York at around one-half this price.
(4) Argumentsfor an emergency tariff.-(a) At present Sicilian lemons can dominate

the Atlantic coast markets. Their influence will extend to the interior with a diminish-
ing effect as freight rates increase.

(b) Enough lemons are raised in the United States to supply the market, with the
production increasing. ILnported lemons increase the home surplus.

OLIVES.

Commodity. Present tariff. Young bill.

Olives ....................................... 15 cents per gallon; reci- 25 cents per gallon In solu-
procity treaty with Cuba, tion; 3 cents per pound not
15 cents per gallon, 20 per in solution.
cent.

. rports of olives into the United States.

Year end- Calendar years.
ing June 30,Imported fro:nm- average

1910-1914. 1918 1919 1920

Gallons. Gallons. Gallons. Gallons.
Oreece .............. ....... ... ... .. . 943,513 25,179 223, 3C 481,079
Italy ...................... ... 215,859 111,710 268:208 507,16215.859 111,710 208,208 507,166
Spain ...................... .3,158,248 2,389, 085 3,205,017 3, 642,653
A other ............................................ 70, 244 139,807 57, 374 147,077

Total .................................. 4,387, 864 2, 665, 781 3, 753, 962 4, 777, 975

PEANUTS.

Commodity. Present tariff. Young bill.

Shelled peanuts................ cent............................. 3 cents.
Unshelled peanuts ................. 3 cents.
Peanut oil .... 6 cents ............................ 26 cents.Peanut oil ............................ 6 cents ............................ 26 cents.

(1) The Young emergency tariff bill proposes a flat duty of 3 cents per pound for
both shelled and unshellcd peanuts. Many factors in the peanut belt feel that a
tariff of 4 cents per pound is necessary in order to equalize cost of production abroad
with that in the United S ates.

(2) Peanuts are prodaced in the United States chiefly in Virginia, North Carolina,
Georgia, Florida, Alabama, and Texas. Other Southern States figure to a lesser
extent in the production statistics, but peanuts are not produced commercially north
of the Virginia-Tennessee line. Much of this territory was formerly devoted to the
growing of cotton, which the invasion of the cottbn boll weevil rendered unprofitable.

(3) The cost of production differs in different parts of the United States. One large
grower in Florida claims t' iat he will make a good profit if peanuts sell at 3 cents per
pound. On the other haI d, Congressman Groner, of Virginia, states it costs 7 cents
per pound to grow peanuws in his section. At this time farmers' grade peanuts in
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Virginia are selling at 4 to 5 cents per pound for most stock; in Georgia and Alabama
for 2 to 21 cents per pound for Spanish and 1½ cents per pound for the Runner variety;
in Texas farmers are feeding peanuts to hogs rather than dispose of their small remain-
ing surplus at less than 3 cents per pound.

(4) The following table shows the imports from all countries during the past three
and one-half years:

Imports in pounds during fiscal years ending June 30.

I 1918 1919 1920

Shelled ............................................................. 73,362, 215 19,42,080 120,344,425
Unshelled ....................... ................ 150, 747 1, 444, 221 12, 067, 99

Total ................................... 76,512,962 20,906,301 132,412,423

Imports by months since June :0, 1920:

Months. Unshelled. Shelled. Total. Months. Unshelled. Shelled. Total.

July ........ 797, 933 1,859, 085 , Ce7, 018 December.... 79 726 780 80, 50
August ....... 260,561 4, 825 263 , C35, 824 January...... 354, 951 1,230,145 1,585,096
September... 165,599 130, 720 -N, 319
October ...... 32 610 652,855 E55, 465 Total. . 1,718,390 8,720,175 10,438,565
November... 27,010 21,327 48, 337

(5) The importation of 10,438,50 i pounds during the first seven monthsof the fiscal
year 1921 compares with a total c! 30,235,843 pounds of shelled and unshelled nuts
during the corresponding seven n onths of the fiscal year 1920, a notable decrease.
The tremendous increase in imp:1tse in 1920, as compared with previous years, was
brought about largely by the high -:r'ces prevailing in American markets. The light
importation during 1919 was duo t t he embargo of the War Trade Board which was
in effect during most of the year. ?'Me decline in imports during the past few months
is due chiefly to low pricesin this c(:untry, although the unfavorable financial situation
may have some influence on it. :; is thought that this condition does not indicate a
declining trend in the importation of peanuts, and that unless a considerably higher
duty is imposed on the importation of this commodity American markets will again
be flooded with oriental goods prl duced by the cheapest of labor under insanitary
conditions.

(6) No reliable figures can be .t'cured of the actual cost of production in China,
which grows the bulk of our imnt rted peanuts (import figures would indicate that
mostof the nuts brought into this ic :ntry originate in Japan, but this is due to the fact
that the product is handled in la;:- measure by Japanese firms who temporarily store
them in warehouses in their own cg:untry before final shipment to the United States).
The native worker in Japan is said to be paid about 7 to 10 cents per day for his labor,
board and lodging being included ii these figures.

(7) Freight rates across the Pacific vary with different lines, space available on
given boat, and amount of rebate ~r anted. The American consul in Tsingtau, China
states that charges from that pci;' to the Pacific coast are $15 per ton on shelled
peanuts, and $11.50 per ton from I.Liren. A freight rate across the country of $2.33i
per hundredweight is now said to b 3 in effect.

(8) Asiatic goods are now coml3ting in the following manner with the native
product: Virginia extra large nuts. which are very scarce now, are selling f. o. b.
Virginia points at 12 to 13 cents pe' pound. Chinese nuts of the 30/32 to ounce size,
which compare with Virginia extrn: large in size, are being quoted around 5½ cents
per pound f. o. b. Pacific coast. Phe smaller-sized nuts from the Orient are not
finding as great a demand because f the very low prices prevailing at this titme for
native goods in small sizes.

(9) The actual proportion of im]rorted peanuts is greater than indicated by the
figures presented because the la.r:.r part of the imports consists of shelled nuts.
Production figures of American nu!3 are based on unshelled goods. The weight is
reduced about 40 per cent in shc: ng. On this basis of comparison, our imports
during the fiscal year 1920 would ar ount to about 10 000 000 bushels. The quantity
of peanut oil imported during that fiscal year is said to be the equivalent of about
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22,000 000 bushels. Adding these figures, we have the equivalent of 32,000,000
busheis of Oriental peanuts imported during the fiscal year 1920 compared with
the estimated production in the United States for the calendar year 1920 of about
36,000,000 bushels. It is said further that only about half of the domestic crop is
used for human consumption.

PEANUT OIL.

(10) Imports of peanut oil by fiscal years:
1918.f~~~~~~ ~~~~ pounds.. 63, 922, 88(...................................................... gallons 8, 288,755

gallons. . 8, 288, 755
1919.fpounds.. 87, 860, 6871919 .................................... pds......... 87,860,687

Igallons.. 11,392,723
1pounds.. 170, 160,3681920.................................... go 2 6.--- ----- g.allons.. 22, 064,363

Imports in pounds by months since June 30, 1920:

July .......................... 3, 804, 083 1 December.................. 215, 195
August ......... ..... 5, 360, 735 January .................... 186, 754
September ................... 6, 660, 392
October ...................... 416, 548 Total ................. 17,422, 565
November .................. 778, 858

The importation of 17,422,565 pounds of peanut oil during the first seven months
of the fiscal year 1921 co.r pares with 94,749,138 pounds during the corresponding
seven months of the fiscal ya;r 1920-a remarkable decrease.

(11) The same general :4sttements apply to peanut oil as to peanuts. There has
been a tendency for the imrportation of peanut oil to increase proportionately more
rapidly tuan the importatio:a of peanuts due to the introduction of modern crushing
machinery into the Orient and the saving effected in freight charges by retaining
the peanut cake and meal at home. The freight rate from Tsingtau to the Pacific
coast is said to be $12 per t:m, and $9 per ton from Dairen. The price of American
peanut oil is intimately reilcted to that of cottonseed oil, being customarily one-half
cent higher per pound. othe present low price of cottonseed oil is depressing the
price level of peanut oil, bu't if the prospect of a light cotton crop next season materi-
alizes with resultant high prices of cottonseed oil and peanut oil, we are likely to
witness a great influx of Oriental peanut oil unless a substantial duty is imposed.

(12) It is suggested that if a tariff on peanut oil is put into effect the rate be
specified as so much per pound instead of so much per gallon. Vegetable oils are all
sold on a per pound basis, and to interpret a per gallon rate into a per pound basis
would require considerable mathematics. For example, there are 7.712 pounds of
peanut oil to the gallon.

(13) In connection with t'e eme'rgency of the situation it is reliably reported that
stocks of peanuts held by g owers in Texas and other southwestern producing States
are practically exhausted, txcept for such quantities as are being held for seed pur-
poses. In the Virginia and North Carolina section, from 50 to 65 per cent of the crop
Is now out of the growers' hands. In the southeastern section, consisting of Georgia,
Alabama, Florida, and South Carolina, widely varying reports are received, but from
30 to 40 per cent of last year ' crop is probably still held by the growers.

(14) We understand that the United States Tariff Commission has recently pub-
lished a survey of the peanut industry in which they have discussed the necessity
for a tariff. A copy of the E arvey has been requested but is not now at hand.

VEGETABLE OILS.

Commodity. Present tariff. Young bill.

Chinesenut oil ............................. . Free ........................ Free.
Coconut oil (refined) ................ ...... 3 cents per pound .......... 20 cents per gallon.
Coconut oil (crude) .......................... Free ....................... Do.
Cottonseed oil .................................... do ....................... Do.
Linseed oil ................... ............... 10 cents per gallon ........... Not included.
Palm oil. .................... ...... Free .. Free.
Palm-kernel oil...................... ........ .....do ....................... Do.
Peanut oil .................................. 6 cents per gallon ............ 26 cents per gallon.
Olive oil (bulk)............................ 20 cents per gallon........... 40 cents per gallon.
Olive oil (containers 5 gallons or I ) ........ 30 cents per gallon ........... 50 cents per gallon.
Rape-seed oil.... ..... ......... 6 cents per gallon. ... Not mentioned.
So a-bean oil ............... ................ I Free ......... . 20 cents per gallon.
All others (fixed or expressed) ................ 15 per cent ad valorem . Not mentioned.
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(1) Animal and vegetable oils are becoming increasingly important and intricate
in their relationships throughout the world. Lard, oleo fats, butter fats, and the
vegetable oils from cotton seed and peanuts and from soy bean and coconuts form a
competitive group of great significance for food purposes, especially the manufacture
of lard substitutes and butter substitutes, besides the other uses of inedible animal and
vegetable oil products, including their use in soap and paints. There is a marked
zoncentration in this country in the manufacture and distribution of this group of
competing food materials.

