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EXTENSION OF SUGAR ACT OF 1937

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 2, 1940

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Finance CoMMITTEE,
Washington, D. C.
The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a. m., in room 312,
Senate Office Building, Senator Pat Harrison (chairman), presiding.
The text of H. R. 9654, cxtending the Sugar Act of 1937, is as

follows:
{11, K. 9654, 76th Cong., 3d Sess]

AN ACT To extend, for an additional year, the provisions of the Sugar Act of 1937 and taves with
respect to sugar

Be it enacted by the Senale and House of Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, 'That section 513 of the Sugar Act of 1937 (relatin
to termination of powers of the Secretary of Agriculture under the Sugar Act,
is amended to read as follows:

“Sgc. 513. The powers vested in the Secretary under this Act shall terminate on
December 31, 1941, except that the Secretary shall have power to make payments
under title 111 under programs applicable to the crop year 1941 and previous
crosp years.”

Sec. 2. Scetion 3508 of the Internal Revenue Code (relating to termination of
taxes under the Sugar Act) is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 3508. TerMINATION OoF TaAxEs.

“No tax shall be imposed under this chapter on the manufacture, use, or
imgortation of sugar after June 30, 1942.”

SEc. 8. Section 503 of the Sugar Act of 1937 (relating to payments to the Com-
monwealth of the Philippine Islands) is amended by striking out “June 30, 1941”
and inserting in licu thereof “Junc 30, 1942”.

Sec. 4. Subscction (b) of section 207 of the Sugar Act of 1937 (relating to
direct-consumption sugar from Puerto Rico) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: ‘“This subsection is hereby extended so that
not more than one hundred and twenty-six thousand and thirty-three short tons,
raw value, of the quota for Puerto Rico for aqlv calendar year may be filled by
direct-consumption sugar: Provided, however, That the amount of said quota
which may be filled by direct-consumption sugar for the calendar year 1940 shall
not be less than the quantity of direct-consumption sugar from Puerto Rico
actually brought into the continental United States, for consumption therein,
after Decembeér 31, 1939, and up to and including.the date of the enactment of
this amendatory sentence.”’

SEc. 5. Subsection (a) of section 207 of the Sugar Act of 1937 (relating to direct-
consumption sugar from Hawaii) is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: ‘“This subsection is hereby extended so that no more
than twenty-nine thousand six hundred and sixteen short tons, raw value, of the
quota for Hawaii for any calendar year may be filled by direct-consumption sugar:
Provided, however, That the amount of said quota which may be filled by direot-
consumption sugar for the calendar year 1940 shall not be less than the quantity
of direct-consumption sugar from Hawaii actually brought into the continental
United States, for consumption therein, after December 31, 1939, and up to and
including the date of the enactment of this amendatory sentence.”

Passed the House of Representatives June 20, 1940.

Attest:
SovrH TrimsLe, Clerk.
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2 BXTENSION OF SUGAR ACT OF 1937

(From 10 a. m. until 11:30 a. m., the committee heard testimony
in executive session from Dr. Joshua Bernhardt, Chief of the Sugar
Division, Department of Agriculture. Those proceedings were not
stenographically reported and do not appear, therefore, in this printed
hearing. At 11:30 a. m. the committeec ended its executive session
and a public hearing, stenographically reported, was then held.)

STATEMENT OF JOSHUA BERNHARDT, CHIEF, SUGAR DIVISION
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Senator King, Mr. Miles, an old businessman of Wisconsin, ap-
peared before the Committec on Finance, before I was a member
and he insisted that we take the tariff off on sugar. Wo might got
it for 1 cent a pound or cheaper, we might get it from Java at 1
cent, He said of course it would destroy the sugar business in the
United States, but, he said, it would save the American consumer
perhaps $200,000,000 annually. So the question was whether we
should encourage the beet-sugar industry in the United States, or the
cane-sugar industry, or whether we should remove the tariff and
thus save the consumers $100,000,000 to $200,000,000 annually.
The question is whether we have committed ourselves to the policy
of developing the sugar industry in this country. As far as I am
concerneJ: T am in favor of continuing that policy.

9Sena,t,or Byrp. Here is what the Secretary of Agriculture said in
1938: .

It is estimated that at current prices American consumers are obliged to pay
more than $350,000,000 per annum in excess of the value at world prices of the
annual sugar supply, without allowance for the estimated net revenue of approxi-
mately $47,000,000 represented by the difference between disbursements under
the Sugar Act of 1937 and receipts from the tariff and the 50-cent tax on the sugar
or for the possible increase in world prices that might result from changed condi~
tions. This is equivalent to a tax of approximately $2.70 per capita on a popula-
tion of 129,000,000 persons. Tt means on the average a levy of more than $10
per family, including that one-third of the Nation which is ill-nourished, and it
represents an amount of purchasing power equal to the consumption of 50 quarts
of milk and 50 loaves of bread for each family of the United States.

He said that based on what to him were proper and just grounds for
making an indictment such as that to the present sugar program in
this country.

Mr, BerNuarpT. May 1 now be permitted to answer your last
question, Senator? You asked whether I favored continuation of the
sugar program.

onator Byrp. I asked whether you favored the continuation of
these large subsidies. '

Mr. Bernuarot. I would like to answer this question in its relation
to the general program and the letter you have referred to. The
question at issue is simply this: Shall we take an industry, shall we
take communities scattered all over the West and Middle West, from
Michigan to California-—communities which are primarily dependent
upon the processing and the growing of sugar beets, which communities
have grown dependent for taxation bases upon' the sugar industry—
farmers, laborers, and processors; shall we take Puerto Rico, which is
almost entirely dependent on sugar for a living, and the Territory of
Hawaii, also largely dependent on sugar; the Commonwealth of the
Philippines, the Louisiana sugar-producing cémmunities which have
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been economically dependent on that industry, and Florida as well—
shall we at this time, after having followed a policy of protection,
historically wise or unwise, take that industry in aﬁ these communities,
ir;f%udlng the farmers, labor, and the processors, and bankrupt them
a

Mr. Cummings (Congressman from Colorado). May I answer that
question?

Mr. BernHARDT. 1 have stated the question involved. I take it
that at this time in our national bistory, with the present uncertain
status of the world and in this hemisphere and in Latin America,
particularly, it is not possible or advisable to take some hundreds of
thousands of people in the communities I have mentioned and put
them “on & dole.”

Senator Byrp. I wonder if I may interrupt you at that point.
‘These subsidies are greater in volume outside of tg.is country than in
the country. The average is $430, yet some corporations get $500,000
$600,000, and $700,000. The average is $430 out of all the units, as
I %ngifrsmnd. The doctor has stated every one of these obtained a
subsidy.

Mr. BernHARDT. The difference between a small payment under the
Sugar Act, Senator, and a large payment is simply in the amount of
the production, which is based on history. the allotments are
based on history. If a planter has had a production history, just like

ny grower in anK farm program, if he has had a history his allotment
is based on that history, if it is a large allotment, the payment equals
a large allotment times the statutory rate of the benefit payment,
which is less than the excise tax borne by the sugar in the case of the
largest producers, If a small grower, there is a small acreage and a
small production times the rate of payment. It is for the Congress
to determine whether it be a good policy to go beyond the 1937 Sugar
Act, in penalizing the large grower and amending the scale in section
304 (c), which now provides for a payment of 30 cents per hundred-
weight on a production of more than 30,000 tons. As I have already
stated, such penalization would represent a discrimination against
several sugar producing areas.

Senator Byrp. Does not a large corporation, a large farming cor~
poration have great advantages over a small corporation?

Mr. BernuARDT, We made a study of that question, Senator, in
1937 when this act was under consideration, at the request of some
of the Senators. We took the figures of costs for individual companies
and set them side by side with their volume of production, in order
to work out an equitable scheme for this very section. We found there
was no correlation. Some of the large producers had the highest costs,
either because of poor location, or other factors. So it was very diffi-
cult to work out a fair plan.

Senator Byrp. You have a certain amount of overhead expense
which you have got to have in any operation. Here we have a situa-
tion that the average is $430 a year, and some corporations securi
$500,000, $600,000, and $700,000. 1 contend it is recognized in sol
conservation whereby the limit of the payments to these large cor-
porations was reduced from as much as $250,000 to $5,000. Is that
the limit now?

Mr. Bernuaror, I think it is.!

1 There i8 no limit upon the amount which a corporation, an individus), or any other person can recejve

as e Jm“f payment. The limit for payments under the Soil Conservation and Domestlo Allotment Aot
18 $10,000 in any one year,
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Senator Byrp. In some years they got $250,000 and $300,000
apiece. I contend that the large corporation——I know it from my
personal experience in business—can reduce its overhead expense per
tlon. of production to & much greater degree than a small farmer can
do it.

Senator Kina. Senator, that depends on many conditions. You
mentioned these large corporations. I am very familiar with the
situation in Hawaii. My father established one of the first sugar
plantations in Hawaii as a Mormon missionary, in order to give work
to the people there. The corporation was the church. There were
hundreds of them in that corporation. Some had small holdings,
some had large holdings. They established a plantation there, and
a sugar factory, that lost money. The church put up millions of
dollars there year in and year out to keep the plantation going and to
furnish employment to hundreds and hundreds of converts in Hawaii,
fine people. The cost was too great. It cost them $5,000,000,
$6,000,000, and $7,000,000 frequently to get water to irrigate. They
just leased to this large plantation which is now the beneficiary, and
now they are getting a modicum of return on the investment, and
not a very large return either. But they found it impossible, under
the conditions there, the conditions in the islands, to operate that
plantation separately, and now that plantation, to which they leased
1t, perhaps will have a larger return. In part it is due to the fact that
the plantation which was established there by the church gets some
of the benefits, and the benefits go to the hundreds of employees there
who otherwise would have nothing todazf. .

Senator BaArkrLEY. Regardless of whether it is a corporation or not,
forget it is a corporation, if I have 100,000 acres on which I produce
sugar and you have 100 acres, of course the law applies to all pro-
ducers alike, except as I grow in size in my acreage proportionately
the payment reduces. It is inevitable that I draw, subject to that
reduction, more money than you draw, based on the acreage subject
to the reduction.

Senator Byrp. You would not draw it if it was not for conservation.

Senator BarkLey. Congress has provided for different methods in
paying for sugar under soil conservation.

Ar. Bernuarpr. The difference, as I said before, consists in the
fact that the soil conservation program deals primarily with the
export crops, and this deals with a deficit crop which has been pro-
tected for years, Whether that policy was wise or not is a question
I do not think you want me to comment on at this time. The
problem, however, is that there are these communities dependent
upon this industry, and even with these large payments the actual
protection is no more than it has been heretofore.

Senator Byrp. What percent of payments are made to small
growers?

Mr. Beanuarpr. The vast majority of payments, Senator, are
made to small producers.

Senator Byrp. There are quite a number that receive $300,000,
$400,000, and $500,000. !

Mr. Bernuarpt. I believe there is one corporation, Senator, that
gets a very large payment.

Senator Byrp. That is the United States Sugar.

Mr. BErnuarpT. There are about three or four in Louisiana that
are not listed in that list you have. I think there was a footnote

i
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appended that the payments were held pending the determination of
certain labor compliance questions.

Senator Byrp. Yes. he $60,000 here is not listed.

Mr. Bernuarpt. Well, in California you have rather large beet
holdings; not as large as the cane holdings. In California the industry
is 8o organized that it hapﬁ)ens to be more economic to deal with large
acreages. As you go further east you have smaller acreages.

Senator O’'Manongy. Dr. Bernhardt, was there any limitation
upon the payment in the Jones-Costigan Acet?

Mr. BurnaarpT. No, sir. Under the Jones-Costigan Act the
Secretary had discretion, and authority to enter into contracts with
producers, and tho rates of paymeni to the large corporations or
growers were subject to negotiation between the Sceretary and these
producers, within parity payment limitations of that act.

Senator O’ManoNEY. Is it not a fact that the secale-down was
inserted in the act of 1937 for the first time?

Mr. Bernuanrnt. Yes, sir; but there were, in effect, “scale-downs”
under the Sceretary’s administration of the Jones-Costigan Act.
That is, the rate of payment for one arca with large corporations, in
one of the contracts, as I recall it, was smaller than it ‘vas basically for
the producers (genemlly. But the 1937 Sugar Act represented the
first attempt of Congress to deal definitively with the problem on a
large scale.

Senator O'Manoney. The principle which was written into the
Sugar Act of 1937 was intended to protect the family-size farm, or the
small producer, and to scale down the payments to the large producer.
It was a recognition, was it not, of the fact that in continental United
States, for the most part, the production of sugar is the operation of
the farmer, the individual farmer, whereas in Puerto Rico and in
Hawaii, in Florida and Louisiana to a lesser degree, the growing of
sugarcane is carried on by large plantations?

r. BERNHARDT. Yes, sir, ‘

Senator Byrp. If that was the purpose of it, Senator, it has not
operated that way. Ifthe average was $430 and these other corpora-
tions individually received $200,000, $300,000, $500,000, and $600,000,
it seems to be increased.

Mr. BerNuARDT. The rate of payment has not increased, Senator.
The figures in your possession show increases in individual payments
to producers for the second crop over the payments in the first crop
because, as I pointed out previously, the first payments covered a half
crosp onfy.

enator BYrp. Some of these one-family farmers, that the Senator
speaks of, they must get only a couple of hundred dollars a year.

Mr. Bernuanrpr. There were 107,000 payments made on the 1938
crop; 77,398 were under $250; 16,175 were between $250 and $500;
9,012 between $500 and $1,000; 1,877 growers between $1,000 and
$1,500; 1,578 growers between $1,500 and $2,000; 689 growers between
$2,000 and $3,000; 328 between $3,000 and $4,000; 169 between
$4,000 and $5,000, and there are 575 over $5,000.

Senator Byrp. How many get more than $100,000?

Mr. Bernuarpr. You have that information in your list, Senator.
There are 5 or 6, are there not?

Senator Brown. I want to correct one impression that I think was
brought out by Senator Byrd in that letter from the Secretary of
Agriculture to me. The impression goes out that the United States
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consumers are paying something like $350,000,000 a year to maintain
the sugar industry, and you stated that the price of raw sugar would
probably be less than a cent, that is the world price. I know you do
not intend to leave that impression, but the world price is not effective
in many places in the world. 'The effect on the price is the price that
the consumer pays for the sugar.

Mr. Bernaarpt. I think I said that if we did not have a protective
scheme of some kind or another the price today would tend to fall
to the world price level.

Senator BrowN. That would not be effective on consumers.
Consumers pay very much higher prices for sugar throughout the
world than they do in the United States. Sugar is almost universally
considered a basis for taxation. Would you put into the record, at
some convenient point, the price of sugar in Russia, Germany,
England, Japan, and Italy, and demonstrate that the price of sugar
to the consumers of the United States is probably on the average about
as low as it is in any populous country in the world?

Senator Kine. As a matter of fact, after the war for some time we
were paying in the United States from 15 cents to 26 cents a pound
for sugar.

Senator BRown. Yes.

Senator Byrp. Naturally the war conditions in Europe would
increase the price.

Senator BrRown. This is a condition that existed when there were
not any war conditions. .

Senator Byrp. You mean the prices prior to the war?

Senator BRowN. Yes; I would just as soon have it that way.

Senator ConNaLLY. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the doctor a question?

The CuairMAN. Senator Connally.

Senator ConnarLy. Has there been any perceptible increase in the
domestic production of sugar as the result of this legislation that we
have passed?

Mr. BErNHARDT. The production in the last 3 years, in the conti-
nental beet and cane areas, has been at a record level.

Senator ConnaLLy. What is that?

Mr. BernuarpT. The production in the last 3 years in the conti-
nental beet and cane areas has been at a record level.

Senator ConnaLLy. In other words, it has increased then over the
8-year period?

Mr. Bernuaarpr. It has increased, under title III of the act which
provides for a certain volume of production for each area.

Senator ConnarLy. If, by reason of this legislation, we can sub-
stantialiy increase the production of domestic beet sugar or cane sugar,
then there is some justification for this tax and for this contribution to
be assessed on the consumers. It seems to me, with other branches
of agriculture, with the depressed condition, that we ought to do as
much as we can to increase the domestic production of sugar, whether
beet, cane, or both. Do you think this act, in the main, i1s having
that effect? ‘

Mr. BerNaarDT. The act has had that effect in the last 3 years,
Senator, and I would be glad to give you the figzures. From a produc-
tion level of about 1,300,000 tons the sugar-bept area reached a produc-
tion of 1,800,000 tons—almost a half-million-ton increase in 3 or 4
years. This year production is lower, but there is a limit beyond
which it cannot go, under the present act.’ .

.
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Senator Kine. You fixed a quota so it cannot excced that?

Mr, BernuaroT, Yes, sir; the act contains quota limitations.

The Cuamrman, Doctor, from your relationship with the sugar-beet
and sugar-cane growers in the U)nibed States, and knowing that this
law will expire at the end of this year, is it your opinion that the sugar

rowers of this country, both cane and beet, are desirous that this law
%o extended?

Mr. BurNuarpT, Yes, sir.

The[CHAIRMAN. As is proposed in this House bill, an extension of
1 year!

)1’\/Ir. BerNuArpT, Yes, siv. I believe that the vast majority of the
sugar-beet and cane growers of the continental United States, as well
as the sugar producers in Puerto Rico and Hawaii, the I’hifippines
and all arcas affected by the sugar program, are very much concerne
lest there be a failure of the bill to pass, We are receiving telegrams
in the Department and communications which indicate that continu-
ously. The greatest fear on the part of the producers is, generally,
that with the quotas expiring on the 31st of December, as they now
do under the act, the price of sugar would fall to the world price of
about 75 cents to a dollar per hundredweight plus the 1}-cent Cuban
tariff rate which automatically becomes effective (instead of the rate
of 90 cents now in effect under the trade agreement with Cuba), which
would mean & price of something like $2.50 per hundred pounds of raw
augar,dduty paid, without the Federal payments provided for in the
act today.

Scnatgrr Brown. Right there, Senator Andrews, will you just state
those prices which you have?

Senator ANprEWs. I haven’t them with me.

Mr. BervuarpT. They are put out by the Department of Com-
merce.

Senstor Brown. Mr. Cuinmings informs me that of the 26 leading
countrics in the world, 20 pay more for their sugar than we do in the
United States, many as high as 15 cents a pound.

Senator ConnaLLy. That is largely because of the state monopoly.

Senator Brown. It is a tax.

Senator ConNaLLY. 1t is & tax; in other words, a source of revenue,

Senator Anprews. The average farmer, the average grower of
sugarcane, cannot put up a processing plant. It takes many millions
of dollars.

On the guestion of the amount that is due, there would hardly be
any difference. The men employed, for instance, by the United
States Sugar Co. are farmers. There would not be any difference in
those three or four thousand farmers working for a company of that
kind, because they could not possibly own a great, expensive processing
plant. So the amounts that are paid to the United States Sugar Cor-
poration have got to account for the three or four thousand farmers.
In fact, they employ 5,000 heads of families down there,

Senator Byrp. But they own the land.

Senator ANprEws. They own the land. They went in there and
bought from time to time. It costs us, the State of Florida, $20,000,-
000 to drain it, getting it ready for this very proposition. Knowing.
what happened during the World War, Florida tried to prepare the
ﬁ‘round for sugar, and it succeeded. Now, there are a lot of growers.
hoy are writing me constantly. Each farmer can grow at least 10
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acres of cane, but when he gets through and he cannot sell one-third
of it it ruins the rest of it.

Mr. BernuArDT. There is no statutory-limitation, as far as I know,
u}ilon the right of any person to produce sugarcane or sugar beets any-
where in the United States, if he does not wish the Federal conditional
pag{ment provided for in the act.

Senator Anprews, No, sir; he can produce all he pleases.

Mr, BeaNuARDT, That is, if he can get a processor to take the cane
or beets, The fact of the matter is that the bill passed by the Senate,
now under consideration in the House, with the deduction provision,
takes care of a good many growers who did follow a policy of producing
more than their “proportionate share’’ acreage.

Senator ANprEws. There are a number of growers that grow 10
acres and they sell the cane. Is that right?

Mr. BernuARDT. There are about 25 independent growers, I
believe, in Florida; many thousands in other areas.

Senator ANprews. That is an expensive proposition, of course,
but they sell their cane to some producer. If a person has 100 acres
and he wanted to get rid of it, and the amount of allotment for the
State down there is exceeded—as is the case, because the people down
there planted a lot of cane, they have gotten now 25 or 30 percent more
than apparently can be taken care of under this law—so if he wanted
to get rid of it {w could sell it to a processor.

Mr. Bernnaror. If the bill that was passed by the Senate recently
is enacted, there would be no problem oil 1940 acreage in excess of the
“proportionate shares.” Growers were advised long ago on what basis
payments would be made, as is done with all other crops. If there be
any excess acreage on the part of somoe growers, the bill that was ap-
proved by the Senate makes it possible for it to be harvested and

rowers may obtain payments with certain deductions, just as is
one for tobacco, rice, and other producers.

As to the processors situation, 1 do not think there will be any
serious problem for the mainland cane-sugar processors in taking
the cane and processing it into sugar, since they disposed of 160,000
tons of sugar in excess of the quotas in 1939 and the inventory is
below normal.

In other areas, processors have carried reserve stocks for growers,
In Puerto Rico, for example, and in the beet area, they have carried
a considerable quantity of sugar from year to year. There is no
reason why a proeessor in Florida should not be willing to carry a
small amount of sugar for the independent growers into 1941 pending
the full consideration of this whole problem by Congress next year.

Senator ANprEws, Do you think there would be any chance in
the future for the continental United States producing all its re(‘l)lirw
ments? As a matter of fact, including the Philippines and Cuba, I
believe 44 percent of what we consume in the United States comes
from the continental United States, the Philippines, and Cuba.

Mr. BernuarDT, From Cuba? ,

Senator ANprEws, From Cuba and the Philippines.

Mr. BERNHARDT. Ttis npﬁmximately 44 percent.

Senator ANprEWs. In other words, they produce 500,000 tons in
the Philippines and Cuba and all the beet growers and all the cane
growers in the continental United States, where they spend overy
dollar that they make. That is all they.ask’fbr, 500,000 tons. Is not

. i
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there some way that we can do that, because the money that we
spend here at home we spend for our own product, and we know
that Cuba only spends one-third of what they receive from their sugar
in the United States,

Mr, BErNHARDT. Senator, Secretary Wallace and Sccretary Hull
have been speaking during the last few years on the question of the
value of our export trade. If they have not answered that general
question for you I do not think I shall be able to do so. While the
income realized from sales of Cuban sugar to the United States
amounted {o approximately $74,000,000 in 1939, exports to the
Republic in that year were valued at $81,000,000.

