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AMENDING AND EXTENDING THE SUGAR ACT OF 1948

- - -

Friday, August 17, 1951.

United States Senate,

Committee on Finance,

Washington, D. 0C

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10M00 o'look

a.m., in Room 312 Senate Office Building, Senator Walter P.

George (chairman) presiding.

Presents Senators George (chairman), Connally, Byrd,

Johnson (Colorado), Kerr, Frear, Millikin, and Taft.

Albo present: Elizabeth B. Springer, Chief Clerk.

The Chairman, The committee will come to order,

Other members of the committee will take seats -in the room

before we finish the hearing this morning

We are taking up -- the committee is taking up -- H. R.

4521.

(The bill referred to, H. R. 4521, follows)



The Ohairman. Senator fllender, we will be very glad to

hear from you first if you are ready to proceed.

STATEMENT OP HONORABLE ALLEN J. ELLENDER,

UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM TM STATE F0 LOUISIANA.

Senator Ellender. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chairman, I am very happy to have this opportunity to

appear before you. The bill -- a companion bill was introduced

by me in the Senate on June 18, with 30 co-sponsors. I am not

going to take the time to name them, but I will ask that it be

inserted in the record at this point.

The Chairman. Yes, the reporter will insert them, Mr.

Senator.

(The information referred to follows)

COMMITTiE INS1ERT



Senator Ellender. I wish to say that this bill has boen

agreed upon by both the domestic industry as well as all

Departments of Government affected thereby. I know of no

opposition to the bill fra the domestic producers.

There was some, I understand, from some of the Cuban

interests, and I wish to say at this point that personally I am

very sympathetic to their views but, at the same time, since the

bill before you has been agreed upon by all Departments, I would

hesitate at this time to try to make a change in it.

As a matter of fact, the bill restores, in effect, the

amount of sugar for off-shore producers, not our possessions,

to the same extent peroentagewise as existed during 1937, which

was about 4 percent of the difference between our consumption

requirements and what was allocated in the bill for our domestic

producers.

Mr. Chairman, I have before me a short statement reviewing

sugar legislation in the past, and with your permission I would

like to read it.

The Chairman. Yes, sir; you may read it, Senator.

Senator Ellender. Experience under the special sugar

legislation of the United States, starting with the Jones-

Costigan Sugar Act of 1034 and continuing through the Sugar

fIt of 1937 to the Sugar Act of 1948, has demonstrated that

necessary protection can be given to the domestic sugar

industry in a manner consistent with the interests of con-



sumers and with the present international trade policies

of the U. 8. We all know the history of the long period

during which the domestic sugar industry was protected only

by a tariff. Despite a tariff of 2 cents per pound applicable

to Cuban raw sugar, and 2* cents per pound applicable to sugar

from other foreign countries, our domestic sugar industry fell

to the depths of depression and the Cuban industry reached a

condition of economic chaos in the early 1930's; and I may

interpolate at this point, during the early thirties, Cuba

received as low as 1.1 cents per pound, I think, and now is

receiving five -- a little over five -- cents a pound, and

the production has increased almost three-fold.

In 1933 the Tariff Commission reported to the President

that further .'.ncreeses in the tariff would be useless and that

a quota system was necessary to bring recovery to the American

and Cuban sugar industries. The Jones-Costigan Sugar Act and

our succeeding sugar acts are an outgrowth of the studies made

by the Tariff Commission and the Department of Agriculture,

and of the long hearings and studies made by both houses of

Congress.

I am sure that this Committee remembers the essential

features of our present sugar legislation. Its purpose is

to maintain and protect a domestic sugar producing industry

of moderate size and to achieve prices which will not be

excessive to consumers. In other words, our sugar legisla-



tion is designed to maintain stability by avoiding shortages

which bring high prices to consumers. This stability is

achieved through a system of marketing and import quotas for

domestic and foreign producing areas.

As a means of insuring compliance with the provisions

of the programs ir the domestic areas, a tax of one-half cent

per pound, raw value, is levied against sugar, and payments

are made to growers who comply with the conditions of the

program. These payments range from 80 cents per 100 pounds

for production of less than 350 tons of sugar per farm down

to 30 cents per 100 pounds for production in excess of 30,000

tons per farm. Therefore, the program gives greatest assist-

ance to the small producer and least assistance to the large

producing units. In order to qualify for Sugar Act payments

a grower must meet the following conditions: (a) he must not

have produced in excess of his proportionate share of the

quota for his area; (b) if the grower is also a processor,

he must pay fair prices to producers from whom he buys sugar

beets or sugarcane; (c) the grower must pay fair wages to

laborers employed by hit in the production of his crop; and

(d) the grower must employ no chil<( labor.

Although the sugar program was designed merely to be

self-financing, it has actually yielded the Government a

large net return. In round figures, tax collections and

expenditures from the inception of the program in 1934 through
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fiscal year 1950 have been as follows,

Taxes collected during that period, $987 million;

conditional payments and expenses of administering the Sugar

Act, $757 million or an excess of taxes over expenditures,

$230 million. For the three years 1948 through 1950 the

annual average collections and expenditures have been as

follows:

Tax collected, $76 million; conditional payments and

expenses for administering the Sugar Act, $60 million, thereby

annual average excess of taxes over expenditures of $16 million.

Any doubt that the Sugar Act is designed and administered

for the benefit of consumers as well as producers should have

been ended by the experience of the past year. Throughout

almost the entire period since fighting broke out in Korea

in June last year world prices for sugar have been above

domestic prices. In late June, about the time the bill for

extending the Sugar Act was introduced, the world price of

sugar reached a peak of 8.05 cents per pound, f.a.s. Cuba.

At that time the duty-paid domestic price was 6.75 cents

per pound, equivalent to approximately 5.75 cents per pound,

f.a.s. Cuba. Accordingly, at that time the Sugar Act was

responsible for keeping the domestic price of sugar $2.30

per 100 pounds below the level that it would have reached

in the absence of quotas. That was $2.30.

On Wednesday, August 15, the world market reached 5.38

.
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cents per pound, f.a.s. Cuba, but Cuban producers still

received around * cent per pound more for world sugar than

they did for sugar to ship under quota to the United States.

The accomplishments of the Sugar Act have been impressive.

Our sugar legislation has given necessary stability to our

domestic sugar producing industry and has made it possible

to bring about a reduction of 75 percent in the tariff on

sugar. From 1933 to 1950, while the price of all foods rose

143 percent, the price of sugar rose only 84 percent. The

shares of the consumers' sugar dollar which go to growers and

laborers have increased greatly with the result that average

returns to growers per ton of sugar beets and sugarcane have

increased by 170 percent since 1933, and average wate rates

for field labor in our domestic sugar beet and sugar cane

areas have increased 293 percent over the 1934 level. Grower

returns from sugar beets and sugarcane produced in the domestic

areas rose from $133 million in 1933 to $432 million in 1950.