(2) Cottonseed oil and peanut oi. are the principal food oils produced in this coun-
try. We are the greatest cottonseed-oil producing country; our imports of cotton-
seed oil have had a ratio normally of only about I per cent to our production;, and our
exports a ratio of around 10 to 15 per cent. In peanut growing the United States has
extensive competition; our imports of peanuts (including oil figured on the basis of
the nut equivalent in bushels) in the fiscal year 1920 were 25 million bushels, which
was three-fourths as much as we produced.

(3) Cottonseed oil considered by itself would not normally perhaps call for a tariff;
and the peanut growers, due to th?. rapid development of the peanut oil and peanut
butter industries, have not until re:ently suffered materially from foreign competition.
But these oils are part of an inter! .lated food group which, together with the foreign
soy-bean and coconut oils, have a vital relation to the price of animal fats and butter
fats, since all meet in the compoet fion of butter, oleomargarines, evaporated cream,
and lard substitutes. The whole !'cd oil problem must be considered as a unit and
relief given from present conditior :.

(4) Production of vegetable oil -n the United States during 1920, according to the
Census Bureau, was 1.963,000,0(:, pounds and in 1919 was 2,044.000,000 pounds,
From these figures there must be eu :tracted 65,000,000 pounds and 149,000,000 pounds.
respectively, since that represenr. the amount of refined oil produced from imported
crude soya bean and rapeseed oil:l.

(5) Up until 1914 our exports of vegetable oil always exceeded our imports. Since
1915, however, we have had a net import of from 80,000,000 pounds in 1916 to 351,-
000,000 pounds in 1920.

(6) Most of our import supply zf vegetable oils comes from the Orient. Great
quantities imported during 1919; o demoralized the domestic market as to place a
serious burden on the producer- I;f cottonseed and peanut crude oils, although the
refiners were strong enough to pros e2nt the full benefit of the lower prices reaching the
consumer. As a result imports of vegetable oils for 1920 decreased about 230,000,000
pounds (from 860,000,000 to 630.0t3,000) and imports from the Orient during Decem-
ber, 1920, and January, 1921, shco' a tendency to further decrease. Imports of pea-
nuts during 1920 were 120,000,0(10 pounds, as against a prewar average of about
25,000.000, but in the last half o :.920, the imports were falling rapidly as compared
with the same months of 1919. '.he low values of vegetable oils also affected the
prices of dairy products and live r; zck.

(7) In 1119 cottonseed oil impcr ; were 27,800,000 pounds, the largest in our history,
mostly from China and Japan; in 9020, due to demoralization in the latter part of the
year, the figure fell to 9,4x00,000 pc:unds.

(8) it has been customary to i aport the crude coconut oil and refine it in this
country. Freight rates on crude were lower because it could be shipped in tank
steamers, and crude oil was adnittcd free of duty. For the past three years 70 per
cent of the imports of coconut oil 1 4sb been from the Philippine Islands.

(9) More coconut oil than any other is used 'in margarine manufacture. Most
of the imported coco and soya beaT oil is used in the manufacture of butter substitutes.

(10) The tariff bill calls for duty rated per gallon, while most of the oil imports are
bought, sold, and shipped by the pound. In case of refined coconut oil the pro-
posed duty on the oil at 20 centos ,r gallon is less than the present rate of 3½ cents per
pound.

(11) Exports of lard substitute d1 :pped from 125,000,000 pounds in 1919 to 32,000,000
in 1920. The decrease was duo ;o the crowded market in England and Belgium.
Lard substitutes are usually compy:ed of from 90 to 93 per cent vegetable oil.

(12) Exports of oleomargarine -Idopped from 23,000,000 pounds in 1919 to 16,500,000
pounds in 1920. It may be safely estimated that 60 per cent of the ingredients of this
product was vegetable oil.

(13) Disregarding the low prior c our vegetable oils at this time, we may fairly
assume that the Orient can prod-u: e them cheaper than we can.

(14) A tariff would not help EC_ lhern cotton farmers at this time as they have sold
all their oil seeds, but might bela !n marketing the new crop next October. It might
induce a larger acreage of oil secd 3 this planting season. Peanut farmers, except in
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the Southwest, are reliably said to still have 30 to 50 per cent of the crop in their
hands. The probable imrmediate effect of a tariff would be to raise the price of oil
somewhat, so refiners and wholesalers who now have large stocks on hand would
benefit thereby. Much of the exports of lard and butter substitutes contain imported
oil. Some countries refund import duties when manufactured products are reex-
ported.

(15) Dairy interests should be benefited by an emergency tariff on vegetable oils
because of the relation between the prices of butter substitutes and of butter.

Imports and exports of vegetable oils during December, 1920, and during January and
' February, 1921, in pounds.

December, January, February,
1920. 1921. 1921.

Exports .................................................................... ....... 45,073,631 73,475,484 41,146,946
Imports ......................................................... 21,053,007 21,609,672 34,620,862

Net exports ............. ..................................... 24,020,624 51,865,812 6,526,083

Imports and exports of vcg,'table oils (all kinds the tonnage of which was listed separately)
since 1910, in pounds.

Year. Impori3.s Exports. Year. Imports. Exports.

1920 ................. 629,730,2 2 78, 377, 640 1914 ................. 318,046,047 213,090,612
1919........... 8, (,I, ....... 361,858,294 1913 .................. 171,120,568 348, 510,032
1918 .............. 760,175, 592 125,238,312 1912 ................. 255,359,205 425, 251, 097
1917 ............... 442,10 176,993,570 1911 ............... 152,262,758 252,195,530
1916 ................ 1, 281,014 313 1910 ................ 154,492,912 237,024,634
1915 ................ 251, 83 345, 550,190

SUGAR.

Commodity. Present tariff. Young bill.

Sugar:
750.............................. 0.985 cents per pound.............. 1.16 cents per pound.
990 .............................. 1.825 centsper pound............. 2.12 cents per pound.

(1) Statistics.--Three talcs are submitted with this report showing production and
imports of sugar into the United States.

About 25 per cent of C'I bsugar is produced in the United States, about 25 per cent
is supplied by our insular possessions, and about 50 per cent is furnished by foreign
countries, but principally 'y Cuba.

ARGUMENTS FOR A TARIFF.

(2) The beet-sugar indutrlry of the United States is about 30 years old and is capable
of unlimited expansion. (Area suitable for cane-sugar production is limited.) The
cost of beet-sugar product on in the United States is considerably higher than cane-
sugar production in Cuba. On the theory that we are justified in becoming self-
sustaining, there is justificLtion for a tariff that will make possible a steady develop-
ment of the sugar industry. (For data on cost of production see Costs of Production
in the Sugar Industry, by 'Jnited States Tariff Commission, Tariff Information Series
No. 9, also recent report to Ways and Means Committee by Tariff Commission.)

(3) A tariff should build up home production without diminishing foreign produc-
tion, bus increasing world supply, and in the end tending to maintain sugar prices
at moderate levels.

(4) Sugar tariff will prodice a large revenue. It is believed the tariff burden will
largely fall on the foreign producer, owing to the low foreign production costs.
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United States sugar supply.

[Millions of pounds.]

Year ending June 30-

Item.
1917 1918 1919 1920

DOMESTIC PRODUCTION.

Beet sugar ......................................
Calve sugar, I,ouisiana .................. ..............
Cane sugar, Texas ....................................

Total domestic production ......................

IMPORTS FROM INSULAR POSSESS1OGS.

Hawaii .................................................
Porto Rico............................................
Philippine Islands ....................................

IMPORTS FROM FOREIGN COUNTIUIIS.

Cuba...................................................
Other foreign ..........................................

Total imports ...................................

Total production and imports ..................
Exports from United States ...........................

Net supply (production, plus imports, minus
exports) .............. ..................

1,641
608
14

1,530
487

4

1,522
502

7

1, 453
242

2, 263 2, 021 2, 091 1, 697

1,163 1,081 1,216 1,056
977 673 703 838
268 174 211 45

4,669 4,661 5, 489 6,906
396 168 136 636

7,473

9,736
1,268

8,468

6,657 , 7,755

8,678 1 9, 86
588 1,119

8,090 1 8,727

9,481

11.178
1,451

9,727

Cane and beet sugar production in the United States, 1915-1919, by States.

[Reported by the Bureau of Crop EstL =tcs, U. S. Department of Agriculture; 1 ton=2,000 pounds.]

Year of harvest for cane or beets.

States.
1915

CANE SUGAE.
Tons.

Louisiana ............................... 137, 500
Texas ..................................... 1,120

Total cane ........................... 138, 620

BEET SUGAR.
California ....... .... . ................. 195,343
Colorado . .............................. 273,780
Idaho .................................. 51,225
Michigan ............................... 129 997
Nebraska ................................. 39543
Ohio .................................... 33,472
Utah ... 85,014
Wisconsin .............................. ... ()
Other States ...................... 65,846

Total beet .......................... 874, 220

Total cane and beet sugar ............ , 012, 840

Included in "Other States."'

1916 1917

Tons. Tons.
303, 900 243,600

7,000 2,240

310,900 1 245,840 1 284,400

236,322
252,147
45,874
69,341
51,945
18,234
90,277
( 517)
56,517

=l ----- 1---_ 'k I_ _ . I .

209,325
234,303
38,376
64,247
53,893
24,467
83,662

8,032
48,902

820,657 765,207 * 760,950 126, 451

1,131,557 11,011,047 j 1,045,350

1918 1919

Tons.
280, 900

3, 500

Tons.
121, 00

1,125

122,125

122,795
191,880
44,682

127,979
63, 494
35,476

105,794
13,358
55,492

131,172
193,890
26,159

130,385
60 870
31, 864

101,025
10 636
40 450

848,576

-

! I:
_E | j
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Sugar production and supply for the United States.