Senator Brown. Mr. Chairman, I have to leave. I want to inter-
rupt for a moment to say that the statistics I desired are on page 21
of thel House hearings, and I would like to have them insertog in the
record.

Briefly, the prices of sugar in foreign countries of any size are:
Italy, 13 cents; Germany, 13 cents; Bulgaria, 12 cents; Netherlands, 11
cents, which I think is the largest producer; France, 7 cents; Canada,
6 cents, and so on, with the United States 5.10 cents as of May 1,
1939, which was before the war broke out in Europe.

Senator Byrp. Is that on the basis of gold currency?

Mr. BErRNHARDT. It is converted to a parity base.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the statistical information
referred to will be incorporated in the record.

(The list referred to is as follows:)

Retail price refined sugar on or nearest May 1, 1939

{Cents per pound}

Yugoslavig . e o oceo oo 15,62 |India. . oo
Mtaly . ........ w--- 13. 86| Dominican Republie...._..._._
Germany._..... - 18,64 [Ireland. ... ... . o...
Bulgaria. ... .. . cee- 12,49 Japan_ .. e
Netherlands_ . ... .. .......... 1119 |Sweden. ... .oooveeo oo
Hungary ; 9. United Kingdom._ ... .. ._..
Turkey. - --... X United States__ ... ... .._.....
Portugal X Argentina. ..o ...
Finland___.____ ... ... .... X Switzerland. oo ool
NOPWAY ce e e iicceieee oo 169 Chilen oo il
France.. ... e e e . 7.068[Cuba L e
Canada... .. . -ea.. . 6.30] Netherland Indies. ..

Union of South Africa 6.27 | Brasil ... .-
Australia ... ... ... e 6,21 Peru L il

Mr. Bernuarpr. May I answer the Senator’s last question. I
can only give you the facts, Senator. There is a trcaty with the
Philippines embodied in the Independence Act under which the
amount of sugar that may come in, duty free, for a period of years is
fixed by law—the Tydings-McDuffy Act. 1t would require an
amendment of that law to change the quota.

Senator King. You could not get that amendment because it
would be & breach of an international agreement.

Senator Anprews. I am talking about what may be done in the
future. They want their independence in 1946, I understand.

(The following information was submitted by Dr. Bernhardt.)
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EXHIBIT 1
YEAR-END STOCKS OF S8UGAR

Questions were raised at the session of the Senate Finance Committee on Octo-
ber 2, 1940, about stocks of sugar carried over from year to year. The attached
table shows the December 31 stocks of quota and over-quota sugars for each of
the years 1934-39. The expression “over-quota’’ stocks means sugars held at the
end of a i'ear which are part of the following year’s quota supply, i. e., sugars
which will be charged against the quota for the following year. “Quota” stocks
a8 of December 31, on the other hand, represent sugars which have already been
charged against the current or previous year’s quota and are, therefore, available
to meet requirements, in addition to the quota supply for the subsequent calendar
year.
Dec. 81 stocks (quola and over-quota)

Ezplanatory note,—The excess year-end quota stocks shown for 1939 were due to increased marketings of
sugar following suspension of quotas by Presidentia}l proclamation in 1039 pursuant to sec. 509 of the act.
l?oc a:ogrdaz‘wel 9‘73"' the pro\'vis ons of sec. 201 of the Sugar Act, allowance has been made for these excess
[ 3 in the t 0f 3 t

[8hort tons, raw value}

1934 1036 1936 1037 1038 19391

Cane refineries:
Rawsugar. ... ..c.cceeooue 534,024 285,933 199, 6856 207,381 288, 970 478,705
Less: Over-quota raws. . 332,266 165, 417 08,273 42, 652 109, 863 81,051

201,769 90, 516 141,412 164,820 179, 417 446,754
2320, 326 264, 634 263,411 376,425 308,220 356, 600
L] 99,771 13, 668 34,040 47,080 1]

320,325 164,863 249,762 341,776 311,149 358, 600

Beet sugar factories... .. 1,134,317 919,028 066,838 | 1,084,214 | 1,383,064 { 1,351,802
Im{mrters of direct-consump-

tion sugar. .| %180,134 143, 616 01, 546 63,465 82,077 106,273

Less: Over-quota sugar..... 110, 107 29,096 4,064 20,228 5,242 38,680

78,967 113, 620 56,991 43,237 76,835 102,684
2,177,800 | 1,584,111 | 1,400,479 | 1,731,485 | 2,112,330 | 2,202,470
21,676,739 | 1,215,112 | 1,042,324 | 1,181,643 | 31,544,029 31,387,432
601, 061 368,000 448,165 549,842 [ 4 507,401 | ¢ 005,088

1 Data for 1039 prelimlnarir.

3 Exact break-up not available as between quota and over-quota stocks.

3 In addition, importers of raws held 18,450 tons of quota raws in 1938 and 157,817 tons in 1939. See ex-
planatory note at heading of table.

¢ In addition, continental cane mills held 102,054 tons of over-guota stocks in 1938 and 161,241 tons in 1939,

EXHIBIT 1I

In answer to questions of several members of the Senate Finance Committee
at the session of October 2, 1940, as to the increase in income of producers under
the sugar program, the attached tables are submitted showing the facts for nine
leading sugar beet producing States, as well as for the beet area as a whole.
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Unitep SrarkEs DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT
ADMINISTRATION, DIVISION OF InrorMATION

Avcusr 1940,
THE SUGAR-BEET PROGRAM

Since the sugar programs first went into effect, the acreage planted to sugar
beets, the quantity of beets and beet sugar produced, and the income of sugar~
beet growers in the United States have increased, while the losses of beet-sugar
processors in the years preceding the quota system have been converted into
groﬁts. Moreover, child labor in beet fields has been greatly curtailed, wages of

eet, workers have risen, and our cxport trade with the countries which supply us
with most of our foreign sugar has increased greatly. At the same time t%c cost
of sugar to consumers has been virtuslly unchanged.

Acreage and production.~—During the 3 years, 1931 to 1933, inclusive, which
immediately preceded sugar quota legislation, there were planted in the United
States an average of 869,000 acres to sugar beets, while the quantity of beets and
beet sugar produced averaged 9,334,000 and 1,385,000 tons, respectively., The
averages for the period 1937-39, the first 3 years covered by the Sugar Act of
1937, were 932,000 acres; 10,391,000 tons of beets; 1,538,000 tons of sugar. It
is estimated that about 982,000 acres have been planted to sugar beets in 1940,

Grower income.—American beet growers have received virtual parity income
on their beets under the sugar programs. During the 3 years 1931, 1932, and
1933, the returns of beet growers per ton of beets averaged $5.52 compared with
$6.79 in the period 1937-39. Grower returns during the entire quota period,
1934-39, averaged $6.70.

The averages for the 1937-39 and 1934-39 periods do not include the payments
of about 40 cents per ton made to beet growers under the 1936 and 1937 agri-
cultural conservation programs nor the ahandonment and deficiency payments.
Provision for the conservation payments was made after the Supreme Court
decision in the Hoosac Mills case which resulted in the invalidation of sugar
processing tax and benefit payment features of the sugar legislation then in effect.

Grower income per ton of beets from the last two crops, 1938 and 1939, has been
slightly below the average for the quota period. One of the principal reasons
for this decline has been the increased size of the crops, a fact which has made
it necessary to seek more distant markets for beet sugar with a resultant lowering
of })roducer returns per ton of sugar beets.

neome distribution between grower and processor.—The Sugar Act of 1937, in
many respects similar to the Jones-Costigan Act of 1934, provides for an excise
tax and conditional payment structure which results in a redistribution of sugar
income advantageous to the grower, The effect of this tax-payment feature, under
the typical beet purchase contract and assuming comparable retail sugar prices, is
to increase the grower’s income per ton of beets by about $1 over what is would
otherwise be, and to reduce the procesgor’s income by about 75 cents per ton.
(The eugar excise tax is 50 cents per 100 pounds, raw value, while conditional
payments are at the basic rate of 60 cents per 100 pounds. Smaller rates of pay-
ment are provided for the larger producers.)

Payments to beet growers on the 1937 and 1938 crops were, respectively,
$3,360,000 and $4,235,000 greater than the total amount of taxes coilected on
the sugar produced from these crops.

Crop insurance.—The sugar programs have provided growers with free crop
insurance for damage to their crops caused by drought, flood, storm, or other
;iisasters. This insurance has often represented an important part of the growers’
ncome.

Protection against low world prices.—The favorable position of beet growers has
prevailed during a period when the depressed world price of raw sugar has aver-
aged about 1,20 cents per pound. At the present time the world price of raw cane
suﬁ;ar is below 1 cent per pound, and cane sugar vefined in the United States is
being offered for export at less than 2 cents per pound. The domestic prices of
raw artlgi xieﬁned sugar, on the other hand, are 2.70 and 4.36 cents per pound,
respectively.

he protection of domestic producers ig, of course, further increased by the
Federal sugar payments to growers,
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Operation of beet-sugar factories.—At the same time that sugar legislation has
improved and stabilized grower income, the financial position of beet-sugar proc-
essors has shown a substantial improvement. Moreover, during the 3-year period
preceding the sugar quota system, an average of 75 heet-sugar factories were
operg?éing in the United States, while in the 1937-39 period the average number
was 85.

Income of beel-sugar processors

Net { ot boct
Net income | yovincome | total bee
‘ § ' as percent of | crop proc-
Year in which fiseal perlod ended 2{:;‘;&‘:,2 averagonet | essed by
worth companies
included
$6, 647, 380 4,36 94
5,317,000 3.52 93
—7,688, ~6.42 92
~5, 541, 901 —4.19 98
2, 545, 243 1,98 94
13,4185, 168 9.01 9
10, 945, 8,38 83
15,401, 526 11, 38 96
18, 204, 530 12:64 97
11, 699, 362 8.30 96
6, 904, 558 h. 22 87
9,928,058 8.00 80

t Except for several companies whose fiscal perlod ended on Dec, 31 of the preceding year.
1 Preliminary; statements of additional companies still forthcoming.

Ever-normal granary in sugar.—Besides the sugar which the domestic heet-
sugar industry may market under the area’s quota, it is carrying in 1940 a reserve
supply of sugar equal, roughly, to about 18 percent of the quota. The carrying
of reserve stocks of sugar is in accord with the Sugar Act, as well ag with the
Federal Government’s policy of maintaining an ever-normal granary for various
commodities.

Growers and processors, as well as consumers, are protected by an ever-normal
%mnary in sugar. Since the sugar quota system has been in effect there have

een years when the beet area, because of lack of reserve supplies, has been unable
to fill the quota allotted to it, with the result that the deficit has had to be re-
allotted to other areas which had sugar available to meet consumer needs.

Child labor and beet worker wages—The Sugar Act of 1937 requires, among
other conditions, that growers who wish to receive Federal payments, pay fair
and reasonable wages to beet laborers and not hire child labor. ~ Since this legis-
lation became effective, there has been a substantial reduction in the employment
of child labor in domestic sugar-producing areas, Besides the social bencfits
resulting from the curtailment of child labor, there is also an increase in the work
opportunities for adult laborers, Moreover, experienced growers have found
that adult workers do better work in the beet fields. At the same time, the wages
of beet workers have improved since sugar quota legislation became effective.

Foreign trade.—One of the purposes of sugar quota legislation, as stated in the
Sugar Act of 1937, is to promote the export trade of the United States. Since
the passage of sugar quota legislation in 1934 and since the reciprocal trade
agreement with Cuba, our chief source of foreign sugar, the value of our exports
to that island has risen very greatly, going from $24,763,000 in 1933 to virtually
$81,000,000 in 1939. Cuba’s Surchases of lard alone have increased from 10,908,
000 pounds in 1933 to 55,431,000 pounds in 1939. )

It is estimated that approximatel{ 1,000,000 acres of farm land were needed
to produce the farm products Cuba ought from the United States in 1939,

ugar price to consumers.—While producers’ income has been improved since
quota legislation was enacted, the price of sugar to American consumers has been
virtually unchanged. The average United States retail price of sugar in the
years 1931, 1932, and 1933 was 5.4 cents per pound; in the period 1937-39 it
was 5.6 cents per pound. i
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THE SUGAR-QUOTA SYSTEM

Some growers in the beet area, like many sugar growers in other domestic
areas, would like to expand sugar production. But each area wents to continue
furnishing at least the present share of our suger needs, assured it by the sugar
quota system. The other domestic areas supplying our market are the mainland
cane ares (Louisiana and Florida), Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and the Virgin Islands.
Then there is the Commonwealth of the Philippines with whom the United
States has an sgreement embodied in an act of Congress which guarantees the
islands the right for a certain period of ycars to bring about 980,000 tons of sugar-
into this country free of duty. [Iurthermore, therc are our foreign sources of
sugar. Principal among these is Cuba, which, as has been shown, is an important
export market for our surplus agricultural and industrial produets and in which
we also have a vital interest for hemisphere defense reasons. Besides these
roducing areas, there is the seaboard refinery industry of continental United

tates which is dependent on imports of raw sugar from Hawaii, Puerto Rico,
the Philippines, and Cuba,

Sugar beet acreage, production, and growers’ relurns, crops 1931-39, with simple
averages of 3-crop periods

UNITED STATES

Growers' returns per ton of
beets
Tons sugar
Eé?;’;eg beets pro- Proc- | Govern-
¢ duced 88507 ment |
pay- pay- Total
ments | ments!
¢V} 2 ] ) &)

$6.94 $5.04

528 |. 6.26

513 5.36

510 6.91

5,76 6.89

6.08 6.06

8.27 7.15

4,65 6.52

4.76 6,70

869, 000 5.44 5,62
870, 000 5.60 6.62
932, 000 74,80 26,79

! Payments for sugar excludlng those for ncmg;:e band nt and production deficiency; does not include
soll conservation payments of about $0.40 in 1936 and 1937,

2 Preliminary.

Source: Columnus (1), (2), and (3) from Agricultaral Statistics and Crops and Markets. Columns (4) and
(5) from Sugar Divislon records,

United States.—The increase in planted sugar-beet acreage in 1933 to an
all-time record level was largely due to exceptionally low prices of other agricul-
tural crops. If one analyzes the decided year-to-year variation in the number of
acres planted to sugar beets, it will be found that there is an almost perfect
inverse corrclation hetween the prices of competing erops and the number of
acres planted to sugar beets. In other words, when the prices of potatoes, beans,
wheat, barley, and other cash crops are high, fewer acres are planted to sugar
beets, Cost of production, especially the item of labor, in 1933 was lower than in
the immediately preceding years and below that of any year since that time,

Although the sugar-quota system inaugurated in 1934 under the Jones-Costigan
Act remained in effect, there were no Government payments to growers on the
1936 crop under that act because of the Supreme Court decision in the Hoosac
Mills case invalidating the processing tax and benefit-payment program. In this
connection it is interesting to note in the table entitled ‘“Income of Sugar Beet
Processors,” that the returns of the processors were substantially higher on that
crop because the tax was not effective.

206002-— 40—
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Sugar beet acreage, production, and growers’ returns crops, 1931-39, with simple
averages of 3-crop periods

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Growers' returns per ton of
beots
Tons sugar
Planted
beets pro- .
acreage duced Proces- G&‘g‘;{f‘
sorpay- | o) Total
ments | piNcy
(0] @ @) @ ®)

8, 000 1, 060, 000 $7.40 $7.40
106, 000 1,288, 6.62 6.62
111,000 1, 618, 000 5.67 8.81
113,000 1,617,000 5.22 6.97
122, 000 1,443, 5.81 6,94
144, 000 1,975, 6.48 6.48
146, 000 , 731, 5.93 8.00
183, 000 2, 130, 000 4,86 6.86
171,000 2, 6909, 5.00 7.07
104, 000 1, 322, 000 6.56 .06 6.61
128, 000 1, 678, 000 b.84 .08 6,80
167, 000 2,187,000 28,28 12,08 17.31

1 Payments for sugar exoluding those for acreage abandonment and pr
soil conservation payments of a

3 Proliminary.

out $0.40 in 1936 and 1937,

q

4iom Antnl

3 does not includi

Bource: Columns (1), 22), and (3) from Agricultural Statistics and Crops and Markets, Columns (4)
and (8) from Sugar Division records,

California.—It is interesting to note that growers’ income per ton has been sub-
stantially increased in spite of the tremendous expansion in acreage and pro-
duction in this State.

Sugar beet acreage, production, and growers’ returns, crops 1931-39, with simple
averages of 3-crop periods

S8TATE OF COLORADO

Qrowers’ returns per ton
Tons sugar
pamied | TR
B duced Govern-
Processoriyong pay-|  Total
payments men{’s 4
[¢)] @ [€) @ )

232,000 2,532,000 $8.44 | $5.44
177,000 1,777,000 4.62 4.62
216, 000 2,628,000 4,62 4.88
203, 000 1, 566, 000 5.04 6.7
147,000 1, 826,000 5.81 6.94
182,000 , 234, 000 8.70 5.70
), 000 , 892, 000 4,80 0. 58
141,000 2,001,000 4,17 5.92
167,000 « 543,000 4.46 6.38
9, 000 2,312,000 4.89 4,98
177,000 1,875, 5.62 6.48
) 1, 845,000 34,47 16.29

1 Payments for sugar excluding those for acresge abandonment and p;"oducuon deficlency; does not
Inslmlsolil-oonservmon payments of about $0.40 in 1930 and 1937.
minary.

Bouree: Columns (1)

and (6) from Sugar

ivislon records.

, (2), and (3) from Agricultural Statistics and Crops and Markets, Columns (4)
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Colorado.—In view of the imgroved income per ton obtained by Colorado sugar-
beet growers, it is obvious that the acreage decline since 1934 may be attributed
to causes other than income. Furthermore, there has been no Government
acreage limitation in any year except 1939, and in that year the acreage planted
in Colorado was somewhat less than the acres allotted. Consequently, the
decline in acreage cannot be attributed to Federal acreage restrictions.

A primary cause of the reduction in acreage has been the persistent inadequacy
of irrigation water, This shortage first became evident in a pronounced degree
in 1934 as indicated by the comparatively low yield of sugar beets per planted
acre, In addition to the water problem, there have been years when controversies
between processors and organized growers concerning the terms of the beet pur-
chase agreements resulted in a reduction in acreage.

Sugar-beet acreage, production, and growers’ returns, crops 1931-39, with simple
averages of 3-crop periods

STATE OF IDAHO

Growors’ returns per ton of
beets
Tons sugar
Plantod
beets pro-
acreago duced  |Procassor| Gg,‘&'{"
pay- DAY- Total
ments | pitet

[¢)] 2 ) (4) )
88,000 301, 000 $6.03 $6.03
54, 000 709, 000 5.10 510
79,000 837, 000 8.16 5.56
58,000 204, 000 4,69 6.44
54, 000 562, 000 5.20 . 6,39
54, 000 619, 000 6.06 6,06

, 000 6185, 000 519 .06 7.18
78, 000 1,122, 000 4.43 84 6.27
77,000 985, 000 4.80 o7 6.27
57,000 616,000 5,43 .13 5.86
55,000 492, 5,34 .98 8.30
69, 000 907, 24,64 1.02 16,66

3 Payments for sugar excluding those for Y:d and production deflci ; doesnot incl
soil-conservation payments of about $0.40 in 1936 and 1937,

# Preliminary,

Sources: Columns SI)' (2), and (3) from Agricultural Statistics and Crops and Markets. Columns (4)
and (6) from Bugar Division records.

Sugar-beet production in Idaho has followed a somewhat erratic course, par-
ticularly in the early thirties, because of damage caused by the disease commonly
known asg curly-top. With the development of strains of sugar beets resistant
to this disease, acreage, yicld per acre, and total production have improved.

In addition to the amount paid to growers in 1934 at the rate of $1.76 per ton
on the sguar beets produced, there was disbursed, under the terms of the pro-
duction adjustment contract with growers, an additional $670,000 to them be-
cause of the exceptionally low yield of sugar beets.

There has been a substantial increase in the return per ton notwithstanding
the fact that since 1934 the sugar content has averaged substantially below that
of the 1931-33 period.
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Sugar beet acreage, production, and growers’ returns, crops 1931-39, with simple
averages of 3-crop periods

STATE OF MICHIGAN

CGrowers’ returns per ton of
beets
Planted T'ons sugar
» beets pro- Govern-
acreage duced Processor| ment
pay- pay- Total
ments | ments?
[¢}] ) ®) (O] ()]
62,000 581, 000 $6.33 |. $6.33
129, 000 1, 216; 000 573 5.13
167, 000 1, 203, 000 5.81 5.01
142,000 999, 000 5.92 7.67
127, 000 686, 000 6.20 7.42
109, 000 867,000 6. 45 6.45
86, 000 549,000 6,17 7.96
38 . 128, 000 1,005, 000 6.08 8.07
e 3 " X 8
19398 125, 000 1 5. 60 7.42
Slm}»le averages (3-crop perlod
931-33. . . 119, 000 1, 000, 000 5.96 03 5,90
1934-36. 126, 000 851, 000 6,22 7.
1937-39.... 113, 000 862, 15.95 1.87 27.82
di hose for acreage t and production i ; does not

1 Pay for sugm- tl b
include soil-conservation payments of about $0.40 in 1930 and 1937.
3 Preliminary.
Source: Columas (1), (2), and (3) from Agricultural Statistics and Crops and Markets. Columns 4).
and (5) from Sugar Division records.

The acreage annually devoted to sugar beets in Michigan is exceedingly sensi-
tive to prices of competitive crops as well as to the returns from the preceding
beet crop. The decline in acreage between 1934 and 1937 is partly attributable
to unfavorable growing seasons with reduced yields, accentuated in 1936 by rela-
tively low returns per ton of beets, since processor payments that year were not
supplemented by Federal sugar payments,

Sugar-beet acreage, production, and growers’ relurns, crops 1931-39, with simple
averages of 3-crop periods

STATE OF MONTANA

Growers' returns per ton of
beets
Tons sugar
Planted
acrenge beg&scgé-o- Processor| Govern:
pay- %‘33_" Total
ments | yhontgt
[¢V] [¢)] @) @) (O]
69, 000 617, 000 $6.00 |._........ $6.01
58, 000 739, 000 539 f.ovaono. 539
71,000 838, 000 5. 46 $0.27 573
68, 000 786, 000 b.21 176 6.96
53, 000 570, 000 6.36 113 7.49
71,000 , 000 6.30 | eoeoo- 6,30
76,000 852, 000 5,21 1.95 7.22
81,000 987, 000 4,67 1.93 6.50
76,000 804, 000 4. 656 2.07 8.72
63, 000 781, 5.62 .09 5,71
64,000 670, 5.90 .98 6.92
78, 000 911, 000 14,83 1.98 16.81
duction deficl ; does not in-

1 Payments for sugar excluding those for acreage band: and p!
cluds Soil-conservation payments of about $0.40 in 163 and 1637,
2Preliminary. '
oureo: Columns (1), gn), and (3) from Agricultural Statistics and Crops and Markets, Columns (4).