Our sugar legislation, therefore, has brought economic

restoration to our domestic sugar producing industry. It

has also brought prosperity to the Cuban industry.

Wages in the domestic sugar areas are among the highest

in the world. Sugar prices to consumers in the U. S., on

the other hand, are among the lowest in the world in

countries not having consumer subsidies. Domestic sugar

prices have not participated in the inflationary trend that



has affected prices of many other products since the termina-

tion of price controls. During the period that the Sugar Act

of 1948 has been in effect, the price of sugar has been the

lowest in comparison with the prices of other foods that it

has been in the history of the country.

We all know as a matter of practical fact that this

stabilization program for sugar must continue. We cannot

think of subjecting the 50,000 growers of sugarcane and sugar

beets, or the 350,000 laborers in our sugar fields and sugar

factories, to the vagaries of the world market and the com-

petition of cheap foreign labor.

The Committee on Agriculture in the House of Representa-

tives has just completed extensive hearings on the proposed

extension of the Sugar Act. During these hearings repre-

sentatives have been heard and statements have been received

from representatives of various branches of the sugar produc-

ing, processing, and distributing industries, and from

representatives of laborers and industrial users, as well

as representatives of various foreign producing countries.

It is significant that no single representative appearing

during those entire hearings expressed opposition to the

continuance of the Sugar Act. Only a few proposals were made

only for revisions in the bill. After giving consideration to

all the testimony the House Committee on Agriculture found it

desirable to make one revision, the addition of a liquid sugar
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quota of 300,000 gallons for the British West Indies, This

will enable importers of fancy Barbados molasses to import

such product without blending, if they desire, even though

it meets the technical qualifications of liquid sugar. This

revision seems desirable since it eliminates a potential

difficulty confronting importers of Barbados fancy molasses.

The bill will extend the Sugar Act for a period of 4 years,

from December 31, 1952 to December 31, 1956. The excise tax

on sugar would be extended until June 30, 1957, 4 years after

its present date of expiration. The only other essential

revisions in the Act involve quotas.

The mainland quota for Puerto Rico will be increased by

170,000 tons or from 910,000 tons to 1,080,000 tons. This

should eliminate most of the difficulties that have confronted

Puerto Rico under the Sugar Act of 1948, during which time its

production has been substantially in excess of the quantity

it could market locally and on the mainland.

The quota for the Virgin Islands would be increased from

6,000 tons to 12,000 tons. This should help to make it possible

for the Virgin Islands Corporation to prevent losses in the

future, as directed by Congress.

No change is made in the quotas for the mainland cane

area, the beet area, Hawaii, or the Republic of the

Philippines.

The bill will restore the relative participation of Cuba
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and full duty countries in the U. S. market to the perentage

participation they held in the prewar period, 1937 to 1941,

as I indicated a few moment ago.

Under the Sugar Act of 1937 the full duty countries

received a basic quota, plus all of the deficits resulting

from the failure of the Philippines to fill their quota. As

a result, the imports from full duty countries amounted to

4 percent, and those from Cuba amounted to 96 percent of

total imports from foreign countries in the years 1937 to 1941.

Under the Sugar Act of 1948 the relative basic quotas for Cuba

and the full duty countries remained the same as they had been

in the prewar period, but 95 percent of the Philippine deficit

was given to Cuba and only 5 percent to the full duty countries.

As a result, full duty countries have not been permitted to

continue their prewar participation in our market. The bill

will restore the full duty quotas to 4 percent and give 96

percent to Cuba of our imports from foreign countries other

than the Republic of the Philippines,

The proposed bill will also modernize the basis for

prorating the full duty quota among the respective countries.

At present the full duty quota is prorated on the basis of a

regulation which, in turn, is based on imports during the

years 1926, 1929, and 1930o The bill provides that this

proration be made on the basis of the postwar years, 1948,

1949, and 1950



The other revisions will provide administrative saiplicity

and flexibility, and I wish to say, I understand that Mr. Myers

is here, and will go into details as to that phase of the bill.

Sugaroane now being planted in Hawaii and Puerto Rico will

not be harvested until 1953. Sugar beets planted in the

Imperial Valley of California a few weeks from now, and crops

planted in the sugar beet and mainland cane areas next spring

will be sold at prices based at least in part on the price of

sugar during 1953. Therefore, if our sugar legislation is to

be fully effective in stabilizing domestic productions the

legislation needs to.be extended promptly so that growers

will know at the time they plant their crops that it will be

in effect at marketing time.

Mr. Chairman end gentlemen of the Committee, I wish to

thank you very much for this opportunity.

The Chairman. Thank you very much, Mr. Ellender. We

are very glad to have you appear.

Are there any questions that any member of the Committee

wishes to ask Senator Ellender?

If not, we appreciate your appearance.

Senator Ellender. Thank you, sir,



, The Chairman. Mr. Myers, I believe you are next down the
Bllendelr t r

stft .- list this morning. You may be seated You are the director of

the Sugar Branch, are you, of the United States Department of

( Agriculture?

STATEfiNM O LAWRENO M4YERS,

DIRECTOR, SUGAR BRANCH, PRODUCTION AND MARKETIM

ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OP AGRICULTURE.

SMr. Myers. I am, Senator.

The Chairman. You were here in 1934 when we passed the

original Sugar Act, were you?

4Mr. !4ers. I was in the Department of Agriculture, but I

did not get into the sugar work until 1946. I have been in the

Department since 1927.

The Chairman. Yes, sirj we will be very glad to hear you

on this present bill.

Mr. Myers. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, in order to conserve

the time of this committee, I shall not undertake to review the

background, purposes and nature of the Sugar Act and the need

for its continuation.

Senator Ellender has already reviewed that phase briefly,

and it was gone into quite amply in the hearings of the Committee

on Agriculture of the House of Representatives. I understand

that your ocanittee has that record before it.

The Chairman. We have the record; yes, air.

Mr. Myers, I shall observe merely that no witness who



appeared before the House Comittee recommended against, the

passage of the bill, and only four recommendations were made for

revisions in the bill. These proposals were as follows:

1. That the Act be extended for two years rather than four

years.

2. That the Secretary of Agriculture be required to make

determinations of consumption requirementesthat is, total quotas,

of not less than the average quantity distributed domestically

in the two preceding years.

3. That the division of import quotas between Cuba and

full-duty countries remain as now provided for under the Sugar

Act of 1948.

4. That the definition of liquid sugar be revised.

I wish to discuss these four proposals.