[In millions of pounds.]

Imports.
iDomt~~~~c Retained

Year ending June 30- Domest r n-production From in- From for- Exports. forcon
sular pos- eign coun-
sessions. tries.

1sin ......... . ..................... 1.56 3,919 190 7,360
111..................................... . 1,730 1,887 3,708 89 7,236
1 ...................................... 1,921 2, 375 3,669 103 7, 862
191: ....................................... 1,710 2, 054 4, 537 67 8, 234
19114 ................................... 2,068 J, 87: 4, 950 97 8, 794
1915 ............................... .... 1,937 2, 197 5, 094 601 8,627
]1916 ....................................... 2, 026 2, 204 5, 416 1, 686 7,960
1917 ................................... 2263 2, 40 5, 065 1,268 8, 468

...................................... 2,022 1, 927 4,729 588 8,090
1919 ............ 091 ........................... 091 2,130 5, 625 1,119 8,727
1920 ....................................... 1, 697 1, 939 7, 542 1,451 9, 727
19211 ...................................... 2, 605 ............

Preliminary estimaltes, made Dccry '-)er, 1920: to be revised in A pril, 1921.
Sources: The production figures ar; 'rrlcm the Bureau of Crop Estimates; the other data are from the

Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Cc: !' 7er:a.

COTTON .

Commodity.

Short-staple cotton, that is, cotti::l
with staple length less than ltinch :.

Long-staple cotton, that is cottlwl
with staple length 1I inches an:l
longer.

Present tariff. Young bill.

F'ree ............................. Free.

..... do............................ 7 cents per pound.

(1) The Young emergency t l f. bill prop3ses a duty of 7 cents per pound on cotton
the staple of which was 1d incm ', and longer. We are of the opinion that the mini-
mum length of staple on which tha tariff is to be levied should be 1i inches, and that
the duty should be increased f: m 7 cents to not less than 10 cents per pound.

(2) Long-staple cotton is prciulced in the United States in certain favored areas,
the most important of which ani Arizona and California, in the Delta of the Mississippi
TRiver and its tributaries, in To waz: and Oklahoma, in South Carolina, and to a limited
extent in other cotton-produ:-i : States. The long-staple cotton produced in these
areas has to compete with imp:: rt-d cottons, especially with those produced in Egypt
and Peru.

(3) Long-staple cotton is r;n: u'red for certain specific purposes, such as the manu-
facture of automobile tire fabr) ct, for mercerized hosiery and underwear, for sewing
thread, for lawns and ladies' rc3s goods, and for the finer numbers of yarns. It is
highly desirable to develop oim production of extra staple cotton to meet the require-
ments of American manufact,-: :!r of such products.

(4) Large areas of land in t is country are available for the production of extra
staple cotton but .because cf the costs of reclamation, irrigation, and the higher
standards of living and cost of .l.bor, the cost of production of such cotton in the United
States is high and our producer; need a protective tariff to equalize the cost of produc-
tion abroad with that in the II sited States.

(5) While no official data t:-: available, it is estimated that the cost of producing
long-staple cotton in Arizona. nd California is 52.6 cents per pound and the cost of
producing long-staple cotton '. the Mississippi Delta and elsewhere in the cotton
belt is about 35 cents per pour :.

(6) In the table following Lr -presented quotations on the selling price of Sakel-
laridis Egyptian and Americ,:, I:vyptian cottons. It will be observed that on March
15 the price of fully good S:l ,llaridis was 35I cents and good fair Sakellaridis 261
cents, c. i. f., landed Boston, aid that American Egyptian cotton of No. 2 grade was
quoted at 26i cents and No. :' grade at 25i cents, landed Boston. Such prices are
far below the estimated cost iY production of cotton in Arizona and California. It
should be pointed out further r:,m the table that the prices of good fair Sakellaridis

hA
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and No. 2 Arizona Egyptian have been practically identical since November 13 last
In other words, the price of good fair Sakellaridis seems to fix the price of American
Egyptian cotton. No price quotations are available for upper Egyptian cotton,
but it is known to be a fact that "upper Egyptian" cottons compete directly with
American cottons of staple lengths between l and lj inches.

(7) The freight rate on cotton from Alexandria, Egypt, to Boston, Mass., is 90
shillings per ton of -10 cubic feet, or approximately 70 cents per hundred pounds.
The freight rate from California to Boston is $1.88 per hundred pounds, and from
Memphis, Tenn., to Boston is 651 cents per hundred pounds.

(8) Enactment of a tariff which would give protection to cotton of ]k inches staple
and lonrger would serve to encourage the production of superior varieties of cotton in
the United States and would tend to improve the character of the American Gotton
crop.

(9) Producers of long staple cotton have faced adverse market conditions in the
sale of last year's crop and are said to have on hand a large part of last year's produc-
tion. Accordingly, it is believed that the producer would receive the benefit of
whatever protection that might be conferred by the proposed tariff measure.

(10) In the second table figures are presented which show the estimated produc-
tion of long taple cotton in the United States, and in the world, and also the imports
into the Unis ed States of Egyptian and Peruvian cotton which constitute practically
all of the imtports into this country of cotton of 1I inches or longer in staple. In
passing it may be stated that smalL Quantities of staple cotton are imported into the
United States from Mexico and the W est Indies, but exact statistics are not available
from these countries.

Prices of Egyptian Sakellaridis ei; ' American Pima cotton, landed New York or
Boston.

Date.

1919.
Dec. 27 .......................

1920.
Jan. 3 .........................
Jan. 10 ........................
Jan. 17 ........................
Jan. 24 ........................
Jan. 31 ........................
Feb. 7........................
Feb. 14 .......................
Feb. 28.......................
Mar. 6 ........................
Mar. 20 .......................
Mar. 27 ... ...................
May 15 ........................
June 26 .......................
June 10 .......................
June24 ....................
Aug. 7 ........................
Aug. 21.......................
Sept. 18.......................
Oct. 9.........................
Nov. 13 .......................
Nov. 20 .......................
Nov. 27 .......................
Dec.3 .........................
Dec. 7.........................
Dec. 14 ........................
Dec. 24 ........................
Dec. 29 ........................

1921.
Jan. 5 ...... ........
Jan. 13 .... ......
Jan. 21..
Jan. 27.
Feb 4
Feb. 9 . ..................
Feb. 18.
Feb. 28.
Mar. 8.....
Mar. 15.

'l anded Boston.

Sakc: ri is.

Fuy
gooa. Good fair.

· 85 ...........
.87

1.09 51.02
1.09 1.02
1.28 1.21
1.38 1.33
1.38 1.33
1.42 1.40
1.613 1.54t
1.301 1.21i
1.67 1.58
1.691 1. 58

1.66 I 1.44f
1.28 I. o8

1. o9 .92i
1. 20 1. 03i
1.27*..0 1 12

.97 .84:.83 .. .70o
.62t .53½
.56] .46
.47 .37
.51 .41

.50 .40.45 .37t

.43 | .35*

.41 .33

40/ .31i
.4530 .3670
.421 .331
.41j .331
.40t .32
.41 .32i
37 .28t

.32 23
35 :26·35 .26

Pima or American Egyptian.

No. 1
grade.

l l l l

............

$0.33t
............

No. 2
grade.

No. 3
grade.

Peruvian
(Mitafifi),
medium.

$0. 93 1............1........ ...

.95
1.00
1.05
1.10
1.10
1.10
1.10
1.10

1.25

.53½

.46

.37
.41
.40t
.37i
35½

.33

31*3670

.32

.261

............ . ........ ....

. 0.52½ ...... ....... 4. 5 ...... .........

.36
·0 . ......40

.36 $0. 300. 35

.34 .........

.32 ............

.302 ......

2 ........ :i"'.... .
:394 l30

.25 ..........

�I�

I · · · ·

............

............

............

............

............

............

............

............

............

............

............

............

............
............
............
............
............



EMERGENCY TARIFF BILL.

Long stag le, otton production and imports into the United States.

Yea-.

Produced
in United
States (es-
timated).

Imrportations into
'United States (Bu-
reau of the Census
figures).

From
Egypt.

From
Peru.

Produced
outside of

United
States in
Egypt,

Peru and
West indies

(esti-
mated).

1 915 .................................................... 918,000 252,373 10,353 1,100,000
1916 ................... ... 1.............. ....... 1,102, 000 350,796 10 909 1 300,000
1917 .............................. ..................... 1,354,000 199,892 11,069 1,400,000
1918 .............................. ...................... 1,434,000 114,580 19,692 1,150,000
1919 .................................................... 1006,000 100,006 25,230 1,300,000

920 ................................ .................... 1,400, 000 485,004 63,426 1,480,000

'ToBAcco.

Imports and exports of tobacco (unmanufactured) of the United States for calendar years
(expressed in quantity).

Years. Imports. Exports. Years. Imports. Exports.

P3unds Pounds. Pounds. Pounds
1910 ................. 343, 323 328, 562,036 1916 ................. 49, 472, 859 483,955,105
1911 .................. ,910433 370,283,512 1917 .................. 57,959,825 251,862,872
1912 .................. 7,472,935 410,851,741 1918 ................. 83,514,115 406,826, 718
1913 .................. C: 899,275 444,371,661 1919 .................. 85, 985,617 776,678,135
1914 ................ 7406,522 347, 295,269 1920 ............... 82,221,396 479,927,393
1915 .................. 4 304,197 433672,897

Tobt co leaf, all other except that suitable for wrappers.

Commodity.

Tobacco ...............................

Do ................................
Do..... .......................

Present tariff.

Unstemmed, 35 cents per pound;
reciprocity treaty with Cuba, 35
cents per pound, 20 per cent.

Stemmed, 50 cents per pound .....
Stemmed, reciprocity treaty with

Cuba, 50 cents per pound, 20 per
cent.

Young bill.

35 cents per pound.

50 cents per pound.

Imports of tobacco Ic if into the United States, all other except that suitable for wrappers.

Impc:tcd from-

Greece................................................
Cuba .................... .............. ...............
Dr'inican Republic .........................
Turkey ia Asia .........................................
All other ...............................................

Total....................................

Years end-
ing June 30,

average
1910 to
1914.

