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FOREWORD

Under authority of Senate Resolution 335, Seventieth Congress,
second session, the United States Senate Finance Committce, for the
purpose of investigating the effects of the operation of the tarifl act
of 1922 and the proposed readjustments as set out in House bill 2667,
commenced general tariff hearings on June 13, 1929, pursuant to the:
following public notice authorized by the committee on June 7, 1929:

Dates of hearings and tariff subcommiltees

Schedules Date to commence Subcommittees
Subcommittee No. 1, room 212 Senate Office Building
1. Chemicals, oils, and paints.| June M........... Smoot, chairman, Reed, Edge, King, and Barkley.
2, Easths, earthenware, and | June 19............ Edge, chairman, Smoot, Reed, King, and Barkley.
glassware.
3. Me'tals and manufactures | June 26........... Reed, chairman, Smoot, Edge, King, and Barkley.
of.
Subcommittee No. 2, room 812 Senate Office Building
6. Tobacco and manufac- | June 13............ Shortridge, chairman, Smoot, Watson, Ilarrison,
tures of. and Connally.
8. Spirits, wines, and other | JunelM............ Shortridge, chairman, Smoot, Watson, Harrison,
verages. and Connally.
7. Agricultural products and | June17............ Watson, chairman, Smoot, Shortridge, Harrison,
provisions. and Conoally.
5. Sugar, molasses, and | June6............ Smoot, chairman, Watson, Shortridge, Harrison,
manufactures of. and Connally.
Subcommittee No. 3, room 30! Senate Ofjice Building
9. Cotton manufactures...... June i............ Blng(;nbm, chairman, Greepe, Sackeit, Simmons,
and Qeorge.
10. Flax, hemp, jute, and | June 19 ........... Greene, chairman, Bingham, Sackett, Simmons,
manufactures of. and George.
11. Wool and manufactures of.| June 24............ Binggt}lm. c:xalrmau. QGreene, Sackett, Simmons,
and George.
12. Silk and silk goods........ I July1(2p.m.).... Sackgt(t‘. ggairman, Greene, Bingham, Simmons,
and George.
13. Rayon manufactures......  July 8...... ereerse Sackett, cgalrman. Greene, Bingham, Simmobs,
i and George.
i Subcommittee No. 4, room 412 Senate Office Building
14. Papers and books.......... ! June 13............ Deneen, chairman, Couzens, Keyes, Walsh (Mass.),
! and Thomas (Okla.).
4. Wood and manufacturesof.” June 17............ Couzens, chairman, Deneen, Keyes, Walsh (Mass.),
i and Thomas (Okla.).
15. Sundries.....cceeoeenan.n.. : Jupe 25.....eea..e Keyes, chairman, Couzens, Deneen, Walsh (Mass.),
i and Thomas (Okla.).

0y g g VUi NS U [ SIS

Note.—Hearings on * Valuation’ will be conducted before the full committee June 12. All meetings
will commence at 9.30a. m. unless otherwise noted. Hearings on freslist, admipistrative and miscelianeous
provisions will be conducted before full committee at the conclusion of the subcommittee hearings.

Stenographic reports were taken of all testimonr presented to the
committee. By direction of the committee all witnesses who
appeared after the conclusion of the hearings on valuation were to
be sworn.

The testimony presented, together with the briefs and other
exhibits submitted, is grouped together as far as practical in the
numerical order of the House bill, which has made necessary the
abandoning of the sequence of the statements and the order of
appearance.

In this consolidated volume, which includes briefs and data filed
since the publication of the original print, the arrangement of the
testimony has largely been preserved, while the new matter has been
arranged by paragraphs in the supplement at the end. The index
has necessarily been revised to include this new matter.

Isaac M. STewarT, Clerk.
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SCHEDULE 10—FLAX, HEMP, JUTE,
AND MANUFACTURES OF

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 19, 1920

UNITED STATES SENATE,
SuBcoMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D. C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment on yesterdsy, at
9.30 o’clock a. m., in room 303, Senate Office Building, Senator
Frank L. Greene presiding.

Present: Senators Greene (chairman), Bingham, Sackett, Simmons,
and George.

Senator GREENE. The subcommittee will please come to order. I
wish to call attention to the action of the Senate in directing that
witnesses in these tariff hearings be sworn,

Tt is the intention of the committee to give principal consideration
to the problems of agriculture, but it will also give attention to indus-
tries in which conditions have changed since the time of the writing
of the 1922 tariff act or where there is unemployment or hardship
which may properly be relieved.

GENERAL STATEMENTS

STATEMENT OF CHESTER H. GRAY, WASHINGTON, D. C., REPRE-
SENTING THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Greene.)

Mr. Gray. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I do
not think it serves any useful purpose to appear before your com-
mittee and consume a great deal of time on the three commodities
which are contained in schedule 10 of the House bill, when it is known
that the American Farm Bureau Federation testified in regard to those
three commodities on the House side, and our testimony in full is in
the House record.

I simply appear this morning to reiterate the position which we took
on the House side, from which we have not surrendered in regard to
flax, hemn, and jute, which are the three commodities which are of
concern o0 your committee this morning and throughout the week.

Senator Simmons. Now, Mr. Chairman, the witness tells us that
he is going to repeat simply the House committee testimony. Is
there any necessity of his doing that? The testimony is printed.

Senator GEORGE. He did not say that.

Senator Simmons. Oh, you are going to say something in addition?

Mr. Gray. In addition. I sought to make myself clear, Senator.

Senator Stmmons. I may not have understood you.

1
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Mr. Gray. I sought to make myself clear in saying that I am not
going to repeat.any testimony given on the House side.

Senator SimMons. I beg your pardon. I thought you said it was
a ref)etition of what you said on the House side.

Mr. Gray. No; it would be useless to repeat.

Senator Simmons. I think so.

Mr. Gray. I am appearing very largely then to summarize our
position, and I can do it in 5 or 10 minutes easily.

We are interested in flax, which is included in Schedule 10, because
at one time flax in America was an important agricultural product.
It has disappeared, not wholly, but quite largely, and the disappear-
ance of it is attributable to foreign competition to a large extent.

Senator GEORGE. Where was it principally grown? )

Mr. Gray. It was formerly grown in Michigan, Wisconsin, all of
New England, Minnesota, Oregon, part of Idaho, and Western
Washington; and now we have flax—in a recent year, I think it was
1927—our records show that there were 2,200 acres planted to fiber
flax in Oregon and about 1,000 acres in Michigan, those being the
two States which have a residue of a flax industry left.

Now I do not mean to state that foreign competition is the only
thing that has made the flax industry disintegrate; but I do mean to
state that the growing of flax never can be rebuilt unless the rate of
duty is made more adequate than it was in the act of 1922, and than
it was in former acts prior to 1922.

Senator SimMons. You said it once amounted to a considerable
item in the agricultural products of the country. When was that?
Designate it, when it was cultivated to a more extensive extent than
anK/Iother particular time? .

r. Gray. Up to the point terminating about 20 years ago,
Senator.

Senator SimMoNs. And was there any duty upon it at that time?

Mr. Gray. No; as my recollection goes there was not any par-
ticular duty on it at that time, but we had a virgin soil at that time,
and we did not have the foreign competition that we have at the
present time, so that when conditions in this country got less advan-
tageous and competition from abroad got more disadvantageous it
throttled the maintenance, even, of a flax industry.

Senator Stmmons. When did you first get a protective rate against
foreign flax?

Mr. Gray. Subject to correction, and speaking from memory, I
think it was in the act of 1922.

Senator Simmons. 1922?

Mr. Gray. It might have been the emergency act of 1921, but I
am speaking from memory in those regards. It is only of recent

ears that flax has had any protection whatsoever, and even now
1t is inadequate.

Senator SiMmoNs. What was the state of the industry at the time
you got your first tariff duty?

Mr. Gray. About the same as it is now.

Senator SiMmmons. About the same?

Mr. Gray. Yes, sir.

Sg?nator SimMons. It has not grown as a result of the duties given
you
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Mr. Gray. Not materially, no, sir.

Senator SiMmoNs. And your position is that it was because it was
inadequate?

Mr. Gray. That is our thought. But passing that by, there is
another industry in the United States——

Senator StmMoNs. Just another question on that.

Mr. Gray. Pardon me.

Senator SimmoNs. At the time this duty was imposed, had imports
begun to a very large extent?

Mr. Gray. Prior to that time?

Senator Simmons. Prior to that time.

Mr. Gray. Yes, sir. The competition against American flax had
commenced.

Senator Simmons. When did that competition begin?

Mr. Gray. Very severely, as I indicated a morment ago, 20 years,
or more, ago.

Senator SimmonNs. Is the fact that they did not begin to compete
with you until a certain date, is that because of the fact that they did
not begin to produce it abroad until that date?

Mr. Gray. No; the reason was this, Senator Simmons: We, on
account of our lower cost of production, our virgin soil, up to 20
years ago, could meet foreign competition, and we can not do it now.

Senator SimmoNns. You think the reason is that the Americah soil
is not so productive, and the wages are higher?

Mr. Gray. Those are two factors undoubtedly, and the taxes
have increased——

Senator StMmons. How much higher are the wages now than they
were at the time of the 1922 act?

Mr. Gray. The scale of wages——

Senator SimMons. Yes; the scale of wages.

Mr. Gray. The farming scale——

Senator StMmons. I am not talking of the farm scale.

Mr. Gray. Pardon me.

Senator SimmoNns. You said the soil is not so productive and the
wages have increased. :

Mr. Gray. Yes, sir.

Senator StMmons. Now I am asking you, are the wages higher
now than they were in 1922?

Mr. Gray. In the production of flax?

Senator SIMMONS. Yes.

Mr. Gray, Yes; they are.

Senator StmmoNns. Higher than they were during the war?

Mr. Gray. Noj; there was a period right in the war era when wages
were higher than subsequently; but as a general thing the item of
farm labor now is higher than it was 10 years ago.

Senator Simmons. You mean higher than it was before the war?

Mr. Gray. Higher than it was before the war, yes, when this
competition began to be felt most keenly relative to flax. Speaking
of my own farm in Missouri of 400 acres, which I own and operate,
100 miles from Kansas City, which I have to operate exclusively by
hired labor, because I am only on it a few weeks in a year—and while
I am operating it with hired labor, and it does not cut much figure,
being onlg one in two million farms—my labor is 25 per cent higher,
per month or per year than it was 10 or 15 years ago. I would no
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mean to say, now, that a 25 per cent increase is a mean average of
labor increase over the United States; but I do mean to state that the
labor average on the American farm now is higher than it was prior
to the world war.

Senator SAckETT. Where is the competition coming from?

Mr. Gray. On flax?

Senator Sackerr. On flax. )

Mr. Gray. Various European countries, one of the prominent ones
being Ireland. We all know of the fame of Ireland as a producer of
fine linens.

Senator SAckKETT. Is it produced in Russia or Czechoslovakia?

Mr. Gray. To some extent.

Senator SACKETT. Very materially?

Mr. Gray. No; those countries are not formidable competitors
to the building up of this industry.

Senator SACKETT. It is practically Ireland?

Mr. Gray. It is practically Ireland.

Senator SimmoNs. Has there been any increase in wages in Ireland?

Mr. Gray. A little, very slight.

Senator SACKETT. What is the total amount of flax imported into
this country?

Mr. Gray. I can not answer you offhand, Senator Sackett, but it is
in the House record. 1t is practically our whole consumption. I can
not answer it without looking it up, and it is hardly worth while
doing that now, unless you want to wait until I get it.

Senator SackerT. No; we will get it from ¢cur brief.

Senator Simmons. I am interested in knowing how much flax is
produced in this country.

Mr. Gray. Just a little; about that portion which <omes from
3,000 or 3,500 acres. I confess it is an infant industry, if I may use a
tariff expression; and we are trying to build up an infant industry.

Senator Simmons. And instead of building it up, you say it has been
growing weaker all the time?

Mr. Gray. That is true, even since the act of 1922.

Senator SiMmMoNs. What is your estimate of the amount of duty
retiliired to build up that industry?

. Mr. Gray. On fiax straw it should be 84 a ton; on flax, not hackled,
it should be 5 cents per pound, but not less than 35 per cent ad
valorem.

Senator SiMMons. Five cents a pound?

Mr. Gray. Five cents a pound.

Senator StMmons. That is——

Mr. Gray. No; you are probably thinking of hackled. Some of
the fiber and some of the weightier part is taken out. On flax,
hackled, 10 cents i)er pound, but not less than 35 per cent ad valorem;
flax tow, flax noil, grin vezetal, or palm leaf fiber, twisted or not
twisted, 4 cents & pound but not less than 35 per cent ad valorem;
silver and roving of flax, hemp, ramie, or other vegetable fiber, not
specially provided for, 35 per cent ad valorem.

Those rates are all in our House record. They are in keeping with
the actual cost of production, as we have computed those costs here
and abroad. '
. Senator SAckert. Then, in general, it would be about 100 per cent
increase?
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Mr. Gray. It would be about 100 per cent increase on an average,
what we are asking.

Senator StMMoNs. 100 per cent?

Mr. Gray. Yes; over the act of 1922,

Senator SimMoNns. That goes all down the line?

Mr. Gray. From flax straight down, flax tow, and flax noils.

Senator Sackerr. To what extent do you think that kind of a duty
would increase the production of American flax?

Mr. Gray. To the extent that the producer would have his price
equivalent to the foreigner, and the mills, on account of this differen-
tial, would buy American flax, rather than the foreign product; the
mills would not find it so extra profitable to go abroad to get the mate-
rial, instead of getting it at home.

Senator SACKETT. You have got about 3,000 acres in flax now?
What would become of the acreage in flax if we got to that ideal state?

Mr. Gray. I would hardly dare estimate.

Senator SAcReTtT. Would it be 100,000 or 200,000 acres?

Mr. Gray. It would be a possible 100,000 acres, but it is a guess on
anybody’s part.

Senator Simmons. If the acreage did not increase, then the Am:r-
ican consumer would he paying a very heavy addition to what ‘. 2y
could otherwise buy it for, in order to protect those 3,000 acres?

Mr. Gray. I presume that proposition is correct.

Senator SiMmons. That would be a pretty raw proposition on the
American consumer,

Mr. Gray. If we should grant that the acreage in America would
not increase, it would be a rather disadvantageous thing to do, that
which I am asking; but I think the acreage would increase under that
kind of equalization of cost.

Senator Simmons. The American pecple would have to spend a
vast sum of money for the purpose of protecting 3,000 acres.

Mr. Gray. It is not for the purpose merely of protecting the 3,000
acres, Senator.

Senator Simmons. I say, if the future should be like the past, and
instead of increasing it should remain static, the American people
would have to pay a very large premium.

Mr. Gray. That wowd be true, granting your pre:mise is correct.

Senator SACKETT. You have scen Senator Ransdell’s bill, have you,
on jute?

Mr. Gray. Yes; I have seen it.

Senator SACKETT. Are you interested in thiui’

Mr. Gray. Yes; that is the third thing the .ederation is interested
in here. And the hemp; I will say the hemp is practically on an
equality with the flax industry; what I have said with reference to
flax is almost equally applicable to hemp. We need not go into that,
unless you desire it, here this morning. That is an infant industry.
It is, in other words, a decadent industry. We are trying to save the
production of hemp from going any lower than it is at the present
time, and it is very low at the present time. In 1889 we had an acre-
age in the United States of about 25,000, which produced about
25,000,000 pounds of hemp. In 1919, which happens to be the last
year that I have this thins summarized for, we had only 7,000 acres,
approximately, with a production of agproximately 7,000,000 pounds.
And this happened, according to the belief of the membership of the
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"American Farm Bureau Federation which resides in the States where
hemp production is possible, due to the fact, largely, that the costs of
p{)odugtion in America by tariff protection have not equalized the costs
abroad.

Senator SAckeTT. Let me ask you this: Is it true that there is no
question about the ability to produce hemp in this country?

Mr. Gray. No; from the soil, from the cultural practices of the
farmer, and the machinery there is no question. It is a question
only of profit.

Senator Sackrr. The difficulty is not quite the same as flax?

Mr. Gray. Not in the way of culture.

Senator SAckeTT. Not in the way of culture?

Mr. Gray. No, sir.

Senator SACKETT. You can produce hemp?

Mr. Gray. Yes, sir.

Senator SACRETT. And you say it has reduced?

Mr. Gray. From 25,000 acres, approximately, to 7,000 acres.

Senator SAckETT. But you have not got it later than 1919?

Mr. Gray. I can get it later, if iV is desired. I can say this from
actual knowledge, that it has not increased any since 1919.

Senator SACKETT. In fact, it has reduced, has it not?

Mr. Gray. I would estimate it so, yes, sir.

Senator SiMmons. Could you give us a specimen of the importea-
tions of flax?

Mr. Gray. If you will let me look at our house record so that I
would not Lave to speak from memory, I would give it to you.

Senator SiMmoNs. You may look at it.

Mr. Gray. I will incorporate it, or do you want it right now?

Senator Simmons. I would like to have it while my mind is some-
what on that point.

Senator GEORGE. The tariff schedule gives the imports of flax at
6,550 tons for 1928, valued at $3,863,724. That is for 1928. And
then hemp is given as 1,690 tons, with a value of $1,678,000. Those
are imports. Now, of course, there are flax and hemp yarns, flax
and hemp thread, and so forth.

Senator SiMmMoNs. Pardon me. You said a value of $3,000,000?

Senator GEorGE. $3,863,724.

Senator SiMmons. Now if we Fi% you 100 per cent increase in
duty, the American consumer would have to pay, instead of $3,000,000
for that flax, he would have to pay about $6,000,000, would he not,
provided you did not produce any more?

Mr. Gray. And provided, the retail price reflects it.

Senator SiMMons. You have to pay that, do you not, to get in?

Mr. Gray. Yes, sir.

Senator StMmons. The American consumer has to pay that much
more.

Mr. Gray. The American importer has to pay that much to get
it in, undoubtedly.

Senator SiMmoNs. Now, the American consumer would be bur-
dened, instead of $3,000,000, he would be burdened annually with
$6,000,000 for the importation, providing, of course, you did not
increase the supply.

Mr. Gray. Yes, sir. But it is our belief that this kind of a rate
that I am advocating for the American Farm Bureau Federation

o
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would promote a larger Eroductivity of it in this country, so that all
those importations would not have to come in.

Now, answering your question, that Senator George has already
answered for me, and noticing our house record for 1927, which was
the last year I had it for, we had 4,600 tons, approximately, coming
in tltlg‘; year, which is slightly less than in 1928, the figure you have
quoted.

Senator GEORGE. 5,550 tons.

Scnator Simmons. Do you estimate, if we give you this additional
duty, that the amount of production would increase at once and
increase rapidly?

Mr. Gray. No;it would be a 10-year process, Senator, to build up
either the hemp or flax industry. I want to be frank about that.

SENATOR SACKETT. What is the competition with the hemp?

Mr. Gray. The Central American countries.

Senator SAckeTT. What material?

Mr. Gray. Sisal, cordage proposition.

Senator SACKETT. Is that on the free list?

Mr. Gray. Sisal is on the free list. -

Senator SAckeTT. Is the object of that in order to make binder
twine cheaper?

Mr. Gray. I suppose so.

Senator SAckeTT. Then would you ask a duty on that when it
comes time——

Mr. Gray. I presume I should, although it is not the policy of the
American Farm Bureau Federation to, what T might call transgress
over to the industrial side of the tariff controversy. My instructions,
that is, the resolutions of the American Farm Bureau Federation
confine themselves almost wholly to higher duties on farm crops, and
very rarely say anything about the industrial part of the tariff.

Senator SACKETT. Mr. Gray, I want to have this plain—and I am
not finding any fault—but if we increase the rate on hemp you are
not going to increase the crop materially in this country, because the
competition is not with hemp but with sisal; is that not the fact?

Mr. Gray. And other materials which make rope and twine.

Senator SAcKETT. And in order to do any good and add this 25,000
acres, or even more, to the production of hemp in this country, you
have got not only to increase the duties in this schedule on hemp, but
you have got to increase the duties on the schedules of substitutes for
the making of these materials; is that not a fact?

Mr. Gray. You have stated the situation very accurately, Senator.
Applying it to another commodity, for instance, corn, just as a matter
of comparison——

Senator SACKETT. Yes. :

Mr. Gray. There is very little good in putting a duty on corn as
the House has, of 25 cents a bushel, and then let tapioca, sago, and
those things come in free of duty from the British East Indies. We
tried to coordinate this whole tariff matter, so that we will not stand
before one committee on one day and advocate one thing, and then
stand before another committee and controvert it.

Senator SackerT. Then do I understand when it comes time that
you will advocate & duty on tapioca, and other starch products, to
protect corn?

Mr. Gray. Iwill do so, and have already done so on the House side.
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Senator SACKETT. Then as a corollary, if you advocats a duty on
hemp you will have to advocate one on sisal.

Mr. Gray. I presume so.

Senator Sackerr. For the protection of the farming industry of
America.

Mr. Gray. In that regard, being fair and frank with the committee,
some people—perhaps not our own members of the Farm Bureau, but
some people say that the farm organizations are helping the indus-
trialists in getting more tariff,

Senator Sackerr. That follows naturally, as a matter of course,
under your system of building up the farms.

Mr. Grav. This is divergent from the argument that I intended to
make here, but it has been brought up in the conversation this morn-
ing. The farin organizations, speaking only of the American Farm
Burcau Federation which I have the honor to represent in legislative
matters, believe to a certain extent in the principle of compensatory
duties. In other words, on fresh tomatoes we have asked for 3 cents
a pound on the House stde; and of the various things we wanted that
is one of the things we got—3 cents a pound on raw tomatoes. It
does not do us a great deal of good to ask for 3 cents a pound on
fresh tomatoes unless we also get adequate rates of duty on canned
tomatces, because if tomatoes do not come in raw they will come in
canned, and so we have asked for higher duties on canned tomatoes
and tomato paste. _

Senator SACKETT. One other question to follow up the one that I
was asking. If binder twine is made of sisal that comes in to-day, free,
and you ask for an increased duty on sisal, would the farm bureaus
also then suggest a compensatory duty upon the manufactured
product?

Mr. Gray. No.

Senator SAckerr. In other words, you leave the twine free to he
manufactured in the country of origin of the sisal?

Mr. Gray. That is a controversy that the manufacturers them-
selves will have to fight out before the proper committee. We are
not going to take the agricultural side and the industrial side both.

Senator SACKETT. I just wanted to see how far you felt you were
at liberty to go.

Mr. GrAaY. There is a point where we have to stop; and that
point is merely at the compensatory duty which will keep the com-
modity from coming in in manufactured form, whereas we are seeking
to keep it from coming in in a raw form.

Senator BingHAM. You do believe in the compensatory duty as
being fair?

Mr. Gray. Yes. I state that fairly and openly.

Senator BiNgHaM. Then I do not quite understand why it is you
replied to Senator Sackett’s guestion in such a way as to lead us to
believe that you are opposed to a compensatory duty in this case
8o as to drive out of the country the process of manufacture by which
this raw product is converted 1nto twine, thereby making it cheaper
to manufacture it by foreign labor abroad than to have the raw
product manufactured here.

Mr. Gray. I can not remember just the exact colloquy between
myself and Senator Sackett, but I did not intend the answer to leave
the impression that it seems you have received, Senator Bingham. "

‘l
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I mean to say that the fight to get a duty on the manufactured product
of sisal, say, is the fight of the factory man, the factory owner, and
it is not our fight. .

Senator BiNgHAM. You have no objection to his getting a compen-
satory duty? L

Mr. Gray. We stand for the principle of a compensatory duty,
but we are not going to fo out of our way in helping the industrialist
get that compensatory duty.

Senator SACKETT. No; but it would stand to reason that either
the business would go out of the country or it would have to have a
compensatory duty.

I;i Gray. Yes, I presume that is true, judging from the past
record.

Senator SAcKETT. And the whole object is to increase the acreage
of the hemp? :

Mr. Gray. Yes.

Senator BiNnguaM. I was sure you did not want to go on record
as aﬁpearing to oppose a compensatory duty. If you have a duty
on the raw product, you are perfectly willing that there should be a
compensatory duty placed on the manufactured product?

Mr. Gray. A situation has come up, following that line of procedure
a little bit further and speaking of a very small agricultural com-
modity—chicory—which 1s grown only in one county in Michigan,
commercially, in the United States——

Senator BiINGHAM. Is that where all the coffee comes from?

Mr. Gray. It is a flavor for coffee; it is not coffee. It is a flavor
for coffee and for other uses as well. The duty on raw chicory, as
it now stands in the act, is inadequate, because chicory is coming
into the port of New Orleans right now in great quantities—that is,
great for a small commodity. e are advocating not only a higher
duty on the raw root that is coming in, but we are advocating a
compensatory duty on the chicory processed or prepared in any
manner, because if it can not come in in tie raw root it will simply
come in manufactured and compete with the American grower in
Michigan the same as it now comes in in the raw root.

Senator SACKETT. Just as with tomatoes.

Senator BinauamM. When you say a flavor for coffee, you do not
mean to say that coffee is flavored with it, do you? Do you not
mean that some coifee substitutes are flavored with it?

Mr. Gray. That may be so; but one of the great uses of chicory is
to flavor coffee.

Senator SACKETT. Some people like it better with chicory in it.

Senator GEoraE. It is mixed with coffee to give the coffee a better
flavor. Is not that the idea?

Mr. Gray. Yes.

Senator BinguaM. That is a new one on me.

Mr. Gray. You will have to live down South for a while to under-
stand that.

Senator BingaM., I was brought up in a coffee country, and we
do not like to have it flavored with anything except coffee.

Senator SACKETT. You are a small element. We all like it flavored
with chicory.

Mr. Gray. Coming to the third portion of my brief—and I must
- not consume any more time than is necessary—I would like to take
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up the subject of jute. That is the third portion of our interest in
Schedule 10, and the most important portion of the three which we
are setting out before you this morning in a summary fashion.

y* Jute appears in the House bill which lies before you in five different
paragraphs—

Senator Simmons. You are speaking, now, of raw jute?

Mr. Gray. In all forms, raw included. Raw jute is included in the
free list; jute !arns in paragraph 1003; jute fabrics in paragraph
1008—you need not turn to these paragraphs, because I am not going
to give you very much information about them; I am just summariz-
ing it—jute bagging and bags in paragraph 1018; jute coverings, such
as are used in packing furniture, and in box cars to prevent friction,
and things of those natures, in paragraph 1019.

In other words, there are four paragraphs in Schedule 10 and one
paragraph in the free list, Schedule 16, which are applicable to the
question of jute.

Senator BingHaM. Mr. Gray, of course we can not hear any testi-
mongr about anything in Schedule 16. Is raw jute in the free list
now?

Mr. Gray. Yes.

Senator BingHaM. According to the rule laid down by the com-
mittee all testimony with regard to any commodity now on the free
list will have to be before the full committee and not before any
subcommittee thereof.

Mr. Gray. I am observing that, but I thought I might be permitted
to mention it.

Senator BingHAM. I am glad you called attention to it; but in
case there is anyone else present whc wants to speak on taking
something from the free list and putting it in Schedule 10, they ought
to take note of the fact that this subcommittee is not authorized to
hear testimony with regard to anything now on the free list.

Mr. Gray. Certainly. I wish all the subcommittees would hold
as severely to the commodities listed for their hearings as you have
indicated that this one intends to do. :

Senator SACKETT. Is hemp on the free list?

Mr. Gray. Noj; there is a duty on hemp in the act of 1922,

Senator Sackert. That is what I wanted to bring out, that in
speakiné of hemp you are not speaking with reference to the free list.

Mr. Gray. Not at all; nor did I speak of the free list when I was
speaking of flax, because it is recognized in the act of 1922 as well as
in the bill which lies before you.

Senator Simmons. I understand this committee has no jurisdiction
to take testimony relating to an article on the free list; but if the fact
that a raw material is on the free list has some relation to the duty
imposed upon the manufactured article you certainly are not pro-
hibited from giving us some information about it for the purpose of
applying a duty on the manufactured product.

Senator BingHaM. Certainly not, Scnator.

Mr. Gray. Our approach to the question of jute, Mr. Chairman
and gentlemen of the committee, is not one of promoting the jute
industry in the United States. Jute is produced in and exported from
British India almost exclusively, so far as our markets are concerned.

genator?BlNGHAM. In all the different states, the raw, the treated,
and so on
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Mr. Gray. Yes, sir. It comes to us from British India in the raw
state as well as in various manufactured states; and we think that a
proper duty on jute will not promote the jute industry in the United
States, but it: will promote a greater use of a commodity which is
displaced by the use of jute and jute fabrics, namely, cotton.

Senator BingHAM. Now, you are asking for a duty on something
which is now free?

Mr. Gray. No. There are duties now in the bill and in the act
on jute yarns, jute fabrics, jute bags, and jute coverings, but the raw
cﬁmmo ity, jute butts, comes in duty free, both under the bill and by
the act.

Our position is sustained, we think, by the argument on the House
side presented by us and many other organizations that adequate
duties on jute will promote the use of cotton fabrics in bagging and
in wx;;sf)ing and various commercial uses to which jute is now put,
and will thereby give us a prospective market of at least 1,000,000
bales of cotton which is now not secured for the cotton farmer on

account of jute competition.
" Senator BiINgHAM. Is not that argument like that of my friends’
who raise apples and want us to put a duty on bananas so that
peohgle will stop eating bananas and will eat more apples?

r. GRAY. Almost a parallel case, and we have almost the same
thing with regard to vegetable oils—coconut and copra and various
oils which compete with animal and vegetable oils both in the edible
and industrial fields. .

Senator Bingaam. That is entirely a new aspect to a protective
tariff, is it not?

Mr. Gray. No.

Senator BincHaM. In that you put an embargo on one thing so
as to force people to use something else? Not that you protect your
home labor against foreif;n labor, but that you force people to eat
apples when ﬁley would like to eat bananas. :

r. GRay. No; we are not seeking embargoes.

Senator GEOrRGE. Mr. Gray, it would not follow at all, would it,
that because there is a protective tariff on apples people would eat
bananas, or the contrary? They might eat something, but they
would not necessarily eat apples if they could not get bananas?

Mr. Gray. That is true.

Senator GEORGE. But in this case you have a competitive article
which is supplantingi- cotton, and if we were to grant the duties you
ask, cotton would fill that place in very large measure?

Mr. Gray. That position is seemingly identical with that which the
Farm Bureau holds.

Senator Stmmons. Do I understand you as advocating a duty on
raw jute oh the ground that it displaces that much raw cotton?

Mr. Gray. Yes; and the best estimates we can get, which vary
from different sources, are that the development of cotton fabrics
where jute fabrics are now used will give an additional market to
from a million to a million and a half bales of cotton, which would be
equivalent to giving the cotton farmer a nice increase to his annual
income beyond that which he gets at the present time.

Senator Siamyons. That is one of the chief grounds upon which cer-
tain interests are demanding a duty upon not only raw jute but an
increased duty upon all the products of jute?
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Mr. Gray. Yes, sir.

Senator Sackerr. Who uses the jute bagging? To what use is it
put in this country principally?

‘Mr. GraY. I may say, almest multitudinous uses, for the making
of bags themselves——

Senator SACKETT. Are they grain bags, or what are they?

Mr. Gray. Grain bags, fertilizer bags, seed bags, and various com-
modities which are shipped and handled in bags. But, Senator, let
me continue. People have gotten the idea, seemingly, that this jute
importation is used almost exclusively in bags. Let me, if I can,
turn quickly to some figures here that I have showing that in 1927 the
impoatation of jute bags or sacks of jute was approximately 36,000,000
pounds.

That is what the attention of the public has been attracted to—jute
in bags. Jute fabrics for multitudinous uses other than bags, for
furniture wrappings and backs of carpets and rugs and things mhose
natures, 567,000,000 pounds came in. In other words, more than ten
times as many pounds of jute came in for uses other than bags than
came in for bags.

Senator SAckerT. What I wanted to bring out, if you will let me
finish that thought, was that the farm communities that you repre-
sent here would be affected to a considerable extent by the putting of
duties on jute and jute products, would they not?

Mr. Gray. No.

Senator SAckeTT. That is what I wanted to bring out.

Mr. Gray. You mean, affected financially?

Senator SACKETT. Yes; in other words, if they used jute bags for
grain bags and the tariff was put on so that they would have to go to
cotton bags?

Mr. Gray. Yes.

Senator SACKETT. An it would cost more, would it not?

Mr. Gray. I will answer as I did before—no, with the permission to
qualify or explain it as I go further.

Senator SAckETT. Certainly.

Senator BineHaM. If it did not cost more there would be no point
in lelutt,ing a duty on it, would there?

r. GRAY. Yes.

Senator Binauam. Of course, it is going to cost more.

Senator SACKETT. But the net result may be different.

Senator BingHaM. The jute bags are going to cost more so that
cotton can compete.

Senator Simmons. After the duty is paid.

Mr. Gray. After the duty is paid, that might be true.

Senator BingHam. Of course, they can not buy it without the duty
being paid. They have got to buy it with the duty on it. And 1s
it not true that the duty on the jute would cost agriculture in the
North and West, in bags for mill feeds, fertilizer ba.fs, bags for wheat,
bags for exporting flour, potato bags, bags for alfalfa, bags for barley,
bean?s, beet pulp, for rice and for wool, at least $35,000,000 more than
now

Mr. Gray. No.

Senator BinguaM. How much more would it cost?

Mr. Gray. I do not know.

Senator BinguaM. It is actually over $35,000,000.
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Mr. Gray. My explanation of that situation would be this; that
at the beginning and for perhaps the first year, maybe for more than
one year, the initial outlaf' of the farmer for bags, whether he buys
his supplies in bags or sells his commodity sacked, might be more;
but according to evidence which the Department of Agriculture has
[;ractically finished in comparing the wearing qualities of a cotton

ag with those of a jute bag, and by testing these two competitive
fabrics from three points of view, the breaking test, the weatherin
test, and the shipping test, two of which tests are practically finished,
the weathering test not vet being fully finished, it is being shown that
the cotton bag, although we might grant it will cost more at the initial
outlay of cash, will last longer and give more service to the farmer or
to any industry that ships its products in bags; and therefore at the
end of a period of ycars the outlay for the cotton bagging may not
be any more than if they had gone ahead continuing jute. But,
in the meantime, in excess of a million bales of cotton will have been
used in the commercial purposes that formerly jute had filled.

Senator BincuaM. How about the rice planter who puts his prod-
uct in bags? Is he going to get those bags back and use them over
three or four times?

Mr. Gray. I expect not.

Senator BingHAM. He has got to pay for the extra cost of the bag
when he sells his rice, and if he can not get a higher price for his rice
he has got to meet that cost, and it is going to cost him about
$7,000,000.

Senator GEorGE. Do we not give the rice grower protection? Is
not this supposed to aid the farmer?

Senator BingHaM. Yes, Senator; but I was just trying to point out,
with all due respect that it looks as though what you are doing is
actually increasing the cost to the farmer of the bags that he uses in
which to ship his products.

Senator GEORGE. I do not know about that. That is a matter of
investigation. The fact that you might increase the cost to somekody
else is no very legitimate argument, when every industry in this coun-
try has been increasing the cost to the farmer all these yeats.

Senator BiINéHAM. Does the Senator think that the person who
buys rice or some other farm product in a cotton bag will be willing
to pay more for it than if it is in a jute bag?

enator GEORGE. Oh, I do not know about that.
¢ Senator Bixaman. Then the farmer would have to pay that dif-
erence.

Mr. Gray. Let us grant that in the initial transition from the g’ute
bag to the cotton bag he would have to pay more; because I confess,
as far as we know the statistics of cost now, the cotton bag will cost
more than the jute bag; and the rice farmer, Senator, shipping his

roduct to-day In bags, or the Palouse wheat farmer up in the three

tates of Washington, Idaho, and Oregon, where they bag their
wheat instead of selling it in bulk, mi%ht have to pay more for their
bags; but those fellows buy feed; they buy fertilizer; they buy various
other commoditics in bags. Although their grain goes out and their
rice goes out in bags, which let us grant they will?rave_t_o pAy more
for at first, they are getting bags in all the time, in fertilizer, in feed
and in various other commodities which they puichase; and if cotton
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lasts longer, as the Department of Agriculture shows, they can use
the hbags which come to them in their purchases in handling their
crog;; going out the next year. .

nator BincuaM. Would vou like to eat rice that was shipped to
you in a bag in which there had been fertilizer?

Mr. GraY. No; I can not use it that way. But have you ever
bought cement in cloth bags? I have, hundreds of bags of it and
carloads of it on my Missouri farm, and before they got to using
paper bags for cement I sold back every empty cement bag for 10
cents apiece. I got my coin on it. The same thing will prevail in
the cotton bag industry if it gets started.

Senator BincguaM. I see.

Senator SAckeETT. The questions I wanted to put to you, and
which I think you have answered very fully, had this bearing, that
this revision of the tariff is primarily for agriculture?

Mr. Gray. We hope it will be so.

Senator SAckerT. That is my intention. The first thing that you
come before the committee on is to raise the duty on a product that
the farmer uses to some extent, and I wanted you to make the farmer’s
explanation, because when that duty is raised there will be a certain
demagogic statement over the country éenerally that instead of assist-
ing the farmer in this direction the Congress has been at pains to
put the farmer in the hole. You are representing the farmer, and I
wanted you—

Mr. Gray. I am representing that portion of the farmers with a
membership in the Farm Bureau Federation.

Senator SACKETT. It is a large portion of agriculture, and you are
familiar with the situation and have been in Washington long enough
to know those facts which I have just stated may take place, and 1
wanted you, as the farmers’ representative, to make this statement,
that it would ultimately come to the benefit of the farmer through
and increased production of other farm products, and the net result
would be in his favor. Is that a fact?

Mr. Gray. Yes.

Senator SimMons. If you could substitute altogether cotton bags
for jute bags it might o%en a market for a million bales of cotton more
than they have now. For some years we have had too much cotton,
and in some years we do not have anything like enou%h. In the years
of bi§ crops we need to %o out and hunt up markets, but in the year of
small crops the farmer has all the market he needs without going out
and hunting for it. But assume that the entire substitution would

ive him a market for a millions bales of cotton in addition to what

e would otherwise have: Now, the question arises, how much is the
substitution going to cost the farmer? One of the chief uses of the
jute bagging is wrappers for raw cotton. Sixteen million bales are
produced. That means you have got to have jute or cotton to wrap
up 16,000,000 bales weighing, on an average, 500 pounds per bale.

Mr. Gray. Yes.

Senator Simpmoxs. Can you tell us what is the difference between
the cost of wrapping one bale of cotton in jute and of wrapping one
bale of cotton in cotton cloth?

Mr. Gray. At the present time, speaking from memory of the
record we made on the House side before the Ways and Means
Committee, I think the difference in cost is about 50 cents a bale
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in favor of jute; but coincident with that is the increased price that
he gets for a pound of cotton owing to the fact that he has a market
for more cotton. It is our thought that, although he may have to pay
50 cents or more per bale to wrap his cotton, he is more than com-
pensated by the increased price per pound that he gets for the cotton.

Senator S1Mmons. By reason of a larger market?

Mr. Gray. Yes, sir.

Senator Simmons. I get your point, but I am not satisfied yet
with its effectiveness.

You say the cotton material lasts longer?

Mr. Gray. That is according to the tests of the Department of
Agriculture.

Senator Simmons. The cotton farmer sells that bale of cotton and
never sees that wrapper any more. If\ he sells a bale wrapped in
cotton, he never sees that wrapper any more?

Mr. Gray. That is true.

Senator Simmons. That ({;oes to somebody else. As a matter of
fact, as this cotton is sold or consumed in this country the jute
bagging is taken off and that is renovated or converted into bagging
which is used by the farmer another year. So that in the case of
the jute bagging he loses it temporarily but gets the benefit of it in
the lower price, because the manufacturer in this country gets it at
a nominal price and therefore he can afford to sell the finished product
at a less price. That same thing would be true with reference to
cotton, would it not?

Mr. Gray. The same situation would develop if . .tton weroe used
as wrapping for bales of cotton that is now developed witk burlap.

Senator SimmoNns. But the difference, you say, is that the cotton
wrapping can he renovated and will last longer than the jute bagging.
What is your authority for that statement?

Mr. Gray. The Department of Agriculture in its shipping test,

its weathering test, and its breaking test—those three tests show that
relative to the shipping test and the breaking test cotton is decidedl
superior—almost, in the bréaking test, using the same sized thread,
2 to 1. The weathering test is how much longer cotton will exist
out in the weather than burlap. I think that test has not been fully
completed.
- Senator Simmons. I think just the reverse of your statement is
true as to weathering. I believe that cotton goods will absorb and
hold rain very much more than jute will, and be affected by atmos-
pheric conditions more injuriously than jute.

Mr. Gray. The tests thus far have not shown that to be true.
Neither have they shown, because they are not conclusive, yet, so
far as I know, relative to the decay of the two commodities under
weather conditions.

Senator StMmMoNns. You know that all of the fertilizer that the
farmer buys is generally put up in bags made of jute?

Mr. Gray. Yes.

Senator SiMmmons. Or something similar; I think it is jute?

Mr. <. ay. Burlap, we ordinarily call it.

Senator SimMMoNs. As a matter of fact, I think the farmers save
very few; they use the fertilizer and throw the bag away. The
expense to the farmer of washing and cleaning and getting that
bagging that has been used to hold fertilizer, into condition for
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future use, is so great that he does not incur the expense; he just
throws it away. That is true, I am sure, with myself. I operate
some farms and have a good many tenants on them and have never
known them to save their old fertilizer bags yet. I have seen them
occasionally wash a few of them just for a domestic use, and I have
asked, “Why don’t you preserve them all?”’ And they say, “It
costs too much and it is too much trouble.” Of course the bagging
is saturated with fertilizer.

Mr. Gray. If we had a bag that was capable of being used two
successive years or for two successive shipments, the farmer would
not need to clean it, because he would get his cash price for second-
sacks, and it would go back just like cement sacks go back.

Senator SimMons. Do you not know that the farmer does not sell
those sacks?

Mr. Gray. There is no market for them now, and they are not
really worth handling the second time. By the time they go back
and are cleaned they are disintegrated.

Senator Simmons. Do you mean to say that the cotton wrapping
would be any different?

Mr. Gray. Yes; I would say that a stronger sack would be capa-
ble of being used more than once.

Senator Sismons. I think the acids in the fertilizer would perhaps
be more harmful to cotton than to jute.

ler. GrAY. There are many commodities shipped other than fer-
tilizer.

Senator Stmmons. I am talking about fertilizer now. I was not
talking about other sacks. )

Mr. Gray. Oh. I see; you are applying your argument wholly to
fertilizer? )

Senator SiMmons. Yes; I was testing out what the farmer was
going to get out of it. i .

Mr. Gray. Let me say this, that it is doubtful whether any sack
used in the shipment of fertilizer can be used the second time, if
you are applying your questions to fertilizer exclusively, on account
of the acids that eat 'li‘%thg wrapping.

Senator SiMmons. That is exactly what I was saying. The farmer
has to buy his fertilizer and it is Dow sacked in jute or burlap. If he
has to buy cotton for that, he will have to pay, you «dmit, more for
the cotton goods?

Mr. Gray. About 50 cents a bale, gerhaps.

Senator Siumons. I was just wondering whether the additional
amount he would have to pay for the cotton bags will not more than
equalize the benefit of finding a market for a million bales more,
especially in view of the fact that about every three out of five years
the farmers would make hardly enough to supply the world demand.

Mr. Gray. No man in advance, Senator ilnmons, can answer
‘your question arithmetically and exactly. As to how much this
increased use of cotton will be promoted if the rates of duty on jute
could be invoked is an estimate. We had said & million or a mil]lion
and a half bales. How much that is going to raise the price that the
planter gets for his raw cotton is an estimate also. But under usual
trade operations you would expect that if a million or a million and a
half bales of cotton more found a market, a reflection in the price
would prevail, and a beneficial reflection. The difference between
those two is an estimate. I can not tell you what it would be ; and it
is 8o with many of our tariff rates.
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I can not say how much the rate of 25 cents a bushel on corn plus
adequate rates on tapioca and starch, is going to benefit the Amer-
ican farmer; but the American farmer believes that a rate on corn
with adequate rates on these imported competitors will benefit him.
He does not say it is going to be a billion or five hundred million
dollars a year but he makes his estimates and makes his determina-
tion on those estimates. I can not state arithmetically what the bene-
fit to the cotton farmer will be, but I do believe, and our membership
authorizes me to transmit to this committee the thought, that the
?upplanting of jute bagging with cotton bagging will he%'p the cotton

armers.

Senator Stmmons. What is your membership in the cotton States?
S Mr. Gray. It is less numerically than in any part of the United

tates.

Senator Simmons. It is very small?

Mr. Gray. Yes; and all organizations of the agricultural type are
small in the Southland. Our biggest membership, may I state, in
the South lies in Louisiana, Alabama, Tenncssee, and Texas. We
have no membership at all in Georgia, Florida, and the two Carolinas.
The farm bureau is not known in those four States.

Senator Simmons. I can see the justice of your contention that the
manufacturer of jute in this country feels that he ought to have
protection, and I think he is entitled to it. I am not making any
question about that at all; but when you come to raw jute you are
proposing a duty on that for the protection of the farmer, you say?

Mr. Gray. Yes; the cotton farmer.

Ser(lla‘a?tor Simmons. There is no raw jute produced here to be pro-
tected?

Mr. Gray. No.

Senator Simmons. You say the farmer is going to be benefited by
being forced to use cotton instead of jute. I am querying whether
the farmers of the cotton section of the country regard that as a
sound proposition that they should be made to use cotton bagging
instead of jute bagging.

Mr. Gray. I do not believe we should say that we are going to
force him to use cotton bagging, but we are, by the price equivalent, .
going to induce him to use cotton bagging.

Senator Simmons. You are going to put the machinery of the tariff
into operation for the purpose of coercing him to use cotton bagging
upon the theory that it is going to help him?

Mr. Gray. Yes; upon the theory that it is going to help him.

Senator Simmons. I do not know whether the farmers of the South
apQrove of that proposition or not. I have not heard from them.

Mr. Gray. I can not speak for the farmers in the South excepting
in those States, some of which I have enumerated, where we have
State farm bureau federations. That means that they have enough
county farm bureaus numerically, supported by membership fees, so
that they have federated themselves into State units. From all of
the southern States the position which I am presenting here relative
to jute is the one that I have referred to relative to bananas—or,
rather, the Senator from Connecticut referred to that—and the one
with reference to duties on oils and fats coming in from the Tropics,
the Philippine Islands, or elsewhere. That is another situation that
is comparable with the jute situation.
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I confess, Senator Simmons, that we could put the duty on jute
five times as high as it is now and we would not promote the jute
industry in America; but I do think we would promote a more profit-
able cotton industry. If you put a duty on bananas you will pro-
mote more use of fruits and vegetables and cereals by the Amertcan
people; you will not exclude bananas.

Senator Simmons. Will not the cotton farmer and will not the
wheat farmer have to pay more by reason of the substitution than
the increased market for his product or the demand for his product
would justify? ‘

Mr. Gray. If the theory of tariff is true, anybody who has a com-
modity made dutiable under the tariff will pay more for that article
or that commodity. That would be true of any commodity, if the
whole basis of tariff is true; and generally it is admitted as being true.

Senator SAckeTT. You do speak for a large number of farmers in
the northern and western part of the United States?

Mr. Gray. Yes.

Senator SAckeTT. And they would not reap any benefit from an
increased production of cotton, and yet you feel, as far as they are
concerned, that it would be a benefit to them to use cotton bagging
instead of jute bagging?

Mr. Gray. I feel so; and I have received no remonstrance fromn any
State farm bureau federation in the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion against the proposition of a duty on jute, a duty on bananas, a
duty on vegetable oils and marine oils and these other commodities
which are produced abroad as substitutes for something that we
grow here in America.

Senator SAckeTT. That would include hemp, sisal, and flax?

Mr. Gray. Yes. '

Senator SimMoNns. I want to say that I have not, so far as I know,
received a single request from any farmers in my section of the
country favoring the duty on raw jute.

Mr. Grav. I have, through my organization.

Are there any other questions, Mr. Chairman?

Senator GREENE. That is all.

Mr. Gray. Thank you.

(Mr. Gray submitted the following brief:)

BRIEF OF THE AMERICAN FArM BUREAU FEDERATION
FLAX, HEMP, AND JUTE

The disposition of agricultural surpluses in the United States has become a
national problem. The special session of Congress has been called primarily
to a{ford relief to agriculture by providing means (()f dealing with agricultural
surpluses.

farm bhill has been passed which seeks to provide & means of disposing of
agricultural surpluses after they have been created. One of the most difficult
problems in a farm relief program, and one which was discussed almost as much
as any other problem, is the matter of preventing the accumulation of surpluses.

The American Farm Bureau Federation has formulated as a part of its tariff
program recommendations which seek to reduce the volume of surpluses by pro-
moting a transfer of acreage from certain crops of which we produce a surplus to
other crops of which we do not produce enough to supply domestic requirements.
The reduction of surpluses is further sought by recommendations which have for
their purpose the increased utilization of domestic products by finding new uses
for these articles.

The recommendations for promoting the transfer of acreage from surplus erops
to deficit crops include higher duties on flax fiber, flaxseed, castor beans, castor
oil, hempseed, hempseed oil, soya beans, soya bean oil, figs, dates, onions, peas,
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beans, and many other domestic crops of which a considerable portion of the
domestic consumption is now being supplied by foreign countries.
The recommendation for a tariff on jute and jute products falls within the second
goup of recommendations, namely, to promote new uses for domestic products.
y placing adequate rates of duty on jute and jute products, it is believed that the
utilization of cotton for the manufacture of bags, bagging for cotton, and other
articles for which jute is now used, would be promoted.

FLAX

There are two classes of problems which confront the domestic flax industry—
first, cultural problems; and second, economic problems. Heretofore the ravages
of wilt and rust ﬁaﬂ retarded the development of a flax-fiber industry in the
United States. pid progress has been made in developing disease resistant
vardiettles oi fiber flax so that strains may be produced which are resistant to wilt
and to rust.

In Oregon there were ﬂ)proximately 2,200 acres planted to fiber flax in 1928;
and about 1,000 acres in Michigan. The soil and climatic conditions in Michigan,
Wisconsin, New England, Minnesota, Oregon, northeastern Idaho, western
Washington, and in the mountain valleys of western Montana, are adapted for the
production of fibrous flax. . .

Adequate economic protection, by means of the tariff, should be correclated with
the activities of the Department of Agriculture in solving the cultural problems
of the industry.

The domestic industry now produces, on a small scale, practically all grades of
flax; some as good as the famous Cortrai flax, as well as the lower grades.

With the progress which has been made in overcoming the diseases which
have hindered the development of the industry, Congress should provide ade-
quate rates of duty which would remove the economic obstacles to the expansion
of the ﬂapd f}iber industry. To bring this about the following rates of duty are
recommended:

Flax straw, $4 per ton.

Flax, not hackled, § cents per pound, but not less than 35 per cent ad valorem,

Flax, hackled, 10 cents per pound, but not less than 35 per cent ad valorem.

Flax tow, flax noil, crin vegetal or palm-leaf fiber, twisted or not twisted,
4 cents per gound but not less than 35 per cent ad valorem.

Sliver and roving of flax, hemp, ramie, or other vegetable fiber, not specially
provided for, 35 per cent ad valorem.

HEMP

Hemp is another crop which might be further expanded to displace the acreage
of certain surplus crofps. The hemp producing industry in the United States
has been in a state of decline since 1899, each census since that year showing
a decrease in the acreage, and also in the total domestic production. The
acreage declined from 24,881 acres, with a production of 25,636,880 pounds in
1889, to an acreage of 7,252 acres with a production of 7,148,215 pounds in 1919. -

Hemp is now produced principally in Wisconsin and Ohio, with small amouats
in Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Minnesota, North Dakota, South Dakota, Ken-
tucky, Mississippi and California. (Census of 1920.)

States which once produced hemp, but which showed no production at all in
the census of 1920, include Maine, Pennsylvania, Missouri, Maryland, Nebraska,
Virginia, Tennessee, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Colorado, and New Mexico.

In order to restore the domestic hemp industry the following rates are
recommended:

Hemp and hemp tow, 2 cents per pound.

Hackled hemp, 4 cents per pound.

Sliver and roving of flax, hemp, ramie, or other vegetable ‘fiber not specially
provided for, 35 per cent ad valorem. :

JUTE

The enormous increase in the use of silk and rayon in the place of cotton in
wearing apparel has been a very depressing factor in the cotton industry; so much
sotgl;at extensive studies have been conducted to discover new ways of utilizing
cotton.
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One of the most ims)ortant ways to increase the consumption of cotton is to
make possible its utilization for bags and bagging in place of jute. Careful
exgerimentation and demonstration have shown conclusively the superiority of
cotion over jute for these purBoses. According to an elaborate study by the
Division of Cotton Marketing, Bureau of Agricultural Economics, in 1927, cotton
was shown to be superior to jute for cotton bagging, which is used as a cover for
cotton bales. The tests showed that the lightest weight of cotton bagging which
was used, namely 12.3 ounces per square yard, had a greater tensile strength than
new jute bagging weighing 2 pounds per square yard. Furthermore, the tensil-
strength of the bagging made from cotton was more uniform in character than
the bagging made from jute; and the cotton bagging also showed greater clas-
ticity than the jute bagging.

Shipping tests conducted on actual shipments through commercial channels
from the United States to Bremen, Germany, showed that the cotton bagging
arrived in much neater and better condition than the jute bagging, with less
expense for taring charges, freight costs, and other charges based on weight,
because of the lighter weight of the cotton bagging. It was also found that con-
siderable savings could be effected by the use of the cotton bagging because less
cotton adheres to the bagging when it is removed.

The principal obstacle in the way of utilizing cotion for bagging and for bags
is that jute, which is produced under extremely {)rimitive conditions in India,
can he purchased so cheap under the present policy of admitting jute free of
duty, that cotton can not be utilized for the same purposes in competition with
the imported jute. ’

In order to remove this disadvantage which cotton has in relation to jute,
and to make possible the utilization of cotton, it is requested that unmanufac-
tured jute be removed from the free list and be made dutiable at adequate rates,
and that the duties on jute products be increased.

If cotton could be entirely substituted for jute, it is estimated that the domestie
consumption of cotton would he increased by approximately 1,750,000 bhales,
which would bring to the cotton growers an increase in returns amounting to
approximately $150,000,000, on the assumption that this increase in consump-
tion would raise the price about 2 cents per pound on a 15,000,000 bale crop.

The following duties on jute and jute products are recommended:

Jute and jute butts, 8 cents per pound.

Jute yarns or rovings, all types, 10 cents per pound.

Jute sliver, 8 cents per pound.

Twist, twine, cordage, ete., of jute, all weights, 9 cents per pound.