8
and (8) from Sugar Division records, ,



EXTENSION OF SUGAR ACT OF 1937 17

Montana.—The upward trend in acreage may be credited in large part to the
substantially improved income pesition of producers. The 1935 acreage-decline
in the face of this increased income is almost entirely attributable to a contract
controversy between growers and processors. -

Sugar-beet acreage, production, and growers’ returns, crops 1931-39, with simple
averages of 3-crop periods

STATE OF NEBRASKA

Growers’ returns per ton of
beets
Tons of
Planted
sugar beets Govern-
acreage produced Prooes.sor ment Total
pay-
ments ments!

[¢)] (2 3) ) (5)
69,000 801,000 $5.46 |. $5.46
68,000 877,000 4.68 |. 4.58
), 000 1,087, 4. 50 4.78
79,000 549, 000 4.60 6.36
62,000 825, 000 5.01 7.04
, 000 782, 000 5.78 5.78
65,000 882, 4.88 6.69
), 000 1, 111, 000 4,07 5.83
80, 000 ), 4.36 1.88 6.23
76,000 945, 000 4.85 .09 4,04
1934-36. . 3 662, 5.43 .98 6.39
1937-39...... 3 928, 24,43 1.82 26.26

.} Payments for sugar excluding those for acreafze ahandonment and production deficiency; does not
m’clgdenso}l-conservatlon payments of about $0.40 in 1936 and 1037,
reliminary.

Source: Columns (1), (2), and (3) from Agrioultural Statistics and Crops and Markets. Columns (4)
and (5) from Sugar Division records,

Although the income of sugar-heet producers has increased substantially during
the period in which sugar programs have heen operative, the average acreage and
production have remained relatively constant. This area, like Colorado, has
heen somewhat. affected by serious shortages of irrigation water and by con-
troversies with the principal processor serving the area.

Sugar beet acreage, production, and growers’ returns, crops 1931-39, with simple
averages of 3-crop periods

BTATE OF OHIO

Growers’ returns per tonof bests
Planted 'I;)%g:ssxlr’r%ar Qovern
acreage k " |Processor ol
dueed paymeats| m:]gxz] &afy Total
[¢)] 2 3 ) (O]
27,000 259, 000 $5.34 | $6.34
49,000 328, 5,71 6.74
55,000 312,000 5. 52 7.27
52,000 349, 000 5.20 6.42
34,000 259, 000 6.37 6.37
20,000 144, .15 7.83
53,000 3 5.84 7.70
1,000 303, 000 5.60 7.4
38,000 284, 000 b.62 .02 5. 54
) 307,000 5.73 .98 6.60
44,000 291, 000 35.86 1.7 317.64
1 Payments for sugar excludingthose for acreage-aband and duction deficiency’; does not includ

soil-conservation payments of about $0.40 in 1036 and 1937. .,

St, tN%b &vaﬂable; suffioient factories not operated to meet Dopartmont requiremonts for publication of
atedata,
3 Preliminary.
4 2.0rop average,

Source; Columns (1}, (2), and 53) from. Agricultural Statistics and Crops and Markots, Columns (4)
and (6) from Sugar Division records.
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Ohio.—The wide fluctuation in acreage has been somewhat characteristic of
this State, reduced acreages ordinarily following years in which either or both
the per-acre yield and per-ton income are low, with the most pronounced effects
when both yield and income are low. The area is also particularly sensitive to
prices of alternative crops,

Sugar beet acreage, production, and growers’ returns, crops 1931-39, with simple
averages of 3-crop periods

S8TATE OF UTAH

Growers’ returns per ton of
P boets
'0ns sugar
sangt | St ;
uces overn-
l:rocessor mentpay-| Total
payments| "ol

Q) ()] @) @) ®)
54,000 506, 000 $6.82 |. $6.82
58, 000 846, 4.77 1. 4,77
76, 000 912, 000 4.80 5.16
, 000 250, 4.40 6,156
44,000 3 8.08 6.21
37,000 3 8.82 5.82
1,000 870, 000 4,94 6.78
54,000 814,000 4.43 6.22
19392 6,000 683, 4.20 6.10

slmgle ave
031-33 63,000 754, 00 5.13 5,26
183 45,000 419, 900 5,10 6.08
1937-39 53,000 689, 000 24,52 16,37
t Pay ts for sugar excluding those for acreage aband: t and production defic ; does not
include soil-conservation payments of about $0.40 in 1936 and 1937,
3 Preliminary.

Source: Columns (1), (2), and (3) from Agricultural Statistics and Crops and Markets. Oolumns (4) and
(5) from Bugar Division records.

Utah.~—Production in Utah has fluctuated greatly, partly as a result of white fly
infestations prior to the development of strains of beets resistant to curly-top,
partly as the result of water shortages, and partly because of contract controver-
sies with the processing companies. In 1936, for example, o bitier controversy
between growers and processors occurred in this area.

In addition to the amount paid to growers in 1934 at the rate of $1.75 per ton
on the sugar beets produced, there was disbursed, under the terms of the produe-
tion adjustment conlract with growers, an additional $920,000 paid to them be-
cause of the exceptionally low yield of sugar beets.

There has been a substantial increase in the return per ton notwithstanding
the fact that since 1934 the sugar content has averaged substantially below that
of the 1931-33 period.
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Sugar-beet acreage, produclion, and growers' returns, crops 1931-39, with simple
averages of 3-crop periods

BTATE OF WYOMING

Growers’ returns per ton of
beets
Plantod | Tons sugar
acreago prog%tcsed Procossor (Joxéernv Total
ment pay-) ota.
payments| o HH
[¢Y] @ @ [¢Y] )
52, 600 562, 000 $5.71 $5.71
] 508, 600 4,97 |. 4,97
55,000 593, 000 5.26 5.406
A 434,000 4.99 6,74
42, 000 525,000 6.18 7.31
63, 000 486, 000 5,98 5.98
) 612,000 4.91 8.77
3 684, 4.36 6.24
66, 000 539, 000 4.60 6.64
- 50, 000 550, 000 5.32 .06 5.38
30. .. - 49, 000 482, 000 b6.72 .96 6,68
P 53, 000 612, 000 14.62 193 26,56

1 Payments for sugar excluding those for acreage abandonment and production deficiency; does not in-
clude soil-conservation payments of about $0.40 in 1936 and 1937.
$ Preliminary.
Source: Columns (1), (2), and (3) from Agricuitura) Statistics and Crops and Markets, Columns (4)
and (5) from Sugar Division records.
EXHIBIT III

In response to questions as to the relationship of the estimates of consumers’
requirements by the Secretary to the actual quantity of sugar made available to
consumers and the distribution or consumption of sugar, the attached table is
submitted.

Sugar marketings or importations 1984-39 1

{8hort tons, raw value]

Arcs 1034 1935 1036 1937 1938 1939
Domestic areas:

Domaestlc beet sugar. . . 1,561,547 | 1,478,103 | 1,364,442 | 1,245,087 | 1,448,027 | 1,809,652
Mainland cane sugar. . 384 318, 970 409, 302 480, 916 448,961 586, 520
Howall._.._.... -1 048,264 926, 865 | 1,032,845 085, 031 905, 572 066, 288
Puerto Rico .| 807,381 763,177 907, 238 896, 340 816,204 | 1,125,845
Virgin Islands. . 5,121 2,330 3,606 7,841 3,024 5,660

Total domestic................ 3,600,697 | 3,519,495 | 3,717,623 | 3,625,216 | 8,621,778 | 4,493,871

Y'oreign countries:
Commonweglth of the Philip-

pine Isl 11,088,142 | 016,674 | 085,416 | 001,020 | 081,146 | 970,683
Quba 1,866,452 | 1,820,034 | 2,102 281 | 2, 166, 218 | 1,940,823 | 1,030, 158
‘orelgn  Co1

Cuba. 29, 760 10,9077 29,024 80, 156 75,114 62,021
Total foreign................ 2,084,374 | 2,757,686 | 3,116,721 | 8,235,303 | 2,007,083 | 2,071,762

Total marketing or impor-
OIS, ...l 8,575,071 | 6,277,080 | 6,834,244 | 6,860,608 | 6,618,861 | 7,465,633
Total quotas as established in regu-
Iations... ... . ... 6,476,000 | 6,300,261 | 6,812,687 | 7,042,733 | 6,780,566 | 2 6, 765, 386
Total distribution of sugar for con-
sumption in United States........ 6,340,000 | 6,633,028 | 6,706, 113 | 6,071,402 | 6,043,253 | 6,870,401

1 For 1934~38 the figures represent actual importations or marketings against the quotas; for 1939 the
figures represent actual importations or marketings, as quotas were suspended.
3 Quotas in effect prior to suspension by Presidential proclamation on Sept. 11, 1939,

The Cuairman. We perhaps were negligent in not being able to
start this hearing on H. R. 9654 before now, but this committee has
had in charge some very important tax legislation on which final
action has just been taken. . Now, if we are to get this House bill
through we must have a little speed. If witnesses appear here, if
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they want to talk at length, we cannot possibly get consideration. on
this resolution because .of the program-for & recess, or adjorunméent of
the Congress. So you will have no bill at all if that program is par-
ticipated in.

Now, we did say some weeks ago that we are going to give an
opportunity to certain people who were desirous of being heard, and
we put it off up to now. I wish you would bear these suggestions and
comments in mind.

Now, we will meet this afternoon at 1:30 to hear those witnesses
who feel it necessary to express themselves. We have promised to
hear some gentlemen from Louisiana and Florida in the morning, so
we cannot possibly take a vote on this bill until some time tomorrow,
which is necessary if we are to get action in the Senate.

In my opinion, I might say, there is not time here to discuss trea-
ties with Cuba and our agrecement with the Philippines and all the
other important matters that might be very well discussed, but it
would take a good deal of time to follow that course and if we want to
pass this resolution we must act promptly. I do not want to prede-
termine the course of the committee, nor my own course, but it seems
to me we have got to give pretty serious consideration to the question
of whether we wish to add any amendments here, particularly if we
are going to get any action in this Congress. The committee will
recess until 1:30.

Senator VanpenNBera. Mr. Chairman, on the questinn of hearings,
I want to say this for the record at this point. When the subject was
up before, 1 was the one that urged the hoarings, and T think it was
at my request that the committee granted them.

The Cuairman., That is correct.

Senator VanvrnsrrG. That was at a time when there were some
2 or 3 months to explore a great many phases of this matter com-
pletely and satisfuctorily, but there is no opportunity now to make
that exploration. The fundamental necessity at the moment is to
pass the continuing resolution so we can have this fundamental pro-
tection and then rencw our exploration in January. Therefore, so
far as I am concerned, I am withdrawing the request for hearings
and 1 think the continuing resolution should bhe passed without any
hearings. The hearings should start in January.

The CuairMAN. Senator Andrews asked me about a hearing.

Senator ANprEws. I think I have one or two witnesses that% would
like to have heard.

The CHargMAN. Can you have them here in the morning? Are
they here in town, Senator?

Senator Anprrws. [ think so. T can get them here probably this
afternoon, if they arc already here in town.

The Cuairman. If they can be here this afternoon, let us try to
hear them.

Senator Anprews. 1 will hurry them along.

STATEMENT OF HON, JAMES E. MURRAY, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA

Senator Munrray. Mr. Chairman, owing to the delay in setting a

date for this hearing, the Western Beet Growers Association is unable

to have a representative lEresent, and have asked ine to appear before
your committee in their behalf. '

.
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I have here a comprehensive brief pointing out the urgent necessity
for an expansion of our sugar-beet acreage and I ask that it be printed
in the hearings at the conclusion of my remarks. This brief has been
prepared by the Western Beet Growers Association and submitted to
me through the vice president of the association, Mr. E. W. Rising,
of Nampa, Idaho. 1 hope that it will be possible for this committee
to give careful attention to this brief because I feel that it presents a
complete picture of the sugar-beet situation and a convineing argument
for an orderly and gradual expansion of acreage. Inasmuch as this
brief covers the situation so completely, 1 will confine my remarks to
o consideration of the high points of the arguments advanced for such
expansion, There are included in the brief referred to drafts of pro-
posed amendments to the bill under consideration which will make the
measure accomplish the desired purposes.

I cannot urge this committee too strongly to consider the policy
of preserving American markets for American farmers. Under our
present sugar program, peon labor is being placed in direct competition
with our American farmer. The inevitable result of such competition
is Lo bring pressure to lower the American standard of living.  Powerful
Wall Street financial interests controlling Cuban sugar production are
profiting at the expense of our hard-pressed American farmers.

Beyond the fundamental problem of the welfare of our American
farmers, there are a variety of reasons for this Congress to enact legis-
lation that will provide an orderly expansion of sugar-beet acreage.
Foremost among these is the problem of national defense. The Army
and Navy Munitions Board has prepared a list of 37 commodities
that it regards as “essential”’ to the national defense. Only two agri-
cultural products are listed and one of these is sugar. Continental
United States is now producing less than 30 pereent of the domestic
sugar consumption. We are, therefore, dependent upon off-shore
production for the bulk of our sugply. Hawaii and the Philippines
are supplying about 29 percent of the domestic consumption and Cuba.
and Puerto Rico approximately 40 percent. Any interruption of
shipping in the Pacific would have a serious effect on our supply, and,
while it is extremely remote that shipping between Cuba and Puerto
Rico would be interfered with, there is always the possibility that de-
mands on facilitics for water transportation might seriously affect the
supply. There is a further possi[);ilitrv that, because of the war in
Europe and subsequent demand for Cuban sugar, the island producers
might at any time find it more profitable to sell to Furope and thus
diminish the supply available to the United States.

For these reasons I urge this committec to give serious considera-
tion to the effect that the pending legislation might have on our
national defense. I am sure that no Member of the Senate wishes
to see a rise in sugar prices such as was experienced during and
following the last orl(} War. It is obvious that we can best pre-
vent such conditions from occurring by developing and encouragin
an adequate source of supply to produce sugar if they are not hamperec
lév a restrictive Government policy. It is utterly foolish to restrict

overnment policy. It is utterly foolish to restrict production of
such an essential commodity when to do so operates against our own
welfare, I think it is clear that if these restrictions are continued
we are likely to reach a time in the immediate future when Congrese
will regret its shortsighted attitude.
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Turning to the cconomic aspects of. the sugar industry, I would
like to give emphasis to the fact that sugar is not one of our surplus
crops. As a matter of fact, it is in many arcas replacing surplus
crops and with the pro(;l)er Government supé)m't this process of replace-
ment may with great advantage be extended. In a number of Western
States we have created new industries for communities through the
production of sugar beets, providing work for the unemployed, and
customers for the merchant. More important than this, sugar beets

rovide a cash crop for our farmers and constitute a great stabilizing
influence in the producing areas.

During the last several years the administration has developed a
splendid reclamation program. Lands that formerly were devoted
to the production of surplus crops are now irrigated and suited for the
nonsurplus sugar beet. Tho only way the farmer can hope to repay
the Government for these reclamation projects is through the produc-
tion of cash crops. The administration will be guilty of fostering
conflicting ﬁolicies if it continues to provide reclamation projects
on the one hand and on the other refuses the farmer an opportunity
to raise the crop most suited for the reclaimed lands.

The potential production of beet sugar in the United States in recent
years is substantially greater than the quota of the industry under the

resent law. Millions of dollars have been spent by the Government
in my State of Montana for new irrigation works as a result of which
large additional areas can now be withdrawn from the production of
surplus crops such as wheat. Sugar beets constitute about the only
crop we can turn to. As the law stands today, no increased quota is
made available to permit this change {from wheat to nonsurplus crops;
and if the pending sugar legislation, which merely extends the act of
1937, is passed without amendment, we will be left in that situation.

Henry A. Wallace, in recent speeches made during his campaign
in the {Vestem States, has pointed out the desperate position our
wheat farmers may find themselves in following the present war, At
Moorhead, Minn., on September 14, he predicted that upon the war’s
end Central Europe will develop a great wheat-growing urge and that
our foreign wheat market outlets may be almost destroyed. What,
then, are wo going to do to rcadjust American agriculture? Un-
doubtedly there will have to be some shift from wheat production.
Will it not be absolutely necessary to immediately provide some
program of reasonable expansion of sugar-beet acreage? It is the
only crop we can turn to. We certainly owe something to our own
people and will be able to accomplish more in the solution of the
problems of the world if we can keep American agriculture from sliding
into a chaotic condition as a result of conditions following the war.

1 cannot urge this committee too strongly to give favorable con-
sideration to amendments that will provide an orderly and progressive
expansion of the domestic sugar-beet acreage. Reasonable expansion
of sugar-beet production is the only basis upon which we can provide
a balance for American agriculture. I feel that it is the obvious duty
of Congress to start now to gradually remove the limitations and
restrictions on sugar-beet production in order to bring stability to
agriculture and thus prevent or lessen the dangers that are bound to
result to our American economy from the war. The bill extendin
the act of 1937, with the amendments that I have heretofore mentione
should be onacted now. I hope that this committee will share my



EXTENSION OF SUGAR ACT OF 1937 23

viewpoint. Such a course will be in the best interests of farmers,
businessmen, labor, and the consuming public.

Mr. Chairman, the Western Beet Growers Association intends to
have someone in this hearing. Not knowing that this hearing was
going to be held there is no one representing them. They requested
that Mr. E. W. Rising be given an opportunity to be heard, but I do
not know whether he will be here, so I will just ask to have his state-
ment inserted in the record.

Thoe Cuairman. That is agrecable.

(The statement of Mr. Rising is as follows:)

StarempnT ofF K. W. Rising, Vice PRresipENT WESTERN BBET GROWERS
ABBOCIATION

Mr. Chairman, I am representing the Western Beet Growers Association,
composed of farmers in beet growing areas that desire substantial increases in their
acreage allotments, also farmers in areas that are not growing beets because of
acrcage- or marketing-quota restrictions.

We favor new legislation along the general lines of the 1937 Sugar Act, to replace
the act which expires December 31, 1940, but with yearly increases In tonnage
allotments to continental growers, and with a provision which will enable new
growers and new factory areas to share in allotment of increases in tonnage.

We hold that the American market belongs first, to the American farmer, the
American laborer, and the American businessman. We propose to digcuss sugar
legislation with these principles in mind.

RIGHT OF AMERICAN FARMER TO AMERICAN MARKET

The right of the American farmer to supply the American market to the full
extent of hig ability is so fundamental that it seems scarcely to need discussion.
It has been recognized for generations in our tariff policies, and it has become
a doctrinoe supported by every large farm organization in the United States. Until
that right is fully recognized in sugar legislation there will be no permanent
settlement of the sugar question,

Continental American farmers are now denied the fundamental right to grow
sugar beets and sugarcane, American labor is discriminated against in favor of
cheap labor in a foreign land, and American businecssmen are prohibited from
processing and marketing the products of American soil and American labor.

In order that we may explain our position on this subject, I am placing a
table in the record, showing the percentages of sugar supplied from all sources,
under provisions of 1937 Sugar Act, to consumers in continental United States.

QUOTA PROVISION BUGAR ACT OF 1037

Under the provisions of the 1937 Sugar Act, the sugar needed to meet the re-
quirements of consumers in the continental United States is to be supplied approxij-
mately as follows:

Area: Percent
Domestic beet BUZAY .« « oo e oo cmamc—nm o —————— 23.19
Mainland CANE BUBAT .o c e e e eec e mmem e 6. 29

Total continental AlotMENt . .. oo v ot ecmeeane e m . 20.48°

Hawail. . e
Puerto Rico........ .
Virgin Islands

Total American possessions allotment. ... ... oocvonmeeminacnon 26. 11

s

Total American allotment. - ... ..o iieanan 55. 59

Commonwealth of Phillppines_ ... .o iiiccciacaacaan 16. 41

JUDB o o e e e e e e ————— 28, 60
Forofgn countries other than Cubf. e v veme .
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There are three main sources of supply for the 6,682,670 short tons of sugar
normally required to supply the continental market.

Tons
{Beet sugar continental growers. .. _..___.___._..... 1, 549, 711
* 1Cane sugar continental growers......._ .. ........ 420,340  Shorttons
e e 1,970, 051
.......................................... 1, 744, 845
-- 1,029, 799
.- 1,911,244
......................... , 731
e 2, 967, 774
Total normal vequirement.. ... . ... . ... 6, 682, 670

LEGISLATION REQUIRED IN INCREASING CONTINENTAL ALLOTMENTS

If the continental growers of sugar beets and cane are to be permifted to
produce additional tonnage it follows that one of the other two main sources
of supply must be given a smaller allotment.

It will not be our purpose to ask that the allotment for our island possessions
be reduced, but we do not hesitate to say that we do feel that the allotment of
more than 26 percent of the requirements for the continental market, in addition
to guaranty of full home market, is very liberal, and that our possessions should
not bhe given additional tonnage until the needs of the continental farmer are
taken care of in a fair manner,

Provision in the Independence Act for Philippines allowing 850,000 long tons,
equivalent to 952,000 short tons, duty-free sugar until 1946, brings the discussion
at this time to the question of whether we shall continue to look after the interests
of Cuba, before we provide for the welfare and markets for the products of our
American farmer and American labor,

BEET 8UUAR TONNAGE ALLOTMENTS REQUIRED BY PRESENT GROWERS

Short tons
Under normal requirements, the beet sugar allotment is. ... ... __. 1, 549, 711
For the year 1938 the production of beet sugar was 1, 803, 000
For the year 1939 the production of beet sugar was 1, 750, 000

Figures given indicate that preseni growers of sugar beets are exceeding a
normal quota by approximately 200,000 tons of sugar each year. There is,
therefore, no opportunity for new growers or new areas to engage in growing of
sugar beets until the domestic (uota is materially inereased.

ugar beets are Fecnliarly adaptable to irrigated land. For more than a third
of a century, the Federnl Government hag encouraged irrigation as a means of
developing the arid lands of the West. Since 1902 it has advanced nearly
$700,000,000 for construction of irrigation and related projects under the Federal
reclamation poliey.

Repayment of a quarter of a billion dollars in these advances is to a large extent
dependent on the ability of water users to grow sugar beets and market them
under the protection of American law. The future of a score of reclamation
projects now in operation is to a large extent dependent on sugar beets. Others
under construction will require a cash crop like sugar beets if settlers are to get
a proper start and become self-sustaining.