Pounds.
1,079, 079

25,147, 491
26.285

11,564,036
10,538,404

Calendar years-

1918

Pounds.
17, 496, 045
20,490, 954
19,138,463

23,880
19,051,673

1919 1920

---------- '~~~~-- '---'-----'---~~I

Pounds.
20,702, 622
21,969 643
6,433, 478

11 878 239
17,226,154

Pounds.
9,023,777

23,616, 999
4, 054,261

18. 856, 091
14,902,630

48,355,295 1 76,201,015 1 78,210,136

22

70,453, 758
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Wrapper tobacco.

Commodity. Present tariff. Young bill.

Tobacco ............ Unstemmed, $1.85 per pound; $2.35 per pound.
reciprocity treaty with Cuba,
$1tl.85 per pound, 20 per cent.

Do ............................ Stemmed, reciprocity treaty with $3 per pound.
Cuba, S2.50 per pound, 20 per
cent.

Imports of tobacco into the United States, leaf suitable for cigar wrappers.

Years Calendar years.
ending
June 30,Imported from- average,
1910 to 1918 1919 1920

1914.

Pounds. Pounds. Pounds. Pounds.
Netherland s . ......................................... 6, 087, 083 1, 315 109,723 7,720, 255
Canada . ............ ....................... 57, 842 80, 081 375,454 17, 230
Cuba ......................... .... ............ ......... 84, 449 157, 408 15,655 35, 420
Dutch East Indies ............................ ......... 46 6,984, 516 6,04, 615 2,102,664
All other ................................... ........... 82,205 89, 780 128,695 49,456

Total. .................................. 6,311,625 7,313,100 7,154,142 9, 925, 025

TITLE II.

ANTIDUMPING.

The antidumping prov'sions of this bill are in some particulars
the same as paragraph R c f Section IV of the Underwood bill as passed
by the House in 1913, with the addition of necessary enforcement
provisions. It finds precedent in the Canadian antidumping law of.
1904, as amended in 1917, and the antidumping act of the South
African Customs Union of 1914 now in effect. The title of bill
follows in general outline H. R. 10918 introduced by Mr. Fordney,
which passed the House December 9, 1919.

The principle underlying the proposed additional duty to be added
in prevention of dumping, partciularly, where the tariff valuations
are upon foreign market values, is to add such an amount of duty as
will equalize sales at less; than the foreign home market value or
foreign export value or cc:st of production with profit added, which-
ever may be the highest, therebv making it unprofitable to dump
goods on the markets of the United States at lower prices. If the
seller of the goods is compFelled to add as duty the difference between
the sales price and what i.e would receive by selling in the otherwise
highest obtainable market, all reward or inducement to dumping is
removed.

Other countries in the l:resence of the experience now being under-
gone by this country have enacted similar legislation. It protects.
our industries and labor against a now common species of commercial
warfare of dumping goods on our markets at less than cost oJrhome
vaTuii if necessary until oar industries are destrove-wd-4hiereupon the
dumping ceases and prices are raised at above former levels to recoup
dunping losses. By this process while temporarily cheaper prices

23
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are had our industries are destroyed after which we more than repay
in the exaction of higher prices. Moreover, the provisions as drafted
will compel payment, when the'export price is less than the home
market sales price as now exists in many lines of industry, of a cor-
responding equalizing duty.

The hill contains the additional and necessary safeguard that,
where the goods are consigned and not sold or agreed to be sold until
after they pass out of customs custody, a bond to pay any additional
antidumping duty herein provided and subsequently determined shall
be given. Without this provision the law might prove ineffective.
All goods intended to be dumped on American markets could and
experience shows would, be consigned, cleared of customs duties,
delivered from custoras custody and then sold or agreed to be sold,
whereby the lien thereon for the additional duty would probably be
lost.

To meet this situation a bond is to be required, conditioned that
so soon as the bona fide sale of goods not sold or agreed to be sold at
the time of entry for consumption (at which time they pass out of
customs custody) a report thereof shall be made to the customs
officials and the duty provided be paid. Without this provision the
law would be so easily avoided as to be a dead letter. The bill secures
in every way the st: ted objects, and, as the experience of other
countries shows, is ocasigned to and will discourage if not entirely
stop the practice of durmping.

DEPPE:,IATED CURRENCY LIQUIDATION.

Section 214 of the b ll is designed to equalize foreign exchange values
for customs purposes. Under existing law all duties are liquidated on
the basis of the currcncy of the invoice or appraised value. If that
currency be found to be depreciated, the duties are assessed on the
exchange value of suha depreciated currency as found on the day of
exportation. The exhange value of the currency of such foreign
countries importing goods into the United States is in some instances
so low that the amcunt of duty collected is very small. It is the
practice of some foreier sellers to require our merchants to pay for
their goods in Americ an dollars and to state in their invoices that
the home value is o' a lower unit price stated in the depreciated
currency of that co: :try. If the price paid by the American pur-
chaser were convertc, into the currency of the exporting country on
the basis of the stan.: ard coin value, the difference in the two figures
would to a great extcnt disappear and the values both for home and
export in some insta::ces would be alike. This, of course, dpes not
apply to goods which -re sought to be dumped upon our market.

To require the pay alent of duties on the basis provided for will, to
a great extent, remedy the evil mentioned. It is at least possible by
the bill presented to partially check the practice now in vogue in the
underpayment of cusi orns duties. By limiting currency depreciation
to 66§ per cent we ;.ill be able to collect at least some portion of
duties which Congres; intended to impose on imported merchandise.
This method of check nrg the greatly reduced value of currency in the
collection of duties h;s been adopted by at least one foreign country
whose goods are larg by imported into the United States.

24
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To illustrate its application: The German mark is now worth, let
,is say, 2 cents in our money. As a matter of fact, its exchange value
is less than 2 cents, while the gold value of the Germln mark is
23.8 cents. Two German marks will purchase in the home markets
of Germany a quantity of goods which when exported to and deliv-
erecd into this country are in some instances valued at and sold for
a sum tein times greater. Under existing law, however, we collect
(dlities (moly upon the exchange value of the mark, to wit, upon 2
cents. This would result on an invoice for 1,000 marks in the col-
lection of only $5 in duty upon a 25 per cent ad valorem basis,
whereas when the depreciated currency is limited as proposed in
this hill, 1,000 marks would equal $80 and the duty collected would
be $20..

Where the invoice is in American currency and the importer makes
the entry in marks the duty is now collected upon the depreciated
value of those marks. He thus pays duty upon a much lower sum
than he has actually paid for his goods.



VIEWS OF THE MINORITY.

Mr. KITCHIN, on the part of the minority, submitted the following
views of the minority:

The policies and principles advocated by the Democratic Party
and inspiring the continued maintenance of its organization for
nearly 100 years forbid our approval of the pending bill, and impel
us to vigorously protest against its passage.

Approval of this bill by the Democrats in Congress would be a
complete surrender of such principles and abandonment of such
policies, and a confession that for over a half century the Democratic
Party has been wron- and the Republican Party right on the tariff.
Further, it will be ai admission that there is no need for the con-
tinued organization of the Democratic Party. Such approval would
be an urgent invitation to the farmers of the country, especially of
the West and South, to go bodily into the Republican Party-the
party of protective robbery-as the only means of their future
salvation.

The rates in this b'il are higher than those of the Dingley Act, or
of the Payne-Aldrich Act, although the Republican platform of 1912
declared that its rats were too high and should be reduced, or of
any tariff bill ever enacted by Congress since the beginning of the
Government, and l:ilgher on similar articles than any tariff ever
enacted by any civili2:-d country in the world in the last 250 years.

We appreciate the embarrassment of the Republican Party in the
present situation. In the recent campaign it promised the farmers of
the West, if elected, i.t would restore the high prices for wheat, corn,
live stock, and other agricultural products, and to the people of the
East it promised to reduce the high cost of living, especially with
respect to food products. Finding in the present situation that it is
impossible to restore wheat to $1.50 to $3 per bushel, corn to $1.50
to $1.90, and cattle ad hogs to 10 to 20 cents per pound, and at the
same time reduce th1e cost of bread and meat to the consumers.
they have now decide!d to break faith with both the farmers of the
West and the consundng masses of the East, and to keep faith with
the Sugar Trust, the ?Jeat Trust, and the Woolen Trust, and the wool
speculators. the direct beneficiaries of the pending bill.

If the pending bill does what its authors and advocates claim to
the farmers it will do, and operates according to the theory of Repub-
lican protection, the price of wheat will be increased after its passage
35 cents a bushel, vwheat flour to 20 per cent ad valorem, corn 15
cents a bushel, meat and beef from 2 cents a pound to 25 per cent
ad valorem, sugar freom 1 to 1½ cents per pound, wool in the grease
to 15 cents per pound, scoured to 45 cents per pound, rice a cent a
pound, beans 2 cents a pound, all woolen goods and wearing apparel
from 20 to 30 per cert ad valorem, potatoes to 25 cents per bushel,
onions to 40 cents pa-: bushel, butter 6 cents per pound, cheese 23
per cent ad valorem, milk 2 cents per gallon, apples 30 cents per
bushel, all of which (xcept sugar, wool, and rice are largely export
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products and all of which are absolute necessities, and which accord-
nflr to the Republican claims and protective theory the pending

bill will add to the present cost of living $2 ,000,000,000-all of this
amount will go to swell the fortunes of the profiteers and speculators.

This bill, if passed, is worth to the Sugar Trust a year at least an
additional $125,000,000; to the Meat and Beef Trust, the packers,
over $550,000,000; to the Woolen Trust over $100,000,000, and the
cost of living to the consu ners will be increased on these articles
alone, controlled by these trusts, over $775,000,000. Who but a
trust-controlled Republican can afford to put these burdens on the
people for the benefit of the trusts and speculators in farm products
even if he does get a few cents protection on some article produced
in his district ?