Fabrics composed of jute, bleached or unbleached, 10 cents per pound.

Bags or sacks made from plain woven fabrics of single jute yarns, or from
twilled 01;1 other fabrics composed wholly of jute, bleached or unbleached, 10 cents
per pound. -

Bagging for cotton, gunny cloth, and similar fabrics suitable for covering cot-
ton composed of single yarns made of jute, jute butts, or other vegetable fiher
ete., weighing from 15 to 32 ounces per square yard, 1.6 cents per ounce per
square yard.

Weighing over 32 ounces, 10 cents per pound.

(For further data see pages 5652 -5679, hearings before the House Ways and
Means Committee, 1929.)

CRIN VEGETAL
[Par. 1001)

BRIEF OF THE LOUISIANA MOSS CO., MINDEN, LA.,, AND OTHER
PRODUCERS IN FLORIDA AND LOUISIANA

To the members of tke Senate Finance Commillee:

The growers and producers of Spanish moss in the United States are suffering
a severe competition fromn imported fibers known in the trade as crin vegetal,
which is being imported in quantitics and at prices which is causing the loss of
our domestic markets.

To equalize the conditions of competition and give the American producers
of Spanish moss fiber a fair chance to preserve their industry and employ Ameri-
can labor and purchase the raw materials produced in this country, a request
has been 1nade of the Congress for rates of duty as follows:

In paragraph 1001, fage 139, H. R. 2667 now before your committee, the rate
of duty on crin vegetal to be changed from 1 cent per pound to 6 cents per pound,
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GENERAL STATEMENTS

There is no crir vegetal industry in the United States. .

This is a fiber made from a variety of galm grown in North Africa. The im-
ports are in twisted form, and are used here after being reworked, as a substi-
tute for the Spanish moss fiber which is one of the best of all known fibers for
the stuffing of upholstered furniture.

Opinions of exgerts testifying before the Ways and Means Committee agree
that the imported fiber is not only a substitute, but a most inferior one, which
makes its extremely low price a doubly dangerous substitute and competitor of
our high quality Spanish moss product.

The low price of the imports is due chicfly to the extremely low cost of labor
in the gathering and preparation of the fiher for our markets,

The Spanish moss industry is established in those parts of the United States,
the Gulf Coast States, where there is great need for the development and protec-
tion of all possible industries for the use of the natural raw materials of that section
and the employment of labor at fair and American standards of wages.

The purchasers of upholstered furniture in the United States are assured of a
much superior produect if it is made by using the domestic fiber, Spanish moss.
The best experts who have given testimony on this phase of the matter state that
the increased cost, assuming that the asked-for tariff is fully effcctive, will be but
$1.50 on a full-sized davenport.

CHARACTER OF DOMESTIC INDUSTRY

Facts covering the size, distribution, costs, etec., of the domestic Spanish moss
industry are found in the statements hefore the Ways and Means Committee
made by Hon. R. A. Green, a Congressman from Florida (p. 5043, committee
print unrevised); H. W. Selle, of Minneapolis (p. 4770, ibid.); Walter Wilhelm, of
Gowanda, N. Y. (p. 4784, ibid.); the brief of Mr. Wilhelm following his testimony,
the petition of the Moss Ginners of Louisiana (p. 4794, ibid.). These facts do
not need to be repeated here.

Further very clear and definite information relative to the present condition
of the industry, and its present serious condition duc to the low tariff competition
of the cheap substitute produets is contained in a personal letter written by J. M.
i el, president of the Louisiana Moss Co., Minden, La., attached hereto.

TARIFF ON SUBSTITUTES CLEARLY JUSTIFIED

It is our belief that the general principle of a tariff on a substitute product
which is entering into the cuimmerce of our country and there displacing a meri-
torious domestic production, thereby displacing domestic industry, throwing
American workmen out of employment and preventing the puichase of domestie
raw materials, the products of American agricultutre, has heen clearly proven
and demonstrated. The purpose of the present tariff readjustment work, out-
lined in the message of the President of the United States to Congress, would
clearly not be carried out, if this phase of tariff adjustment does not receive
attention and positive action.

This industry of gathering, preparing, and furnishing to the furniture trade and
to other users, this highly desirable domestic fiber, Spanish moss, will be wiped
out, or placed on a wage competition comparable with that which prevails in
North Africa, unless substantial tariff relief is granted, and we respectfully state
that no rate of duty on crin vegetal, less than 6 cents per pound will afford
zuch substantial relief.

Respectfully submitted.

Louistana Moss Co., oFr MiNDEN, La.,
By A. M. Loowmis, Special Representative.

Mu~peN, La., June 6, 1929,
Mr. A. M. LoowMis, Washington, D. C.

Dear MR. Loowmis: Your favor of the 23d came to hand during my absence
I have just returned from a trip to the north and now hasten to give you some of
the main points about the moss business.

Spanish moss when properly cured and ginned is conceded to be one of the
very best fillers for overstuffed furniture that can be had, nothing is better unless
it is the very best grade of curled hair, and that is very expensive. It is resilient,
moth-proof, as no insect will bother it, and after having been used for years
can be taken out, renovated and used again.
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Moss began to be used as a filler as near as I ean find out about 60 years ago,
and had grown in use and favor until 1924, at which time palm fiber or crin
vegetal began to make its appearance. Palm fiber is a clean fiber, a great deal
like cical, which is imported from North Africa. It is gathered by the cheap
Arab labor amid disease, dirt, and filth. Their standard of living is nothing as
compared with ours, therefore is brought over very cheap:iy and can be sold any
place in the United States from 6% to 6% cents per pound delivered. On account
of its cheapness, in 1924 it began to supplant moss business, so much so that by
January 1, 1928, out of 64 gins in this State, at least 40 had gone out of business
or were broke. The import of palm fiber ran as follows. In 1924, 2,513 pounds;
in 1925, 616,391 pounds; in 1926, 11,218,365 pounds; and in 1927, 18,105.036

ounds. You will note that the increase of 1927 over 1926 was 70.3 per cent.

e have not the statistics for 1928, but the first half of the year kept up about
the same ratio.

Sometime in the forepart of 1928, so we understand, from a letter which Mr.
Selle had at the hearit:f of the Ways and Means Committee, discase broke out
among the natives and they were unable to gather the palm leaf to make the
fiber, so since that time we have been having a very good business, but we are
expecting it to change at any time.

ow, as to moss. It growsinlow places. There is a large quantity of it, but
our standard of living is such that it can not be gathered and sold in competition
with palm fiber. Also the loss from the green moss as taken from the tree to the
cured moss as it is ready for the upholstering is from 85 per cent to 90 per cent.
Grade 3-X or gray moss is the one or the grade with which palm fiber comes in
competition, and the loss on that from the green stage to the furniture shop will
run 85 per cent.

In 1927 we had the great flood and all the lowlands were flooded, the people
were driven from their homes, and the Red Cross had to feed them for one year.
This would not have been necessary had it not been for the importation of palm
fiber, as they could have gone to the swamps and have gathered cured moss and
have made Igood wages, which would have been far better for all than the Red
Cross dole; but there was no demand for moss, and thus they had to be fed while
a million dollars worth of perfectly good moss was lying in the woods rotting.
Thus it was a double economic loss.

We are asking for a tariff of 8 cents. With it we can get along in very good
shape, and if we get it, it will place in these Southern States millions of dollars
yearly, and at that for a commodity which costs nothing to raise and is annually

oing to waste and rotting on the ground. It will give empl(iyment at good

ving wages to some twenty-five or thirty thousand people. It will give our

eople who live in the lowlands a chance for a good living without the Red Cross

elp, even in case of a great overflow such as in 1927 and such as we have again
this year, though not quite so bad in many respects, but it is much worse in this
respect—the water is staying up longer and the backwater covers the lowlands
ust the same as in 1927, and this year it will be so late when the water goes off

hat no crops can be planted. The only help that they will need will be a good
tariff on palm fiber and chance to gather moss.

I hope that I have made this plain and that you will be able from this brief
data to get a brief in shape to present to the Senate Finance Committee. How-
ever, if there is any further information that I can give to you, I will be more than
pleased to do so.

Hoping to hear further from you upon the subject, I remain,

Yours very truly, J. M. P
. M. PEEL.
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FLAX, FLAX YARNS AND THREADS, AND LINEN FAB-
RICS AND MANUFACTURES OF LINEN

(Pars. 1001, 1002, 1004, 1009-17]

STATEMENT OF PETER FLETCHER, NEW YORK CITY, REPRE-
SENTING THE LINEN GROUP OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
AMERICAN IMPORTELS AND TRADERS (INC.)

) {Flax, par. 1001, flax sliver and roving, par. 1002, Sax l%llu and threads, par. 1004, and interlinings,
par.

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Greene.)

Mr. FLerciier. I am representing the linen group of the National
Council of American Importers andTraders.

Senator GEORGE. You appeared as a witness before the Ways and
Means Committee?

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes, sir.

I would like to present this in demonstration [placing an exhibit
on the table] in case you would like to follow the course of my state-
ment, showing the difference processes in flax I am talking about.
Iham (}ealing with the subject of Schedule 10, flax and manufactures
thereof.

Senator GEoRGE. What schedule?

Mr. FLETCHER. Schedule 10.

Senator GEoOrRGE. What paragraph?

Mr. FLETCHER. Raw flax. haven’t got the paragraph in my
notes.

Senator GEORGE. All right.

Mr. FLETcHER. In the brief which I submitted to the Committee
on Ways and Means——

Senator SAckeTT. We will have to try to get that paragraph out
first, because we will have to refer to the paragraph.

Senator GEorgE. It is 1001.

Senator SAckeTT. Flax, not hackled, and so forth.

Mr. FLETcHER. That is the first lot.

In the brief which I submitted to the Committee on Ways and
Means, of the House of Representatives, under date of February 2,
I have only one correction, or suggestion, to make:

Flax roving: In my brief I suggested that roving of flax shonld be
dutiable at 10 per cent ad valorem, but on further consideration it
seems to me that flax roving should be incorporated with flax yarn,
as is the case in dealing with jute.

In paragraph 1003, jute yarns, or roving, single, are treated as
one commodity. There seems to be no reason in the world why the
same treatment should not be applied to flax yarns and roving.

The inclusion of roving with yarn would make the revised para-
graph read as follows:

Single yarns, or roving, in the gray, boiled, bleached, dyed, or otherwise
treated, made of flax, hemp, or ramie, or & mixture of any of them, 17} per cent.

The rate I suggested to the Ways and Means Committee.
Senator SACKETT. That must be on some other paragraph.
Mr. FrercHER. I mentioned the %aragraph, 1003.

Senator SAckETT. I see the jute, but not the flax, there.
Mr. FLErcHER, That deals with—— .

Senator GEorRGE. Paragraph 1002, just above it.

-
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Senator SACkETT. Sliver and roving, of flax, hemp, ramie, or other
vegetable fiber?

r. FLErcHER. No. .

Senator SAckETT. Single yarns, in the gray, of flax, hemp, or
ramie—1004?

Mr. FLercHER. That is the paragraph.

My suggestion is that the roving should be incorporated in that
paragraph and bear the same rate of duty as yarn.

Senator SAckerr. That is, 13 cents a pound?

Mr. FLercHER. No; 17% per cent ad valorem is my suggestion. ,
Thirteen cents a pound is in the House bill, I believe.

Senator SAckETT. You want to put roving with that?

Mr. FLETCHER. As it is in the jute schedule.

Senator SAckerr. We are talking about 1004.

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes, sir.

Senator Sackerr. “Single yarns, in the gray, of flax, hemp, or
ramie, or a mixture of any of them, not finer than 12 lea, 13 cents a
pound.” You want to raise that?

Mr. FLeTcHER. No, sir; I want to make it 17% per cent ad valorem.

Senator SAckerr. What would be the effect as between 13 cents a
pound and 17 per cent ad valorem?

Mr. FLETcHER. At the present value I should think this would be
cutting the present duty to about 50 per cent.

Senator SAckerr. Now you will have to give the reason for that.

Mr. FLErcHER. I am coming to that. I am going back now—I
bring that in, because that is the only correction I have made, or at
least a suggestion, to my brief before the W+ s and Means Com-
mittee. I am going back to flax straw, et cetera.

Senator SAckerr. Why do you not tell us about this first?

Mr. FLe.cHER. I have finished with that.

Senator SACKETT. You have not given any reason.

Mr. FLercueR, I will have to read at another part of my brief, I
was going on from the raw flax, through the various processes, and
then to the thread and cloth.

Senator SACkETT. All right. We did not get any reason for this
particular one.

Mr. FLercHER. I have a very good reason, if you have a little
atience. I am trying to do it according to the schedule of manu-
acture.

Senator Sackerr. All right.

Mr. FLercHER. The rates of duty in the present tariff, in many
cases increased in the new House bill, mainly through changes in
specifications, resulting in changes in classifications carrying higher
rates, are based upon thoroughly erroneous assumptions.

Starting with raw flax——

Senator SAckerr. What paragraph is that?

Mr. FLeTcHER. Paragraph 1001, Schedule 10.

Senator SaAckerr. All right.

Mr. FrLErcHER. Starting with raw flax, it seems to be assumed
that this crop can be economically, agriculturally, and commercially,
raised in the United States. There is no reason whatsoever to assume
that this can be done. On the contrary, experience and experiment
have proven that this is not the sort of crop that can be raised by
the American farmer in any section of the United States. This
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commodity should be on the free list, and all the rates on manufac-
tures of flax readjusted accordingly.

- Experience gathered over a great many years, and in all the
countries groducxng flax, points to the conclusion that this is a crop
only suitable for peasants growing a very small area which they can
handle without paid labor.

In the flax-growing sections of Soviet Russia and the Baltic States,
the average acreage sown Fer grower is under one-third of an acre.
In these parts of the world, pre-war, the large landowners made
many attempts to grow flax, but were unsuccessful. They could not
compete with the peasant who employed no hired labor, and who
during the winter, 1n his own house, scutched the flax by hand with
wooden beaters.

A great amount of experimentation has been carried on for many
I\(,tlam's, with a view of defibering flax without preliminary retting.

any processes have been exploited by their originaiors, but they
have invariably turned out unsuccessful in practice. The basic
trouble in- flax growing is that the fiber contents of the flax as we
have it to-day is not large enough to cover labor and overhead costs,
and so long as that condition maintains, it will remain a crop only
fo;‘ small peasants who have no overhead, and who do the work them-
selves.

A striking example of the difficulty of raising flax crops on a large-
scale agricultural basis was shown in the reports of The Ontario Flax
Co. (Ltd.), in the years 1915-1920. This firm showed a profit during
the war years when the price of flax had gone up to unheard of height.
In 1919 their profits were $76,000; but in 1920, after flax had come
down to the basis of about 100 per cent above the pre-war level, their
loss was $290,000.

In the case of Oregon, where a small quantity of fiber flax is being
produced, the promoters of this enterprise found it necessary to
utilize convict labor from the State penitentiary to do the odious
and oderiferous work of retting and scutching the flax.

Then I come to sliver of flax, which is a special paragraph, duty of
20 per cent. ,

Senator SACKeTT. Paragraph 1002, sliver and roving, of flax,
hemp——

Mr. FLErcHER. I have dealt with roving in what I have said
already about putting it with yarn.

Now this is 1002. As pointed out in my brief to the Ways and
Mesns Committee, this material is really not a commercial commod-
ity, but rather the condition of the flax just prior to its being roved.

In 1927 there were imported into this country 44,238 pounds of
“gliver and roving of vegetable fiber.”” Practically all of this,
namely, 36,813 pounds, consisted of ramie sliver from France, the
United Kingdom, and Switzerland. I understand that the ramie
sliver imported is used in conjunction with cellophane in the manu-
facture of package ribbon, and material for making hats. So far as
I can find, there have been no imports whatsoever of flax sliver.

Sliver is essentially part of the process preparatory to the spinnin
into yarn, and it seems clear that even the ramie sliver is not carrie
forward into the regular commercial use for which it is created,
namely, for the manufacture of yarn. Since sliver, therefore, is merely
the strands of flax laid together preé)aratory to roving and spinning
I contend that it should be classified as “flax,’”” which it still is; an
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I believe it is to the best interests of the country that flax in all its
forms should be placed on the free list.

A gentleman from Oregon made a great plea before the Ways and
Means Committee for an increase in the duty on raw flax, claiming
that there was a future in his State for raising flax fiber. He made
another statement which qualified this, namely, that his experiments
had so far cost the taxpayers of the State of Oregon $105,000, despite
the use of free convict labor.

In my opinion it would be an act of kindness on the part of the
Finance Committee to put an end to this futile and costly experi-
?%ntation, which in the light of all experience is bound to be a total

ailure.

Now I come to flax yarns and flax thread.

Senator SAckeTT. “Single yarns, in the gray, of flax, hemp, or
ramie’’?

Mr. FLercHER. That is the one.

Senator SAckeTT. Paragraph 1004.

Mr. FLercHeRr. The present rates are apparently based upon the
(ﬂxrite erroneous assumftlon that spinners of yarn, and twisters of
thread, require « very large protection in order to offset the cheaper
labor costs abroad. As a matter of fact the spinning of yarn and
the twisting of thread are highly mechanized operations calling for
very little labor. . '

In the brief filed with this committee during the tariff hearin
which resulted in the present law, the Linen Thread Co. drafte
an extraordinarily complicated and unnecessarily technical paragraph,
most of which was incorporated in the present act. This brief was
supported by a brief from the J. E. Barbour Co. in which, strangely
enough, precisely the same highly technical divisions and precisely the
same specific rates of duty were suggested.

In both briefs it was stated that these gentlemen were actually
%leading for lower rates of duty. For instance, in the J. E. Barbour

0. brief we find this sentence:

It will thus be seen that we are actually asking for a lower tarif on both
single yarn and finished thread than the Underwood tariff.

le.ing that statement at its face value, we find that these people
in the present act got twice the protection they asked for, and I have
no hestitation in saying that they asked for twice as much as they
actually needed. I do not know whether this additional protection
was intended as an insult to their efficiency, or as a compliment to
their cupidity. I do know that under the previous tariff, with pro-
tective rates on yarns of from 12 to 20 per cent, and on threads from
20 to 25 per cent, the Linen Thread Co. prospered to so great an
extent that they increased their capital from $900,000 to $3,400,000
within a few months after the passage of the present act. It will
be noted that they were careful not to increase this capital until
t,hgly had got these increases in the protective rates.

hey were most careful, too, in filing their briefs, to provide a
fitting ablibi in case the future should show that their arguments
were specious. They stated that ‘“based upon present values”
the specific rates would figure out at from 12 to 17 per cent ad valorem.
Of course, they knew, as did everyone in the trade, that prices at
that time were greatly inflated, and that consequently when prices
declined, the specific rates would figure out very much higher ad
valorem rates than those mentioned in their briefs. Instead of the
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average of 14} per cent protection on flax yarns, the actual average
duty collected on the imports under the present law is 29.55 per cent—
more than double the estimate furnished your committee by these
gentlemen. )

One of the iniquitous features of these high rates, now proposed to
be made higher still, is that the rates are pyramided forward into cloth
duties, which are based upon these unnecessarily high rates on yarns.

In the brief submitted by the Linen Thread Co. to the Ways and
Means Committee of the House of Representatives, they asked for
further increases in the rates on yarn and thread. They suggested
that up to 12 lea should be raised from 10 cents to 12} cents a pound,
but the Ways and Means Committee apparently gratuitously granted
them another )% cent a pound, making 1t 13 cents a pound, and in the
blanket clause raised the maximum from the requested 35 per cent
to 37} per cent.

The same liberal treatment has been tendered to these people
in connection with linen thread. They wanted a duty of 20% cents
up to 12 lea, and they got 21Y% cents. They wanted an ad valorom
equivalent of not less than 30 per cent, and they got an ad valorem
equivalent of not less than 32} per cent.

Now, I want just one word on paragraph 1009 (b) dealing with
interlining aaddings.

Senator GEORGE. ‘“Woven fabrics, such as are commonly used for
paddings or interlinings in clothing?”

Mr. FLETcHER. Yes, sir. Dealing with that I wish to say if a new
tariff is to be designed to run reasonablg parallel with the actual
congitions relating to the different commodities, this entire paragraph
must be stricken from the bill.

There are no jute paddings, nor are there any linen paddings pro-
duced in this country. .

There came before you during the last tariff hearings, one Maurice
Goldman, owning a small mill in New Hampshire, who claimed that
with a high degree of protection he could manufacture all the jute

addings and all the linen paddings consumed in the United States.

e got his protection, but he did not deliver the goods.

That is all, gentlemen. Any questions?

Senator SiMmmoNs. Just one word. Do I understand these gentle-
men are asking for a higher rate than they got from the House com-
mittee.

Mr. FrercHER. They got a higher rate in the House committee
than they asked in their briefs.

Senator StMmoNs. And you have just shown that they got more
than they asked for? '

Mr. FrLETcHER. They got more than they asked for.

Senator SiMMoNs. Now I am asking you if they are asking for
anKthmFg in addition to what the House gave them.

ir. FLETCHER. I do not understand you.

Senator SimMoNs. Are they asking for any increase?

Mr. FLETcEER. In the House rates?

Senator Simmons. Yes.

Mr. FLercHER Yes; they are asking for an increase of 10 to 12%
cents a pound, and the House gave them 13 cents a*pound.

Senator Simmons. I do not think you understand me yet. The
House gave them a certain increase.

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes, sir.
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Senator SiMmmoNs. Now I am asking Kou if in any specific instance
they are asking for a larger duty than the House gave them?

Mr. FLETcHER. I think not. I believe not.

Senator SiMmmons. Thay are content with the House duty?

Mr. FLETCHER. Apparently they are. I do not know what they
are going to ask of you gentlemen.

Senator SiMmmMoNs. And you are assailing the rates fixed by the
House?

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes, sir.

Senator GREENE. Thank you very much.

STATEMENT OF J. HERBERT YOUNG, NEW YORK CITY, REPRE.
SENTING THE LINEN GROUP OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF
AMERICAN IMPORTERS AND TRADERS (INC.)

Flax, par. 1001; flax yarns and threads, par. 1004; linen fab: pars. 1009-1013; towels and napkins, par.
(Flaz, par. 1081; fax 3 T Py G it 15 ' PRIn, par

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Green.)

Mr. Younag. Mr. Chairman, dealing with the linen paragraphs of
Schedule 10, starting with paragraph 1001, flax, you have heard, and
you will hear more, testimong by domestic producers of flax, or those
who want to produce it, and as you go through the testimony that
was given before the House Ways and Means Committee, you will
read a great deal more about the acreage that is available for the pro-
duction of flax for fiber purposes in this country, and we must remem-
ber the distinction between flax for fiber purposes and flax for flaxaéed.

You hear how comparatively large quantities of flax were dgrown in
this couniry for fiber purposes some hundred or & hundred and twertty-
five years ago. That is quite true, but in those days it was grown
much the same as it is grown in Russia to-day. Each farmer grew
his little patch of flax, and his wife and his mother-in-law, perhaps his
daughter, spun it into yarn, the sons and himself wove it into cloth.

Since that time a gentleman named Eli Whitney invented the cotton
gin, and since the invention of the cotton gin, the linen business has

een on the downward path, and to try to encourage the growing of
flax in this country, or the linen industry in this country, is abso-
lutely futile. . ) .

Senator SAcKETT. Where is the growing of flax now carried on?

Mr. Young. In the State of Oregon—

Senator SACKETT. No; not in this country, but abroad?

Mr. Youne. Largely in Russia.

Senator SACKETT. A witness testified here the other day that flax
practically all came from Ireland.

Mr. Youna. That is a mistake.

Senator SACKETT. That was not correct?

Mr. Youna. Oh, no. i

Senator SACKETT. What proportion comes from Russia and what
from Ireland?

Mr. Youna. I could not tell you exactly to-day, because reliable
figures as to Russia are not available, but pre-war Russia supplied 80
per cent of the world’s flax.

Senator BinguaM, We are not interested in pre-war.
to.l:idr. Youna. The probabilities are that the proportion is the same

ay.

Senator BiNguam. Have you any figures on which to base that
statement?
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. Mr. Youna. No, but I do not think it is relevant. I do not think
it means a thing, The Irish production is very small. Ireland
imports flax from Russia and from Belgium.

Senator GEORGE. It is manufactured in Dundee?

Mr. Young. Linen is manufactured in Dundee, but there is no
flax grown in Scotland.

Senator GEORGE. It is manufactured there?

Mr. Youne. Linen is manufactured there.

. Sengtor GeorgEe. It is the chief point of export to this country, is

it not?

D I\I(li. Youne. No; Belfast exports a great deal more linen than does
undee.

Senator GEORGE. The summary of tariff information, furnished by
the Tariff Commission, states that Russia is now probably producing
59 per cent of the world’s total. That is less than pre-war, of course,
and that is not a very accurate statement, probably.

Mr. Younag. That is very possibly correct.

Senator GEorGE. The same report also is authority for the state<
ment that the production of flax fiber in the United States has not
ageraged as much as 500 tons per year during the 10 years ending in
1927.

Mr. Youne. That is the only information I have. I have seen that
report, and I take it for granted it is correct.

Mr. Fletcher, testifying here yesterday, told you that it had cost
the State of Oregon a very substantial sum of money to carry on
experiments in flax growing and production of flax fiber in spite of the
fact that they used prison labor. That statement was not challenged,
but I believe he had the evidence to substantiate it.

This business is in a decline, and there does not seem to be any
chance of stopping the decline. Cotton is a much more adaptable
fabric for use where it has taken the place of linen.

Probably all of you gentlemen can remember when every gentleman
wore & linen shirt and a linen collar. The probabilities are that there
is not a linen shirt or a linen collar in this room, except the ones I have
on. That includes the collar Senator Sackett is wearing.

Senator GEORGE. Do we import them?

Mr. Youne. We import the linen out of which they are made.

Senator GEORGE. That accounts for the fact that you have them on.

Mr. Youne. That is the reason I have them on. That is the
reason I have a linen suit on, too. Not to go back quite as far as
that, you can remember when the wives and all the ladies of the
family wore linen shirtwaists. You have not seen one of them in
25 years.

efore the days of the automobile, at least before it was such a
universal thing, the ladies used to sit home embroiderinf, but you
do not see them doing that any more. Those uses for linen have
absolutely disappeared. In fact, there is a gentleman in this room
who can tell you a rather amusing story about the effect of the
automobile on the cotton industry, if you ask him, or perhaps he will
do it of his own free will.

Senator SAckETT. What is the production of linen sheeting?

Mr. Youne. Virtually nothing. I have not seen a linen sheet in a
hotel in this country, except a few of the Fifth Avenue hotels, in
many, many years. .

63310—29—voL 10, scrirp 10——3
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lSe]alngtor Sackerr. What is the production of linen damask table-
cloths?

Mr. Youna. That is another thing that has gone away back.

Senator SAcrkerr. What is the use of trying to save the business if
there is not any left?

Mr. Youna. I do not know. As a matter of fact, my firmisin a
sort of a semiliquidating position at the present time, and a great
many others are in the same situation.

Senator BiINgHAM. Just what is it you are asking for?

Mr. Younc. We are protesting against any advances in the rates
of the 1922 act.

Senator BingHaM. On flax straw?

Mr. Young. On flax straw, on yarns, on cloth, and articles.

Senator GEORGE. The House increased them?

Mr. Young. The House increased them; yes.

Senator GEORGE. You want to go back to the act of 1922?

Mr. Youne. We would like a little better than that. We would
like reductions on the articles not made in this country. There are a
few articles made in this country, and made rather well. The princi-
pal item is cotton toweling, and low-priced huck towels. The
evidence that came before the House Ways and Means Committee
showed that the domestic interests have done well. They are not in
a distressed condition. They do not need assistance. Paragraph
1009 does not show an advance in the rate, but they have changed the
specifications there. The 1922 act provi(ied a rate of 55 per cent on
linen cloth weighing over 4)% ounces to the square yard, counting not
more than a hundred threads to the square inch, and not more than
24 inches wide. The House bill reduced the weight limit to 4 ounces
increased the width to 36 inches, but did not change the threa
count. ‘i'he reduction of the weight, from 4% ounces to 4 ounces, is
to cnable the domestic manufacturer to compete with a foreign cotton
toweling coming in weighing about 4% ounces, a very cheap thing.
No doubt the domestic manufacturer will be able to make it, but he
has to make it with this extra 20 per cent protection, meaning an
advance of, say, 15 ser cent in the price of the article.

It is a very low-end thing. It competes with the flour-bag industrﬂ.
Of course, it might help cotton to put this tariff on this cheap crash,
but there is a tremendous quantity of used flour bags used for cotton
purposes, and that is where most of the business will go if the consumer
does not like the price of the cheap crash the American man is going
to turn out.

Then, again, the foreign manufacturer will undoubtedly produce a
crash that will weigh just under four ounces, that will come in com-
getition with the domestic manufacturer’s 4% or 4%. The thing will

e sold on a Erice basis, and there will be the same competitive con-
dition then that there is to-day, with the domestic man making one
below 4%, and the foreign man 4%, and getting the benefit of the
lower duty.

Furthermore, it is very likely that if a high tariff goen on, we will
see the foreign manufactures moving over here. That would give a
certain amount of employment here, but it would not help the
domestic manufacturers who are here now.

Senator BiNgrAM. Is it not true that the increase in the woven
fabrics is merely compensatory, to compensate for the increase in the-
duty on the raw material?
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Mr. Young. No. As a matter of fact, I think you will find the
domestic manufacturers will tell you that they have not gotten that
compensatory advance, because the rate remains at 55 per cent.

Senator BingHAM. But you said it was actually increased.

Mr. Youne. It is actually increased through the change of the
specifications.

Senator BingHaM. If it is increased, as you say, is not that increase
in the nature of a compensatory increase?

Mr. Youne. No.

Senator BINGHAM. What is it?

Mr. Youne. Here is the situation under the 1922 act; yarns came
in around 35 per cent. That was the maximum; that is, damask
weighing over 4% ounces came in at 35. Now the maximum on
yarns is 37%, and cloth still remains at 55, cloth of over 4} ounces,
so that they have not %otten their compensatory advance.

Senator BingHAM. In other words, they need a little greater
advance.

Mr. Young. They probably do; at least, they will tell you that.

Senator BingHaM. What they have got is in the nature of a com-
pensatory duty?

Mr. Youne. No; they have something entirely new. They have
gotten a change in specifications, which gives them not only a com-
pensatory advance, but an increase from 35 per cent to 55 per cent on
these goods which weiﬁ‘h between 4 and 4% ounces.

Senator BingHAM. Then your position is that the increase which
they have is in part compensatory and in part additional to com-
pensatory?

Mr. Youn:. No;Ido not think there is any compensatory advance
there at all. '

Senator BingHaM. I can not understand you. One munute you
say there is no compensatory duty, and the next minute you say it is
much more than a compensatory du?.

Mr. Youna. It is an entirely new duty.

Senator BingHAM. And that they do not need any additional, and
then you say they are going to ask for more because they have not
a compensatory duty. What are the facts?

Mr. Youna. I would take it from the House report that the
House decided that they did not need a compensatorg' duty, and
for that reason they left the rate at 55 per cent, but that they did
need the opportunity to make these additional fabrics, or wanted
the opportunity to make these additional fabrics, and so tj‘ley widened
the specifications to permit them to do so. My claim is that that
industry is not distressed, and that they do not need this, and that
it is not going to do them any good, anyhow, and that it is going to
hurt the importers very much.

Senator SiMMONS. You represent the viewpoint of the importer?

Mr. Youna. To some extent; to a large extent, I will say, but I
am also thinking of the American manufacturer who is going to spend
a lot of money to develop a business that is almost ¢ead.

Senator BinaHaM. You really have his interest at heart rather than
your own.

Mr. Youna. I am a little bit altruistic, yes. I would not put a
nickel into the domestic linen industry, and I do not think any
banker in the United States would, because the bankers know the
situation very well,
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This increase in the specifications covers too wide a range of goods,
o0ods which the domestic manufacturers would not think of making
ere, because they are made in small quantities. They have to get

stuff they can put in mass production and rush through. A fine suit
like this one I have on they would not make.

, Senator SiMmons. You say the raw material is not produced in
this country to any considerable extent. Suppose we should put all
that on the free list, and then Kut: a high duty on the finished product,
the linen; would that revive the industry in this country?

Mr. Youneg. It would help it a little, but the thing is not worth
while. The fabric is overrated, and the people are getting wise to it.

Senator Stmmons. In other words, they have substituted some-
thg\xlnjg for it, and they like it just as well?

Mr. Younag. Better.

Senator SimMoNs. It costs less?

Mr. Youna. Yes.

Senator SiyMyons. That is, cotton?

Mr. Young. Yes, and rayon.

Senator BiINgHAM. And silk?

Mr. Youna. Silk to ¢ great extent, too. If a lady can buy two
silk dresses for 815, with never a worr{.about. having them washed
or ironed, and always having them looking nice all day long, she is
not going out and pay six or seven dollars for linens.

Senator BiNgHAM. Fashions do change.

Mr. Youna. They certainly do.

Senator BinaHaM. And if in the next year or two the fashion for
wearing linen comes back again——

Mr. Youna. The fashion for wearing linen will never come back,
because it is a rotten fabric.

~ Senator BinguaM. I am afraid you are a pessimist.

Mr. Youna. 1 have been through the game. When linen was used
for dress purposes, we did not have this great variety of other fabrics.
It is an old fashioned fabric. It takes too long to make. It is too
ns%y to work with.

ou asked about table damask, Senator Sackett.

Senator SACKETT. Yes.

Mr. Youne. That is one item in which there has been an actual
advance in the rate, from 40 to 45 per cent, and why that should be
picked out for an advance is absolutely beyond me. I heard the
testimony of a gentleman representing the Rosemary Manufacturing
Co.; I think he was the one who asked for it. They are manu-
facturers of cotton damask, but that, I understand, is & very small
Eart of their business to-day. The business is owned by the Simmons

eds Co. Why anyone should want to go into the manufacture
of linen damask is beyond me, because that seems to be one end of the
business that is absolutely dead.

The fashion for table covers is little doilies, or, where the table
needs to be well covered, Mr. Du Pont’s new product, which looks
likc a linen cloth, and can be easily wiped off.

Senator BiNngHAM. Is that made of linen yarn?

Mr. Younag. Du Pont’s product?

Senator BinaaaM. No, what you are talking about—that is going
out of fashion.

Mr. Younag. Yes.
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Senator BingaaM. How is it that foreign imports of linen yarns
have increased in the face of the decline of the domestic consumption?

Mr. YounG. Increased since when?

Senator Binagnam. Since the last tariff bili was passed.

Mr. Youncg. That is because the domestic manufacture of linen
has increased considerably, and there are no spinners in this country
supplying domestic manufacturers.

enator BiNcHAM. Domestic manufacture has increased, has it?

Mr. Younc. Yes.

Senator BiINGHAM. And yet you say nobody is wearing linen or
HSiI?'Ig it any more. Then what becomes of it? Do they export it?

r. YouNa. The domestic manufacturers are ]Imtt-ing it into cheap
cotton crashes and lower-quality huck towels. In that the domestic
manufacturers have done very well.

Senator BiNcHAM. The domestic consumption has decreased?

Mﬁ Youna. Domestic consumption of linens has decrcased ma-
terially.

Senator BincHAM. Even though the importation of linen yarns
has increased?

Mr. Youna. Yes.

Senator SACKETT. Is not that the very thing they are trying to
take?care of in this specification, changes so as to increase the busi-
ness

Mr. Younag. They want to give the American manufacturers a
chance to make more ﬁ:)ods, that is quite true.

Senator SAcCkETT. That is the reason they have changed the
specifications? :

Mr. Youna. Yes. ,

Senatgr SAckETT. In order to accomplish that, the change is wise,
is it not

Mr. Youne. It is wise, yes, to a certain extent, but if they are not
going to be able to make the goods at a price at which the consumer
will buy them, it is not going to do them any good.

Senator SACKETT. You say they are prosperous now?

Mr. YouNnG. As to the particular things they are working on.

Senator SACKETT. And this would increase the prosperity?

Mr. Youna. This would give them a chance to make a wider range
of goods, but whether they can do it profitably is very much of a
question.

Senator SAckeTT. Have you any evidence to show that they would
not be able to do it?

Mr. Youne. No. I believe there are certain items they can make.
These specifications cover such a wide range of goods that they
can not make.

Senator SACKETT. Yes, I caught that.

Mr. Youna. Just & moment. Paragraph 1016 deals with hand-
kerchiefs. I will leave these samples here with you.

On plain linen handkerchiefs, hemstitched or hemmed, the tariff
rate is increased from 45 per cent to 50 per cent, for the reason
assigned by the Committee on Ways and Means that importation of
these “h,e’\s been steadily increasing in quantity and steadily decreasing
in price.

wo important factors have been overlooked in all probability b
the committee. First, the steady decrease in price of linen materials
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from post war high levels, which is only natural. Further, the unit
value of these goods has been steadily declining for the reason that
the American consumer has been constantly demanding a smaller size
of handkerchief. A few years sago the average woman’s handker-
chief was 144 square inches, to-day it is 100 square inches or even
less, involving one-third less material which is reflected in the lower
prices. Second, a large percentage of these imﬁorts were handker-
chiefs in the unfinished state, Exhibits R502, R516, R535, for the

urpose of being embroidered in the United States or Porto Rico,

xhibits C335/4, C2,854, CN327. On this class of handkerchiefs the
increase of duty will only lower the amount of American labor that
can be added to these goods in the embroidery and finishing, which
we are sure is not the intent of the Congress.

Under the present 45 per cent rate American-made handkerchiefs
of imported linen (Exhibit 934) are lower in price than identical
foreiﬁn made goods, so the 50 per cent proposed rate merely represents
an added unnecessary expense on the consumer on such other types
as are not producible in the United States in commercial quantities,
Exhibit 960. Therefore we recommend that the present rate of 45
per cent be maintained consistent with the 35 per cent rate on the
unhemmed goods.

Senator SiMmoNns. Your position is that if there were & demand in
America for this product, ‘with the raw material on the free list, and
with a duty on the finished product, through the tariff we might
rehabilitate the industry, but that none of those devices would do
any gond until the demand was stimulated?

r. Young. That is quite right.
" Senat;)r SiMmoNs. And you say that in your opinion that will not
appen
r. Younag. That will nct happen, no.

Senator SimmoNs. That is your view as representing the importer?

Mr. Youne. Senator, that is ;ny view as a commonsense business
man, absolutely. .

h_Senq?tor SiMmoNs. Are you engaged in the manufacture of these
things

Mr. Youneg. No.

Senator SiMmoNns. In manufacture at all?

Mr. Youna. No.

Senator StmMoNns. Your sole business is importing?

Mr. Youne. “es, sir. We bring in some goods which we make
up into articles, but it does not amount to anything.

Senator SiMMoNs. You are aware of the fact that some of the
farmers are insisting upon giving flax the benefit of the doubt, and
going on with legislation that will artificially stimulate the business?

Mr. Young. I heard the testimony %i‘yen by the representatives of
the State of Oregon at the House Ways and Means Committee
hearings, and it is just a joke, in my opinion. .

Senator Sackert. I had a letter from a department store which
suggested, in regard to this increased tariff on handkerchiefs—I do
not seem to have it with me now—that the little increase would
throw a certain quality of handkerchiefs, of small size, into a higher
retail sales price to meet the 5 or 10 cents differential. Is that
going to be important? .
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Mr. Younc. Senator, any price change at all is an important
thing when you are dealing with a department store.

Senator SACKETT. That is, the 5-cent change would affect the retail
price of handkerchiefs more in proportion than the 5 per cent change?

Mr. Youna. Yes.

Senator SAcKETT. And would take off the market, at 20 cents,
handkerchiefs that could not before have sold at less than 25 cents,
and the difference would cut out that handkerchief entirely?

Mr. Youne. The 5 per cent might easily run to 15 per cent or
20 per cent by the time it reached the retail counter.

Senator SACKETT. That is what I am getting at. That is a fact,
is it not?

Mr. Young. Yes.

Senator SAckeTT. I would like to put that letter in the record,
Mr. Chairman, when I find it.

Senator GREENE. Certainly; the Senator may do that.

STATEMENT OF J. M. CRONIN, REPRESENTING THE EDERER
THREAD CO., PHILADELPHIA, PA.

[Flax, pas. 1001, flax yarns and threads, par. 1004}

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Greene.) )

Mr. Cronin. I represent the Ederer Thread Co., of Philadelphia.

Senator SAckeTT. Did you testify before the Ways and Means
Committee? .

Mr. CronIN. Yes, sir. .

Senator SAcKETT. And have you some additional matter to present
to this committee? . . .

Mr. CroNiN. Yes, sir; we have; this is quite a little ditferent.

I would like to file a brief which I have here, and also another sin-
gle sheet, which is a summary of the outstanding things which we are
trying to point out. ) .

In this brief what we have really tried to do was to defend the idea
of specific rates, and in order to do that we have gone back to the
method of spinning yarn, and we are submitting here information
showing how long it would take to spin 100 pounds of each lea of linen
yarn required, from 12 to 60 lea. A lea is 300 yards and in 12 lea
there is 3,600 yards and in 60 lea there is 18,000 yards. A machine
really delivers the yarn over a roller, and the speed at which you
rotate the roller controls the amouat you can produce in a day.

There is a very simple method of determining the speed of that
rolle}x;,in and you can vary the roller by varying the speed in the
machine.

In this table we have submitted we have given the actual rate at
which in actual production that machine is rotated when working on
various leas, along up to 60. We show how many hours it would take
to ‘%roduce 100 pounds of each lea.

ithout going ato the cost of an hour, we have taken the hour as
a basis and say it it takes only five hours to produce 100 pounds of
12 lea and takes 50 hours to produce 100 pounds of 60 lea, it is some-
times as costly to work 60 lea as 12 lea.

Senator SACKETT. Ten times the labor cost? .

Mr. CronNiN. The labor and overhead cost; the production cost on
that mechine.
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Senator SAckETT. Not the machinery cost?

Mr. CronIN. Yes; the machinery cost, because there is sometimes
as many hours required to make the same amount of flax in every case.
We selected 12 lea because it is 12 lea where the specific rates begin to
increase, and I have assigned to the relative time of 12 lea a ratio,
beginning with one for 12 lea and to 60 lea, giving the lea per lea ratio
for the intermediate one, according to the rate of production.

Then we have given a special table showing the duty rate, and we
show that under the present law there is a tariff of 10 cents per pound
on 12 lea, with a 2 cent a pound rate on flax, leaving an 8 cent rate
applying to our protection on the production of the yarn; that is,
8 cents at 12 lea.

Under the proposed bill that has been raised to 13. That is, the
rate on 12 lea, with 3 cents for flax is shown, and we deducted the

.3 cents for flax, and that leaves 10 cents, and we call that a relative
of one. Then we went along up.

By referring to this little sheet you will see that at the present
time the l)rotectlon of 40 cents on 60 lea is four times that that we
get on 12 lea; it only goes up four times 10 cents, or 40 cents, on 60 lea.

The figures are 8 cents and 32 cents, and under the proposed bill
it increases from 10 cents to 32 cents.

That is only a relative increase of 3.40, while we had four times
the protection under the old law.

ith the proposed base rate of 13 cents, increasing 1% cents a
lea, and 60 lea would give us seven times the protection, while the
cost is ten times as great. The 1% cents seems to go fairly well alon
with the rate of increased cost. It looked to us like a practica
way of doing the thm‘%:h .

nator SACKETT. at have been the importations of the different
leas, taking them from 1 up to 60?

Mr. CroniN. It is hard to tell.

Senator SAckeTr. What has been your output; has it increased?

Mr. CroniN. There agein you would be concerned more with the
, value created. Since 60 lea takes ten times as much to produce,

you would only have to produce that proportional amount.

Senator SACKETT. You do make 12 lea?

Mr. CronIN. Yes. .

Senator SACkETT. Under the present tariff of 1922 your business
has gone satisfactorily ahead?

Mr. CroNiN. I would not say that.

Senator SAckETT. Has it fallen off?

Mr. CroNIN. Yes; way off. ,

S;nator SACKETT. Is that due to the tariff, or is it due to lack of
use

Mr. CroNIN. It is due to the tariff.

Senator SackerT. To the tariff?

Mr. CroNiN. Absolutely. »

Senator SAckeTT. What has been your experience with the 60 lea?

Mr. CroNIN. The same thing is true there. But it is less than on
the coarser leas. On this other thread it means about 19% lea. If it
is finer than about 30 lea we really have not much of a chance. The
only reason we can operate in Philadelphia is on account of the fact
that the Ederer Thread Co. are the.owners of a fish netting business
in Chicago which uses the finer leas. They have absorbed our over-
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head and operating costs, and in order not to have them stand abso-
lutely idle we have operated for 35 per cent or 40 per cent and shipped
to Chicago and they have really stood the loss.

Senator SAckeETT. Why did they not buy the imported yarns?

Mr. CroNIN. Because the same family owns the two plants, and
even if we bought the imported yarns we would still have the same
eqmment and organization in Philadelphia, and we could not save
anything in that way; we could not stop that.

nator SACKETT. But you would stop losing money on it.

Mr. Cronin. If we shut it down we still have the rest of the
machinery to run.

Senator SAckETT. According to your statement, if you need seven
times in order to make a fifty or sixty lea and you are only gettin
four times, you would save a good deal of money by buying smporte
yarns.

Mr. CronIN. If it were not for the fact that we had the mill and
the machinery we would. If we did not have the mill we would be
trying to make it. . )

.Senator SAckeTT. That is a pretty big difference, and to make that
difference and use that mill, that is a pretty big loss to you, on your
statement.

Mr. CroniN. I do not know that I could explain it, but we really
could not save a large part of it if we were to import that yarn, for
the reason that the same auxiliary help around the mill are required,
whether we run the fine frames or not.

Senator Sackerr. Taking out the auxiliary help around the mills,
then you do not need seven times. .

Mr. CronIN. But we have the auxiliary help carrying along at a
loss. If we could dispense with the superintendence and a lot of floor
space and the investment, it would be true, but we are there equipped
with the mill and have for a long while produced up to 60, and during
these last six or eight years, or five or six years, it has been tough
sledding.

Senator SiMmons. How many people are engaged in the industry
in this country? .

Mr. CroniN. I would rather not guess on that. I really do not
know. There are a number of them that have a considerably bigger
number than we do. . '

Senator SiMMons. I mean making this particular article you are
speakiné about.

Mr. CronNIN. It would be a broad guess on my part, but I would
guess around a thousand or iwelve hundred people altogether.

Ssnator Simmons. In the United States, making this particular
product.

Mr. CroNiN. Yes, sir. .

Senator GEorGE. How many people in your plant? .

Mr. CroNIN. We have now, I should say, about 125 to 150, and if
gseoare running full tilt with the finer frames riuning, there are about
Senator Simmons. Can you tell us what is the consumption in this
country of that 13rroduct?

Mr. CroniN. The only figures I have here, for instance, scale u
from 1909 to 1927. This was intended to show how they have dropp
off, how the imports decreased. Take 1927; those are the last figures
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on domestic production, and they show the domestic production of
all flax yarns was 2,600,000.

Senator Simmons. That does not help me unless you have the
domestic production in this particular item you are talking about.
I am talking about the specific item referred to in this paragraph to
which you are addressing yourself. What is the production in this
country and what is the consumption in this country?

nl\lflr. CroNIN. We really are talking about and are interested in
all leas.

Senator StMmons. You are interested in all of them, but we are
talking about this particular item that you want changed, on which
you want the duty changed, and I think that it is important for us
to know what is the production of that particular article, what there
is in this country, and what is the consumption of that particular
article in the United States.

Mr. CroniN. Realizing that all ply yarns are made from single
yarns, I just referred to single yarns and showed that the total domes-
tic production in 1927 was 2,690,000 pounds. The imports were
2,717,000 pounds of single yarn more than the domestic production.
It I am not mistaken, something like 57 per cent of all single yarns
produced or used last year were imported, and 43 per cent was domes-
tic production. .

nator SiMmoNns. You said there were about 1,000 people em-
ployed in making this specific article.

Mr. Cronin. 1 think so.

Senator Simmons. You can not tell us how much of that specific
article is produced in this country and how much is imported. You
can tell us about the group, how much of that and some other thin
combined is produced and how much is imported, but you are unable
to tell us how much these 1,200 people that are employed ﬁou say in
making this particular item produced in this country and how much
of that particular item we have to buy abroad.

Mr. CroNiN. If by ‘particular item” you mean single flax
yarns——

Senator SiMmons. Yes. .

Mr. CroNiN. Two million six hundred thousand pounds were
produced in 1927 in this country.

Senator Simmons. Yes.

Mr. CroniN. But when you speak about these 1,200 people, I do
not get the question. _ I can not tell that by leas or by size.

Senator SiMmoNs. I was not talking about how much 12 leas or 60
leas was produced. I was talking about how much of the whole
Hrodgct, starting at the first lea and going to the highest, was pro-

uced.

tlflr' Cronin. That was about 2,690,000 pounds; that would be the
total.

I want to show how the production dropped off, and that is sub-
mitted in the brief. .
(The following brief and summary were submitted by Mr. Cronin:)




FLAX, HEMP, JUTE, AND MANUFACTURES OF 39

Bnrier oF THE R. J. EpERERr TrREAD Co.

ComMITTEE ON FINANCE,
United Stales Senate, Washington, D. C.

GENTLEMEN: The undersigned are interested and concerned with the tariff
rates set forth in Schedule 10 and particularly with those mentioned in paragraphs
1001, 1004a, and 1004b.

ur concern operates a linen thread mill at Philadelphia where we produce all
sizes of yarns, twines, and threads up to and including 60 lea. We are, therefore,
vitally concerned with the degree of tariff protection accorded all of these leas
and are anxious to present to your committee such information as we can in an
endeavor to %oint out to you that the present specific rates applied to these items,
as given in the law now in force as well as in the proposed bill, now under con-
sideration, are inadequate.

The rate upon single yarns, as revised by the Ways and Means Committee of
the House of Representatives has been increased from a specific base rate of 10
cents per pound on 12 lea to 13 cents per pound on 12 lea. This increase has
been accorded to single yarn after a considerable amount of cost data had been
submitted emphasizing the fact that the present rate of 10 cents was not at all
adequate. The need for such increase is further elgrhasized by the fact that
the duty upon that quality of flax known as ‘‘dressed line’’ has been increased
under the new bill from 2 cents per pound to 3 cents per pound.

It is our endeavor at this time to convey to your committee the fact that,
even though the specified rate of 13 cents provided a sufficient margin of protec-
tion at 12 lea, which it surely does not do, the finer leas should be accorded a
degree of protection considerably in excess of the one-half of 1 cent per lea men-
tioned in the present law and also copied into the proposed bill.

In order to illustrate our point we are submitting a table showing the relative
time and cost required in the production of 100 pounds of various leas ranging
from 12 to 60 leas. It may be well to mention at this time that in the production
of single yarn the major operation involved is that of spinning. While there are
other operations required in such products, they may be considered as preparatory
and auxiliary operations which do not require the machinery nor the labor
that is involved in the spinning operation. In a machine of this type, the pro-
duction of yarn can be and is well determined by calculating the speed of the
rollers in the machine which delivers the finished product. The speed of the
delivery rollers can be calculated to a relatively fine degree of accuracy by ap-
plying the following engineering formula, which consists of dividing the product
of the driving elements by the product of the driven elements:

Factors used in determining hourly production constant number for Combe Barbour
and Mackie wet spinning frames

200r.p.m. 60min. 120spindles 28 tooth 8.7 diameter
ofshaft X (1he) X onside X oylinder pinion X of drawing roll
3677 300 yds. (18 diam, of 114 tooth 120 tooth)
(tyd) X (11ea) X {framepulleyX twist wheel X dwg.rollwheel)

200X 60 X10X 26 X8.7_188.5_ o
36 X300 18 XIIXI20 1530 O

This constant includes the fixed elements of the calculation. Hourly produec-
tion in pounds is determined by multiplying this constant by the diameter of
the drive pulley and by the teeth in the twist pinion, then dividing this product
by the lea being spun.

We have prepared and are submitting herewith Schedule A showing the result
of this calculation as applied to various leas ranging from 12 to 60 lea. We have,
on this schedule, also converted the hourly production figures into the time in
hours required to epin 100 pounds of each of the leas indicated. We have also
inserted a relative time or cost figure against each lea using 12 lea as a basis.
In this manner we have indicated that 12 lea which re?uires five hours to produce
100 pounds, carries a relative time and cost figure of 1.00, while 60 lea, which
requires §0 hours to produce 100 pounds, carries a relative time and cost figure

_of 10.00. It is our thought that we can convey to you in this manner the ratio
or relative cost of spinning each of the various leas indicated upon Schedule A
in propaortion to the cost of producing 12 lea.
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ScaepuLe A.—Single yarn, relative time and cost standards on modern type

spinning frame
[Constant 0.122]
! !
| shate | Twist | produs. | Hours |
uc- Relative
Finished lea ! pulley | pinion | “tion | Per “d'; | cost
| (pounds) | POUDG3 |
il i
K t
30 6| 2.0 5.00 | 100
32 2| 1.3 8.85 177
32 50 9.75] 1025 | 208
31 44 7.3 13.61 2
36 40 5.8 17.24 7T
36 38 4.8 20.83 417
36 36 3.9 25,64 | 513
36 | 34 3.3 30.39 ; 608
36 32 28 a7 it
36 0 24 41.67 833
38 28 20 50.00 1,000

Since 12 lea is the point at which the specific rates begin to increase, and, since
it is the one-half of 1 cent per lea increase in the rate of duty which we are con-
tending is inadequate, we have prepared Schedule B showing a comparison of the
relative duty apd the relative time and cost figures for these leas. In the prep-
aration of Schedule B we have considered that the base rate of 13 cents for 12
lea includes 3 cents per pound duty which we would pay on raw flax. Deducting
this 3 cents from the 13-cent base rate leaves 10 cents per pound representing
the degree of protection afforded the manufacturer in the })roduction of 12 lea.