In the light of the facts above mentioned, the Government has a divect re-
-sponsibility for and interest in the maintenance of a stable agriculture in the
irrigated areas of the West.

'he Department of Agriculture has recognized sugar beets as a logical cash
crop for irrigated lands. Its Farm Security Administration includes sugar beets
in crop rotation plans for the irrigation farmers in finances.

I might also state that in selecting a row crop a farmer in irrigated arcas is
limited to a few items, such as beets, beans, corn, and potatoes, all of which with
exception of beets are currently produced in quantities to supply domestic market.
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Statement of incieased sugar-beet acrealqe desired by 10 weslern reclamalion and

Great Plains States
[With supporting data)
Acres
Idaho. Boise and lower Snake River Valleys_ ... ... ... .. ...... 45, 000
Oregon: Additional acreage for Nyssa factory. ..o . ... ... 5, 000
I\M/[innesota,-North Dakota: Red River Valley for new factories. .. ...... 75, 000
ontana:
Lower Yellowstone-Sidney-Fairview-Savage ... ... ... 2, 000
Sun River-Pondera-Milk River.._ ... .. ........ 20, 000
Buffalo Rapids-Forsythe-Tongue River-Kinsey. . . 14, 300
Broadwater-Towngend .. . .-« - - covevn i e 12, 000
Sou&vlveatern Montana-Missoula-Bitter Rooto - oo ooomnoas lg. 000
ardin.. . . e y
North Dakota: Bufford-Trenton and Lewis and Clark project 2, 400
Nebraska: .
North Loup-Middle Loup public power and irrigation district_ .. .. 12, 000
Central Nebraska public power and irrigation district...._..._ ... 29, 000
Nevada:
Humboldt district

Newlands project. .. ... ...
Sonth Nakota: Belle Fourche
Washington:

In present 8reas. .. ..o e ciciieiaaas
New areas includihg Roza. ..o oo cicicacnne 10, 000
Wyoming:
Lovell Big Horn Bagin_ - ... ... .. 1, 250
Greybull. . .o e 14, 000
Total. o e aa 291, 450

1IDAHO

Southwestern Idaho was one of the early beet sections of the United States,
having a sugar factory in 1907. Qur section was affected by the blight and finally
ceased to grow beets. After the perfection of the new resistant seed a new start
was made and in 1937 a factory was located at Nyssa, Oreg., to process beets
grown in that section of Oregon, and in southwestern Idaho.

We have over a half million acres of fine irrigated land in southwestern Idaho
and along the Snake River in Oregon. We find that our section is well adapted
to dairying and stock raising, but we need a good root crop for rotation with
alfalfa and grain. Sugar beets have proven to be an ideal rotation crop, having
long Toots reaching down into the deep soil, and through the intensive cultiva-
tion required assisting in eradication of weeds. Our small dairy farmers are ideal
customers for the beet pulp from the processing plants.

OREGON

New-factory at Nyssa, built in 1937, has not been allotted sufficient acreage for
full operating capacity.
NEYADA

In April 1940, Senator McCarran stated in a letter to me:

““Nevada some years ago engaged in a prosperous endeavor of beet-sugar culture,
even to the extent of establishing a factory at Fallon, Nev. It was, indeed, a
groﬁtable pursuit with much promise of increased production. Unfortunately,

eet-sugar ‘culture in Nevada was beset wit.- wilt, caused by the white fly sucking
juice from the foliage.

“In.1938, the Spreckels Sugar Co. cooperated with the farmers in Pershin
County, qu‘.,,i'n(gganting several experimental patches using a newly develope
alkali tolerant plant particularly adaptable to that climate. . Again in 1989 with
increased acreage more extensive tests on apﬁmximabel 1,800 acres were oarried
on. These tests have conclusively shown that sugar beets of excellent quality
oan be successfully and profitably grown in Nevada,
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“There is another important factor to be considered. By using sugar beets as
a rotation crop alfalfa blight has been eliminated in those areas fortunate enough
to receive beet-sugar acreage. You can readily appreciate what this means to a
livestock State somewhat reliant on alfalfa as a foliage crop. In my judgment,
by rotating these two crops, not only would the livestock industry be greatly
benefited, but the farmer would be guaranteed a cash-income crop.”

MINNESOTA-NORTH DAKOTA

The Minnesota-Dakota Sugar Beet Development Association states that the
area represented by the association in the valley of the Red River has well over
200,000 acres of cultivated land adaptable to sugar-beet culture,

They have one processin% plant at present with a quota of 26,500 acres. The
plant manager had on file for the 1940 growing season well over 40,000 acres in
applications. Additional farmers in the valley had indicacd desire to plant
another 60,000 acres making a total demand available for 1941 planting of 100,000
acres,

Gov. John Moses of North Dakota under date of April 8, 1940, addressed &
letter to the chairman of the Agricultural Committec of the House of Representa-
tives in which he stated:

““A oconsiderable number of farmers of the more progressive type in the Red
River Valley in both North Dakota and Minnesota are actively asserting their
interest in the production of sugar beets. They have formed the Minnesota-
Dakota Sugar Beet Development Association with a present membership of over
1,200 which is expected to grow to well over 2,000.

“Sugar beets have been grown in North Dakota for many years, For the past
goeveral years they have been and are now the most suceessful crop grown in the
gi:ed River Valloy, which is far-famed for its fertile soils, and in other parts of the

ate.

“In addition to the market value of the boets for sugar production, our farmers
have an equal and increasing interest in the use of beet byproducts for livestock
feeding. he tops, pulp, and crude molasses are valuable auxiliary feceds for
lambs and sheep, dairy cattle, and becf cattle especially, and to some extent for
other livestock. The use of these byproducts has become increasingly popular
and the demand exceeds the supply.

“Qur farmers are emphatic adherents to the Amcrican principle that the
American marketl belongs to Americans. They are irreconcilable to regulatory
restrictions on the production of an important food commodity when over 70
percent of the domestic consumption is being imaported.

“‘Bugar is the ouly essential agricultural commodity that we do not produce in
quantity sufficient to meet normal domestic requirements. Qur dependence on
offshore supplies is hazardous in the event of war, as was forcefully demon-
strated twenty-odd years ago when the price was forced up to 500 percent of
normal,” .

MONTANA

The Southeastern Montana Counties Association under date of March 23, 1940,
wrote Congressman James F. O’Connor in regard to the need of additional acreage
for sugar beets. The following statements are made in the letter referred to:

“Mr, Cummings’ bill seems to have quite overlooked areas that have recentl
been brought under irrigation and, if that is really done, we in the Dust Bowl,
or at least on the edge of it, might as well join the “Okies,”” which, of course, the
people of Montana are not inclined to do.

“Nobody is being fooled by the ban being lifted on acreage, because unless the
parity price is maintained and the processors given an opFortunity to dispouse of
the refined sugar, they are not going to venture any capital in a new refinery,

“Qur soil here is such that it is essential that we have a rotation of crops and
there is no crop that does the soit so much good as a root crop. With our open
range back of all these potertial beet areas that provide the best feed in the world
during the summertime, why shouldn’t bur stockmen be able to bring their stock
in and feed it out on these beet fields? Y

“The beet growers and the stockmen, members of this association, have in the
Iast 2 weeks had seven meetin%s, and this letter is being written at their specifie
instruction and direction, and they are in hopes that you will be able to get this
picture across to Congress. If you do, thog' are satisfied that the great drought
disaster of 1934 and 1936 and such a calami f as the stockmen experienced in this
area will never be experienced again, and a large number of people who are now

i
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on relief will be able to rehabilitate themselves and once again become self-
respecting citizens,”

From the Broadwater County Beet Growers Association, of Townsend, Mont.,
under date of March 22, 1940, I have the following:

“During the past 10 years, sugar bects have been satisfactorily growin in all
parts of this area, thus providing the adaptability of our soils and the fact that
our climate and the altitude permit the satisfactory production of high-quality
sugar beets. A new sugar factory located in this vally would, in turn, eliminate
high freight rates and incrcase the agricultural wealth of the community by
encouraging the development of livestock feeding, rotation of crops, and assist in
building up the fertility of our soils. It should be further pointed out that the
entire area is surrounded by range lands producing high-quality feeder livestock,
including both sheep and cattle, which are now moving to other areas to be
fattened for the market, The Federal Government in building the Broadwater-
Missouri project assumed ¢hat the %roduction of sugar beets would provide the
cash erop return required in order that we might repay the obligation which we
owe to the Public Works Administration.”

The Sun River & Pondera Beet Growers Association state:

“Suflicient sugar-beet acreage in the counties of Cascade, Teton, and Pondera,
in Montana, to support & sugar factory is urgently needed. There are 200,000
acres of irrigated land in these three counties, two-thirds of which are suitable for
sugar-beet production. Over 10,000 acres were signed up by the beet-growers’
agsociations in 1938 to be planted in 1939 if a sugar factory were built, and at the
present time growers would pledge 20,000 acres for 1941 if a factory were defi-
nitely promised.

““T'he effect of sugar-beet production on crop values of the Federal reclamation

rojects in Montana is shown by the fact that in 1937 the Huntley projects in
eliowstone County with 25 percent of its acreage iu_beets had an average crop
value of $43.23 per acre; whereas the Sun River projéct with less than 1 percent
of its cultivated area in sugar beets had an avemgc erop value of $13.21 per acre.

“To summarize: What we want and very badly nced is a new sugar factory
situated somewhere in the Cascade-Teton-Pondera area so that at least an addi-
tional 15,000 acres of bects can be grown. We have the land, the water, have
demonstrated that beets are entirely successful, and only need a factory, which
we can get if proper legislation is passed.”

The Sidney Water Users Association ask for an allotment of 1,000 acras for
growing sugar beets and state:

“It is necessary to grow beets because the entire country toward the Little
Missour River is a range country, and livestock feeding is dependent on sagar-
beet industry and the byproducts therefrom for feeding livestock.”

Statements showing a demand for sugar-beet acrcage have also been filed on
behalf of farmers in the Lewistown, Forsyth, and Hardin, Mont., areas.

WYOMING

Congressman Horton of Wyoming, under date of April 10, 1940, advised me
that the Lovell, Wyo., bect-sugar factory, should have an allotment that would
ormit the contracting of approximately 1,250 acres of beets in excess of acreage
arvested for 1939.
Congressman Horton also stated that with the completion of the Sunshine
Dam on the Greybull River, that valley will need an additional acreage allot-
ment for beets. That the goil in this area is identical with the Big Horn Basin,

NEBRABKA

Mr. H. C. James, of Arcadia, Nebr., states from his contacts and management:
“Tt is extremely necessary that these two valleys be provided with cash crops,
and the ability to grow sugar beets would provide a very desirable cash crop.
Thus, we are strenuously supporting the efforts now being made to change the
uotas to permit the growing of gradually increasing acreage in the continental
nited States in the hope that a sugar factory can ultimately be established for
the North and Middle Loup Valleys.” . .

From the Central Nebraska Public Power & Irrigation District of Hastings,
Nebr. we have the statement that;

“Nebragks is at the crossroads in her agricultural life. The agricultural
methods of the past have clearly demonstrated that only through irrigation can a
mrﬂ‘or portion of Nebraska’s farms be salvaged from a return to grazing land
and the original prairie,
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“Nebraska now has just completed oxtensive irrigation improvements. Foderal
funds in the amount of over $50,000,000 have been invested in Nebraska in the
past 6 years for multiple-purpose proi'ects whose primary aim is to bring irrigation
water to more than 350,000 acres of land. This is in addition to the expenditure
of millions of dollars from other public and private sources for the same objective,

“This brings about a paradoxical situation. On one hand we find Federal funds
being allotted the State in an attempt to bolster a failing agriculture, and on
the other hand the most important irrigation crop, sugar beets, is placed under
such stringent Federal regulation that it will absolutely prevent any sugar-beet
production in the new areas.”

WASHINGTON

Congressman Knute Hill stated in a letter to me dated April 10, 1940:

“As regards the question of expandin% the industry in the State of Washington,
Commissioner Page, of the Bureau of Reclamation, has written: ‘The success of
sugar-beet production on the Yakima project warrants further expansion of the
area, ,which could well support a second factory with an initial allotment of 10,000
ACTEE.

“You may know that the Roza project is nearing completion, and in this con-
nection I believe future plans should include from 10,000 to 15,000 acres for sugar
beets in this area. The Reclamation Bureaun is studying the subject of crops
best suited for the Grand Coulee project.”

CUBA AN AMBRICAN MARKET

It is argucd that the size of the beet-sugar industry in the United Sattes should
be limited because an expansion means a loss of the Cuban market for the corn-hog
farmer of the Mississippi Valley. If more sugar is grown in the United States, so
the argument runs, less will be needed from Cuba, and if Cuba’s income from
suﬁar sold the United States is reduced she cannot buy Iowa’s pork and lard.

n view of the above argument Congress is expected to sce a conflict between
the need of maintaining a market for the Middle West and the market necded
for the beet-producing States of the Northwest.

In fact, no conflict exists, because the beet-producing States are large importers
of Iowa’s corn, pork, hams, and bacon. On the other hand Cuba’s imports of
corn and hog products no longer look impressive.

The following figures are taken from page 87, House hearings, and were originally
supplied by the United States Bureau of Forcign and Domestic Commerce:

Cuban imports: 1986 1887
Salt Pork. - e $5, 432, 675 $506, 131
Hams, cured or smoked.. - .o aaon 1,041,625 128, 576
Corned beef.......... . , 767 115
Sausages, cann 750, 788 2,173
GO e e e 2, 390, 172 6, 974

A great deal has been said regarding the large quantity of lard we sell Cuba;
however, Senator Thomas of Idaho in his speech before the Senate on July 29,
1940, stated that for 1939 we sold Cuba lard to the value of $3,976,000, while our
purchases: of -sugar-amounted to-$72;772,000. Cs

Statement made by the chairman of Cuban committee, National Foreign Trade
Council at House hearings, page 174 of the record, shows that Cuba purchases
from the United States, rice, wheat flour, lumber, petroleum, fruits and vegetables,
chemicals, iron, steel, paper, textiles, automobiles, machinery, hardware and glass,
in moderate quantities. For all of these products the beet-producing States offer
& much larger market.

Most recent figures from United States Tariff Commission indicate that we are

making purchases from Cuba at the rate of approximately $110,000,000 per year
and selling Cuba about $77,000,000 annually. Ratio of our sales to purchases
being about $70 to $100.
‘ W%xile we do notcagree that the sugar-allotment question should be settled on
the basis of which'is the better customer-—the low-priced laborer of the Tropics or
the farmer of the West—nevertheless there is ample evidence that a decision on
such basis would be favorable to the beet-sugar-producing avea of the West.

i
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NATIONAL DEFENSE AND BUGAR

A speaker recently said that in case of war, the United States could depend on
Cuba for a c})ermanent and cheap supply of sugar. Perhaps so—but let us refer
to the record.

In 1920 Cuba was in & position to name the price of sugar in the United States,
and the record shows that the average price for the 12 months of 1920 was $19.40
per hundred; in May $25.40; in June $26.70; in July $36.50; in December, when
sugar from beets was on the market, it dropped to $10.50, and by December 1921
it was down down to $6.06.

Do you think we should take a chance in the future?

It seems to me to be entirely logical, that if we are in time of war, likely to
become the world’s breadbasket, then we are just as likely to become the world’s
su%ar bowl. Sugaris an essential food.

t is also perfectly easy to imagine a time in the future when all the sea power
this Nation has or can muster will have to be put into use for defense purposes.
Such a situation would eliminate our opportunity to bring sugar from island-
producing areas and would leave our people entirely dependent on the sugar that
could be produced right hero in the continental United States.

When a nation is involved with an enemy in conflict, it is certainly not & time
for our Army and Navy, and those who support them, in the field and on the seas,
to live or be dependent on, imported food.

You eannot grow beets and produce sugar on & hit-and-miss basis. Time is
required to prepare the land and produce a crop and factories must be built and
equipped to manufacture sugar. Like any other branch of agriculture, the pro-
duction of sugar must be on an orderly and systernatized basis.

Tt seems to me that it is obvious that this is the time when we should plan that
our agricultural resources of all kinds, particularly essential foodstuffs, be built up
to as near our maximum requirements as is possible. Certainly we should not
plan to continue to import 70 percent of our sugar.

It takes a lot of food to keep a nation of over 130,000,000 people at full fighting
strength and we should not take chances of having our supply of any essential
item cut off or with being left dependent on & supply limited to less than 30
percent of our peacetime requirements,

LABOR IN REFINERIES VERSUS LABOR PRODUCING DOMESTIC SUGAR

It has been pointed out that in American refineries there is employed 18,000
workers at an annual gay roll of $27,000,000. A splendid pay roll and a phase of
the sugar question Lo be given due consideration. It is the pay roll of the United
States for production of 70.26 percent of our sugar, all but the 20.48 percent of
domestic beet and mainland cane,

Now let us see what labor there is employed in the United States to produce
the 29.48 percent of our sugar. There are over 70,000 growers and 90,000 field
workers, and 10,000 factory workers employed in the beet-sugar industry.

Louisiana sugar industry lists those engaged in the cane-sugar industry as
17,000 farmers and 100,000 employees.

Labor in processing plants is paid from $5 to $9 per day. Under present
Sugar Act the field labor is paid wages as determined by the Secretary of Agri-
culture. Field labor costs exceeds an average of $21 for every acre of sugar beets.,

In addition to the direct labor mentioned, huge quantities of lime rock, coal
cotton sacks, and equipment are used in the production and transportation o
which labor is a large item.

Railroads collect approximately $35 in freight for every acre of sugar beets,
and pl(ﬁase keep in mind that 47 percent of gross railroad revenue is expended for
pay rolls.

I have seen statements to the effect that refining a ton of raw sugar in the
United States costs under $4 per ton, while processing a ton of beet sugar costs

0.28.

It is not denied that reduction of imports of raw sugar from Cuba would pro-
portionately reduce the figure of $27,000,000 in wages for refining; however, 1t is
clear that any reduction will be replnced more than fourfold by the expenditure
for labor in growing and processing sugar beets and sugarcane,

266002—40—3
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It should be noted that more than 70 percent of the income of farmers on irri-
Eated land is expended for manufactured and agreiultural products of the Midwest,

ast, and South. The benefits to American labor, from the home-market irri-
gated agriculture has created, are attested by the long trains of west-bound freight
and streams of trucks carrying eastern products westward.,

Every dollar earned in the production of beet sugar is spent in the United States.

SUGAR BEETS PRODUCED ON FAMILY~SIZE FARMS

Ninety percent of the sugar beets grown in the United States are produced on
family-size farms, with the growers and their families doing part of the work.
The average arca per grower of sugar beets is less than 14 acres.

‘In no other sugar producing area serving the American market is the percentage
of producers so largely individuals. In every other area corporations largely or
entirely control production,

In Cuba 68.1 porcent of the production is on corporate farms, in Puerto Rico
77 percent, in Hawaii 100 percent, in Florida 99 percent, and in Louisiana 48

percent,
CONSUMERS’ INTEREST

A great deal is being said about “protecting the consumer” in every discussion
regarding sugar legislation. Government oflicials are on record as stating, that
if tariffs, processing taxes, and benefit payments were eliminated that the con-
sumer would be able to buy sugar at retail for 2 conts per pound less than the
current prices. This conclusion is sometimes reached by considering the sum
of the tariff on raw sugar entering the United States plus processing taxes, or
benefit payments, more often, however, by pointing to the wholesale price of
raw sugar in the so-called world market.

Most of the sugar produced in the world is sold in protected markets similar
to the market in the continental United States. The world market is simply the
market that exists, particularly at London, for sugar that is dumped after the
producers have sold nine-tenths of their c{)roduct in a proteeted market.

Not to exceed 10 percent of the world sugar production is sold on this dum
market. Can it be said that the price for such dumped sugar is by any strete
of the imagination, the “world market price.”” By using the so-called “world
price’” for dumped sugar, administration officials have estimated that the Ameri-
can consuming public is paying a $350,000,000 annual subsidy to the sugar industry.

Let us analyze just what would be neccssary if the United States were to be
able to secure sugar at this dumped price.

" First, we should remember that less than 10 percent of the world’s production
is dumped on the market—not more than 3,000,000 tons annually, It must be
assumed that the market for this 3,000,000 tons will continue to exist, therefore in
order to fill the present market and supply the needs of the United States, 6,600,000
tons of additional dumped sugar would have to be secured. There is no evidence
to show that growers in any country in the world would engage in producing a
large additional quantity of sugar for the so-called ‘“dump price.”’

ertainly, if the United States had to go into the market and purchase its entire
supply it would immediately cause a very abrupt rise in the price of sugar in the
“world market.” In fact, there is every indication that our consumers would be
required to pay more than present retail prices. This is proven by the fact that
consumers in the United States buy sugar today at prices lower than prices in
effect in any first-clasg nation in the world.

The average retail prices of sugar which have prevailed in continental United
States under the Jones-Costigan Aci and the Sugar Act of 1937 have been de-
oidedly low. The annual average prices since 1934, as reported by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics, are as follows:

Cents per pound Cents per pound
5.4

G-year average. ... ... 5. 48

The following table, quoted from Congressional Recard of June 20, 1940, and
originally obtained from the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, show
the retail prices of sugar in 38 countries of the world in May 1939 as follows:
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Retail price per pound Retail price per pound-—Continued
United United
States States
Exporting countries: cents . cents
Bragil oo 2. 95 | Principally self-supplying coun-
British Guiana_. ... ... 9, 75| tries—Continued.
Cubga - e 3. 84 Netherlands. ......_.
~Dminiesn Republic...._.. 6. 00 Rumania...___... . -
Perv. oo 2.40 Sweden. _ oo
Hungary._.co..o.. 9. 60 Yugoslavia. - o cuoccmann--
Australia........... 6, 21
Philippine Islands...._.._. 3. 52 Average pricC.. vocuoman 8. 24
Netherland Indies. ... ... 3. 38 J
Union of South Africa..__. 6. 27 | Importing countries:
) Chile, e e oo 4,52
Average price .-« -....... 539 Hondwras..._. ...
=rmmmm UIUguaY - oo
Principally self-supplying coun- Ching ..ol
tries: Finland..._ ... ..._.....
Argenting_ ... ....._.... 4.75 Treland. .o oo nan
Eeuador....... 2.71 NOTWAY oo mmee e
Guatemala.. .. . 4. 00 Portugal - .. ..o
eXiCo. ... ... 2. 88 Switzerland. . ... ..o
Panama . ..o an. 7. 50 Turkey. . ccvvocceeeeaaee
{16 1 T 6,01 United Kingdom .
Japan. oo 5. 56 anada
Bulgaria . 12,49 United State:
France.._. 7. 68
Germany ... 13. 64 Average price
Ttaly..ooo oDl 15. 62

The average retail price of 0.0548 per pound for the last 6 years is lower than
prices in 9 out of 12 importing countries, less than in 12 out of 15 self-supplying
countries, and much less than average price for all countries.