We take this opportunity to reassure the Democracy of the Nation
that the Democrats in Cong ::ess will take no back track on the tariff.
To us, Republican protectioin Ss no better now than when the Tilden
platform of 1876 denounced it "as a masterpiece of injustice, in-
equality, and false pretense." It is no better now than when the
Cleveland platform of 1892 denounced it as "a fraud-a robbery of
the great majority of the A:nerican people for the benefit of a few."
It is no better now than whe n the Parker platform of 1904 denounced
it "as a robbery of the mcny to enrich the few." It is no better
now than when the Wilson platform of 1912 denounced it "as a
system of taxation which ml. kes the rich richer and the poor poorer,"
and when it further declare(t that "under its cooperation the Ameri-
can farmer and the laborin- man are the chief sufferers. It raises
the cost of the necessaries of life to them, but does not protect their
products and wages. The farmer sells in free markets, but buys
almost entirely in protected mnarkets." We give unqualified approval
to the clear and emphatic de:claration of the Democratic platform of
1920: "We reaffirm the tradlitional policy of the Democratic Party
in favor of a tariff for revenue, only." It is a sorry time for Democrats
now to repudiate all these party declarations of its policies and
principles.

We remind our fellow Dermscrats in and out of Congress that while by
the crushing defeat of last November the Democrats were compelled to
surrender to the Republican Party the offices, that defeat, however dis-
astrous, obligated no Democra' to surrender to the Republicans the prin-
ciples of his party. Let us a ;k, When did the principle of Republican
protection become sound to the Democratic mind ? When did these
professions of principles anid policies lose their virtue ? This country
is not big enough for two protective tariff parties. It needs but one
party in this country to mable the millions pay tribute to the favored
few. The country already l:as a party that has made a triumphant

success of legalized plunder for more than 50 years, and we are op-
posed to the Democratic Party entering the field of competition with
it. If there is a Democrat in Congress or elsewhere who is fooling
himself into the belief that by our party embracing the doctrine of
protection, or his vote for rrotection, though it be on his home in-
dustry, he is going to keep within the folds of the Democratic Party
or bring into its ranks the .neon who favor such protection, then he
should at once undeceive hi mself. A sensible protectionist will go
to the party that has taught protection for 50 years and not to the
party that has always oppcsed it. Every man who desires special

H R-67-1-vol 1 3
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legislation for his special interest knows that his place is in the Re-
publican Party. He will join the party that has made a success of
robbing all the people for the benefit of the few.

While one may have been justified in voting for the original
Fordney emergency bill in December of last session there can be no
justification for one to vote for this bill on the plea that it is in the
interests of the farmers. The original Fordney emergency bill. if
there was any benefit at all in it, it a11 inured to the advantag of the
farmer, and to the importations of several agricultural products for
the three or four months preceding the passage of the Fordney bill
in the House to one who had not had the time to study or investigate
the situation (and it, was rushed through in such a hurry that no
one had the time to do it) looked somewhat alarming. The present
bill is as unlike the original Fordney bill as night is (lay. Conditions
now are entirely different. Then the bulk of the crops of 1920 were
in the hands of the farmers; the bulk of the crops are now in the
hands of the speculators and trusts and the bill expires before the
crops of 1921 are harvested. The original Fordney bill had no
protection or gratuity in it to the Sugar Trust. The present bill
has added at least 8125,000,000 in bounty to the Sugar Trust. The
original bill had no gratuity to the Packers' Trust. The pending
bil has hundreds of ::fillions of dollars protection or gratuity to the
Packers' Trust. For the last three months instead of imports of
agricultural products ircreasing they have been rapidly decreasing-
from 50 to 75 per cen. decrease from the imports in th thre: months
preceding the passage! of the Fordney bill. In fact the former bill

ad the appearance of protecting or relieving the farmer. An
analysi3 of the pendi::g bill has not the appearance of protection or
benefit to the farmer and a purpose of protecting or re' i ving the
farmer is absolutely A.bsent from it. It has been converted into a
trusts and speculaton relief or profiteering bill.

As an evidence of the insincerity of the Republican leaders in
Congress in their prct:nded efforts to benefit the farmers, according
to the Washington L'cst, an organ of the Republican administration
and Congress, the leaY ;rs in the Senate and the leaders in the House,
including the leading Members of the Ways and Means Committee
of the House and Fii; :.rce Committee of the Senate, met and unani-
mously resolved not ,o reintroduce and pass the so-called farmers'
emergency tariff bill; !n other words, if they were sincere in the last
Congress, they had d(cided in this Congress, so far as they were
concerned. the farmesil of the country might be ruined and bank-
rupted ana go to the 'bowwows." This Republican organ further
stated that a week thereafter the President called them together
and urged that they rintroduce and pass the same bill which Presi-
dent Wilson had vetch d, and they agreed to do it, after, no doubt,
they found what a bet efit this bill would be to the trusts and specu-
lators and how much i', would actually increase the high cost of living
by giving the profitet rs a better chance and excuse to gouge the
people.

The Republicans II: the last national platform on which Mr.
Harding and the prese&at Congress were elected declared "We pledge
ourselves to an earnest and consistent attack upon the high cost of
living." With this pl:.dge fresh upon their lips and upon the ears
of the people of the country an extra session is called and the very
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first step made to redeem that pledge is the introduction and rushing
through with the least possible delay the pIending b)ill which, accord-
ing to the claims of its authors and the theory of Republican protec-
tion, will increase the cost of living, especially with respect to the
necessities of life, at least $2,000,000,000, more than three-fourths
of a billion going directly into the hands of three big trusts-the
Packers'T rust, the Sugar Trust, and the Woolen 'Irust. The Republi-
canls can not wait a day, not an hour, before proceeding with the bill.
They are unwilling to consider it long enough to investigate the facts,
or give the opponents of the bill hardly an hour's time to study it-so
fearful that these trusts may lose a day or an hour in beginning their
exactions from the people provided for in this bill.

An analysis of this bill will show that it is the most transparent
fraud and deception ever attempted to be perpetrated upon the
farmers and people of the country.

We notice that the bill has been changed since the last session
from the Fordney farmers' emergency bill to the Young emergency
tariff bill. Why the Ways and Means Committee thought that the
name of its chairmar, Mr. Fordney, attached to the bill would
discredit it, or believce. that by attaching the name of Young, from
the agricultural State of North Dakota, it would more easily fool
our farmers, we can n:)t undertake to say, but certainly there must
be some political signis!cance to it.

'The State of Michi';nn. from which the chairman hails, having
many large beet-sugar corporations, in which the chairman, perhaps,
is directly interested, p:robably is the reason that the shrewd political
members of the Wavi; and Means Committee and the Republican
leaders in Congress ~sggested that a Member from an agricultural
State should father t}e bill in order to dissociate from the people's
mind the thought thai the sugar corporations and trust had a hand
in the conception and preparation of this bill.

Is this really, and wvas it intended to be, a farmers' emergency
relief bill, and will it actually relieve the farmers of the West and
the country?

WHEAT.

The rate on wheat -s 35 cents a bushel-the highest ever carried
in any bill since the be:inning of the Government. Are importations
of wheat really depres iang the price of wheat ?

Ten days before tl'e Republican leaders in the last session of
Congress concocted tl.e political scheme in the so-called Fordney
farmers' emergency bi a to embarrass the Democrats in Congress and
fool the farmers in t:ia country, no farmer or farmers' organization
and no man in the UI'.ted States ever suggested that a tariff would
give relief and restore prices to the farmers' products, or that the
absence of a tariff or 'hat foreign importations caused the financial
distress of the farmer.3 in the country, especially of the West and
South. As proof that: the importations of 1920 did not cause the
falling of prices in far. i products, our importations in 1919 of wool,
cattle, hogs, sheep, co'in, cottonseed oil, beans, and rice were consid-
erably larger than in :.920, yet the prices for such products in 1919
and the first of 1920 i-ere 100 per cent higher than now. Refusing
to come to the direct relief of the farmers, as they did to the rail-
roads, the Republicar leaders in Congress then started the propa-
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ganda that what the farmers needed was a high protective or pro-
hibitive tariff, and that the Fordney farmers emergency bill was
their salvation-that its passage would fully restore to them the
former high level of prices. Does the wheat grower in this country
really need protection against foreign wheatS Let us see. In 1920
our domestic production was 787,000,000 bushels. Our total imports
from all the nations of the earth amounted only to 35,848,648.
We consume in this country about 650,000,000 bushels of wheat a
year. It will be seen, therefore, that for every 100 bushels of wheat
used or consumed in the United States, our domestic producer fur-
nished 95 bushels, and all the foreign nations furnished only 5
bushels. In additior. to this, of the crop of 1920 and of the crop
left over of the year 1919, we exported for the year 1920, 218,000,000
bushels in competitien with all the nations of the world, shipping
this wheat thousands of miles across the sea and there meeting the
world in competition.

In the face of these facts, will blind partisan Republicans contend
that American wheat, is in any danger of competition at home with
foreign wheat? The't; facts show conclusively that not a bushel of
foreign wheat compel es with a bushel of wheat raised in the United
States, for we ship out in competition with all the world six times
more than is shipped in.

We call attention to the fact that for the months of December,
1920, and January a:nd February, 1921, only 20,000,000 bushels of
wheat were imported into this country, in spite of the fact that the
majority report of tl e Ways and Means Committee of the last ses-
sion on the Fordney f:truners' emergency bill stated that from Decem-
ber 3 to December 20, 1920, 17 days, 56,000,000 bushels of wheat
landed at two Lake Superior ports. Of course this statement in the
report was a misrepr( sentation, perhaps in order to intimidate many
Members of the Ho-soe into voting for the bill and frightening the
farmers of the wheat- growing States of the West into a closer loyalty
to Republican protection.

It will be noticed for the three months, including the whole of
December, there is a difference between the report of the Ways and
Means Committee an(I the actual fact of 36,000,000 bushels.

It seems difficult fso Republican protectionists to get any nearer
the facts than this. In addition to this, we exported during those
three months, in comrpetition with the nations of the world, over
65,000,000 bushels o. wheat. We may venture the opinion that,
perhaps, this palpab'e_ misstatement of facts is one of the reasons
why the.shrewd, politcal members of the Ways and Means Committee
selected another Meriber at this session to make the report on the
pending bill, which r3 in every respect identical with the Fordney
bill of last session.

Since we have referred to this misstatement in the report of last
session, we wish to (,a:l attention to some other phenominal state-
ments as to revenue which would be raised and of the importations
which it is claimed would be received for a year under the operation
of the Fordney bill.