1. Proposal for extending the Act two years

As I understand, the purport of the argument made for this

proposal was that some of the industrial-user representatives

feel that, although conditions are satisfactory from their point

of view at present, thoy would like to keep the program rather

continuously under their review. Since the world price was so

far above the domestic price at the time this proposal was made

and since the quota system was the only known factor keeping

domestic prices below the world level, it was quite obvious that

no representative of consumers or industrial users could have

recaomunded the lrotledate Nbolihment of the Act. I can under



stand very well the desire of consumer groups to keep a lose
-1

oheok on the operations of the Sugar Act. In fact the Depart-

ment of Agriculture has, under the Sugar Act of 1948, established

the practice of holding public hearings prior to the time the

Secretary makes his annual determination of requirements. We

have strongly urged participation by all consumer groups at these

hearings and at other times so that we can have the benefit of

their views and information as well as the views and facts

presented by producer groups. It does not seem feasible or

necessary, however, to extend the Act for such a short period as

two years in order to assure the continued protection in the

interests of consumers. If the Department of Agriculture should

change ito policy with respect to the administration of the Act

and adopt practices contrary to the reasonable interests of

consumers, complaint could be registered immediately either with

the Department, or with Congress, or with both.

During the war, Congress would from time to time extend the

Act on an annual basis, but at that time all of the quota provi-

sions were in suspense and there was never any doubt that the Aco

would be continued and that other measures, such as the price

support program, would be continued in an effort to obtain

larger supplies for relief from the sugar shortage. During peace-

time a two-year extension would seem much too short from the

standpoint of producers.

It would cover only a part of a rotation period in the
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beet area. It would cover only two cuttings or half the life of

a single planting of mainland or Puerto Rican sugaroane. It

would cover only a single cutting or about 1/4 of the average

life of a planting in Hawaii. Assurance for the future is

vitally necessary for the welfare and efficient operation of the

industry. Investments in uugaroane and sugar beet farms,

factories and refineries amount to around 1-1/4 billion dollars.

The livelihood of 50,000 growers and 350,000 laborers is

involved. Industries of that size cannot operate on a short-

time basis, Cuba, incidentally, wished to have the Act be

extended for a longer period than 4 years. Domestic producers,

however, who have had their quotas fixed from 1948 through

1952 under the present Act end who will have their quotas fixed

for the period 1953 through 1956 under the proposed extension,

did not feel that they could agree to these quotas for a longer

period of time.

* ** .4



2. The proposal that the Secretary of Agriculture be

required to make the determination of consumption requirements

and quotas at not less than the average distribution of t

2 preceding years

This again is a proposal to safeguard consumers against

possible future injury at the hands of the Department. Again t

the proposal was not designed to correct a condition actually

experienced under the present Act, If the proposal had been

in the present Act it would have caused no significant revision

in any of'the determinations made to date. Under normal con-

ditions it would not be likely to have any significant effect

In the future, The Secretary of Agriculture is already re-

quired to base his determination on distribution during the

12 months ending October 31 of the year preceding that for which

the determination is made. Any changes from that phase must be

justified in accordance with provisions of Section 201 of the

Act,

The only time that such amendment might have an effect

would be in a year of depression or sharp inventory reduction

following one year or two years of high distribution. It is

not possible to determine whether such a condition might exist

at some future time, It would seem unfortunate, however, to

render the Act ineffective for protecting producers if such a

sharp, temporary depression should occur at some future date.

This, I might say, has been one of the most misunderstood



provisions of the proposed bill, .

3. Division of Import Quotas Between Cuba and Pull-Duty

Countries,

The Sugar Act of 1948 was written on the assumption that

Cuba would face a difficult readjustment period, presumably

accompanied by a .depression, between 1948 and 192. To oompenf

sate Cuba for having more than doubled its production of sugar9

between 1940 and 3.947 and for .having sold most of its supply

for use in the United States and Allied countries at moderate

prices during a period when the free world prices of sugar

were highly inflated.

Two principle means were employed to assure maximum bene-

fits for the Cuban industry, First, fixed quotas were estab-

lished for the domestic areas and the Philippines in place of

the percentage quotas established in previous Acts. This gave

Cuba practically the entire benefits of increased consumption

in the United States, Second 95 per cent of the Philippine

deficits was given to Cuba and 5 per cent was given to full-

duty countries. In the Sugar Act of 1937 the entire Philippine

deficits went to full-duty countries. It was recognized that

Philippine deficits would be large when the Act first went into

effect. Later, as the Philippine deficits would be reduced the

increase in domestic consumption would be sufficient to insure

Cuba of reasonable markets,

Actually the Cuban sugar industry has experienced

,4
i - 'l'l l'* ,">1
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unprecedented prosperity during the life of the Sugar Act of

19486 Record and near record crops have sold at satisfactory

prices. Because of the very high prices existing in the world

market last spring and the large crop -* next in size to 1947

and 1948 crops -- the value of the 1951 Cuban crop approximates

$700,000,000 compared with the peak of 61,000,000,000 during

the inflation year of 1920. Never before in history has Cuba

produced 4 such large crops as those produced under the Sugar

Act of 1948 and never before in history has it sold 4 success-

ive crops for so much money. Accordingly, the argument that we

must reduce quotas for other areas in order to ameliorate con"

ditions in Cuba, is no longer tenable.

I have a chart which, if you glance at it quickly, shows

a tremendous increase in the value of the Cuban crop,

The proposed amendment gives Cuba a quota equal to 96 per

cent of this countries import requirements from all foreign

countries other than the Republio of the Philipoines. Since

the quotas for the domestic area and the Philippines will again

be fixed for the period of the extension, Cuba will continue

to be the major bonoficiary of increased United States con-

sumption. It will receive 96 per cent of any Philippine deficits

and it will continue to share proportionately with domestic

areas in any domestic deficit. A new provision is added under

which it will be possible to reallot to Cuba any deficits that

may occur in the quota for full duty countries
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No issue has been raised with respect to the increase

quotas for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islandso

The bill will restore to the full-duty countries the

participation of 4 per cent that they enjoyed in our market

during the pre-war period, During the 5 years 1937 through

1941, inclusive, average imports from Cuba amounted to 2,09y,0O

tons annually or 96 per cent of all total imports from foreign

countries. During the same period imports from full-duty ooun

tries averaged 87,000 tons or 4 per cent of all total imports

from foreign countries. During the three years 1948 through

1950, inclusive, under the Sugar Act of 194 8 , average imports

from Cuba have amounted to 3,098,000 tons annually or 98.3 per

cent of the total, and imports from full-duty countries have

averaged 53,000 tons annually or 1,7 per cent of the total im-

ports from foreign countries other than the Republic of the

Philippineso

This Government received many criticisms because of the

fact that in operation the Sugar Act of 1948 gave full-duty

countries a smaller participation in this market than they

enjoyed under the Sugar Act of 19370 Xt was argued that this

violated our agreements with foreign countries and that it more

than nullified the effects of the reductions made in tariffs on

full-duty sugar The restoration of the full duty quota to the

pre-war percentage should answer these criticisms,

The bill also will revise the basis for prorating the full-



? duty quota among the recipient countries. The Aot now requires K'

this quota to be prorated on the basis of a regulation issued

by the Department of Agriculture in 1936, This regulation in

turn was based on imports for the years 1926, 1929 and 1930.

Nedless to say, tremendous changes have occurred in the sugar

economy of the world during the past 2 years.