The specific rate, at the present time, increases one-half of 1 cent per lea for
each lea finer than 12 up to and including 60 lea. Assigning to the 10-cent
margin a relative value of 1.00 for 12 lea, we have tried to show in Schedule B
what the ratio of protection afforded the manufacturer would be by increasing
this rate 1} cents per lea for each lea finer than 12,

ScaepuLe B.—Comparison of relative cost with relative duly

e e = e ———. e A e — e e ek m e s o e

Present law, 10| Proposed bill, 13
oents at l% lea | ~cents at 12 lea | We sk At
Rel:tive na us 14 cent per ﬁ ;IS 34 cent per ‘ cents per lea
cost per !
Lea Schedule{—-—- ;- - =~ - A :
A Manu- Manu- | » Manu- !
facturing| Ratio lacmring! Ratio _facturing’ Ratio

duty duty ! duty |

Cents Cents ! Cents '
1.00 8 1.00 10 1.00 | 10 | 1.00
1.77 1 137 13 1.30 | 174 1.75
2.0 12 1.50 14 1.40 20 2.00
2.72 1434 1.82 164 1.65 ! 264 2.62
3.45 17 212 19 ) 1.90 32 3.25
4.17 194/ 2.4 b11%9 215} 383, 3.87
513 2 2.75 % 240! 48 4.50
6.08 «U¥ 3.08 28)¢ 2.65 51 5.13
.14 b1 3.37 2 | 2.90 57 5.786
833 29}4 3.67 3¢ 3.15: 8334 6.38
10.00 32 4.00 34 ‘ 3.40i 70 l 7.00

do?ﬂ'é?é'o':ﬁl&“" cost” Is simply an index to time required to produce each lea. It is not the cost in
Briefly stated, the relative cost of 60 lea is ten times that of 12 lea. The

present specific rate of 13 cents for 12 lea inoreased one-half of 1 cent per lea
provides only 3.4 times as much duty at 60 lea.

Since the relative production cost is ten times as high, we feel that the relative
duty should be approximately the eame. By increasing the rate 1% cents each
lea, the duty will still be only seven times as great at 60 lea. As a matter of fact,
the law now in force gives an increase of four times the base rate at 60 lea. The
present rate being 10 cents minus 2 cents for flax leaves 8 cents manufacturing
protection; with 32 cents provided at 60 lea.
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In addition to the above with reference to paragraph 1004a, we wish to call to
{our attention the fact that a maximum rate of ad valorem duty of 3714 cents
8 prescribed for all single yarns; no such maximum is provided for ply varns,
twines, and threads in paragraph 1004b. We do not understand why such a
limit is fixed upon single yarn and omitted for ply yarns, threads, and twines.

It is our belief and contention that no such maximum rate .ieed be provided in
either instance if a proper and adequate specific rate table is employed. This
would mean that the committee recognize the fact that ply varns, threads, and
twines, also cords, increase in cost almost identically with the lea of the single
yarn of which they are twisted. While naturally a substantial differential is
required to represent the extra operations involved in twisting, the rate per lea
of increase above the base rate should be the same for either single or twisted

arns. :
y Therefore, when we show the ratio or relative cost increase in single yarns,
these same ratios may safely be used in determining the rate for ply yarns, -
threads, und twines. If 1!4 cents per lea is a reasonable rate of increase above
13 cents from 12 lea (singles) then 1} cents per lea increase from 211 cents at
11 lea is certainly justified for ply yarns, threads, and twines in paragraph 1004b.

We respectfully submit that the paragraphs in question, 1004a and 1004b,
should be constructed as follows:

‘“Par. 1004. (a) Single yarns, in the grair of flax, hemp, or ramie or a mixture
of any of them, not finer than twelve lea, 3 cents per ;mund and 1% cents per
lmund additional for each lea or part of a lea in excess of twelve; finer than sixty
ea, 3 cents per pound plus 30 per centum ad valorem; and in addition thereto,
on any of the foregoing yarns, when hoiled, 2 cents per pound; when bleached,
dyed, or otherwise treated, whether or not boiled, 5 cents per pound: Provided,

hat the duty on any of the foregoing yarns not finer than sixty lea shall not be
less than 3 cents per pound plus 30 per centum ad valorem.

‘“(b) Threads, twines, and cords, comgosed of two or more yarns of flax,
hemp, or ramie, or a mixture of any of them, twisted together, the size of the
single yarn of which is not finer than eleven lea, 21}; cents per pound; finer than
eleven lea and not finer than sixty lea, 21} cents per pound and 1% cents per
Found additional for each lea or part of a lea in excess of eleven; finer than sixty

ea, 3 cents per pound plus 35 per centum ad valorem; and in addition thereto
on any of the foregoing threads, twines, and cords, when boiled, 2 cents per pound;
when bleached, dyed, or otherwise treated, whether or not boiled, 5 cents per
pound: Provided, That the duty on the foregoing threads, twines, and cords
shall not be less than 3 cents per pound plus 35 per centum ad valorem.”

In closing we might suggest the thought that we would be glad to defray any
reasonable expense of having an audit or check made upon the data and formula
which we are submitting, made by the Tariff Commission or any certified publie
accountant or any such agency as your committee might care to designate. This
thought is merely prorapted by our desire to assure you of our sincerity and
anxiety to present these facts as conscientiously as possible and constitutes an
appeal to you gentlemen to save an established American industry from complete
destruction.

Respectfully submitted.

R. J. EpEreR THrEAD Co.,
CLARENCE L. EpERER,
Secrelary-Treasurer,

R. J. EpEReER THRrEAD Co.

One-half of the equipment of our mill is now and has been idle for the past
several years due to inadequate tariff protection on the finer leas of yarns and
threads. If no future relief is provided, we will be forced to discontinue the manu-
facture of linen threads in the United States. The constantly decreasing demand
and alarming increase of imports in all sizes will ultimately force all linen-thread
manufacturers out of business.

The preseiit law, as well as the new Hawley bill, are both decidedly inconsistent,
in view of the fact that they give their lowest protection on higher-quality varns
but afford their maximum rate on low-quality yarns, which condition should be
reversed. This condition is taken care of by our proposed changes. (See
Schedules A and B.)
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I Imports of
Year Domestio Year Imports of ’ Year thresd
production . single yarn and twine
1, 440, 452 446, 594
2,683,615 X
1, 354, 860 423,02t
2 516,833 525,178
2,649,121 707, 501
2,717,872 714,870

STATEMENT OF MALCOM B. STONE, REPRESENTING LUDLOW
MANUFACTURING ASSOCIATES, LUDLOW, MASS.

[Viax yarns and thread, par. 1004)

Mr. StoNE. May I speak about paragraph 1004—flax, flax yarn,
and soon? There is a peculiar situation in the spinning of flax in this
country. According to the Tariff Commission, over 53 per cent of all
the flax yarns consumed in this country are imported.

Senator SAckerT. How many?

Mt. StoNE. Over 53 per cent of all the yarns consumed in this
country are imported, in flax yarns. Foreign imports have increased
24 per cent since the Payne-Aldrich Act went into force, in the face
of a declinein domestic consumptionof over 50 percent. At the Rresent
time foreign yarns can be landed in New York duty and freight paid
forless than the domestic cost of manufacture; that is, for less than we—
Ludlow Manufacturing Associates—can manufacture in this country.

The net protection given to linen yarns of the sizes and quality
manufactured in this country is approximately 22 per cent. That
given by the Underwood Act of 1913 was 20 per cent. Prior tariffs
which in no case contained higher duties on the raw material, provided
the following duties on linen yarns: Act of 1883, 35 per cent; 1890,
45 per cent; 1894, 35 per cent; 1897, 40 per cent; 1909, 40 per cent.

he writing of the paragraph covering flax yarns and threads was
in my opinion under a misapprehension of the facts. The specific
duties provided in that paragraph are applicable to less than one-
half of the flax yarn and to less than one-third of the flax thread.
The maximum ad valorem duties apply only to the cheaper yarns,
and the minimnum ad valorem duties apply to all of the better grades
of yarns and to two-thirds of the better grades of threads. In other
words, the conditions existing in the flax spinning industry, in which
more than half of the yarns are imported, and the low grade ones pay
35 per cent, approximately, while the high grade yarns pay only 25
per cent. That seems to be a very peculiar situation, indeed.
logz?ator SAckeTT. You are referring to paragraph (a) of section

Mr. StoNE. I am referring to paragraphs (a) and (b).

Senator SACKETT. The first one is raised to 13 cents per pound
specific duty. .

Mr. StoNE. Yes; that is specific.

Senator SACKETT. What is that equivalent to in the way of an
ad valorem duty, do you know?

Mr. StonEe. I have that figured out here somewhere—well, in the
matter of an ad valorem duty we have to take the price of the yarn.
On any size of yarn spun in this country, say a 12-lea yarn, a 13-cent
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duty on 21.33 cents or, say, 22 cents for foreign price yarn, it figures
a 65 per cent duty.

Senator SACKETT. And from that it gors down to what?

Mr. StoNE. But that duty is not assessed because of the limitation
of the existing law of 35 per cent and in the proposed tariff bill of
37% per cent.

That same size yarn, of high quality, such as we use in shoe threads
in this country, is worth nearly 60 cents a pound. How is it possible
to have an equitable specific duty on yarns which may range in price
from 22 cents to 60 cents? That is our contention.

We ask that the method of assessing & duty on these yarns be
changed to read:

Single yarns in the gray of flax, hemp, or ramie or a mixture of any of them,
not finer than 60 lea, 3 cents per pound plus 30 per centum ad valorem—

'If‘!he 3 cents per pound is because there is a duty of 3 cents a pound
on flax-—
finer than 60 lea, 25 per centum ad valorem, and in addition thereto on any of
the foregoing yarns when boiled, 2 cents per pound; when bleached, dyed, or
otherwise treated, whether or not boiled, 5 cents per pound.

With reference to the 60-lea recommendation, that is because there
are no finer yarns spun in this country, so far as I know.

Senator SAckerT. That is the way the present bill reads.

Mr. StoNE. Yes, sir. But our recommendation is to change the
specific rates of duty to ad valorem, with a combination specific rate
of 3 cents per pound plus 30 per cent ad valorem, the protection coming
to the spinner in this country being merely 30 per cent, because the
3 cents a pound is what we have to pay.

Senator BingHaM. If we should make that change what difference
would it make in reference to the coarser yarns?

Mr. StonE. It will give to high-grade yarns such as we are chiefly
interested in our spinning that added protection,

Senator BingHaAM. How much?

Mr. SToNE An increase from 26 Per cent to 30 per cent.

Senator SACKETT. An addition of about 4 per cent?

Mr. StonE. I beg your pardon, but we are not getting a total duty
on these yarns of 25 to 26 per cent on the bulk of them. Some of
them come in at specific rates, but in making this rate it will give us a
specific duty of 3 cents a pound, because we have to pay that on
our flax anghow, and 30 per cent ad valorem.

Senator SAckerT. How much is 3 cents added to the 30 per cent
ad valorem?

Mr. StoNE. On high-grade flax such as is used there it would
amount to as much as 6 to 7 per cent.

Senator SACKETT. It would raise it from 13 cents per pound to
about 37 per cent ad valorem, or in other words a 25 per cent increase.

Senator Bineram. But, Senator Sackett, there is a proviso at the
bottom of the paragraph which says there shall be no duties of more
than 37% per cent ad valorem. )

Senator Sackerr. Would it not fix you up if we left all this out and
put it 37% per cent as provided in the proviso at the end of the para-
graph, and make it read: “None of these duties shall be less than
27% per cent nor more than 37% per cent ad valorem.”

Mr. StoNE. If you said not less than 37} per cent ad valorem it
would accomplish everything I am asking.

|
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Senator GREENE. Is there anything else you wish to present?

Mr. StoNE. The point I would make is that yarns which vary so
much in price, take the 16-lea yarn, another case, which is the number
we spin, and you can buy a cheap low-grade tow g'am of 16 lea for
27 cents a pound. The specific duty as provided for is_excessive,
and the result is that it is hmited by the maximum clause in the bill.
On the other hand, yarns that really compete with my product cost
65 cents a pound, and a specific duty only equal to 23 per cent is what
we have. And it is therefore raised to the minimum of 25 per cent
under the existing law. Here is a case where ad valorem rates are
now being assessed on nearly two-thirds of all imports, and it is only
putting ad valorem duties on the other one-third of the imports.

May I file this brief on flax?

Senator GREENE. That may be filed.

(The brief referred to is as follows:)

BRIEF OF THE LubLow MANUFACTURING A8SSOCIATES, LubrLow, Mass.

Schedu'e 10, paragraph 1004, as it appears in the tariff act of 1922, in H. R.

20667 (propsed tariff).
TARIFF ACT OF 1022

Single yarns, in the gray, made of flax, hemp, or ramie, or a mixture of any of
them. not finer than 12 lea, 10 cents per pound; finer than 12 lea and not
finer than 60 lea, 10 cents per pound and one-half of 1 cent per pound additional
for each lea or part of a lea in excess of 12; finer than 60 lea, 35 cents ger pound;
and in addition thereto, on any of the foregoing yarns when hoiled, 2 cents J)er
g‘ound; when bleached, dyed, or otherwise treated, 5 cents per pound: Provided,

hat the duty on any of the foregoing yarns shall not be less than 25 nor more
than 35 per centum ad valorem.

Threads, twines, and cords, composed of two or more yarns of flax, hemp, or
ramie, or a mixture of any of them, twisted together, the size of the single yarn of
which is not finer than 11 lea, 18} cents per pound; finer than 11 lea and not
finer than 60 lea, 18} cents per pound and three-fourths of 1 cent per pound
additional for each lea or part of a lea in cxcess of 11; finer than 60 lea, 56 cents
per pound; and in addition thereto, on any of the foregoing threads, twines, and
cords, when boiled, 2 cents per pound; when bleached, dyed, or otherwise treated,
5 cents per pound: Provided, That the duty on the foregoing threads, twines,
and cords shall not be less than 30 per centum ad valorein.

H. R. 2667

Single yarns, in the gray, of flax, hemp, or ramie, or a mixture of any of them;
not finer than 12 lea, 13 cents per pound; finer than 12 lea and not finer than
60 lea, 13 cents per pound and one-half of 1 cent per pound additional for each
lea or part of a lea in excess of 12; finer than 80 lea, 25 per centum ad valorem;
and in addition thereto, on any of the foregoing yarns, when boiled, 2 cents per
pound; when bleached, dved, or otherwise treated, whether or not boiled, 5
cents per pound: Prom'Jed, That the duty on any of the foregoing yarns not finer
than 60 lea shall not be less than 27} nor more than 3734 per centum ad valorem.

(b) Threads, twines, and cords, composed of two or more yarns of flax, hemp,
or ramie, or a mixture of any of them, twisted together, the size of the singic
yarn of which is not finer than 11 lea, 2134 cents per pound; finer than 11 lea and
not finer than 60 lea, 21} cents Per pound snd three-fourths of 1 cent per pound
additional for each lea or part of a lea in excess of 11; finer than 60 lea, 59 cents
per pound; and in addition thereto on any of the foregoing threads, twines, and
cords, when boiled, 2 cents per pound; when bleached, dyed, or otherwise treated,
whether or not boiled, 5 cents per pound: Provided, That the duty on the fore-
gg{ng threads, twines, and cords shall not be less than 32} per centum ad
valorem.

(¢} There shall not be classified under this paragraph any twines or cords
composed of three or more strands, each strand composed of two or moro yarns,
if such twines or cords are wholly or in chief value of flax or ramie and three-
sixteenths of 1 inch or more in diameter, or wholly or in chief value of hemp
and one-eighth of 1 inch or more in diameter.
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RANGE OF PRICES

(1) The only change in rates made by H. R. 2667 is to increase the specific

. duties by 3 cents and the ad valorem maximum and minimum by 2} per cent—

making them 27%¢ per cent and 37}¢ ';])er cent, respectively—to compensate for

increased duties on raw materials. The net protection remains the same. The

manufacturers are willing to accept the duty on the raw materials contained in
paragraph 1001.

(2) This paragraph was written under a misapprehension of fact. In fact
the specific duties are applicable to less than one-half of the flax yarns and less
than one-third of the flax threads. The maximum ad valorem duties apply only
to cheap yarns and the minimum ad valorem duties apply to all the better
grade of yarns and to two-thirds of the threads.

(3) According to Tariff Commission figures 53.4 per cent of the linen yarn con-
sumed in the country is imported. Foreifn imports have increased 24 per cent
since the Payne-Aldrich Act in the face of a decline in domestic consumption of
50 J)er cent. At the present time foreign yarns can be landed in New York duty
and freight paid for less than the domestic cost of manufactures.

(4) The net protection given to linen yarns of the sizes and quality manufac-
tured in this countrg is approximately 22 per cent; that given by the Underwood
Act of 1913 was 20 per cent. Prior tariffs which in no case contained higher
duties on the raw material, provided the following duties on linen yarns: Act of
1883, 35 per cent; 1890, 45 per cent; 1894, 35 per cent; 1897, 40 per cent; 1909,
40 per cent. The American industry has received no relief from the drastic cut
in duty made by the Underwood Act and has suffered severely in consequence,

RECOMMENDED

Single yarns in the gray of flax, hemp, or ramie or a mixture of any of them,
not finer than 60 lea, 3 cents per pound plus 30 per centum ad valorem; finer
than 60 lea, 25 per centum ad valorem; and in addition thereto on any of the
foregoing yarns, when beiled, 2 cents per pound; whenr bleached, dyed, or other-
wise treated, whether or not boiled, 5 cents per pound.

(b) Threads, twines, and cords, composed of two or more yarns of flax, hemp,
or ramie, or a mixture of any of them, twisted or braided together, 3 cents per

ound plus 35 per centum ad valorem; and in addition thereto on any of the
oregoing threads, twines, and cords, when boiled, 2 cents per pound; when
bleached, dyed, or otherwise treated, whether or not hoiled, 5 cents per pound.

(¢) There shall not be classified under this paragraph any twines or cords
composed of three or more strands, each strand comnposed of two or more yarns,
if such twines or cords are wholly or in chicef value of flax or ramic and three-
sixteenths of one inch or more in diameter, or wholly or in chief value of hemp
and one-eighth of one inch or more in diameter.

CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
United States Senate.

GeENTLEMEN: The undersigned Ludlow Manufacturing Associates, through
their subsidiaries, J. E. Barbour-Allentown Corporation, Paterson, N. J., and
Smith & Dove Division, Andover, Mass., manufacture approximately 30 per cent
of the linen yarns, threads, and twines produced in the United States.

Ludlow Manufdcturing Associates earnestly recommend to the Senate Finance
Committee that the duties upon linen yarns and threads contained in paragragh
1004 of schedule 10 of H. R. 2667 are not adequate to protect and insure the
continuance of the American linen yarn and thread industry and that the basis
upon which these duties are Ero osed to be levied is not sound, because—

1. As reported by the Tariff Commission §3.4 per cent of the linen yarn con-
sumed in the United States in the year 1927 was imported yarn. Also, as
reported by the Tariff Commission, imports of linen yarn and thread in the past
decade have substantially increased, while the amount of linen yarn and thread
produced in the United States has substantially declined. .

2. The protection upon linen yarns and threads was drastically reduced by
the Underwood Act of 1913, and zl'n view of the duty upon hackled flax) no relief
has been given by the act of 1922 or the proposed act of 1929.

3. As reported by the Tariff Commission, the specific duties on linen yarns,
first imposed in the act of 1922, are inoperative upon more than half the imports.

63310—20—voL 10, scHep 10—4
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The maximum and minimum ad valorem rates operate to impose the highest
rate of duty upon low-grade yarns and the lowest rate of duty on high-grade

AIDs,
y We attach hereto a schedule, marked ‘‘Schedule 1’ showing in parallel col-
umns paragraph 1004, schedule 10, as it appears (1) in the tariff act of 1022;
(2) in the proposed tariff act of 1929, H. R. 2667; and (3) as we recommen
that it be amended by the Senate committee.

(1) WITH MORE THAN HALF THE LINEN YARNS CONSUMED IN THE UNITED S8TATES
CONSISTING OF FOREIGN YARNS AND WITH IMPORTS INCREASING WHILE DOMESTIC
MANUFACTURES DECREASE, THE YARNS COMPRISED WITHIN PARAGRAPH 1004 SHOULD
RECEIVE NET PROTECTION OF AT LEAST 30 PER CENT AND THE THREADS AT LEAST
35 PER CENT.

The Tariff Commission reports that in 1927 53.4 per cent of the linen yarn
consumed in the United States was of foreign production. It states (Summary of
Tariff Information, 1929, p. 1627):

‘‘The quantity of linen yarn consumed in the United States in 1927 is estimated
at 6,204 ounds. This estimate is arrived at by (1) converting the domestic
sroducti'on of all-linen woven goods from square yards to pounds on the basis of

3¢ ounces to the square yard; (2) addin% the weight of linen thread—on the
mmné)tion that a pound of thread contains a pound of yarn; (3) adding the
weight of linen yarn purchased by wool carpet and rug manufacturers; and (4)
adding the weight of linen yarn imported. As imports of linen yarn in 1927
amounted to 3,314,887 pounds, it can be estimated that the domestic production
was 2,889,977 pounds in that vear.”

Upon the same page of its report the commission gives the figures for the
average yearly importation of linen yarns and threads under each of the last
three tariff acts, which are as follows:

] i
! Av
| Ave yearly im- l
; yearly im- ! portation of |
Act of— portation of threads, Total
singie yarns twines, i
(pouands) and cords

(pounds} |
1900. 1,982,774 3356 576, 130
1613, . 2,3‘672:979 %818 %.802:797
1922, . 2, 503,397 593,107 | 3,188,504

This increasing importation of yarns and threads has been in the face of a
drastic reduction in the consumption of linen yarns and threads on account of
the competition of other fibers (for instance, in 1914, 6,492,604 pounds of linen
thread were consumed in this country as against 3,171,332 pounds in 1927).
The fact is, therefore, that foreign yarns and threads have been supplying an
ever-increasing proportion of the American market and the American industry
has been correspondin%l¥ declinin%

In regard to competitive conditions the Tariff Commission reports (Summary
of Tariff Information, 1929, pp. 1628-1629):

¢ Machines for spinning ﬁax. hemp, and ramie yarns are not .manufactured in
the United States. This type of textile machinery imported into the United
States is subject to an ad valorem duty of 35 per cent. The American manu-
facturer is therefore at an initial disadvantage as compared with foreign producers
in his cost of machinery. Higher labor costs in the United States constitute
another disadvantage, as does the fact that by far the larger part of the raw flax
used, about one-half of the hemp, and all of the small quantity of ramie is im-
ported, and the flax and hemp are both dutiable.”

At the present time it is a fact that linen yarns can be landed in the United
States, duty and freight paid, for no more, and in most cases for less, than the
cost of spinning yarns of the same quality and size in this country.

e e . e e e e e ia e - e - a—

img)orts for consumption are taken from the
n

1 These figures which represent domestic groductlon plus
ariff Informati urvey, J-1, 1921, p. §7; Summary of Tariff

following reports of the Tariff Commissfon: 0!
Informastion, 1929, pp. 1627 and 1628,
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(2) *ROTECTION UPON YARNS AND THREADS OF FLAX WAS DRASTICALLY REDUCED
RY THE TARIFF ACT OF 1013, AND NO RELIEF HAS BEEN GIVEN BY EITHER THE
TARIFF ACT OF 1922 OR THE PROPOSED TARIFF ACT OF 1020

Under the tariff acts in effect prior to 1913—with duties upon hackled flax in
no case greater than the duty of 3 cents per pound proposed in H. R. 2667,
p??graph 1001—the following ad valorem duties were imposed upon single yarns
of fax:

Rate (p
Act of— Paragraph cent()pet
310 45
psg] 33
331 40
341

—— e e e —

In the act of 1913 hackled flax was put on the free list and the duty on linen
yarns reduced by one-half, that isé to 20 per cent ad valorem.

The act of 1922 and H. R. 2667 give no relief from the drastic reduction in
duty brought about by the Underwood bill. The inevitable cousequences of this
have been noted above in the ﬁ?ures of foreign imports and domestic production.
The net protection upon singie linen yarns of flax of the quality produced by Lud-
low Manufacturing Associates, is given in a schedule (marked ‘“Schedule 2")
attached hereto. (We have taken British prices and sizes from 10 to 40 lea be-
cause the Tarif Commission reports ‘“Flax-yarn imports originate principally
in the United Kingdom and consist largely of counts under 40 lea.”) The sizes
of yarns which comy rise 68 per cent of the imported garns are from 10 lea to 20
lea, inclusive. (Summary of Tariff Information, 1929, p. 1628.) Schedule 2
shows that, at present prices, the House bill would give a net protection to yarns
of the grade manufactured by Ludlow, of from 21.41 per cent on 10 lea yarns to
22.70 per cent on 20 lea yarns. As stated above under these duties foreign yarns
can be landed in this country, duty paid, for no more, indeed for less in most cases,
than the American cost of manufacture.

Exactly the same situation exists in regard to linen thread. The tariff act of
1922 increased the minimum duty on these threads (which in 1927 was applicable
to threads valued at $411,105 out of total thread imports valued at $598,382)
2{ 5 per cent over the duty of 25 per ceat ad valorem imposed by the act of 1913,

owever, this arparent increase was negatived lﬁv removing hackled flax from
the free Hfst and mposing a duty of 2 cents a pound upon it. The same is true of
the House bill. A minimum duty of 32} per cent is imposed on these threads but
the duty upon hackled flax is increased to 3 cents per pound.

In short, the dutes upon flax yarns and th imposed by paragraph 1004
(a) and (b5 of the House bill are in no sense protective duties. The American
linen yarn and thread industry can not recover the ground lost since the act of
1913 went into effect unless net duties of at least 30 per cent are imposed on
yarns and 36 per cent upon threads.

(3) THE DUTIES8 IMPOSED UPON THE YARNS AND THREADS COMPRISED WITHIN
PARAGRAPH 1004 SHOULD BE MADE UP OF A 8PECIFIC DUTY OF 3 CENYS A POUND
TO COMPENSATE FOR THE DUTY ON HACKLED FLAX, PLUS AD VALOREM DUTIES

(a) The compensalory duly should be specific—The specific duty of 3 cents per
pound which we recommend to be placed on all yarns and threads in paragrfih
1004, ic combination with an ad valorem duty, is purely compensatory for the
3 cent per pound specific duty imposed on hackled flax by paragraph 1001. .

The house bill similarly increases the specific duties on yarns and threads by
8 cents, and the maximum and minimum ad valorem duties by 2}¢ per cent, to
compensate for the duty on the raw material. The subcommittee of the Ways
and Means Committee said in this regard (H. Rept., No. 7, dp 99):

“In paragraph 1004 it is proposed that higher rates of duty be provided on
flax, hemp, or ramie yarns coarser than 60 lea to compensate for the proposed
higher rate on raw flax.”

he 3 cent ‘rer pound compensatory duty recommended to be placed on yarns
and threads does not, in fact, compensate for the 3 cent per pound duty on
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hackled flax since it takes substantially more than a pound of hackled flax to
make a gound of linen yarn or thread on account of the wastage in manufacture.

(b) The proleclive dulies as distinguished from the compensatory duty, should be
ad valorem.—Prior to the act of 1922 the duties on yarns of flax, hemp, and ramie
had been ad valorem duties.

Paragraph 1004 (a) as it a'PEears in the House bill follows in form the same
paragraph of the 1922 act. is paragraph, for the first time, imposed specific
duties upon flax, hemp, and rariie yarns, increasing with the fineness of the yarn,
but contained maximum and minimum ad valorem duties as well.

This structure of the paragraph was unprecedented and is unscientific and
unsound on account of the great variation in quality and in price of flax yarns of
the same size. The paragraph has operated to impose upon the cheaper yarns
the maximum ad valorem rate, and uﬂon the higher priced yarns the minimum
ad valorem rate. This is, of course, the exact reverse of what was intended.

The Tariff Commission has ,pre’Bared an ‘““Analysis of Tariff Duties on Textile
Imports in 1927, Schedule 10.’ his analysis shows that under paragraph 1004
57 per cent in value of all imports came in under ad valorem duties and only 43
per cent at specific rates. The figures are as follows:

] P R U

—————n s A e = e ee = s =a

Dutiable Dutlable
under mini- | under maxi- | Dutiable at
mum ad va- | mum ad va- | specific rates
lorem rates | lorem rates

SINRIG YAIDS.c...cccceecccecncnacnnccsasnoscosconcanccavaesanss $250, 848 $405, 15 $633, 511

Threads, twWines...ceeeeceeneacecnnicncacectcactcccanscraceane 415,105 .oeenneenn.... 187, 297
Totalecieeneceeconecacccenccnnan - - 601,953 405, 151 820, 768

Thus the specific duties are inoperative as to substantially more than one-half
the imports. An analysis made by us indicates that practically the same result
is true of the years 1922 to 1928, inclusive.

Furthermore, it is true that the maximum rates are the rates applicable to the
lower quality and priced yarns and the minimum raies are applicable to the
higher %u‘?lity and priced yarns, Only the medium grades are dutiable at specific
rates. e attach hereto a sshedule (marked “Schedule 3”’) showing the gross
duties under the House bill applicable to six grades of linen yarn ranging from
the lowest grade to the highest. It is seen from this schedule that the two lowest
grades (Nos. 6 and 5) are dutiable at the maximum rate of 37}¢ per cent ad
valorem, the two medium grades are dutiable at specific rates in the lower counts
and the maximum rate in the higher counts, and the highest grades (Nos. 2
an;l 1) are almost entirely dutiable at the minimum rate of 27¢ per cent ad
valorem,

Clearly such a result is unscientific and unsound from the viewpoint of both
r.anufacturer and importer. A single ad valorem duty imposing the same rate
of duty upon all yarns would be fair to both the domestic manufacturer and the
inaporter. There is no administrative difficulty in collecting ad valorem dutie
upon linen yarns, Such duties were al\mi/s collected prior to 1922, and since
that time more than half the duty collected has been upon an ad valorem basis.
Dundee and Belfast prices uJ)on various grades of linen yarns are currently pub-
lished in such papers as Dundee Prices Current, Belfast News Letter, Linen Trade
Journal, so that there is little opportunity for undervaluation. The ad valorem
basis is practicable and we believe that it is sound and fair.

What has been said of yarns is similarly true of threads. The specific duties
%rovided by section 1004 are imposed only on the cheapest grades of thread.

he great bulk of the imports come in under the minimum ad valorem rate. Here
again a single ad valorem rate would be the sound and correct duty since threads
are merely the next step in manufacture beyond yarns. There should be at
least a & per cent differential between the duty upon single yarns of a certain

e and size and the duty upon threads which are made therefrom. This can
only be achieved by imposing ad valorem duties.

CONCLUSION
Since 1913 the business of the American linen yarn and thread industry has been

drastically curtailed. During the same period foreign imports have increased
until in 1927 they supplied 53.4 per cent of the American market. Since 1913 the

—
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Jowest duties ever imposed upon linen yarns and threads have been in effect.
Neither the tariff act of 1922 nor House bili 2667 affords any relief to the American
manufacturer. Not only are the rates destructive to the American industry but
the structure of the paragraph is unsound, imposing the highest duties on the
cheapest yarns, and vice versa. We, therefore, urge upon the Senate Finance
Committee that it adopt the recommendations contained herein.
Respectfully submitted.
LubLow MANUFACTURING ASSOCIATES,
Ludlow, Mass.

ScHEDULE 1

Schedule 10, par ph 1004, as it appears in the tariff act of 1922, in H. R,
2667 (proposed tariff act of 1929), and as we recommend, is as follows:

TARIFF ACT OF 1922

Single yarns, in the gray, made of flax, hemp, or ramie, or a mixture of any of
them, not finer than 12 lea, 10 cents per pound; finer than 12 lea and not finer
than 60 lea, 10 cents per pound and one-half of 1 cent per pound additional for
each lea or part of a lea in excens of 12; finer than 60 lea, 35 cents per pound; and
in addition thereto, on any of the foregoing yarns when boiled, 2 cents per pound;
when bleached, dyved, or otherwise treated, 5 cents per pound: Provided, That
the duty on any of the foregoing yarns shall not be less than 25 nor more than 356
per centum ad valorem.

Threads, twines, and cords, composed of two or more yarns of flax, hemp, or
ramie, or & mixture of any of them, twisted together, the size of the single yarn
of which is not finer than 11 lea, 18% cents per pound; finer than 11 lea and not
finer than 60 lea, 18} cents per pound and three-fourths of 1 cent per pound
additional for each lea or part of a lea in excess of 11; finer than 60 lea, 56 cents
per dpound; and in addition thereto, on any of the foregoing threads, twines, and
cords when boiled, 2 cents per pound; when bleached, dyed, or otherwise treated,
5 cents per pound: Provided, That the duty on the foregoing threads, twines,
and cords shall not be less than 30 per centuin ad valorem,

n. B. m?

Single yarns, in the gray, of flax, hemp, or ramie, or & mixiure of any of them,
not finer than 12 lez, 13 cents per pound; finer than 12 lea and not finer than 60
lea, 13 cents ‘)er pound and one-half of 1 cent per pound additional for each lea
or part of & lea in excess of 12; finer than 60 lea, 25 per centum ad valorem;
and in addition thereto, on any of the foregoing yarns, when boiled, 2 cents per
pound; when bleached, dyed, or otherwise treated, whether or not boiled, 5 cents
per pound: Provided, That the duty on any.of the foregoing yarns not finer than
60 lea shall not be less than 27}¢ nor more than 37} per centum ad valorem.

(b) Threads, twines, and cords, composed of two or more yarns of flax, hemp,
or ramie, or a mixture of any of them, twisted together, the size of the single
yarn of which is not finer than 11 lea, 21% cents per pound; finer than 11 lea and
not finer than 60 lea, 21} cents per pound and three-fourths of 1 cent per pound
additional for gach lea or part of a lea in excess of 11; finer than 60 lea, 59 cents
per pound; and in addition thereto on any of the foregoing threads, twines,
and cords, wheu boiled, 2 cents per pound; when hleached, dyed, or otherwise
treated, whether or not boiled, 6 cents per pound: Provided, That the duty on
th? foregoing threads, twines, and cords shall not be less than 321¢ per centum ad
valorem.

(c) There shall not be classified under this paragraph any twines or cords
composed of thres or more strands, each strand composed of two or more yarns,
if such twines or cords are wholly or in chief value of flax or ramie and three-
sixteenths of 1 inch or more in diameter, or wholly or in chief value of hemp
and one-eighth of 1 inch or more in diameter.

RECOMMENDED

Single yarns in the gray of flax, hemp, or ramie, or a mixture of any of them,
not finer than 60 lea, 3 cents per pound pius 30 per centum ad valorem; finer than
60 lea, 25 per centum ad valorem; and in addition thereto on any of the foregoin
yarns, when boiled, 2 cents per pound; when bleached, dyed, or otlierwise treated,
whether or not boiled, 5 cents per pound.
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(b) Threads, twines, and cords, composed of two or more yarns of flax, hemp
or ramie, or a mixture of any of them, twisted or braided together, 3 cents per
})ound piuc 35 per centum ad valorem; and in addition thereto on any of the

oregoing threads, twines, and cords, when boiled, 2 cents per pound; when
bleached, dyed, or otherwise treated, whether or not boiled, 5§ cents per pound.

(¢) There shall not be classified under this paragraph any twines or cords
composed of three or more strands, each strand composed of two or more ysrns,
if such twines or cords are wholly or in chief value of flax or ramie and three-
sixteenths of 1 inch or more in diameter, or wholly or in chief value of hemp and
one-eighth of 1 inch or more in diameter.

ScHEDULE 2

Net protection afforded on single flaz line yarns in the gray by duties proposed in
H. R. 2687, Schedule 10, paragraph 1004

Cents per pound of

e fnished product | tsotlan

vanie. sfforded

Size (tea) e Duty on Net | forom

On raw | duty on uiva.

pound) finished | mqtarialt finished l.ﬁ:t per

yaro yarn | cent)

(SpeciBe. .coceeeaecacrannas 13.00 3.4 9,69 loeannccenn
L sseecsees]  56.08 Ho9is nar cont minimum..... 15,41 34| 1200 A
12 $9.80 %pu. fle. 13.00 3.41 0.59 [cececeonca
""""""""""" g /) cent minimum..... 16. 45 3.4 13.04 21.81
1" 81,26 [[Specifio. —.ococoror .o 1400 341 1089 /..........
bbbt i * u oent minimum.....| 16.85 3.41 3. 44 21.94
1 o498 |(Speclfic................ Ll 15,00 | 341| 1089 |.........
Sesmsocssssesosnss it } per cont minjmum..... 17.88 3.41 14.45 2.25
18 67.48 Cecacacccacnssccnannne 16.00 3.4 2.89 {ceeenncane
* ‘ ¥ ocent minimum..... 18.58 3.41 18.17 22.48
20, .02 B, cesesnssscscsnnecscse 17.00 3.41 13.59 |cceneccncn
eeoesestsmassocossace . 2044 cent minfmum..... 10.53 3.41 16.12 2.7
2 71,87 {{Speeifie. ... L 1800 341f 148|.........
. 2734 ru cent minimum..... 10.76 3.41 16.35 2.7
28, 75.32 grcﬂo ..................... 19.50 3.41 16.09 [eocenevee-
eomeesTosssmsacnes: 14 per cont minimum. .... 20.71 3.41 17.30 22.97
. 80,96 |{SpeCIBC. e ee.enneeee D - 2ol x| issel.....l..
eossassosstetensetace 1% ocent minimum..... 22.07 3.41 18.66 2.25
[ S, csesnca 04.23 | Specift..ccercecaccccccccaes .00 3.41 23.59 25.03
80. 100, 89 d0.cacccrennccccancacann 32.00 3.41 28.59 26.02
0. 12217 do 37.00 3.41 33.59 26.41

1 Shrinkage in manufacture estimated st 12 per cont.
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ScaepuLe 3

Incidence of proposed duties (H. R. 2667) on flaz yarns in the grey
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RESOLUTION OF THE OREGON CITY (OREG.) CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE

[Flax AAbers, flax tow, hackled flax, and dressed line, par. 1001]
Submitted by Senator Steiwer

RESOLUTION

On the 4th and 5th of February last Col. W. B. Bartram, of Salem, Oreg.,
agpeared before the tariff committee of Washington, D. C., in the interests of
the farmers of the Willamette Valley, and representing the State of Oregon
relatig: lto having the duties increased on flax fibers, flax tow, hackle flax, and
dressed line.

Whereas it has been definitely established that fiber flax can be grown in the
Willamette Valley, producing a quality equal to and in most cases better than
3;?{' other c(:iountry in the world, due to the very favorable climatic and soil con-

ons; an

Whereas this crop is profitable to the farmers and assists in the ({)roper scheme
of rotation and in replacing: crops that are now overproduced; an

Whereas the Willamette Valley, in the State of Oregon, is now well able to
take care of the imports of these fibers from abroad if given adequate protection:
It is therefore

Resolved by the Oregon Cily Chamber of Commerce, That the increase in duties
asked for be unanimously indorsed and that our Representatives in Con%ress
and the Senate be urged to bring every possible pressure and influence to bear
with a view to having this increase in duties passed, confirmed, and ratified.

The duties asked for are 3 cents a pound on the flax spinning tow, 6 cents a
pound on the rough flax, and 8 cents a pound on the hackle flax and dressed line.

———

STATEMENT OF JAMES W. WALSH, REPRESENTING THE ELLIOTT-
GRANITE LINEN CORPORATION, NEW YORK CITY

[Flax yarns, par. 1004, and linen towels and napkins, par. 1014}

(The witness was duly sworn biy Senator Greene.)

Mr. WavrsH. I represent the Elliott-Granite Linen Corporation.

The Elliott-Granite Linen Corporation has requested a hearing in
order to place before the committee additional evidence of the dis-
criminating and unscientific method of assessing duties on flax weav-
ing yarn in paragraph 1004. .

nator SACKETT. Did you testifly before the House committee?

Mr. WaLsH. Yes, sir.

Senator SACKETT. Are you repeating ¥our testimony?

Mr. WawsH. No, sir; this is additional testimony.

Senator SAckETT. Additional facts?

Mr. WaLsn. Additional facts drawn from the House hearings.

Senator SAckeTT. We have, of course, copies of your original testi-
mony before the Houss committee. You are now presenting addi-
tional facts? .

Mr. WaLsH. Yes, sir. I do not believe it will take any more thanp
five or six minutes to put this matter before the committee. As I
said, the evidence is drawn from a copy of the public hearings on
Schedule 10 before the House Ways and Means Committee. The
basis of assessment is the lea or count of the yarn and disregards
entirely the quality of material used, discriminating against the low-
quality yarns for weaving purposes in favor of the high-quality yarns
used for thread, the result being that weaving yarns take the maximum
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of 35 per cent and thread yarns enter at the minimum. " In fact, the
ad valorem rates on the thread yarns are below the minimum, but
thgv must take a minimum rate.

even reputable American manufacturers have testified that yarns
for weaving purposes are not obtainable in America and must be im-
ported to maintain their industries. The question arises, Why is the
schedule so drawn that these materials must take the extremely high
rate of 35 i)er cent in the Fordney bill and now 37% per cent in the
Hawley bill, when the materials must be woven into cloth at Ameri-
can labo> costs and compete with similar goods produced abroad and
entering at from 35 per cent to 55 per cent ad valorem, as in para-
graphs 1009 to 1014?

Senator SACKETT. Are they woven into cloth?

Mr. WarsH. They are woven into cloth over here.

Senator SAckerT. What kind of cloth?

Mr. WaLsH. Into toweling, towels, napkins, and household linens
generally.

May we refer the committee to the testimony of one of the thread
manufacturers, as found on page 5727 of the House hearings. This
is to illustrate the discriminating applications of those rates. This
Fﬁrticular brief was selected because the quotations given are of the

ster Spinning Co., of Belfast, and are open-market quotations. In
the column shown under the act of 1922, the equivalent ad valorem
net duty on 10s, 12s, 14s, 16s, and 25s, according to the number of leas,
averages 21.6 per cent ad valorem.

Under the clauses of that act they must take the 25 per cent rate,
that being the minimum.

This same brief shows that under the act of 1929, as proposed, the
ad valorem equivalent on the thread yarn from 10 to 40 lea, grey,
approximates 31 per cent. That is under the present bill, showing an
increase of approximately 10 per cent over the 1922 act.

That averafge of 31 per cent is figured on the request made by the
thread manufacturers of a 2% per cent increase in the specific base
whereas the House committee granted a 3-cent increase in the specific
dutg', or on the specific base, so that that will be throughout a trifle
hi% er than is figured on there.

esides this, may we place before you Exhibit 1 on page 6017,
showing the actual rates on yarns entered at the New York custom-
house. This table on page 6017 is drawn from consular invoices of
actual importations. It shows an ad valorem equivalent on yarns
from 14 to 25, gray, inclusive, under the act of 1922—these are
weaving yarns—the ad valorem average is 46.3 per cent, as against a
21.6 per cent ad valorem equivalent on the fine gray thread yarns of
the same counts.

Under the act of 1929 the ad valorem equivalent of from 14 to 40,
grgly, weave yarus a})proximates 55)% per cent. ) )

he thread manufactvrers are unanimous in asking for the elimi-
nation of the maximum ad valorem duty. That has not been granted.
To grant the elimination of the maximum ad valorem duty means
practically an embargo against weaving yarns and a consequent
elimination of linen-weaving industries, who are dependent upon
foreign weaving yarns. The principal of encouraging development
of the industry by assuring them of raw material at low rates, where
the same is not obtainable in America, is a policy of protection. Itis



54 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

recognized in the act of 1922 and further applied to the House bill of
1929. Wae refer to paragraph 1101 of Schedule 11, wherein raw wool
of a quality not produced in this country takes the regular duty and
is imported under bond, and the remission of the duty is made in full,
provided the manufacturers are able to demonstrate or prove that
they will manufacture it into rugs, carpets, and so {forth.

We suggest the following for your consideration: Rewrite para-
g&ph 1004 giving a separate classification to flax weaving yarns, and

ing the ad valorem rates lower than the finished goods rates in
faragraphs 1009 to 1014. That will enable American linen manu-

acturers to compete with foreign products of cheap labor. That
ﬁ'sovision may be criticized because 1t would probably be difficult to

tinguish between thread yarns and weaving yarns for assessing
duties. There might be a possibility there of undervaluation by
importing thread yarns and classifying them as weaving Kams, and
we suggest an alternative to that by amending paragraph 1004 (a)
as follows:

Provided further, That any of the foregoing may be imported under hond in
an amount to be fixed by the Secretary of the Treasury and under such regula-
tions as he shall grescribe and if within three years from date of importation or
withdrawal from bonded warehouse, satisfactory proof is furnished that the yarns
have been used in the manufacture of towels, crashes, damask, napkins, or any
ot}ierdlégen fgbrio, the duties over and above 25 per cent ad valorem shall be
reiun » an

Provided Jurther, That if any such yarns imported under bond as above pre-
scribed are used in the manufacture of articles other than above described, there
shall be levied, collected, and paid on any such yarns so used in violation of
bond in addition to the regular duties provided by this paragraph 50 cents per
Pound which shall not be rebated or refunded on exportation of the articles or

or any other reason.

The adjustment suggested will place existing mills on a competi-
tive basis, and it will enable them to manufacture products classified
under paragraphs 1011 and 1013, which, owing to a spread of only
fh per cent between yarns and finished cloth, has heretofore prohibited

6 same.

Senator SiMmoNns. Did you say 50 cents a pound?

Mr. WaLsh. Yes, sir, that is an additional penalty above the
ordinary duty for violation of the bond.

Senator Simmons. I want to ask you this one question. You show
in your statement that the 1929 bill as written by the House is a
clear discrimination?

Mr. WaisnH. Yes.

Senator SiMmons. Do you think that was inadvertence, or that
they had some purpose and object in view in doing this, and if so,
what purpose can you ascribe?

Mr. Wawss. I do not think they had any object in that, Senator.

Senator SiMmons. I do not mean a sinister object.

Mr. WarsH. No, I do not think there is any object at all. I
think in the 1922 act it was changed from the previous act so yarns
have been taking an ad valorem rate of dut,;. This table of specific
duties was incorporated in the 1922 act. The rates carried in this
specific table are really drawn so as to protect thread yarns.

Naturally, where you have a specific base, if you have two yarns
where one quality is worth two and a half times the value of the other
and one where there is a flat poundago rate put on the amount of the
{am that is bound to discriminate against the low count yarn in
avor of the finer ones.
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I might illustrate that in this way. Say you had a single cut yarn
made of Egyptian cotton, and also one of sea-island cotton.

Senator Simmons. They are two things of different qualities?

Mr. WaLsn. Yes. The way this paragraph is administered they
are both the same count yarn and they must take the same poundage
rate, and when you apply the poundage rate, so much against the
long staple yarn and the same rate against the other, naturally the
rates are much higher ad valorem on the low count yarns.

Of course, in this case we have to rework these yarns into cloth,
and in that case they carry them on a much higher rate than the
yarns themselves.

Senator Simmons. In your presentation of the matter to the Ways
and Means Committee, did you call this fact to their attention?

Mr. WavLsH. Not this particular thing. That was the first brief,
I think, that was submitted before any committee taking in the linen
industry, and it was a complete brief showing the relationship between
the yarns themselves and the finished products. It was really an
illustrative brief, Jrou might say. These details we did not have
before us then, and we have been able to get them out of this hearing
and present the facts to you here.

I am also down, Mr. Chairman, for a hearing on another para.%raph,
and if you prefer that I go right through with it and finish all I have
to say, I will be glad to do that. '

Senator GREENE. You may proceed.

Senator Sianons. It relates to the same general subject?

Mr. WaLsH, Yes. The paragraph I now refer to is 1014.

The act of 1922, in paragraph 1014, fixed a protection duty and a
revenue duty both, with a protection duty on the articles in the
paragraph counting u]g to 120 threads.

Senator SACKETT. Before you start on that, I am asked by the
tariff expert to ask you this question in reference to subparagraph (a):
It; the ;luties were scaled according to fineness, would that take care
of you!? L.

Mr. WawsH. I could not say offhand, without studying it. .

Senator Sackert. I will give you the question and you can write
the answer later on.

Mr. Warsh. Yes; I will be glad to do that. .

This paragraph, 1014, establishes a duty of 55 per cent on articles
under 120 threads and 40 per cent on_articles over 120 threads.
That is a protection duty on the goods being made in this country
changed to a revenue rate on the goods we did not make.

Senator GEORGE. You were not making above 120?

Mr. WaLsH. Not much; no, sir. . .

Senator GEORGE. There was not anything above 120 being made?

Mr. WaLsa. Practically nothing; no, sir. Since that act was passed
we have made a fine improvement on the construction of that class
of merchandise in this country. We have made goods up to 150 or
152 threads to the square inch. o )

We ask this committee to apply the same Jmnclple of protection
used in 1922 to the products being produced to-day, and that the
thread count in the paragraph be changed from 120 to 160 threads.

). Senator SiMmoNs. That is to say, the 55 per cent was imposed as
a revenue duty? . -
Mr. WaLsn. A protection duty.
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Senator StMmons. I thought you said that was a revenue duty and

the 40 per cent was a protection duty?
hSena(tig?r GeorGE. You simply ask that the number of threads be
change

Mr. WaLsH. That the 120 be changed to 160.

Senator GEORGE. And leave the rate like it is?

Mr. WavsH. It leaves the rate just as it is. In other words, that
the principle of protection recognized there be applied to present day
products. -

I have here some samples, if you would like to see them.

Senator Simmons. Your theory is that the revenue duty ordinarily
should b‘;a 40 per cent and the protection basis ought to be about 55
per cent?

Mr. WaLsH. I presume that was the intention of the 1922 act.

Senator Simaons. If the protection rate is fixed at 55 per cent,
unless the 55 per cent is necessary to give you a competitive position
in the market, maybe the revenue rate is too high and we ought to
reduce the revenue rate a little bit, and maybe if the revenue rate
was reduced you would not need so much protection.

Mr. WaLsu. That would follow, of course. °

Senator StMmons. Therefore I want to ask you this question: Do
you need the 55 per cont?

Mr. Wawsu. Under the present conditions we need the 55 per
cent.

Senator SiMmons. You need it because of the high duty on the
raw material?

Mr. WaLsu. We need it because of the high duty on the raw
material we are obliged to pay.

Senator Simmons. How much would you need if there were no
revenue duty at all on the raw material?

Mr. WarsH. That could be reduced accordingly. I suppose you
would want at least 25 or 30 per cent protection.

Senator Simmons. That is, if you took off all the revenue duty.

Mr. WaLsH. You would require about 25 or 30 per cent to com-
pete.

Senator Simmons. 1f you reduced the revenue duty to 20 per cent,
you would need how much?

Mr. WaLsn. You are speaking about the revenue duty on raw
matérial, are you, or on the finished product?

Senator Simmons. I do not want the revenue duty on raw material
to give you more Erotection than you really need.

Mr. Wavsn., That is quite right and reasonable. We would re-
quire, I should say, 25 to 30 per cent for protection.

Senator Siumons. If the raw material came in free?

MrJ WawLsn. Exactly.

STATEMENT OF R. N. FOSTER, REPRESENTING THE FOSTER
TEXTILE CORPORATION, LOCKPORT, N. Y.

[Flax yarns, par. 1001, and linen towels and napkins, par. 1014)

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Greene.)
Mr. FosteEr. T am president and treasurer of the Foster Textile
Co‘?oration, Lockport, N. Y. .
) he are manufacturers of all linen towels, napkins, and table-
cloths.
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Due to the fact that there are no linen yarns obtainable in this
country for weaving purposes in either quantity, quality, or prices
which are comparable with foreign yarns, therefore we are obliged
to import all our linen yarns.

We have been working under a great disadvantage for the last
seven years under the 1922 tariff, as finished linen fabrics were
brought in from 35 to 55 per cent ad valorem duty, and 95 per cent or
more of the yarns we imported we were obliged to pay the maximum
of 35 per cent ad valorem on.

We appeared before the Ways and Means Committee, .as you
will see from the report on page 6021 of the hearing on tariff read-.
justment, 1929, in company with other manufacturers in our line,
and asked that we be given some protection, as with the low price
of labor in Great Britain and on the Continent, and only a small
differential in duties between what we raid for the yarns and the
manufactured article, there was very little opportunity to expand or
even hold the present business.

Now, with the 1929 tariff having been passed by the House, it
has made it still more difficult, as the maximum ad valorem duty on
yarns has been raised from 35 to 37)% per cent, and no redress or
differential given us on the manufactured articles specified in Schedule
10, paragraph 1014,

It is true that we have a protection on linen towels having a cotnt
of not over 120 threads to the square inch of 55 per cent, but finer
grades having more threads to the square inch come in at 40 per cent
ad valorem. As towels having more than 120 threads to the square
inch are now manufactured in this country in a limited quantity——

Senator SACKETT. Did you hear the testimony of the gentleman
who asked to have that raised to 150 threads?

Mr. FosTer. It was 160, sir.

Senator SAcKeTT. Does that meet with your approval?

Mr. FosTER. Absolutely.

b Sq?nator SackeTT. And you want us to understand you agree with

im

Mr. FosTer. So far as that goes; yes, sir. .

We are in a position to manufacture same in volume if given the
same protection on these better goods or counts as is now given on
the cheaper goods, that is those under 120 threads to the square inch,
and therefore we request that paragraph 1014 be changed to read,
instead of as at present, ‘‘not exceeding 120 threads,” ‘“‘not exceedin;
160 threads to the square inch to be at the rate of 55 per cent a
valorem; over 160 threads to be at the rate of 40 per cent ad valorem.”

Senator BingHAM. How many threads are in these samples?

Mr. Ransosm. Those count 112 or 115.

Senator BinaHAM. They come under the 55 per cent?

Mr. Ransou. Yes, sir, but the foreigner runs them under 120 and
brings his goods in at the low rate and beats us out.

Senator BingaaM. On all those under 120?

Mr. RansoM. Most of them are under 120. We do make some
goods that are over 120. The point is that within a range of 20
points the importer has a very unfair advantage, due to that par-
ticular clause, because he can easily regulate his goods to take the
lower rate, and that is what we would like to have corrected.
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Mr. Foster. In place of paying 55 per cent he gets them in at
40 per cent, and we want to raise the number to 160.

‘e also asked that paragraph 1004 be changed to read, *“the duty
on the foregoing yarns not finer than 60 lea shall not be less than 15
per cent nor more than 25 per cent ad valorem,” and that no specific
duty be levied. .

If you put a specific duty on yarns or any item the lowest numbers
are always legislated against, but if you put ad valorem duties right
straight through, that is a fair proposition on the cost of the yarns,
fair to all of them.

Senator SAckeTT. You want to get yarns in cheaper?

Mr. Foster. We do, because they are not made in this country.

Senator SAcKETT. Then why do we want any duty on them at ali?

Mr. FosTeR. It is not within my province to reply to that. If we
could get yarns——

Senator SACKETT. You say there are none made in this country.

Mr. Foster. They are made, but we can not obtain them, and
when they are made they are very poor.

Senator SACKETT. Why can you not obtain them? .

Mr. Foster. Because they are not spun in any quantities, and
those that are spun are of an inferior quality as a rule, because they
do not run fine. One size will be 10 in one place, 9 in another, 8 in
another, and then go back to 9 again. ey are not spun with
even spinning.

Senator SiMMmons. So far as yams are concerned, that duty is purely
a revenue duty?

Mr. FosTeR. Yes; so far as weaving yarns go. Yarns are spun here
for fish nets and seines, but for weaving purposes there are none that
we can obtain. I have in my mills to ai yarns spun in America, but
I would not be able to buy yarns here that are comparable with the
foreign yarns. . . L .