How can it then be said that our consumers are paying a subsidy or that sugar
would be sold at retail for a lower price if our American Beet and Cane Sugar
industries are destroyed.

SUGAR LEGISLATION REQUIRED

I believe it is generally conceded that the American grower of beets and cane
cannot, except in & very limited way, continue without some measure of protection,
I believe the statement ;ust made is equally true regarding almost all other
products grown or manufactured in the United States. No grower or manu-
facturer can pay the wages to labor that are in effect in the United States and
com]pete with the cheap breach-cloth labor in the tropies or in Europe.

The tariff in itself has proven defective as the sole means of protecting domes-
tic production because in the event of a tremendous world-over production there
can be dumping on the American market,

The Western Beet Growers Association favors sugar legislation continuing the
quota system but with provision for increasing the allotment for Continental

rowers, An increase of at least 300,000 tons for the beet area should be granted
or 1941; 200,000 tons of which are needed to offset the present excess production
over quota, and 100,000 tons for the benefit of new growers and new areas,

From 1942 until 19046 moderate additional allotmcnts arc nceded by the beet
areas. We are assuming that with the cxpiration of provision for ‘“duty free’’
Philippine sugar in 1946, that allotments will again be subject to adjustment.

Bill H. R. 9668 introduced by Congressman Lemke on May 6, 1940, would pro-
vide satisfactorily for expansion of the beet-sugar industry, except that the basis
for domestic beet for 1941 should be iuercased to 1,850,000 tons, and propore
tionate increases for the next 4 years.

H. R. 9668 also containg the following clause which is very desirable for the

purpoge of granting new growers arid new areas the right to participate in the
SUgAr program:

‘Provided, however, That in determining the proportionate shares (in terms of
acreage) for the progressively inercasing tonnage for the domestic beet-sugar area,
as provided in section 202 (&) (1), the Secretary of Agriculture shall give first

.
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congideration to newly irrigated or other arcas desiring to plant beets so that the
establishment of necessary factory capacity for processing purposes where necded
may be encouraged, it being the intent of this section to insure consideration for
new sugar-beet producers in areas now without adequate processing facilities
where beets may be economically produced.”

H. R. 9654, passed by the House and now under consideration by the Finance
Committee of the Senate, would extend the 1987 Sugar Act for 1 additional year.
In connection with the consideration of this bill the Western Beet Growers Asgo-
ciation ask that amendments be made granting additional acreage to beet growers,
SBuggestions for nceessary amendments are hereto attached.

WESTERN BEET GROWERS' ASSOCIATION

Proposed amendments to H. R. 9654, extending provisions of Sugar Act of 1937
{lor czne year, now pending before the Senate Finance Committee, are attached

ereto:

Amendment “A” provides:

1. That in extending the Sugar Act of 1937 the domestic beet sugar area shall
be allotted approximately 300,000 tons in addition to the basic quota provided
for by existing law. This would increase the beet-sugar allotment for 1941 to
approximately 1,850,000 short tons. With the average production for the last
2 years approximating 1,750,000 tons, the proposed amendment would take
nothing from existing beet growers but would provide that the 100,000 additional
tons or one-third of the increasa should be allotted to new growers and especially
t(l)l r%ewlytirrigated and othor areas which heretofore have not been able 1o secure
allotments.

2. That the method of adjusting quotas among the other sugar-producing
areas, including Cuba, shall be left to the Secretary of Agriculture with the
provision that no domestic area shall have its allotment reduced below the average
production for the calendar years 1938 and 1839. This would prevent any de-
crease in the su‘%r production for the insular possessions, Louisiana or Florida.

Amendment ‘“B”:

8. An alternative amendment would provide for a flat increase of 20 percent in
the allotments for all domestic sugar-producing areas and a corresponding de-
crease in the allotment for Cuba.

(The su%gested amendment under paragraph 3 is more in line with the pravious
proposals that all domestic sugar areas should be increased proportiona el(gr.

20 percent increase in domestic allotments will give the beet area about 300,000
additional tons and reduce the Cuban allotment by a total of around 740,000 tons.)

Amendment “C”:

4. A suggested amendment provides for reducing the Cuban total.

E. W. RisiNg, Vice President.

Amendment “A” proposed for H. R. 96564, extending the Su;;ar Act of 1937:

Section 6, subsection (a) of Section 202 of the Sugar Act of 1937 (relating to
proration of sugar among domestic sugar-producing areas) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following: “This subsection is hereby extended to provide
that not less than 4,115,353 short tons of sugar shali be allotted for proration
among domestic sugar-producing arcas: Provided, however, That of said 4,115,353
short tons not less than 44.95 percent (1,850,000) short tons shall he allotted to
domestic beet-sugar areas; and provided further, that it is the intent of this
amendment to authorize and direct the Secretary of Agriculture, in determining
proportionate shares (in terms of asreage) of the increased tonnage to give prefer-
ence for at least one-third of the additional tonnage for the domestic beet-sugar
area to new growers and to growers in newly-irrigated and other areas, who have
heretoiore been degrived of opgort’unity to produce and market sugar beets under
the provisions of the Sugar Aot of 1987.”

ore.~~This proposed amendment does not undertake to say where reductions

shall be made in quotas to permit the increase for the domestic sugar-beet ares,
but since it can coma only from Cuba this proviso may be added: “And prom‘decf
Jurther, That the Secretary of Agruculture is authorized and directed to make
such raductions in the allotment to Cuba as will permit the increase in the tonnage
allotted tu the domestie beet-sugar area.”

Amendments “B’’ and “C” proposed for H. R. 96564 extending the Sugar Act
of 1087 for 1 year:

Amendment “B”: Section 6, subsection (a) of section 202 of the Sugar Aot of
1937 (relating to allotments to domestic suger-producing areas) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following: *Provided, however, That for the calendar

-
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ear 1941 the Secretary is authorized and directed to increase the basic allotments
or each of the domestic sugar-producing areas by 20 per eentum, with the proviso
that at least one-third of the increased allotment for the domestic beet-sugar area
shall be apportioned among new growers and among growers in newly irrigated
or other areas who have heretofore been deprived of opportun,ity to produce
sugar beets under the provisions of the Sugar Act of 1937.

Amendment “C"”: Section 7, subsection b, of section 202 of the Sugar Act of
1937 (relating to allotments to the Philippine Islands and Cuba) iz amended by
adding at the end thereof the following sentence: “Provided, however, That for the
calendar year 1941, the smonnt of sugar prorated t¢ Cuba shall not exceed the
difference between the amount of sugar determined to be nceded to meet the
requirements of consumers snd the sum of the amount allotted to domestic sugar-
Producing areas under the provisions of section 6 of this Act and the quota estab-
ished ¥or the Philippine Islands under the provisions of the Sugar Act of 1937."”

WHAT EXPANSION OF SUGAR-BEET INDUSTRY MEANS TO WEST AND SOUTH

For the farmer:

1. Plermits the production of a crop of which the United States does not produce
a surplus.

2. "Will preserve for the American farmer a greater share of the American market.

3. Will more than offset any loss of foreign markets for American farm products
by increasing purchasing power at home.

4. Will stabilize agricultural conditions in the west, including the livestock
industry and provide nceded diversification of crops.

5. Will provide cash income for farmers on Federal reclamation projects and
assure repayment of the Federal investment in irrigation facilities.

For labor:

6. Will require construction of sugar factories with consequent greater employ-
ment of skilled and unskilled labor.

K Will give increased employment for farm labor and remove many from relief
rolls.

8. Will provide opportunity for making a new start in life for many of the 100,000
farm families forced to migrate westward by the drought and other conditions.

For the businessman:

9. Will turn a larger percentage of the American consumer’s dollar into channels
of American trade,

10. Will more than offset any loss of foreign markets for American products
by increasing purchasing power in the West and South.

11. Will provide investment opportunity for millions of dollars of new capital,
in sugar factories and equipment,

For the taxpayer:

12. Will bring no charge on the Federal Treasury since the sugar program is
more than self-sustaining.

The Cuateman, I wish to incorporate in the record a statement sub-
mitted by Hon. Frank O. Horton, member of the House, from the
State of Wyoming.

(The statement of Mr. Horton is as follows:)

SraTemENT OF FrANK O, HorroNn, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, BEFORE THE SENATE
Financs Commirren, Qcroser 2, 1940

The prompt enactment of the Cummings bill, plug the Lemnke amendments,
is a matter of primary imgortance to the thousands of farmers in Wyoming who
depend upon sugar beets for their only cash erop. It is a matter which affects
their daily lives, and they have every right to know under what conditions their
next erop is to be grown. .

From the i)roducer’s oint of view, the prevailing situation is distinctly unsatis-
factory, but it can only be aggravated by the failure of Congress to take immediate
action continuing the law. Abandonment of the program at this time would
permit the flooding of the American market with almost unlimited quantities of
tropical sugar, with further price depressions and inevitable losses for farmers,
labor, and management. 7The bill needs to be passed, and it needs to be passed
now. In certain suiar-produoing areas planting of another crop will begin within
a relatively few weeks, and thesoe producers should not be forced by congressional
inaction to stumble blindly into a new crop year.
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The ‘pending bill does not constitute permanent legislation, It merely con-
tinues for another year the sugar-control prograin now in force, Since it is
admittedly stopgap legislation, some of the conflicting claims which will be
presented to this-committee might well be deferred until the Congress has an
opportunity to act on the one vital phase of the problem upon which there is no
difference of opinion-—the problem of price. Everyone—even those who have
been attempting to administer the Sugar Act-—recognizes that the price of sugar
is far too low. And the right to produce sugar is meaningless if farmers, and the
sugar industry generally, must accept a price which means little more than
economic starvation, The necessary reliof can be granted without in any way
im{.)osiug a hardship on the consumers of the United States,
call the attention of the committee to the fact that in the 6 years ending with

1933—the 6 ycars before the first sugar-control progratn was put into effect—the
average retail price of sugar in the United States, as reported by the Depattment
of Labor, was 5.9 cents & pound. In the first 3 years of control it averaged 5.6
cents, In 1937, the year in which the Sugar Act was approved, the average price
was still 5.6 cents. In 1938 it dropped to 5.3 cents, and in the first 8 months of
1939 it was only slightly more than 5.1 cents a pound. In September of 1939
came the war scare and the price of sugar, like the price of all other commoditics
rose sharply, so that the price for the year averaged an extremely modest 5.4 cents.

The price advance brought about by the outbreak of war was decidedly short-
lived, and the average retail price today is back to 5.2 cents a pound, Thig is
nearly half a cent less than the price prevailing when the first sugar-control pro-
gram was cuacted, and nearly as much under the levels of 1934 when the President,
in a message to Congress, said the price was so low that it was prejudicial to vir-
tually everyone concerned. As a matter of fact, if the tax be deducted from the
current vetail price of 5.2 cents, the net return from the sale of beet sugar beeomes
less than at any time in the past except for certain months of 1939 and in the
depression of 1932, The net returns from the sale of beet sugar is ono of the factors
which determine the price the farmer receives for beets, Variations of half a
cent a pound in sugar prices may sound inconsequential, but it means about 75
cents per ton of beets and may easily be the difference between profit and loss,

For the last 3 vears the farmers of Wyoming have complained—and justifiably
so—that the price of sugar was heing permitted to bog down to levels for which
there was no possible exeuse. Instead of sympathetic congideration of their
problems, these farmers were usually met with eriticism from the administrators
of the act. They were told their fears were imaginary, that the price would
average out over a period of time.  Now, 3 years later, the Administration appears
ready to admit that the price has not averaged out, and that the situation is a
desperate one. It admits that the amounts of sugar made available in the esti-
mates of consumption have heen excessive, and that these abnormally large
supplies ave responsible for the price depression. Now, finally, the Administra-
tion is willing to do something about it. ~ Only recently the estimate of consump-
tion for 1940 was reduced by something more than 130,000 tons, but the available
supplies were still so excessive that the reduction had only a fleeting effect on
price.
! In view of these experiences it seems clear that the discretionary powers vested
in the Scerctary of Agriculture, at least so far as they relate to estimates of con-
sumption, should be more narrowly limited. Some way must be found to prevent
a repetition or a continuanee of price depressions resulting from overestimates of
consumption,

(Whereupon, at 12:15 p. m., the committee recessed until 1:30
p- m. of the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

(The hearing was resumed at 1:30 p. m.) i
The Cuarrman, Is Delegate King in the audience?

STATEMENT OF HON. SAMUEL W, KING, DELEGATE FROM HAWAII

Mr. King, Mr, Chairman, I am here to speak briefly to one phaso
of the pending bill, and that is the amendment adopted in the House
to the continuing resolution introduced by the Representative from
Colorado, Mr. Fred Cummings. The bill jrtroduced by Mr. Cum-

.
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mings simply continued the Sugar Act of 1937 in its present form; in
other words, with the restrictions on refining expiring as of February
29 this year.

The amendment offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr.
MecCormack, was offered in the House Committee on Agriculture and
was voted down, but when the continuing resolution was under con-
sideration in the House, the McCormack amendment was adopted,
and the bill now in this commitiee contaius that amendment.

The Cramrman. Can you give us what the vote was in the House
on the McCormack amendment?

Mr. King. It was considered in the Committee of the Whole, with
about 140 members present. The vote was, as I recolleet, about 120
for the McCormack amendment, and less than 20 against it. There
was no teller vote, I believe there was a division, but there was no
roll call, A good many members were absent, It was just in that
period a few days before the Republican Convention in Philadelphia.

I would like to say briefly that prior to 1934, when the sugar industry
depended upon a tariff for its protection against foreign competition,
there were no restrictions either on production or on processing under
the Amorican flag. With the adoption of the quota system as an
alternative to the tariff system for the protection of the American
sugar industry the eastern refining interests were able to have included
or embodied in the Jones-Costigan Act a restriction on refining from
Hawaii and Puerto Rico. This is & double quota system on those two
communities. This means that in addition to & restriction on pro-
duction the Territory of Hawaii and the posscssion of Puerto Rico
may process only a very small proportion of their total crop. This
was not part of the program recommended by the President, but it was
embodied in the act.

In the 1937 Sugar Act, the President cxpressed his very outspoken
opposition to this provision and termed it an effort to perpefuate an
industrial monopoly. However, the act was finally passed, but there
were a great many statements made in both Houses of Congress and
by the President and other administrative officers that the restrictions
on refining were wrong in principle, and the act recognized the weight
of that argument by providing that these provisions should expire
10 months before the Sugar Act itself did. So the restrictions on
refining have cxpired as of February 29 this year.

The principle involved, Mr. Chairman, is much more important
than the material interests. It means that the incorporated Territory
of Hawaii, a part of the United States, obeying all of the laws that are
applicable to every other part of the United States, has this special
restriction placed on its development, on its evolution, from the pro-
ducer of suﬁar in the raw form to producing it in the final marketing
form. Such a restriction does not apply to any other sugar-producin
aren under the American flag, excopt Hawaii and Puerto Rico, and
will say it docs apply also to the Philippines,

Any increase in quotas allocated to any State in the Union may be
refined wherever the producers want to. Florida refines some sugar
and ships some to Savannah. It may, however, crect a refinery to-
morrow and refine its entire production of sugar. The same is true of
Louisiana, If an increase in production is granted them they may
refine it all, if they want to.
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The argument is made that we, as a Territory, fell in a diflerent
category. I wish to say, Mr. Chairman, if we were contiguous to the
mainland Congress would not tolerate this argument for a minute,
It happens that we are geographically an insular ares and this prin-
ciple gas been allowed to creep into legislation. If we were a portion
of Texas such a restriction would not be adopted. ertainly if we were
a State it would not be adopted. It was adopted because we are a
Territory and because we are physically separated from the mainland
of the United States. In the discussion on this legislation, Mr.
Chairman, there has crept into our language several phrases that I
think are very wrong, very undemocratic, very un-American. We
are beginning to make a distinction between the continental United
States and offshore arcas, between mainland citizens and citizens of
Territories or possessions who do not happen to be contiguous to the
North American mainland.

Each time that this restriction has been devised it was used as a
precedent for repeating it the next time. One of the strongest argu-
ments made on the floor of the House by the gentleman from Masgsa-
chusetts, Mr, McCormack, was that it had already been perpetrated
by the Congress on two or three occasions. However, he did not call
attention to the fact that Congress had recognized the breach of good
legislative principle by providin% that the restriction should expire 10
months before the law itself should.

It was adopted in 1937 as an expedient. The President, when he
signed the Sugar Act of 1937, expressed himself in very strong language
and stated that he had assurances from spokesmen of the domestic
beet sugar industry that it would not again be perpetrated in a sugar
act, that if such a restriction were put into a law again it would have to
stand on its own feet as an industrial proposition and not as a part of
an agricultural bill.

Now tho bill rests in this committee, and this committee will pre-
sumably report it out very soon in order that action may be taken by
the Congress before Congress adjourns, but it restores to the Sugar
Act of 1937 a foature that has already gone out. I, as a representa-
tive of the people of Hawaii, with about 80 percent of the people,
native-born citizens, want to oxpress my very strong hope that this
committee will cut that McCormack amendment out of the bill,

Senator VanprNserda. Was there a separate vote in the House on
the McCormack amendment?

Mr. Kinc. It was a vote in Committee of the Whole. As I rec-
ollect a division but not a teller vote. There were not many Members
on the floor, and the vote of those who were on the floor was strongly
in favor of the McCormack amendment. 1 want to say, fraunkly,
there was a suggestion made that an amendment to the McCormack
amendment would be offered to get Hawaii out and leave Puorto
Rico under that restriction. I urged those who were sponsoring it
not to do it, under the circumstances, for the reason that the prin-
ciplo involved is similar in both cases, and I was standing on the ques-
tion of principle and not material interest.

The only argument made in favor of this amendment, Mr, Chair-
man, is that it would increase the amount of labor employed in the
eastern refineries. It is a fact that refining requires a small amount
of labor. It is a highly technical process, and insofar as Hawaii is
concorned it has no offect whatsoever in the amount of labor that is

.
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employed in the refining industry. Our sugar producers have, as a
matter of private contract, arranged to guarantee for the next several
yoars, I believe it is 4 years, subject to continuation and renewal, to
guarantce them the same amount of raw sugar that they have ever
roceived from the Territory of Hawaii, and any amount that Hawaii
might refine would not be taken away from the eastern refinerios,
The amount we do sell to the eastern refineries, for refining and mar-
keting here, is so small that the dislocation of labor would be im-
material. It would amount to just a& handful of men, who might,
under the present conditions, be reabsorbed in the national-defense
program, ‘ . .

he Cuammman. Mr. King, I think the committee understands
your viewpoint, from the debate and discussions that have been held
on the House side, and from prior debates and discussions. Now
you, above almost all others, realize the delicacy of this present situa-
tion. Now you feel that this Sugar Act has helped the sugar people
of Hawaii, do you not?

Mr. Kivg. Mr, Chairman, it did, but I am not too sure that I will
say some alternative logislation might not have been equally helpful.
The point is this legislation was adopted and it did stabilize a situation
that was desperate in the industry. Whether it was the only possible
solution of the problem I frankly donot know. May Isay that I have
no personal interest in the sugar industry. I am an ex-naval officer
engaged in the real-estate business in Honolulu.

he Cuarrman. I understand.

Mr. Kina. I cannot speak too much for the industry as such: I am
speaking more from the point of view of an elected representative in

ongress of the community as a whole as a Territory.

The Cuarrman. Now would you prefer to see no legislation on
sugar at this time—1I will put it bluntly-—or prefer to see this bill pass?

r. Kiva, Mr. Chairman, I think the principle is so important
that my preference———

The CuatrMAN (interposing). Just lay aside the principle.

Mr. Kina. My preference would be to soe no legislation at this time.
I wrote to the President of the United States just the other day urginﬁ
that he express his Oﬁosition to this refining restriction. As the bi
was passed, with the McCormack amendment, I feel it my duty to my
constituents, my own people, regardless of whether they are in the
sugar business or not, to write to urge the President to veto the bill,

ho Cuatnman. Of course you know so much about parliamentary
law, about tho intricacies that are involved, and how difficult it is under
certain circumstances to get legislation through, especially right at the
end almost of the session, that I would like to ask you this question:
Do you think that if we revamp this resolution and should strike out
the McCormack amendment, that there is any possibility, any
veasonable possibilitly, of the enactment of a law at this session?

Mr. King. Yes, 1 do. 1 think if the beet-sugar spokesmen in
Congress were assured that the Sugar Act of 1937 could not be con-~
tinued unless the restrictions on refining from Hawaii and Puerto Rico
were out they would agree to support it, and would have suflicient
strength to do so. After all, the argument made in favor of the re-
finers docs not bear analysis. Despite the fact that there was &
considerable number in both Houses of Congress that spoke for it, if
not for the refiners themselves then for the men employod by them,
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my Teeling} is they would not be strong enough to overcomo the
agricultural Representatives in Congress.

The CuairMaN. So your position now, as spokesman of Hawaii
is_that yon want to see an amendment added to this House bill
eliminatuf; the refining restrictions rather than running the risk of
seeing nothing done, or do you prefoer to see nothing done, if it came
down to tlyose two propositions?

Mr. King. Yes, sir; 1 would say this, however, that Congress
probnblx will not adjourn.

Tllflle Cuairman. Wo have oxplored that from overy angle in the
world. .

Mr. Kine. Legislation could be enacted without that provision,

The CrairMaN. I think Saturday night will see about the end of
this session. ]

Mr. Kina. I am vory happy to hoar that.

Tho CaairmaN. There might be some plan to recess for a certain
period of time, There will be no sugar logislation before the end of
this Congress unless we squecze it through, so to speak, by the end
of Saturday night.

Mr. King, Mr, Chairman, I have no desire to put the other units
of tho sugar industry in any difficult position. I have been here 6
years. I came here in 1935. Repeatedly tho situation has come to
o point where wo have been asked to surrender what we consider-
our fundamental rights in order to save the industry, and the princi-
ple having once been established is then thrown up to us on the next
occasion as justifying its repetition. It is a principle that might, if
it is applicable to the sugar industry, apply to the pincapple industry
or any other industry that we might (i)evelop in the future, or we
ntight be barred from processing any agricultural product.

%ou know perfectly well, Mr. Chairman, that principle has not
been applied to any other agricultural industry. There have been
restrictions on cotton, on wheat, on corn, but never on the processing
of the product within the State where it was grown or the community
where 1t was raised. There is only the one case in American legisla-
tion in the past several years where there has been a restriction on the
industrial manufacture of agricultural produets, and that has been
placed only on Hawali and Puerto Rico.