Under the present Act the Secretary of Agriculture is

required each year to establish prorations for 27 foreign counA

tries despite the fact that only 11 such oou.tries have shipped

the U. S. any sugar at all during any of the past 3 years and

only 6 of the countries have shipped the United States as much

as 1,000 tons of sugar in any one of the past 3 years. As

evidence of the complete absurdity of the present requirements,

I call the Committee°s attention to the fact, shown in one of

the accompanying tables, that for 1950 initial quotaS were

established of 7 pounds for the Dutch West Indies, 32 pounds

for British Malaya, 144 pounds for Germany and 250 pounds for

Australiao I am sure that your Committee will agree with me that

this is just statistical tiddlywinkso

Each September it is necessary to reallot the unused quotas

to countries that have filled their quotas by that date. The

final quotas and actual imports from full-duty countries have

little relationship to the initial quotas established each year

Much of the misunderstanding that appears to have arisen with

respect to the increase in the quota for fulloduty countries



d

*1PCli;l; -

: c . ;;

appears to have resulted from comparisons of the initial pro

rations for some of the countries with the prorations such

countries would receive under the bill .A comparison of the

final prorations and actual imports of sugar under the present

Act with the quotas that would be established under the bill

would eliminate much of this confusion

4), Definition of Liquid Sugar,

A particularly large segment of the record of the hearings

before the Committee on Agriculture of the House of Represent-

atives concerned a proposal for revising the definition of

liquid sugar. Under this proposal the definition of liquid

sugar would have been revised by reducing the percentage of

soluble non-sugar solids to total soluble solids from 6 per cent,

to 5 per oento

I shall not undertaketo review the various facts and ar-

guments presented. I do, however, attach and call the Committees .

attention to a statistical table and chart comparing analyses

of the various edible molasses and sirups with liquid sugar

and showing the range of the non-sugar solids content of crys-

talline sugars. These facts demonstrate clearly how far from

the field of typical molasses and sirups a proposed revision

would go and how far it would cut into the field of sugar.

Another attached chart shows the extent to. wi ich the utili

zation of various unrationed sirups and molasses was increased

during the world war period when sugar was rationed.o

(*Lr41



Those facts and many others show that typical molasses,

refiners' sirup, and sugarcane sirup with their relatively

high percentages of soluble non-sugar solids are used as sweet-

eners as well as for flavoring* As the percentage of soluble

non-sugar solids, that is, as to molasses is reduced, the

material becomes more bland and is used more completely as a

sweetener rather than for its flavor.

During the course of the hearings great emphasis was placed

by the proponents of the revision of the definition upon

Barbados fancy molasses, Yet during the first 6 months of the

current year imports of Barbados molasses amounted to only

37,000 gallons whereas total imports of edible molasses rose

to 4,840,000 gallons, the highest for any entire year except

1941 and 1942,

I might say that this present definition has not stopped

a single cargo from being imported since 1944, and then the

cargoes wore easily treated in bond, so that no difficulty arose

there.

Study of this problem has convinced the Department of

Agriculture of the following:

(1) Any revision of the proposed definition would apply

primarily to Cuban molasses and only slightly to Barbados

molasses 

(2) The facts do not justify any downward revision in the

percentage of soluble non-sugar solids content in the definition



of liquid sugar

(3) The proposal for revising the definition of liquid

sugar is primarily an effort to get the import compensating

a tax eliminated from all or a portion of the imports of liquid

sugaro The revision could also be expected to provide additional

advantages under the tariff

The advantages from these two sources would amount to 7?

cents per hundred pounds of sugar content or roughly $60o000

for each million gallons of imports permitted under the revised

definition, Additional cost advantages would accrue from the

fact that the sugar would be brought to a higher degree of re-

finement in the foreign areas of production whe'e labor costs

* are lower than they are in the United States

The Department of Agriculture would recommend most strongly

against a revision of the liquid sugar definition which would

permit the importers of liquid sugar to gain major competitive

advantages over refiners or importers of crystalline sugar through

elimination of the compensating tax and a part of the tariff on

their products,

The action of the House of Representatives in providing

for a liquid sugar quota"of 300,000 gallons for British West

Indies should take care of any real problem that might arise

with respect to the importation of Barbados fancy molasses. The

Department of Agriculture is in complete accord with the action

taken by the House of Representatives on this matter.

\ -s*
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I thank you very muaoh.

The Chairmano Any questions of Mr. Myers by the members

of the Committee? If not, Mr. Myers, we thank you for your

appearance.

(Tables and Charts submitted byMr, Myers are as follows)
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o)ck(2) The Chairman. We will be glad to hear now from Mr.r~mp.
seal

STATEMENT O FRANK A KEMP,

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN, AMERICAN STAR BEET

) I ¥DUSTRY POLICY COMMITTEE,

The Chairman. Mr. Kemp, you appear on behalf of the

domestic sugar industry?

Mr. Kemp. Yes, sir, I do.

The Chairman All right. We will be very glad, Mr. Kamp,

to hear you.

Senator Millikin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that

Mr. Kemp is one of the great outstanding citizens of the West.

He lives in Denver, Colorado. We had gone to school together

a when we were young fellows. LH was a great football player

and student while he was at school. He had a gallant record in

World War I. He is a fine fellow

The Chairman. I am quite sure, Senator, that we are glad

to hear Mr. Kemp.

Mr. Kemp. Thank you very much.

Senator Johnson. Mr. Chairman, while I cannot say that

I went to school with Prank, I can vouch for all the rest of

what Senator Millikin just said.

Mr. Kemp. I am beginning to get a little embarrassed here,

w sir.

1p St~t Senator George and members of the committee:
fle.

My name is Frank A. Kemp, My home is in Denver, Colorado.
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X am President and Geneal Manager of the Great Western Sugar

Company, and Executive Committee Chairman of the American Sugar

Beet Industry Policy Committee which is composed of represent-

atives of every sugar beet processor and also of the more than

twenty beet grower associations in the country,

It is the duty of every witness before this Committee not

to add to its burden in considering legislation before it. In

the hearings on the Bill before you by the House Committee on

Agriculture, I appeared a a single witness for all five of the

great domestic sugar-producing and refining groups. I appear

hero today at the request and on behalf of the same groups:

namely, the sugarcane growers and processors of Louisiana and

Florida; the American growers and processors of sugar beets)

the Association of Sugar producerss of Puerto Rico; the Hawaiian

Sugar Planters Association; and the United States Cane Sugar

Refinrrs Association which includes in its membership the large

majority of the refiners of cane sugar from Massachusetts through

Georgia to Louisiana, Texas and California. I appear before you

at the request and on behalf of each of the five groups I have

mentioned.