Senator Stmmons. So we might, without interfering with the prin-
ciple of protection, very greatly reduce if not altogether eliminate the
duty on these yarns and that would enable you to compete on a lower
basis for the finished product.

Mr. Foster. We would not have to have such a large tariff on the
finished product.

May 1 follow your thought a little further, Senator? If that clause
could be inserted in the tariff, for weaving purposes, that would take
care of what we are after, because I have nothing to say about yarns
for fish nets and seines. That is another propositton.

Senator Simmons. You say there is absolutely no yarn for weaving
purposes produced in this country?

r. Foster. They are produced, but those who may spin a few of
them may use them themselves.

Senator Simmons. They do not go in for manufacture?

Mr. FostER. They are used for fish nets and seines.

Senator BINGHAM. Is it the idea to protect the Oregon flax crop?

Mr. Foster. I am not as far west as Oregon.

Senator BincraaM. But you know more about it than I do.

Mr. FosteR. 1 would think so.

Senator Bingaam. The object is to protect the farmers of Oregon
and Michigan in raising flax, who try to sell their products to the
yarn makers in this country?
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fo FostTER. I have in my mill yarns from Oregon, but I can not
use them.

Senator SAckETT. Would you apply this to boiled and bleached as
well as on gray?

Mr. FosTeR. Yes; it would have to be so.

Senator SACKETT. All the way through?

Mr. FostTER. Yes, sir.

Senator Siamyoxns. There is some flax raised in this country?

Mr. FosTER. Yes, sir.

Senator Simmons. And they do spin some yarn from that flax?

Mr. FosTeR. Yes, sir.

Senator Simamoxs. But that,you say,is not of a quality you could
use in weaving?

Mr. FosTer. Not satisfactorily, sir.

Senator SimMons. Why is it not as good as any other yarn?

Mr. FosTeR. I explained a moment ago how that is. Take the lea
which is the measure of flax; if you buy a 10 lea it does not run even
all the way through. It is only in an embryo state, if I may put it
that way. You may have a 10 lea and it may run 10 in one place
and 8 in another. If you buy 20, it may run 18 in one place, 16 or 19.
It does not run even, and it has knots in it.

Senator StMmons. In other words, American-grown flax is as good
as any, but they have not devised means of converting it?

Mr. Foster. I understand it is, and I have been told there are
things about the American-grown flax that make it better for seed
purposes than fiber purposes.

Senator Bincuam. Is there a good deal of labor performed in
retting and scutching the flax that has something to do with the
quality of the yarn? . .

Mr. Foster. I can not raise my right hand and say yes or no, but
I understand that is true.

Senator BingaaM. That is probably one of the causes.

Mr. Foster. I understand so, but I would not want to make that
statement.

Senator Binguam. When that situation is done away with, so far
as the effect of that labor is concerned, the quality of the yarns will
probably improve. .

Mr. Foster. It is a question whether they can make them satis-
factory so far as being comparable with the foreign yarns is concerned.

Senator SimMmons. If we put a small duty on it they may be able to
devise machinery and methods by which they can make a better

uality, and then the President can come to their relief under the
exible provisions of the tariff act. .

Mr. Foster. Yes. I prefer the domestic yarns, but I can not get
the lﬂuality, and then if the price is right the quality is so poor. It
is only being produced in a small amount for weaving purposes, and
that word “weaving” is very essential, because the yarn that is used
for fish nets is another l;l)roposition.

Senator SACKETT. There have been a great many comments made
on section 1004, subsections (a) and (b). Have you all gotten to-
gether on a rate of dut{ that that section ought to bear? It has been
said that it protects the coarse yarns and does not protect the high
numbers, and that it is built wrong end to.

Mr. FosTER. May I read a little more?
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Senator SackerT. I would like to know if you can not give us a
form that would meet the situation.

Mr. FosTer. I think that we can. We agreed to this, that if
we could have 25 per cent protection, with duties no higher than 25
per cent on yarns, it would be & very great help to us.

We can not see wi.ere there is any benefit to be derived from in-
creasing the duty on foreign yarns, when there has been no compen-
sating increase of duties on the finished )l)roducts in which these yarns
are used. In other words, it is impossible to buy domestic yarns, and
with an increase of duty on foreign yarns, it makes it next to impossible
to compete with the foreign woven products.

We believe the opportunity for expanding the linen business is near
at hand if Congress will only give it a chance by giving a fair protec-
tion. I am sure that others in the manufacturing line will be very

lad to appear before your committee at any time that you may set

or a hearing on linen yarns and the products made from same, or if
your committee would desire to visit the mills producing these linen
fabrics, we shall only be too glad to give you the opportunity.

When the 1922 tariff bill was being considered by the Senate Finance
Committee, I had the opportunity of a;:feariqg before that committee
and testifying regarding linen yarns and fabrics made from same, and
the possibilities of making linen fabrics in the United States, if given
adequate protection, so that the domestic manufacturers could com-
pete with our well-paid labor as compared with the cheap labor of
Great Britain and the Continent of Europe.

At that time I was asked, ‘“What is the maximum count of the
number of linen threads that was then being manufactured in this
country, in crashes, huck towels, napkins, and so forth?” I stated
that 120 threads per square inch, I believed, would be the maximum.

Since that time the linen industry has advanced so that we can go
to 150, and 152 is actually being produced to-day. :

The Senate Finance Committee considered the matter very care-
fully and the bill became the law as the paragraph 1014 now stands,
giving a protection of 55 per cent ad valorem on all linen napkins
and towels containing up to 120 threads per square inch, and the same
tariff bill limited the duties on yarns used in making these goods to
35 per cent ad valorem. :

Since that time the domestic manufacturers of linen goods have
greatly increased the quantity of their linen products and also Proved
that very much finer and better goods are being produced in limited
quantities and can be manufactured here in quantity, if given ade-
quate protection.

And now, under somewhat similar conditions as in 1922 we ask
that you again carefully consider the linen possibilities in the United
States and that you fwe adequate protection on the higher counts
for the manuf:cture of finer qualities, that is, those counts above 120
threads per square inch. We ask that you make it 160 threads, and
we will show you some other improvements in the next four years.

I can show you samples of what we have done, where we are selling
goods to-day, and can se]l them if given proper protection.

Senator SAckeTT. If we reduced that to 25 per.cent, you would
have to take the whole schedule and reduce the compensatory duties
in an equivalent way, would you not?

Mr. FosTER. Is it not possible that yarn brought into this country
for weaving purposes could be brought in at a lower rate?
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Senator SACKETT. Yes; if you get your duties on the manufactured
products equivalent.

Mr. FosTER. We have been working under 35 per cent, and that
is all we can get away with, because a lot of it is coming through at
40 per cent; that is, the finished product.

Senator GEORGE. You said that you could show us another story
withn‘; four years. Do you expect another tariff revision within four
years? :

Mr. Foster. Well, I do not know.

Senator GEorGE. That would be about the time for another extra
session of Congress.

Senator SACKETT. Not on the same subject.

Mr. FosTER. I hope you will have pleasanter weather than we have
since I have been here. I believe that that provision can be drawn,
Senator Sackett, to provide for a maximum and minimum tariff on
weaving yarn. I think that Mr. Walsh made a statement this morn-
ing to the effect that he had an amendment that would suggest that.

Senator SACKETT. I think that it weuld be well if you could get
together with the expert tariff people here and see if you can not get
up something to take the place of this, which everybody seems to
complain about.

Mr. FosTer. In 1922 I tried iny best to get that thing. There was
a compromise at the last minute.

Senator SACKETT. The reason I suggested that is because you seem
to be anxious to have a reduction of duties, and I would like to carry
that reduction down the line.

Mr. Foster. I only want the difference between the raw material

and the finished product. . .
Senator SACKETT. I ask the chairman to allow that suggestion to

be put in the record. o
Senator GREENE. Without objection that may be done.

STATEMENT OF H. L. RANSOM, REPRESENTING THE NIAGARA
TEXTILE CO., LOCKPORT, N. Y.

{Linen towels aad nspkins, par. 1014.]

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Greene.)

Mr. Ransom. Mr. Chairman, I am vice president and treasurer of
the Niagara Textile Co., of Lockport, N. Y. .

Gentlemen, I wish to leave with you a few exhibits of what I will
talk about. . .

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I will confine m
remarks entirely to paragraph 1014, and the subject is linen towels
and crashes, and the average household linen goods. = .

Senator BingHaM. Tell us first, do you want a raise in the tariff
or a lower rate in the tariff? . .

Mr. Ransom. I want a raise, just a slight change in one clause in

paragraph 1014. . )
Senator BinaaaM. You want a slight raise, or only slight changes
that make a large raise? ) .
Mr. Ranson. I think it is only a slight raise. . . .
Senator GEORGE. Do you make the same suggestion made this
morning, that the number of threads be increased from 120 to 160?

63310—29-——vor 10, sScHED 10——8



62 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

Mr. Ransom. Yes; and I have some special ideas in reference to
that matter.

Senator GEORGE. Yes; I understand. I simply wanted to get your
view about that.

Mr. Ransoy. Those counting 120 threads and over to the square
inch are being imported into this country at 40 per cent instead of
85 per cent, as originally intended by the framers of the Fordney-
McCumber law. A correction is now asked by the linen towel manu-
facturers of America.

It was the intention of the framers of the Fordney-McCumber
bill that all such linen goods that could be made here in America by
American labor should take a duty of 55 per cent. This intent was
nullified by a clause being inserted into the paragraph at the last
moment. This clause reads that all goods counting 120 threads
and over be allowed to enter at 40 per cent instead of 55 per cent as
intended, this nullifying the original intent of the framers of the
Fordney-McCumber bill. We ask that a correction be made and
that this Faragraph be changed to read 160 threads to the square inch
instead of 140 threads.

As our raw material is linen yarns, which we import from Great
Britain, and on which we are forced to pay 37% per cent under the
Hawley bill, we would have a protection of only, if this correction were
not made, the difference between 40 per cent and 37% per cent, the
proposed new rate. This is much less than is being granted on an
other textile product, and would stop all manufacturing of suc
goods in America if left as the matter now stands, with immense

uantities of these linen goods being imported from Germany and

zechoslovakia at 40 per cent, and the American towel manufacturer
being forced to pay 37)% per cent on his raw material, which is linen
yarn, he will at this time be legislated entirely out of business.

Your granting of this request to have this correction made will
not only mean much to the industry but will also bring employment
to a great many people. . )

I am leavinf with you an exhibit showing goods now being made
by American Iabor. If this correction is not made, practically all
these goods will be imported from Czechoslovakia and Germany.

Senator GEORGE. Do you have any idea how much that will
increase the cost of the goods enumerated in that paragraph, say,
containing 160 threads to the square inch, over and above the present
cost to the domestic consumer?

Mr. Ransoum. I think, Senator George, the American householder
would not pay any more for those goods. I think with this change,
so Americans can furnish this demand, the goods will be a better
quality of goods than are now being imported because the foreigner
now designs all his goods to a count higher, in order to take advantage
of the 40 per cent rate, as they are lighter in weight. They are not
so good for the purpose.

enator GEORGE. Then, as I understand it, you say that if this
count is not raised from 120 to 160 fvou will not be able to make the
160 goods in the United States at all, in view of the rate?

Mr. Ransom. I think that these interests have been struggling very
hard for the last few years and have made almost no progress, and
with this difference of 2% per cent to cover the difference between
the cost of labor in the United States and abroad, I think it is self-
evident that no progress could be made in our industry.
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b Se;mtor GeoRrGE. You would not go into the higher thread num-
ers?

Mr. Ransox. No, sir. . .

(Mr. Ransom submitted the following brief:)

BRIEF OF THE Niacara TexTiLe Co., LockprorT, N. Y.

The tariff laws, from 1883 to the present time, relating to linen have failed
because they assume that, to be successful, we must grow our flax and spin our
our yarns here in America, Having tried this for 45 years without success should
we not at this time be in a frame of mind to make & change?

Foreign interests have always been active in forming the linen schedule. Their
clauses frequently nullify the intent of the original legislators. For instance,
clauses relating to underweight and count per square inch of cloth found in
Schedule 10, pavagraphs 1010, 1011, and 1014. These clauses act directly
against the American producer and are a great help to the foreign manufacturer
of linens. These clauses should be stricken out as they are unfair to American
manufacturers. America is the largest market in the world for linens, so why not
give the Americans a chance to supply the market instead of leaving it for
Germany, Czechoslovakia, and other foreign countries?

That 1t is possible that linen goods can be woven and finished here as well as in
any other part of the world has been proven and is being proven every day. All
that is necded is a tariff which gives the industry the difference in the cost of labor
between this and foreign countries producing similar goods. Also this law must
do away with these added and specia, clauses which are written in the interests of
the foreign manufacturer, and which nullify the benefit intended for the American
manufacturer.

To put linen manufacturing in America on a large and permanent scale it
should be so that the producer can buy his yarns on the same basis as the Irish,
Scotch, and German manufacturer of like goods. Then the American can
Hroceed to weave his towels, napkins, and damask, and market them here at

ome at a lower price than is now being asked for these goods. This manufac-
turing of our linens here at home would in a very few years give employment to
many thousands of additional workers and be the means of starting up looms
now standing idle in this country.

Compared with cotton, linen takes many times the amount of labor to pro-
duce a pound of yarn. Let us consider this for 8 moment. Flax takes much
more out of the land than any other crop. It takes many times the amount
of fertilizer to keep the land good. When grown it must be pulled by hand end
not by machinery. To produce high-grade flax it must be carefully rotted in
stagnant streams whose waters have special properties adapted for rotting flax.
We have no such water, and our workmen can find more pleasant employment
than rotting flax in stagnant streams. This process takes many days of pains-
taking disagreeable labor and adds much to costs. Next the straw must be
hackled and the flax drawn. These different and expensive processes which do
not occur in the manufacture of cotton are mentioned to show the great amount
of extra labor cost to produce a pound of linen over that required to produce a
pound of cotton. Consequentiy we must not be expected to produce our flax
and flax yarns here at home as we do our cotton yarns. We should import our
linen yarns and with these yarns produce with American labor our various cluths
needed for home consumption.

To corroborate these statements, I quote from Tariff Information Surveys,
published by the United States Tariff Commission, as follows:

Referring to paragrai))h 267, higher first costs of mill and machinery than in
the United Kingdom, higher costs, disagreeable labor conditions, and general

reference for foreign linens, have all militated against the establishmient of a
arge industry in the production of flax, hemp, and ramie yarns in the United
States. Flax-spinning machinery is heavier and more expensive than most
textile machinery, requires stronger mills, is not made in the United States, and
can be procured, for the é)resent». at least, only by importing, which is hampered
by its great weight in addition to a duty of 20 per cent. In addition to all ques-
tions of expense, the necessity of importing machinery puts the American pro-
ducer at a serious disadvantage in procuring the latest improvements. At best
he can only hope to keep pace with the European producer in the provision of
equipment—never to excel him. Labor cost constitutes a peculiarly large por-
tion of the total cost of production, so that the necessity of paying higher wages
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places the domestic manufacturer at an unusual disadvantage. With the in-
creasing fineness of the yarn, moreover, the cost both of equipment and of labor
becomes continually higher in proportion to the total cost. Spinning of linen
yarns, furthermore, is disagreeable, unhealthful, and in some respects, dangerous
work; and desﬁite the introduction of devices which have served greatly to im-
prove the working condition, labor usually seeks to avoid this industry when
there is a better alternative. Finally, the market for domestic yarns is restricted
by the fact that there is only a limited market for domestic linens. The buying
public usually assumes that, even though these linens are apparently of excellent
quality they can not equal the old established linens froin abroad, and conse-
quently jobbers and department stores hesitate to handle them. Ramie suffers
less from this handicap.

History and experience teach us that the growing of flrx and its preparing is
such an arduous and disagreeable task that this must necessarily be done in the
most backward countries where labor is cheapest. If it is attempted to carry
on these same operations here in America, with our high cost of labor, the cost
of & pound of linen yavn is so great that it is immediately seen that it is imperative
that this labor be performed in such low labor cost countries as Russia and
Czechoslovakia and the lise. Great Britian, Ireland, Scotland, and Germany
who are to-day suppliying America with her linens secure practically all of their
linen or flax in Russia. With these facts in view why should American manu-
facturers be expected to grow and produce flax for spinning purposes? It has
not been done in 45 years with tariff laws written with the intent of forcing us
to grow and ret and prepare our own flax yarns here at home, so wh{, now when
labor is at its high point, expect to bring this about? It is not to be expected.
Neither should we be expected to pay a duty on our linen yarns, and thus have
them cost us more than is paid by our foreign competitors and expect to sell our
goods in our home market and compete with them. Right here is the pivotal
point, and I repeat we must have linen yarns for weaving purgoses Lust as cheap
as our foreign neighbor if we are to compete with him. Can the American
manufacturer be expected to pay higher wages for all other operations in producing
the ﬁnisth(eidta?icle, and then add to this yarns made high in price by a 30 to 3
per cent duty

If we are permitted to import our linen yarns at a low duty we can then own
them as cheap as our foreign com{;setitors, zechoslovakia and Germany, and we
can then weave, bleach, and finish our linens here at home. The American
ﬁeople will pay less for their linens, meny thousands of people will be employed

ere, and muny looms now idle be put into operation.

We suggest that paragraph 1004 be amended to read as follows:

“Par. 1004. (a) Provided {t;rther, That any of the fore%oir’xlg may be imported
under bond in an amount to be fixed by the Secretary of the Treasury and under
such regulations as he shall prescribe, and if withip three years frcm date of
importation or withdrawal from bonded warehouse sa( isfactory proof is furnished
that the yarns have been used in the manufacture of towels, crashes, damask
napkins, or any other linen fabric; the duties over and above 25 per cent ad
valorem shall be refunded; And Jrromdedfurther That if any such yarns imported
under bond as above prescribed are used in the manufacture of articles other
than above described, there shall be levied, collected and paid on any such yarns
80 used in violation of bond in addition to the regular duties provided by this

agraph 50 cents per pound which shall not be remitted or refunded on expor-
tion of the articles ur for any other reason.”

The adjustment suggested will place existing mills on a competitive basis and
will enable them to manufacture products classified under paragraphs 1011 and
1013, which, owing to a sgread of only § per cent between yarns and finished
cloth, has heretofore prohibited same.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. WARHURST, PASSAIC, N. J., REPRE-
SENTING THE DOMESTIC HANDKERCHIEF MANUFACTURERS

{Linen handkerchiefs, par. 1016}

(The witness was dt%‘lvyhsworn by Senator Greene.)
Senator BingaAM. Whom do you represent? )
Mr. WARHURST. I represent the domestic handkerchief manu-
facturers. .
Senator BingaAM. Do you appear instead of Mr. Herman?
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Mr. WarnURsT. Yes; and for two other gentlemen named on the
list. I am connected with the Acheson-Horgen Co.

Senator GEORGE. Where are you located?

Mr. WaARHURsST. At Passaic, N. J. . .

Gentlemen, we are interested in paragraph 1016, reference to which
is made in the hearings of the House Ways and Means Committee
in volume 10, Schedule 10, page 6055.

We made a request of Congress for a differential in the ad valorem
rate of 35 per cent on plain linen cloth, fiom a differential of 45 to
60 per cent. In other words, a 15 per cent add‘tional ad valorem
over the 40 per cent now prevailing.

Scnator SAckETT. Is that in paragraph 10167

Mr. WaRrHURsT. That is handkerchiefs.

Senator SACKETT. It says 35 per cent.

Senator GEORGE. Is that the present rate?

Mr. WarnursT. The 35 per cent rate is when those goods come in
finished or unfinished.

Scnator GEORGE. Is that the present rate?

Mr. WarHURST. Yes.

Senator SACKETT. And that is all right?

Mr. WarnuRsT. And has been for some time.

Senator SAckeTT. It is the next rate that you want raised?

Mr. WarnursT. Hemmed or hemstitched, 45 per cent; now we
are requesting 60 per cent.

Senator BingHaM. The House gave you 50 per cent?

Mr. WaRHURST. Yes, sir.

Senator BiNgRAM. Would it suit you if there were a specific duty
of 1} cents on each handkerchief, when the hems are rolled or flat?

Mr. WarHursT. Without figuring on that, Senator, I could not
answer your question. The reason why we have figured that w.
require an additional 15 per cent ad valorem in the cloth in the piece
is that we want a compensatory duty, and because of the difference
in the cost of production. Wae are not asking that these hemstitched
goods be included; we are agking for the opportunity to compete.

Senator SAcKETT. You are doing it on 45 per cent now.

Mr. WaruurstT. We are not, sir.

I was quite amazed on arriving in Washington to obtain information
as to handkerchief imports for consumption; that is, linens. In 1923
there were 1,543,018 dozens imported for consumption, and in 1928
that had grown to 3,763,437.

Now, in the first three months of this year there is an amount of
1,024,383 dozens for the first ¢uarter. )

Senator Simmons. Of linen handkerchiefs?

Mr. WarHURST. Of linen handkerchiefs.

Senator BinguaM. These are fine linen handkerchiefs, I assume.

Mr. WARHURST. Yes, sir. We say that in the face of that fact,
and on account of our experience, we can say that the first threo
months of the year are not really an indication of the demand for
linen handkerchiefs, but that that demand rather comes along toward
the end of the year, in the last six months, and a very great many of
them are used for Christmas gifts, and so fortk.

h.Sene‘;?tor Sackerr. What is the domestic production of those
things .

Mr. WarHURsT. Unfortunately, the domestic handkerchief in-

dustry is not organized, and it has been extremely difficult to obtain
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any figures of an official nature for within the past year or so through
the Department of Commerce activities, which would indicate and
separato the production of linen handkcrchiefs against those of cotton.

Senator Grorae. How is your production?

Mr. WaRrHURsT. Our production; that is, the Acheson Co. produces,
I venture to say, a larger proportion, or did produce a larger proportion,
approximately 10 per cent, of our output. We have a capacity of
between five and a half and six million dozen per year.

Senator SACKETT. You mean you produced about 500,000 dozens?

Mr. Warnurst. We have that capacity and have produced that
many and more, but not entirely of linen. I am talking about our
combined output.

Senator SACKETT. You can not iuess what the domestic production
of fine linen handkerchiefs would be?

Mt;l WarHURsT. There is no way in which that could be deter-
mined.

Senator Sackerr. Would you say it was 10,000,000 or 20,000,000?

Mr. WaRrHURST. I could not say; there is no waxy";l

Senator SACKETT. Then how are we going to know whether this
business is being injured by these increasing imports or not? There
may be a less percentage of incfease of imports than the domestic
production increased.

Mr. WarnuUrsT. On the contrary, that is not so.

Senator SAckeTT. That is just what I am trying to find out.

Seng?tor BingHaM. You can not tell; then how do you know it is
not so?

Mr. Warnvurst. Taking our own experience, our own production
has decreased from 5,500,000 back in 1926 to slightly less than
4,000,000.

Senator BingHAM. That is not of linen handkerchiefs, is it?

Mr. WarHuURsT. That is all.

Senator BingHAM. All linen handkerchiefs?

Mr. WarduRsT. That is all handkerchiefs manufactured.

Senator Binguam. This refers to linen handkerchiefs.

Senator GEORGE. What other sorts of handkerchiefs do you make?

Mr. Warnurst. Cotton.

Senator GEORGE. And linen?

Mr. WaRHURsT. Yes, sir.

Senator GEORGE. You make two kinds?

Mr. WarHURST. Yes, sir.

Senator SACKETT. Can you tell us what your production of linen
handkerchiefs has been over the last three, four, or five years?

Mr. WarnuRsT. I can provide you with those figures, but under
oath I could not give you a definite figure or statement to that effect.
That can be readily arrived at from our records.

Senator SACKETT. That seems to me to be a very large amount.
Is this industry suffering from competition abroad?

Mr. WARHURST. It certainly is.

Senator SAcKeTT. Can you prove it?

Mr. WarHuRsT. The linen gart is just one part.

Senator SACKETT. That is the part that this refers to, is it not?

Mr. WarHURsT. Yes, sir.

Senator SAckerT. That is the part we are talking about?

Mr. WARHURsT. Yes, sir.
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Senator SACKETT. That is the part to confine yourself to on this
schedule?

Mr. WARHURST. I hoge so. I have already mentioned the figures
to you in reference to the increased imports. The other figure that
I wish to draw your attention to is that in 1925 the unit value of
those goods was 1.44 per dozen, and in the first three months of 1929
the unit value per dozen is 88.1 cents.

Senator GEorRGE. What do you mean by that?

Mr. WarHuRsT. That is linen handkerchiefs, the average price.

Senator GEORGE. The selling price here?

Mr. WarHursT. No; the foreign value.

Senator SAckerT. What does that teach us?

Mr. Warnurst. That is subject to 45 per cent duty as it is now.
We find that from our experience in the New York market we are
unable to compete on that unit value.

Senator BinguaM. Do you think that they have been undervaluing?

Mr. Warnurst. I would not say that.

Senator BinaHaM. According to the aflidavits and the invoices and
everything else the foreign cost has greatly decreased.

Mr. WarHURsT. Indeed.

Senator BiNngHAM. So the duty, of course, has decreased with it.
Why do not you ask for a specific duty per handkerchief?

Mr. WarHUsRT. That is in another section. The handkerchief
industry generally comes under section 15, Senators, and that has
been asked for, but we are not, of course, discussing that.

Senator Simmons. You mean that you have two schedules, one
giving a specific duty?

Mr. WarHURST. On all embroidered handkerchiefs. That is, extra
things put on them to make them attractive.

Senator BinguaM. That comes in the other schedule?

Mr. WarnursT. Yes. Let me illustrate by giving you one instance.
In September, 1924, we made a purchase at Belfast of linen cloth at
18% pence. We made other purchases in December, 1928, of that
same cloth for 12} pence. That figured, duiy paid, as figured for
the amount of cloth which will be used in the making of a dozen
handkerchiefs at 18% pence, on the cloth alone, $1.553.

Under the purchase which we made at 12! pence the cloth cost con-
stitutes 98.37 cents per dozen. There is a difference in the cloth cost
there alone as between those periods of 24.72 cents per dozen.

Senator SAckeTT. How long a time was that?

Mr. WaRrHURST. From September, 1924, until December, 1928.

Senator SAckETT. Four years?

Mr. WarHuURsT. Yes, sir.

This whole thing presents such a clear picture to me, Senators, as
to the reasons for our declining business in these goods.

Senator SACKETT. I grant you that, but you have not shown a de-
clining business; you have asserted it.

Mr. WarnursT. That I will show.

Senator SAckETT. That is the question I have been asking.

Mr, WaRHURST. I A)ersonally know that our linen business has been
very greatly decreased, but as to giving you any quantity under oath,
I could not do that.

Senator GEORGE. Do you make your cloth or import it?

Mr. Waraurst. We import the linen cloth.
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Senator GEORGE. Because of the decline of the foreign cost you are
getting that cloth in here cheaper?

Mr. WarHURST. Quite so. But here is the point that I want to
bring out, that the 45 per cent ad valorem which covers the cost of the
cloth and the labor and everything else which comes in on the foreign
handkerchief, by reason of the reducing cost and the amount of cloth
it narrows the margin of protection to the American manufacturer by
just that much reduction.

Senator SACKETT. You get your cloth cheaper and that narrows
your expense, too. )

Mr. WaraursT. But the foreign manufacturer has the advantage
of that price.

Senator SackeTT. But you get the advantage of it, too.

Mr. WARHURST. But not in the same proportion. It is rather
technical, unfortunately, but i a dollar’s worth of cloth entered into
the co;,t of a handkerchief, the ad valorem would be 45 cents, would
it not

Senator SACKETT. Yes.

Mr. Warnvurst. If the price of those goods went to 80 cents the
ad valorem would be just that much less, would it not?

Senator SACKETT. Yes.

Mr. WarnursT. Very well. Taking that as a basis——

Senator BingHAM. In other words, when the price of the cloth
falls, the amount of the duty falls with it, but the difference in the
cost of the labor remains the same and you do not get the same pro-
tection as before? :

Mr. WARHURST. Absolutely.

Senator Binguam. If it were a specific duty you would get it.

Mr. WarnURsT. Yes. I say yes; I am not prepared to say that
because——

Senator BincaAM. If the specific duty represents the difference in
the cost of manufacture, it would not make any difference because
you would get the specific duty per handkerchief.

Mr. WarnursT. There is no question ahout the specific duty per
handkerchief; what effect that would have I am not just able to see.

Scnator Bingnam. Are ycur handkerchiefs all hemmed by hand
orhl?r machine?

r. WARHURST. By machinery, in direct competition with the
linen handkerchiefs that come into this country.

Senator Bixguam. This does not deal with handmade hems?

Mr. WardursT. No. As a matter of fact, there is a term ia the
tariff act now referring to shire-drawn hemstitched handkerchiefs,
and I would say that 18 or 20 years ago we bought quite a few of shire-
drawn handkerchiefs in this country, but the mounting costs on
account of the hand labor made it such a costly proposition that we
simply had to drop them.

. Sena:gr BixguaM. A good deal of that is still done in Porto Rico,
is it not?

Mr. WarnursT. I believe that somebody in Porto Rico is doing
embroidery on linen. ~

Senator BingHaM. That is in a different schedule. Never mind
about that.

Mr. WaARHURST. As a matter of fact, I do not see what the cffect
would be.
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Senator GEORGE. Are these hemmed or hemstitched imported
handkerchiefs staple or style goods?

Mr. Warnurst. They are staple goods.

Senator GEoRrGE. Foreign and domestic staple?

Mr. WaruuURsT. Yes, sir. ‘

Sgnagor GrorGe. You do not get any style goods at all under this
section?

Mr. Warnurst. No, sir.  What we are asking for under this para-
graph is a compensatory duty that will permit us to compete, because
of our own exfenence in competing with the importers in New York
city. While I listened to the statement of another witness here that
no more than the 45 per cent duty is necessary, yet we find ourselves
in direct competition with the importers in New York, and unfor-
tunately, while {ou can not put this down in figures, there is an
intangible sort of thing that enters into it, that enters into our com-
peting on the same level with the importers, by reason of the word
“importer.”

Senator BingHaM. In other words, people who buy high-priced
handkerchiefs like to see “made in France’ on them?

Mr. WarnursT. Or “made in Ireland.”

Senator SACKETT. But we can not protect you on that. The differ-
ence in the cost of production is the criterion.

Mr. Warnurst. That is what I am asking. )

Senator SACKETT. But you have not shown us at all that the
domestic industry is suffering; you have simply asserted it.

Mr. WarnunsT. I promised to present those figures, which I will
do. On the other hand, it would scem to me that those statistics
which I had here a moment ago, with the ever-increasing amount of
imports of linens and the unit value per dozen of those linens would
show that.

There is another thing that we are fearful of, because all our cal-
culations were based on 1927, but here we are getting down to a unit
price that is fast approaching competition with cotton.

There are linen handkerchiefs for sale in New York City to-day
over the retail counter for 10 cents each, and no linen made in this
country.

On the other hand, here is the illustration which I used to- ag' in
the cost and the selling price. That particular handkerchief, which
is ordinarily termed a ‘‘25-cent retailer,” will come in direct competi-
tion with a better grade 25-cent cotton handkerchief. We make
them both.

Senator BingaaM. How large a part of the cost of the handker-
chief is in the cloth itself?

Mr. WarRURST. In this particular handkerchief, which is a man’s
size handkerchief, that would figure around 80 per cent.

Senator GEORGE. 80 per cent is the cloth?

Mr. WarHURST. Yes, sir; that is based on our production only.

Senator Binanau. About 80 per cent is the cloth?

Mr. WaRrHursT. Yes, sir.

Senator GEORGE. And 20 per cent is the labor?

Mr. WaravursT. In round figures.

Senator BiNgHAM. And if the cloth falls very materially in price,
then the ad valorem duty falls correspondingly, and therefore the
cost of the foreign article laid down in New York 1s very much cheaper
than before, and there is no spread for labor?
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Mr. WaRHURST. Absolutely.

Senator BinauaM. Is that the case?
Mr. WarHursT. Absolutely.

Senator BixguaMm. Then let us rest it.

LETTER AND BRIEF OF THE MAYAGUEZ HAND NEEDLEWORK
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION, MAYAGUEZ, P. R.

{Handkerchiefs, par. 1016; also including par. 3530}

Senator Binguam. Mr. Chairman, at the request of Commis-
sioner Davila, I would like to put into the record at this point
a letter from the Mayaguez Hand Needlework Manufacturers
Association, of Mayaguez, P. R., asking for a change in this para-
ﬁraph, to have added to it the words “except handkerchiefs with

andmade hems whether rolled, shirred, or flat, which will pay 1%
cents each and 50 per cent ad valorem.”

That does not affect the business which we have been just talking
about there because their handkerchiefs are not handmade hems.

Senator GReENE. Is it sworn to?

Senator BingaM. Noj; it is not. It comes to me from the secre-
tary of the Mayaguez Hand Needlework Manufacturers Association,
and I would like to have it go in the record for what it is worth,
although it is not an affidavit.

Senator GREENE. Without objection that may be done.

(The letter and brief referred to by Senator Bingham are as follows:)

Mavraguez, P. R., June 8, 1929.
Hon. HiraM BiNgHAM,
Washington, D. C.

Sir: I have the honor to inclose in this letter copy of a petition addressed to
the Senate Finance Committee through our Representative in Congress, Hon,
Felix Cordova Davila, relating to the new tariff law.

As a member of said committee and a friend of Porto Rico, we appeal to you to
help us secure these needed changes in the law, if from your knowledge of condi-
tions here and the data submitted, you feel that we are entitled to such.

Very respectfully yours,
Mavaguez Hanp NEEDLEWORK MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION,
G. E. DoMENECH, Secrelary.

BRriEF OF THE MAYAGUEZ H{AND NEEDLEWORK MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION,
Mavaauez, P. R.

To the SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,
Washington, D. C.

GENTLEMEN: We desire to bring before you the matter of new tariff rates on
handkerchiefs as approved by the House of Representatives, and to suggest
the introduction of certain changes which we deem vital to the liand embroidered
handkerchief industry of Porto Rico.

These changes refer to paragraphs 1016 and 1530, which read as follows:

‘‘Handkerchiefs wholly or in chief value of vegetable fiber, except cotton,
finished or unfinished, not hemmed, 35 per centum ad valorem; hemmed or
hemstitched, or unfinished having drawn threads, §0 per centum ad valorem.”

We recommend that this paragraph be revised to read:

‘“Handkerchiefs wholly or in chief value of vegetable fiber, except cotton,
finished or unfinished, not hemmed, 35 per centum ad valorem; hemmed or
hemstitched or unfinished having drawn threads, 60 per centum ad valorem,
except handkerchiefs with hand made hems whether rolled, shirred, or flat, which
will pag 1'% cents each and 80 per centum ad valorem.”

See Exhibits 1, 2, 3, because as stated in our brief to the Hon. Ways and
Means Committee, Porto Rico needs this protection to assure employment to a
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large number of our working women who are engaged in the hemmming of hand"
kerchiefs by hand, and who are menaced by the keen competition from Europe,
where the necessities of life being mucl. cheaper (our standard of living compares
to the standard of continental United States in a ratio of 75 to 100), they are
able to produce very much below our cost, as evidenced by the French quotations
of 4 francs, or 16 cents in American money, for hand rolling of ladies’ handker-
chiefs, which price with 50 per cent duty added thereto brings it up to a landed
price of 24 cents, against 40 cents minimum price obtainable in Porto Rico for
work of similar kind. With the increase requested sucii a handkerchief would
figure as follows:

Cost per

dozen
Foreign hand rolling .. .. . . . o oo oo e e e $0. 16
50 per cent (proposed tariff), 1929, . .o . 08
1% cents each (proposed iNCPEASE) .- - - oo o oo oo .18

The same difference in proportion exists in men's handkerchiefs rolled by hand.

Paragraph 1530 (b): We recommend that this paragraph be revised to read:

“ Handkerchiefs and mufflers, wholly or in part of lace, and handkerchicfs
and mufllers embroidered (whether with a plain or fancy initial, monogram, or
otherwise, and whether or not the embroidery is on a sealioped edge), tamhoured,
appliyuéd, or from which threads have been omitted, drawn, punched, or cut,
and with threads introduced after weaving to finish or ornament the openwork,
not including one row of straight hemstitching adjoining the hem; all the fore-
going, finished or unfinished, of whatever matcrial composed, 4 cents each and
50 per centum ad valorem.”

Because while 4 cents per handkerchief and 40 per cent ad valorem is sufficient
protection for our cheaper types of handkerchicfs such as retail from 10 to 25
cents, it is inadequate in that it reduces the duty on the higher types of hand-
kerchiefs, such as retail for 50 cents as shown in the following example:

iy
ozen
Foreign embroidered handkerchiefs, invoice price_.... ... ___.__.__. $2. 00
75 per cent duty, tariff of 1922, .- 1. 50
Landed cost . . oo e eam————en 3. 50
Foreign embroidered handkerchiefs, invoice price_ ... .. ... ___... T2 00
40 per cent ad valorem (proposed), 1929._ _ . . .. emaeeo. . 80
4 ecents each {tariff) . _ o eemeea_- .48
Landed cost. ..o e eeemeecm——aee 3.28

We contend that while the 10 per cent increase requested may afford the domes-
tic industries a little more protection than they need, as 4 cents and 40 per cent
ad valorem represents the rate requested by them, yet such increase is very insig-
nificant in the low-price handkerchief which they make in proportion to the
decrease in the high price which we make in competition with foreign countries as
shown in this example of a handkerchief to retail for 15 cents:

oot

Foreign embroidered handkerchiefs, invoice price ... .. .o ooeoauo___ $0. 256
40 rercent ad valorem. - o ... . 10
dcentseach. . oo e mmmm——————— . 48
Landed price. - - .o ce e cammeccmamena . 83
Foreign embroidered handkerchiefs, invoice price. ... ... ._.._. .25
50 per cent &d valoTeM . o o o oo e eeeee e 12
deentseach. oo eiceeeana e amemmcmeceaaaa .48
. 85

An increase of 2 cents per dozen against a decrease of 23 cents in the 50 per
cent retailers. In the case of handkerchiefs to retail for 10 and 12} cents this
increase would be still less, while in the case of handkerchicfs to retail for 75 cents
and $1 the decrease would become still higher.
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In considering this brief your honorable committee. will undoubtedly have in
mind uppermost the interests of American producers and wage earners, whether
continental or overseas, the interests of the consuming public, and lastly the
interests of foreign nations.
We contend that to accomplish the first our interests must be safeguarded along
with those of continental manufacturers and wage earners, because, if we are
placed at s disadvantage in regard to foreign nations in the production of high-
fmce handkerchiefs, we shall become strong competitors against continental labor
n the cheaper types which the new tariff rate aims to protect against Swiss and
other European goods, as our entire population will have to turn exclusively to
shose cheaper types to earn their livelihood.
The American consumer is not injured in any way by th . increases requested,
because handkerchiefs are sold at fixed retail prices of §, 10, 12}, 15, 25, 50, 75,
$1, etc., and in the examé)les we have given ahove, he will continue to pay the
sl%.me price, the real benefit going to the foreign nations at the expense of Porto
ico. -
In considering the intcrests of foreign nations the increase requested in para-
graph 1530 (b) would not add any new burden but simply leave in force an
equivalent rate for the higher types of handkerchiefs embroidered by hand im-
{)orted from Ireland, France, Spain, and Madeira Islands to that prevailing under

he tariff act of 1022, while the conscquent small increase in the lower types
coming mostly from éwitzerland, embroidered by machine, can readily be ab-
sorbed by the foreign manufacturers, as has been shown in the hearings before
the Ways and Means Committce, due to the low wages and economical methods of
production that are possible in those countries, so that notwithstanding the in-
crease in tariff requested in this brief their goods will continue to come into the
American market, hut more on an equal footing with goods produced in the
United States proper and its possessions.

In closing, we wish to state that Porto Rico is mainly an agricultural country
with limited crops, as most of its better lands are owned by corporations and
devoted to the growing of sugar cane, tobacco, and fruits. It needs to develop
industries to support its ever-growing population, and the hand-embroidery indus-
try has been a source of employment and of purchasin¥ power for 70 per cent of
our female and 20 per cent of our male population. If this purchasing power is
curtailed, it will mean a decrease in sales by American firms, as we practically
import everything we consume and 95 per cent of our total annual imports.
amounting to nearly $100,000,000, come from the United States.

We have been of late receiving many samples of embroidered Landkerchiefs
from China from our customers. They have asked us to give them prices to see
whether we can not compete with the Chinese handkerchiefs but this, no one on
our island can do and live. The prices at which our customers can have these
handkerchiefs made in China are so low that we can not understand how anyone
can live even in a country where everything is so cheap as it is in China. The
very lowest for which we could make the kind of embroidery which our customers
want us to match from China would be at prices five or six times as much as they
pay. Many samples which we have seen cost less with the duty, freight, cloth and
the Chinese makers profit than our labor alone. Sometimes this diference is
more than 20 per cent and we are afraid that if our request for the duty which
we have mentioned in our previous brief is not granted that the industry which
supports so many of the women and families on our island will be entirely lost.
Already some of our very good customers regret that they must move their
office to China and every day we fear there will be more. We therefore most
earnestly request tha! you give our petition consideration and save the hand em-
broidery industry on the island of Porto Rico.

Respectfully submitted through our Representative in Congress, Hon. Felix
Cordova Davila.

Mavaguez HaxD NEEDLEWORK MANUFACTURERS' ASSOCIATION,
GLoriA E. DoMENECH, Secretary.

LETTER FROM THE STEWART DRY GOODS CO., LOUISVILLE, KY,.
[Linen handkerchiefs, par. 1016}
Senator SAckeTT. Mr. Chairman, yesterday on the subject of
handkerchiefs, I asked leave to file a letter for the record, but I did
not have it with me at that time.

Senator GReeNE. Is it sworn to? .
Senator Sackerr. I will swear to it.
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(The letter referred to is as follows:)

LowuisviLLE, June 8, 1929.
Hon. FREDERICK M. SACKETT,
Washington, D. C.

DEear SenaTor: Several of our sources of supply of imported handkcrchiefs
have called to our attention the increased tariff rate of plain liuen, hemmed or
hemstitched handkerchiefs, also to that portion of the tariff which applies to
imported embroicdercd handkerchiefs.

We are further advised by our supplicrs that the tariff committec is about to
complete a specinl investigation of the foreign and domestic production cost of
embroidered handkerchiefs and that the result of this will be given to the Com-
mittec on Ways and Means for the purpose of assisting them in their final de-
termination of the rate of duty which will be fair to the American producer and
consumer.

May we take the liberty of calling your attention to one or two things in the
schedule, as at present exists:

The increase in tariff was made by the Ways and Means Committee because
the importation of these ‘‘has been Increasing in quantity and steadily decreas-
ing in price.” There are scveral reasons for this: First, the price of linen has
steadily decreased from post war high levels. Second, the size of handkerchiefs
has decreased from 144 square inches to 100 square inches, the production
involving one-third less material. A large percentaic of these imports were
handkerchiefs in the unfinished state which were subsequently sent to Porto
Rico for embroidery, or were completed within the States.

On imported embroidered handkerchiefs, retailing at 15 and 25 cents, the
discarding of the old ad valorem tax of 75 per cent and the changing to the new
compound duty of 4 cents per handkerchief and 40 per cent ad valorem, de-
finitely eliminates the 25-cent linen handkerchief from sale. It so happens that
in our particular store this item amounts to quite an appreciable volume.

As we understand it, the new tariff affects only the two prices mentioned in
this letter, i. e., 16 and 25 cents, and does not in any way affect the § or 10 cent
handkerchief.

We believe that the interest which we have in the tariff provision represents
the interest of every other retail merchant in Louisville. e would appreciate
greatly ‘your interest in this matter.

ery truly yours
’ Tre Stewart Dry Gooos Co.,

WiLriam B. PirTLE, Vice President.

JUTE MANUFACTURES
(Pars. 1008, 1008, 1018, and 1019

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH E. RANSDELL, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF LOUISIANA
Jute yaras, par. 1003; burlap, par. 1008; jute bags, par. 1018; jute bagging, par. 1018; als~ *.1'1ding raw
jute, par. 1683)

(The witness was sworn by Senator Greene.)

Senator RANspELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, I am here in the interest of my bill which was presented to the
Senate on the calendar day of June 11, 1929, proposing an amendment
to H. R. 2667, in order to change the rates on jute and the products
thereof. You gentlemen are qluite familiar with the subject, and I
will not attempt to read the bill or explain its provisions at this time,
but I will offer it in connection with my testimon'y\'.

(The bill referred to will be found printed at the end of the testi-
mony of Senator Ransdell.) ) )

Senator RANsDELL. Gentlemen, this subject is one of considerable
interest to the cotton industry of the South. You are going to hear
from several witnesses this morning who are advocating the same
measure that I do, and I will not attempt to_cover all phases of the
proposition. In fact, I will state it rather briefly.
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I am a cotton grower myself and represent a State which produces
a considerable quantity of cotton—the State of Louisiana. For some
years the cotton growers have realized that they are producing more
cotton than there is a fair market for. In other words, they have
realized, as almost all other businesses have, that the production is
greater then the consumption..

We are large exporters of cotton in this country. I believe that
over 57 per cent of our American dproducl'.ion of cotton is exported.
Hence, it is very hard to get aid directly through import duties
through an application of the protection policy which is being carried
out so largely at the present time under the present law, and will to
a greater extent be applied under the House bill, especially to agri-
culture.

Products which are imported into this country can have a direct
rate of duty imposed upon them, with a resultant benefit to the
American production of that commodity; but when America pro-
duces considerably more than it consumes at home the only way the
product can get a benefit from the tariff is indirectly by applying
the principles of the tariff to anything that comes in competition with
this particular product which is sought to be benefited.

There is one commodity which does compete very largely with
cotton and which is brought in practically free from foreign lands,
and that is jute. Jute is an Indian fabric, grown by the pauper labor
of India, practically in its entirety in the Province of Calcutta, India.
The production of it has grown very rapidly. In 1894, if I recall the
figures correctly, the Indian production of jute was about 5,500,000
bales, the equivalent of our cotton bales of 500 pounds, and the pro-
duction increased at the rate of about 2,000,000 bales for every decade
thereafter, until in 1914 the ?roduction of jute in India was 9,500,000
bales, an average increase of 2,000,000 every 10 years. That shows
how rapidly it has been increasing.

The importation and the use of Indian jute in this country has
increased just about as fast. I am not going to give you the exact
figures on that, as they will be presented in detail by Mr. Leavelle

cCampbell, a large manufacturer of cotton textiles, and by Mr.
Odenheimer, a big manufacturer of cotton textiles, from my own
State of Louisiana. They will show you how enormous has been
the American consumption of articles made of jute in the last 25 or
30 years; how jute is now taking the place of a very great deal of
cotton; and how it is answering the purposes which could be just as
well or better answered by fabrics made of cotton.

If my information is correct, we should use cotton instead of jute
for such thin%s as packing furniture, for making bags and sacks for
the innumerable uses to which they are applied, for making strings,
twine, and so forth, for making covering for the cotton itself—
bagging, as it is called—for making linoleum to cover floors, for the
thousand and one uses to which jute is put and to which the friends
of cotton contend cotton could be better put, with the result that we
would furnish a market and a demand for more than 1,000,000 bales
of cotton every year. )

Gentlemen, that would be a very considerable additional demand.
Cotton sells for about $100 a bale at the present time, or somewhere
in that neighborhood. It is a little less right now. If we could
increase our annual demand for cotton by 1,000,000 bales, the best
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economists and the most thoughtful students of the subject think
that it would enhance the value of the American crop not less than
two cents a pound, or $10 a bale, which would apply to the whole
American crop of about, let us say, 15,000,000 bales; sometimes it
is a little more and sometimes a httle less. It would add, in other
words, $10 per bale to 15,000,000 bales, or $150,000,000 to the value
of the cotton crop.

Now you say, “Senator, that may be true; but somebody will have
to pay that $150,000,000, and while it might benefit the cotton
growers, it perhaps would injure someone else.” That is not the
Brinciple, I say to you, that is applied to other commodities protected

y the tariff. Whenever we put a tariff on any commodity—and we
have then on nearly everything—it adds somewhat to the price of
those commodities to the consumer. .

Gentlemen, over half of our cotton is shipped abroad, so that the
foreigner would pay over half of this $150,000,000.

It seoms to me that when you gentlemen consider & question of
this sort, you should bear in mind that the purpose of this bill is to
treat every kind of industry, whether it be in the form of a factory or
business of any kind, exactly alike; to apply the grotective principles
fairly equally to every commodity and every business. I do not
think any of you will deny that; that it is your duty and your purpose
to see that every citizen of America is treated alike in the preparation
of this bill.

I say to you as a man who is ensagcd in raising cotton, whose whole
interests are in that business, and who has studied it for years, that
the cotton grower gets no benefit from the protective policies of our
Government, which have prevailed for a great many years, and which
I say to you that I have always supported—voted that way during
my 30 years in Congress. I believe in the principles of protection.
I gelieve that the principles of protection have built up our country
wonderfully, and it has always been a sore subject with me that this
great product of the South could not receive the same degree of pro-
tectipt;d and of aid that other commodities and other sections have
received.

You ask me, ‘“ Now, Senator, does cotton need this; and would it be
really aided if & duty is placed on jute?’’ I say to you it does need it;
it needs it badly, especially the low grades of cotton, gentlemen, which
will come into competition with the low-grade articles made of jute.
Cotton is made by the laborers of the South who receive a wage of
from 75 cents to $2 per day—75 cents for women, and $1.50 to $2 for
the men. Itisa tremendous businessin the South. Itis the principal
business of nearly the entire southern section of this country; and
cotton, as you know, is that commodity which, more than any other,
established and has furnished the balance of trade in favor of our
country with foreign lands for e long, long time. It is a commodity
well worth the kindly interest of the Government.

The only thing I know of that competes substantially with cotton
at the present time is jute, made by the pauper labor of India, who
reccive 16 cents per day for their services—that is, the men do—as
compared with $1.25 to $2 ﬁmid to the men on the southern farms;
and the women in the jute fields are paid nothing. They strip the bark
from the core or central stem of the jute, and they are kindly permitted
to carry home the stems and the bark with them, to burn, but they are
not paid any money, at all.
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(At this point Senator Bingham ontered the committee room.)

Senator BingnaM. May I interrupt you there, Senator?

Senator RanspeLL. Certainly.

Senator BingHAM. I have heard it said that we sold to India some
of our own raw cotton. Is that true?

Senator RanspELL. Yes; probably we do, Scnator. I can not
answer that question offhand definitely. Possibly Mr. McCampbell
or Mr. Odenheimer can answer that question when they are on the
stand. As I said, we export nearly 60 per cent of our cotton; but
whether we export or not, is not the question. We do import from
India a very large quantity of jute, the equivalent of over 1,000,000
bales of cotton every year; and what I am trying *o do is to get a law
practically prohibitive—that is the plain languugc of it—-so that we
will use, In America, American cotton in lieu of that 1,000,000 bales
of jute now brought in; jute made by this pasuper labor; that jute
manufactured by this pauper labor; that jute made in mills which are
now paying 54 per cent per annum on the investment, as compared
with the ridiculously low rate paid by American mills; that jute which
is making the people who have their moncy in it rich and powerful, at
the ex%ense of the mills of this country and the industry of this coun-
try. That is what I am trying to get at, Senator; and there is a good
deal of American money invested over there.

Sepator SACKETT. The cotton that competes with this jute is
largely the Osnaburgs, is it not?

enator RANsDELL. Yes; it is largely a lower grade.

SIer:iat??r SAckETT. And you do know there is none of that exported
to India

Senator RanspeLL. I do not know for certain of any of that being
exported. I am not familiar with the details of our exports.

Will you let me answer that question in connection with the
Osnaburgs a little bit further? Much of our low-grade cotton, and
the cotton-growing industry of the United States is rapidly moving,
and has already moved, west of the Mississippi River. The center
of the production of cotton is now west of the Mississippi River. Itis
rapidly developing in that ireat region in northeastern Texas and
" Oklahoma, where they have those practically grassless plains cn which
a man can cultivate from 75 to 150 acres of cotton—one man—
with the aid of machinery; and that cotton is picked not with the
picker that you read so much about, but it is picked substantially all
with a machine called a sled. They “sled” that cotton, and much
of it makes this low-grade stuff, Senator Sackett, which is converted
into Osnaburgs, and everything else bordering on Osnaburgs would
compete with iute ; and if you get a reasonable duty such as is asked
for here, it will answer every purpose, practically, that jute answers,
and answer it better, because cotton is a better commodity than jute.

Senator BinaHaMm. Is it not going to increase the cost of the wrap-
ping of the cotton bales to the cotton planters themselves?

Senator RANsDELL. Senator, it is thought that it will increase it a
little. I have a bill, by the way, which I would like to put in as &
Eart of the record, to require the sale of cotton by net weight. We

ave an anomalous condition in the cotton industry. Cotton is now
sold by the gross weight of a bale of cotton. The standard is 500
pounds, and the covering of bagging, which is jute, weighs around 14
pounds, and the weight of the ties—the iron and steel ties—is about
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9 pounds, which makes 23 tc 24 pounds for the co'ering that is on a
bale of cotton, and yet, Senator, when the bale of cotton is sold it is
sold gross and you get paid apparently for 500 pounds of cotton,
although there is really only about 476 to 477 pounds of cotton.

Senator BingHaM. And the rest is jute?

Senator RANspDFLL. The rest is this worthless jute—jute and
worthless ties.

Senator SAckeTT. If it were sold on the other basis, of the net,
you would get less for your cotton, would you not?

Senator RanspELL. We would get more for it, Senator.

Senator SackerT. Would you?

Senator RANsSDELL. Yes.

Scnator SAckert. Would not the fellow that is buying it simply
reduce the price?

Senator RanspELL. No, sir; the farmer is a pretty shrewd fellow.
He gots all he can.

Senator SACKETT. I do not know as it is ‘a matter of shrewdness.
I should think that when he is buying gross he would pay one price
and when he is buying it net he would pay another.

Senator RanspeELL. He would pay another price, Senator; but
what the mill desires is the lint. It spins the lint. 1t has no use for
this jute or the ties, which have answored their purpose. Their
sole purpose is to get the commodity to market.

Senator GEORGE. Some people think that the cotton trade buy
ties and bagging at 20 cents a pound.