Take peanuts, for :nstance: The existing rates on shelled peanuts
is three-fourths of a cont per pound,-and on unshelled peanuts three-
eighths of a cent pcr pound. The rates under the Fordney and
Young bills are increased to 3 cents a pound. For the calendar
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year 1920 there were imported of shelled peanuts, with a duty of only
three-fourths cent per pound, 110,810,000 pounds, but the committee's
report of last session, to be used in connection with the report of
this session (no doubt in order to give some Democrats an excuse
to vote for the bill on the grounds of a revenue tariff), states that
under this bill, with a tariff duty raised from three-fourths of a cent
per pound to 3 cents a pound, four times as high, there would be
imported 146,847,000 pounds; that is, 36,000,000 pounds more
would be imported under the Fordney and Young bills, with the
high protective tariff of 3 cents per pound, than under existing law,
with the three-fourths cent per pound.

Of unshelled peanuts, with the low existing rate of three-eighths
cent a pound, there were imported in 1920, 8,703,000 pounds, but
this report would have the peanut growers and Members of Congress
from peanut districts l;o believe that under the Fordney-Young
bills, with a rate of 3 c2nts a pound (that is, for the large peanut
66 cents and for the small Spanish peanut 90 cents a bushel) there
would be imported into this country in competition with our peanut
growers, 11,418,000; th :t is, 'there would be imported under the
Fordney and Young l:ills, with the high 3-cent rate, 2,715,000
pounds of more unshel.ed peanuts than were imported in 1920
under the existing low rate of three-eighths cent a pound.

Again, as to peanut cil: In 1920, with a 6-cent rate a gallon on
peanut oil, there were imported into the United States 12,683,000
gallons, but according toI this report of the committee, with the high
rate of 26 cents a gallor, four times as high, there will be imported
16,667,000 gallons; that 's, 4,984,000 gallons more under the Fordney-
Young bills, with the 303 per cent increase in the rate than in 1920,
with the 6 cents per gallon rate.

Again, as to cottonseed oil: In 1920, with cottonseed oil on the
freelist, we imported 9 437,000 pounds, yet the committee's report
states that with the Fcordney-Young bills' high rate of 20 cents a
gallon, or 2½ cents a po'and, 96,000,000 pounds would be imported;
that is, there will be imaorted 86,000,000 pounds more, or ten times
as much, of cottonseed oil under the high rate of 20 cents a gallon,
or 2j cents a pound, tnan when it was on the free list; but as said
above, this is about as near the facts as Republican protectionists
generally get. This wes certainly an appeal with a vengeance to
southern Democrats in ')eanut districts to support the Fordney bill
on the ground that it wcis a tariff bill for revenue only. Such state-
ments as these are eno: gh to mislead any Democrat in peanut dis-
tricts into supporting thb Fordney bill.

As to rice: With the existing rate of 1 cent a pound on rice there
were imported in 1920, 111,694,000 pounds of rice, but according to
the majority report at the last session with 2 cents a pound duty
(100 per cent increase irn the rate) 145,330,000 pounds of rice will be
imported; that is, 33,00:),000 pounds more willbe imported into this
country with a 100 per (ent higher rate than with a tariff of 1 cent a
pound under existing law.

As to corn: In 1920, w th corn on the free list, we imported 7,744,000
bushels, but according to the majority report with a duty of 15 cents
a bushel, 9,175,000 bush2ls will be imported; that is, 1,750,000 bush-
els more, with the high tariff of 15 cents a bushel, will be imported
than when corn was on t:he free list.
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Now, take scoured wool: Perhaps the most phenomenal mis-
statement, or misrepresentation, in the report of the Fordney farm-
ers' emergency bill was the so-called estimate of the actuary of the
Treasury Department with respect to the importations and revenue
to be derived from wool. In 1920, with wool on the free list, there
was imported of washed wool less than 8,000,000 pounds, yet this
report has it that under the Fordney bill, with a tariff of 30 cents a
pound, there would be imported in 1921 95,000,000 pounds; that is,
there would be imported with the high duty of 30 cents a pound
twelve times as much as when wool was on the free list.-

In 1920. with scoured wool on the free list, we imported only
14,000,000 pounds, and yet the majority report has it that under
the Fordney-Young bill, with a tariff rate of 45 cents a pound, we
would import 100,000,000 pounds; that is, with the high duty of
45 cents a pound, fourteen times as much would come in as when it
was on the free li;t--another example of the nearness a Republican
Ways and Means Committee is able to get to the facts on a tariff
bill.

We now see the motive in rushing 'the bill in the last session of
Congress through the committee and the House, without giving the
Members an oppo:. tunity to investigate and ascertain the facts.

On many items in the report, such as beans, potatoes, rice, etc.,
under the Fordncy-Young bill, with over 100 per cent increase in
the rates, this re )ort shows a large increase of imports over the
imports of 1920 with lower rates and .on the free list.

It is not strand,!, with such misstatement of facts, that the report
was able to state that we would receive over $130,000,000 revenue
from the Fordncy bill, and that the bill was not one for protection
only, but a bill fo,: revenue. The fact is that instead of getting, ac-
cording to the coi .ittee's report, $130,000,000 under the Fordncy
emergency bill according to the Treasury Department's estimates of
March 31, 1921, ti e items in the Fordney bill as it passed the House
would not produc:( revenue in excess of $25,000,000.

With these misl:.ading statements no wonder some Members were
under the impression that it was a revenue tariff.

CORN.

In 1920 the ir2 ortations of corn from all the foreign countries of
the world amount :d to 7,744,000 bushels. Our domestic production
in 1920 was 3,322,367,000 bushels. For December, 1920, January
and February, 192: , our importations of corn were 127,000 bushels.
Our importations for February, 1921, was 3,256 bushels. The above
figures show that (;ut of every 100 bushels used and consumed in the
Ifnited States onr lome producers furnished 99 bushels and 3 pecks,
and all the nation; of the world furnished a little less than 1 peck.
It further shows tiat in 1920 we exported two and one-half times
more than we imj:orted, and that for the months of September, Octo-
ber, and Novemcer, 1920, we exported more than two and one-half
times more than wN: imported, and for the months of December, 1920,
and January and February, 1921, we exported one hundred and
thirty times as mnqEh as we imported.

For the month : f February, 1921, we exported two thousand five
hundred times more than we imported. Yet, in the face of these
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racts, the Republicans have the audacity to look the corn grower in
the face and tell him that the importations of foreign corn is de-
pressing the home market and has driven the price of corn down from
$1.85 a bushel in July, 1920, to 50 and 60 cents at the present time.
They are attempting to fool the corn farmer by this bill into believing
that this one peck furnished by the foreigner out of every 400 bushels
furnished by our domestic producers has forced the price down of the
entire 3,000,000,000 bushels, and they expect the intelligent corn
farm-r of the West to be fully satisfied with this deception and to
believe that the 15 cents tariff a bushel on corn provided for in the
pending bill will send the price of corn back up to $1 and $1.85 a
bushel. Basing the importations of corn in 1921 upon the three
months of December, 1920, January and February, 1921, our total
importations for this year will be 510,000 bushels. If our production
this year equals the production for the year 1920, this "flood of im-
ports of corn by foreign competitors" which Republican leaders are
t'hollering" about in order to deceive the farmer will stand thus:
Out of every 100 bushels of corn consumed in the United States the
home producer will furlish 99 bushels and 63 pints, while all the
foreign nations of the Vworld, with their "flood of imports," will
furnish only 1 pint, and yret the Republican leaders in Congress would
have the corn-growing Lfrmers of the West believe that they are in
distress because of this 'tremendous flood of imports" and unless
the pending bill is passedt with the 15 cents tariff on corn he will be
ruined and bankrupted and the home corn grower will have to go
out of business. If there is a man in the United States who believes
such a humbug claim as Republican leaders in Congress are making,
he ought to be in the insane asylum or in the Republican Party.

CATTLE.

In 1920 we imported 379,000 head of cattle. We exported in 1920
85,000, showing net impofrts of 284,000 head. We have in this coun-
try about 70,000,000 hlacd of cattle. We slaughter a year about
25,000,000 or 30,000,CCD head. For the months of September,
October, and November. 1920, we imported 151,000 and exported
19,506. For December, 1920, January and February, 1921, we
imported 71,784, and exported 21,065. This shows a rapid falling
off of importations-over 50 per cent over the three preceding months.
During the month of February, 1920, we imported 24,509 and
exported 2,689, while d- ring the month of February, 1921, we im-
ported 8,066 and exported 7,488 head of cattle, showing that imports
are still decreasing and oxports increasing. For every head of net
imported cattle we produ:ce in this country 250 head. Out of every
100 head of cattle in tie United States our net imports of cattle
amount to less than one-half of a head, and for every 100 head of
cattle slaughtered and c ansumed in this country all the nations in
the world furnish 1, while the home producers furnish 99.

Basing net importations for 1921 upon the net imports for the
three months of Deceml:er, 1920, January and February, 1921, for
every 100 head of cattle consumed in the United States the home
producer furnishes 99r hi:ad of cattle, and all the foreign nations of
the world will furnish ox:y five-sixths of a head of cattle. Yet, in

t, ME1101t9CY TAMVP 131tt



the face of these facts, the Republican leaders in Congress have the
audacity to tell the live-stock farmers of the country that foreign
importations are the cause of their distress, and that a tariff, such as
provided for in the pending bill, is their only relief to restore prices
to their former level. In view of these facts it is impossible for an
intelligent person to believe, if the pending bill is passed, that it will
relieve the live-stock farmer of the country.

SHEEP.

In 1920 our imports of sheep amounted to 172,000 head. In 1919
they amounted to 224,000 head, showing a falling off of imports of
52,000 for the year, and for the months of September, October, and
November, 1920, the imports amounted to 113,000 head of sheep.

In December, ;.920, January and February, 1921, they amounted
to 25,000, showing a falling off in comparison with the three preceding
months of 85,000-or about 75 per cent.

In February, 1921, we imported only 261 head of sheep, and ex-
ported 8,486, showing that the imports of sheep are rapidly decreasing.
We exported in J1920, 48,000, which leaves our net imports around
124,000. We exported in September, October, and November, 1920,
7,771, and in Decenber, 1920, January and February, 1921, 19,482,
showing that while the so-called Republican "flood of foreign im-
ports" are decrecsing, our exports are increasing.