I have assumed that I should not take the time of this

Committee in simple repetition of what was said in the House

hearing but should confine my remarks to the briefest possible

summary of views which the industry believes should be expressed

to you,
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The Sugar Aot of 1948 expires at the end of next year,

However, the probability or improbability of extension 4i11

commence to exercise influence long before the due date of ex-

piration, The acreage of sugar beets that will be grown by

sugar beet farmers in 1952 will be determined in the next few

months; decision as t tohe acreage of cane to be planted in

Florida, Louisiana, Hawaii and Puerto Rico, in 1952, cannot

await the conclusion of that calendar year, It is in the vital

interest of very area that legislative action be completed in

1951 in order that there will be no period of doubt and un-

certainty that may affect plantings in the industry, the volume

of production of any of the 'groups or necessary preparations

and plans for continuing operating procedures and requirements.

It is of tremendous .tmportace to every sugar group that the

decision of the Congress as to the extension of sugar legisla-

tion be completed this year. It Is also of importance that the

Act be extended for a torm of years long enough to make possible

intelligent planning by the industry and by those trading with

it.

Sugar legislation embodying major principles of the Aot

under consideration has beeo in effect for 17 years. That long

period has given full opportunity for familiarity with the law,

its operation and its effects, It has provided a measure of

needed stability t6 the industry. It has had the effort of

assuring the production of the required sugar supply. And it
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has made that supply available at prices vhid ertainly have net

been excessive to consumers,

Legislation of the type of the various Sugar Acts must in

its very nature include a series of compromises and concessions

affecting every group. Neither in the present law nor in the

proposed extension, nor in any of the predecessor acts, has any

sugar interest received all that it hoped the act would provide

Learnig from experience, however, the various segments of the

industry have come to understand that, in the light of the over-

all advantages of the legislation, good Judgment dictates the

acceptance of necessary compromises* It is in that spirit that

the various American sugar groups appear before you through me

todiy,

I wish to emphasize that the industry in great part recog-

nizes that the fabric of the law is one piece, that it makes a

complete and indivisible whole and that, because of the inter-

dependence of its provisions and certain results, a single sub*

Ject9 such as for example the sizo of an insular refined quota,

cannot be cut out for separate consideration

The extension act before you is the product of long and

careful consideration by a working group from the Departments

of Agriculture, State, and Interior. Secretary Brannan 0s letter

to the Vice President shows that the bill also reflects the views

of the Treasury Department and of the Tariff Commission. Such

changes as the extension act provides in existing legislation



29

are, with only one exception, intended largely to take care

of conditions and circumstances which have developed since the

Act now in effect was adopted. I think it quite proper to say

that such changes bring the present law more nearly up to date.

The one substantive change was made by the House Committee

on Agriculture itself in providing for the first time in the

history of sugar legislation in this country a liquid sugar

quota for the British West Indies. The granting of such quota

was intended by the House Committee to relieve certain importers

of molasses. It should meet their reasonable and practical

requirements. We think there can be no proposal or justify

cation for tax avoidance - a door that many believe would be

opened through relief to molasses importations in a manner

other than afforded by the Houseo

The Sugar Act of 1948 has behind it a final record over the

years it has been in effect, It has stiumlated production.

It has made for even greater assurance of an adequacy of supply

at fair prices Published statistics on levels of sugar prices

compared with the general cost of living, with figures on the

average cost of all foods, with figures on the cost of parties

ular commodities, show very clearly that prices have prevailed

on sugar in the United States which have not' been excessive to

consumers.

Last Monday in the two hours during which the bill was

discussed prior to its passage in the House, no single member
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of the House opposed its enactment or objected in principle

to any of its major provisions. The bill was passed unaimously ,

and without a dissenting vote.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the Committee, each of the

five great American sugar-produoing and refining groups has

directed me to express to you their joint and searate endorse-

ment and approval of the bill as passed by the House and their

earnest hope that it will receive your early and favorable con-

sideration.

Thank you very much

The Chairman. Any questions? Xf not, we thank you, Mr.

Kemp, for your appearance.

*' *^

• , :^



31

aap atat.
WAEaSm t 'P miMAN AnwOwD,

OOUNT , A L tMB COAN MOLASSES 00MPANYs ACOOMPANIf

BY f. 0. STAPLES, VICE PRESIDENT, AMERICAN

MOLASSES COMPANY.

Mr. Arnold. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Staples is here just to

correct me in case of an unintentional mistake.

The Chairman. Yes. You wish to appear, as you advised the

committee, on this bill. We will be glad to hear you.

Mr. Arnold. Mr. Chairman, we in the American Molasses

Company have been represented as attempting to carve a loophole

in this Act which will let in huge quantities of liquid sugar.

I think our problem has been completely misunderstood. The

record is exceedingly complicated and I do not see how you

Senators have time to read it. So, I am simply going to

summarize the basic elements of the position we take and the

argument we make.

First, let me make it clear about what our business is.

We import from Barbados about 3/4 of a million gallons of

molasses, edible molasses, and from Cuba we will import this

year about 1,600,000.

The figures which Mr.Myers just gave you about 37,000 from

Barbados are misleading -- not incorrect -- because the molasses

has Just started to come in. It was being made during the

previous period, and we expect or we hope to import about

3~/1 of a million gallons

,^%tC~u* *" IF
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Now, our principal product is Orandmals Jolassea, which is

a blend of Barbados and Cuban molasses.

It cannot be made with any other molasses. The reason is

that it has a distinctive taste traditionally, to which a certain

number of the public have been educated since early Colonial

days. It makes gingerbread, baked beans, molasses candy and

cookies, and all sorts of products which have to have a distinc-

tive molasses flavor. If we do not have that flavor, we do not

have the market. The market is not unlimited, although it is

growing.. It is not a large business, However, we are a large

business in this field we are, I think, about 80 percent in

that particular field.

Now, Grandma s Molasses, which is our most important

molasses, is made of Barbados imported molasses. Our less

popular blend'i are made by blending Louisiana First Molasses.

But, the backbone of our molasses business, the thing we

advertise and have advertised for 75 years, is Grandma's Molasses.

Now, we can understand the point of the Department of

Agriculture, if we were really trying to lower the content of

liquid sugar in such a way that it will apply to all liquid

sugars.

But, that is not what we are trying to do. We are trying

to lower the impurities in liquid sugar only as they apply to

molasses.

Molasses is completely distinct from liquid sugar. Liquid



sugar has little color and small impurities - they call them

"soluble non-sugar solids," but that is too hard to say-

and it is not good for flavoring, it is simply a sweetener.

Grandma's Molasses, this thing to which the public has been

educated historically to like, has a high flavor, an aroma,

a dark color, and it comes not from sugar. Its source is not

sugar, but its source is cane Juice. So, it is very easily

distinguishable by color, flavor and source.

We have no difficulty intelling it apart from liquid

sugar and we do not think that anyone else can have any

difficulty in telling it apart from liquid sugar, and it is

Just that small part, less than a fraction of a percent of the

sugar market, which we are interested in.

The intent of the Act, I believe, was not to destroy or

to impair the molasses business.