Senator RanspeLL. Yes. The people of France, Germany, and
all European countries buy absolutely on net weight, and when a
bale of cotton is shipped from the port of New Orleans, let us say, to
Liverpool, that bale of cotton weighs, gross, 500 pounds, and the
Englishman says, ‘“Well, gentlemen, we have agreed on the general
rule by which we will deduct 6 per cent for tare’’; so that they pay
for 470 pounds of lint cotton. The 30 pounds is recognized as the
weight of the covering, on the other side.

he cotton does not have 30 pounds of tare on it normally when
it leaves the gin; so, in order that the commission merchant may not
lose by the transaction, it is customary to add a patch of 6 or 7 or 8
pounds of rough looking bagging to that bale before it goes on the
ship—what they call patching cotton—and what is paid for is lint,
the net of 470 pounds. That is the universal customs abroad. Sale
by net weight 1s the custom with regard to cotton that comes from
India and with regard to cotton that comes from Egypt and the cotton
that comes from all countries except America; and yet in this country
we follow an archaic rule, and I am tryin%l to get that changed by law,
Mr. Fulmer, a Congressman from South Carolina, is getting a bill
passed through the House providing for the sale of cotton by net

weight. .
\%e do not propose, at &ll, to cut out gute. _ We simply fix three
standards of wrapping for cotton, one made of jute—that 1s the ordi-
nary cotton bagging made of jute—one made of jute woven into sugar-
sack cloth or burlaps much of which is reclaimed and used again as
cotton bagging, antiJ one of Osnaburgs—or, rather, that is not Osna-
burgs, but that is made under a special patent which my friend Mr
Odenheimer, of New Orleans, discovered—and that would be fair.

63310—29—vor 10, soaED 10——6
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Now coming back to the necessity of more markets for cotton——

Senator BincHaM. Before you go to that, Senator, may I ask you
& question?

enator RanspELL. Yes.

Senator BincgtiaM. I did not quite follow you as to the advantage
to the cotton farmer of having cotton sold by net weight, if he had to
pay more for his sacking, as he certainly would if you put a prohibitive
duty on the jute so that it would compete with a covering made of
cotton. What would happen then? Would the man who buys the
cotton in Liverpool be willing then to pay just as much for the cover-
ing as for the lint?

Senator RanspeLL. He does not pay anything for the covering
now—the man in Liverpool does not. That is not a fair way of
stating it.

Senator BinauaM. Do you think he would, if it was covered with
cotton sacking?

Senator RaxspELL. It would be a better comiodity, covered with
cotton. The experts testify that the rotton bagging takes better
care of the lint; it gets to market in better shape, and when the cotton
bagging is stripped fromn the cotton, it does not have a lot of lint stick-
ing to 1t. Jute is a very coarse, rough material, and we find that the
fiber of the cotton sticks in greater or less quantity to the jute cover-
ing when the latter is removed, but it does not stick to the cotton
covering. The Agricultural Department has made very careful tests
of bales of cotton covered with cotton bagging, bales covered with
jute bagging, and bales covered with sugar sack cloth, and they havo
(fieci.ded in favor of cotton bagging as an altogether better covering

or 1it.

Now answering further your question, I believe it would cost the
farmer a little more; it is figured out probably 35 or 40 cents a bale
additional to cover his cotton in cotton bagging. But, Senator, what,
would that amount to if he was getting 2 cents a pound more for his
cotton because of the elimination of jute? It would cost 35 or 40 cents
l;mor(c; on the cotton bagging, and he would pick up $10 on the other

and.

Senator BinguaM. What makes you think that in the market of
Liverpool there would be that additional 2 cents paid for his cotton
because it arrived there in different shape from what the cotton
arrived coming from India?

Senator RanspeLL. It is not a question of the market of Liverpool,
it is a question of the market in this country. Whenever we have a
surplus of 1,000,000 bales, our experience is that the market drops
1 or 2 or 3 cents a pound. If we can provide some means by which
this surplus will not occur, but will be consumed, will take the place
of jute to be used in this country, then we do not have that drop of
1 or 2 or 3 cents 1n price.

Senator BiNgHAM. Do you think you could control production so
that with these Western lands and the machinery, the farmer would
not go on producing more? i

Senator RanspzsLL. That is very hard to do, Senator. It is very
hard to arrange it in any way. We do not control the production
of our manufactured commodities when we put all these heavy rates
of duty upon them that practically exclude foreign manufactures;
but they have gotten along mighty well under that; and I glory in
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the policy, and I would like to see the same kind of policy applied to
the products of the southern cotton farmers.

Senator Sackerr. Do you think, Senator, as & cotton man, that
the use of these low grade QOsnaburgs, or whatever you may call
them, to the extent of a million bales additional, would cause the
whole cotton crop to be increased in price two cents a pound—long
staple and all?

SENaTOR KANsDELL. Well, Senator, I am not so sure about the
long staple. There is a bill before you gentlemen proposing a duty
on long staple; but long staple cotton is only a small part, proportion-
ately, of the whole product.

Senator SAckerT. Then, take inch cotton.

Senator RaxspeLL. In my judgment it would.

Senator SACKETT. As much as 2 cents a pound?

Senator RaNspELL. I think it would. It is a matter of surmise.

Senator Sackerr. Are they not really two entirely different
commodities, the Osnaburg and the inch cotton?

Senator RanspeLL. I do not know, Senator. I think the Osna-
burgs are made of cotton shorter than an inch; but I am not an
expert in those matters.

Senator SAckerT. I am using the word “Osnaburg” simply to
indicate the class of cotton that is in competition with the jute
bagging.

enator RANSDELL. Yes, sir.

Senator SACKETT. I question the point that you raise, as to whether
the increased use of that low-grade cotton, which is in great supply,
and more then the demand to-day, would have the effect of raising
the value of spinning cotton, middlings, and that class.

Senator RanspeLL. I am under the impression that it would,
Senator. If the total crop averages around fourteen to fifteen million
bales, and we can devise a means which will add to the demand, the
annual demand, several million bales, that is a very large percentage,
and it would naturally cause the price of all kinds of cotton to go up.
Whether it will go 1 cent, 2 cents, or 3 cents, I do not know. ‘Some
economists think it would cause the price to rise at least 3 cents.
I do know that it is a fact—and i belicve everyone can bear me out
in that—that when we have a well-recognized surplus of at least
1,000,000 bales of cotton, more than the mills of this country need and
the mills of the foreign countries need, and we feel that that million
bales is going to be stored away in warehouses, it has a most depressing
effect upon the price of the entire crop, not so much on the long
staple, as it does on the medium grades of cotton; but it has a very
depressing effect.*

Senator SACKETT. One other question I want to ask you. This
jute which you seek to displace 1s largely used by farmers of other
producing crops, as well as cotton, for the sacking of wheat, and that
sort of thing, and if that were prohibited from importation, as you
indicate it should be, it would increase the cost of the preparation of
those other agricultural products by the use of cotton sacks in place
of those now used. This is a.tariff which is primarily supposed to be
in the agricultural interest, and if you increase the cost of agriculture
through requirements for the use of this higher priced material, will
it not be said that it is not a tariff to help agriculture, but is a tariff -
to help the manufacturer of cotton sacking?



80 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

Senator RanspELL. Senator, if your premise were strictly correct,
your conclusion would be correct.

Senator SACKETT. Is not the premise correct?

SEnaTOR RANSDELL. I do not think it is correct. There would
perhaps be a slight increase in the cost of the sacks and bags used for
groceries, cement, fertilizer, sugar, rice, and corn, and all those things;
there would be a slight increase, but it would be so slight that it
surely could not be said that the placing of a duty on jute, to give the
cotton grower a chance, to put the cotton grower somewhat on terms
of parity with the sugar man, would not be justified.

ou are giving the sugar man a duty, and I thank God for it.
You are putting a duty on wheat, and 1 glory in your efforts to do
that. You are putting a duty on practically every commodity of the
farm, and 1 applaud it. You are putting a duty or oil made from
cotton seed, and all these other things, and I applaud you in that.
You are applying the same {)rinciﬁles to most agricultural commodities
that from time immemorial you have been applying to manufactured
articles. Why not, gentlemen, go down the line? That is all I ask.
Treat cotton as you are treating the others.

Senator GEOrRGE. How many people arc engaged in cotton pro-
duction, approximately?

Senator RaANspELL. I could not answer, but it is the principal
industry of a great many States.

Senator GEORGE. Something like 2,000,000, I beiieve.

Senator RANspELL. At least that number, Senator George.

Senator GEORGE. Every tariff on sugar, and on wheat, and on
Tice, i£ it is effective, increases the costs of the cotton producer, does
it not?

Senator RaNspELL. It certainly does.

Senator GEORGE. And the cotton producer is the most numerous
of all of the staple producers, is he not?

Senator RaNspELL. Absoluiely, and the articles of which you just
spoke—wheat and sugar and other things—are marketed in bags
made’of this free jute, which is manufactured by pauper labor, and
produced by pauper labor. !

Senator SACKETT. That is the point about which I wish to ask.
I am not combating you at all, but I wanted to know what the effect
would be on those other farmers.

Senator RANSDELL. A slight increase, but they have no right to
complain, because when you put & duty on the manufactured com-
modities the farmer has to use, machinery of every kind, shoes,
clothing, everything, does he not have to pay a little more for them?
Of course he does. That is exactly what the tariff dves.

Senator SAckerT. If we are going to do all those things, how are
" we going to land on an agricultural tariff?

Senator RanspeLL. Try to equalize them. Treat them all alike.

Senator SAcKETT. But you know we can not raise the tariff on
wheat and accomplish anything. We have heard that quite fre-
quently, and the only net result to the wheat farmers of these increases
is going to be a higher cost. .

enator RANspeLL. You have the tariff there. I do not know just
how it is going to work. We have been trying to pass a bill which we
hope will help the wheat growers, but I am pointing out something
that will absolutely help the cotton grower. There is no doubt about
it, and it ought to be done.
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Senator BingHaM. Would it not be a similar case if we were to be
asked to put a tariff on Scoth oatmeal so that people would have to
eat more wheat?

Senator RanspeLL. Not at all.

Senator BINGHAM. Or a prohibitive tariff on any other foodstuff
coming in, so as to force people to eat more wheat?

Senator RanspeELL. No; I do not think that is comparable.

Senator Binauam. We are planting a great many apple trees in
New England, and in the Northwest. I do not know much about it,
although I have an apple orchard myself, and I was told when I put
it in that the:> would be a great market for those apples, very finely
selected apples, but it looks now as if we would have to give it up
because people eat so many bananas in the summer time. Would it
not be comparable if we should put a prohibitive tariff on bananas,
so that the people would buy apples?

Senator RanspiLL. I do not think it is a comparable case. There is
something that is raised in competition with cotton.

Senator BingaaM. We do not raise it here. You are not asking us
to put a duty on it so as to protect the American growers of jute, or
American manufacturers of jute that is grown in America.

Senator RansperLL. We do not raise it in America, so it would not
apgly to that.

enator BiNeHaM. That is the point. You are asking what seems
to me to be an entirely new thing. You have said that in Lousiana
there are a lot of jute plantations which can not compete because the
labor in India is so much cheaper than ours, and we iieed a tariff so as
to help us to raise jute.

Senator RanspeLr. No, Senator, you misunderstand me. There
are no jute plantations in Louisiana or in any other State in the
Union. I am asking for a duty on jute to assist me in getting a higher
price for my cotton that is used in the same way jute is used.

Senator BingaM. That is the same as asking that we put a duty
on bananas in order to help the apple growers.

Senator RanspeLL. 1f you ask me to let you put a duty on bananas
in order to help the apple growers, I will not say you may not. I1am
asking yvou to apply the principles of the protective tariff, which has
done more than any other thing to build up this country and make
it the greatest, richest, and most powerful on earth. I ask you to
apply those protective principles all down the line, and not single
out the greatest industry of the South and let it receive none of the
benefits of the protective tariff. I tell you that you can not impose
a duty on the imports of lint cotton and benefit short staple cotton.
You can benefit some on the long staple, of which Senator Sackett was
speaking, by imposing a pretty good rate of duty upon importa-
tions of long staple cotton, but that is a small part of the crop. You
can aid materially, however, by putting a good stiff rate of duty
on the articles that compete with cotton. That is all we ask.

Senator SimmoNs. Senator Ransdell, of course we want to protect
the farmers, just as the manufacturers are protected. That is the
theory of both parties at this time. It seems to be the theory that
the ti;far'me1° is entitled to equality of benecfits, if there are any from the
tariff.

This jute bagging is a product the farmer is now buying, and
buying in large quantities. It is on the free list. Leave off what
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ou said about cotton. It is to the farmer’s interest if he is to
uy jute, to have it on the free list, is it not?

Senator RANsSDELL. Perhaps so.

Senator SiMMons. Leave out all of the question about the market
for cotton, and consider the matter from the standpoint that the
farmer is now using jute bagging. It is to his interest, if he has to
continue to use that, to have it on the free list, is it not?

Senator RanspeLL. If vou limit it to cotton bagging

Senator Simmons. I am going to foliow you, but there is one equa-
tion I want to work out.

Senator RanspeLL. If you limit it to cotton bagging, which
probably would require around 150,000 bales of cotton per annum,
not more than that, there might be some force in your contention.

Senator StmMmoxns. I am making no contention at all; I am simply
asking you a question.

Senator RanspeLL. Please repeat your question. Pardon me, but
I did not understand it.

Senator SimmoNs. Leaving out all the argument about this being
subsidy, the farmer is now using jute bags in which he puts his wheat
and his fertilizers. If the farmer has to continue to use jute, it is to
his interest that jute should be on the free list, is it not?

Senator RANspELL. No, sir; nct if we are going to pass a law which
will cause him to get a much higher price for his commodity.

Senator SimMons. I ask you to forget that for a minute, and con-
sider the condition of the farmer and market man now. Jute is the
only thing he wraps his cotton in.

Senator RanspeLL. Because of an anomalous condition I discussed
before you came in. '

Senator S1mmons. I want you to answer the question, if the farmer
has to use jute in his bagging, it is to his interest to have jute on the
free list?

Senator Ransperr. If I take your question in its contracted
sense——

Senator SiMMons. No; I want you to take the question as I asked it.

Senator Ransperr. I will answer your question as a whole, or not
answer it at all. If we had no question before us but the covering of
the raw cotton with bagging, it would be easy to answer the question
as you ask it. But there is before the American Congress a proposi-
tion to force the sale of cotton by net weight—a rule which is followed
all over the world except in this country. It is archaic that we do not
sell it by net weight here, and a measure looking to that end is going
to become a law within the next 12 months. Practically every one
in the South is back of selling cotton by net weight, and when sold
by net weight, then the farmer will have a chance to cover his cotton
with jute, or with burlap which is made of jute, or with cotton bag-
ging. It would cost him just a little bit more to cover his cotton
with cotton bagging, unless you have this law changed, and in that
event the cost would be about the same. But suppose he does pay
a little more for the bagging on his cotton, and gets considerably
more for the lint. Suppose he gets even 1 cent a pound more, and
certainly nobody would contend that it would not raise the price of
cotton at least 1 cent a pound; he then would sell the cotton at $5 a
bale more, and it might cost him 35 or 40 cents more per bale to
put that covering on. So I contend the great, broad thing for the
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farimer to look at is to get a greater market for at least a million bales
and not for possibly only 150,000 bales, for merely the bagging on his
cotton. He has to take it in the broadeést sense. He can not look
al:.iti\ in a contracted sense. That is the answer to your question, I
think.

Senator Simyoxs. Then, if T understand you correctly, you say
that unless we put a duty on jute the farmer will continue to use jute
bagging.

Senator RaxspeLL. To some extent he will.

Senator Stmvoxs. Which is equivalent to saying that if we should
put a duty on jute, the farmer will be driven from the use of jute;
that it is now to his advantage to use jute, but if it is put on the duti-
able list, he will be at a disadvantage if he uses it.

Senator RaxspeLL. Suppose he is driven to it, and suppose he
uses 5 pounds of cotton bagging, that costs him 20 cents a pound.
That means $1. Suppose, instead of that, as it is now, he uses 14
pounds of jute bagging that cost him 12 cents a pound. I can not
see that the cotton is costing him any more, hardly as much. You
take so many more pounds of the jute, Senator Simmons. And do
not overlook this fact, that the transportation charge is one of the
most important things in connection with the whole question of a
light covering or a heavy covering for the cotton. The farmer has
to pay the cost of carrying the cotton from his farm to Liverpool,
or to New England, and if by covering it with light cotton he saves
about 9 or 10 pounds in the gross weight of the bale, it is a very im-

" portant thing. All of that enters into the equation.

Even if he has to pay a dollar and a half a bale for wrapping that
cotton—as it is, it costs 75 cents—he has then lost on one side 75
cents a bale, and he has gained not less than $5 a bale in the price of
the commodity. So he is benefited very materially.

Senator SAckeTT. That is all right where you have a cotton man
wrapping cotton, but now talk about the wheat man using a jute
sack. He does not get any comeback.

Senator RanspeLL. He gets this comeback, he has a lot of people
all over the Southland, in the States of North Carolina and South
Carolina and Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee
Arkansas, Louisiana, Texas, Oklahoma, New Mexiro, Arizona, an
parts of California, who have about $150,000,000 a year, and that
will permit them to buv a good deal more wheat than they can buy
now. They will not have to eat so much corn bread as they are
obliged to eat now, and it will make all those States possessed of far
greater purchasing capacity than they have now. It means more
i)rospority to the citizens of America. 1t is better business all around.

t applies the principles of the protective policy all over the South,
agnd 'tl ey do not prevail there now for the great commodity of the
South.

Senator SAckeTT. How much would that raise the price of wheat?

Senator RaxspeLL. I think a better form of that question would
be, how much is it going to cost the wheat farmer additional for that
little sack?

Senator SACKETT. Yes.

Senator RanspELL. A great deal of the wheat is shipped in cotton
sacks now, not the wheat itself, but flour. Practically all that goes
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down to my country goes in cotton sacks now. It would be a frac-
tion of a cent per sack. I can not tell you exactly. I am no expert,

Senator Simmoxns. I wanted to follow up what I was asking vou a
few minutes ago, and I am not doing it in a spirit of controversy,
but I am trying to get at the real issues involved in this proposition
of yours.

Senator RANsDpELL. Yes, sir.

Senator Simmons. Let us go to yvour second proposition; that is,
that it would be to the benetit of the farmer to force him to use cotton
bagging instead of jute hagging. Under present conditions he uses
jute because jute is on the free list.

Senator RaNsniLL. And because we sell cotton by gross weight.

Senator SimmoNs. Let me finish my question. If we put jute on
the dutiable list, we will make the price of it so high, you say. that a
farmer will go to the use of cotton.

Senator RaxspeLL. He will have a chance to decide between them.

Senator Simmons. We want to benefit the farmer.

Senator RanspeLL. Yes, sir.

Senator Simmons. If you can convince me that this substitute will
be in the interest of the farmer, I shall certainly support it, because
I want to help him. I think he is the man who now is primarily in
need of help. Your proposition is that it will help him.

Senator RanxspeLL. By increasing the market, the demand, for his
cotton.

Senator Simmons. A witness here yesterday said that the difference
between the cost of cotton bagging and of jute bagging was at least
54 cents a bale. Is that correct?

Senator RansprrLn. I can not tell you. Probably it is in that
neighborhord. I can not answer that question.

Senator Simmons. Upon the basis of a 16,000,000-hale crop, that
would mean over $8,000,000.

Senator RANspELL. Yes, sir.

Senator Sinmyons. The other uses of jute bagging will probably
equal, if not exceed, those of cotton, will they not?

Senator RanspeLL. Do you mean jute bagging, or jute?

Senator Siymmons. Jute used in making bags. .

Senator RaNspELL. Senator, if we could supplant all the uses of
jute by cotton, it would make a market for over a million baies.

Senator SiMyoxns. I am not speaking of cotton now. I will leave
cotton. You said 54 cents a bale was probably about right. That
would be $8,000,000 that ho would lose on a 16,000,000-hale crop.

Senator RANspELL. And would gain $150,000,000.

Senator SiMmoxs. Let us got through with one thing at a time.
Now I ask you if you do not think that the other uses of jute bagging
by the farmer will equal his use of it for the purpose of wrapping
cotton.

Senator RanspeLL. I do not quite understand the question. He
does not use bagging for any purpose except to cover cotton. You
mean sacks, and things of that kind?

Senator SimMoNs. When he buys fortilizer, he buys jute bags with it

Senator RanspeLL. You probably mean burlap.

Senator SimMoNs. It is tﬁe same thing; we used the words inter-
changeably here yesterday; but it is a burlap made out of iute.

Senator RaNspELL. Yes.

i ]
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Senator StMmons. The volume of burlap used for purposes of ba
to put materials in which the farmer buys, is now equal to, I should
say, if not greater than, the amount of jute that is used in the manu-
facture of his wrappings for cotton.

Senator RanspeLL. I could not answer that. I do not believe
anybody else can. It would be a guess.

Senator Simmoxs. I probably know about as much as the average
layman, because I buy several tons of fertilizer a year, and that is
the only use I have for large bags. But other farmers sell wheat in
large quantitics, and have to buy bags to put it in. Did you say
that in the other uses of burlap, the amount of burlap that goes into
the manufacture of bags which the farmer uses was greater than the
amount of jute that goes into the cotton bagging he uses?

Senator RaxsperLL. Perhaps se; 1 do not know.

Senator SisyoxNs. Then, if there is a loss in the bags used for other
purposes than as wrapping for cotton cqual to the loss in the use for
cotton wrapping, that would mean £8,000,000 more a year, which
would mean a loss of 816,000,000 by the farmer a year by reason of
this substitute. If you can satisfy me that the benefits to the farmer
would oflset and overbalance that 816,000,000 of loss, then T would
say it was to the benefit of the farmer to coeree him into the use of
cotton instead of jute.

Senator RaxsprLL. Assuming you arve right, you figure out

Senater Simyons. If you can convince me of that, I shall be de-
lighted to support you.

Senator Ransprrrn. I will be delighted to try; I do not know that
I can convince you. You figure on a 16,000,000-bale crop of cotton,
and you figure it out on the basis of the farmer being obliged to use
jute, as now, and he will suffer an annual loss of around $16,000,000.

‘hile he suffers that loss of $16,000,000, he and the other people
of America are buying an enormous quantity, something like
1,165,000,000 yards, of jute from India, a perfectly enormous quan-
tity, as will be shown to you by some of the expert witnesses. It
runs, not into 816,000,000 a year, but it runs into hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars a year. That 1,165,000,000 yards of jute takes the
place of at least 1,000,000 bales of cotton. In other words, if we
could keep the jute out of this country, we would then use, in lieu of
jute, over a million hales of cotton.

As T tried to explain before you came in, Senator Simmons, it is
my humble opinion, and I have talked to many people who are
thoughtful on the subject—and I have been a cotton grower myself—
it is my humble opinion that if we can increase the annual demand for
cotton 1,000,000 bales, or thereabouts, we will increase the price of
cotton at least two cents per pound, or 310 per bale, or, on a crop of
16,000,000 bales, $160,000,000.

Senator, we are making more cotton than we can sell. It is being
produced very rapidly in Texas, as I tried to show before you eame in.
They are picking it by a sledding process. They are making a lot of
the low grades of cotton which particularly compete with jute, and
it is imperative that we increase the use for this low-grade cotton.
That is the important thing.

Senator Simmoxs. If 1 understand you, you say that if we can make
a market for a million more bales of cotton, we will increase the value
of the cotton crop $160,000,000?

Senator RANspELL. Around 2 cents a pound, yes, sir.
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Senator Siymons. That is a pretty broad statement, I think.

Senator RANSDELL. Senator, you are a wise man, and you have
been raising cotton more or less. Did you ever see a surplus of a
million bales yet that did not depress the price 1 or 2 or 3 cents?

Senator Stmmons. I think that is probably true, but there are more
years in which the supply of cotton produced is less than the world’s
demand than there are years in which there is an excess.

Senator GeorGe. Then the price would go higher, would it not?

Senator RanspeLL. Certainly, and the jute would come in then.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to take up all the time. I would
like, in connection with my remarks, to introduce and make a part
of them an article from the Manufacturer’s Record of June 6, 1929,
an editorial entitled ‘“Enormous Profits of India Jute Mills.” In
the same connection, and in the snime magazine, there is an article by
Mr. Wilbur F. Wakeman entitled ‘“Cotton versus Jute.”

Finally, I would like to reproduce certain exiracts from the resolu-
tions favoring the sale of cotton by net weight and the imposition of
an eflective import duty on jute, adopted by the American Cotton
Manufacturers Association at its annual convention, held at Atlantic
City last month.

In conclusion, I want to say that there are present two prominent
citizens here from the South——

Senator SimmoNs. There is one other question I would like to ask,
I want information. Suppose we do put a duty on jute and drive
the farmer to use cotton. Do you think he would get the full benefit,
or would the manufacturer absorb a large part of the benefit?

Senator RaNspELL. Senator, the manufacturer has to buy the raw
material from the farmer. It is the raw material which I think will
get the bulk of the benefit. Of course, the manufacturer is going to
receive a good deal of benefit, too, and I am just as much interested
in the southern textile mills, in a way, as I am in the grower of the
raw material. They are growing rapidly all over the South, and I
look to see part of the industry move west of the Mississippi River.
They are going to the cotton fields. They have been settling in your
State for a long time, but they are also going to settle west of the
Mississippi River.

Senator SimmoNs. I want to get your reaction on every angle of
this matter. Assuming you are correct, and that it would be of bene-
fit to the cotton producer to do this, what benefit would result to the
wheat producers, and those who do not raise cotton, who would have,
of course, to substitute cotton bagging for jute bagging?

Senator Raxsprrn. The wheat people have so many and so much

abler representatives than I claim to be that I would rather let some -

of them speak upon that. I am trying to make the best case I can for
cotton, and I want to have the principles of protection apply. to the
Southland. They huve not been applied. I do not blame anybody
except the short-sighted southern statesmen who would not stand
up for-their sections when we were framing tariff bills. Now that we
are having a general tariff revision, I want the protective principle
applied to all sections.

I was just about to say that there are two gentlemen here from
my State who know the facts. One is Mr. Wilson, commissioner of
agriculture for Louisinna, and chairman of the Southern Agricultural-
ists for the entire South. The other is Mr. Odenheimer, a large manu-
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facturer of cotton and cotton bagging. Then there is a great manu-
facturer from the Atlantic seaboard here, Mr. Leavelle McCampbell,
and Mr. Cronin, who knows the details of this subject. 1 hope you
will give them a careful hearing, and that you will adopt the sugges-
tion made in my bill. I thank you gentlemen.

(The bill and magazine articles referred to by Senator Ransdell
were ordered o be printed in the record, as follows:)

[H. R. 2667, Seventy-first Congress, first session]

Amendnients intended to be proposed by Mr. Ransdell to the bill (H. R. 2667) to provide revenue, to
regulate commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the industries of the United States, to protect
Anierican labor, and for other purposes, viz:

On page 217, line 23, in Title I, the free list, Schedule 16, strike out all of
paragraph 1617, reading " waste hagging, and waste sugar-sack cloth.”

On page 226, line 14, in the same title and schiedule, paragraph 1683, after the
word * Manila” strike out the words *jute, jute butts.”

On page 139, line 18, in Title 1, Schednle 10, flax, hemp, and jute. and manu-
factures of, at the end of paragraph 1001, after the words ‘“hackled hemp, 3 ecents
per pound.” Insort a semicolon in licu of the period and add the following:
“waste bagging and waste sugar-sack cloth, 3 cents per pound; jute and jute
butts not dressed or manufactured in any manner, and not specially provided
for, 3 cents per pound.”

On page 139, line 22, in the same title and schedule, in paragraph 1003, strike
out all after the words *‘Coarser in size than twenty-pound” and insert in lieu
thereof the following: ‘84 cents per pound; twenty-pound up to bhut not in-
cluding ten-pound, 7 cents per pound: ten-pound up to hut not including five-
pound, 8}4 cents per pound; five-pound and finer, 10 cents per pound, but not
more than 65 per centum ad valorem; jute sliver, 414 cents per pound; twist,
twine. and cordage, composed of two or more jutc yarns or rovings twisted to-
gether, the size of the single varn or roving of which is coarser than twenty-
pound, 6}% cents per pound; twenty-pound up to but not ineluding ten-pound,
8 cents per pound; ten-pound up to hut not including five-pound, 934 eents per
pound; five-pound and finer, 11 cents per pound; and in addition thereto on any
of the foreguing twist, twine, and cordage when hleached, dyed, or otherwise
treated, 2 cents per pound.

On page 142, line 23, in the same title and schedule, in paragraph 1008, wherever
the words 1 cent” uppear, strike out the same and insert in lieu thereof “10
cents,” so that the paragraph will read: ‘“Woven fabrics, wholly of jute, not
specially provided for, not bleached, printed, stenciled, painted, dyed, colored,
or rendered noninflammable, 10 cents per pound; bleaclied, printed, stenciled,
painted, dyed, colored, or rendered noninflaimmable, 10 cents per pound and
10 per centum ad valoren.

On page 146, line 7, in the same title and schedule, in paragraph 1018, wherever
the words **1 eent” appear, strike out same and insert in licu thereof ‘10 cents.”
so that the paragraph will read: “Par. 1018 Bags or sacks made from plain
woven fabrics of single jute yarns or from twilled or other fabrics wholly of jute,
not bleached, printed, steneiled, painted, dyed, colored, or rendered noninflam-
mable, 10 cents per pound and 10 per centum ad valorem; bleached, printed,
stenciled, painted, dyed, colored, or rendered noninflammable, 10 cents per pound
and 15 per centum ad valorem.”

On page 146, line 14, in the same title and schedule, in paragraph 1019, after
the words “weighing not less than 15 ounces nor imore thn 32 ounces per square
vard,” strike out the words “six-tenths of 1 cent’’ and insert in lieu thereof the
words ‘5 cents'’; and in the same paragraph, after the words ¢ weighing more
than 32 ounces per square yard,” strike out the words “three-tenths of 1 cent”
and insert in lieu thereof 5 cents.”

[From Manufacturers Record, June 6, 1929]
ExorMous Prorits oF INDIA JUTE MiLLs
Unless the people of the South, cotton growers, cotton manufacturers, bankers

and others interested in the prosperity of this section, make a vigorous and
sontinued fight in behalf of a duty on cotton and a duty on jute, this section
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will lose one of the greatest opportunities which a new tariff bill could possibl
offer to it. There should be an awakened sentiment through the South in behalf
of a camﬁaign to win in the Senate a duty on jute and on cotton.

The whole situation is strikingly presented in a remarkable article by Wilbur
F. Wakeman in the series he is writing on the tariff. He quotes the figures to
show that 51 great jute miils in India in 1927 paid an average of cash dividends
of over 54 per cent of the capital invested, and even that did not include some of
the large plants owned by Americans.

Total imports of manufactured jute, according to this statement, amounted
last vear to 1,165,000,000 yards, which comes in direct competition with southern
grown cotton and manufactured cctton goods. Mr. Wakeman calls upon Mem-
bers of the Senate who realize the injustice of leaving cotton and jute on the free
list to stand for a duty on them even if in doing so they have to forin a new hloc
and fight to the bitter end, until the justice of this demand is granted.

As our readers know, several American manufacturers a few yvears ago aban-
doned some of their jute plants in this country, transferred the cnormous amount
of machinery they had to India, and established plants there.

“The great Indian jute importation,” Mr. Wakeman writes, ‘““hegan in 1913,
owing to adverse American tariff laws, aided by the starvation wages paid in
India. Such discrimination in rates of duty on a raw material and finished
product does not occur clsewhere in the entire tariff law.”

He also quotes Mr. Gratz, an officer of the American Manufacturing Co.,
which transferred some of its plants to India, as saying:

“We can not continue manufacturing burlap here under the present tariff
conditions when the labor costs in the United States are from fifteen to thirty
times thosc in India.”

Thus through unwise tariff legislation the jute industry of India, with its
starvation wages, is making enormous profits, while the southern cotton grower
and the southern manufacturer find their operations made less profitable by
reason of this jute competition. Will southern farmers and business mer, and
the fair-minded Scnators in both partics recognize the injustice of this situation
and proteet cotton by a direct duty on it, and by a duty on its chief competitor,
jute, and jute products?

CorroN VERsUs JUTE

UNBALANCED TARIFF INJURES THE COTTON GROWER AND TRANSFERS THE JUTE
BURLAP MANUFACTURER TO INDIA

(By Wilbur F. Wakeman, former United State appraiser of merchandise,
district of New York)

““It is far better to put this tariff on before the competitive industry has devel-
o?ed elsewhere than to wait until it is fully developed and then close the doors
of our markets to neighboring producers,” said Congressman Fort, of New Jersey,
in discussing the sugar tariff a few days ago.

This is a splendid thought but it would have been more appropriate in discussion
of the first tariff of the United States in 1789, or possibly in considering the Morrill
tariff of 1861, when we abandoned the free trade of the 1846-1857 period, than
now. We must “close the doors of our merkets” to competitive products from
foreign lands in any and every line to secure the full benefits of the national

olicy of protection. Congressman Fort should remember that ‘‘competitive
ndustry ”’ confronts us on cvery side, and it is aided and abetted by the big home
converters of so-called raw material, which scek an adequate tariff on their own
products but free trade in their raw materials.

Congressional tariff legislation, in its pre?amtion, always scems to back up.
Instead of starting with raw material, a bit of *“the round carth,” and working up
to the finished product, it does just the reverse. The cotton cloth manufacturer
says that he must have a certain rate of duty but there should be no duty on the
yarns or cotton he uses. ‘The cotton yarn manufacturer must have a certain duty
on yarns but there must be no duty on cotton. This is the way it goes throughout
the preparation of the schedules of an entire new tariff bill. Naturally, in the
past political conditions have aided in this mix-up in preparation of tariff sched-
ules, but now we are all, seemingly, for protection; yet the Hawley bill is very
unbalanced as between raw materials and the finished product, especially as
affecting the industries of the South,
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The leading product of the South is cotton, and its chief competitor is jute
and products of jute from India. I do not wish to entrench upon the admirable
editorials of the Manufacturers Record except to say that all cotton, long staple
and short staple should, in my opinion, be {)rotectcd by a tariff the same as
other agricultural products. You might as well separate winter wheat and spring
wheat in the tariff as long and short staple cotton. Indeed, a general tariff on
cotton seems wise, as the bulk of importations are of the short staple. When
in 1897 I advocated a cotton duty, my head was almost taken off by the cotton
manufacturers of New England, and there was absolutely no cooperation from
the South. This was shortsightedness.

The menace of jute products had not yet materialized. The southern planters,
during the preparation of previous tariffs were insistent for ‘“free cotion bag-
ging”’—burlaps, and their request was granted in the tariff of 1913, They did
not realize, apparently, how through this opportunity jute burlaps would take
the place and have taken the place of coarse cotton fabrics, to their own great
loss in consumption of cotton. Monumental error is found in the tariff of 1922
(continued in the Hawley bill) where jute is free, yarns 54 cents a pound and
burlaps made of the finished jute yarn, 1 cent a pound. Thus the American
manufacturer producing twist, twine, and cordage has the Indian jute free of
duty and a tariff against foreign yarns of 8}% cents a pound; whercas burlap fin-
ished bears a duty of only 1 cent a pound.

The great Indian jute competition began in 1913 owing to adverse American
tariff laws aided by the starvation wages paid in India. Such discrimination in
rates of duty on a raw matcrial and finished product does not cover clsewhere
in the entire tariff law. It is not surprising that American manufacturers moved
to Calecutta in 1921. Mr. Gratz of the American Manufacturering Co. told me
practically the same as recently quoted in these columns., He also said: “ We can
not continue manufacturing burlap here under the present tariff conditions when
the labor costs in the United States are from fifteen to thirty times those in India.”
His company and others are among the expatriated American manufacturers,
who with the English-Indian concerns, are enjoying great prosperity largely
through our own unbalanced nonlprotective tariff on jute and cotton. There is
no justification in giving undue advantage to Indian products whether controlled
by foreign or American capital, cspecially when representing the lowest paid
labor in the world.

Recently there was published in the Capital of Calcutta, an article entitled,
“Earnings of the Jute Mills in India Average High,”” the tabulation of which was

ublished in facsimile by the New York Daily News Record of April 23, 1929,

here were 51 great mills reported, probably representing a chamber of com-
merce, which paid in 1927 cash dividends of over §4 per cent on a capital of
128,964,000 rupees. This list did not include the great jute manufacturers of
Massachusetts and New York which had emigrated to India in 1921 to take ad-
vantage of our own unfair tariff rates. The complete tabulation is a little diffi-
cult to understand, appearing in rupees and pounds sterling. To give a concrete
idea of the rcport and tabulation, it is herewith presented in rupees in unit value
36%4 cents as follows:

Number of mills reported ... _ . . el 51
Paid-up capital . . ... iceiicaeaaaaa 128, 954, 000
Dividends for 1927 . . _ . ool per cent_. 54
Debentures. - o oo oot icccmecccmcana- 33, 146, 400
Reserve and other funds, including depreciation_.__ ... _..__._... 306, 531, 053
Number of 100MS. .« e oo eaccccccecas 35, 906

How many American manufacturers, if any, have a reserve of nearly three to
one on their capital stock and pay annual dividend of 54 per cent? In the
Indian mills reported, two paid no dividends and two paid 3 per cent, which
reduces the average. In 1928 the dividends were higher than in 1927, but the
reports are incomplete. In 1920 the dividends were very high, averaging over
65 per cent. During 1928 imports of jute burlap from India were 988,000,000
vards. This trade was not confined to a single country, for Austria, Belgium,
Czechoslovakia, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom
{Scotland) manufactured from Indian jute and shipped to the United States an
additional 177,000,000 yards of jute burlap, making the total imports of this
material 1,165,000,000 yards.

If the abnormal growth of this import trade is not checked by an adequate
protective tariff, the market for coarse cotton goods will be gradually stifled.
An adequate protective tariff on jute burlap would benefit the entire cotton
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industry by restoring substantial markets for cotton goods and by counteracting
the prevalent tendency of cotton mills to change their output from coarse to
finer yarns and cloth.

The committee states that the protective policy ““‘does not exelude and is not
intended to exclude foreign products from our markets, but does propose that
such products should not come into this country to the detriment. of the American
producers and wage earners.”” There is a singular inconsistency in the committee's
failure to apply this principle to the jute schedule as it has applied it to the
cotton schedule. Unless proper recognition is given to the effect of jute imports,
the benefits of higher rates on cotton varn and cloth may he Jargely nullified.

In his report accompanying the bill, Hon. W. C. Hawley, chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee, also pointed out that it is “fundamental to the
policy of protection that a duty on a raw material requires a compensatory duty
on articles manufactured from it.”

We should have a reasonable tariff on cotton and jute with compensatory duties,
as the raw material is advanced in value by the different processes of manufacture
to the finished product. This would give the cotton grower and manufacturer
of coiton and jute similar protection and result in more uniform prosperity.

The Senate should, in my opinion, amend the cotton and jute schedules into
normal protection from the raw material up. Will it? 1ndeed, the importance
of the subject warrants another bloc consisting of real protectionists who will
say: ‘‘Thou shalt have no new tariff law unless cotton and jute are recognized
as competitors.” Great influence will be brought to bear against the actual justice
of m{ recommendation by foreign, domestic and expatriated American interests,
but the Senate is bigger than theseif it is convinced of the wisdom of the propasition.

There seems to be no organized effort to inform individual Senators of the
discrimination existing to the detriment of American industry. The situation
seems similar to the days of 1919 when the League of Nations covenant was on
the verge of adoption. Subdued excitement pervaded the Senate chamber, the
corridors and offices. Senators said, ‘“The covenant will be adopted to-day or
to-morrow. There is no way of beating it.”” An able Senator was approached
with the query: “ Will you hold the Senate in session for three hours in an opposi-
tion speech to the covenant if four others will do the same thing?’ Fifteen hours
of debate meant practically five days and would give time to hear from the country
on “entangling alliances.” The Hon. Reed Smoot, of Utah, consented, but
doubted the pussibility of defeating the covenant. All honor to Mr. Smoot for
starting the ball rolling which resulted in the defeat of the covenant.

If we can now have five Senators who will make it the ‘“object of their lives”
to have members » the Finance Committee and Senate understand “ ¢otton and
jute” and give us & balanced tariff, it will bring added prosperity to the Nation.

Excerers FROM RusoLuTiONS ADOPTED AT THE THIRTY-THIRD ANNUAL
CONVENTION OF THE AMERICAN COTTON MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION IN
Atiantic Crry, N. J., May 24, 1929

PURCHAKES OF COTTON ON NET WEIGHT

Whereas, the practicahility of the purchase of cotton on net weight has been
demonstrated by experience in the use of this method in purchrsing foreign
cotton; and

Whereas failure to use this method in the purchase of domestic cotton is a
barrier, and an inconsistent barrier, on the part of both producers and manu-
facturers to an important additional use of cotton goods through their use as a
covering for raw cotton: Be it hereby

Resolved, That this association approves the movement looking toward the
adoption of net weight as a basis in purchasing raw cotton, and urges its members
to exert their influence toward the adoption of this method.

DUTY ON JUTE

Whereas a tariff upon jute would be one of the most effective means of pro-
viding a fairer and better market for the growers of cotton, and would also be a
benefit to the manufacturers of cotton goods, tending to secure a wider market
for cotton goods: Therefore be it

Resolved, That this association request the Congress of the United States to
fix a duty upon the importation of jute.
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STATEMENT OF LEAVELLE McCAMPBELL, NEW YORK CITY,
REPRESENTING DOMESTIC COTTON MANUFACTURERS

[Jute yarna, par. 1003; burlap, par. 1008; jute bags, par. 1018; and jute bagging, par. 1019}
L]

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Greene.)

Mr. McCameBELL. Gentle ren, I would like to bring out one or
two points that came up in the previous testimony, bhefore starting
my brief. The question was up as to the total cost of this tariff.

The total imports of jute products last year, as shown by the
Tariff Commission report, were approximately $100,000,000. I
should, offhand, estimate this tariff at somewhere around 40 per cent
which would be about 340,000,000. That would be spread over the
various uses to which jute cloth is pat, and would cover the entire
cost, minus whatever portion .of the duty was borne by the foreign
producers. TR R [ e AL S

Senator SAcKETT. What'tuniff is-thet, the tuniff of 10227

Mr. McCampariL:No; the present'ebhtention that we have been

discussing. I will. gt/ intoi that very fully. REEELE
Senator SackE?r. I just want to know which oné you mean. Do
vou mean this one-writédo:by:the House? A

Mr. McOanrputL. No; the-brief ‘¥ ain+shout to-pat in for the
cotton textile ind_ust%. [ e L

Senator S4ckwrr. The oneiyou-are %g‘% sk fopr? -~

Mr. McQampsiiLL. Yes: sFwill go-to that in detadl.- -

Senator Sacxerr. What dog;ﬁimaent tariff yield? !

Mr, McCaupertL: ‘The present: tariff, I'think, yields dbout seven
or cight million dollars. I have that here. ' The: total iniports were
$100,000,000, almost exactly: - The averagé. aid: valorem: was 7.85. 1
should say that the present tariff yields about $8,800{000.

Senator GEomas: Itis $7,914,755, according to'this shcet before us.

Mr. McCaupreeLL. That is according to the figuves of the Tariff
Commission. Lo e ad) st g

Senator GEORGE. Yes, "=’ i .o

Mr. McCampBELL. The question was asked as to the value of jute.
As nearly as I can remember, the average value of jute imported into
this country last year was 8 cents a pound. The average value of
jute butts was about 3.60. I think 1t would pessibly save a little
time to rcfer to this schedule that we are asking and might save my
bringing this out.

Senator SackerT. Did you present this schedule to the House
committee?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; substantially the same. 1 have made a
slight modification.

Senator SACKETT. Is not that in the hearings?

Mr. McCampBELL. The actual schedule I asked. The comment
is not. We changed the comment entirely, because, as I understood,

ou gentlemen do net wish to listen to anything put in before the
ouse.

Senator SAckert. We have got it all? )

Mr. McCanmpBeLL. Yes. Of course 1 have to discuss this schedule,
and to that extent I have to go into the matter I was discussing
there.

1 also want to comment on the report of the House committee,

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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In the report accompanying the proposed tariff act of 1929, Chair-
man Hawley of the Ways and Means Committee makes this state-
ment:

It is fundamental to the policy of protection that a duty on, raw material
requires a compensatory duty on articles manufactured from it.

I do not think anyone can be found who disagrees with this state-
ment. It is the basic principle of our tariff law.

In allowing the present jute cloth schedule to stand, the com-
mittee has .Jeviated from this basic principle. Jute yarn is as
definitely the raw material from which jute cloth is made as jute is
the raw material from which jute yarn is made. The present tariff
fixes the basic rate on jute yarn at 5% cents per pound and sets the
rate on jute burlap made from these very yarns at 1 cent per pound.
There is not only no compensatory relation between these two rates
but the United States Tariff Commission and the members of the
Ways and Means Committee have_h; able to produce a single
additional instance within et bl ’ an article on the
dutiable list carries a loywe: otfel effective on the
material out of which

Therefore, it seen
before you to-day,
corrected.

Senator SAcK;

pchould come
bes shall be

per cent, and

Mr. McCaw;
duty. :

Senator Saqyg

Mr. McCar
62X% per cent, y
If you tax a c
valued at, say, $
larger than yo

his tariff dividi
jute; the second is¥
the weaver is interes?
have gentlemen here fro# v

The tariff on jute yarn o that I will not say
anything on that portion of the”DM®#**”The change we are recom-
mending is that the 2%-cent-a-pound bracket be limited to 40-pound
ng, es&ablishmg a rate of 1 cent a pound, on the yarns coarser than

-pound.

he present paragraph sets up a differential of 1% cents per pound
between the several jute-yarn brackets. This is simply an additional
step in conformity therewith and will form the besis for placing a
rate on jute bagging in constructing & balanced schedule.

The present dparagraph.establishes a differential or premium of 1
cent per pound for twisting yarn to make it into twist, twine, or
cordage, except in the instance of 5-pound and finer where this differ-
ential is jumped up to 4 cents. This seems to us inconsistent, for the
cost of twisting 5-pound yarn does not exceed the cost of twisting
10-pound by 300 per cent. It is qillite true that the cost of twisting
yarn has a yardage factor was well as a poundage factor, but even

, is the raw
tloth, which

A AR R r
¥4 vsng ping. You will
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so the 4-cent differential for twisting yarns 5-pound and finer is
considerably out of proportion.

We wish to lay considerable stress upon this paragraph for in our
opinion it should form the basis for the entire schedule of jute products.

In practice, this paragraph has proven most effective. In 1928
American manufacturers produced approximately 140,000,000 pounds
of jute yarn, roving, twist, twine, and cordage. The United States
Tariff Commission report indicates that during the same period the
total imports of these same articles were 613,463 pounds, or substanti-
ally less than 1 per cent of the total production. An embargo could

-hardly have proven more effective.

We now come to the cloth, and we are asking that you put a duty
on cloth identical with that on the yarns out of which it is made,
and that you establish a differential of a penny a yard for weaving.
This paragraph 1008 as amended would cover bagging for cotton, .
gunny cloth, and similar fabrics now covered under paragraph 1019
and would also cover jute cloth weighing less than 4% ounces per
?((])lll!ll!'e yard now carrying 35 per cent ad valorem under paragraph

It is our contention that jute fabrics are jute yarns in an advanced
stage of manufacture and that the rates on such cloths should be the
rates on such yarns set up under paragraph 1003, plus an added
differential for the process of weaving. This differential of 1 cent ger
yaid for weaving, in the proposed amendment, is in keeping with other
differentials in the present schedule.

Paragraph 1003 provides a differential of 1 cent per pound on
coarser and 4 cents per pound on finer yarn numbers for the simple
process of twisting, Certainly if the process of twisting is to be pro-
tected by a duty of 1 cent a pound, it is only fair that the much more
complicated process of weaving should be protected by an added duty
of 1 cent a yard.

Paragraph 1018 also provides a differential of 10 per cent or,
roughly, 1% cents per pound for making bags. Surely a bag can be
seamed at a cost less than that of weaving into cloth the yarns of
which it is composed.

Paragraph 1008 provides a differential of 10 per cent ad valorem,
which is roughly 1% cents per pound for bleaching, printing, stenciling,
painting, dyeing, coloring, or rendering noninflammable. The costs
of all of these processes are less than the cost of weaving.

The only change in the present schedule approved by the Ways
and Means Committee is the introduction of a differential of 2 cents
per pound on processed yarn. Certainly such a rate should not
exceed the 10 per cent ad valorem rate effective when the same
processes are applied to cloth. .

Senator BinaaM. You say “Our rate for doing those things for
cloth is 1% cents, and they are stepped up 2 cents on the tariff.”
Dvou mean burlap?

Mr. McCampBELL. No, sir.

?Senator BinguaMm. When you say “our rates,” what do you refer
to?

ll\/{lr. McCawpBeELL. I am in the cloth business, manufacturing
cloth.

63310—29—voL 10, SCHED 10——7
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Senator BinagHAM. You manufacture cotton cloth?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes.

Senator BINgHAM. Would your proposal put out of business
American manufacturers of burlaps?

: Mr. McCanpBeLL. We have no American manufacturers of bur-
ap.
Senator BingHAM. Is there no jute bagging manufactured?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; it is woven in this country, but the pro-
duction of bagging is almost entirely confined to reworked bagging.

Senator BiNgGHAM. I8 there no jute manufactured in this country?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes.

Senator BinguaM. What do they make?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yams, twines, twist, and cordage.

Senator BingHaM. What do they do with the yarns?

Mr. McCampBELL. They sell them for twine; sell them for warps
to weave carpets out of.

Senator BinanaM. Then the last witness was quite incorrect when
he spoke about the people manufacturing, and said that the people
in those mills, those workers on jute, could go over into other mills?

Mr. McCampBELL. Jute yarns are made in America, and under the

resent schedule I should say will continue to be made in America.

vinety-nine and one-half per cent of all our jute yarns are made in
this country. None of our jute burlap is made in this country. Pos-
sibly a little over 10 per cent of our bagging is made here. ~ I think
those figures are about correct.

Senator BingrnaM. Well, will yov answer my question? The last
witness was correct in what he said?

Mr. McCameBELL. If I differ from that statement, I do not think
he was correct.

Paragraph 1019 has to do with jute bagging, and in as much as we
have proposed a rate under a previous paragraph of 1% cents for this
jute baggin%, we would recommend'that Earagraph 1019 be eliminated
entirely. As it stands it sets three-tenths of a cent a pound on heavy
bagging and six-tenths of a cent a yard on light bagging.

genator BincHAM. Just why do you want that eliminated?

Mr. McCampBeLL. Because we have set up a cloth schedule, and
that would cover it. My amended schedule will cover jute bagging,
because jute bagging for cotton is made of yarns coarser than 40-
pound and weighs approximately 2 pounds to the yard. Therefore,
paragraph 1008, changed as we recommend, would provide a duty of
1 cent per pound, plus ¥ < ent per yard, which would be equivalent to
1% cents per pound. This is the same rate per pound on such fabrics
as we recommended to the Ways and Means Committee.

Senator BixcHaM. What was the actual increase over the present
duty that you proposed on these jute fabrics?

Mr. McCampBELL. The present duty is three-tenths of a cent and
we are asking you to raise it to 1% cents a pound.

Senator BINGHAM. From three-tenths of a cent to 1% cents. That
is 500 per cent?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes.

Senator SACKETT. From three-tenths of a cent to 1) cents?

Mr. McCampPBELL. Yes. .

Senator BINGHAM. What would you say to any industry that
asked for a raise of 500 per cent?
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Mr. McCampBELL. I would say, in this instance, that it is entitled
to it. I will tell you why.

Senator BinguaM. We may need sorae help from you later.

Mr. McCameBELL. I will give you two very good reasons for it.

Senator BincHAM. In what schedule does that three-tenths of a
cent come?

Mr. McCampBELL. It is in paragraph 1019.

Senator Bincguam. I thought you said that was the one you wanted
eliminated?

Mr. McCampBeLL. I did.

Senator BiNnguaM. But you said it was covered in 1008 of the pro-
posed schedule.

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; we now propose to amend 1008. The
schedule is right in front of you.

Senator BingHaM. Where is that?

Mr. McCampBeLL. It would fall in this bracket right here [indi-
cating)]; 1 cent a pound plus 1 cent per yard. That increases it to
1% cents per pound. [Indicating.] Senator Bingham, it is not con-
ceivable to us that this paragraph 1019 should be left as it stands at
present, because in practice 1t has proven to be viciously ineffective.

Senator BingHAM. It was agparently conceivable to the House.

Mr. McCampBELL. It was; but it is not to me. I am under oath,
and I say it is not conceivable to me.

In 1920 and 1921, imports of jute bagging averaged less than
6,000,000 sqltlmre yards. In 1928, the report of the Tariff Commis-
sion places the imports of jute bagging, 32 ounces per square yard and
lighter, at 45,278,712 square yards, and this does not include 9,988,236
pounds of bagging heavier than 32 ounces per square yard which
would run the total to approximately 50,000,000 square yards.

In other words, we asked for an increase of 500 per cent, if you
put it that way, against an increase of imports that isin excess of
1,000 per cent.

Senator Bineuam. That is a very interesting rule you suggest,
there. If a product increases 50 per cent in imports, then you
would say that the tariff rate ought to be increased on it 25 per cent;
if it increases 1,000 per cent, the tariff increase should be 500 per
cent.

Mr. McCampBELL. I do not think you should apply that system-
atically. It depends upon the reasonableness of the request.

This amazing increase has been largely brought about by the fact
that two American companies have dismantled machinery operated
in the United States, thrown the people who operated it out of work
and moved this machinery to India.

The increase in the rates provided under this paragraph to 1% cents
per pound is not excessive. Under l]:aragraph 1003 this same rate of
1! cents is levied on jute sliver which is the product of a process
preparatory to spinning. )

Senator BinguaM. We were told thismorning that these companics—
I assume they were the same companies—made 55 per cent. I believe
that was said to be a matter of record. If you increased the duty by
500 per cent it would not leave much margin of profit, would it?

Mr. McCavpBerr. Why, yes; I should think it would still leave:
them a profit. If you multiply nothing by 500, gou do not get very
much. The rate of ¥, cents per poun(i’ is not a duty at all. That is
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just a gesture. It has nothing to do with controlling the flow of the
product. The flow of the product has increased a thousand per cent
since the duty was put on.

Senator BincHaM. How do you suppose that this duty would affect
the flow of the product?

Mr. McCamrBELL. 1 think it would shorten it up.

Senator BingHaAM. How much?

Mr. McCampBELL. If you will allow me to go on, I will explain it.

Senator BiINéHAM. I would like to have that put in here at this
point. How much that would shorten it up; 14 or 25, or 100 per cent.

Mr. McCamprBELL. 1 think considerably, but——

Senatltl)r BingHAM. A considerable percentage might mean nothing,
or anything.

Mr?Mc AMPBELL. I do not like to make a statement offhand.

Senator BinguaM. Well, what do you think it would do? You
must have something in mind. What do you think it would do?

Mr. McCampBELL. I think it would cut it at least half in two.

Senator BingHAM. Slow it up at least 50 per cent?