According to the Statistical Abstract, we have in round numbers
50,000,000 head cf sheep in this country. We slaughter, in round
numbers, each year in the United States about 20,000,000. These
figures show thatl, for every 100 head of sheep consumed in this
country the home producer furnishes 99j, while the balance of the
world furnishes five-eilghths of a sheep, or out of every 160 consumed
in this country, cur sheep growers furnish 159 and the foreigners 1
sheep.

Yet, in the face of these facts, the Republicans in Congress are
trying to fool the sheep growers of this country that this flood of
foreign imports" *s about to put the sheep grower out of business
and the domestic iheep out of the market.

Let us suggest t :at, since according to the claim of the Republicans
that a tariff on wool is going to build up and foster the wool industry
of this country, it might be wise for the United States to import for
eating purposes t:e so-called cheap foreign mutton and lamb and
keep our own domestic sheep for the growing of wool, and therefore
would it not be bitter to permit mutton, lamb, and sheep to come
in free ?

A tariff on mutton and lamb inures only to the benefit of the pack-
ers, since the sheen grower in this country does not sell mutton and
lamb (sheep and [i: mbs in the dressed state).

The tariff in thi; bill on mutton and lamb can not be intended to
help the sheep grower, and its only possible effect can be to help the
packers and permit; them to exact higher prices.

BEEF PRODUCTS.

In the calendar ~'ear of 1920 the imports of beel and veal amounted
to 50,182,000 poudlls. In the sa, me yac, in competition with the
world, we exporlted 139,480,000 pounds. In the months of September,
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October, and November, 1920, our.imports amounted to 16,496,000
pounds. In the months of December, 1920, January and February,
1921. our imports were 7,599,000 pounds, showing a decrease from
the three preceding months of over 50 per cent. In December, 1920,
Jannuary and February, 1921, our exports amounted to 17,843,000
poupnds, which was an increase in exports over the three preceding
months of over 6,000,000 pounds, or over 50 per cent. Our produc-
tion of beef, veal, etc., in 1920 was 9,000,000,000 pounds. These
figures show that out of every 100 pounds of beef products consumed
in the United States fhe home producer, principally the packers,

Iurnish 994 pounds while all the nations of the world furnish only five-
ninths of a pound, while at the same time the Beef Trust exports from
two and one-half to tlhree times as much beef products in competi-
tion with all the world ns our total 'importations.

In the face of these facts the Republican leaders in Congress would
have the people believe that the Beef Trust needs a protection of
2 cents to 6 cents a poll:d to protect them against this five-ninths of a
pound "flood of forein importations," that this five-ninths of a
pound is glutting our It arkets and forcing ruin and disaster upon the
Beef Trust, and that in ::rder to survive it must be given the privilege,
as provided for in this bill, of exacting from our consumers of beef
over $275,000,000 more.

HOG PRODUCTS.

Of hog products our ` nports in the calendar year of 1920 amounted
to 2,295,000 pounds. ()ur exports amounted to 900,757,000 pounds,
about four hundred tircs as much is exported as imported. In the
months of September, October, and November. 1920, our imports
amounted to 879,000 p :unds while our exports for the same period
amounted to 197,127,00)) nounds, over 200 times as much exported as
imported. In the mon0th.s of December, 1920, January and February,
1921, our importations cmounted to only 284,000 pounds, a decrease
from the three precedi ::r months of 594,000 pounds, or approxi-
mately 70 per cent, vwldHa our exports -in December, 1920, January
and February 1921, wert 234,340,000 pounds-that is eight hundred
and twenty-two times as much as imports-an increase over the
three preceding months of 38,000,000 pounds, or approximately 20
per cent.

Our domestic produc ion of hog products in 1920 was over 13,-
000.000,000 pounds. -:: other words for every pound imported we
produced 5,733 pounds, and for every pound imported we exported
400 pounds. Out of every 100 pounds of hog products used and con-
sumed in the United Staces our home producers, principally the pack-
ers, furnish a little over 99 pounds 153 ounces and all the nations of
the world furnish a littlh less that one-fourth of an ounce. What an
enormous Republican "h:cod of foreion meat."

In spite of these fac's the Republican leaders in Congress have
the audacity to look intlr the face of the American people and say,
by this bill, that we nr: being flooded by foreign importation and
our meat market is beii:g glutted by foreigners by the importation
of this little one-fourthl of an ounce. and that the Meat Trust in
order to be saved from ruin and disaster must be allowed, as pro-
vided in this bill, a tari'i of from 2 to 6 cents a pound and must
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have the privilege, as provided in this bill, of exacting from the
consuming millions of Americans of over $275,000,000 additional.

Who ever heard of the packers or Meat Trust being confronted
with an emergency and must have relief or be ruined until the Senate
amended the Fordney emergency tariff bill last session ? Who knew
that the packers we:-e in such stringent financial distress, that to
relieve them an extra session of Congress had to be called; that in
the first three or four days of that extra session this bill had to be
rushed through the committee and the House practically without
consideration or discussion, and passed at the very first possible
moment for the relief of the Meat and Beef Trust so that it should
not lose a day or an Four to begin their exaction of over $550,000,000
additional from the American people? Why should the packers
confide the secret of Itheir distress and that it was about to be driven
out of business by the "flood of foreign importations" only to the
Republican leaders in: Congress and to no one else throughout the
country ?

An analysis of the bill will disclose the fact that although in 1919
there were 22,000 hogs imported into this country there is no tariff levied
upon the importation of hogs for the benefit of the farmers, but the
packers are given a a:rotection of from 2 cents (on fresh meats) to 25
per cent ad valorem (on other hog products). That is from 2 cents to
over 6 cents a pound.

It seems from thir; that the Republican leaders have both eyes
open and singled to the interests of the Packing Trust and both
eyes shut to the interests of the farmers.

In view of the protrotion given by this bill on beef and meat products,
by which the cost of i ving will be increased to the consumers by over
$550,000,000 in beef arnd meat alone, a Republican has a right to con-
clude that in the langul2ge of the Republican platform the administration
and; Republican Covngess are carrying out with promptness and with a
vengeance the declarato'on in their platform of 1920 upon which they were
elected, "We pledge ov rselves to earnest and consistent attack upon the
high' cost of living."

They were also ple:lged in their platform " to curb the profiteer,"
but probably this is about as near to performance of their platform
promises as a Republ.-can Congress can get and we refrain from undue
criticism.

SUGAR.

Our consumption of sugar in the United States in 1920 was in
round numbers 10,0100,000,000 pounds. As every intelligent man
knows, the Sugar Trust absolutely controls the sugar situation and
that over one-half of the sugar we consume is imported and that the
tariff duty is added to the price of all sugar consumed in the United
States, both domestic, production and imported. This bill increases
the price to the consu: ner 100 per cent and over; that is, it gives to the
Sugar Trust the righr. to exact 1 cent a pound additional from the
people (by the time it reaches the consumers at least a cent and a half
is added). This bil ,rives to the Sugar Trust at least $125,000,000.
It gives the Sugar 'I rust the right and privilege to exact from the
American consumers an additional $125,000,000. No one, it seems,
except the Republica:, leaders in Congress knew that the Sugar Trust
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was confronted with an emergency and was in such financial distress
that the Republican leaders should hasten to its rescue with this
bill.

WHY DID NOT REPUBLICANS STOP FLOOD OF IMPORTATIONS IN 1919?

In 1919 the importations of wool amounted to 440,290,279 pounds.
In 1920 the importations of wool amounted to 259,617,000 pounds;

that is, in 1919 we imported 180,000,000 pounds more than in 1920.
In the months of September, October, and November, 1919, we im-
ported over 75,000,000 pounds more than in the same months of 1920.

While the big importations of 1920 were coming in and as claimed
by the tariff advocates constituting a portion of the more than
600,000,000 of pounds now cn hand held in competition with the
wool crop of 1920 and 1921, stored by the Woolen Trust and the
speculators in wool, although Congress was in session practically all
of the year after May, 1919, yet not a Republican voice was heard
about a tariff on wool to prote ct the woolgrower. On the contrary,
the Republican leaders in (C'rgress whittled away practically the
entire time of the six months' session trying to protect by tariff the
little Magnesite Trust in Wasiington, the little Tun-gsten Trust in
Colorado, the little Pearl But':on Trust in Iowa, the little chemical
Glass Trust in New Jersey, end other little trusts here and there.
Republican leaders then hacd the interest of these little trusts and
the interest of the Woolen Tr;:st and woolen speculators at heart.

The woolgrowers then, wh n this tremendous "flood of importa-
tion" was pouring in on us, d-d not have a look in with Republican
leaders in Congress. Why dic they not get busy then and try to fool
or protect the woolgrower wNith a tariffs The same may be said of
cattle. In 1919, the importa:ions of cattle were 263,000 head more
than in 1920; that is, we impo:rted 70 per cent in 1919 more than in
the year 1920. For the monthis of September, October, and Novem-
ber, 1919, we imported 128,(,C3 head more than during the same
months of 1920.

We may ask the same ques'`ion as to cattle: Why did not the Re-
publicans when this "flood ::.f importations" was inundating our
cattle market, although a R,-I:ublican Congress was in session, try
then to help or fool the live-st6ok farmer with a tariff? Whv should
they now try to fool him w:en the importations are considerably
less and rapidly decreasing ?

We may make the same o;searvations and ask the same question
with respect to sheep.

We imported in 1919, 224,900 head of sheep, while in 1920, we
imported 172,000, 52,000 les-. In September, October, and Novem-
ber, 1919, we imported 142,0():, while for the same months in 1920
we imported only 123,000. FI'r the three months of December, 1920,
January and February, 1921. we imported only 25,000.

Why did not the Republici :s in 1919, while Congress was in ses-
sion, when we were receivinrc larger importations, think to help or
fool the sheep grower, and w .y now, when for the last three months
the importations have fallen c:own to 25,000 and our exportations for
the same months have incre :sed to 19,000, are they so anxious to
try to help or fool the sheep grower?