Since 1941 most molasses was allowed 6 percent impurities

and that was made the test. We never liked the test because we

do not think we are liquid sugar. We think we can be distin-

guished from liquid sugar. But, since 1941, that has been the

test and it has worked pretty well, but today we are most

apprehensive and we believe that within four years we will be

possibly out of the molasses business on this test.

I wish to introduce a letter of which I will read only a

part, to conserve the time of the committee, from Mr. Saar, the

president of the American Molaisci Company. He sayste fls.



"For the past fourteen years we have been continually

confronted with difficulties in our efforts to continue importa-

tions of fancy molasses from the West Indies, specifically

Barbados and Cuba, because of the establishment of the criterion

more than 6% soluble non-sugar solids

"I have been handling the purchases of West Indies fanoy

molasses for my company for the past twenty-eight years and to

get the proper fancy molasses for our business, I visit Barbados

and Cuba during February of each year. Last February I con-

suited with a large number of the producers of fancy molasses

in Barbados as to the soluble non-sugar solids and was informed

that it would be a matter of only two years before they would

be unable to produce fancy molasses containing over 6% soluble

non-sugar solids due to the fact that research work in the cane

fields has resulted in new varieties of cane containing higher

purity and less soluble non-sugar solids. I also discussed

this matter with our supplier in Cuba, Compania Azuoarera de

Guines, and they made the same prediction ..

"To permit us to continue to import the same type of fanoy

molasses that we have been importing for a great many years, we

ask that your Committee give consideration to reducing the

soluble non-sugar solids content from 6% to 5% with a further

proviso that such molasses when imported shall not be further

refined or improved in quality.

"For your information, the dutyopaid cost of Barbados fancy



barrels. There have been soa6 suggestions gao t'''ipotedl

fancy solasses oontaning less than- but more than ) a 1
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nomt4nsar solids should pay the sugar exoise tax1 which would

Amount to 4*I per gallon and which would have to be passed AlIA

,/ to the consumer, this amount, when added to the already stb :

stantial cost of the molasses, would further add to the burdens
... *\i S

of the consumer. It should be borne in mind that molasses is

not a luxury product but is a product of everyday household use

in thousands of homes in the United States."
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ow, we have not had t to get up a cable tou, arbados

and Ouba, but X think that we oan establish that it is the

prediction of everybody down there that their sugaroane will

soon be improved to the extent that possibly in two years we

will be unable to get the kind that-we want. What we do is, we

shop around for pure sugarcane.

As we see it, this Act puts a premium on the raising of '

poor sugarcane.

Now, there is not any difference between molasses of . r

percent and perntan ercent -- here are three samples that I have.

They are identical. No expert could tell them apart. Some are

over 6 percent and some under 6 percent and they look just alike

and they taste just alike and there is no possible way of

telling them apart.

We say that it is impossible - it becomes impossible to

import that molasses. The Act will have destroyed a very

important and well-established business to a great many people

not large, perhaps, but the use to which this molasses is put,

outside of household use, is nationwide, in all kinds of food

products, most of which need sugar, and the only point in using

it is its distinctive flavor.

We say that we do not compete with sugar. I think that is

true. Of course, one food product does compete with another.

I suppose if you could not get molasses candy, you might buy

more chocolate candy. I do not know. But that is, i say, not
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the type of competition against which the Sugar Act affords

protection.

I say that we are a distinctive product. We are roeognised.

We are an established business. And this Aot, this amendment,

as presently put in there, may put us out of business.

Mr. Myers in his testimony has many suggestions for our

relief. He says we can put in Louisiana First Molasses; but

if we do that, then we do not have Grandma's, we have lost our

distinctive taste.

The situation is slightly different in Cuba and in

Barbados. In Barbados there is the 300,000 gallon quota, which

I do not think ie going to take care of us for four years. A

small company like this, two years from now, has no chance of

coming back to Congress and getting Congress to amend the Sugar

Act.

We say further that as far as the tax or revenue is

concerned, this excise tax, that it is absurd to take this

one single food product and impose the tax on it.

Barbados is increasing the purity of the sugarcane. Its

population has increased and it wants to get more and more

production per acre and more from that production, and that is

the reason for this situation.

They are engaged in research to improve the product, and

pretty soon there will not be, in our belief, enough molasses

to meet the needs of our business. No business can survive'.
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under the oanstant hazard of leok of source of supply.

Now Ouba, which has a quota, does not help us very much

because the quota for liquid sugar of Cuba is confined to about

five or six million, that is, all the quota.

Now, we get our molasses from a single mill, but if we

ask that mill to get us in some molasses under the quota, they

are not interested. They make more money, they say, in refining

sugar. They like to look at their molasses business as something

on top of the sugar business.

I suppose that if we added enough financial inducement to

these mills they might allow us some of their quotas, as has

been suggested by Mr. Myers, but that will raise the prioe of

molasses to an unknown extent and, on top of that, we would have

to pay the 4-1/2 cent per gallon excise tax which would

substantially increase the price of a low-cost food item -- and

what it would do to our business, I do not know.

We contend that there is no reason for so penalizing an

established business. All we want to do is to go ahead and

operate as we have been.

We asked before the House for a large enough quota to --

I mean, a different one -- wait a minute. Our situation is

this.

We think that all molasses should come in free from the

restrictions of the Sugar Act but, to appease the fears of those

who think that would open the door to liquid sugar, we suggested



before the obuse 6 million wine gallons as a limitation and no

further processing definition as to color and source and a

limitation of 6 million &allons.

We now are here with two strikes against us. We have

figured out that we can survive on one million gallons; that is,

one million gallons of sugar under the definition, one million

gallons of it with impurities less than 6 percent but more than

5 percent, that that will take care of our needs for the next

four years and we could continue in this business.

Of course, no one is possibly going to refine molasses

into sugar. Molasses already coast more than sugar and there

is te refining charge on top of that. But that would, I think,

take oare of it.

Mr. Myers in his testimony gave several other suggestions

as to how to take care of it.

He says we can mix it with refinerts syrup, but we cannot

without destroying the flavor. He says there is a Barbados

Molasses, Barbadds First Molassos of which, as a matter of fact,

there Ias not been any for mny years. It used to be sold.

He suggested we use ile Cuban quota. Well, I think X have

already explained why we cannot get the Cuban quota without --

I do not know whether we can get them to allow us to use that

quota at all, but certainly if we could there would be a

tremendous increase of cost.

Senator Millikin. I would like to ask if British West



Indies molasses is synonymous with Barbados molasses.

Mr. Arnold. West Indies molasses includes anything from

the West Xndies, as I understand it, historically. Is that

correct, Mr. Staples?

Mr. Staples. Yes.

Mr. Arnold. But our Grandmats Molasses is this historical

conoootion (laughter) composed of Barbados and Cuban molasses.

I have an objection from Mr. Staples to calling It a "his-

torioal concoction." Personally, I think that would sell a lot

of it.

(Laughter.)

Now, I think where we failed in the committee of the House

is in the fact that we did not convince them that we are going

to be hurt.