Mr. McCaMpPBELL. Yes.

Senator Binguam. Very well.

Mr. McCampBELL. The increase in the rates provided under this
paragraph to 1% cents per pound is not excessive. Under paragraﬂh
1003 this same rate of 1% cents is levied on jute sliver which 1s the
product of a process prelparatory to sg)inning. We do not believe
that any lesser rate could be justified or considered to have any
proportionate relation to the jute yarn schedule. We do not believe
that any rate that permits American machinery to be dismantled
and moved out of this country can be successfully defended in broad
daylight. If it is the purpose of our tariff laws ‘“to encourage the
incfustries of the United States,” this particular rate is entitled to
your earnest consideration.

Senator Bingaam. Would that apply to the tariff on automobiles,
when the manufacturer takes machinery out of this country and sets
it R/Y in a foreign country to manufacture there?

r. McCampBELL. The product of that machinery does not come
back into this country free of duty.

Senator BingHaM. No, but it was taken out of this country and
set up in a foreign country.

Mr. McCampBELL. The (i)roduct of that American machinery is dis-
tributed abroad. We would like to see the manufacturers of machinery
able to export machinery; but when we have the machinery working
here and they take it out of this country and set it up in a foreign
country and manufacture there and bring the product back into this
country free of duty, I do not believe it 18 the right thing to do.

We follow this schedule by asking that the same rates on cloths
be put on bags, plus 10 per cent on making the cloth into bags.

his change in paragraph 1018 is just another step in applying
the principle outlined above as this product proceeds through its
various stages of manufacture. Bags must be cloth before they can
ossibly be bags; cloth must be yarn before it can possibly be cloth.
here is a definite and logical sequence in their relations tn each other
and we contend that this logical sequence must be recognized and
the rates on each kept in proportion in the construction of a sound
and reasapahle schedule.
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We have not discussed a tariff on raw jute, but if it seems to you
wise to levy a tariff on raw jute, we feel that such a tariff should be
added as a compensating duty to the items enumerated in these
various paragraphs,

Senator SAckeTT. I think your argument works very well if you
are trying to establish the industry in the manufacture of jute bags;
but if you are trying to establish an industrv by the manufacture of
cotton bags and cotton wrapping, then it seems to me that your
argument falls down quite materially. It applies to a different sub-
stance and takes out of the market something that somebody wants
to get hold of, evidently because of the great amount of use. It
seems to me there is a difference in the argument.

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes. I think I can cover that to your entire
satisfaction as I go on. If I do not, I will ask you to call on me.

We understand that as manufacturers we are expected to confine
our argument to the processes in which we are interested, but while
this subject is under discussion, we would like to put on record our
belief that the cotton farmers of America are just as much entitled
to protection from jute,a fiber raised at wage levels far below their
own, by people accustomed to vastly lower standards of living, as we
and those who work ir our mills are to be protected from the com-
petition of foreigrn manufacturers of jute products.

We want to point out and emphasize that the manufacture of tex-
tiles has a definite and positive relation to farming, for the raw mate-
rials which feed our textile plants, whether they be cotton or jute,
wool or even silk, originate on the farm.

Senator BingHaM. It certainly has a definite relation to the farmer,
that he has got to pay twice as much for the bags to put his products

Mr. McCampBELL. I do not think he would pay twice as much.
I will give you figures on that in a moment.

Senator BingaaM. All right.

Mr. McCampBELL. These mills can not run at capacity, can not vie
with each other in purchasing these materials, can not prosper
without sharing their prosperity with the farmer.

This is more than just a pretty gesture, for in 1928 American
cotton mills paid out to American farmers $700,000,000 in hard cash
and if these amendments in the jute schedule we now recommend
are made effective, we will probably pay them $100,000,000 more.

Senator SAckeTT. Let me ask you another question that comes
into my mind. If you put this tariff on jute for the purpose of
affecting the use of cotton and increasing that, is there any assurance
that some other soft fibre will not come in which you have not put
an{ duty on, like sisal?

Mr. McCampBELL. Sisal is generally known as a hard fiber.

Senator SACKETT. Are there not other soft fibers—I do not know
the technical names of them—that are still on the free list?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; there are several fibers on the free list
that I would like to see protected. We are discussing jute, now.

Ser:ator SACKETT. Yes; but if there are those other substitutes
of soft fiber that are on the free list, then have you not got to extend
your argument not only to jute, but to every one of those other soft
fibers t?hat come in and might take the place of jute, before you get to
cotton?

1|
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Mr. McCaspBeLL. I do not think so.

Senator SACKETT. Why?

Mr. McCampBELL. Because they are not brought into this country
as woven cloth, that I know of.

Senator SAckeTT. Well, but they could be?

Mr. McCampBELL. You might conceivably weave sisal, and I would
not say you could not; but the plant for doing it does not exist to-day.
The plant does exist to weave jute, which comes in here not only from
Indiu, but also from every country in Europe.

Senator SAckeTT. Of course, if you did not succeed in keeping out
the soft fibers——

Mr. McCampBELL. The benefit would not accrue to the cotton.

Senator SACKeTT. The benefit would not accrue to cotton?

Mr. McCampBELL. It would not.

Senator SACKETT. It seems to me we ought to have some informa-
tion on that subject, because the only object apparently would be to
do something for cotton, and if it did not succeed in doing something
for cotton, we are better off to let the farmers have their cheap jute.

Mr. McCampBELL. I do not think that is quite true, Senator, be-
cause there is nothing that would prevent the American textile manu-
facturer from weaving the juteinto cloth. In m{ opinion the idea that
we can spin jute yarn, but can not weave jute cloth, is perfectly silly.
ﬂ ust why a spinner should be preferred by God to a weaver I do not

now.

Senator SACKETT. You are putting a tremendous duty on it.

Mr. McCampBeLL. It is made out of the jute yarn.

Senator SAckeTT. I know it is made out of the yarn, but there is
no duty on the yarn that is spun on the other side.

Mr. McCampBeLL, Oh, yes; absolutely prohibitive rates. They
keep the yarns out to the extent of over 99 per cent.

Senator SAckeTT. I do not think I quite get you. It is cheaper to
make the cloth over there, is it not?

Mr. McCameierL., Not if you put the cloth on this schedule.

Senator SAckerr. No, but— .

Mr. McCampBELL. We will make our own burlap if we get the
change in this schedule.

Senator SACKETT. Yes; and the cloth consumer in this country
would have to pay a price for the yarn plus the weaving of the cloth.

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; but does not the consumer pay the cost
of the tariff?

Senator SAcKETT. The yarn consumer does, but it does not go into
the juts bagging. )

x\fr. McCawmpBELL. No, that is true.

Senator Bincuaym. Where is this prohibitive duty on jute yarn
that you just referred to? , y

Mr. McCampBELL. It is in paragraph 1003.

Senator SACKETT. But that jute yarn is used in other industries
than the manufacture of bagging for the use of farmers.

b l\iIr. McCampBerL. There are many other industries that use jute
urlap.

Senl;tor BinguaM. But the jute yarn that is used in this country
is not used in these industries.

Mr. McCampBELL. It is in the shape of carpets and twine, and
some of it 1s used for calking purposes. There are a number of uses
to which it is put. A great deal of the burlap is used for bags.
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While we are primarily manufacturers, we also lay claim to your
attention as large purchasers of jute burlap. Mills which I person-
ally control purchased during 1928 264,000 yards of this material.
Our industry as a whole purchases annually approximately 40,000,000

ards, so if this commodity is protected as we advocate we will at
east pick up a sizable share of any bhurden created by increased
prices so brought about. We will take a good, stiff dose of our own
medicine,

Senator BineHaM. How many yards are used?

Mr, McCampBELL. My own mills used 364,000 yards, and the
industry as a whole used about 40,000,000 y«rds.

Senator BingHaM. But the cotton crop, for covering, alone requires
105,000,000 yards of material.

Mr. McCampBELL. I was discussing the use by the textile manu-
facturers. The cotton farmer’s use is independent of that.

Senator BiNcHAM. But the implication was that you were going to
bear quite a large share of the burden of the people of America for
doing what you are asking. As a matter of fact, it does not refer to
the 105,000,000 yards that is used in covering cotton bales?

Mr. McCavpBeELL. No; I did not refer to that.

Senator BingHam. All right.

Mr. McCavmpBELL. In 1892 our total imports of jute and jute
products were 260,000,000 pounds. By 1900 they had risen to
400,000,000 and by 1910 to 600,000,000. The war slowed them up
a bit, but in 1920 they jumped to over 800,000,000 and for the last
three years have averaged over 900,000,000 pounds.

Year by year this tide of jute has risen until to-day it is a mighty
flood, stopping the outlet for our own textile fibers, stopping our cotton
mills and throwing American workers out of employment.

These huge quantities of jute and jute products come mostly from
India. They invade and take from American farmers and textile
workers a market which is rightfully theirs. We pointed out to the
Ways and Means Committee that the ability of the farmers and
manufacturers of India to flood this country with their products
rests solely upon wage scales and standards of living so far below our
own that no amount of American initiative, energy and skill can
make up the difference.

Senator BinaguaM. When you say a market that is rightfully
theirs, do you mean that anybody in this country has any right to
ma'l)w ‘t’he consumer buy a different product from what he wants
to buy:

Mr. McCampBeLL. I think the American market is rightfully the
market of the American manufacturers. 1 think that for any other
manufacturer to invade it is abnormal.

Senator BinguaM. Yes; but the farmer can buy burlap bags,
which he uses, for aifalfa meal, barley, beans, beet pulp, cattle feed,
corn chop, cottonseed meal, dairy feed, fertilizer, mill feed, nuts,
oats, onions, peanuts, potatoes, poultry feeds, rice, seeds, starch,
wheat, wheat flower, and soon. How about his right to buy jute, if he
wan's to buy jute? Why force him to buy silk or rayon or cotton?

Mr. McCampBeLL. We do not want to force him to do anything.

Senator Binguam. Oh, yes, you do.

Mr. McCampBELL. We want precisely the same treatment that is
granted to the manufacturer of jute yarn. We, the weavers, want the
same treatment that the spinner has got.



100 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

Senator BINGHAM. Are you weaving jute?

Mr. McCampBELL. No; we are weaving cotton cloth.

Senator BingHaM. You say, “we, as weavers.” You do not
represent the weavers of jute.

Mr. McCaupBELL. My own mills have 5,000 looms that can weave
jute burlap.

b ana;or BingHAM. That is what you want to do, weave jute
urlap?

Mr. McCamprBELL. We would be glad to do it if it could be done
profitably.

Senator Binguam. Yes; but that would not help our farmers any.

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes—

Senator BingHAM. You are not weaving jute?

Mr. McCampBELL. No, sir; I am a cloth manufacturer. I am
interested in my own industry.

Senator BingHAM. Oh, excuse me. I thought you were interested
in ggtting a larger market for the cotton manufacturers to sell their
goods.

Mr. McCampBELL. I think we, as cotton manufacturers, will get
a large share of this market.

The waFes of the Indian farm workers were covered this morning,
that I will not repeat that.

The average weekly wage in a Bengal jute mill is $1.80 a week, or
about a tenth of what we pay our textile workers here in America.

The title page of the proposed tariff act of 1929 states that its
purpose is “to encourage the industries of the United States and to
protect American labor.” Surely the jute schecule offers a striking
opportunity to carry out that purpose.

Senator BiNngHAM. If you come to us and say, “We manufacture
jute bagging, that is what we want to do, and we want protection there
that will enable us to compete with Europe on the labor,” that is one
thing; but what you propose is quite another.

Mr. McCampBELL. I think any mill in America—and we have
100,000 looms standing idle in our industry—can manufacture jute
burlap, and we can certainly weave it if every other country on the
glebe can weave it.

Senator SAckerr. What is your concern?

Mr. McCampBeLL. I happen to be chairman of the board of the
Graniteville Manufacturing Co., manufacturing cotton cloth.

Senator SAcKETT. Where are your mills located?

Mr. McCavpBeLL. Around Augusta, Ga., principally. We rep-
resent them as far west as Arkansas.

During 1928 the imports of jute cloth from India were 988,000,000
ards. This trade was not confined to a single country, for Austria,
elgium, Czechoslovakia, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, and the

United Kingdom (Scotland) manufactured from Indian Jute and
shipped to the United States an additional 177,000,000 yards of jute
burlap, making the total imports of this material 1,165,000,000 yards.

The present tariff on jute burlap presents so slight a barrier that it
is economically impossible to weave this material in America. Our
cotton textile industry alone has standing idle 100,000 looms, half of
which could readily weave jute yarn into cloth. Skilled operatives
stand by, hungry to see them run.
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There ate dozens of establishments in this country manufacturing
jute yarn. They are permitted to function under paragraph 1003
and have built up a thriving, prosperous business. It is proper that
this should be so, but if that paragraph were rewritten to the level of
present Xaragraph 1008, that industry would be just as sureR'
destroyed as has been the weaving of burlap. If, on the other hand,
the rates under paragraph 1008 are raised to the same proportionate
level as paragraph 1003, our jute cloth would be woven here at
home or these same markets would be supplied by manufactured
textile fibers raised by our own farmers.

It is incredible that with a large part of our own textile equipment
standing idle, we should permit half the countries of Europe to run
their textile machinery on American orders.

If every pound of jute bagging, burlap, and bags were translated
into cotton, there would be consumed annually 1,573,000 bales.

Senator BinavaM. How much?

Mr.McCamrBELL., Onemillion five hundred seventy-three thousand
bales. It should be remembered, though, that burlap substitutes for
cotton cloth are substantially heavier in weight and that regaining this
entire market is not possible. A fair estimate would be approx-
imately a million bales. At the present rate of production this would
mean 3,000,000 additional acres planted in cotton.

Senator BiNgHAM. Now, you remember that you said a little
while ago that if this duty was put on, the importation of burlap
would be cut down about 50 per cent. Would not that change those
figures from a million and a half down to 750,000?

Mr. McCampBeLL. It is very difficult to say just how much it
would be cut down. It would not be cut down the full amount
immediately. Cotton would break through into this market and the
extent of the break-through would be aflfected by numerous factors.
I want to be conservative in my figures. I have not tried to pad
them. A million bales of cotton at the present rate of production
would mean 3,000,000 additional acres planted in cotton.

Let us see what this would mean to the American farmer. In
the first place, if 3,000,000 acres now planted in other crops are
planted to cotton, the production of those other crops would be
correspondingly reduced, and this reduction in supply couid not
fail to react favorably upon other agricultural markets.

A cotton farmer can take care of about 12 acres. An acre raises
about one-third of a bale of cotton, so that four bales of cotton
represent the activity of one farmer. A million additional bales
would therefore provide employment for 250,000 farmers.

The subject of farm relief at the present time is a very active one.
Many plans have been sug«ested to help our farmers. To our knowl-
edge this is the only one yet brought forward which would provide a
job for a quarter of & million farmers.

Senator BINGHAM. Just a minute. That is a very interesting state-
ment, and if it is not subjected to revision, it ought to carry very
great weight. It has been stated by some witnesses that one advan-
tage of using this more expensive covering, cotton bagging and the
cotton covering, is that it will last longer. Is that correct?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes, sir.

Senator BinguaM. Then, if it lasted longer, in the end there would
be less of it used, would there not?
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Mr. McCampBELL. That is true.

Senator BingiHaM. So that, although the first year you might have
a million bales, as you said, the next year it would be very much less
than that, because it would last longer than the other—about three
times as long.

Now, with regard to covering on cotton bales, would you use cotton
cloth for that? And if you did, is it not possible to recover from
that covering quite a good deal of cotton?

Mr. McCampBeLL. The present jute hagging is reworked, and
cotton bagging would be also reworf:cd. I could not give you the
exact percentages on that. There is a ve?ly comprehensive report
by the Committee on Agriculture, which is filed with my brief thero
[indicating] before the Ways and Means Committee.

Senator BiNaHAM. I notice in your brief that the Agricultural
Department refers to the facts about that, and I now quote this:

The quantity of new cotton bagging which might be used annually is somewhat
problematical, however, owing to uncertainty as to the reuse which might be

made of the old bagging.
Reuse value—~—After the return of the cotton-covered bales which were shipped

to Gerinany, more than 400 pounds of the cotton bagging was stripped from the
bales and garnetted, to determine the approximate reuse value of such bagging.

The garnetted bagging waste was stapled by cotton specialists of the division
of cotton marketing, and they renorted that it has a staple length varying from
one-half to seven-eighths of an inch. This bnnging was originally manufactured
from good ordinary cotton having a lengti of stapin of seven-eighths of an inch.

The value assigned to this garnetted cotton bayging waste by a large waste
concern on January 25, 1928, was 10 to 12 cents per pound. On that date the
average price of middling 3pot cotton, as compiled from quotations of 10 import
and southern spot markets, was 17.82 cents per pound. Ob the same date the
value of good ordinary cotton, as compiled from reports received from the same
10 markets, was 2.21 cents per pound below the price of middling, which would
make the quotation for good ordinary 15.61 cents per pound.

Seventeen cents a pound is only about 3 cenis more than the price
of this garnetted cotton. So that since garnetting was accom-
panied by a very small loss, esimated at only 2 per cent, 1t would
seem to me that after you once got under way, due to your garnett:ng
and the possibility of veuse, you would virtually lose a large part of
this part of a million bales you are talking about. Why not?

Mr. McCampBELL. “That is already the case with jute bagging. I
think the same thing would be true in the case of cotton bagging. It
would not substantially modify our million-bale estimate.

Senator BixgHaM. You are not interested in jute; you are inter-
ested in cotton, are you not?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes. I am a cotton-cloth manufacturer.

Speaking at St. Louis last fall on the subject of farm relief, President
Hoover said:

Many iactors enter into a solution of this whole problem. One is by the tariff
to reserve to the American farmer the American market; to safeguard him from
the competition of farm products from countries of lower standards of living,

Adequate tariff is essential if we would assure relief to the farm. The first and
most complete necessity is that the American farmer have the American market.
That can be assured to him solely through the protective tariff.

In all sincerity, I would like to ask a few questions.

Is or is not jute an imported farm product?

Is or 1s not India—the producer of the world’s commercial sup-
ply—a country of lower standards of living than our own?
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Is or is not the domestic market for American cotton, hemp, and
goods made from them sufficiently important to be safeguarded from
the direct and ruinous competition of a textile fiber grown and
manufactured in a foreign country? |,

If the first and most complete necessity is for the American farmer
to have the American market and if that can be assured to himn solely
through the protective tariff, does not the safeguarding of this market
require that a proper tariff be levied on jute and jute products such as
yarn, cloth, and bags? And, further, should not a proper tariff apply
the duties on these products proportionately an({) progressively as
they advance in their stages of manufacture?

Senator BinanaM. Now, I would like to ask you a question. Is
or is not jute a product which the American farmer can raise?

Mr. McCampreLn. The Department of Agriculture has conducted
experiments in raising jute, which they specifically statc were aban-
doned because of the high labor cost. I have not seen any proof that
jute can not be raised in America. I have heard it repeatedly said,
but I know of no proof.

Senator BixcHaM. Ars there any farmers that want us to pv’ a
tariff on jute for their protection?

Mx;i }\'ICCAMPBELL. think it can be raised if it is properly pro-
tected?

Senator BincHaM. That is not my question. Are there any such
jute farmers now asking for protection? .

Mr. McCampreLL. There are no jute farmers.

Senator GeonrGe. There are 2,000,000 cotton farmers, though.

Mr. McCamrBELL. If you raised jute here, it would cost you about
as much as it would to raise the cotton, Senator Bingham. .

We would not have you think that our industry does not appreciate
the increases granted in the cotton textile schedules. We do. How-
ever, only 58,000,000 yards of cotton cloth were imported in 1928.
Many of these move on style appeal. Uniil you learn to tax a com-
bination of colors no tariff will stop them. It is not conceivable that
over half this business can be won by Americans. Thirty million
yards will help. Every yard helps, but these are fine yarn goods and
the coarse sections of our industry, the men and women who make
print cloths, sheetings, chambrays, ducks, drills, Osnaburgs, and
denims, are as little likely to benefit from these changes as they would
from a tariff on Chinese pagodas.

We come now to the arguments of those opposing a reconstruction
of the present tariff whereby precisely the same treatment shall be
accorded to jute cloth that 1s now accorded to jute yarn.

These gentlemen have a perfect right to their opinions, but when
they seck to influence the opinion of the public and the action of the
Senate and the Congress it is only fair that their exact position be
made known,

The Ludlow Manufacturing Associates, who sponsor the major
portion of this publicity and have been most active in opposing this
measure, have dismantled machinery which they formerly operated
in the United States and have moved that portion of their machinery
to India, where, together with other machinery, it is operated at
Chengail as the Ludlow Jute Co.

It is obvious that the proposed tariff on jute bagging and jute
burlap would affect Ludlow’s Indian operations rather than their
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American operations. Their opposition to this measure as American
manuiacturers is, in our opinion, insincere. Here is the proof:

As late as 1928 this company published & book called Jute, an
Account of Its Growth and Manufacture, in which the following
paragraph appears:

Finally, we come to the United States of America. Handicapped by high wages

and consequent high costs, the American jute industry is restricted almost
entirely to the home market—

Now, please listen to this—

and, on acccunt of inadequate tariff protection on woven jute products, jute
menufacture in the United States has largely centered in high-grade yarns for
car}l)‘et_ manufacturing and in twines. . . . .
his company’s American products, which consist chiefly of jute
1v:m'n, are heavily protected. In their operations on jute yarns, they
ave been the beneficiary of a protective tariff for a long period.
Whenever tariff hearings have been held, their representatives have
been present, clamoring for higher rates. This year was no exception.
In spite of the fact that the present yarn schedule shuts out over 99
per cent of foreign competition, they asked for the most startling
increases in the jute yarn rates.

In his statement before the Ways and Means Committee, Mr.
Malcolm B. Stone, treasurer of this company, made this statement:

We took our chance when we moved our bagging looms to India. If a pro-
tective duty is really put on with an idea of protecting the American hagging
industry, we can easily move them back again.

Questioned by Mr. Treadway, he admitted that the movement of
'tbiskmachinery had thrown 30 per cent of their employees out of
‘work.

There may be other instances where American machinery has
been moved out of this country and the product of that machinery
permitted to come back in here practically free of duty to the detri-
ment of our American manufacturers, but if such instances exist
I am not acquainted with them.

It is hard for me to believe that with these facts before you that
the necessary taniff adjustment to bring this machinery back to
America where it belongs should be long delayed.

In their report accompanying the bill, Congressmen Kearns,
Estep, and Crowther state:

The proposals to place considerably higher duties on jute manufactures and
to transfer raw jute from the free list to the dutiabie list have been carefully
considered. The changes requested could not be made without a detrimental
effect on the old and well established domestic jute manufacturing industry,
producing principally twist, twinie, and cordage, on which the rates of duty are
somewhat higher than they arc on jute manufactures (burlap, for instance)
which are not produced in the United States. Furthermore, evidenee is insuf-
ficient to prove conclusively that the benefits which might accrue to domestic
cotton growers and cotton manufacturers would be such as would justify the
higher prices and thus added costs which would inevitably result.

It is quite true that a tariff on raw jute would increase the cost of
manufacturing jute yarn in America, but it is not true that a tariff
on jute cloth could possibly have a detrimental effect on jute manu-
facturers engaged in the production of yarn, twist, twine, and cordage.

Sel‘;ator SACKETT. Is there any use for jute until it gets to be jute

arn?

y Mr. McCampBELL. It is used in making calking material.
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Senator SACKETT. Does that amount to anything?

Mr. McCampBeLL. I think the estimate made by the Ludlow
Co. was 10,000,000 pounds.

Senator SAckeTT. That comes in free?

Mr. McCavpBELL. Yes; that comes in free. It is used for calking
water pipes.

Senator SAckeTT. That is practically the only use for it?

Mr. McCampBELL. I think so.

Senator SAcKETT. It would not help the cotton farmer any to put
a tariff on raw jute, would it?

Mr. McCanpseLL, [ think it would.

Senator SACKETT. When your jute yarn to make the stuff of is
protected to that extent, what would be the advantage to him of
protecting raw jute?

Mr. McCameBELL. It would help to keep the textile manufacturer
from runuing on jute instead of on cotton; if you protect the cloth
as we are asking you to do, uadoubtedly jute burlap will be
woven in America. Now, if you protect raw jute for the farmer, we
will run those mills on cotton instead of on jute. That is about the
size of it. Is that clear?

Senator SAckeTT. I get you.

Senator Bivguam. Is any cotton raised in India?

Mr. McCavmpBeLL. Yes; nearly 6,000,000 bales.

Senctor BiNciaM. About the same labor conditions have pre-
vailed as in the jute-raising industry, I suppose?

Mr. McCaxpBELL. Yes.

Senator BincaM. In that case, is it not a little remarkable that
we are able to raise any cotton, and export an awful lot from this
country, when we have to compete with the csotton of India raised
with cheap labor?

Mr. McCaxreELL. No; I do not think so.

Senator BixeuaM. Your jute in India is raised by the same people
who raise the India cotton?

Mr. McCaupBeLL. Yes; but not on the same land.

Senator BixcguaM. The truth is that you could not raise jute in
this country anyway?

Mr. McCanmpBeLL. I do not think that has been proved, Senator.

Senator BiNcHAM. Is it not a fact that in India, where you have
different conditions, the cheap labor for both the jute fields and the
cotton fields, they do nov compete with American cotton, and we
exKort cotton? . .

Mr. McCaxpBeLL. Indian cotton does compete with American
cotton.

Senator Bincuam. Of course it does compete.

Mr. McCameBELL. It is restricteid by two facts. In the first
place, while the labor is substantially cheaper, the tools that they
are working with are not nearly so good; and the land on which they
raise the cotton will only produce about 85 pounds to the acre, whereas
our land turns in about 160 pounds, and their fiber is much shorter
than ours. These are important differences. They undersell us
about 4 cents a pound.

Senator BineaM. They do not use fertilizer there at all?

Mr. McCampBELL. I do not know that.
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Senator BINGHAM. Is not this true, that the American farmer
‘who uses sacks for all of his products that I have enumerated here,
uses a lower-grade product for his sacks at present, and that you are
trying to force him to use a better-grade product than he is using at
present for sacking; because if he did that he would use cotton; isnot
that right?

Mr. McCampBELL., Yes; that is right.

Senator BiNgHAM. So that what you are trying to do is to teach
him to use a better article for his sacking for fertilizer and all the
rest of it?

Mr. McCampBELL. An article that he formerly used.

Senator BinguaM. When did he use cotton bags?

Mr, McCampBeLr. Well, up in your neck of the woods, the
Amoskeag Manufacturing Co. used to make about 150 cars of 2-
bushel seamless bags a year. They do not make any now.

Senator BinaaamM. But you testified that the importation of jute
burlap 30 years ago was only 66,000,000 yards.

Mr. McCampBELL. It has grown at an average rate of about
25,000,000 yards a year. Part of that is proper, and should go with
the increase of our country and the industrial growth of America,
but a good portion of it has been taken out of cotton mills, and I
can cite several mills right in your own territory that have been
wrecked by that very thing.

Senator BingHaM. The fact is that gou are trying to get the farmer
to use a superior article, and it is undoubtedly as though you put a
prohibitive tariff on. Supposing that we had an export interstate
commerce act in this country under a constitution, where you could
tax export products and put on a prohibitive duty so that people in
Vermont would have to eat strawberries. Is not that a similar case?

Mr. McCampBeLL. No, I do not think it is. We have here textile
fiber which is as short as five-eights inch. It is not the same thing
as seven-eights inch. It, too, might be separated. Jute treads on
our heels very closely, the line between cotton and jute is very nar-
row. Beets and cane are different plants, but when they are trans-
formed into sugar they are pretty much alike.

Senator BingHAM. Do you want to put a tariff on the cheaper
article so as to make them use a more expensive article?

Mr. McCampBeELL. We want to get some relief, and you gentle-
men have put yarns under protection. What we want is equal pro-
tection.

Senator BingHaM. You are not asking for any tariff on raw jute?

Mr. McCamprBELL. No; I am not a farmer. I am a manufacturer.
I am asking for a tariff on cloth. I sympathize with the farmer in
his request.

Senator BinauaM. Would you like to be allowed to take the jute
yarn that comes in and make it into jute cloth?

Mr. McCampBELL. If jute yarn came in, and jute cloth were taxed,
it would be possible to take this yarn and make it into jute cloth.

We have not recommended any substantial change in the jute yarn
schedule with which American i"ute manufacturers are particularly
concerned. Our estimates of the increase in the consumption of
cotton do not include 1 pound of raw jute or 1 pound of jute yarn,
twist, twine, or cordage. I want to make that very clear.
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They are based exclusively on jute cloth and jute bags. Further-
more, if rates on jute cloth are established which will make possible
the manufacture of jute burlap in America, is it not certain that
those most likely to engage in its manufacture are the present manu-
facturers of jute yarn, and if jute weaving establishments attempt to
operate without producing their own yarn, they would most certainly
ﬁurchase their yarn from the present jute yarn manufacturers. Just

ow the introduction of this huge additional outlet for their product
could affect these gentlemen adversely, I am at a loss to understand.

In his address before the House on May 17 (Congressional Record,
p. 1472) Congressman Estep, of the jute subcommittee, seemed to
give considertﬁ)le weight to the testimony of Mr. Fitzhugh, a jobher,
of Vicksburg, Miss., who argued against an increase in the tariff on
jute bagging. I have before me, and I am filing as an exhibit, an
erticle clipped from the Jackson, Miss., News, of May 9, reciting that
the Mississippi Chamber of Commerce had approved a report of its
tarifl committee definitely favoring a substantial duty on jute and its
products. It would seem that Mr. Fitzhugh’s opinion carried more
weight with Mr. Estep than it does in his own State of Mississippi.

Attempts were made to show that a tariff on jute cloth would ad-
versely affect American bag manufacturers. These arguments were
not, in our opinion, convincing. Practically every American ba
manufacturer makes bags of cotton cloth as well as of jute cloth, an
if a portion of their business were transferred from jute to cotton, we
do not feel that they would thereby be injured.

In this connection, it might be pointed out that the Bemis Bros.
Bag Co., the largest manufacturer of bags in America, is a controlling
stockholder of the Angus Jute Co. in Calcutta. Mr. Albert F. Bemis,
of that company appeared before the House committee to argue
against an increase in the rates on jute cloth, where it was rather
clearly demonstrated that his interest in this subject was dictated by
his Indian operations rather than his American operations.

Efforts were made to show that an increase in the rate of burlap
would hugely increase the cost of bags to the American farmer.
One of the bag manufacturers undertook to tell us that a 2-bushel
burlap bag, made from 10}-ounce burlap cloth, weighing approxi-
mately 13 ounces and selling for about 14 cents, was in every way
com][:arable to a 16-ounce seamless cotton bag costing 33 cents.

I have some of these cotton bags here [producing samples]. There
is a burlap bag, and here is the 2-bushel seamless cotton bag, what is
known as American A. They said that this bag was comparable
to that one [indicating]. Such a bag is neither as sightly, closely
woven nor nearly as strong as the cotton bag. -

To accomplish the same breaking strength, burlap must be woven
approximately 33)% per cent heavier than cotton, so that a burlap
bag, truly comparable to a 16-ounce seamless cotton bag, would
weigh between 21 and 22 ounces and would cost 23 or 24 cents. The
difference between the two costs would be nothing like 19 cents a bag.

Senator SAckerr. What would it be?

Mr. McCampBELL. I have that specifically laid out. I am touch-
ing now on another burlap bag. This is a 7}4-ounce bag [indicating}.
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The National Potato Institute put in a letter, which, after elab-
orate estimates of the number of bags used by potato growers, said:

Of these, probably between 60,000,000 and 70,000,000 are purchased new

every season.

The wholesale price of 7)5-ounce, 2-bushel burlap potato bags to-day is $120
per thousand; compared with this, the wholesale price of 2-bushel American A
seamless cotton bags is $335 per thousand, or a difference of 213$ cents per bag.

Senator SACKETT. What is the weight of the seamless bag as com-
pared with the other?

Mr. McCampBELL. Sixteen ounces, and this weighs about 9%
ounces.

Senator SACKETT. Then it is a much better bag?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes, a very much better bag.

Senator SACKETT. Then why do you not compare it with the bags
of the same quality?

Mr. McCampBELL. I will do it so promptly. [Continuing reading:)

Caleulated on this basis, it would cost the potato industry approximately
$30,000,000 each season to change from burlap containers to cotton containers.

This is a rather grotesque piece of arithmetic, for if the average
number of new bags, 65,000,000, he multiplied by 21!} cents, the
figure given, the result is 813,975,600, and not $30,000,000 as stated.

A 2-bushel bag made of 40-inch 7}-ounce burlap weighs about
9% ounces and can not be fairly compared with a 2-bushel cotton
bag weighing 16 ounces.

Ve presented to the Ways and Mcans Committee tests made by
the United States Testing Co., showing that 7/%-ounce burlap
breaks at 62 pounds ‘in the warp and 54.8 pounds in the filling, also
showing that 40-inch 48/48 2.85 yard (5.6 ounce) cotton sheeting
breaks at 70.4 pounds in the warg and 54.1 pounds in the filing,
which, in our opinion, clearly establishes it as a comparable cotton
cloth. As a matter of fact, tests equal to those shown on 40-inch
7%-ounce burlap can be accomplished with even lighter, coarser count
and lower-priced cotton fabrics. Samples of such fabrics, however,
are not available, as they have been forced out by jute competition
and are not now in production.

American A seamless cotton bags will break at about 106 pounds
in the warp and 92 pounds in the llinﬁ. The claim that they are the
cotton article comparable to a 40-inch 7)%-ounce jute bag is grossly
misleading. . .

On February 20, the date of the letter under discussion, the differ-
ance in cost between a 7%-ounce jute bag and one made of 2.85 yard
cotton sheeting was just about 5 cents per bag and not 21); cents
as these gentlemen would have you believe. )

If the potato growers should have to pay a premium of 5 cents on
65,000,000 bags, the cost to them would be $3,250,000 and not the
$30,000,000 they claim.

The increase in the jute cloth tariff that we have recommended,
translated into a 2-bushel bag made of 40-inch 10}/-ounce burlap,
would be 4.88 cents per bag, or translated into a bag made of 40-inch
7%-ounce burlap, 3.82 cents per bag. The fact that these bags hold
2 bushels each cuts this half in two if stated per bushel.

That is not all, for each bag is reused many times. Taking the
Potato Institute’s own figure which, as you have seen, are a bit over-
stated, the added cost per bushel of potatoes would be less than half

a cent.
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There are 60 pounds in a bushel of potatoes, and if you attempted
to carry it out to the pound, it would be so far behind the decimal you
could not find it.

Senator BiNcgHaM. If they did not reuse them, it would be about 2
cents a bushel?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; 1.91, I think it is.

Senator SAcKETT. They would be able to reuse these bags a great
many tires?

Mr. McCampBeLL. Yes; they would reuse them. The reuse
would greatly reduce the original cost.

Senator BinguaMm. The reuse in burlap?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; it is burlap we are talking about.

Senator SACKETT. What is tho reuse in cotton?

Mr. McCavpBELL. 1 think the reuse in cotton is more. Cer-
tainly, if that is the bag they are talking about, this [indicating cotton
sample] would make many times the trips this one would [indicating
jute sample].

Also, it is conceivable that some portion of this tariff would be
absorbed by the Indian manufacturers of burlap. I am filing with
you, as an exhibit a reprint from the Calcutta financial magazine
“Capital,” listing practically all of the Indian and Britisk owne
mills and giving their dividend record since 1920. This is quite
interesting. Translated into American currency, the total invested
ordinary capital (common stock) of this group of mills is $50,279,092.
Earnings for the last complete year, 1927, were $20,767,933, or 41.31
per cent on the outstanding common stock. Average common earn-
ings for the cight years, 1920 to 1927, inclusive, were $18,496,198, or
36.79 per cent—practically 37 per cent.

You will note that in this list the American-owned mills, Ludlow,
American and Angus, are conspicuous by their absence. These, too,
have been profitable. The earnings of the Ludlow Manufacturing
Associates were recently published. In 1928 their net earnings were
$2,442,000. Their average import of raw jute for the last several
vears has been about 56,000,000 pounds. These earnings show a
little better than 4 cents on each pound of raw material imported
into America. The highest duty that has been suggested on raw jute
is 3 cents a pound, so the idea that such a duty would destroy their
business seems to be a trifle exaggerated.

Even if they found themselves unable to J)asg any portion of such a
duty along to their customers, they would still be able to function
very comfortably and show earnings somewhat in excess of those
recently developed in the cotton textile industry.

The opponents of a proper tariff on jute cloth have made much of
the fact that the Textile World, of New York, has joined them in
opposing this tariff. I do not know how I can better answer this
thafnl%o quote from a recent editorial in the “Manufacturers Record,”
as follows: .

A NEW YORK TEXTILE PAPER TELLS HOW TO ADVANCE THE PRICE OF COTTON BUT
OPPOSES THE METHOD

The Textile World, of New York, in its vigorous opposition to a tariff on
burlap, says that its proponents claim that this tariff on burlap would make an
increased demand of a minimum of 650,000 bales of cotton annually to well over a

63310—29-—vor 10, s0HED 10——8
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million bales, and under such a proposed tariff the Textile World says *“cotton
prices would be enhanced in average value anywhere from 1 to 5 cents a pound;
or even more in short-crop seasons.” .

The Textile World protests that this would be a tax upon the whole cotton
textile industry and upon the farm industry for the benefit of a comparatively
small selfish interest. ‘““This in itself,” says the Textile World, “would be an
economic crime of the first magnitude.”

If the Textile World can only convince the farmers of the South that a tariff
an jute would result in an advance of 1 to 5 cents a pound on cottoy, they will
acramble so lively to secure this tariff that Congress will hear from them in an
~udless stream of petitions.

While protesting against such a tariff on jute as an injury to the textile industry
as a whole, claiming that it would also result in causing an increase in lower
grades of cotton, the Textile World says: “With cotton deteriorating in length
and character and with a steadily increasing scarcity of 1 to 1}4 inch cottons,
it would be economic suicide to place such a premium upon the growth of short,
low-grade cotton.”

Surely the Textile World was not thinking of the welfare of the millions of
people who grow cotton. It was thinking only in terms of the New England cot-
ton manufacturing industry, entirely without regard to the welfare of southern
farmers. Its statements, however, are an admission of an advantage to the
cotton-growing industry stronger than we have ever seen advanced by anyone.
We congratulate the Textile World upon an admission which, if it can be driven
home into the belief of southern farmers and southern business men generally,
will result in a unanimous demand from the South. for a tariff on jute.

The beauty of this editorial of the Textile World against a duty on jute burlap
is that in its effort to safeguard the cotton industry of New England it makes
admissions which in the end must necessarily be extremely damaging to its own
side of the case. If a duty on jute will raisc the price of cotton from 1 to 5 cents
a pound, then by all manner of means let us have that duty placed as quickly as
possible. Not a day is to be lost.

The only real argument that has been presented against our pro-
posal is that a tariff on jute cloth would raise the price of bags to the
American farmer. The American farmer is a larger user of jute
bags. That we do not deny, but there is scarcely a dutiable article
that is not used by the American farmer. Whatever increase in
price goes with a protective tariff has been borne to some extent b
agricultural interests. It is true that this particular proposal will
levy a further burden, but the burden will not be large and the benefit
will accrue directly to the farmer himself.

In their brief before the Ways and Mecans Committee, the Ludlow
Manufacturing Associates admitted it would increase the American
use of cotton 400,000 bales. This is a pessimistic estimate, but even
oa this basis employment would be furnished for 100,000 farmers
and 1,300,000 acres of land, now producing other crops, would be
devoted to the production of cotton. Surely this slight cost is not
too great a price to pay for so desirable a result.

Senator SACKETT. You can not increase the price of cotton and at
the same time increase the acreage by 1,300,000 acres.

Mr. McCampBELL. ] think it would do a little of both, Senator ——

Senator SACkETT. If you do the latter, you will be in trouble again.

Mr. McCampBELL. 1 think the American farmer will raise all the
cotton we will buy.

Senator SACKETT. I think so too. I have that feeling about it.

Mr, McCameBELL. I do think it will help agriculture.

Senator SACKETT. It will help the price of cotton?

Mr. McCampBELL. It will always be a balance. When acreage
goes up price goes down unless consumption is increased.
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Senator SACKETT. You heard Senator Ransdell’s argument here
this morning, that if we put this tariff on jute, we would raise the
price of cotton 2 cents a pound. Now, if we put a tariff on jute and
incriase the acreage by 1,300,000 acres that argument goes up in
smoke,

Mr. McCampBELL. Not necessarily, Senator. I think you will
get a profit at one end——

Senator SACKETT. You might strike a balance.

Mr. McCamsreLL. I think if it would make a use for an additional
1,000,000 bales and if we did not raise any additional cotton, it would
go up 15 cents a pound. There has got to be a balance between the
two. That is my opinion.

Our sympathy for Indian farmers and mill workers has heen invoked,
but for the sake of keeping foreign farmers and operatives busy do
we want to have our own farmers suffer and our own operatives
remain idle? ’

It has been pointed out that no light-weight jute cloths are woven
in America and that there is no reason for protecting an industry
which does not exist. The question has been asked why no American
manufacturer of jute burlap appears before you as an advocate. One
might as well reason that a murderer should be allowed to go free
because his victim is unable to appear against him. This industry
does not exist because the present jute-cloth schedule does not permit
it to exist.

There is your jute cloth schedule. That is why we have no jute
manufacturers here.

Senator SACKETT. You, yourself, are a potential jute manufacturer?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes, sir.

Senator Sackerr. Then the murderer is sort of escaping for the
preseut.

Mr. McCampeBELL. I claim the schedule is the murderer.

Senator SAckerT. The victim is escaping.

Mr. McCampBELL. I claim the burlap manufacturer in America——

Senator SAckeTT. Does not exist.

Mr. McCampBELL. Does not exist. But that argument is eternally
presented, Senator. Why are not these people here to cry about
this? How can they be when their industry has long since been
destroyed?

Senator SAckerT. I am trying to draw your attention to the fact
that you are a potential manufacturer, and you are here.

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes, sir. Thank you very much.

Senator BingHAM. Is it not true that about 140,000,000 pounds of
jute yarns and twines were produced by American industry last year?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; but not woven.

Senator Bingaam. They were produced by American industry?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; but they were not woven. They were
spun.

pSenator BingHaM. Then you are not interested in a tariff, except
on cloth?

Mr. McCameBELL. Cloth is my alpha and omega to-day.

Senator BincuaM. Yes, to-day.

Senator SAcKETT. That is what he is asking for.

Mr. McCampBELL. Put a tariff on the cloth in line with the tariff
on the yarn, and you will not hear another murmur out of me.
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Senator Binagras. Will not the tariff increase the price of the yarns
and twines?

Mr. McCampBELL. No, sir.

Senator SACKETT. Let that alone? .

Mr. McCampBeLL. We do not want to hurt the Anerican jute
manufacturer.

Senator Binauam. Well, is it likely that you could persuade the
cotton grower to use a large amount of cotton cloth in wrapping his
bales, under present conditions?

Mr. McCampBELL. My own opinion, Senator, is that the possi-
bility of covering cotton with cotton lies more with the net weight
bill than with the tariff bill.

Senator BinguaM. In other words, this will not hel]p?

Mr. McCampBELL. I think the tariff on jute will help considerably.

Senator BiNngHaM. But probably will not increase the amount o
cotton used for wrappin‘g bales?

Mr. McCamparLL. We probably will not do it the way the thing
stands at present, as long as the custom of gross weight continues.

Senator BinguaM. Is there any used at present?

Mr. McCampBELL. A very small quantity.

Senator BinguaM. Was there any used in 19277

Mr. McCampBeLL. I think Mr. Odenheimer told (ou they used
6,000,000 pounds in a number or years. The start had to be in times
of low-priced cotton.

Senator BiNncHAM. Did not the figures you referred to on jute
cover the cost of covering bales of cotton?

Mr. McCampBELL. Of jutc cloth; yes, sir.

Senator Binguay. Well, in view of that fact, that probably you
will not get that market, or only a small part of it, and in view of
the fact that this sacking is going to be used over and over again
more than the burlap, and in view of the fact that a lot of this stuft
after it has been used up is convertible back for reuse——

Mr. McCampBELL. That is already included in the figures, because
the jute bagging is also rewcrked.

Senator BinciEaM. Do you not think that those items will seriously
affect the matter?

Mr. McCampBELL. My figures of 1,573,000—I am quoting it on
thedbasis of the million, on the basis of those items you have enumer-
ated. -

Senator GEORGE. That is 1,573,000 what?

Senator Binguam. What is that?

Mr. McCampBELL. That is the imports of jute cloth and bags
translated into pounds.

Senator BiNngHAM. Is it used for other purposes, other than cloth?

Mr. McCampBELL. No, sir.

Senator BingaaM. It is not?

Ml":l McCampBELL. It does not include a pound of yarn; not a
pound.

Senator BingHAaM. It just includes jute cloth and nothing else?

Mr. McCampBELL. It takes the jute cloth and their further use
as bags. It takes jute burlapping, jute bagging, and jute bags.
This brief is very clear on that point.

Speaking of the jute burlap, under similar treatment other textiles
would fare little better. Just drop the tariff barrier on cotton and
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woolen cloths low enough and you will see the seaving of those fibers
slowly follow that of jute across our borders, leaving behind a wake
of idle mills and unemploved workers.

The ‘point has been made that there is little competition between
cotton fabrics and jute fabrics. When our pro-jute friends talk among
themselves, their conversation is vastly difFerent than it is when the
are attempting to influence your decision. The Daily Mill Stoc
Reporter is & newspaper published in New York, largely devoted to
jute and its uses. The two following excerpts from editorials appear-
g in that Eaper show that the competition between the two fibers is
recognized by jute as well as cotton interests.

Senator BiNcHaM. Now, just a minute. In testifying before the
House committee you said:

In 1927 the jute and jute butts came in to the amount of 184,000,000 pounds;
the jute yarns came in to the amount of 2,900,000; jute bagging, 101,000,000; hur-
lap and other jute cloths, §71,000,000; jute bags and sacks, 37,000,000; and the
total was 897,000,000. It has averaged over 900,000,000 for the last three years.

Mr. Treapway. Pounds or yards? .

Mr. McCampBELL. Pounds.

Mr. TrReapway. You claim that amount would all be transferred to cotton by
putting a duty on jute?

Mr. McCamprELL. If the entire jute program were carried through, I estimate
about 1,000,000 bales of cotton.

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes, sir.

Senator Bingam. Now, that is the entire program, and yet to-day
you seem to have changed your position to state that if only the cloth
were talen care of, the amount of cotton increase would be 1,500,000
bales, which you are willing to reduce because of these other things
that have entered intoit. Now you have changed your position since
you testified before the House committee?

Mr. McCampBELL. No; I do not think I have.

Senator BingHaM. I quoted from your testimony.

Senator SACkETT. 1 do not think that is a change.

Mr. McCampBeLL. I do not think that is a change at all.

Senator SAckETT. J think you just misunderstood it.

Senator BincHaM. Did you hear that?

Senator SackeTT. Yes; I heard it. He does not claim anything
for jute butts or yarns.

Mr. McCampBELL. It is a question of fact, and not of opinion. It
is a question of pounds or quantity translated into pounds. Mr.
Alexander there, or Mr. Clarke, can give you the precise amounts of
imports of jute cloth. They are here regularly. There was a schedule
here. Senator George had one, and 1t seems to have disappeared.
The total imports last year were——

Senator GEORGE. Now you mean 1928?

Mr. McCavprBELL, Yes; 1928. My figures were based on 1927.

Senator GrorGe. 1927?

Mr. McCampperL. Yes, sir. I do not quite follow this. The

rand total is 968,000,000 pounds in 1928 [reading from ’photostnt].
Now, that is divided. The figures are not clear there. The figures
I gave the Ways and Means Committee were taken directly from
here [indicating].

Senator GEORGE. What are you quoting from now?

Mr. McCampreLL. I am quoting from ‘‘ The Rising Tide of Jute.”

Senator BincgHaM. That is your own book?



114 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

Mr. McCampreLL. That is my own book. These figures are
official figures furnished me by the United States Tariff Commission.
There is one estimate in it which I find is a little strained, and that is
that I averaged the jute bagging at 2 pounds a yard. I find they have
changled that to 25.6 ounces per yard. That would throw the figures
slightly off. But with that exception the thing is a question of fact
and not of my opinion or anyone’s else. The only estimate that goes
illltohit is the amount of waste in manufacturing the raw jute into
clotn.

Senator BinagtaM. I am afraid you did not get the point before.
In your testimony, when Mr. Treadway was questioning you, you
stated: “If the entire jute program were carrie((ll through, I estimate
about 1,000,000 bales,” and so forth.

Mr. McCavprELL. Yes; the program we asked for was on cloth.

Senator SAckETT. That is the same program he offered the House
committee, if that were carried through, it would mean a million bales
. of cotton; that is, cloth and bagging. That is what he asked for.

Senator BingHaM. Then the testimony we had this morning with
reference to the necessity of putting a duty immediatcly on jute and
jute products——

Senator SACKETT. He has not said anything about that.

Senator BiNngHaM. And those people claimed if it was done, it would
be a million bales; and he claimed that the larger part was taken for

bagging. '

Mr? %’ICCAMPBELL. It is not the larger part. The figures on total
imports, and of raw jute will show that.

Senator SACKETT. About 20 per cent.

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; and you have, also, a waste factor.

Senator SAckeTT. I would like to ask you about the testimony we
had this morning. The gentleman from New Orleans said if you used
a cotton bag of the same strength as the jute bag, the difference in
weight would make the selling price of the two just about the same.
Do you agree with that statement?

Mr. McCaupBELL. I do not.

Senator SAckerT. Well, you think the difference is what?

Mr. McCampBELL. The difference, as I have calculated it, is about
one-third. Six-ounce cotton cloth will test with and break with 8-
ounce burlap. I submitted those to the Ways and Means Committee.
An 8-ounce Osnaberg findicating] that is cotton, with 10}; jute burlap.
I think you misunderstood him a little.

Senator SACKETT. Maybe I did. I could get it here.

Mr. McCampreLL. These lighter weight cloths are known as jute
burlap [indicating].

Senator SACKETT. Yes, sir.

Mr. McCamppeELL. The heavier weight is known as sacking, or
bagging.

enator SACKETT. Yes.

Mr. McCamprELL. Now, the custom of selling American cotton
gross weight has led the farmer to steadily add to his tare.

Senator SACKETT. Yes.

Mr. McCamprELL. And that cloth has been made heavier and
heavier and heavier, and cheaper and cheaper and cheaper, on the
theory that he is getting a profit on it, until it is an abortion, as we
look at it. It counts 32 threads to the inch and weighs 22 ounces.
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The cotton that was shipped to Bremen was packed in cotton cloth,
and it carried better than the jute cloth, which was the basis of Mr.
Odenheimer’s statement. I think he was talking about bagging.

Now, on the burlaps proper, we figure that there is about 33% per
cent difference. On the bagging, it is not a cloth, really, by de-
icrippion, a 12-ounce cotton cloth proved superior to 32-ounce jute

agging.

Senator SACKETT. Now, he felt that with a good sales organization
protected by the tariff temporarily, he could overcome the prejudice
against the use of cotton and put cotton in, and by a sliding scale of
duty he could get everything he wanted. Do you agree with that?

Mr. McCampBELL. 1 do not.

Scnator SACKETT. Now, one other question while we are on it:
How much of this jute cloth is made of yarns 40 pounds or over?

Mr. McCampBELL. The jute cloth? That takes in jute bagging,
I think that is the one thing that would come in that bracket.

Senator SAckeTT. Coarser than 40 pounds?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; coarser than 40 pounds. I do not think
any of that yarn comes in here. Possibly the jute people could give
it to you.

Senator SACKETT. You have a duty on it.

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; because that is the weight yam out of
which bagging is made.

Senator SACKETT. You have reduced the duty from what it is in
the present act?

Mr. McCampBELL. On the yarn.

Senator SACKETT. No; on your cloth. You have asked for 1 cent
per Found, plus 1 cent per yard?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes, sir.

Senator SACKETT. At the present time the duty is 2 cents on the
yarn and 1 cent on the cloth?

Mr. McCampBELL. Bagging does not really fall under any present
cloth bracket. It sells under the one which is above there, cotton
bagging—bagging for covering cotton.

Senator SAckeTT. It is marked here 1 cent. Now the onlz
thing that I sce that you ask for in this duty is to ask on the clot
schedule for 24, 4, 5%, and 7 cents?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; plus a penny a yard.

Senator SAckerT. The penny is on there already.

Mr. McCampBELL. I want a cent per yard.

Senator SACKETT. The other was 1 cent per pound, was it?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes, sir.

Senator SAcKETT. The 1922 act is a cent per pound?

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes, sir.

Senator SAckeTT. It says coarser than 40 pounds, 40 pounds to 20
pounds, and so forth.

Mr. McCampBeLL. The note says that the specific rates are
expressed in cents per pound unless otherwise noted.

Senator SACKETT. What is the difference between a cent a pound
and a cent per yard?

Mr. McCampBELL, On this one [indicating] it would mean 2 cents
a pound. On jute bagging, about % cents a pound.

Senator Sackerr. All right.
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Mr. McCavrBeLL. I was about to quote from the Daily Mill
Stock Reporter, indicating that the jute interests realize there is a
very sharp competition existing between the two industries.

Senator Sackerr. Do you think it is necessary to read that, or
just put it in?

Mr. McCampBeLL. I will put it in.

Senator Sackerr. It would save a little time for us and for you too.

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes, sir.

(The quotation from the Daily Mill Stock Reporter is as follows:)

Burlap is a cheap commodity. It is the cheapest textile the world knows of,
Its use all over the world is based on its cheapness. Were it not for its low cost
there isn’t the slightest doubt that in a great many cases some other textile
would be used in its place. The very existence of the jute-goods industry depends
on the cheapness of the article produced within the industry, and if prices of burlap
should rise to where they are anywhere near the proximity of those of competing
textiles, there is no question that its consumption would suffer. There is no
gainsaying that low prices—comparatively low, at least—would be beneficial to
the burlap market. With all the agitation and propaganda in favor of the
substitution of cotton for jute, the best and surest weapon with which to battle
the substitution danger is low prices for jute and burlap. Burlap prices still are
relatively below those for comparahle classes of cotton goods, but the margin
between has become so slim there is danger lurking in the price position. So lon
as the price differential between the two commodities remains slight there wil
be the possibility of substitution of cotton for jute on an impressive scale, but
should prices of burlap get down to levels where they are well below those for
cotton cloth, there would be small probability of any appreciable substitution and
much of the propaganda being put out by cotton interests would promptly cease

Mr. McCampBeLL. Here is another instance of the same sort.
Efforts are being made to establish a burlap exchange in New York.
These efforts are being opposed by the burlap trade. Mr. T. M.
Gallie is chairman of the Trade Committee. On this committce are
Mr. Duane Hall, who appeared at the House hearings, also Mr. H. H.
Allen of the Bemis Bros. Bag Co.