I do not include the Philippine Islands because they are in a special
status as a semi-independent commmunity.

Scnator Vanpenoera. Well, it is as indcfensible as it seems to be
unavoidable.

Senator Kina, It is certainly indefensible.

Mr. King. I will say this, Senator Vandenberg: I have been here
just about long enough to take defeat with a smile, and I am not
appearing here with any illusions, but certainly it is my duty to come
here and express the sentiments of my community, my constituents,
my personal sentiments, and then whatever the committee may do,
if it does not accord with my views, I will come back and continue
to fight, or my successor will come back and continue to fight.

The Cuamrman. I hope they will continue to send you back.

Mr. Kina, Thank you. :

The Cuairman., We admire you for standing up for your belief
but we may, in our judgment, think that we have to report this bill
out without change or amendment. So if we do, do not hold it against

3
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us, because we are trying to help the industry and do the best we can
under the circumstances,

) I)Vlh'. Kiva, I will not hold it against you, either personally or offi-
cially.

" The CaairMaN. Thank you very much.

Senator Kina. Of course, when Hawaii becomes a State, and it is
entitled to statchood, then you can plead with greater earnestness
and effectiveness for a right which you are entitled to.

Mr. Kina, Yes, Senator King. As you know, having been chair-
man of the Joint Congressional Committee on Hawaii, we are very
anxious to be accepted as a State and are only waiting for Congress to
put its approval on our aspirations, .

The Cuamrman. Thank you very much, Mr. King. We are very
much obliged to you.

The next witness is Mr, Cummings, Congressman Cuminings from
the State of Colorado.

STATEMENT OF HON. FRED CUMMINGS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF COLORADO

The Cuamman. Do you want to say anything to us? We are
trying to wind up here as specdily as possible.

Mr. Cummings. I will be very brief.

I iust want to touch, first, on this assertion that the American
people are overcharged $360,000,000 for sugnr.  There are practically
130,000,000 people in the United States. That would menn they are
overcharged $2.70 per capita.  Kach person consumes practically 100
pounds of sugar a year. That means sugar was $2.70 per hundred
too high. The market has been from $4.35 to $4.50.  Subtract tho
reported overcharge of $2.70 from $4.50 snd you have $1.80 leit
Docs anyone believe you could grow sugar for that? It is generally
conceded that it eosts at least $2 to produce 100 pounds of row sugar
in the United States. This price would mean less than $2 per ton
for beets,  When people tell you they do not want this continung
resolution, 1 am inclined to thmk it is & good thing the Lord is not
enforeing one certain commandment as strictly as they did in the
days of Ananias.

_Senator Vanpenprre. You do not like what Seerctary Wallaco
snid about the sugar business?

Mr. Cumminas. I think some one in the Sugar Scetion must have
given him & bum steer,

They tell you people in Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and different places
are gotting $300,000 to $400,000 in benefit payments.  For the first
500 tons we receive $12 per ton and there is a gradual deerease in the
price until they receive but $6 but they pay $10 per ton processing
tax. This means those large payments for individunls, or firms, is
materially less than the amount they pay in processing tax. Big
growers, however, receive the benefit of the quota,  With the present
world production of sugar and the world prices, it would he impossible
for the sugar industry in the United States to survive without a quota.

',[‘ho1 ?CHAIRMAN. It is your best judgment that this bill ought to be
pussed

‘Mr, Cummings. If it i8 not passed and if we have no protection
next January, there will be no sugar produced in the United States,
Hawaii, or Puerto Rico.
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The CaarrmMaN, And you think it is in the interest of the sugar
people, for the sugarcane and sugar-bect people in this country, and
it will be helpful to the Philippines and outlying territories ‘and
possessions that this bill be fmssed? ,

Mr. Cummings. It is the life of it. It will save the sugar industry
in the United States.

The Cuairman. We are glad to get your advice on this and on
other matters, because we all respect your opinion on this subject,
Mr., Cummings, very much,

Mr. CumminNgs. 1 can’t understand why people will come before
an intelligent body of men and make those kinds of statements.

The Cuairman. Thank you very much.

Mr. J. M. Elizalde, Resident Commissioner of the Philippines.

STATEMENT OF HON, J. M. ELIZALDE, RESIDENT COMMISSIONER
OF THE PHILIPPINES TO THE UNITED STATES

Mr, Erizatoe. Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to file a brief with the
cominittee as to the views of the government.

Senator Kina. You are in favor of continuing the present act?

Mr. Erizatpe, Yes, sir.

Senator Kina. Not asking for any change?

Mr. Erizarpe. Not any change from the present quota,

(The briof of My, Elizalde is as follows:)

Resipent COMMISSIONER OF THE
PaiiepiNgs To THE UNrtep StaTmS,

Washington, D. C., October 2, 1940,
Tho CuairmaN, Financs ComMMITTER,
United States Senate.

Sir: With reference to the consideration of H, R, 9654, a bill to extend for an
additional year the é)rovisions of the Sugar Act of 1037, by your committee and
eventually by the Senate, I am enclosing herewith a copy of the statement I
made before the Committee on Agriculture of the Houso of Representatives on
April 11, 1940, oun this legislation, with the re(}uest; that you incorporate it in the
pertinent records. This statement was made in behalf of the Philippine Govern-
ment, and is now filed as evidence and in reiteration of our position in the matter.

Respectivelly yours,
J. M. EvizaLpn
Resident Commissioner of the Philippines to the United States.

Statement or Hown, J. M. Euizarpw, ResipeNT COMMISSIONER OF THB
PuiniepINeEs 170 THE UNITED STATHS

My, Chairman and members of the committeo; Under the terms of some of
the bills before this committee that would amend the Sugar Act of 1937, the propo-
sals to curtail the existing Philippine quota would result in the violation of the
Independence Act, Tor this reason the government of the Commonwesalth of the
Philippines must object to their approval.

At the outset, permit me o bring to your attention the ciroumstances leading
to the limitation of our sugar quota at its present level, since a knowledge of these
facts is essential to a proper understanding of the equity of our position.

When the quota system was inaugurated by the Congress of 1934 with the
enactment of the Jones-Costigan Act, the Philippine Legislature, upon tho recom-
mendations of the American administration, approved a sugar-limitation law de-
signed to bring Philippine production into corres};ondenco with the provisions of
that aot and the duty~free quota provided in the Tydings-MoDuffie independence
law. As a result, the Philippine sugar producers had to curtail their production of
1,680,443 short tons in 1933-34 by more than 50 percent, reducing it to 694,606
short tons in the following yoar. i

My government and our producers, despite great sacrifices and loases, have evor
fully and voluntarily cooperated with this admini!stmtion in carrying out the

.
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objectives of the sugar-stabilization program, restricting our production to an
annual average of approximatoely 1,000,000 tons to meet the duty-free quota under
the Independenee Act, plus allowances frr Philippine consumption and for an
olnergency reserve. In 1935-36, our production was 982,221 short tons; in
1936--37, 1,117,827, in 1937-38, 1,054,617; in 1938-39, 983,664 short tons.

As this committee is well aware, the Independence of 1934, as amended in 1939,
gives the Philippines a duty-free quota of 850,000 long tons otl which not more than
50,000 may be refined sugar. But, if disposed to the payment of full-rate duty,
we are permitted further to export in excess of this figure up to the limit allowe
by the quotas allotted annually under the provisions of the current Sugar Act.
All the ug]ar Quota Acts (Jones-Costigan Act, O'Mahoney resolution, the Sugar
Act of 1937) have given the Philippines an allotment higher than the duty-free
quota specified in the Independence Act. The Sugar Act of 1937, moreover,

rovides that the Philippine allotment shall not in any case be less than the duty-
ree quota in the Independence Act. Notwithstanding the fact that heretofore we
have always heen entitled to a higher allotment than the 850,000 long tons specified
in the Independence Act, the Philippine Commonwealth has never taken advan«
tage of this additional quots, over and above the Independence Act duty-free
limitation, with the result that in the past 4 years we have given up as deficiency
a total of 207,708 short tons: 97,909 tons in 1936; 86,805 tons in 1937; 53,883 tons
in 1938, and 59,111 tons in 1939,

In the International Sugar Agreement signed in London in May 1937, in which
both the Governments of the United States and the Commonwealth of the Philip-
pines were gignatory parties with 20 other countries, the Commonwealth Govern-
ment agroed not to export to the competitive sugar market of the world “so long as
the United States maintains a quota for Philippine sugar of not less than an amount
equal to 800,000 long tons of unrefined sugar plus 50,000 long tons of refined sugar
per calendar yoar.”” " The United States Government further agreed, in the event
the Philippine quota of 850,000 long tons were reduced, to permit the importation
from foreign countries of the corresponding amount of such reduction. Conse-
quently, any reduction in the Inde!l{cndenxce Act quota of the Philippines would
have to be filled by foreign sugar, The benefits and advantages of such reduction
would not, thercfore, acerue to the domestic sugar producers in the United States
but to foreign producers, unless the solemn trea.iéy entered into by the United
States, and in which the Philippines participated by request of the American
Government, were violated.,

Mr, Chairman, I feel it pertinent to stress to this committee the fact that in
the 10-year period between 1935 and 1946, the Independence Act has provided a
plan for the adjustment of Philip{)ino economy and, gimultaneously, of the
interests of the United States in the Philippines. This plan was thoroughly
studied and ecarefully considered by the Congress before its adoption. Under
this arrangement, provision was made for the entry of Philip{)ine goods into the
United States, with gpecific limitation of certain produets such as sugar, coconut
oil, cordage, cigars and scrap tobacco and pearl buttons, and also for the payment
of certain graduated rate of United States customs duties during the last 5 years
of this period. For the proper protection of American interests in the Philip-
pines, il was agreed that throughout the transition of 10 years, United States
products would enter the Philippines without any restriction whatsoever, with-
out any barriers or quotas, and without the impoesition of customs duties. This
order, arrived at after mature deliberation, must be protected and given the
opportunity of realizing its objectives.

The passage of the Indegcudcnce Act in 1934 was of a historic and transcen-
dental importance to the Philippines, It was a genorous gosture on the part of
the American people. The 10-year period of economic adjustment is in itself
proof of the breadth of spirit in which this act was conceived. Whatever ad-
vantages were obtained by the Filipinos under the law were granted by the
Congress because they were deemed rensonable. The law was passed with the
essential requirement that certain provisions had to be incorporated and made a
part of the Philippine Constitution, which would bave to be specifically and
definitely aceepted by the Filipino people in a plebiscite. This was done and the
political and ceconomie provisions of the law were accepted by an almost unani-
mous vote. The plan, after having been accepted and ratified by the people of
the Philippines, I respoctfully submit, cannot bo altered unilaterally without
violating its basic philosophy.

I contend, Mr. Chairman and gﬂntlomen of the committee, that if any changes
have to be made in the Independence Act during the 10 years of the transition
and economie ad?ustment eriod, the whole economic program conceived in that
act would necessitate revision. The Independence Act, as visualized by the Fili-
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ino people, is a solemn agreement entered into by the United States and the

hilippines for a period of 10 years. It would be difficult for my people to under-
stand any changes in bl wob aflecling only certain Philippine products, unless
such changes were made with their consent. I cannot conceive, Mr. Chairman,
how the Congress of the United States, with its consistent record of fairness and
generosity, already demonstrated throughout the 42 years of our association and
more particularly at the timo when the Independcnee Act was passed, eould
permit changes to be made adversely affecting the Filipino people and their
economy exelusively without their agreement.,

The Philippines has been a sugar-producing country for a great many years,
and exported sugar beforo the American occupation.” At the outhreak of the
World War we were exporting a total of 261,000 short tons, Subsequently, the
United States entered the war, and an industrial boom followed in its wake
causing an acute shortage of sugar supplics in the United States. It was quite
cvident that the continental producers could not supply the loeal consumptive
demands on account of the shortage of labor at the time, which had drifted to
other industries. In 1916, upon the encouragement of the Federal Government,
Philippine producers developed the manufacture and production of sugar on a
large scale in order to help meet the shortage in the United States and at the same
time to cnablo the Philippines to take full advantage of the bencfits offered by
American tariff protection.

Under such stimulation and incentive, Philippine production rose to 1% million
tons. At the time of the passage of the Independence Aet and the enactment of
the Jones-Costigan Act, the Philippine producers, in order to conform to a fair
and equitable plan of adjustment of Philippine-American cconomy, voluntarily
reduced their production from 1% million tons to a level that would meet their
duty-free quota of 850,000 long tons. Consequently, the Philippines took a tre-
mendous loss, Truly cnough, under the quota system inaugurated by tho Jones-
Costigan Act, a general limitation was imposed on the marketing of sugar by all
ar(ias.t_ But the fact stands, nevertheless, that the Philippines suffered the greatest
reduetion,

While under the Sugar Quota Acts the Philippines have been eredited with allot-
ments which exceeded the quantity granted us under the Independence Act, I
want to reiterate and make clear to this committce that the Philippines have never
taken advantago of that additional amount, although wo were entitled to it by
law. We entered into an agreement with the United States under the Inde-
pendence Act to ship 850,000 long tons, and we have abided by that agreement
from the very beginning.

When the quotas were suspended last fall, all the other arcas wero given an
opportunity to increase their production without limit. The Philippines was the
only area limited to 850,000 long tons and therefore was precluded from increasing
its production. The fact stands that if all sugar quotas were abolished now, the
Philippines would be the only country opcratin% under a quota by a separate
law—the Independence Act—and therefore is the only sugar-producing area
which cannot ever be a menace to the United States producers.

The sugar industry is one of the most important factors of our economy, Its
maintenance is cssential to the continuation of our living standard, which is the
highest in the Far Fast. Tt provides the main source of our national income, and
the livelihood of 2,000,000 of our people. The condition of our sugar industry,
therefore, affects our purchasing power abroad. Because of our ahility to sell
our sugar and other products in this country, today we are the fifth best customer
of the United States. In 1939, we purchascd merchandise from you valued at
over $100,000,000. For a great number of American exports, including cotton
textiles, white flour, cigarettes, auto casings and tubes, sewing machines, dairy
products, explosives, canned goods, fertilizers, paints and for many others, we
aro the best buyer in the world. The dislocation of this industry would propor-
tionately curtail our purchasing power for the products of your farms and factories.

May I, therefore, hope that, in considering the matter of sugar, your committce
will give cousideration to the facts and circumstances I have referred to, that the
major industry may be continued and theroby preserve the satisfactory and
mutually advantageous trade relations between our countries,

I submit that any attempt to arbitrarily reduce the Philippine (l:xota below that
provided and contracted for under the Independence Aot would be unreasonable
and inequitable. In behalf of the Commonwealth government, I, therefore, urge
that the following provision in section 202 (b) of the SBugar Act of 1937 be insertod
in any sugar legislation that this committee may recommend:
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“Smo. 202, (bf In no casge shall the quota for the Commonwealth of the Philip-
Eino Islands be less than tho duty-free quota now established by the provisions of
he Philippine Independence Act.”

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate your kindness and
indulgence in allowing me this opportunity to appear before your committee,

The CuarrMan. Senator Hawes.

STATEMENT OF HON. HARRY B. HAWES, COUNSEL FOR THE
PHILIPPINE COMMONWEALTH, AND REPRESENTING THE
PHILIPPINE SUGAR ASSOCIATION

 The CuarrmMan. We will be glad to get your opinion on this bill,
Senator.

Senator Hawrs. Mr. Chairman, unless there is some radically
different testimeny from that which appears in the House hearings,
represonting the Philippine government and the Philippine Sugar
Association, we have no comments to make. .

If you will indulge me for just ! minute; in 1934, when the
original sugar quota was appliod by the Congress, continued in 1936,
again in 1937 by the present Sugar Act and by international agree-
ment, and by an agreement reached voluntarily by all the sugar
groups in the United States in 1933, a fixed quota was arrived st for
the Philippines. In all cases allotments were made at least the .ame
or over the 850,000 long tons, provided in the Independence Act,
although the production of sugar in the Philippines increased at one
period to 1,500,000 tons, there seems to be no disagreement about
that quota.

At that time, Mr. Chairman, we had no quota system in the United
States, and this was the first law that we passed that involved the
element of limitation. I do not believe anyone wants to change the
law. It canunot be changed without mutual consent. That is to
say, when we change the Philippine law it is submitted by plebiscite
to the Philippine people for their ratification or rejection.

8o to economize your time, if no one want to change the law-~they
did not on the House side--if it meoets with your approval, T would like
to extend my remarks and I would ask that the tables I have made be
made part of the record.

Tho Cuaeman. Is that in your brief?

Senator Hawrs, Yes.

The CuairMan. You may furnish that to the reporter. Thank yeu,
Senator.

Senator King. I cannot conceive it possible that anyone would
suggest & violation of the treaty which has been entored into with the
Philippines. We are bound by that treaty. There may be some
situations develop in the Pacific by reason of the attitude of Japan
which may nocessitate sorme modification of that treaty in the interest
of the United States as well as the interest of the Philippines.

Senator Hawes, That might well happen, Senator,

(The brief referred to is as follows:)

ConrinvarioN or Srarement oF Harry.B, Hawes Brrore Sunarm
Fivanen Commirren oN H. R. 9654

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appear before your committee
in a double eapacity; as advisory rounsel of the Philippine Commonwealth and
American representative of the Philippine Sugar Associgtion,
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As a rule, bills affecting relations between our Government and the Philippine
Commonwealth are under the jurisdiction of the Insular Affairs Comniittee of the
House and the Territories and Insular Affairs Committee of the Senate. The
members of hoth these committees are familiar with legislative enactments under
which the Philippine Islands have been governed since they came under our sover-
elgnty 41 years ago.

Oceasionally, however, matters of a general character arise for the consideration
of other committees, as, for instance, the sugar legislation (H. R. 9654) before you
which concerns not only the Philippines but continental United Statos, Hawsii,
Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, Cuba, and other foreign countries, I therefore ask
your indulgence to briefly summarize American-Philippine contacts,

The Phili]l))pinos came into the possession of the United States partly by purchase
from Spain but finally through force of arms, in & 3-year war which took the lives
of 4,000 Americans and 16,000 Filipinos. History does not always accurately
{)ecord thia.t It refors to it as a matter of purchase, but it was ultimately acquired

y_conguest.

From the very beginning of our ¢ivil administration, promises were made o the
Filipino poople by our American administrators, Washington officials, and
American spokesmen that, when they were ready and asked for it, independence
would be granted, .

In 1931 and 1982, under the administration of President Hoover, tho Congress
through its Philippine committeos in both Houses, considered this question and
held extensive hearings resultln%)in an independence offer under certain condi.
tions and terms to be accepted by the Philippine Legislature and ratified by the
Filipino people in a plebiscite.

In dealing with Philippine commodities and exports it was quickly realized
that sugar was the lifeblood of the islands, their primary source of rovenue and
employment, nurtured and developed under our tariff. It was admitted that
abrupt closing of the American market would destroy the sugar industry and
consequently paralyze Philippine economio life.

The Congress, in the first offer of indepondence in 1932, adopted the theory
of economic readjustment by quotas and limitations for a period of 10 years
prior to the grant of complete independence,

In this offer & limitation was placed on the exports to the United States of
800,000 long tons of unrefined sugar and 50,000 long tons of refined sugar.

he offer was rejected by the Filipino people, although it had secured two-thirds
majority in our House of Representatives and in the Senate.

In 1934 a second offer of independence was made carrying the original sugar
limitation of 850,000 long tons and making only one important modification in
the first offer and that related to military reservations,

This sccond offer was again presented to the Filipino people and this time was
acoepted and ratified in a plebiscito, establishing for the first time the principle
of mutuality of agrecment in American-Philippine relations. Under the act, a
commonwealth form of government was insugurated in 1935 to function during
the 10-year trangition 1;""’"10(! prior to complete independence in 1946.

Until that time the Philippines remadin a possession of the United States, subject
to_our jurisdiction and sovercignty.

Responding to Presidential initiative, after the establishment of the Philippine
Commonwealth Government, a “joint proparatory committee” was created with
an equal number of American representatives and Iilipino representatives to study
trade relations, This committee recommended that there should be no change
in the limitation of 850,000 long tons.

The present Congress, in 1939, reviewed and mado several changes in the Inde-

endence Act us a result of the reports of this preparatory committee. But the
Emitutiou of 850,000 long tons on sugar was reiained and continued.

In 1934, iu the face of an acute sugar problem, the Congress passed what was
oalled the Jones-Costigan Act, giving certain diseretionary powers to the Secretary
of Agriculture in fixing quotas for eontinental and offshore areas.

This was "ollowed by two acts of Congress, extending and supplementing the
«,m'%innl guota system established by the Jones-Costigan law.

nder the.e sugar-quota acts the Secretary of Agriculturc gave the Philippines
an annual allotment which in every case was greater than the limitation fixed in
the Independence Act, as follows:
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Shore tons Short tons
1,006,602 1038 e ecimnanan 1, 044, 903
081,968 1989 ... ... 1, 041, 023
e 1,068,067 11940 .o e 11, 003, 783
1, 085, 304

* Revised quota, 982,441 short tons,

The Sugar Aet of 1937, which the bill (H. R. 9654) before you s~eks to ex-
{end for 1 year, provides that the allotment for the Commonwealth in any year
shall in no case be less than the duty-free limitation fixed in the Independence

ct.

Before the adoption of the quota system, in the crop year of 1934-35, due to
the introduction of a new variety of sugarcane, the Philippines produced in that
year over 1,500,000 tons of sugar, almost doubling in actual produetion the
limitation fixed by the Independence Act and 50 percent greater than the highest
allotment received under the quota acts.

Despite the great sacrifice and loss incurred by Philippine producers, the
Commonwealth cooperated fully with the [iresent administration in_ carrying
out the objectives of the quota acts and the nd?endenco Act and a Philippine
lilinitatiotn law was enacted to conform sugar production in the Philippines with
theso acts.

In the International Sugar Agrecment, signed in London on May 6, 1937, in
which 22 countries were signatories, including the United States and tho Com-
monwealth of the Philippines, the Philippine quota in the Independence Act was
recognized and acknowledged.

It is clearly evident that the Philippine quota of 860,000 long tons is not only
established by a mutual agreement hetween the Congress and the Philippines but
also recognized by an international convention,

On April 10 of this year tho House Commitiee on Agrioulture held hearings to
discuss various sugar regulatory bills, The hearings were extemded for several
dsys at which appeared the spokesmen of 17 beet-producing States, the 2 cane
States of Louisiana and Florida, and offshore areas of the Philippines, Hawaii,
and Puerto Rico. In addition the refiners were heard,

In tho eourse of the hearings, the committee requested the spokesmen of these
areas to confer and arrive at some decision among themselves and present & new
b_illl ortz'm amendment to the Cummings bill (H. R. 8746) for the committee’s con-
sideration.