It is perfectly true that we have had no trouble since

1941, except once in 1950, when one cargo was rejected and on

a further test repassed and it went through. Remember, as Mr.

Myers concedes, this test is subject to 8 percent error.

Mr. Staples. .8.

Mr. Arnold. I beg your pardon, .8 of 1 percent error, and

that is a terrific risk, when you consider -- we test it in the

islands and that .8 of 1 percent error is a terrific risk, when

you consider that these shipments may amount to as much as

1 million gallons. Is that right?

Mr. Staples- Yes.



Mr. Arnold. Since 194 we have been getting all of it by

rigorous inspection in the Islands, by competing for the poorest

sugaroane and we frankly do not see why we should face the next

four years with what, in the opinion of ourselves and the grower

in Barbados, is a business which will run short of supplies.

We are not asking that the importation of all liquid sugar

between 5 and 6 percent be permitted by the Actt We are only

asking that the importation of a very distinct and highly

flavored product called molasses be exempt to a limited amount.

Mr. Myers says you cannot tell the difference between

molasses and liquid sugar, but I think he misunderstands the

problem. It is true that we cannot -- our test includes color,

flavor, and use. It also provides no further processing in this

country.

Mr. Myers says that you can heat it and change the color

of any liquid sugar. That is perfectly correct but if you do

that, then you carmelize it and you change its flavor, so you

destroy its use test and its flavor test.

Mr. Myers says you cannot determine chemically, as far as

the source is concerned, you cannot determine chemically

whether liquid sugar is manufactured from cane juice or whether

it goes through some other process.

That is true, but there are all sorts of things in the

Revenue Acts and Tariff Acts which are not deteremined chemically.

If we perjure ourselves and eay that this liquid sugar which is



actually not from the source o oane eugar, is from cane *Juie,

then you have, I think, a better test than even ohemloal tests.

There is no point in our doing it. It seems to be a perfectly

legitimate and easy test to make.

So, we are appealing to this committee on behalf of a

comparatively small business which is, we think, in real

Jeopardy over the next four years.

You can read the statement of the American Molasses

Company and you can find that we are making money and that we

have done better last year. We have increased our profits last

year. But, we are also sugar refiners and our profits have not

come from the molasses end of our business. The molasses end

is the historical end.

Hindsight is better than foresight! even the sugar

refiners understood our plight well enough to make us concessions,

far more than are in the present Act.

We did not agree. We thought that our oase was so strong

that we could get our molasse in as something different from

sugar, We lost in tie House.

We are now before this committee saying that we think that

our trouble is that we have been misunderstood, that we have been

put in the guise of people trying to oarve a loophole in the Act.

We say we are not trying to do that. We say it is perfectly

possible to let this business go on, consisting of the importation

of a little over 1 million gallons from Cuba and 3/4 of a million



43

from Barbados, and we hope that this oomittee will consider

our case seriously.

There is so much fine print in these reports that it is

difficult for anyone reading them, when he is busy, to get the

extent of the problem. But I would earnestly ask the members

of this committee to read the statement which we did not make

orally but which we filed after Mr. Myers' testimony, by

Milton N. Soofield, one of our counsel, which appears at page

305 to 307 of the House hearings. I think that our position

is summarized in a page and a half and you can get the idea

better than from the more extensive reading of all our testimony.

Thank you.

The Chairman. Thank you. Are there any questions by

members of the committee?

Senator Taft. Judge Arnold, there are some figures attached

to Mr. Myers* report on the United States supplies of edible

molasses and syrups from sugaroane. What is the reason for

the decliinig supply available for domestic consumption of

edible molasses and syrups? Why is Barbados molasses down from

1,500 tons in the 1930's to 680 in 1950? What is the explanation

of that?

Mr. Arnold. Are those the figures for this year? I have

heard that --

Senator Taft. They are attached to Mr. Myers' statement.

They cover the years 1935 to 1951, inclusive, and they show

« - ~~a



a steadily decreasing amount of edible molasses and syrups, in

total and from each separate source.

Mr. Staples. Is this (exhibiting) the chart that you

referred to?

Senator Taft. No. It is a table.

Mr. Arnold. Oh, this table. Well, the figures for this

year -- well, of course, the Barbados molasses has not started

toome in. Mr. Staples informs me that the American Molasses

Company alone will import 3/4 of a million gallons.

Mr. Staples. We have it all ordered.

Mr. Arnold. 37,000 tons.

Senator Taft. But, since 1943, there has not been anything

like the amount that was imported on the average before, although

in one year since 1943 it did go up to 770,000.

Mr. Staples. There was a spell in the early 1940Os, during

the war season, when you just could not get in the material; the

ships would not bring it in.

Senator Taft. In 1948 there were only 87,000; in 1949

only 155,000.

Mr. Staples. I do not seem to find that table, Senator,

.but --

Senator Taft. In 1950 it was 680,000 from Barbados.

Mr. Arnold. Those figures represent gallons.

Mr. Staples. I would say that there are a number of factors

that enter into that.
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dmal4 One factor which definitely did affect the business in

1945, 1946 and 1947 -- well, as has been stated, there are a

number of products, not sugar, that were used to stretch sugar,

They were sugar substitutes and they were not rationed during

the war period.

Among them was a product that we ourselves made. We made

a wheat syrup from wheat flour which we sold to bakeries, and

they used a small amount of that material along with their

rationed sugar to make more baked goods. As the result of that

usage of material which was not sugar, in place of sugar, I would

say that the public became -- well, they had a little too much

of it, with the result that our molasses business in 1945,

1946 and 1947, was very, very seriously hurt because people were

fed up with that type of material. They had to use it and they

did not want to use it.

That was one factor. when, during the war, that was when

there existed the inability to bring it in.

Senator 'Tafat. Well, still -- I do not know whether Mr.

Sflyers hae an explanation -- still, it is a very curious table.

'ihe mUnited States supplies of edible molasses and syrups

from sugarcane available for domestic consumption was around

) 33 million in the 30's and it went all the way up to 49 million

in 1944 and to 58,500,000 in 1946; and then it dropped down to

20 million in 1950, the total over-all supply.

Mr. Staples, Yes, sir, I could not answer that, as to why.

; : ; i"-. 1;~:ka



Mr. Arnold* Mr. Chairman, may we consult with the teohni-

olans or our company and file a brief explanation of that?

The Chairman. We would be very glad to have you do so,

Judge.

Mr. Arnold. I am afraid we cannot answer it adequately at

this time, Senator.

The Chairman. If you can do so as promptly as you could -

Mr. Arnold. I will get it tomorrow.

The Chairman. Are there any further questions?

The House did a little something for you. They did fix

you 300,000 gallons.

Mr. Arnold. It does not take care of our Cuban --

The Chairman. No. In point of tonnage, what does that

amount to?

Mr. Staples. That 300,000?

The Chairman. Yes. .