I have here and am filing as an exhibit an article from the Journal
of Commerce of May 24, 1929.

It seems that Mr. Julius B. Baer, attorney for the exchange, has
written a book, in which this passage appears:

Not only must & supply of a commodity be large, but its flow to world markets
must be substantially frec and unhampered by artificial restraint. An impossible
condition would exist if organized futures trading were attempted in a market
where the su})ply was under effeetive control and could be increased or diminished
at the will of any government, group, or individual.

Commenting on this, Mr. Gallie says:

The outstanding example of any industry where the supply is cffectively con-
trolled is Calcutta burlap. Burlap has long been controlled effectively by a
joint agreement of the Indian Jute Mills Association. Even during the bulk of
the war years, when there was a tremendous demand for burlap, the mills main-
tained an arbitrary working schedule to curtail production.

Again quoting Mr. Baer’s book:

Uncertainty of supply and demand is essential for a commodity to be the
subjeet of futures trading. If supply and demand are both ceriain, prices are
readily adjusted without the intervention of any organized market machinery.
Again, if either of the factors is certain and the other uncertain, while the
problem of adjustment is more difficult, no elaborate market machinery is
required to bring it about and there is not sufficient uncertainty to engage the
attention of a large body of speculators, *
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Again Mr. Gallie comments:

The interesting point here is that this confirms the contention held all along
by the trade committee. It is a very simple thing to know within a compara-
tively few vards what the Calcutta output is per month. The number of looms
;f public property and the average production per day per loom is equally well

nown.

That is a well-regulated commodity.

So we find that the same gentlemen who are so solicitous lest a
proper burlap tariff work a hardship on our farmers are perfectly
content that those same farmers be exploited for the benefit of
Calcutta jute manufacturers who employ for the purpose methods
our Government forbids our own manufacturers to use. Is not our
tariff a proper defense against such a condition?

Senator SAckerT. Now, how much of a burden upon the use of
jute bagging and burlap, in your judgment, is the ability of the
manufacturers in India to create a trust and monopolize the market?

Mr. McCampBELL. I think that could be rather well determined,
Senator. As an exhibit with this brief, I have filed a reprint from the
Indian financial publication, Capital, giving a list of Indian jute
mills, together with their common capital stock and dividend records
{or the last several years.

In American currency, the common capital stock of these mills
amounts to $50,279,092. Earnings for the last complete year, 1927,
were $20,767,033. Assuming that these gentlemen would be willing
to do business on a 10 per cent dividend basis, or $5,027,909, rather
than abandon the American market, the difference between that
and their actual earnings, which might be termed ‘‘excess profits,”
is $15,740,024.

Calcutta shipped, in 1928, 1,556,190,231 yards of jute cloth (HH-
P5832), of which 988,044,556 yards came to the United States
(HH-P5833). If the proportion holds, $9,993,536 of these “excess
profits”’ came from United States consumers. The list of mills
given does not include the American companies—Ludlow, American,
and Angus—so that their profits would add to this result.

Furthermore, it is reasonable to assume that the percentage of
profit from the United States business would be greater than that
obtained in countries where protective tariffs are effective or where
living standards are lower and competitive conditions more severe
than our own.

Taking these factors into consideration, I estimate the total
amount as between $12,000,000 and $15,000,000.

Senator SAckeTT. Then vou think the penalty which our farmers
and other jute users pay for jute.Indian combinations amounts to
$15,000,000 a year?

Mr. McCampBeLL. Yes; I am giving figures which are in evidence.

Senator SACKETT.- And that the only way in which that can be
overconte and stopped is to put a tariff on the manufactures of jute
cglqth s;) that it can all be made in this country and put a stop to these
things?

Mr. McCampBeLL. Yes; I think it is a shame to let the foreign
manufacturer do things that we are not allowed to do.

Senator SAckerT. Of course, you could only get a portion of that.
Some would still come in, and might make it cost the farmer that
much more,
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Mr. McCamrBeLL, Well, it all has a bearing, still I think it is a fact
that our customers would profit proportionately to the extent that
the Calcutta Association profits are cut down.

And again I ask, is it not conceivable that some portion of this
tariff may come out of the pockets of these affluent Calcutta manu.
facturers before any part is paid by our own consumers?

Senator SAckeTT. But, at any rate, it would all come back to the
farmer or the Government, in the shape of duty.

Mr. McCamreBeLt. Yes, sir.

Senator SackerT. The whole 815,000,000,

Mr. McCavprBeLL. Yes, sir,

Our opponents would have you believe that the advocates of this
measure are few in number, that its henefits would be remote and
that we are greedy and sclfish in our motives.

We resent the suggestion that we are either selfish or greedy. We
do not seek preferential treatment.

Senator BinaHaM, Very few witnesses are concerned in the things
they represent here. Selfishness does not enter into a tariff hearing.

Mr. McCamrBELL. Selfishness may enter into some presentations,
but it does not enter into this.

Senator BineHaM. No one has accused you of selfishness.

Mr. McCameBeLL. We have been frequently accused of it since
the House committee hearings.

Senator Binagam. I have not heard any such charge.

Mr. McCampBeELL. Wedo not seek preferential treatment. Weonly
lead that that part of the jute schedule which affects our industry
e balanced with other parts of that same schedule. In setting the

rates on jute cloth, we urge you to follow the identical methods that
the lsame bill applies to the other textile schedules, cotton, flax, and
wool.

All we ask is even-handed justice. On this we rest our case. We
have no war chest. We have no paid advocates. Such methods
have been used against us. Perhaps they would help us to succeed.
I hope not. For my part, I would rather win this case on its merits
than to obtain twice the duty in any other way.

I come before you as the representative of the Association ot
Cotton Textile Merchants. The members of this association sell
over half the cotton cloth woven in this country. Their annual
business exceeds half a billion dollars. What I have said is officially
indorsed by the American Cotton Manufacturers Association, whose
members spin nearly three-quarters of the cotton used in the United
States and have on their pay rolls 240,000 people who would be
directly benefited. .

In addition to this army of textile workers, 3,500,000 people find
a livelthood in raising cotton. There is no measure before our
Congress more important than the protection of this great industry.
'l;zlero is nothing which will so quickly bring order out of textile
chaos.

We are living in a protected country. Protests against protection
have died until only a faint echo is heard. American farming and
textile interests are entitled to a fair share in such protection. If
they must buy everything thoy use in a protected market, it is but
simple justice that they should enjoy the same measure of protection
when it comes to their turn to selll.

. |
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Do this and on our cotton farms, in our cotton mills, better hours,
bet;t;el('i wages, and better working conditions will come of their own
accord.

Senator SACKETT. Just one question: I notice in this proposed
schedule that you put in here raw jute, jute butts, waste bagging
and waste sugar-sack cloth under the act of 1913 is free, and under
the act of 1922 is free, and in your proposal nothing is said.

Mr. McCamepeLL. I have left that open. I appear here as a
cloth advocate. I am in sympathy with those who use raw jute,
but I am representihg the domestic cotton manufacturers and textile
merchants. We are not advocating a duty on raw jute, except that
we think the farmer is entitled to the same treatment as ourselves.

Senator SACKETT. You are advocating a decrease in jute twist,
where it is 5 pounds and finer.

Mr. McCampBELL. Yes; there is a 4-cent premium for twisting
yarn 5 pounds and finer and only a 1-cent premium for twisting jute
varn coarser than 5-pound. The 4-cent premium should be reduced.
It is out of line with the other brackets.

Senator GREENE. We are much obliged to you.

(Mr. McCampbell read his brief into the record, and subsequently
submitted the following supplemental brief:)

+

SuppLEMENTAL BRIEF oF LEAVELLE McCampneLL

This tpmposctl raie of 1 cent per pound, plus 1 cent per yard, applied to the im-
ports of jute bagging for covering cotton during 1928, would have amounted to
$1,327,070.05. During the same period, these commodities actually paid, under
the present paragraph, $391,637, so the total annual cost of the proposed inercase
vould be $1,025,433.05. Applied to the 1928 crop of 14,269,413 bales, this
,ould amount to 7.18 cents_per hale.

The smallest change in the price of cotton recorded by any exchaunge is onec-
hundredth of a cent a pound, which is 5 cents a bale. During 1928 the average
daily difference between the high and low quotations on the New York Cotton
Exchange, based on the July and December options, was 28 points, or $1.40 per
bale. In other words, the daily variation in the market value of the American
cotton crop is more than nineteen times the additional duty on cotton bagging
Wwe LoW prupose,

It is fairly and reasonably estimated that the adoption of these proposed
amendments to the jute cloth and bag schedules will add a million bales to con-
sumption and lift the price of cotton $10 per bale. Surely no real friend can
object to a proposition whereby the American cotton farmer puts in 7 cents and
takes out $10. Lurthermore, it ix a rather well aceepted business fact that the
cost of packaging a commodity is added to its price. If this is true, even the
burden of 7 cents a bale will be borne very largely by the textile interests who are
asking for this increase and not by the farmer.
LeavenLe McCaMpBELL.

Before me, personally, came Leavelle McCampbell, who under oath declared
that the statement herewith presented is correet and true to the best of his
knowledge and belief.

[sEAL.] Friepa Scieun,

Notary Publie, New York.

Commission expires March 30, 1931.

———

F. B. Keecu & Co.
New York, June 26, 1929,
LeaverrLe McCampBELL, Esq.
New Yoric, N. Y.

Dear Mr. McCamepeLL: In accordance with your request, we have taken
from the records of the New York Cotton Exchange the high and low prices for the
July option for each market day from January 1, 1928, to May 31, 1928, the high
and low prices for the December option for each market day fror» June 1, 1928,
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to October 31, 1928, and the high and low prices for the July option for each
market day from November 1, 1928 to December 31, 1928, and on these figures
have computed the average daily range of the market for the year 1928, finding
the same to be 0.2799 cents per pound, or approximately $1.40 per 500 pound bale.

We chose the July and the December options as being fairly representative of the
summer and winter positions. Any other two options would show approxi-
mately the same daily range.

This work has been done with the utmost care and a double check, and we
believe that the figures given may be counted upon as being correct.

Very truly yours, F. B. Keeca ¢ Co
By R. L. TnoMpsoN

McCanprBELL & Co. (INC.),
New York, June 28, 1919.

Senator FRANK L. GREENE,
Chairman Subcommittee Senate Finance Commillee,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SeENATOR GREENE: During the hearings on jute and manufactures of,
Senator Sackett asked me:

“Now, how much of a burden upon the use of jute bagging and burlap, in
your judgment, is the ability of the manufacturers in India to create a trust
and monopolize the market?”

I find that my hurried reply to this %lestion was not as complete and accurate
as I would like testimony of mine to be before your august body. Therefore,
I blsf leave to substitute for that reply the following statement:

r. McCameBELL. I think that could be rather well determined, Senator.
As an exhibit with this brief, I have filed a reprint from the Indien financial
publication, Capital, giving a list of Indian jute mills, together with their common
capital stock and dividend records for the last several years.

‘In American currency the common capital stock of these mills amounts to
$50,279,092. Earnings for the last complete year, 1927, were $20,767,933.
Assuming that these gentlemen would be willing to do business on a 10 per cent
dividend basis, or $5,027,909, rather than abandon the American market, the
difference between that and their actual earnings, which might be termed ‘‘excess
profits,’”’ is $15,740,024.

“Calcutta shipped, in 1928, 1,555,190,231 yards of juts cloth (HH-P5832),
of which 988,044,556 yards came to the United States (HH-P5833). If the
proportion holds, $9,993,536 of these ‘‘excess profits”’ ecame from United States
consumers. The list of mills given does not include the American companies—
Ludlow, American, and Angus—so that their profits would add to this result.

“Furthermore, it is reasonable to assume that the percentage of profit from
the United States business would be greater than that obtained in countries
where protective tariffs are effective or where living standards are lower and
competitive conditions more severc than our own.

“Taking these factors into consideration, i estimate the total amount as
between $12,000,000 and $15,000,000.”

Trusting it will be ;;ossible for you to do this, I am

Yours very truly,
LEAVELLE McCAMPBELL,

Before me, personally, came Leavelle McCampbell who under oath declared
that the statement herewith presented is correct and true to the best of his
knowledge and belief.

{sEaAL.) FRIEDA SCHERL,

Notary public, New York.

Commission expires March 30, 1931.

McCamsELL & Co. (INnc.),
New York, June 28, 1929,

Senator FRANK L. GREENE,
Chairman Subcommitlee, Senale Finance Commillee,
Washington, D. C.
Drar SeENATOR GREENE: During the hearings on jute and manufactures of, I
made the statement that—
“If every gound of jute bagging, burlap and bags were translated into cotton,
there would be consumed annually 1,573,000 bales.”
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This seemed to be regarded as an extravagant statement, so if it is not out of
order I would like to put in the record the following calculation based upon the
inclosed photostatic copy of Jute and Manufactures of Jute, Imports for Con-
sumption, calendar year 1928, furnished by the United States Tariff Commis«
sion, which was in evidence during the hearing. This calculation indicates that
1,673,000 hales was an under rather than an over statcment.

You will note that durir ; 1928 there were imported:

Poundsof burlap. . oo oo cccccccccccecaaaa 615, 962, 556
Pounds of bags. - e - oo e aceccccccceccccccccccccmanac—e——— a9, 796, 558
Pounds of bagging, weighing 32 ouncesorless... ... oc_ooo_._. 72, 445, 939
Pounds of bagging, weighing more than 32 ounces._.._..__...... 9, 988, 236

Total. . o e ceccecccecccccccmeccccccmccceeccamanaonnn 738, 193, 289

There is a waste factor of approximately 15% in manufacturing cotton into
cloth, so that from each 500 pound bale of cotton we get about 425 pounds of
cloth, Therefore, dividing the total given above by 425, we find the equivalent
number of bales of cotton to be 1,736,925.

If all of the burlap and burlap bags amounting to 655,769,114 pounds were
replaced with cotton cloth and bags averaging 25% lighter in weight, there would
be consumed 491,819,336 pounds. If the 82,434,175 pounds of bagging were
replaced with cotton bagging running 12 ounces to the yard, there would be
consumed 37,500,000 additional pounds, making a total of 629,319,366 pounds
which, at the rate of 425 pounds of cloth to each §00 pound bale of cotton, would
be 1,245,457 bales,

After making allowance for that portion of the preduct that could not rea-
sonably be replaced with cotton, there should still remain a prospective additional
cotton market for something over a million bales. This estimate does not include
a single pound of raw jute or a single pound of jute yarn, twist, twine, or cordage,
blei'r;lhg based exclusively on the imports of jute cloth and bags made from such
cloth.

Yours very truly,
LeAvELLE McCAMPBELL,

Before me, personally, came Leavelle McCampbell who under oath declared
that the statement herewith presented is correct and true to the best of his knowl-
edge and belief.

[sEAL.] FRIEDA SCHERL

Notary Public, New York.

Commission expires March 30, 1931.

STATEMENT OF MALCOLM B. STONE, REPRESENTING LUDLOW
MANUFACTURING ASSOCIATES, LUDLOW, MASS.

[Jute yarns, par. 1003; burlap, par. 1008; jute bags, par. 1018; Jute bagging, par. 1019; also including raw
jute, par. 1683)

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Greene.)
| MR’I StoNE. I represent Ludlow Manufacturing Associates, Lud-
ow, Mass.

Senator SACKETT. Where are you located? )

Mr. StoNE. The head offices of Ludlow Manufacturing Associates
are in Boston. The business was started in the town of Ludlow,
Mass., in 1848. We have plants at Ludlow and Andover, Mass.; a
mill in Kentucky; one at Paterson, N. J.; a jute spinning mill at
Allentown, Pa., and a bangng mill for making bagging, in Savannah,
Ga. We also have a plant in Indie, and as that plant has been
referred to in rather disparaging terms by the 1;“)revxous witness, 1
would like to tell you how we went over there. ¥or many years our
predecessors in Ludlow Manufacturing Associates came before
Congress every time the tariff was up and asked that the bagging
business, which is one of the oldest branches of the business, be
given protection.
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In 1913 we made a strong plea for it, but bagging was put on the
free list. In the previous year we had started our own agency in
India, for purchasing and dealing in jute for our own requirements.
When bagging went on the free list in 1913, it became very apparent to
some of us that we could expect no protection, and so after the war
we enlarged our agency in Calcutta by the building of a mill for dealing
in jute, and the manufacture of a part of our bagging business,
about three-fourths of the jute, as well as the Hessian materials
which are made and sold out there in India.

Our total investment in India does not represent more than 20 to
25 per cent of our total business. And I would like to state that so
far as cur foreign investment is concerned, I do not appear here and
I do not ask for any consideration of this Congress on any part of
our foreign investments. We took our chances in investing our money
in foreign countries, and we do not say we are entitled to any consid-
eration on that account. :

I spoke of the Hessian mill in Calcutta. In 1917, when there was
& scarcity of burlap in this country, the War Industries Board came
to us and asked us if we could not %elp to remedy the shortageof
Hessians in this country. And at their request we put down about
250 cotton looms for weaving burlap in this country. It has been
stated by the witnesses here to-day that a great many of these idle cot-
ton looms could weave burlap. Gentlemen, I tried it and got away
with it at high expense for awhile, and found I had to stop every one
of them. If Mr. McCampbell, or the others, want to try it, God
bless them. Jute can not be spun in cotton looms, and, they will
find, can not be woven.

Senator SAckETT. What are you making in your Georgia mill?

Mr. StoNE. Bagging.

Senator SACKETT. Out of raw jute?

Mr. StoNE. Out of raw jute.

Senator SackeTT. Out of raw jute imported here?

Mr. StoNE. No; but we make practically all of that kind of bagging
[indicating sample] that is made in this country.

Senator GeoRrGE. It is reused bagging?

Mr. StoNE. Yes; we buy it and make this bagging for the use of
the cotton farmer.

Senator GEORGE. You do not spin any yarn at all?

Mr. StoNE. Only in the Ludlow mill.

You might be interested to know what that is [indicating sample].
That is only used as a covering for cotton. The farmer demands a
heavy cloth to add to the weight of his bale. We can spin that in any
weight that the farmer wants,

Senator SACKETT. Can you compete in that cloth in your Indian
mills landed here?

Mr. StoNE. Not quite, no; although it depends more on what the
price butts is in Calcutta, because that is made out of waste of the jute.

Senator SACKETT. You can not weave any of these cloths in this
country under the present duty?

Mr. StoNE. No; the present duty is the same as 1909.

Senator GEorGE. You ask for an increase in that?

Mr. StoNe. We are not.

. Senator Sackerr. Would you like to go into the business of weav-
ing here?
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Mr. StonNE. I am init. Here is the Hessians [indicating samples].

Senator SACKETT. What is Hessians?

Mr. StoNE. This cloth is known as burlap and Hessians all over
the world. In America it is burlap. They are synonomous names.
There are two weights.

Senator SAckeTT. Where did you make this?

Mr. StoNE. This was made in our Calcutta mill.

Senator SACKETT. Are there any made in this country?

Mr. StoNE. There are none made in this country, and it would
take a very high duty, I figure at.least 75 per cent protection to
induce anybody to make that in this country. It can be done, and
I have hoped in the past it might be. But I think it would curtail
the use of burlap, because the price would be so high.

Senator SACKETT. What would be the effect on the price per yard
to put a duty on it?

Mr. StoNE- I think the duty, to induce anybod{ to manufacture
in this country, you would have to have what Mr. McCampbell
asked in his brief in the House committee, of 104 cents a pound.

Senator SACKETT. He asked for that in the very fine numbers?

Mr. StoNE. No; on this here (indicating). It is here in his brief.

Senator SACKETT. What is this?

Mr. StoNE. That is 8-inch, 40-ounce. And this is 10-inch, 40%.
I was not able to catch what Mr. McCampbell is now asking for,
but in the Ways and Means Committee you will find 10%, and the
basis was 10 cents

Senator SACKETT. He puts it this way: Five pounds and finer, 7
cents per pound, plus 1 cent per yard.

Mr. StoNE. I have not seen that, sir, and I could not tell you exactly
how that figures. I can state this, that I do not believe that any-
body could manufacture jute burlaps in this country without a duty
of 10% cents a pound upon them, and I say that after an experience
of weaving burlaps in this country for 20 or 30 years; and spinning
}'ute yarns in this country for 50 or 60 years—my concern—and in the
ast 8 years, spinning burlaps in a large way in India.

Senator SAckeTT. How many pounds are there in the covering

Mr. Stoxe. Covering?

Senator SAcKeTT. That would not be used [indicating sample)?

Mr. Stone. That is a different material.

Senator SACKETT. These are largely bags?

Mr. StoNE. These are largely bags, covering materials of all kinds.

Senator SACKETT. What would be the number of pounds used in a
wheat bag?

Mr. StoNE. I am not in the bag business; I do not make bags. I
am estimating merely the number of pounds we bring into this
country, which represent only a Rart of the manufacture, and he
says we make 40 per cent profit, and I ask you if that is fair? That is
only a part of our business. :

Senator GEORGE. What proportion do you bring in?

Mr. StoNe. Our business is jute yarns, flax yarns—two different
types—and bagging. . .

Senator GEORGE. I know, but what proportion of your production
in Calcutta do you bring into this country?

Mr. Stone. We sell practicelly all out there on the Calcutta
market. Some of it comes over here, but only a small part of it;
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a good deal of it comes to this country, but it may go to Australia, or
England, or some other country.

Senator BingaAM. What you make out there is not made for the
American market?

Mr. StoNE. It is not made for the American market; no, sir.

Senator BingraM. It is made for the whole world?

Mr. StoNE. The bagging is made for the American market. And
the Hessians are made for the world market. But simply dividing
the bagging mills and the flax mills and the production in Calcutta
by the jute we bring into this country is not a fair statement and
does not reflect the profits of thé business.

Another thing: Mr. McCumpbell seems to think that the jute
schedule is a very just one to the jute spinners, but h~ has not sug-
gested why he does not go into the business. He says he wants to go
into the weaving of jute, but why does not he go into the spinning of
it, with the weaving so well protected, and the jute is not?

Senator SACKETT. What is your comment on the spinning?

b Mr. StoNE. My comment is that it is seemly to represent his own
usiness.

Senator SAckerT. He said that. But what do you think of the
schedule on spinning?

Mr. StoNE. It is a very fair schedule; it is not protected on the
finer yarns. When we went to Calcutta we went in the finer yarns
to keep the employees engaged in that work. And it is the employees
engaged in the coarser goods who are producing a profit, not on the
finer goods; there is practically no profit in those. On the coarser
goods the tariff is adequate.

But I might point out that some of my competitors in the jute
business located in New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Connecti-
cut, Covington, Ky., and Ohio, have made but little in the way of
profits, if I am accurately informed, and the competition has been
severe, Sir.

Senator GEORGE. They are just reworking, though, are they not?

Mr. StoNE. No, sir; they are all spinning yarns. There has been
vegy severe competition in the business, and there is to-day.

enator GEORGE. Well, is that competition simply among ths jute
manufactures?

Mr. StoNE. Among the jute manufactures.

Senator GEORGE. And not with any other product?

Mr. StoNE. So that jute yarns are selling to-day well below the
manufactured price placed on it, and thé duty. The competition in
this country is to regulate the price, and not the price of importation.
And there has not been a whole lot of velvet in 1t for many years.

Senator GEORGE. What is your production at Savannah, Ga.?

Mr. StonE. This [indicating sample].

Senator Bing#aM. What do you call that?

Mr. StoNE. Jute bagging for covering cotton.

Senator Binguam. That is what is called jute bagging for cotton?

Mr. StoNE. That is jute bagging for cotton. ﬁat is what we
make in our plant at Savannah, Ga. We started about a year ago.

Senator GEORGE. I merely asked the production there.

Mr. StoNE. The production will be about 3,500,000 or 4,000,000
yards of bagging.

Senator SAckeTT. Now, you make some bags too, do you?
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Mr. StoNE. We make bags in Calcutta; yes, sir.

Senator SAckETT. Do you sell them in this country?

Mr. StoNE. No; we do not sell any in this country.

Senator SACKETT. Are any of your bags brought to this country?

Mr. StoNE. Not that I know of. I do not know of any.

One witness this morning stated that there was no cotton exported
from the United States to India. I think if you will refer to the
Government figures you will find that in the year 1927 there were
some 261,000 bales of cotton exported directly to India; and the same
year England and Japan exported 1,100,000,000 yards of goods made
out of American cotton.

Senator Georcge. What kind of cotton is exported to India?

er. StoNE. I can not give you the grades. I think it is a long
staple.

Senator GEoRGE. What cotton is it?

Mr. StoNE. I think it is Texas cotton. I can not be sure without
the census figures.

I would like just to call your attention to certain facts in connec-
tion with this jute paragraph.

Jute and jute butts have been on the free list since the tariff act of
1890. Jute is grown and can be grown successfuly only in India.
Jute yarns are produced in the United States and the duty upon jute
yarns has been and is a protective duty. Burlap is a woven jute pro-
duct and is not made in the United States. It is used as the wrapping
material for practically every agricultural crop except cotton. Cotton
is covered with that [indicating sample]. Burlap was on the free list
in the tariffs of 1894 and 1913. In the tariffs of 1897 and 1909 there
was a duty for revenue only of approximately 1} cents per pound.
The revenue act of 1922 the duty is 1 cent per pound. Burlap bags
are made in the United States of imported burlap. The duty upon
bags is protective. The bagging for coverinf raw cotton, which I
have already referred to here [indicating sample), and I have referred
also to the tariffs of 1894 and 1913, that being on the free list, and that
was the reason for our removing to India.

Senator SAckerT. Now, where did you move your machinery from?

Mr. StoNE. From Ludlow, Mass., where we were located for some
30 years.

Senator SAckeTT. How many men did you have employed there?

Mr. StoNE. Men and women together, some 250 or 300.

Senator SACKETT. Were any other mills moved at the same time?

Mr. StoNE. Shortly after that the American Manufacturing Co.
built a mill over there, too.

Senator SAckeTT. How many people did they employ?

Mr. StoNE. I could not be sure of that.

Senator SACKETT. About the same number as you did?

Mr. StoNE. About the same number we did; I think a few more.

Senator SACKETT. Are those the only ones that have gone across”

Mr. StoNE. Those are the only manufacturers that I know of for
covering and bagging that have gone to India.

Senator SAcKeTT. All right.

Mr. StoNE. Bagging for covering raw cotton is a very coarsely
woven product made of the coarse ends of the jute plant. New
jute bagging is almost entirely made in India. Domestic bagging

63310—29—voL 10, scHED 10——0
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is produced from fibers derived from old bagging with some new
fiber added. In the tariffs of 1894 and 1913 baggin% for covering
raw cotton was on the free list. The present duty of six-tenths of
1 cent per square yard has been in the tariffs of 1897, 1909, and 1922.
Certain manufacturers of coarse cotton iabrics are advocating the
removal of raw jute from the free list and drastic increases in the
duties on jute products, contending that the result of these duties
won:‘ld be to substitute cotton for many of the jute products now
used.

We claim that the contention is perfectly absurd. At the most
400,000 bales out of a cotton crop of 16,000,000 bales might be utilized.
The total cost of 400,000 bales would be $36,000,000. The cost of
these duties to the United States would be approximately $65,000,000,
of which $42,000,000 would be borne by agriculture. It would put
a tariff on the users of jute products of $65,000,000, and as I have
said, $42,000,000 of this to be borne by agriculture, for the sake of
an increase of $36,000,000.

Senator GEorGE. But would not 400,000 bales taken out of America
affect the price of the whole crop?

Mr. StoNE. I think it would, except that cotton would be reused
and probably demoralize the market for waste. And it would prob-
ably square itself in the end. I doubt it.

enator GEORGE. I do not think you ought to make that state-
ment. All of us who deal in cotton have seen cotton go up 2 cents
on a report that would indicate a shortage, and a reverse effect on
a r?iport. of the replacement of 400,000 bales of cotton. Four hun-
dred thousand bales of cotton would affect the entire cotton crop.
You have not taken that into account in those figures at all. You
have simply figured the raw cotton actually used.

Mr. StoNE. I suppose that is a matter of opinion.

Senator GEorGE. Noj; it is not a matter of opinion. If you have
sold any cotton and watched the cotton drop 2 cents a pound in one
day on a report that would not indicate a shifting of more than that
number of bales of cotton, you know it is not a matter of opinion.

Senator BiNgHAM. Senator, I do not know anything about cotton,
but it does not all sell at one price, does it? Daoes it not sell for
different prices? It is not all one grade?

Senator GEORGE. No; it is in different grades.

Senator BiNgHAM. Do they all ﬂgo together?

Senator GEORGE. There is a differential. They are supposed to go
together. They do not go together. But 400,000 bales taken out
would affect the entire crop; a small crop more than a large crop,
that is true, but it is bound to affect the price. The point I was
making is that you are estimating the cotton consumed. You are
figuring the consumption.

Mr. StoONE. Yes, sir.

Senator GEORGE. That is not the point. If that were all, a fair
statement might be that you might increase your production as much
as the consumption and, therefore, it would not affect the status of
the industry at all. But if that much cotton were used in a new
usage, thereby affecting that much of your supply, you would be
bound to affect the market price somewhat.

Mr. Stone. I think you are probably right.

Senator GEORGE. Yes. .
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Scnator BingiaM. 1 do not think there is any question about that.

Senator GeorGe. I was only calling his attention to that.

Mr. StoNE. We estimate the added cost of this would fall about
$6,000,000 on the users of jute yarns, principally the cotton industry;
upon agriculture as follows: Upon the cotton producers, $7,420,000;
upon the farmers in the North and Northwest, for burlap bags for
feed, fertilizer bags, wheat, potatoes, and so forth, $35,200,000; upon
the wholesale grocery trade, the textile trade, and so forth, $16,000,000.

I just want to touch on another point, and that is the possible
danger of these duties, if they were levied on the principal industry
of India, a country which consumes more cotton——

Scnator GrORGE. Just one question: The cotton would not be
exchangeable with jute for a basis for carpet, linoleum, and so on?

Mr. StoNE. In my opinion, not at all.

Senator Georgke. I amn asking for information, and I have some
difficulty in learning the facts. I was wondering if it would make a
good base for carpets and linoleums?

Mpr. StoNE. I am not a manufacturer of linoleums or carpets, but
I have heard of many manufactucers who have tried to use cotton as
a base, and could not. The principal reason in both cases is that
{,)he str(clatch is so much greater than in jute that the material can not

e uscd.

Senator GEorGe. That statement scems reasonable to me, that it
could not be used for that particular purpose.

Mr. Stone. I want to call attention to the danger of levying the
proposed duties on jute and jute produets. Jute and jute products
accoumt for the whole balance of trade in India, and almost all of
that comes from one Province, Bengal.

Senator Bincuay, Is it so much greater than cotton?

Mr. StoNE. Much greater, the export from india. India, in
1927

Senator SAckeTT. Why should we worry about India?

Mr. StoNE. We should not worry at all, only they are the biggest
customers for American cotton, and I wonder whether it is worth
considering.

Senator SAckieTT. You say they are the biggest customers for
American cotton?

Mr. StoNE. India is the biggest customer for American cotton.

Senator SACKETT. You mean in manufactured goods?

Mr. Stone. Manufactured goods, largely shipped to Lancashire,
und then shipped out to India. I would like to read you——

Scnator BingHaM. Just & minute. The amount of manufactured
cotton used in India is rather large, and you believe it is so large that,
dthou,:.;;h most of it comes from Lancashire, it is actually American
cotton

Mr. StonEe. I think I can show you commerce reports that tell
you that.

Senator BinguaM. Thercfore, your argument is that the efforts of
the cotton growers to increase their market, by shutting off the market
for jute in India, would tend to endanger the market for their own
product from the Lancashire mills; is that it?

Mr. Stone. I think it is an inevitable conclusion to be drawn.

Senator BinguaM. That is a little remote. :

Mr. StoNE. May I read you one or two extracts?

Senator BiNnguaM. Proceed.
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Mr. StoNE. The Department of Commerce stated in 1918:
WORLD'S GRLATEST MARKET FOR COTTON GOODS

British India greatly exceeds any other country in the world in the value of
cotton manufactures imported from foreign countries. The imports into China
reached their highest point in the calendar year 1913, when they were valued
at $133,165,887. India's imports of cotton manufactures in the fiscal year
ended March 31, 1914, were valued at the new sum of $215,069,915. Roughly,
British India takes about 20 per cent of the total cotton goods exported by all
of the cotton-manufacturing countries of the world.” The value of the annual
imports of cotton piece goods into the port of Calcutta alor.e exceeds the imports
of goods into any single country in the world.

That is from Department of Commerce Cotton Goods in British
India, Part V, 1918, page 17.

Senator SAckerr. Is that from your brief before the Ways and
Means Committee?

Mr. StoNE. Some of these figures were in there and some were not.

Senator SACKETT. I hope you will not duplicate any more than
you can help, on account of the print.

Mr. StoNE. The Department of Commerce goes further in refer-
ence to the purchase of cotton. The cotton yarn, piece goods, and
sewing thread imported into India represent approximately 876,481
bales of cotton containing 475 pounds of cotton per bale.

Senator SackeTT. One question: They raise a great deal of cotton
in India?

Mr. StoNE. They raise nearly 5,000,000 bales.

Senator SACXETT. Do they use it all there?

Mr. StoNE. No; they use a great deal, and export some.

Setator Sackett. Where to?

Mr. Stone. To Lancashire.

Senator SACKETT. Is not some of it Indian cotton that is manufac-
tured there?

Mr. StonE. Yes, sir.

Senator SAckeTT. You would not have us believe this whole
amount you mentioned was American cotton?

Mr. StoNE. My estimate takes that into account.

Senator SACKETT. You took that into account?

Mr. StonE. Yes; I took that into account.

Senator SAckeTT. I thought you gave us the imports into India of
cotton goods.

Mr. StoxE. Of cotton piece goods.

Senator SACKETT. Much of it may be Indian cotton?

Mr. StonE. Indian cotton going to Lancashire is rarely spun into
cloth and sent back again.

Senator SAcKETT. What is it spun into?

Mr. StoNE. Spun into special goods, and it goes back in that form.
I can not guarantee that none of it is piece goods.

Senator BingHaM. That is rather a remote argument. I wish you
could conclude your remarks, as it is getting rather late, and we hope
to adjourn very soon.

Mr. StoNE. The Department of Commerce states this:

Thus, the ability of the people in far-away India and China to purchase cotton
textiles from England is linked in a very intimate way with the fortunes of the
cotton grower in our Southern States.

Senator GEoRGE. You are making an argument for foreign com-
merce?
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Mr. StoneE. May I have permission to file my brief on that subject?

Senator GREENE. Yes.

Senator GEorGE. Does your brief show the imports from India
into the United States?

Mr. StonE. Yes; it covers it.

Senator GEorGge. What are our exports to India?

Mr. StonE. Of all commodities of cotton?

Senator GEORGE. Yes.

Mr. Stoxne. I am afraid I can not tell you that.

Senator George. Well, whatever purchasin{; power in India was
disturbed, as applied to our exports, you would not charge it all to

cotton.
Mr. StoxNE. No; although our exports to India are considerably

less than out of India. Our stock in trade—— ,

Senator GEORGE. There is a large balance in favor of India?

Mr. StoNE. Yes; there is a Iarge balance in favor of India. Our
exports are considerably less than our imports. I have not got those

figures.
Senator GrorGge. What I wanted is what those exports consisted

of.
Mr. Stoxk. Qils are a considerable export, and machinery is bulk-

ing very large now. )
(Mr. Stone submitted the following brief:)

Brier oF THE LubpLow MANUFACTURING ASSOCIATES, LubLow, Mass,
Tue TrRuTH ABOUT JUTE
FOREWORD

Farm relief in the United States presents a problem that engages the attention
of those who believe in fair play for all communities. The need for a just solu-
tion is evident, but some of the proposals put forward actually work to the farm-
er's detriment because they negleet, ignore, or misrepresent the ultimate effcet
of their policies.

One such proposal, dealing with a great agricultural commodity—cotton—has
recently received wide publicity. On the surface it might seem to offer rellef
from the effect of an oversupply of low-grade cotton and at the same time give
promise of a greater use of that fiber. In effect, however, it would place addi-
tional burdens on farmers in general, cripple an old, efficient, and well-established
industry in this country, and finally open up a strong possihility of interference
with our greatest export—cotton itself.

THE PROPOSAL

The proposal, set out specifically in The Rising Tide of Jute, by Mr. Leavelle
MecCampbell, is that prohibitive duties shall be assessed on jute and all its
products—i. e., that jute, now on the free list, he assessed 3 cents per pound; that
the existing duties on jute yarns he increased i)y 3 cents per pound; that the exist-
ing duty of six-tenths cent per square vard on bagging (equivalent to three-fourths
cent per running yard, 45 inches wide) be increased to 4}2 cents per pound, or
9 cents per running yard; and, finally, that the duty on burlap, which is now 1 cent
per Eound, be increased on the great bulk of the imports to 10}¢ cents per pound.

This proposal was argued before the Ways and Means Committee of the House
of Representatives on February 4, 1929. It was claimed that the duties sug-
gested would result in an immediate demand annually for 1,000,000 bales of cot-
ton and for the consequent cultivation of 3,000,000 acres of land. However, in
actual fact the measures advocated could not possibly increase the domestic
demand for cotton by more than 400,000 bales, the total value of which would be
about $36,000,000. The additional cost to the whole community would be ahout
$65,000,000, and of this burden $42,000,000 would fall squarely on the agricul-
turists’ shoulders. But even more important than the tremendous cost of this
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relatively small increase in the domestic consumption of cotton is the fact that
these duties would go far to reduce by upwards of a million bales our expuorts of
cotton and to imperil the price of cotton in the world market.

JUTE—ITS PRODUCTS AND THEIR USES

Jute is a bast fiber extracted from a plant grown only in one restricted area in
India. For 75 yvears it has been used for covering the world’s agricultural produce,
because it provides the cheapest and most efficient wrapping material known.

About 900,000,000 pounds of jute, in various forms from the raw material
to the woven fabrics, are imported into the United States cach year. Of this
total, 60 per cent, or 510,000,000 pounds, is purchased directly by the farmers
of this country. It goes to them either in the form of fertilizer, fced, and binder
twine bags, or as bags and bagging in which to ship their products—wheat
wool, flour, corn, bran, oats, peanuts, sugar, vegetables, nursery stock, and
cotton. The remaining 40 per cent is taken by wholesale grocers, textile and
carpet fntmpufacturcrs, upholsterers, the electrical trade and the muititude of
uscrs of twine.

THE PROPOSED NDUTIES WILL NOT STIMULATE JUTE GROWING IN THE UNITED STATES

Jute is not grown and can not be grown commercially in the United States.
The four major conditions for the proper growth of jute are not found together
in any section of this country on a scale large enough to justify a commercial
attempt to produce the fiber.

To grow jute successfully there are required, first, a rich, alluvial soil; second,
a subtropical climate; third, excessive rain during the growing period; and fourth,
a large number of pools of stagnant, tepid water immediately adjacent to the place
of cultivation for the purpose of retting (rotting) the plant to separate the fiber
from the stalk. These requirements are found in Bengal alone. There during
the growing period the average temperature is 95°. When the monsoon winds
begin to blow there is a heavy precipitation during this growing period which
floods vast areas of the Bengal plain. By the time the crop is ready for harvesting
the land is largely covered with water and the crop can be retted near the spot
where it has been grown. Since the plant contains six times the weight of its
fiber yield, this is essential. The cost of transporting the crop long distances for
retting worid be prohibitive.

The far that these four conditions do not co-exist in any scction of this country
means that no tariff upon raw jute—even a duty of three times the 3 cents per
pound which has been advocated—will have the slightest tendency to bring about
the cultivation of jute in this country. Not an acre of land in the United States
will be used for this purpose. Not a single farmer will raise a single pound of it
no matter what duty is imposed. He can not do it because nature has denied
him the necessary conditions.

JUTE IS ACTUALLY A CHEAP FIBER

Jute is basically a low-cost fiber and does not owe its cheapness to the fact that
it is produced by the ‘“‘pauper labor’” of India. The proof is simple. India,
which grows jute, also grows cotton—agproximately 5,000,000 bales annually.
The cost of this Indian cotton, grown in the same country and with the same type
of labor as jute, is twice the cost of jute.

Jute is, then, a fiber which, even under similar conditions, can be produced at
a lower cost than cotton. Its cheapness and natural qualities make it preemi-
nently suitable for the wrapping of agricultural commodities. If the use of jute
is suppressed for the supposed benefit of a fiber which costs twice as much under
the same circumstances of production, the sufferers will be the agriculturists of
the United States.

JUTE IS NOT A S8ERIOUS COMPETITOR OF COTTON

From 1905 to 1927 the increase in the imports into this country of jute and
jute products was 57 per cent. In the same period the domestic consumption
of raw cotton increased by 68 per cent, while the exports of cotton manufactures
from this country increased by 168 per cent in value. At the present time the
imports of jute and jute products amount to only one-eighth of the raw cotton
production of this country.

Here are the figures:
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In the five years 1923-1927 jute and jute products have been imported into the
United States in the following amounts and forms:

[From Unlted States Department of Commerce)

! |
: Jute and jute i Jute burla| Jute bags
buttsl Jute yarns | Jute bagging: S doth? and saoks Tota}

Year

Pounds Pounds Pounds Pounds ’ Pounds Pounds
188,112,960 &, 536, 236 3543,907. 135 | 601,087,594 | 35,
|

,580,227 | 512,032,745
! 144,482, 240 ), 237,102 65.895%,339 1

623,407,415 | 46,891,165 | 881,916, 261
.-, 154,029,120 1,807, 141 97,167,066 | 600,504,344 | 41,638,520 | 895, 200, 100
207,017, 600 2,080,842 | 87,317,218

571,055,816 | 37,485,815 | 005,857,319
-Total for 5 years. frearasenananas ! eeoenccenenen e eeeececacne ', 325,575,320

‘ ] { i i

In the same period the United States production and domestic consumption
of cotton have been as follows:

[Figures from National Assoclation of Cotton Manufacturers’ Year Book]

Raw cotton Domestie
production consumption

Pounds Pounds
oSiien) 1T
8,600,000,000 | 3,046, 500, 000
9,568, 500,000 | 3,228, 000, 000
6,477,500,000 | 3, 505,000,000
Total for 5 years enemneaneseess{ 37,303,000,000 | 16,043,000,000
[}

From these figures it is seen that the total imports of jute and its productsin
the five-year period 1923-1927 were 11.6 per cent of the raw cotton production
of the United States, and were 27 per cent of the domestic consumption.

COTTON 18 NOT A SUBSTITUTE FOR JUTE

¢ Nearly all the jute imported into the United States is used in three general
orms:

Per cent

1. Asyarn and twine. . o oo oo cccemcmcccccmccem—c—————— 23

2. As i‘;agging forraw cotton. - o o cccncacacaraaa 10
3. As burlap bags and sacks, a small quantity as burlap wrapping not in the
form of bags, and as linoleum backing. .« - - oo eeeaeaae

1. Jute yarns and twines.—All the long jute imported into the United States is
manufactured here into yarns and twines. The jute butts are used in about
equal quantities in making coarse twines, in making paper, and in mixing with
old bagging to make rewoven bagging for covering raw cotton.

Each year approximately 191,000,000 pounds of jute fiber are imported into
the United States and made into yarn and twine. To this must be added an
average of 4,000,000 pounds of yarn imported. This amount of yarn and twine
is consumed as follows:

E Amount I Uses
E Pounds
JULE YAINS. . cececennencecnneeceacannnns i 80,000,000 ; Consumed in the carpet industry.
Jute twines. 100,000,000 | Consumed for tying kalgees.
Jute yarn... 5,000,000 | Consumed by electric cable industry as filler for

cable.
Jute fiber..c.ceceecaeeaccecinacanacean 10, 000, 000 i Consumed as packing for water pipes.
L U | ms,ooo.oooj
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Cotton would not be substituted for jute carpet yarns. Jute carpet yarns
are used instead of cotton because they hold starch much better than cotton
does and do not stretch or shrink. As a result, a carpet backed with jute will
hold its shape and remain stiff and flat on the floor. Furthermore, jute carpet
yarns are now selling for 15 cents a pound. A duty of 3 cents a pound on jute
would raise the price of 18} cents a pound. Cotton yarns of the size which
would have to be used—if any could be used—are now selling at 30 cents a pound.
obviously there would be no substitution of cotton here.

Sisal and henequen and not cotton would be substituted for jute twines. A
duty of 3 cents a pound on jute would put tho American jute twine industry out
of business. But that business would not go to cotton. Already fine twines
are almost entirely made of cotton. But for coarse, strong twines the cost which
comes with the added weight makes cotton prohibitive in price.

If jute were eliminated the coarse twines would be made of the hard and semi-
hard fibers, sisal, and henequen with some manila and istle. These fibers now
come in free, the first two from Mexico, East Africa, the Bahamas and Java, and
it is safe to say that they will remain on the free list because they are the fibers
from which binder twine is made and no cotton spinner dares to attack them.

It is quite clear then that a duty on jute will not lead to the use of a single
additional bale of cotton for twine.

Cotton would not be substituted for jute as filler for electric cables or as packing
for water pipes. A duty of 3 cents a pound on raw jute would not lead to the
use of cotton in the place of a single pound of the §,000,000 pounds of jute yarns
now used as filler for electric cable or the 10,000,000 pounds of jute fiber now used
as packing for water pipes. Cotton is not suitable for these purposes, because it is
neither as durable as jute, nor is it a satisfactory matrix for waterproof com-
gounds. There might, however, be a considerable substitution of sisal and

he hard fibers.

It is, therefore, a fact that a tax of 3 cents on raw jute would not result in the
substitution of a single pound of cotton for the jute now imported in the form of
raw jute and jute yarns. Sisal and other imported hard fibers alone would be
substituted for about one half of it. The cost of such a tariff—which would
;)gxggioto%g one—to the users of jute yarn and twines would be approximately

() ] .

2. Jute bagging for covering raw cotton.—In 1926, according to a report of the
Secretary of Agriculture, the cotton crop was covered with the following materials:

Runniog yards

New 2-pound jute bagging. - - - - oo oo aacacaaaa. 62, 288, 000
Sugar bag cloth. oo eeecececececaaa 24, 001, 420
Secondhand bagging. .- - - oo cemaaea 6, 156, 896
Rewnren bagging._ oo cccccccaacana 13, 239, 653

Total. e cccmctccccc—ene 105, 685, 969

Approximately 6 running yards of bagging, 45 inches wide, are used on a bale-

In the season just past these types of bagging sold for 11, 9, and 9}¢ cents per
linear yard, respectively.

The Depr t uent of Agriculture has reported (Cotton Bagging for Cotton,
1928) that a bagging made from low-grade cotton and weighing 12 ounces per
yard, 45 inches wide, can not be sold for less than 20 cents per yard at present
prices for cotton.

The southern farmer has always contended that jute bagging represented to
him what binder twine represented to the wheat farmer, and that it should be on
the free list. In the tariff of 1913 it was put on the free list, with the result that
the manufacture of new jute hagging moved to India. The imposition of a
duty of six-tenths cent per yard in the tariff act of 1922 did not alter this situation.

Rewoven bagging, however, is made in this country, while secondhand bagging
and bagging made from sugar bags (which are a waste product of the sugar
refineries) are naturally available here.

It is now proposed that a duty of 9 cents a yard be put upon new jute bagging,
This would raise its cost to 20 cents, on a par with that of cotton bagging, and
would greatly reduce, if not eliminate, its use.

But sugar bag cloth would still be used because it could always be obtained for
less than cotton bagging. There would also be bagging manufactured from waste
materials of all sorts.
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But assuming that except for sugar-bag all cloth bagging would be made of
cotton even then less than 100,000 bales! of cotton would be used per year
and the additional cost to the cotton farmer would be $7,420,000 per year.

These 100,000 bales of low-grade cotton would not be worth more than $75
a bale, or $7,500,000 for the whole supply. The extra cost of bagging to the
cotton farmer will be at least 9 cents a dyard on new bagging. Even assuming
that the use of some sugar bag cloth and reclaimed cotton bagging reduces this
extra cost to an average of 7 cents a yard, the total increase cost on 106,000,000
yards will be $7,420,000. .

The sole result of the proposed duties on bagging will be to take $7,420,000
from cotton farmers in general and to give it to those who will grow the low-grade
cotton and those manufacturers who can spin it.

3. Burlap and jute cloths and bags.—There are imported into the United States
from India each year approximately 1,000,000,000 yards of jute cloth—almost
entirely burlaps—which weigh approximately - 600,000,000 pounds. The Tariff
Commission states (Jute Cloths, 1922, p. 34) that over 80 per cent of this burla
is inanufactured into bags in this country. In addition, approximately 40,000,00
pc;lunttis of bags are imported at Pacific coast ports and are there used to contain
wheat.

T&ese hurlaps and burlap bags, according to figures supplied by two of the
country’s leading bag manufacturers, are consumed in the United States approx-
imately as follows:

Used by Agriculture: Pounds
Mill feeds. o oo oo oo ccceccceeccceaan- 175, 000, 000
Fertilizer bags 75, 000, 000
Wheat (Pacific coast).... 40, 000, 000
Flour for export. - - . oo ccecaeceea 36, 000, 000
Dairy feed- - oo ee e —e== 25, 000, 000
Potatoes. ..o eeececcceceanccccccce—————— 30, 000, 000
Alfalfa, barley, beans, beet pulp, cottonseeds, rice, and wool...  §9, 000, 000

Total. e ccccccccccccccamacaa 440, 000, 000

Used by wholesale-grocery trade. . - - - o ocooeoceceeccccnaea 50, 000, 000

Used by textile trade, as wrapping material. _ . ... ... .. ._.... 75, 000, 000

For upholstery, general domestic, and other uses..._ ... ._..._. 75, 000, 000

Total, new burlap and burlap bags. . oo 640, 000, 000

In addition to the new 3ute bags used each year the Tariff Commission esti-
mates that about 500,000,000 secondhand burlaps bags are in use in the United
States. (Bags of Jute and Cotton, 1923, p. 3.) The secondhand bags are chiefly
used in agriculture.

TESTIMONY OF THE TARIFF COMMISSION

Cotton and burlap bags are not competitive pruducts, except to a very small
degree. They are naturally adapted to different uses. The Tariff Commission
says of this (Bags of Cotton and Jute, 1923; Jute Cloth, 1922):

“Burlap bags are superior to cotton bags for shipp%ng rough commoaodities
requiring strength. Burlap is cheaper, does not rip when snagged, and does not
stain casily. Cotton bafs are, on the other hand, superior for finely ground
products. They give off less lint than burlap and they take the imprint of trade-
marks more readily. Under normal conditions there is little competition between
the two. Only when the price of one is much higher than that of the other is
substitution likely to occur.”

* * * * * * *

‘“ No domestic product serves as a satisfactory substitute for burlaps. Cotton
cloth is its nearest - mpetitor. Its substitution is limited because burlap pos-
. sesses a strength w .ch can not be obtained in cotton cloth except at a price

much higher than that commonly asked for burlap. Burlap and cotton cloths
are each so particularly adapted for certain purposes—burlap for sacking com-

t In 1926, a large etogayear, 106,000,000 yards of ng were used to cover the crop. Ellminatincf 24,
000,000 yards of sugar-bag cloth leaves 82,000,000 yards to be made of cotton. At 12 ounces per yar this
amounts to 61,000,000 pounds or 122,000 balesofcotton. But this does not make any allowance for reclaimed
cotton ing which the Dotsanmont of Agriculture estimates might be 40 gor cent of the new bagging used
the p: ng year, It issafe to say, therefore, that not nrore than 100,000 bales of low-grade cotton would
be used each year for cotton bagging.
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modities that demand strength of texture rather than closeness of weave, and
cotton for sacking pulverized and ground products—that substitution is limited
azl!cll cg,nﬂned to periods when: the price of one is abnormally high in terms of the
other.

* * * * L * *

“Burlap bags are cheaper, and because of their greater strength are superior
to cotton bags for sacking heavy commodities such as grain, produce, fertilizer,
and other rough and bulky commodities. Burlap bags are inferior to cotton
bags (1) for small packages; (2) for purposes where possibly the lint of the burlap
might affect the contents, such as foodstuffs; (3) where a close-woven fabric is
required, as for sacking ﬁour, and (4) where the bag is to receive an elaborate
trade-mark.”

Practically all the burlap used in the United States is made of yarn averagin
between 5 and 10 pounds. This burlap weighs from 7} to 12 ounces per ya
40 inches wide.- An average selling price in the United States is 8} cents per

yard.

It is proposed to tax this burlap 63 cents per yard. 1f such a tax were imposed
the use of burlap and burlap bags would be greatly reduced. But there is no
substitute for burlap for sacking very heavy commodities, and taking into con-
gideration the fall in the price of burlap which would accompany such a drastic
reduction in its use, probably 25 per cent of the burlap now imported would still
be imported. This would be 160,000,000 pounds, or 250,000,000 yards, upon
which the purchasers would have to pay an additional tax of $16,250,000.

It is conservatively estimated that at least one-half of the nemaininﬁ burlap
would be superseded by ﬁper, aper bags, and by bags made from old burlap
and waste. Paper bags have already superseded both cotton and jute in the
flour and cement businesses.

It is fair to sa(ir, therefore, that no more than 240,000,000 pounds of burlap
would be replaced by cotton.

If cotton is to compete with burlap even when these duties are imposed, cotton
cloth weighing no more than 62¢ ounces to the yard will have to be used. Only
three-fifths of a pound of cotton, therefore, will be required to replace each pound
of jute. This will call for 144,000,000 pounds or 288,000 bales of cotton, and
this is the total increase in the domestic use of American cotton which can be
expected to accrue from the proposed duties on burlap. At $100 per bale—a
{;its ggg%% gotton of the grade required—the value of these 288,000 bales will

g ) .

Agricultural users call yearly for 440,000,000 pounds or 704,000,000 yards of
burlap in the form of bags. The duty proposed means an addition of 57§ cents
per yard to the cost of these burlaps.  What does this mean to the cost of bags?
A typical wheat bag takes 13§ yards of burlap and holds 2 bushels. The extra
cost of these duties will, therefore, be 8 cents per bag, or 4 cents per bushel on the
wheat which the bag will hold. Other cases can be cited to show that the increased
gost from using cotton bags will run to 9 cents per bushel on the contents of the

ag.