The representatives of these areas were unable to agree, but it will be noted that
no sttempt was made to cut or curtail the Philippine quota.

Qur reqguest is simple: That the already established sugar quote for the Com-
monwealtix of the Philippines should remain unchanged.

It is not for us to advise about other provisions of the law but to point out that
the two, in fact three, American offers were made by the Congress and aceepted
in o plebiscite by the Filipino J’BOPIG and cannot be changed except on the same
theory of mutuality, offer, and acceptance, cstablished and adopted by the Con-
gress and the Philippine Commonwealth,

Thig briefly covers the American-Philippine relationship, as it relates to sugar.
May I add, as part of my verbal statement, trade data which I hope will aid the
members of your committee in apgmising the value of reciprocal trade betweon the
Commonwealth and the United States?

The Philippines is oue of our greatest markets in the World. _In 1939 it was
our fifth best customer, surpassed only by Canada in the whole Western Hemis-

here, by Englanc and I'rance in Kurope, and by Japan in the whole Eastern Hem-
isphere, In that year the Philipgincs purchased from the United States mer
chandise valued at over $100,000,000 and sold to the United States products
amounting to $01,927,000. (Sce table I.

Official reports of the Departmont of Commerce show that the Philippines, in
1938, was our No. 1 customer in 75 dilferent classes of American exports. A glance
at the list discloscs the significance of the Philinine market to our farmers and
manufacturers and the degree of the standard of living which the Filipino people
have attained, the highest level in the whole Far East, (See table II.)

1 wish to emphasize that of thie six American exports in which the Philippines
excels any buyer in the world, four are products of American farms.

From the farms of the South came the cotton raw materials which were utilized
in the manufacture of cotton cloths exported, with a total value of $45,311,310,

26000240 ——4




»,

46 RXTENSION OF SUGAR ACT OI 1037

in which the Philippines was the chief purchaser to the extent of $14,952,630, or
33 percent of the total.

‘rom the farms along the Atlantic seaboard came the tobacco used in American
cigarettes sold abroad with a total value of $12,202,17%, in which the Philippines
was the best customer, taking $5,355,840, or 43 percent of the total export value.

From the Northwest Pacific States came the wheat turned into wheat flour,
valued at $15,731,318, Here again the Philippines was America’s No. 1 buyer
with purchases amounting to $3,458,517, or 22 percent of the total value exported.

And from the American dair{ farms came miik, butter, and cheese, with a total
export value of $6,083,6569. The Fhilippines also led all countries witkh a purchase
of $1,202,873, or 21 percent of the total value.

Turning to industrial goods, the steel and iron factories supplied a host of
American manufactures in which the Philippines was the chief buyer. These

. include steel galvanized sheets, tires and tubes of all kinds, sewing machines,

cast-iron fittings, concrete reinforcement bars, ready-mixed paints, wire nails,
sugar-mill and saw-mill machinery, galvanized steel pipes, and many others,

oreover, the Philippines was among the large purchasers of the principal
groups of industrial products, For instance, the Philippines was second-best
customer of the Tnited States for rubber manufactured goods, taking $3,028,883
out of a total value of $27,180,958 exported to all countries. It ranked third as
purchaser of American paper manufactures, taking $2,370,085 out of a total
exllgort of $25,001,680 and third as buyer of books and other ﬁrinted matter,
taking $1,053,933 out of a total export value of $22,999,906. In the other groups,
the Philippines ranked fourth as a customer for rayon silk goods, taking $1,196,540
out of a total value of $11,u29,990 and fifth as importer of American medical
preparations, getting $1,312,890 out of a total value of $17,080,149,

‘This notable position which the Philippines commands in the world as a market
for our products, has boen the logical result of the freo trade between the United
States and the Philippines established by Congress in 1909 and since continued
with certain modifications in the Independence Act of 1934 and the Philippine
Economic Act of 1939,

In these congressional enactments, Congress has pursued the trade policy of
{)ermitting the entry of Phili;iolpine products to the United States, with certain
imitations, and reciprocally allowing American products to enter the Philippine
market without the payment of customs duties and without quotas or restrictions,

The result of this relationship is obvious, Industries such as sugar, coconut oil,
and others, which benefit from the high tariff protection in the Uaited States were
encouraged and developed while the Philippine market was opened to American
gxgyorts free of duty, enabling them to compete with products of forcign countries
which must pay the Philippine cuctoms duties.

The wealth so created as a result of the economic development of the Philippines
has enabled the Filipino people to raise their standard of living, to build railroads;,
highways, bridges, ports, and other public improvements, to establish better health
service, to erect schools and higher institutions of learning, to dovelop natural
regourcer —in fact to carry out the various activitier that have made possible the
attainment of their present progress and prosperity and the highest standard of
living in all Asia.

Thoe sugar, industry, if crippled or destroyed, would financially wreck the
Philippine Commonwealth which still exists under the American flag and Amer-
itan sovereignty.

- In contemplation of war, which we all hope will not come to our country, we
find that continental United States does not produce sufficient sugar to suplply its
own population, but, the Philippines, in addition to sugar, produces the following
articles which are essential materials in warfare: Chromium, coconut shell char
(for gas masks), manganese (ferrograde), manila fiber, hides (carabao) and kapok.

May I add that this year the Philippines sends to the United States in gold
bullion $40,000,000, twice as much as produced in the golden days of Alaska and
almost equaling the highest peak of Californinn production.  Since 1929 the
Philippines has sent to the United States over $200,000,000 in virgin gold.

Unless there is a change in the mutusl'agreement, the Philippines becomes an
independent nation in 1946. Only half of the experimental period provided by
Congress has %aased. During this geriod the Philippine Islands, in the words of
tho Supreme Court of the United States, ‘“‘are not yb foreign torritory.” The
Commonwealth today has no contact with foreign nations, no foreign consulate
service nor sales agents, as these contacts are controlled exclusively by the
United States Government,

. To destroy the last 5 years of this preparatory period by a curtailment of the
lifeblood export would undo the achievement of over 40 years of sovereiguty,
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in friendship, education, sanitation, economic and social welfare, and in the
inculeation of democratic principles of government in & Commonwealth of
16,000,000 Christians (more Christians than in all of Asia), who keep alive the
philosophy of our religion and the ideals of our institutions in & part of the world
which {s); today beset with confusion, and uncertainty as & result of totalitarian
aggression,
Hanry B. Hawes,
Uniled States Representative, Philippine Sugar Association.

TapLe I.— Ten leading United States customers, calendar year 1939

Value of United Value of United
States exporls States exports
1. United Kingdom..... $505, 227,000 6. Netherlands... ... $986, 809, 000
2. Canada. 493,450,000 7. Sweden.... ~.- 96,661, 000
8. Japan. . 231, 485, 0001 8. itfentoen _. 83,177,000
4, France. . ‘181, 825000 | 9. Cuba...ltuu. _- 81, 644,000
5. Philippines....... 100, 018, 000 | 10. Brazil....... swmamen 80, 441, 000
Ten leading United States suppliers, calendar year 1989
Value of United : !@:‘ue of United
y' Stntes timporis ‘ tes imports
1. Canada.... .- . $310,066,000( 6. Cubl_nun-. ... ...~ $104, 930, 000
2. Japan.._ ..o - 161,196,000 7. Netherland Indies.. 92 971, 000
3. United Kidgdom. 149, 669, 000 | 8, Philippines......... 91,927, 000
4, British Malaya- .- 148, 65,000 9. British India....... 66, 409, 000
5. Brazil. . g oeeeennn- 107, 243, 0001 10, Belgium..w_-.u... 63, gﬁ, 000
Comptled from Department of Commerce figares in 1703-A. ssucd Fob. 13, 1040, K
Tasue I1.-—List of American eta]:pt_)rts in 1938 in which Philiﬁﬁines mnks;No. )4
i : as United States gustomer - jg
V 4 . S Total val ]
i . o . Total value
; gt United | RSO
N Namoéor class of article ~ © 4 ;ss&zeg o loxpdtts to v
: : ot : orts to o
Feountries Phllippines
1. Cotton manufactes. .. . ; y $45,311,310 | $14,062, 630
2. Clgarettos......... [ i : ) 202, 178, 5,855, 840
3, Wheat flour, wholly of United States 15,731, 3 3,458, 517
4. Sicel galvanlzod sheo 8y & o 1 2,149,713
5. Tires and tubes of all k mg); 12, 871,488 1,732,277
6. Dairy products {183, 669 1,202,873
7. Dyoamites... . 2, 185,704 867,
8. Sewlnéx hi 7 2,423,280 802, 370
9, Bound textbooks 2, 006, 607 686, 979
10. Canned sardines. 2,786,163 0662, 698
11, Wrapping DAPOr. ... oo cenne sacmmermmnat o eiainen daee 2,304,638 637, 937
12. Cast-iron fittings.... 2,474,954 504, 944
18. Concrete reinforcoment bors 1,366, 776 487, 208
14, Ready-mixed paint 4, 239, 695 423, 511
15, Green coflee 680, 508 418, 34
16, Wire natls 1,309,771 )
17. Tollet soap 1, 388, Of 870, 281
18, Writing paper. 2,101,340 308, 376
18, Cigar leaf. 790, 439 349, 860
20. Insulated 1,788, 686 340,174
21. Chewi; g 755,986 , 099
22, A Ipt 762, 543 309, 831
23, Tollet powders. ... 78, 100 , 207
24, Malt Hguors. ........ 668, 056 252, 088
25. Headache and other 1,437,084 228, 851
26. Sugar mill machinery. 1,783, 218, 951
27. Nitrogenous fertilizers.. 748,426, 217,719
28, Confectloncry. .o oovoean o 1,218, 514 218,
20, Welded galvanized steel ;?Jllpe , 440, 820 216, 125
80. Uninsulated wire rope cablo. . 944, 706 208, 83
81. Tomato ketchup and other sauces. 840, 884 19,
32, Ointments for colds and catarth 72, 804 187, 112
28, Bnafoty fuses...... ... .. .. 430, 450 162, 019
34, Concentrating smelting mach! 886, 060 130, 613
38, Powdered cocon. .. 3585, 161 130, 346
38, Blasting oaps.... B9, 731 128,932
37. Ronsted cofles... 61¢, 006 120, 869
38, Cottonseed oll_. ..o nimonenane 384,220 119. 001
80, Mine hoist and derricks 609, 524 112,796
40, Bawmill hinory.. . 431, 510 108,
41. Halr proparations......... e miae v a———— - 587,041 108, 762

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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TasLe IL.—List 'of American exporis in 1938 in which Philippines ranks No. 1
as United States customer—Continued

Totnl value
of Unltod [y, Valuo.of
Natne or class of article States ox- ed Stato
ports to all oxgorw to the
countrios Philippines
42, Chocolate. . $210,071 $100, 704
43, Oanned saus| 378,002 08, 681
44, Rico flour and meal 126, 548 86, 616
45, Tooth brushes...... 514,080 85, 008
:g. encils and pons 842, ;% 86, 683
3 OOKS. o mee . e
48, Hashos and frames of iron or #toel 37 .
49, Watt-hour and other measurivg { 873,01 1, 260
50, Bhovels and spades. ......... - 248, 30 1, 004
g; , Miscell canned v ¥ 801, %8 7%, gg?
83. Planos.... 285,922 69, 880
84, Rubber heels. ... 217,008 70,476
88, Woven wire-soreo , 384 38,
56, Necktles and scarfs. , 4 88,
87, Dried shrimp.___. 804, 30 6, 480
88, Oalctum carbide. 123, 77: 1, 631
59, Bhotshells. ....... 318, 07. 7, 703
. Bole and belting leathor. 172, 000 3
o1, Omi/ona“.. 180, 76: 6,
62, White lead.. 90, 54 48,107
03, Black cattle I 220, 538 47, 602
64, Motion-pleture recording. . , 13 ,
65, Oanned vegotable soups 302, 44 44, 838
06, Writing fnk.......... 221, 87¢ 0,
07. Canned tomatoos 118, 67 8, 013
08, Cooking fats othe) 2485, 67 7, 866
69, Babbitt metal. .. 802, 87 5,
70. dlend.... ... 115,474 5, 817
71. Preserved fruits and jams.. 100, 237 27,
72 QoM olubs. e anae 136, 208 26,035
73. Women’s and children’s rayon hosfery. 04, 642 22,807
74, Golfballs.. .. .ol 45, 139 17,874
75, Hand hoes, rakes, and forks. 114, 644 13,411

The CuarrmaN. Is Commissioner Pazdn in the audience, Resident
Commissioner of Puerto Rico?

Mzr. J. A, Dickey, Association of Sugar Producers of Puerto Rico is
the next witness. Allright, Mr. Dickey.

STATEMENT OF J. A, DICKEY, ASSOCIATION OF SUGAR PRO-
DUCERS C7 PUERTO RICO

Mr, Dickgy. Mr. Chairman, I am going to be very brief and ask to
submit for the record what I do not cover. I am only going to try to
cover two or three points.

The Cuainman. If you have a written brief, just give it to the
reporter. :

Mr. Dickey, Allright.

When considering H. R. 9664 with respect to Puerto Rico, we ask
that the committee bear in mind the full significance of sugar to the
Puerto Rican economy. Suiur is more important to Puerto Rico than
to any other area under the American flag. A larger groportion of the
people depend on sugar for existence in Puerto Rico than in any other
area. ;

Though sugar occupies only one-seventh of the farm land, it produces
nearly two-thirds of the island’s total income from all sources. No
county and no State receive as lar%e a percentage of their total income
from sugar as does the entire island of Puerto Rico. In the con-
tinental areas sugar is only one of many important income-producing

t
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crops. In Puerto Rico, however, sugar is 10 times more important as a
source of income and employment than any other crop or industry,

The island produces sugar not because sugar is more profitable
than any other crop, as is the case on the mainland, but because for
more than half of the employed population sugar offers the only
available means of averting starvation. When 1,000 jobs or 20,000
jobs are climinated by restrictions on sugar production, there is no
other place to which workers can turn for employment and the
necessities of life. Other opportunities simpjy do not exist.

Puerto Rico’s quota under the original Jones-Costigan Act was
246,000 tons less than the amount produced in the last unrestricted
year, o reduction of 22 percent (table 1). This was the greatest
reduction suffered by any domestic or foreign sugar—producing area.
In fact, Cuba’s quota for the first ycar under the Jones-Costigan Act
was 265,000 tons, or 16 percent more than the amount shipped in the
last unrestricted calendar year.

TanLe V.—First year's quota (1934) under the Jones-Costigan Act compared with
sugar production in last unrestricted crop year, by principal areas supplying con-
tinental United States market

First yoar's ti‘uom com-
Quota {)ared with produe-
Produc- for first fon of last unre-
Aros tlon Inast un-| yoar undor |  strioted year
rostrioted Jonog-
orop year Coitlgnn
o

Tonnage | Percentago
ohange ohnnge‘

] Tons Percent
Mainland sugar boot. 1, 656, 166 200, 75: ~11.4
Malinland can , 034 +10, 210 +4.1
Hawali... 1,035,848 | 1077,764 ~57, 78 -3.6
Puerto Ric 1,113, 607 2 807,313 | --~246,385 ~23,1
thpplno Islands .. , A1, 1,006,602 | 235, 598 ~10.0
Cuba . et i e 1,600,700 | 1,806,482 | ~-203, 783 +16.0

1 Includes local consumption of 20,500 tons 51935 figure).
* Includes local consumption of 60,000 tons (1938 ﬂ{ure .
$ Shipments to United States ‘market in last unrestricted calondar year.

TaBLB 2.—1940 sugar quotas for various areas supplying the continental market
compared with production for such market in the last unrestricted year

Existing %uom come
ared with

{) produc.

Production,| Exlsti ion of last’ unre.

Area last unre- |quots under| restricted yoar
stricted | the Sugar

0,
crop year | Act of 1037
Py Tonnage | Percontage
change change

Short tons | Short tons | Short tons | Percent

Mainland sugar-beot 8768 ueavevmasvuennaneen PR, 1,766,018 | 1,549,808 | --207,020 ~11.8
alnland ¢ano 8rod. .uueeucmeanun 260, 816 420,167 | -+180, 352 +67.8
wall 1,035,546 | 1008,008 | —66,640 -6, 4
Puerto Rico. 1,113,007 [ 1868,708 [ ~244,631 -22,0
Phlllpplno Islands 2. . o1 1,241,200 | 1,003,783 | —-237,417 ~19,}
Cubsal..... .| 1,600,700 | 1,808,217 | --262, 617 +16.

1 Includes local consumption.
t Bhipments to United Btates market in last unrestricted calendar year.
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TABLE 3.—Between 1934 and 1940, deliveries, as indicated by the change in initial
uota for these years, increased about 260,000 tons, Puerto Rico received by far
ess of this tncrease than any area, domestic or foreign

Initinl 1934 1
940 (uota 9
Aren agotnandor | ando gy | Fonmose
Costigan Act Act ot 1837 )

Short tons Short tona Short t?{l;‘
5

Mainland sugar beet aren. 1, 566, 166 1, 6559, 695

)
Mainland cane arca 201, 034 422, 823 101,780
Hawal... ........ 16, 650 043, 007 27,417
Puerto Rico . . .- 802, 842 803, 020 184
Virgin Islands_. ... , 470 8,072 3, 602
Philippino Islands. 1,015, 180 1, 036, 366 21,170
CUbtane e ieen i e o 1,901, 752 1,023, 680 21,928
Forelgn countries other than Cub: 17,000 20, 581 9, 581

B s 6,476, 000 6, 725, 100 249, 100

We dropped 246,000 tons from our last unrestricted year, whercas,
Cuba picked up 265,000 tons more than it shipped in its last un-
restrictod year. The low quota for Pucrto Rico was the result of
basing the quota on the 3 years prior to tho quota system in which
drought, hurricanes, and other abnormal growing conditions prevailed.
In fact, the original quota was based on a period of the worst growing
conditions in the island’s history.

The Jones-Costigan Act was regarded as a temporary measure and
the island expected the injustices would be rectified when new legis-
lation was adopted. To the contrary, the Sugar Act of 1937, which
it, is now proposed to continue, imposed a further reduetion in quotas
on Puerto Rico and some of the other domestic arcas in order to

rovide a larger allotment for the continental cane arcas. The
mitial quota for the presont year established under the Sugar Act of
1937, is 244,000 tons below the last unrestricted crop, while Cuba’s
quota is 262,000 tons, or 16 percent greater than the amount markoeted
in the United States in the last unrestricted ealendar year (table 2).

In addition to receiving a disastrously low quota under previous
legislation, Puerto Rico has not received its share of the increase
wﬁich has occurred in domestic consumption since the control programn
was initiated. Although the consumption has increased 249,000 tons,
Puerto Rico has received a mere 184 tons of that inercase (table 3).
Even foreign areas have reccived a proportion of this increase in
consumlption far in cxcess of the amount received by Puerto Rico.
Cuba alone had an initial quota for 1940 of 21,000 tons greater than
Cuba’s initial quota for 1934.

In other words, from the change, from the Jones-Costigan Act to
the end of 1937, we lost sugar while other arcas gained sugar.

EMPLOYMENT HAS DECLINED SHARPLY

As a direct result of the drastic restrictions on sugar production, at
least, 30,000 persons were thrown out of employment, losing the only
gossible means of support for themselves and their families. On the

asis of 5 persons per family, this means that 150,000 people have
had their only means of livelihood removed. Moreover, nearly as
many people depend on sugar outside the industry as within_it.
Consequently, the reduction in sugar production in Puerto Rico has
affected employment a1l along the line—in transportation, communica~
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UNDER THE SUGAR CONTROL PROGRAM. RAW PRODUCERS HAVE ABSORBED THE PROCESSING TAX: RETAIL
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tion, trado, ond commerce, and so on. At the same time, due to the
loss of markets for tobacco, grapefruit, pineapples, coffee, and textiles,
Puerto Rico’s dependence upon sugar for employment is greater than
ever before. The present quotas establish the island’s sugar industry
at a ruinously low level and completely shackle the economic life of.
the island.

PRICES HAVE REMAINED LOW

Yet it is not only in the loss of employment that Puerto Rico has
suffered. A quota system originally was adopted in 1934 because the
low price of sugar was threatening the existence of the industry.
However, in 3 full years under the 1937 Sugar Act, the average returns
to growers, including Government payments, have been only 11 per-
cent above the 3 depression years, 1931-33. In fact, more than one-
third of the producers of the island, whose volume of production is
above the average, received only $3.40 per 100 pounds, including
benefit payments, during the 3 years under the act of 1937, This is
only 24 cents i)er hundred pounds of sugar more than the price aver-
aged during the 3 worst depression years, And in recent months
returns have been barely cqual to the aversge price that prevailed
during the 3 years immediately preceding the control program. The
average rate of returns for sugar, in July and August, including
Government payments, averaged $3.21 per hundred pounds as
against $3.16 per hundred pounds during the depression years,
1931-33. For the above average size producers, the average price,
including benefit payments, for the last few months, was only $3.11
per hundred pounds, or 2 cents below the price received at the depth
of the depression. These low prices for sugar, coupled with a greatly
reduced volume, have put Puerto Rico’s gross income from sugar
barely at the depression hurricane level. (See chart No. 1.)

PRODUCTION COSTH$ HAVE RISEN GREATLY

At the same time, however, production costs have risen tremen-
dously. Wage rates in Puerto Rico are 50 percent higher than in
19031-33. The cost of bags and bagging has more than doubled.
Machinery and equipment prices have mounted, and taxes are con-
siderably higher.

The financial statements for the current year in Puerto Rico are
not yet available. In the prior year, even with the jump in prices
that occurred in the fall, the industry as a whole earned only 2.8
percent on its investment. Preliminary indications are that the cur-
rent year will show a substantial loss due to reduced production, low
prices, and higher costs, thus making the financial status of the pro-
ducers worse than it was before the start of the control program.

The only way that the sugar industry has been able to survive under
the quota system was because certain other areas from time to time
have been unable to fill their (lluotas and because of the temporary
suspension of quotas that enabled the island to market its stocks of
over-quota sugar acquired prior to and in the early years of the pro-
gram. These circumstances, however, are nonrecurring in nature and
cannot be relied upon in the future. Moreover, because of the shar
increase in wages and other costs, net returns to the industry are little
if any better than at the depth of the depression.  (See chart No. 2.)
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A considerable portion of tho loss in the sugar industry in Puerto
Rico results from the penalties imposed upon the island by section
304 of the Sugar Act of 1937, which provides a scale-down 1n refund
payments based upon the volume of production. By reason of irri-

.gation, drainage, and other conditions necessary for the successful

roduction of sugarcane in Puerto Rico, much of the sugar in Puerto

ico is produced under large-scale operations. As already pointed
out, such growers receive a lower inicome from sugar, in fact, an income
per hundred pounds below the income at the bottom of the depression,
and places such producers in a disadvantageous position in competing
with foreign areas supplying the mainland with sugar where no suc
penalties are imposed.