Mr. Staples. It runs roughly about 9 pounds of sugar, 8

to 9 pounds of sugar in a gallon, lens than 10 but 10 times

300,000 would be 3 million pounds or 1,500 tons, it would be

under 1,500 tons because it does not run as high as 10 pounds

of sugar per gallon.

Mr. Arnold. I think the House misunderstood our Cuban

problem. Our Cuban problem is to get the quotas utilized in

our favor.

The present 1 mill which we do business with does not want

:^A
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to use its quota for that, and there is a general disinclination

to go into this limited market, in Cuba generally.

Senator Taft. Well, do the Cubans uSe this quota of

liquid sugar in the molasses?

Mr. Staples. They put in liquid sugar.

Senator Taft. And what they want is sugar, they do not

want the molasses.

Mr. Staples. That is right.

Senator Taft. And the molasse s getting more pure.

Mr. Staples. That is right and that condition is still

going on, it is rising more and more and the average that omes

into the Port of New York is 97.3 or 97.4 percent. Xt was not

too many years ago where it ran 96.3 or 96.4 percent. In other

words, the purity of the raw sugar has gone up also and of

course the purity of the material from which the sugar was made

has gone up. i

*Senator Millikin. Is the flavor of Cuban sugar the same

as Barbados?

Mr. Arnold. All sugar tastes alike.

Senator Millikin. I mean molasses?

Mr. Arnold. No, there is a different flavor, and the

combination is what gets this market.

Senator Taft. Like grandma likes.

Mr. Arnold. Yes, like grandma likes.

Mr. Staples. Not "ooncoction."

4 M



Mr. Arnold. Strike the word "conootion."

Senator Millikin. Is the Barbados the chief ingredient?

Mr. Arnold. Is it what?

Mr. Staples. You are talking about the flavoring?

Senator Millikin. Yes.

Mr.Staples. I cannot say the amount we uses that is a

trade secret, but it is the one.

Senator Millikin. Is this increase from the House a

significant contribution to the problem?

Mr. Staples. Well, it is 300,000 gallons that can come in

not as molasses, sir, but it can come in as liquid sugar if it

is below 6 percent.

Senator Millikin. Yes.

Mr. Staples. And we naturally want to bring in molasses.

Mr. Arnold. But it is better than nothing; but ;t will

not help us very much in our position, ar what we need.

I do not think there is any denial in the record that this

fear that we have is real. The very fact that so many altemrha

ties have been auggreted to us by Mr. Myers who, with all due

respect, does not understand the molasses business, shows there

is a real danger,

Mr. Staples. Last February, the president of our company

went to Barbados to buy our years importation of Barbados

Molasses and he spent some weeks down there and it was not until

May of this year that he received confirmation from the Barbados
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S people that they could supply molasses over 6 percent to meet
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our requirement. here is a great doubt in many peopeIs sman

that they can produce molauase as high as 6 percent total

soluble solids#

The Ohairan. Thank you very muohj and supply that nftar

mation we requested, if you can.

Mr. Arnold. We will get it in at least the day after

tomorrow.

t fl Chairman. Is there any other witness who desarep to

be heard at this time?

..;. : . ~ ." r l: .
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Mr. Peyton. Mr. Chairman, I would.

- My name is Gordon Pickett Parton. I Would like the

privilege of addressing you briefly.

I am spokesman for the industrial sugar users.

In view of Mr. )rers testimony I would like the privilege

of filing with the committee, certainly by Monday, a statement

of our position which I think will clarify some of the statements

Mre Myers made.

The Ohairman. You may do so, but we will have difficulty

in taking up this matter after Monday, anyway.

Senator Millikin. Mr, Chairman, I suggest that he give

us the gist of it now.

The Chairman. Could you tell us right now what you want .:,

to emphasize?

Mr. Peyton. Yes. First, the industrial sugar users group,

that I spoke for before the House represents something more than

90 percent --

The Chairman. Your testimony is in the House hearings?

Mr. Peyton. Yes, sir, It represents more than 90 percent 7,

of all industrial sugar use in the United States.

Senator Taft, Bakers, primarily?

Mr. Peyton. Well, there are 30,000 bakers that are

represented by the American Bakers Association. Then, there are

1
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:iO the bottlers of carbonated beverages, the retail confectioners,

:: the chocolate manufacturers -- there were 15 of these asoola tion

altogether that we spoke for.

9 We ask that the Act be extended after 1952 for two years

instead of four on the basis that we thought it proper for

further Congressional review to be made at the end of that

3-year period.

Two, we ask that the two years prior to October 31 - the

year ended October 51 be used -- the average of those two ears

distribution be used as the minimum below which the consumption

estimate for the next year could not be set.

Of course, in those years, if we follow our present

population trend, necessarily we would use more sugar because

of the increased population.

Before the Sugar Act of 1948 there was a per capita lShMta- "

tion in the Act for the protection of consumersjthat was taken A

out in the Sugar Act of 1948.

We want a floor now put in which would not be as high a floor.

as a per capita floor as reflected in the prior Act but would

be a protection for consumers to insure adequate supplies.

Now, as Mr. Myera indicated and as we indicated before the -

d House, we have no particular objection to the way the Sugar

Act has been administered in the last four years but necessarily

we feel that the wide discretion that is left to the Secretary
of Agriculture i fitting these consumption estimates be .

, of Agriculture in fitting; these consumption estimates be liiaetf,

~ "1 :: AN



1l by legislative criterion and that criterion was the one that

we suggested in the Houseg that is, this floor and those two

proposals are from this group of industrial users and thae took |

a the position that they would not oppose the bill in the event

those two proposals were adopted.

The House reports may have given an indication that there

was more unanimous approval of the bill as presented than

actually existed. I do not mean that that was in any way

intentional on their part but we did take the position that we

did not oppose the bill in the event these proposals could be

incorporated in it.

Now, the Sugar Act has never been extended for as long a

period as four years except in the instance of the 1948 Aot --

is that correct, Mr. Myers?

Mr. Myesr. I do not remember how long the 1947 Act wa's,

Mr. Peyton. That wes three years, I think t An this in

effect represents three years because the Act does not expire .

until December 31, 1952.

Senator Millikin. So it will be four years *- thre years

now.

Mr. Peyton. Pour years. But the Act does not expire until

December 31, 1952, so in effect this would amount to notifioa-

tion of more than a 4-year extension.

Senator Millikin. That is right, and symmetry of orop

rotation requires some time.

, y o.
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Peyton. I think that is right, sir, and it is or ,

that three and a half years would be adequate for that"

Ohairman Well, your full statement is in the house ,

Mr. Peyton. That is right, sir.

The Chairman. Well, we have before us the House report. If

there are no questions, we thank you.

Mr. Peyton. Thank you very much. ,

The Chainman. Xs there any other witness who wishes to

be heard on this matter at this time?

(No response.)

The Chairman. If not, the committee will o into executive

session.

(Whereupon, at lt100 o'olook a.m., the committee retired

into executive session.)

i i1
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