It may be argued that the whole of the duty will not be passed on to the bag
user and that the cotton manufacturer will be able-to supply him more cheaé;ly
than these ﬁgures indicate. If thisis the case, why have the proponents demanded
such heavy duties on the burlap which they wish to suppress? It is clear that if
the duties proposed are those necessary to give the cotton manufacturer his chance
he will have to pass practically the whole burden along to the consumer; in other
words, to the farmer. Estimating conservatively even if only § cents out of the
874 cents per yard increase are ;l)assed on, the extra cost of the 704,000,000 yards
of bag material used by agriculture will be $35,200,000, or one and one-fourth
times the total value of all the cotton which might be substituted.

WHO PAYS FOR THE DUTIES?

We have seen that the duties proposed would cut the imports of jute and jute

roducts into the United States from 900,000,000 to between 250,000,000 and

,000,000 pounds & year; that sisal and other hard fibers (all imported) woutd

be substituted for jute in twines and that paper would take the place of about

three-eighths of the burlaps now used; and that the increase in the demand for
cotton would be less than 400,000 bafes, worth at most about $36,300,000.

The cost to the cotton farmer alone would be $7,420,000 for bagging for his

- cotton bales. The cost to the farming community in general would be $35,200,000

for burlap or inferior substitutes. The total direct cost to agriculture would be




FLAX, HEMP, JUTE, AND MANUFACTURES OF 135

$42,620,000. The other users of burlaps—the wholesale grocers, the textile
trades, the upholstery trade and so on—would be mulcted of $16,000,000. Finally
the bl:’yers of carpets and twine and other users of jute yarns would pay a bill of
around $6,000,000.

The total cost to the people of the United States would, therefore, be $64,620,000
or nearly double the value of all the cotton which might in the most liberal view
be substituted for jute.

But this is by no means all the cost of this misguided p'an. For not even the
cotton growers would profit by it. On the contrary, perhaps the most serious
dangers of all are those with which the cotton growers themselves would be faced.

THE GRAVER DANGER

There is a grave danger that the enactment of these duties will go far to destroy
the export trade in American cotton, which is more than one-sixth of the entire
export trade of the country, and which amounts to over 7,000,000 bales a year.
(For the five years 1923-27 the average yearly exports were 7,826,000 bales.)

Jute and jute products are the principal expotts of India. Over 99 per cent
of these come from Bengal. The value of these exports is more than one and a
half times the favorable balance of trade of India. The United States is by far
the chief imrchaser of these commodities, the value of its purchases being ap-
proximately twice as large as those of any other country.

India is the world’s greatest importer of cotton goods. It is the principal
customer of Great Britain and Japan, which are the largest 2 and third largest
importers of American raw cotton, taking together in 1927 one-third of this coun-
try’s total exports of raw cotton. Bengal takes 40 per cent of the cotton goods
imported into India.

ndia is to-day second only to the United States as a producer of raw cotton.
Am(-imgt Indian exports cotton and its products are second only to jute and its
products.

These statements and their implications may well cause the proponents of
prohibitive duties upon jute and its products to pause and examine carcfully
the effect of such a step upon the production of cotton in the United States.

THE UNITED STATES AND THE INDIAN JUTE INDUSTRY

The favorable balance of trade of India at the end of 1927 was $184,398,000.
(Se;x-)lgome Trade and Navigation of Briiish India for the Calendar Year 1927,
P Exports of jute and jute products in 1927 from India amounted to $305,-
644,564.69 (id. p. 113), of which Bengal produced $305,209,876.33. The total
exports of Bengal in 1927 amounted to $530,199,000 (id. p. 3). The total exports
of India amounted to $1,158,051,925 (id. p. 6). Thus the jute industry ac-
cgurl\'tcld (t;gr 57.5 per cent of the exports of Bengal and 26 per cent of the exports
of all India.

. ;‘Thf clniet; industry of the Presidency (of Bengal) is the manufacture of
ute

! “Cotton manufacturing ranks second in importance, but it is not carried on
as extensively as in the Bombay and Madras Presidencies.” (Cotton Goods in
British India, Part II, 1917, Burea.u of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, pp. 7, 8.)

The total value of jute and jute manufactures imported in the United States
in 1927 was $90,067,308. (Foreign Commerce and Navigation of the United
States for the Calendar Year 1927, P 470.) Not all of these products imported
into the United States came directly from India (products valued at $79,376,139.74
came direct, Sea-Borne Trade of British India, 1927, pp. 110-113), but since all
;ute originates in India it is conservative to state that the United States consumes

rom one-quarter to one-third of the jute exported from India.

Thic statement, however, ur.derestimates the importance of the United States
to the Indian jute industry. The chief product of jute is burlap or gunny cloth.
The United States purchased 63 per cent of all burlap exported from India in

3 Figures for exports to Germany, the second largest customer, include cotton exported to the free ports of
ggsmbur%%g )Bremen and reexported to central European countries. (Internationa! Trade in Cotton,

? 'l"gg amounts given in rupees have been converted on the basis of $0.365 per rupee in accordance with
the certificate of the Secreta?' of the Treasury, dated Jan. I, 1929, given in accordance with sec. 25 of the
act of Aug. 27, 18%4, as amended.
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1927, 66 per cent in 1926, and 70 per cent in 1925. (Sea-Borne Trade of British
India, 1927, p. 113.)

The next largest purchaser of jute and jute products in 1927 was Great Britain,
whose purchases amounted to $40,372,129.15, about one-half of the amount of the
direct purchases of the United States.

INDIA THE WORLD’S GREATEST MARKET FOR COTTON GOODS

In 1927 India imfported cotton and cotton goods valued at $266,192,016.91.
(Sea-Borne Trade of British India, 1927, p. 70.)

Referring to the Indian market for cotton goods the Department of Commerce
stated in 1918:

‘‘ World's greatest market for cotlon goods.—British India greatly exceeds any
other country in the world in the value of cotton manufactures imported from for-
eign countries. The imports into China reached their highest point in the calen-
dar year 1913, when they were valued at $133,165,887. India’s imports of cotton
manufactures in the fiscal year ended March 31, 1914, were valued at the huge
sum of $215,096,915. Roughly, British India takes about 20 per cent of the total
cotton goods exported by all of the cotton manufacturing countries of the world.
The value of the annual imports of cotton piece goods into the port of Calcutta
alone exceeds the imports of piece goods into any single country in the world.”
(Department of Commerce, Cotton Goods in British India, Part V, 1918, p. 17.)

India’s principal sources of manufactured cotton goods are the United Kingdom
and Japan. In 1927 the imports of cotton yarn, cotton piece goods, and cotton
sewing thread into India were as follows:

{From Sea-Borne Trade of British India, 1927, pp. 65 70}

Cotton yarn | Cotton plece ‘ Cotton sew-
and twist goods i ing thread
Pounds Yards ; Pounds
United Kingdom. .....c.ceeeeneeeracncenecocaracacanccassae 20,740,682 | 1,532, 479,616 | 1,972, 905
JAPBM. o acneeeciracccacccccesacnaacacaannnaccannaannnsean 22,528,229 s 563,360 wenennacionaos
All other countries...coneecceccacacecncaccacnccccocnncacaans 13,374,381 101, 096, 366 ; 414,389
(T 56,643,202 | 1,965, 139, 34si 2,357, 204

The United Kingdom and Japan are the largest and third largest customers,
respectively, for American raw cotton. Their purchases for the years 1925~
1927 were as follows:

i

f i

pooie2s 192 | 1927

| ! !

. R
Total exports raw cotton (bales) . .....ccoeeceeenrerercnnancecncnanns '8,532,213 i 0,048,352 ] 9,477,744
Raw cotton exported to United Kingdom (bales)...........coaeeaet T 2,457,036 i 2,307,534 1,694, 303
Raw cotton exported to Japan (bales)......cacecaaacamonicmmann.. i 1,003,180 l 1,250, 532 ] 1,437, 460

From Forelgn Commerce and Navigation of United States, 1925, pp. 59, 60; 1926, p. 59; 1927, p. 61.

On account of the source of the Indian imports of cotton goods and the char-
acter of the goods imported (Cotton Goods in British India, Pt. V, p. 27) it is
fair to estimate that 90 per cent of the three classes mentioned above are manu-
factured from American cotton. The Textile World in an editorial in its issue
of January 26, 1929, says of this:

‘“There are other important factors to be studied, included among them being
the fact that while India’s annual exports of burlaps approximate 1,500,000,000
yards, her annual imports of cotton cloths are not far from 1,900,000,000 yards,
the major portion of the latter being made of American cotton.”

The cotton yarn, piece goods and sewing thread imported into India represent
approximately 876,481 bales of cotton containing 475 pounds of cotton per bale,
computing the piece goods on the basis of 5§} yards to the pound. Ninety per
cent of this amount is 788,883 bales. In 1927 India imported 261,850 bales of
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cotton from the United States. (Foreign Commerce and Navigation of United
States, 1927, p. 61.) It is fair to say, therefore, that in 1927 India, the world’s
gr‘iztxtest- market for cotton goods, consumed the following amount of American
cotton:

Bales
Imported as raw cotton from United States_ . _._..____.. e 261, 850
Imported as cotton goods. - o oo oo cacanaa 788, 833
TotAl. e cccceccccccnccescmcemceac—ne—————— 1, 050, 683

INDIAN PRODUCTION OF RAW COTTON

“The United States has for the period covered (1921 to 1924) the largest
average cotton acreage with 33,665,000 acres, followed by India with 20,483,000
acres and Egypt with 1,619,000 acres. The average yield per acre in gounds for
the same three years, 1921-22 to 1923-24, for the United States was 132 pounds,
for India 98 pounds, and for Egypt 324 pounds. The average production in
bales of 478 pounds net over the three-year period was 9,285,000 bales for the
United States, 4,081,000 bales for India, and 1,095,000 bales for Egypt. These
three countries produced slightly more than 81 per cent of the average estimated
total world production for the three-year period of 17,843,000 bales.” (Report
of the Federal Trade Commission on the Empire Cotton Growing Corporation,
Feb. 28, 1925, pp. 1-2.)

And the same report says on page 11: “India is already a large producer of
cotton, but not nearly as large as may be cxpected in the future. The total
acreage planted is second only to that of the United States.”

British India is also the second largest cotton-exporting country in the world.
The Department of Commerce says in this regard:

“British India is the world’s second largest cotton-exporting country. The
5-year pre-war average exports amounted to 2,014,444 bales, or about 23 per
cent of the average exports from the United States during the same period.
Exports during the years 1922 to 1924 show a substantial increase over pre-war
exports, amounting to 2,501,501 bales in 1922, to 2,813,580 bales in 1923, and to
3,145,809 bales in 1924. In 1924 exports accounted for approximately 78 per
cent of the total Indian production, compared with an average of 57 per cent
exported in the five pre-war yvears.” (United States Department of Commerce,
International Trade in Cotton, p. 38.)

Indian exports of raw cotton in 1925 amounted to 4,141,038 bales, in 1926 to
3,485,222 bales, and in 1927 to 2,998,743 bales. (Sea-Borne Trade and Naviga-
tion of British India, 1927, J) 107.)

At the same time that India has been gaining increased importance as a cotton
exporting country it has also heen making important advances in manufacturing
its own cotton goods. The Department of Commerce says in regard to this:

‘“British India is the world’s largest market for cotton piece goods, but that
country is importing less than half what it did in 1913-14. Increased cotton
manufacturing in India explains the lower post war imports.”” (International
Trade in Cotton, pp. 69-70.)

EFFECT OF PROTOSED JUTE DUTIES ON AMERICAN COTTON GROWERS

We have pointed out above that India is the greatest importer of cotton goods
in the world, taking directly and indirectly approximately 1,000,000 bales of
American cotton. Approximately 40 per cent of this goes to Bengal. India is also
the second largest producer and exporter of raw cotton in the world, and cotton
spinning ranks second in importance to jute spinning in Bengal. X

The United States is now by far the chief customer for Indian jute, taking from
63 to 70 per ceni of the gunny cloth or burlap exported from India. This all
comes from Bengal, The proposed duties on jute and jute products will go far
toward destroying the Indian jute industry. Certainly their effect must be to
make cotton growing and spinning the chief industry of India. The effect of
this upon the United States may be measured by the effect upon the British
cotton spinning industry of the postwar increase in Indian consumption of Indian
cotton. The Department of Coinmerce gives the following figures showing the
exports of cotton piece goods from the United Kingdom in 1913 and for the years



138 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

1920 to 1927, inclusive, International Trade in Cotton, p. 67; Special Bulletin
561—Textile Division):
(In millions of yards) !

Year United . goods

Kingdom from

to British | _United
India ; Kiogdom

3,057 7075
1,374 4,435
1,002 2,903
1,401 4,184
1,412 4,41
1,642 49,

1,421 4,435
1, 565 3,

1,652 4,117

¢ Linear guds in 1913; square yards in other years; i linear yard is equivalent to approximately 0.93
square yard.

Commenting on these ﬁiures, the department says (id. p. 67):

‘‘The principal cause of the decline has becn the lowerexportsto India * * *.”

1t is significant to compare the decline in the exports of American raw cotton
to the United Kingdom for the same period. The figures are also given by the
Department of Commerce (Intcrnational Trade in Cotton, pp. 87-88; Forcign
Commerce and Navigation of United States, 1924-1927):

Exports for consumplion to United Kingdom

Year: Bales
1909-1913 (AVEr8ge) - e ceccccccccccocccccccmcccm——————— 3, 379, 653
1920 e ccccecccereccccccoccccccmcccccccccccmam—ca== 2, 699, 850
192 e e e cccceccccvecmcccvamceecemccme—mmm———— 1, 605, 191
1922, . e eccecececacmmcmmemeaeneecane—ae—————— 1, 829, 541
1928, ceccceccmccecccccmcccceemccecemcmmcemaca———— 1, 334, 855
1924 eeercacmcccececceccecccacamceccc-maccaaca 1, 986, 041
1925, . e e cceecrecacccceceececccmccccceecmecamaccoa 2, 457, 036
1926 e ccemceccemcecccecmmeecreeeamaccme————m—————— 2, 307, 534
1927 e e ccccccacccccccecccccacccscccceceemmceea 1, 694, 303

Thus due very largely to the decline in Indian imports of cotton goods Great
Britain is taking approximately 2,000,000 bales of American cotton less to-day
than it did in 1913. This fact is stressed by the Department of Commerce:

“Thus, the ability of the people in far-way India and China to purchase cotton
textiles from England is linked in a very intimate way with the fortunes of the
cotton grower in our southern States.”” (International Trade in Cotton, p. 1.)

If India were not a great cotton producing country it might he argued that it
would have to continue using cotton goods of American cotton and find some—
undefined—means of paying for them, But the fact is that a serious injury to
the jute industry will furnish the greatest stimulus to the Indian cotton industry
which possibly could be given. And when once India is driven by necessity to
the production and manufacture of high-grade cotton and cotton goods the
supremacy of the United States in the cotton trade will be definitely gone. With
practically unlimited acreage and unlimited and cheap labor devoted to cotton
and with the mills of Calcutta added to those of Bomba, en%aged in its spinning,
the result, as the Department of Commerce states, will be *linked in a very inti-
mate way with the fortunes of the cotton grower in our southern States.”

CONCLUSION

The South has already lost exports of 2,000,000 bales of cotton due largely
to the increase of cotton growing and manufacturing in India, In order to
bring about the consumption of at most 400,000 additional bales of cotton per
year in the United States at a cost to the farmers of this country of $42,000,000

r year, the advocates of the duties on jute would set in operation economic
orces which undoubtedly will lead to a further decrease in exports of 1,000,000
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bales of cotton and may well so increase the quantity and quality of Indian cotton
exports as to endanger the world price of cotton and the position of this country
in the world cotton market.

BRIEF OF ALBERT F. BEMIS, BOSTON, MASS.
[Jute yarns, par. 1008; burlap, par. 1008; jnte. b.';'n’“icgg]m' jute bagging, par. 1019; also including raw jute,

Hon. REED SMooT,
Chairman Commillee on Finance.
Hon. FRANK L. GREENE,
Chairman Subcommiltee on Schedule 10,
United States Senate, Washinglon, D. C,

GENTLEMEN: In view of the continued agitation by certain cotton textile mer-
chants of New York City and others for the imposition of excessive and even pro-
hibitory duties on raw jute and jute manufactures, I desire to reiterate the sub-
stance of my testimony before the Ways and Means Committee of the House on
February 4, 1929, and review the conclusions of that evidence, no new or impor-
tant evidence in the meantime having been publicly advanced by the proponents
of such excessive duties.

For the substance of my testimony before the Ways and Means Committee of
the House please refer to the printed report of the hearings before the Ways and
Means Committee, Volume X of the Tariff Readjustment, 1929, pages 5763 to
6770, inclusive, also in the same report of hearings my brief in full on pages 5771
to 5785, inclusive.

During the 35 years of my active business career T have been extensively en-
gaged in the manufacture of coarse cotton cloth and cotton bags and in the manu-

acture of jute bags. My justification for addressing you solely as an individual

is based upon this experience and the resulting firm belief (if, in fact, it be not
knowledge itself) that the proposed exclusion in large measure of imports of jute
and jute products would be seriously detrimental to the commerce and industry
of the country, including agriculture, and harmful to the public interest.

The testimony and brief referred to above submitted to the Ways and Means
Committee of the House may be briefly summarized as follows:

1. There is no substantial competition between jute and cotton; each sup-
plements the other. Their relationship is cooperative and not competitive.

2. There is no demand by our farmers for a duty on raw jute in order that its
growth may be fostered in this country and, in fact, over the 50 l\%'ears when our
tariff law included a duty on raw jute none was ever grown. or is there any
demand by manufacturing interests for protective duties on jute cloth beyond
the limitations of the present law.

3. The demand for excessive duties on raw jute and jute products comes
primarily from certain cotton-textile merchants and certain cotton manufacturers
who would impose a burden of $70,000,000 a year upon the country in the mis-
taken idea that thereby jute would he mostly displaced by cotton and their
business would thereby he increased.

4. The burden of the $70,000,000 tariff tax resulting from the proposed excessive
duties would fall chiefly upon the agricultural interests of the country through
the increased cost of marketing their products.

5. Furthermore, if we cut off the $82,000,000 worth of jute and jute manufac-
tures which we recently have imported annually from India, our exports of raw
cotton might naturally be reduced by a similar value with certain injury to our
foreign trade and possibly domestie too.

6. In the President’s message to Congress April 16, 1929, he stated: ‘‘In
determining chdnges in our tariff we must not fail to take into account the broad
interests of the country as a whole, and such interests include our trade relations
with other countries. It is obviously unwise protection which sacrifices a greater
amount of employment in exports to gain a less amount of employment from
imports.” The soundness of such a cantion is beyond criticism. Certainly
the proposed excessive duties on raw jute and jute products would *‘sacrifice a
greater amount of employment in exports to gain a less amount of employment
from imports.”

7. In short, the substantial shutting out of raw jute and jute products by means
of these excessive duties would impose serious additional burdens upon agriculture
in every part of the country; unfairly aund seriously injure the business of those
engaged in the importation, manufacture and distribution of jute and jute prod-
ucfs in our country, the outgrowth of more than a century of our American
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economic life and tariff policy, the ramifications of which extend to every farm and
every factory and every mine, if not to every household; and seriously and
unwisely interfere with an curtail our foreign trade, with the improbability, if
not the impossibility, of accomplishing the very things claimed as benefits by the

proponents of such excessive duties.
or all of which reasons, I most earnestly plead that no changes be made in the

rates of duty under paragraphs 1003, 1008, 1018, 1019, and 1582.
Very respectfully vours,
ALBERT F. BEMIs,

BRIEF OF JUTE MANUFACTURERS TARIFF COMMITTEE
(Jute yarns or roving, par. 1003] :

Hon. FrRaNK L. GREENE,
Chairman Subcommittee in Charge of Schedule 10, Tariff Bill of 1929.

DEar Sir: We, the undersigned jute yarn and twine manufacturers of the
United States, herein present for your favorable consideration, the adoption by
gour committee of the rates or. jute yarns and roving under paragraph 1003,

chedule 10, with certain minor alterations, and the retaining of jute and jute
butts on the free list under paragraph 1686 of the tariff act of 1929 (H. R. 2667).

SCHEDULE 10, PARAGRAPH 1003, JUTE AND MANUFACTURES OF

We quote below in parallel columns the present wording of paragraph 1003
of H. R. 2667 and the alterations which we respectfully submit as necessary for
& proper protection of our industry, having in mind not only the interests of the
invested capital which we represent but of the labor directly and indirectly
supported thereby.

PAR. 1003, H. R. 2067 PROPOSED LANGUAGE
jute yarns or roving, single,

coarser in size than twenty-pound, 2%

coarser in size than twenty-pound, 214
cents per pound; twenty-pound up to
but not including ten-pound, 4 cents
per pound; ten-pound up to but not
including five-pound, 5! cents per
pound; five-pound and finer, 7 cents
per pound, but not more than 40 per
centum ad valorem;

cents per pound; twenty-pound up to
but not including eleven-pound, 4 cents
Per pound; eleven-pound up to but not
ncluding six-pound, 5% cents per
pound; six-pound up to but not includ-
ing three-pound, 9 cents per pound;
three-pound and finer, 11 cents per
pound;

jute sliver, 1} cents per pound; twist, twine, and cordage, composed of two
or more jute yarns or rovings twisted together, the size of the single yarn or

roving of which is

coarser than twenty-pound, 3% cents
per ?ound' twenty-pound up to but
not including ten-pound, § cents per
pound; ten-pound up to but not includ-
ing five-pound, 6% cents per pound;
five-pound and finer, 11 cents per
pound;

coarser than twenty-pound, 4} cents
per peund; twenty-pound up to but
not including eleven-pound, 6 cents per
pound; eleven-pound up to but not
including six-pound, 8 cents per pound;
six-pound up to but not including
three-dpound 12 cents per pound; three-
pound and ﬁner, 14 cents per pound;

and in addition thereto, on any of the foregoing twist, twine, and cordage when

bleached, dyed,

polished, finished,

or otherwise treated, 2 cents per pound.

Our idea of a protective tariff is one that equalizes the difference in wages
and costs of production between the United States and foreign countries irre-
spective of the cost of raw material. Experience has shown, within reasonable
limits, the cost of labor per unit of production in this country and abroad is in
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substantially the same ratio regardless of the size of yarn produced and that the
cost of manufacture varies with the time and amount of lahor necessary for
manufacture. It requires more time and labor to produce a pound of fine yarn
or twine than of a coarse one, directly in proportion to its size. We therefore
believe that the policy of straight specific rates of tariff to cover this difference
in wages and cost of production should be continued, as an ad valorem tariff
would be bhased, not only upon wages and production cost, but also upon the
cost of raw material, which should not be considered in the question of equalizing
the difference in wages and cost of production.

At the time of the enactment of the tariff act of 1922, Calcutta, India, and
Dundee, Scotland, were the sourccs of competition for the manufacturers in
this country. These still remain, and to themm have been added Germany,
Belgium, Czechoslovakia, and Italy. In all of these countries the cost of lahor
has been and is far below that prevailing in this country. The process of jute
sginning is an essential one in the industry, and following is a comparison of
the weekly wage paid spinners in the various countries mentioned.

Indif. e e e e mmecmmem——cm————— $2. 00
Italy e ceececccmcmccecceceaaaa 2. 86
Czechoslovakif.. - -« o e v ceeecccecceccccccccccmccm—————————- 3. 50
Belgium . o o e cmmmm————- 4. 75
GeMMANY . o oo ccccccccaccececcccmacaccmacemceme—m————— 6. 50
Scotland.. . .o ecmeem;eee—eme— e —e—————— 8. 63

United States. oo e e ceccecccccccccccaccmeccmcoecm—————— 20. 00

Our reason for asking an increased duty on fine jute yarns is hecause the
difference in cost between the fine sizes spun abroad and spun here is more than
the duty now assessed, and since the enactment of the last tariff bill 2 large
quantity of fine jute yarn has been imported.

Our reason for asking for an additional duty of 2 cents per pound on twines
or cordage when bleached, dved, polished, or otherwise treated is because these
additional processes now carry no compensating duty and twines of this descrip-
tion are being imported and sold at less than the domestic manufacturers’ cost.
Paragraph 1004 of the tariff act of 1922 provides an additional duty of 5 cents
per pound on flax or hemp twines when bleached, dyed, polished, or otherwise
treated, and we are asking for similar treatment on jute twines to the extent
of 2 cents per pound.

If a duty is imposed upon jute and jute butts under the proposed tariff act,
a compensating increase in duty must be added to jute yarn and rove i’ute
sliver, unfinished twist twines and cordage, Schedule 10, paragraph 1003. Other-
wise the domestic jute twine and yarn manufacturer will be unable to compete
with imported jute products and will be forced to discontinue the manufacture
of these items.

American Manufacturing Co., Brooklyn, N. Y.; Barbour Flax Spin-
ning Co., Paterson, N. J.; Chelsea Fibre Mills, Brooklyn, N. Y.;
Columbian Rope Co., Auburn, N. Y.; Dolphin Jute Mills,
Paterson, N. J.; Ensign-Bickford Co., Simsbury, Conn.; Hanover
Cordage Co., Hanover, Pa.; Hooven & Allison Co., Xenia,
Ohio; Thos. Jackson & Son Co., Reading, Pa.; Ludlow Manu-
facturing Associates, Boston, Mass.; Morice Jute Mills, Phila-
delphia, Pa.; Revonah Spinning Mills Hanover, Pa.; Schlichter
Jute Cordage Co., Philadelphia, Pa.; Wall Rope Worl'(s, Beverly,
N. J.; Wilmington Jute Mills, Wilmington, Del.

ExuIBiT A

This exhibit contains copies of letters from several prominent carpet manufac-
turers, outlining their position relative to jute yarns versus cotton yarns in the
manufacture of medium and low-priced carpets and rugs.

THE MAGEE CarpeT Co,,
Bloomsburg, Pa., February 8, 1929.

I have your letter of the 6th and the paragraph in your brief quoted in your
letter about covers all that can be said relative to jute backing for carpets.

The claim made bl); some of the witnesses before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee on Monday that cotton can be used wherever jute is used, is absurd.

63310—~29—vor 10, socrep 10—-10
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The jute.used in carpet is really the foundation on which the pile is built,
and must be firm in order to keep the carpet in shape. Take on the other hand
cotton could not be sized heavy enough to hold it in place and the cargeta and
rugs would become sleasey, lose their shape, wrinkle up, and would not be worth
50 per cent of the value of a carpet and rug made with fute backing.

tis too bad that we didn’t have a practical carpet man who could in a very few
words demonstrate to the committee just why cotton could not be used in floor
coverings except as it is now, as a binder.

They may have lost sight that nearly all carpets, low (frade and high grades,
use two threads of cotton as a binder, and on some grades use a cotton filling.
At the present time of the yarns used in the various grades we make, 12 per cent
is cotton, 50 per cent jute, and 38 per cent wool.

1f there is any other information required in regard to the above, I will be very

glad to supply it.
i W. Law, President.

STATEMENT OF HON. LYNN J. FRAZIER, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA

[Burlap, par. 1008, and jute bags, par. 1018)

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Greene.)

Senator Frazier. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
I wish to say a few words in regard to the tariff on burlap acd burlap
bafs. It is in Schedule 10, paragraphs 1008 and 1018.

also have here some telegrams I would like to insert in the record,
and I would like to read one or two of them.
. T]hls is a telegram from my home town of Hoople, N. Dak. [Read-
ing:

We are opposed to any change in Schedule 10, paragraphs 1008 and 1018, since
additional duties on burlap will be detrimental to farm interests. Under present
schedule this shigping point pays between seventeen hundred and two thousand
dollars per year burlap duty on potato sacks.

That is signed by the Hoople Potato & Produce Co. I will say
that is a farmers’ cooperative concern. The telegram is also signed
by the Aaland Potato Co. and the Folson Grain & Potato Co. ose
are two independent companies. i

The section in which I live in North Dakota shi?s more potatoes
than any other point in my State. They are vitally interested, of
course, in the potato bags.

Last fall, these potato bags, holding 2 bushels, sold at 16 cents
apiece, and the potatoes were only worth 20 cents a busher. In
other words, the potato bags cost almost as much as they got out of
the potatoes; in fact, the price they got for the potatoes did not pay
for the actual expense the farmers were compelled to undergo to
produce the potatoes.

Senator GEORGE. You mean the burlap bags cost 16 cents?

Senator Frazier. Yes; they sold for 16 cents apiece.

Senator GEorRGE. Where was that, Senator?

Senator Frazrer. That was at Hoople, N. Dak.

Senator GEoRGE. They were 2-bushel bags?

Senator Frazier. Yes. I also have a telegram from Grand Forks,
N. Dak., from the Kedney Warehouse Co. This is a firm which,
while they raise some potatoes themselves also buy and sell potatoes
in large quantities, and they also protest against any increase in the
cost of these burlap bags. .

I also have a telegram from the secretary of the Northwest Spring
Wheat Millers Club, of Minneapolis.
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The millers, of course, are interested because the burlap bags are
used for the mill feeds, bran, and shorts, and that also affects the
farmer. When the farmer buys his mill feeds he is charged by the
miller or the broker who sells him the feed for the bags that contain
};)ho feed, and the farmer has to pay any increase in the cost of those

ags.

Senator SAckerT. The House bill does not increase the duty?

Senator Frazier. No, I do not think it increases it; it leaves it the
same. I can not understand why there should be any duty at all.
I understand this burlap that is used is shipped here from foreign
countries and manufactured into these bags that are disposed of
here. It seems to me in cases of this kind there should be ro duty
on a product of that kind at all.

I wish to voice my sentiments as to being opposed to any duty
whatever on this burlap for burlap bags.

Senator GEORGE. Would you also make that statement about the
jute and yarn out of which the burlap is made?

Senator FrRaziEr. I am not so familiar with that, Senator George,
but I think it is the same ;l))ro osition, however.

Senator SackeTT. This burlap is used not only for bags but for
various other articles like bagging and things like that, and the duty
is put on on that account, I suppose.

Senator Frazier. This duty, as I understand it, is on the burlap
that comes from f{oreign countries.

Senator SACKETT. That is the reason it is put on.

Senator GEORGE. It all comes from foreign countries.

Senator Frazier. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have these tele-
grams made a part of the record.

Senator GrREeNE. They will be inserted as a part of your remarks.

(The telegrams referred to are as follows:)

HoorLE, N. Dak., June 15.
Senator LYNN FRAZIER,
Washington, D. C.:

We are opposed to any change in Schedule 10, paragraphs 1008 and 1018, since
additional duties on burlap will be detrimental to farm interests. Under present
schedule this shigping point pays between seventeen hundred and two thousand
dollars per year burlap duty on potato sacks.

HoorLE Porato & Propuce Co.

Aaranp Porato Co.
FoLsoN GrAIN & Poraro Co.,
Grand Forks, N. Dak., June 17.
Senator LYNN J. FRAZIER, ,
Washington, D. C.:

We are opposed to any change in Schedule 10, paragraphs 1008 and 1018 since
additional dutics on burlaps will be deterimental to farm interest. Potato grow-
ers have been terribly handicapped for several years by cost of bags.

KepNney Warenouse Co.

———

MiNNEAPOLIS, MINN., June 19, 1929,
Senator LYNN FRAZIER,
United States Senate, Washinglon, D. C.:

Refer H. R. 2667, tariff bill, now before Senate, Schedule 10, paragraphs 1008
and 1018; our association regards proposed increase in jute rates detrimental to
milling industry with no compensating advantages to cotton interests. Eco-
nomical marketing flour-mill products necessitates cheapest serviceable package.



144 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

Largest percentage burlap bags are used in domestic distribution; consequently
millers not benefited by drawback provision on such packages. We protest
proposed increased rates as uneconomic not only penalizing milling industry but
also farmers who almost universally buy their feeds in burlap sacks. Respectfully
ask your opposition in hearing before Senate Finance Committee as representing
the sentiment of your constituency engaged in the milling industry who are

largest users burlap containers.
NorrEwEsT SpRING WHEAT MiLLERs CLus,

V. G. PickETT, Secrelary.

STATEMENT OF DUANE HALL, NEW YORK CITY, REPRESENTING
THE TEXTILE BAG MANUFACTURERS’ ASSOCIATION

[Burlap, par. 1008, and jute bags, par. 1018)

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Greene.)

Senator SACKETT. Tell us first whom you represent and your busi-
ness connections, and so forth.

Mr. HaLL. I will try to be as brief as possible, Senator.

Senator SAckerr. We do not care about that, but we want to
know whom you represent.

Mr. HavLvu, All right. I represent the Textile Bag Manufacturers’
Association of the United States, manufacturers of both cotton and
burlap bags.

Four of our members own six cotton mills having a total of 283,000
spindles, representing a plant investment of $215,000,000, making
cotton cloth for bags.

Senator SiMMoNs. Where are you located?

Mr. Hair. Senator, I am representing the Textile Bag Manu-
facturers’ Association, and the members of our association have

lants located all over the United States, mostly in the Central
est. We have one of our biggest plants in Atlanta, Ga., and
another at Savannah, Ga., and we have plants in St. Louis, Mil-
waukee, Minneapolis, San Francisco, Portland, Oreg., in Seattle,
and in Dallas, Tex., in New Orleans and Memphis, and all over the
country.

The association are mainly interested in the manufacture of cotton
bal%s, but manufacture also burlap bags. They are makers of both.

or the benefit of those of the committee who are not familiar with

the burlap cloth, I place samples before you. I do not know whether

l};ou want to see samples of burlap any more, but I have these samples
ere. .

Senator SAckerT. What paragraph of the bill are you going to
speak to?

Mr. HavLr. Paragraphs 1008 and 1018.

My association comes before you asking for nothing.

Senator SACKETT. There has been no change in the duty on either
of these schedules?

Mr. HaLL. No, sir.

Senator SACKETT. Then what are we kicking about?

Mr. HaLr. Gentlemen, we come before you to-day, but we would
not appear before you but for the fact that our opgonents made it
necessary for us to defend ourselves, for fear if we did not show up
here, you might think we are indifferent.

Senator Sackerr. What did your opponents propose?

b I\iir. Havwn. Our opponents proposed placing a prohibitive duty on
urlap. '
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In Senator Ransdell’s amendment that was made on the Senate
! oor the other day, he wants the duty on burlap advanced from 1
vent to 10 cents a pound.

Senator Bingnam. What would be the increase in the cost of
sacking wheat if cotton were used instead of burlap?

Mr. HavLr. If the farmer had to use a cotton bag instead of a burlap
bag for sacking his wheat, a bag of comparable quality would mean
that the 2-bushel seamless bag would cost him 32 cents each, as
against a burlap bag made from 10)%-ounce material, and that bag
would cost him 12% cents.

Senator GEORGE. Give us the weight of those two bags.

Mr. HaiLn. The weight of the cotton bag is 16 ounces and the
weight of the burlap bag would be about 14} ounces, about 1}{ ounces
difference between the two bags in weight.

Senator GEORGE. That is the weight?

Mr. HaLL. That is the weight of the bag made up.

Senator BingHAM. Why does the cotton bag have to weigh more?

Mr. HaLn, It does not necessarily, but it has always been the
custom to make the cotton bag——

Senator BingHaM. But, as a matter of fact, you could make it
weigh very much less?

Mr. HaLL. You could make it weigh very much less, but it would
not answer the purpose of carrying the wheat so well.

S‘(;nator BingHAM. It would have the necessary strength, would it
not?

Mr. Hary. I do net think it would.

Senator GEorGE. Cotton is the stronger fiber, is it not?

Mr. HavLL. In some respects it might be considered stronger; but
this 10%4-ounce burlap bag is the bag that is used for carrying wheat
from the Pacific coast.

Senator GEORGE. I understand that is so now; that is the bag you
use now. But you are not comparing possible cotton bags that
might be made of comparable strength; as I understand, you are
simply comparing the bag that is now used, and as I understand
you, 13 ounces is the weight that is now made?

Mr. Hawr. I am comparing the bag that is in common usage now.
There is no other bag made.

Senator GEORGE. Is the reason that one is of soft and the other
of hard fiber? :

Mr. HaLL. No, Senator; that has nothing to do withit. Thatisa
heavier material for handling wheat.

Senator BINGHAM. A heavier material for the same weight?

b Mr. Havr. For the same weight; that is comparable to the cotton
ag.

Senator BinguaM. Would there be any increase of cost of sacking
corn if cotton were used?

Mr. HaiLr. There would be a difference in sacking corn.

Senator GEORGE. What did you say those two bags would cost?

Mr. HaLL. A seamless cotton bag for shipment f. 0. b. Chicago or
St. Louis would cost, out there, 32 cents each. .

Senator GEorGe. I am not talking about cotton bagging, but bur-
lap bagging.

Mr. HaLL. At St. Louis and Chicago, {. 0. b. those bags would cost
about 12% cents each.
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Senator GEorge. How did it happen that Senator Frazier’s testi-
mony this morning was that they cost the farmer 16 cents each?

Senator SAckerT. That was potato bags. .

Mr. Hait. Idid not hear Senator Frazier’s testimony this morning,

Senator GEorGE. Whet is the difference between a potato bag and
& wheat bag?

Mr. Havn. There is quite a difference there, because it does not
take so nearly a good a bag to carry potatoes as to carry wheat.

Senator GEORGE. The potato bag is cheaper?

Mr. Hawn. Considerably cheaper. .

Senator GEORGE. And if that costs the farmer 16 cents, it would

be very much out of line with a comparable cotton bag for potatoes,
would it?
. Mr. Hawu. T have some few ﬁﬁures here on potato bags. For
instance, potatoes are shipping mostly in 2% bushel burlap bags. That
is the size generally used in the potato-growing States. A two and
one-half bushel burlap bag would cost ‘\;ou about 10% cents each. A
comparable cotton bag for carrging 2% bushels of potatoes would cost
you about 14 cents. The difference, approximately, in the bushel
price, is about 2 cents a bushel. .

Senator GEorGge. Those bags could be used and reused, and which
would have the greatest lasting quality?

Mr. Hauwr. The burlap bag, by all odds.

Senator GEoORrGE. The burlap?

Mr. HaLL. Yes.

Senator GEOrGE. Can be used more than the cotton?

Mr. HaLL. More than the cotton bag used for potatoes.

Senator GEORGE. Do you mean to tell me that burlap will outlast
cotton when you rework it?

Mr. HaLr. On these two bases here?

Senator GEorGE. On any basis, on the roughest form of cotton
baﬁing?

r. HaLn. Absolutely, Senator. From 30 years’ experience I am
ready to back ur that statement on that basis.

Senator GEorGE. With comparable bags?

Mr. HarL, With comparable bags, yes; the burlap bag will out-
last the cotton bag for potatoes by a wide margin.

_Senator BiNguaM. On the contrary, the wheat proposition is a
different proposition? _

Mr. HaLn. Yes.

b Sgnator BingHAM. The cotton wheat bag will outlast the burlap
ag

Mr. HaiL. Yes; the cotton wheat bag will outlast the burlap
wheat bag.

Senator GEORGE. How many times can you use a burlap wheat
bag, just roughlg?

fr. HaLL. About three times.
Senator GEORGE. About how many times can you use the cotton

?
algﬂr. Hair. You can use a cotton bag for wheat a dozen times.
Senator GEORrRGE. Then you would cut down the comparative cost
of the two bags, right there, would Kou not, as a practical proposition?
If you can use cotton twice, you have cut down half the difference
between the bags, and if you can use it four times, you will cut it
down in the same proportion, will you not?
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Mr. Hair. The wheat bag——

Senator GEORGE. I am just asking you, now, about the wheat
bag. You said you could use the burlap bag three times. What is
the difference of cost between the wheat bag of cotton and the bur-
lap bag, for wheat?

Mr. HaLr. The difference in price is 19% cents a bag.

Senator GEORGE. All right. You can use the cotton two times
and the burlap only three times. Now, counting the reuse value,
how much would that reduce the difference in value between the
two bags?

Mr. Hawr. The point there, Senator, is that the burlap bag that
. 1[1’ v ? .
is used for wheat there is almost exclusively out on the Pacific coast,
and it all goes for export wheat. Moat of that wheat out there is
exported in bags, and those bags are loaded by the grain shippers in
Washington, California, Oregon, and Idaho, and they go to Liverpool
and other places on the Continent, and therefore they are only required
to carry the wheat once.

Senator BinagaaM. Do they come back?

Mr. HaLu. Those come back agein and are bought as secondhand
bags in this country. )

Senator GEORGE. Now, there is on that bag a saving at some place
in the world, and if for one of these bags the shipper pays 20 cents,
and you can use a cotton bag twice as much as you can a burlap bag,
you have cut the difference to 10 cents. If you can use it four times,
you have cut it down practically to a vanishing point, and that is
exactly what you said.

. Senator Bingnam. If i))rou can use a cotton bag four times as many
times as you can use a burlap bag, then if you are going to increase
the production of cotton a million bales on the present use of burlap
you are going to cut it down eventually to one-fourth of that, and
only save 250,000,000 bales; is not that correct?

Mr. Havr. That would be the correct answer to that.

Senator GEORGE. You have an equal proportion of your bags to be
replaced every year, have you not?

Mr. HaLL. Senator, I want to be fair to the cotton people. Not if
you use it four times as much, Senator.

Senator GEORGE. I know, but your use of bags takes place in
regular percentages. If you have cotton bags it would follow the
percentage of cotton bags?

Mr. HaiL. I want to bring to your attention this fact. How
would a Pacific coast seller of wheat compete as against the Argentine?
The Argentine uses the same burlap bag.

Senator BinguaM. How does he compete now?

Mr. HaLL. He competes now because the price is often as low as
the fellow from the Argentine can get in over there; but if he had to
pay 32 cents for his wheat bag, you have made the duty so high, and
no more burlap can be brought in, and you would force him to use &
cotton bag and he could not possibly compete. .

Senator GEORGE. You do not suppose that we would exclude burlap
completely, on the duty suggested yesterday?

Mr. HaLn. Ten cents a pound?

Mr. GeorGe. I am speaking of these duties that Mr. McCampbell
;u esged. You do not suppose that that would completely exclude

urlap
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Mr. HaLr. 1 did not hear Mr. McCampbell on burltlaf. I did hear
Senator Ransdell’s statement yesterday morning. He wanted 10
cents.

Senator SACKETT. If you used the cotton instead of burlap and it
would make it so much cheaper, why do you sell any burlap at ali?
Why would not everybody want cotton bags, even at this price?

Mr. HaLi. There is a big outlay. At 32 cents a bag, it takes a
pretty substantial farmer to have many wheat bags at 32 cents
even though he had an opportunity to use them often. He would
have a big investment.

Senator SACKETT. It would be cheaper in the long run, and there
must be some o*her reason why he does not use it.

Mr. HaLr. The bags have to be burlap, for shipment of wheat,
that is if you want to use them on the Pacific coast, where it is going
to foreign ports, in connection with the wheat farmer.

Senator SACKETT. You are limiting this to the Pacific coast. How
about the wheat bags which are used in the Northwest that come
East, for grain?

Mr. Havr. They use mostly burlap.

Senator SAckerT. Why do you talk about the Pacific coast, and
not tell us about those others?

Senator BiNgHAM. Is not wheat shipped in bulk from Minnesota
and North Dakota? .

b ll\l/{r. Harr. From Minnesota and North Dakota that is shipped in
ulk.

Senator BinguaM. They do not use bags there at all?

Mr. HaLr. They use bags up there, but only in a limited way.
Most of the wheat is shipped in bulk from there.

Senator SACKETT. The bags are used in the Northwest?

Mr. HaLL. On the Pacific coast they use the wheat bags.

Senator BingaAM. Do you sell a lot of bags in the Central West?

Mr. Harn. Yes.

Mr. BingHAM. What are they used for, mostly?

Mr. HaLn. They are used there for corn and oats.

Senator BinauaM. Take the oats bag, and what is the increase in
cost in sacking oats in the cotton bag?

Mr. HaLr. The 4}4-bushel oat bag made from 7%-ounce burlap
would be 12J; cents {. 0. b. St. Louis. .

Senator Binenam. That is the wholesale price f. 0. b. St. Louis?
That is not the price the farmer has to pay, but that is the price?

Mr. Hawr. This is the cost without any profit added at all. I am
just giving you the comparison of J)rices, etween a burlap bag and a
cotton bag, without any profit added.

Senator BINGHAM. at does cotton cost? .

Mr. Hawr. The cotton bags would cost 16 cents each. There is a
difference there of 4% cents ser bag, or 1% cents a bushel.

Senator BingHAM. Would there be any increase in the cost of
sacking fertilizer in bags? . )

Senator GEORGE. Just a moment, on that line. What is the lasting
quality of those ba%s?

Mr. Hawr. The burlap bag there would outlast the cotton bag.

Senator BinguaM. In oats bags?

Mr. Hair. In oats bags.

Senator GEorae. Have you ever reused any of the secondhand oat

bags?
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Mr. HarL. Many of them.

" Senator GEORGE. Have you actually used them out on the farm, so
that you know what they are worth?

Mnif Havv. I know what they are worth, because I have sold them
myself.

Senator GEORGE. You have resold them?

Mr. Hawr. Yes; I have worked in the secondhand department as
well as in the new department.

Senator GEORGE. 1f I were to tell you that many farmers really
do not save them at all, would you think that I am exaggerating;
after they have carried oats into the South, after they have gone
through their hands, if they do not save the burlap bag, would you
think it any more likely that they would save a cotton bag?

qu. Harvr. There would be very little reused of the cotton bags, at
all,
Senator GEORGE. I want to tell you that all cotton bags are saved,
are preserved, practically all of them, by all the farmers. If I say
that, would you say that I am telling you the truth?

Mr. Harn. I would take your word for anything, Senator; but
let me ask you one unestion———

Senator GEorGE. If I were to qualify it by saying that I, myself,
am an actual farmer, and that on my land, with 35 or 40 ploughs,
I handle burlap and jute bags and cotton bags used for nearly every
purpose for which they are made, then I would hope that you would
attach some little significance to what I say about what happens
to the ordinary burlap bag that has to undergo the hard usage of
shipment as compared with a cotton bag of comparable strength.

Senator BINGHAM. Senator, if you were a New England farmer,
you would not waste those oat bags. They are taken back and sold
at the store.

Senator GEORGE. They may be different oat bags.

Mr. HaiL. Senator, I think I will 'send some good secondhand
burlap man around to your town to buy the burlap bags and make a
good price for them.

Senator GEORGE. But you are talking about secondhand oat bags.

Mr. HaLL. I am talking about secondhand oat bags.

Senator GEORGE. I am saying to you that it is a very poor bag.

Mr. HaLL. We and many of the burlap bag manufacturers through-
out the country sell those secondhand burlap bags in carload lots.

Senator GEorGE. I am talking about it as a bag, without regard
to the purpose. . i

Mr. Hair. You can use a burlap oat bag—and I am saying this
with all due regard to rough handling of a bag—at least two times,
and I have known them to be used even more than that.

Senator BingHaM. In other words, there is a good market for
secondhand oat bags?

Mr. HaLL. There are probably a thousand secondhand burlap
bag dealers in this country.

enator GEORGE. But you would not have any market for the
comparable cotton bag used for the same purpose. Now, I under-.
stand that to be your testimony.

Senator BiaNnHAM. I have not heard the witness say there would
not be any market.

Senator GEORGE. I understood him to say so.
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Mr. HarL. The secondhand cotton bag that has been used for
oats I do not think would have much further usage as a bag suitable
for carrying any burden.

Senator GEORGE. That is what I understood you to say.

Mr. HaLL, But that secondhand cotton bag could be used for
h)lts of domestic purposes in the home, for dish rags, and things like

at.

Senator GEORGE. But not for a bag?

Mr. Havn. No, sir.

Senator GEorGE. That is wiat I understood you to say.

Mr. HaLL. Because I am giving the cotton man the best of the
argument here on- the lowest cost cotton material that might be
possible, to the burlap bag.

Senator GEORGE. Yes; I understand you to say that.

Senator BinguaM. Before you go any further, I would like to have
you answer my question that I asked « while ago, whether there was
any increase of cost in sacking fertilizer, if cotton bags were used
instead of burlap?

Mr. HaLn. There would be considerable difference in cost. Practi-
cally, they would cost 13 cents for the burlap bags and 254 cents
for the cotton bags, making a difference between the two bags of 11%
cents each.

Senator GEorGE. What is the weight of the cotton bag there that
you are comparing?

Mr. HaLn. The weight of a cotton bag, Senator, that would be
comparable with burlap that is made from 40-inch 10-ounce osnaburg.

Senator GEORGE. And the bags would weigh what—200-pound
sacks of fertilizer?

Mr. HaLr. That bag would weigh about 17 ounces.

Senator GEORGE. And what about the burlap bag; what would
that weigh?

Mr. Harr. The burlap bag ivould weigh about 17% ounces, because
the burlap bag is made from 10} ounce material, and the cotton bag
from 10 ounce material. By that I mean that the goods are 40 inches
wide, and the burlap is 10}, ounces for 40 inches width, per square
yard, and the cotton is the same weight on the same basis.

Senator GEORGE. And what is the comparative cost of those on
the same basis?

Mr. Harr. The second-hand fertilizer bag probably could be used
three or four or half a dozen times, I suppose, because made from a
much heavier material than this bag [indicating], and therefore it
would serve a great many more purposes, more frequently. It could
be used for oats again, if a man wants to take a chance on putting
o&ts in a fertilizer bag. Some use cov'd be made of it again for fer-
tilizer.

Senator GEORGE. You are speaking now of cotton or burlap?

Mr. Havr. Of the burlap.

Then the cotton bag, on account of being made of 10 ounce osnaburg
could be used again for fertilizer, and probably could make another

« trip.
genator GeorGE. Of course certain fertilizers would destroy the
b»,ﬁ.I That would be true of both bags?
r. HauL. That is true of both bags.
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Senator BingaAM. If the farmer bought 20 bags of fertilizer in
cpt}ll::‘l?l, it would cost him $2 more for that load of fertilizer; is that
rig

Mr. Harr. The difference in cost of cotton bags would be 5 cents
per hundred pounds, or $1.15 per ton.

Senator GEORGE. Some cotton bags are now sold for fertilizer bags,
are they not?

Mr. HaLr. I have heard that statement made, Senator; but every
day we do business with the largest fertilizer manufacturers in the
United States, and you know whom I mean, without making any
direct reference to the names of the people, and we have not yet sold
them a single cotton bag for fertilizer.

Senator GEORGE. Yes, I know; but some are used. I would like
to give you that information, that some are used in my State, right
to-day, every year; not in large quantities, because they are slightly
higher than the other bags; they cost a little more, Many farmers
prefer them.

Mr. HaLL. Yes.

Senator GEORGE. But of course the larger number of farmers are
trying to save all the expense they can on the farm, and they buy
the cheapest quality of bags.

Mr. HaLL. Yes, sir.

Senator Siamaions. Can he tell us about peanuts?

Mr. HaLL. About peanuts?

Senator SiMMoONs. Yes.

Mr. HaLL. Peanuts are all shipped in bags. They are shipped in
a very large bag.

Senator GEORGE. What sort of peanuts are you speaking of?

Mr. Hawr. The kind that you raise around Norfolk here.

Senator GEORGE. In Virginia and North Carolina?

Mr. HaLL. Yes. 2

Senator GEORGE. Spanish nuts are shipped in bulk, usually.

Senator Simmons. Not with us.

Senator GREENE. How much more time would you like?

Mr, HavL. I have not anything further to say. I am here to answer
questions now.

There was one thing I would like to refer to, and that is the testi-
mony of one witness here yesterday afternoon who made some re-
marks about the cost of cotton bags and burlap bags—that is, the cost
that I have given the committec—and I am duly conscious of the fact
that I am here under oath, and I wish you would please understand
that they are absolutely correct. But, on the other hand, I have
often made it a little bit difficult for the burlap man, because I have
taken burlaps on a higher valuation than I can actually buy them for
to-day, whereas the cotton bags, I have given them just a little bit
the advantage of the price.

Senator Siamons. I would like to ask you a question about wheat
bagsl; l;ou say the price of cotton bags will have to be about 32 cents
per bag? .

Mr. HaLL. Yes, sir. .

Senator SimMons, The farmer bags only that part of his wheat which
he sells, does he not? He does not bag the part that he consumes
himself, but he bags that part of his crop which he sells, either for
domestic consumption or for export?
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Mr. HaiL. I think that the farmer in your territory, Senator,
uses it both ways. He bags his wheat down there in North Carolina.
Some of it he sells and some he puts away in his granary, down there,
for his own use.

Senator SimmoNs. The big wheat farmer in the West sells the bulk
of his crop, does he not?

Mr. HaLr. The wheat farmer in the West sells the bulk of his crop.

Senator StMmMoNs. And he sells it in bags?

Mr. Harn. In the Northwest, mostly, Senator. On the Pacific
coast, in the Northwest, it is all sold in. burlap bags out there.

Senator SiMmons. When he pays 32 cents for cotton bagging, he
never sees that bag again, would he?

Mr. HaLL. He does not; but he does not use the cotton bag in
shipping his wheat.

Senator SiMmoNns. Suppose we should practically exclude burlap;
he would then have to use that bag?

Mr. HaLL. He would then have to use that bag.

Senator SiMMoNs. And would have to pay 32 cents for it?

Mr. HaLr. Yes.

Senator SimmoNs. He puts his wheat in that bag and ships it, and
never sees that bag again? '

Mr. HarL. He would not.

Senator Simmons. If he never sees it again he will buy it again,
will he not, and he buys it as a used bag?

Mr. HaLL. A secondhand used bag, probably.

Senator Simmons. What will he have to pay for it, secondhand?

Mr. Haru. The secondhand wheat bag based on the 32-cent
valuation for a new bag, he will probably have to pay about 20 cents
for that bag again.

b Setpagor Simmons. That is still more than he could buy a new burlap
ag for?

Mr. Havr. Considerably.

Senator SmmoNs. So that he is confronted.with this proposition:
That he pays out 32 cents and never sees that 32 cents again except in
case he should buy a used bag, and he would then see it; but he would
have to pay 20 cents for it?

Mr. HarL. Yes.

Senator SiMmoNs. Now, about cotton; you did not tell me about
cotton bagging. Suppose we have to wrap our cotton up in cotton.

Mr. HaLL. We are not interested in the burlap and cotton bagging
that has been discussed here. We are bag manufacturers, and we do
not handle that cotton bagging that goes around bales of cotton.

But on that point I might say, for Senator George’s benefit here,
that we use the cotton goods and burlap, and we have tried diligently
to get the mills all over the South to use cotton for the wrapping of
their cotton for a long time, but they have told us all the time that
it is not J)racticable, that it will not answer the purpose, that it will
not stand the rough handling that the cotton bales are subjected to.

Senator SiMMons. Then he would have to pay more for the
cotton bagging.

Senator GEORGE. That is the real reason—the cost of it. You do
sell cotton bags, do you not?

Mr. Hawn. Yes.

Senator GEORGE. For a great many different uses?
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Mr. HaLn. And we are trying to increase the use of cotton bags.
The figures on the bags are pretty evenly divided.