We might ask the same qu:!stion with respect to corn, beans, rice,
and cottonseed oil, all of which shows large decreases in importations
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for 1920 with the year of 1919. Let us call attention to the fact that
this bill puts a duty of 15 cents a pound on wool in the grease and
45 cents on scoured wool. The report of the T aft Tariff Commission
shows that if wool in grease has a duty of 15 cents-per pound, scoured
wool should have a rate of 25 cents, yet this bill gives the Woolen
Trust the benefit of 20 cents per pound. According to the commis-
sion's report it takes only 1T pounds in the grease to make 1 pound
of scoured wool. We observe, too, that while the bill puts a tariff
of 15 cents per pound on clothing wool that goes into the clothes the
millions of the people must have, it keeps on the free list the carpet
wool that goes into the line carpets and rugs of the rich.

A BILL IN THE INTE3EST OF THE TRUSTS AND SPECULATORS.

We submit that in view of the foregoing this bill is not in the inter-
est of the farmers of the country, but is really in the interest of and
for the purpose of swelling the already swollen fortunes of the trusts
and speculators. It gi cs to the Packers' Trust, the Sugar Trust,
and the Woolen Trust the right and privilege to take from the
American people the eno rmous sum of over $775,000,000, increasing
to that extent the presa nt high cost of living. This huge bounty,
forced from the pockets of the American people into the coffers of
the trusts, is the first lc! slative act of the Republican administration
and the Republican Ccngress. This should prepare the people for
what kind of relief and :'econstruction -policy they may expect in the
future. It is most difli(ult for one not a Republican to understand
why the Republicans f('el so much under obligation to the Sugar
Trust, the Packers' Trust, and the Woolen Trust that they must
rush this bill through in the first three or four days of the Congress
as the first act of the a( lministration and the Congress.

Perhaps a thorough ir vestigation of contributions in the last cam-
paign and a lively antieipation of future contributions may reveal
the cause of such an obligation. As a farmers' emergency or relief
measure this bill is a transparent fraud and humbug. There is
hardly a Republican in the House that does not know that a tariff
on most of the agricultU ral products in the bill is purely bogus and
a sham-that a tariff on such does not and can not affect their price
while in the hands of tle farmers who are too numerous and too
much scattered through -ut the country to combine into a trust.

In 1910 the Republicans Party, through a special Senate committee
of Republicans and thi: :gh their campaign textbook, was forced to
admit the fraud and dcleption they had been practicing upon the
farmer since the Civil Wc r by putting a tariff on agricultural products

l in order to make him b:lieve he had a finger in the tariff pie and
thereby induce him to vote for protection for the big manufacturers
and trusts of the East. Both the report of this special committee
and this campaign text took expressly declared that "the tariff on
the farmers' products sv!,:' as wheat, corn, rye, barley, cattle, and other
live stock did not and co ,ld not in any way affect the prices of these
products."

On this special comwn.tlee were Senators Lodge, chairman; Gal-
linger; Crawford of Sout'r Dakota; McCumber of Worth Dakota; and
Smoot of Utah. Thei: 'eport on the effect of the tariff on agricul-
tural products was unal:rnous.
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As further authority that the Republican Party had been prac-
ticing a deception on the farmers in all their tariff bills, we wish to
quote the declarations of many distinguished Republicans:

On June 22, 1909 (Congressional Record, p. 3636), Mr. McCumber,
of North Dakota, said:

'I he wheat acreage to-day is producing a surplus of wheat which must be thrown
into the world 's market, thereby keeping down the price of the home product, tariff
or no tariff.

On the 22d of June, 1909, in answer to the question whether he
believed that the duty on wheat affected the price of wheat, Mr.
Cummins, of Iowa, said:

I do not.

Further, he says:
I want Senators to remember that I come from a State which probably puts more

in value into the channels of trade every year than any State in the Union in agricul-
tural products. We will this year supply the people of the United States and the peo-
ple of the world with a product that will surpass the value of $700,000,000, and it is
idle for even an enthusiast to assert t!:at the price of these products is directly affected
by the protective tariff.

On the 10th of May, 1909, i: E the Senate, Mr. Nelson, of Minnesota,
said:

I do not recall the millions of b"llEcls produced in the State of Minnesota, but I
desire to tell the Senator that the t: riff on wheat which is on the statute books has
not done us a particle of good. It wc :ild be like a tariff on cotton, because up to this
time we have been exporting from 1 :),00,000 to 250,000,000 bushels of wheat a year.
'I he price of our wheat is fixed by the Liverpool price-the export price-and no duty
up to this time has helped us.

On the 2d of August, 1909, i Ir. Bristow, of Kansas, had the follow-
ing to say:

Schedule G-relating to agricultura products-has been increased about 2 per cent
There should have been reduction iul this schedule. They could have been made
without the slightest injury to Amc riean agriculture. High duties are placed on
semitropical fruits, such as lemons e: d raisins, and on pineapples and rice, and on
flour biscuits made by the Cracker Tn ::-t, for the benefitof a few individuals in limited
sections of the country; and a high d. 'ty is placed on corn and wheat to make the great
mass of farmers believe that they are lci; gy favored. But it is an insult to the intelligence
of the American farmer to place a pzot :cive duty on corn when we are producing more
corn than all the other nations combilzc:!. We sell our wheat and corn and the products
thereof in the markets of the world, an,! no duty which might be imposed can affect the
price uhich the farmer receives for them. We raise far more wheat, corn, cattle, and hogs
than we consume, and the result is that 1ie farmer can not be protected by a tariff, because
the price of his produce is fixed by the ecs rid market.

On the 24th day of May, 19C0, during the tariff debate, Mr. Clapp,
from Minnesota, said:

There is another thing to be consider ed. Along this Canadian border, with nothing
but an imaginary line across, it is idle,: n my judgment, and idle in my experience and
observation, to talk about any great di rerence in wages on one side or the other.

When a man by a day's walk can go from a mill on that side to a mill on this side.
from a field on that side to a field on t !:s side, that imaginarv international boundary
line will not maintain any very differci t scale of wages long upon one side or the other.
And they are the same class of men. When we talk about a protective tariff and
think of the overcrowded countries of I urope and of the cheap wage scale of Europe-
when we realize that the wage earner in Europe must and oftentimes has to borrow
and incur a great expense to come to th - country-there may be wisdom in attempting
to maintain an artificial wall betwecr this country and ours; but when we look to
sparsely settled Canada, when we lcol, to a class of men enjoying a wage scale prac-
tically the equal of our own wage scale, :t seems to me that sooner or later the American
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people have got to recognize the impossibility of forever maintaining an artificial
wall where there is no natural reason for the establishment or maintenance of that
wall. Sooner or later, Mr. President, we shall have to recognize on a broader plane
this natural relation to Canada. I predict here in the Senate to-day that the time
will come when, even with the protective policy as firmly implanted as it is to-day
in our general policy, yet in our tariff relation to Canada we will recognize that it
must be limited largely upon the basis of revenue as required by that country and this.

This bill will become a law and the farmers of the country in whose
behalf it is claimed to be written and enacted will find that the
Republican leaders and politicians in Congress are playing the same
old game of deception which they have practiced on the farmer of
the West for nearly 50 years after the Civil War.

The Republicans are trying to make the farmers believe that
after the passage of this bill, they will have nothing to do but sit on
the fence and watch wheat increase in price 35 cents a bushel, corn
15 cents a bushel, potatoes 25 cents a bushel, peanuts 66 to 90 cents
per bushel, cattle 3 to 6 cents per pound, hogs 2 to 5 cents per pound,
wool 15 cents per pound, etc.

We advise the framers of the country to wait and watch. They
will find that this bi"l is as transparent a fraud and deception as was
ever attempted to be practiced upon the people. They will see
such increases in hi3 products while in his hands are as far off as
ever, but he is sure to see sugar, of the Sugar Trust, which he has to
buy, increase in pr 'e from 1 to 3 cents a pound; woolen goods, of
the Wool Trust, 15 7)er cent ad valorem; meat of the Packers' Trust
from 2 to 5 cents a pound.

If the farmer will k;eep his eyes open during the six months following
the passage of this .)iKl he will be a wiser and perhaps a more unde-
ceived but not a ricler man.

In conclusion, thi public will find that the sum total of this bill is a
deliberate invitation and excuse for the Sugar Trust, the Packers' Trust,
and the Woolen Trt ;t, and the speculators in the farmers' products,
to increase their po.fiteering and gouging of the people.

We discover in t ie last words of this bill-section 14-the most
subtle and dangero:is joker which was ever attempted to be perpe-
trated upon the Ho:lse. The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized
to fix the value of foreign money, in the following words:

Providedfurther, That i:.- the estimation and liquidation of duties upon any imported
merchandise the collecto;r of customs, or persons acting as such, shall not in any case
estimate the depreciatio i n_ currency at more than 66] per centum.

To-day the Gerr :an mark is quoted in the foreign exchan e of
the daily press as being worth 1.62 cents. If this provision of the
bill, submitted by The majority, becomes a law, the Secretary of the
Treasury would be :'ompelled to calculate the German mark as worth
8 cents, thereby i creasing the duties imposed upon the imports
from Germany 48(: per cent; the duties upon imports from Italy
200 per cent, the duties upon imports from Austria 2,300 per cent,
the duties upon iir orts from Czechoslov:akia 44 per cent, the duties
upon imports fron Finland 27 per cent, the duties upon imports
from Hungary 1,7( 3 per cent, the duties upon imports from Jugo-
Slovacia 95 per ce-lt, the duties upon imports from Poland 6,100
per cent, the duti:; -upon imports from Roumania 420 per cent, the
duties upon import:; from Serbia 270 per cent, and from Russia 4,30Q
per cent.
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If the House really appreciated the "stinger" that is involved in
this language and when the country ever discovers it, the conse-
quences will not be very pleasing to the present majority, and they
will have much explaining to do.

All of the foregoing was substantially admitted by the experts
who attended the hearings of the Ways and Means Committee on
last Thursday morning.

Judge Fisher, of the Customs Court of Appeals, in answer to the
question as to the increases in the duties of imports from certain
countries stated that the increase in imports from Italy would be
200 per cent, from Germany 500 per cent, and from Russia 4,000
per cent.

The fact is that this means and it was probably intended that we
should have no trade with] Germany, Italy, Russia, Serbia, Roumania,
and the other countries mentioned above, particularly the States of
the Central Empire, and yet this Administration and Congress desire
a separate peace with G:rmany.

CLAUDE KITCEIN.