Moreover, the refund paymonts represent on the average more than
the entire earnings of the sugar industry, and the scale-down of these
payments leaves the industry without any basis for increasing wages.
Any further scale-down in payments would make it impossible for the
industry to maintain its present wagoe scale,

Senator King, Can I interrupt you?

Mr. Dickny, Yes.

Senator Kina, What clmnﬁe was made in the LaFayette Plantation
when it was turned over to the Government to operate? They have
not been as successful, have they?

Mr. Diokny. According to the newspaper account, that appears to
be the case. I picked up a newspaper clipping t.od,n.y in which the
hoading was “New Deal sugar venture flop.”

Senator King. One of the plans olevisc(lp by some person or porsons
for the improvement of the tragic situation in Puerto Rico was to have
the Federal Government go into the sugar business, and they acquired
at considerable expense, the LaFayctte Plantation. I was interested
in finding out whether they had been able to successfully operate the
plantation.

Mr. Dickry. As I understand it, Senator, it is in the process of
liquidation at the present time,

Senator Kine. That is my understanding,

Mr. Dickey. Statements made by the President of the United
States at the time the Sugar Act was being considered, statements
made by the Secretary of Agriculture, and analyses made by econo-
mists in the United States Department of Agriculture on a number
of occasions, as well as statements by well-informed members, supply
ample proof that the processing tax was never intended to be passed
on to consumers and is not paid by consumers and is not paid by
refiners, but by producers of the sugar. Taxes collected on Puerto
Rican sugar between September 1, 1037, and Decoember 31, 1939,
totaled $21,138,000. Refund payments made or due for that sugar
totaled only $18,400,000. Thus, the sliding scale of payments
de}i‘rived the island’s producers of $2,738,000 of their sugar income.

he purpose of the tax is to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to
enforce certain provisions with respect to wages, soil conservation,
child labor, and so on. 'The refund of the tax is simply a part of the
price paid producers who carry out the rulings of the Secretary, all
of which increase costs. Since the refund payment is made not for
reducing production and is based on tho amount of sugar produced,
as is the tax, it is clearly discriminatory to deprive any producer of
a part of the price for sugar to which he is entitled by reason of his
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production. This applies equally to the scale-down of payments and
to any proposed limitation on the size of payments to any one pro-
ducer. To inflict & penalty of this type upon producers in areas
where conditions permit only large-scale operations is elasslegislation.

In summary, the low quota that we received, plus the low price that
has prevailed under this act, plus the scale-down in benefit payments,
plus the limitations on sugar refining—--all these things have operated
to increase unemployment, to decrease the income from sugar, and
decrease Government revenues in the island,

My, Chairman, if I may submit a brief statement here, that is all
I have to say.

Senutor Kina. I would like to add for the record that the con-
dition in Puerto Rico is very unsatisfactory, if not tragic. Thousands
are out of lemployment, thousands are on relief, and the policies which
have been pursued by our Government toward Puerto Rico have
contributed to the tragic and unsatisfactory economic and industrial
condition in Pucrto Rico.

Mr, Dickry. There was never a truer statement made.

Senator Kiva. 1 would like to see some condition brought about
and 1 would like to sco the Federal Government adopt some plan
that will do justice to the people of Puerto Rico.

Mr. Dickey. You cannot t{o it, Senator, a8 you know, by reducing
production,

(The statement submitted by Mr. Dickey is as follows:)

MoConrmaok AMENDMENT DIscRIMINATES AGAINsT PurrTo Rico

Under the Jones-Costigan Act the continental cane and continental beet areas
could sell in raw or refined formn all the cane and beet sugar that they were per-
mitted 1o produce under the production and marketing restrictions of the act;
in othor words, there was no quota on the refining of any portion of their raw sugar, .
while the same act established a quota on refined sugar for Puerto Rico and corfain
of her domestic arcas, Thus, for the first time in the history of Federal legislation,
digerimination was set up hetween domestic areas. In effect, the diserimination
was in tho form of trade barriers, a procedure which has been generally recognized
as c(])lml,mry to the basls of our form of Government and is practically without
parallel,

Tho Sugar Act of 1937 made a definite move toward removing the diserimina-
tion against Puorto Rico sot forth in the Jones-Costigan Act by ending restrictions
on refined sugar after March 1 of this year. Under the 1937 act, there have been
no restrietions against “uerto Rico on any portion of the marketing quota that
could be sold in refined form after March 1 of this year. Now comes H. R. 9654,
containing an amondment which reostablishes this diseriminatory condition. This
amendment was added on the floor of the House, and not by tho committee itself
which considered sugar legislation for some 3 or 4 months. The beet grower within
the limit of his quota can sell his sugar in any form he so desires. The same thing
ig true of tho continental cane grower. Yot Puerto Rico is restricted. Puorto
Rico, of course, eannot subseribe to this kind of treatment any more than could
Ameriean citizens in other areas.

The question arises—I'or what reason have the continental sugarcane refiners
ingisted so stron{zly on restrieting sugar refining in Puerto Rico and Hawaii?
Foar of increased competition from those arcas eannot be the real reason. The
refiners themselves well know that neither Puerto Rico nor Hawaii intends to
inerease its refining operations to any important oxtont. The real motive must
be a desiro on the part of the continental rofiners to insure themselves against
any increase in sugar from any area, particularly the continental cane and beet
arcas, unless the sugar passes through the hands of continental refiners. In faot,
tho executive sceretary of the United States Cane Sugar Refiners Association, in
an address hefore tho Fort of New York Authority, on May 3, 1040, stated:

“I want to get it into the record, without any equivocation, thaé thoe refiners
are unalterably opposed to an expansion of the production of beot sugar.”
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The limitations on Puerto Rico and Hawail are merely the first stops in this
campaign. Once this battle is won, the refiners will go on to place effcetive
restrictions on the rest of the domestic industry.

In their fight to restrict the territories, the refinors charge that they faco a
tremondous dislocation of employment and that certain States whoro refineries
were located would suffor groatly from reduced income and loss of employment,
The fact is that the 14 mainland cane refining units provide employment for only
14,024 workers, according to the 1937 Consus of Manufactures. Employment
provided by the refineries represents only a fraction of the labor engagod in the
sugar industry. A mere 100,000 additional acres planted to sugar hcets or
sugarcano would provide more employment thrm the entire cane-refining industry,

That Puerto Rico is at prosont %)h?'swully‘ unable to inoreaso its refined output
to any important extent, and that tho island has no intentions of expanding its
refining capacity, are well-established facts. In 1940, a year in which there
have boon no restrictions for all practical purposes, the island’s refined output
has been only about 50,000 tons more than formerly was permitted under the
quota system. That incroase represents only about 1 percont of the volume
annually rofined by eastern seaboard refiners. In view of the high degree of
mechanization in the refined industry, it is absurd to charge that a loss of 1 per-
cent in output would result in any unemployment,

The combined annual capacity of the four refineries on the island, as rated by
the Sceretary of Agriculture, is 356,484 tons. HHowever, because the refining
process is synchronized with the processing of sugarcane, these refineries operate
only for about 4 to 6 months out of tho year. But even if thoy were to operate
for 200 days, the output would be only about 238,000 tons. Because 30,000 tons
are required for local consumption, there would i)e left only about 210,000 tons
to be shipped to the mainland. Thus, even at maximum operation, which has
never been attained, shipments would exceed the p..posed refined quota by only
756,000 to 100,000 tons,

LITTLE LIKELIHOOD OF BXPANSION

Furthermore, there is no lHkelihood that these shipments will be increased as a
result of expansion in the island’s refining industry, The island has had 40 yoars
in which to go into the sugar-refining business and it shows no tendency to
increase its refined output, oxcept to care for increased local consumption of
refined sugar. No new capacity is required to meet local consumption rot}ulre-
ments, nor Is there any liklihood that this will be the case. The island has
learnod from experience thav the additional expense required to provide refining
equipment, which can be operated from only 4 to 6 months in the year, does not
justify expansion in refining operations.

Thus, there is littlo probability of any reduction in employment in mainland
refineries because of inercased refining operations in Puerto Rico. An incroase
of from 50,000 to 100,000 tons of refined sugar—only 1 to 2 percont of the total
out&»ut of continental refinerics-—certainly offers no serious threat to the workers
in that industry or to the communities in which the refinories are located.

The situation has been further complicated by a discussion of wago levels,

The minimum wage in Puerto Rican rofineries is 30 cents an hour, and ranges

upward according to the actua) operation of the individual employee. While
thore are no dotailed figures available, it is believed that the wages pald in Puerto
Rico are equal to the wages paid in refineries in Louisiana and Georgia, Wages
in Pueorto Rico, Loulsiana, and Georgia may be somewhat less than the wages
paid in the congested arcas of New York, Boston, and Philadelphia.

But wages alone do not determine the location of refinories. If wages were
the all-important factor in the refining of sugar, the refining of sugar would have
long since been praetically all done in the South. However, the latest sugar-
refining ‘plant built on the continent was not loocated in the Bouth but was located
in one of the most congested areas of the world, namely, the area in and contiguous
to New York, This partioular refinery was built in 1936 after the loss of the
export market for refined sugar and at a time when the existing capacity already
far exceeded the amount actually refined. To build a new refinery in the metro-

olitan area of New York indicated definitely that factors other than wages are
mportant to the refining of sugar. .

PUBRTO RICAN REFINERS RECEIVE NO SUBSIDIES
Boaboard refiners have charged that the rofiners in Puerto Rico receive a

subsidy. This oha.rglt’; is based on the fact that some of those connected with the
refining of sugar in Puerto Rico are also raw sugar producers and as such they
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yeceive benecfit payments on their raw produetion, Tor these payments they
reduce their volume of production and earry out the same costly provisions of
tho Secretary of Agriculture as to soil-conservation measures and wages paid.

The facts are that Puerto Rico shares in the protection systemn in the same way
that tho eastern scaboard refiners share in this system. According to the testi-
mony of Dr. Joshua Bernhard{, Chief of the Sugar Division, before this committee
when you were considering the Sugar Act of 1937, continental refiners received an
effective subsidy averaging $36,935,000 annually from 1934 to 1936, On this
basis, continental refiners received sui)sidles aggregating about $221,000,000 during
the 6 yoars sugar legislation has been effective.  Refiners in Puerto Rico possibly
have received o small share of this effeetive assistance, but no other,

Continental refiners not only enjoy a greater margin between raw and refined
prices on sugar sold in the domestic market than they do on that sold in the world
market, but are accorded other advantages under sugar legislation, The principal
of these is the provision of the present Sugar Act limiting imports of refined sugar
from the principal oompetln]g foreign country to 375,000 short tons, raw value.
The sccond advantage is the limitation upon the importation of refined sugar from
the Philippine Islands to 50,000 long tons imposed by the Tydings-MeDuflio Act.
The third way in which vefiners bonofit from existing sugar legislation is the
limitation upon the iu(nf)ortation of liquid sugar which, until restricted, tended to
replace the refined product. The refiners’ fourth gain from sugar legislation was
the limitation upon the heet sugar output which prevented domestic producers
from replacing any of the foreign cane sugar bought and refined in this country.

It should be understood that Puerto Rico has no quarrel with the continental
cane sugar refiners. The island has sunplied these refiners with sugar for 40 years
and has taken whatever price they offer:d, Moreover, it expects to continue this
relationship. ‘The continental refiners should be our best friends, but, mgardless
of their attitude toward Puerto Rico, the island will fight to the last ditch, as
would any self-respecting area under the American flag, against any unjust
diserimination,

THIS DISCRIMINATION I8 WITHOUT PRECEDBENT

With Puerto Rico, the right to refine any part of its raw sugar is 8 matter of fair
and equal treatment to which all American ecitizens are entitled. The discrimi-
nation against Puerto Rico is without a parallel in the history of United States
relations with territorial areas. President Roosevelt, in commentinﬁ upon this
point in his letter to the Hon. Marvin Jones, chairman of the House Agricultural
Committee, on April 11, 1940, stated;

“Such a course of action, as I have pointed out on & previous occasion, would be
tantamount to an imperialistic classification of citizens and a tyrannical abuse of
minority rights that is utterly contrary to the American econcept of fairness and
democracy. Among the cases in point is the proposal to reinstate the former
dlsorlnﬂnation against the refining of sugar in the insular parts of the United

ates.

Though in itself confined to sugar rofining, this provision of the bill, as amended
and passed by the House, affords an initial wedge which would undoubtedly
encourage other mainland industries to impose still further discriminations and
economic barriers against territorial areas. This, if continued, would completely
destroy the economy of Puorto Rico. But, much more than this, it would simply
amount to establishing one set of rights for one group of American citizens and
another set of rights {or another group of American eitizens.

In conclusion, I would like to correct a few erroneous impreesions in regard to
the sugar industry in Puerto Rico resulting from misinformation and misinterpre-
tation of facts by some who either are not well acquainted with the sugar situation
in Puerto Rico or are secking to misinform,

INDUSTRY I8 LARGELY OWNED LOCALLY

The sugar industry in Puerto Rico has quite often been pictured as one con-
trolled by a few individuals or corporations with headquarters on the mainland,
The facts are that the sugar industry in Puerto Rico is largely locally owned and
operated. More than 86 8ercent of all the sugar land in Puerto Rico is owned by
residents of the island. Only 12.6 percent is owned by residents of the United
States, and only 1.8 percent by foreign countries, The Froperties are operated
by partnerships, by individuals, by corporations, by families, and by the Federal

overnment. Most of the land is owned by individuals. Mil plantations own
only 20.4 percent; individuals in no way connected with mills, 68.1 percent, and



e . F e BERES L e Y -

LEE

R

58 EXTENSION OF SUGAR ACT OF 1937

individualy and partnerships interested in milly but operating farms independ-
ontlif, 11.5 percent.

The lands are operated in units of from a few acres per farm to as much as
five or six thousand acres per farm. 'The large units are not the result of the
combination of small units, but are the result of old established large holdings of
land formerly idle or used for pasture. Gonerally these holdings, when planted
to sugarcane, roquired irrigation or drainage, which can be doro successfully
only through large-seale operations, These holdings were never in small units.
On the other hand, there has been a rapid increaso in the number of small farming
units growing sugarcane until now there are about 11,000 fartaing units of 50
acres or less growing sugarcane, of which 5,000 are in units of 10 neres or loss,

Growers independent” of the mills produce a larger porcentage of tho cane
in Puerto Rico than in Louisiana, Hawaii, or ¥lorida. The sugar industry in
Puerto Rico is owned and operated under more different forms of organization
than the sugar industry of any other domestic aroa, while the size of tho individual
unit varios from a few acres in cane up to five or six thousand aores of cane on
irrigated or drained lands. Practically the only change that has taken place in
the organization or ownership of the sugar industry in the last 20 years has been &
tremendous increase ¥n the production of sugarcane on small holdingg. This has
been made possible by transportation facilities developed by the industry itself,

Inferences have been made by some to the cffect that wages are lower in Puerto
Rico than on the mainland. So far as the sugar industry in Puerto Rico is con-
cerned, wages in the field must be approved by the Sceretary of Agriculture in the
same way that they must be approved for other domestic sugar-producing areas.
In the factory minimum wages are established by the Wages and Ilours Act.

Basod on rates of pay for the various field operations as established by the de-
termination of the Secretary of Agriculture between sugar-cane areas on the main
land and Puerto Rico, there is very little differonce in the hourly wage rate.
Tractor drivers in Puerto Rico get 21.3 cents J)or hour and those in Louisiana and
Florida get 21 cents per hour. Workers loading canc in the cars got 18.1 cents
per hour in Puerto Rico and 20 cents in Louisiana and Florida. ‘Teamsicrs get
17.3 cents in Puerto Rico and 20 cents in Louisiana and Florida. Cane cutters
get 15.1 eents in Puerto Rico and 13 cents to 17 eents in Louisiana and 18 conts to
22.5 cents in Florida; the Jower rates in the care of Loulsiana and Florida are the
rates established for women workers, So that there is very little difference in
the wage scale as established by the Secretary of Agriculture for the different sugar-
producing areas,

INDUSTRY OBSERVES 8-HOUR DAY, COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

The principal difference in worling conditions in Puerto Rico and the mainland
lies in the fact that wage rates tor both mill and field labor are established by ¢ol-
lective bargaining in Puerto Rico, Puerto Rico is the only sugarcane arca operat-
ing under stich conditions and it has more agricultural workers covered by wage
agreements tlan any other agricultural aren in the world. Working conditions,
:s wtell as rates for 26 kinds of work, are specified in the collective-bargaining con-

ract.

Not ouly do wago rates in the sugar industry in Puerto Rico compare favorably
with the sugar industry of the mainland, but wago rates on sugarcane farms aro
equal to or substantiaily above those for agricultural labor of the entire South.
For example, the hourly wage rate for farm labor on sugarcane farms in Puerto
Rico ir 14.6 cents as compared with 12.3 cents in West Virginia, 9.8 cents in North
Caroling, 7.9 cents in Mississippi, and 0.8 cents in South Carolina,

The only point in which labor eonditions in Puerto Rico differ from those in the
mainland in which earnings are affected is in the fact that contract or };)ioccwork
on sugarcane farms s forbidden in the collective bargaining agreemont between
the sugar producers and labor. This is done, of course, to insure that the work
will be spread among as many laborers as possible. However, its effeet is to dis-
courage the efficiency of workers. TFven though one man may do more work in
1 day than another, so long as each one is on the job for 8 hours, they both get
the same pay. In view of the fact that as many workers must be givon employ-
mont as possible_in sny given weck, there is no opportunity for seclecting the
botter workers, In contrast, the piece work or contract work largely predominates
in the mainland sugar-producing areas. Where the pioce work or contract
arrangement dominates, the earnings per day may be higher than in arcas where
the picce-work basis is not permitted, However, tho outlay or cost of labor per
ton of sugar may be as high or higher in the areas where no piece work is practiced
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and daily earnings somewhat less than in areas where the work is largely done on a
contract basis, thus encouraging higher earnings per day.

Working conditions in the sugar industiry in Fuerto Rico are characterized by
an 8-hour day in both field and mill, prohibition of child labor, no women workers,
free housing, worken’s insurance for both mill and field workers, and numerous
laws protecting labor.

REFUND PAYMENTS TO GO TO GROWERS, NOT BANKERS

One other statement to which some credenco has been given is a statement made
by Dr. Iirnest Gruening, former head of the Division of Territories and Island
Possessions, before the Senate Finance Committee. In this statement Dr. Gruen-
ing said that a large share of the Government payments went to banks. The
facts in the case are that no paymentis have been made to banks except for the
first ¥ear of the Government-control program in which year tho payments were
greatly delayed, necessitating some producers borrowing money from banks in
anticipation of payments in order to carry on their operations. Iven the few
gayments made to banks in this one year were not made to banks as producers

ut were made to banks because producers assigned their gaymente as collateral
for loans in order to carry on their farming operations, 'T'his correction is estab-
lished in a letter issued by the Agricultural Adjustment Administration’s officer
in charge of the sugar program in Puerto Rico. In a letter dated June 8, 1940,
addressed to the Sugar Producers Association, he says:

“As up to 1940, our records show no banks as producers of sugarcane in their
own rights, I think we can properly say that we have made no payments to banks
corresponding to any erop year since 1935.”

Government, e)ayments under the control program have gone direct to the pro-
dueer based on the amount of sugar that he produced, just as they have done in all
other sugar-producing areas,

The Cuatrman, Mr, Pagdn.

STATEMENT OF HON, BOLIVAR PAGAN, RESIDENT COMMISSIONER
OF PUERTO RICO

The Cuainman, Mr, Pagén, I called you & moment ago and you did
not respond.

Mr. PacAn, I would like to make a few remarks.

Mr, Chairman, and members of the committee:

As Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico and as president of the
island’s lnbor party, I have a deep interest in this proposed legislation
beeause of its disastrous effect on employment, government revenues,
and total income in Puerto Rico.

The island’s sugar industry is more important than all other in-
dustrios combined from those standpoints. This one industry directly
and indireetly accounts for nearly two-thirds of all insular income and
for more than half of all employment. When workers are thrown out
of employment as a result of restrietions on sugar production and on
sugar refining, they have no other place to turn for work. There are
no other jobs avaif;blc.

The legislation being considered here today restricts Puerto Rico’s
sugar quote to o level 244,000 tons below the production attained in
the last yonr before the quota system was adopted. That means
30,000 laborers thrown permanently out of work in an island where the
per capita income is lower than that of any State, where more than
200,000 workers are permanently unemployed.

Hore in continental United States, labor can look with some con-
fidence to a future in which more jobs will be available as a result of
industrial and agricultural nrogress. But in Puerto Rico, labor is
limited to a han?igfu] of indus ries, all of which are either depressed by
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market conditions or restricted by Federal legislation, Desperate
attempts to establish new sources of employment have either failed or
succeeded on a very smallscale, If our peoplo are to be self-supporting
and enjoy the barest necessities of life, increased sugar production is
their only hope. Holding the island down to the prosent low level of
sugar production means that our unemployed must remain perma-
nontly out of work.

Until these drastic rostrictions were ostablished, labor wus makin,
good progress in Puerto Rico. We adopted an 8-hour day for a
workers, and are the only sugar-producing arca in the world where
agricultural labor is restricted to an 8-hour day. Wages are cstab-
lished through collective bargaining. Labor disputes are settled for
the most part by orderly bargaining or by arbitration. We have a
model workman’s compensation insurance law, superior to that of
most of the States. Child labor is forbidden; women arec not em-
ployed. Wage rates in the last 7 years have risen more than 50
porcent, until the hourly wage rato in our sugar industry is higher than
téhe average hourly wage paid to farm labor in most of the Southern

tates.

Thus, in spite of our low income and limited resources, we have
gone far on the way to improving conditions for the workingman in
our little island. But all of our progressive laws and labor policies
mean little to the thousands who have no jobs.

The proposed restrictions on sugar refining are doubly objection-
able because they not only limit the amount of employment on the
island but also constitute an unjust form of discrimination against
Puerto Rico. Along with Hawali, we are the only domestic sugar-
producing areas denied the privilege of refining their sugar. To
accept this discrimination would set up a precedent for proposing
similar restrictions against our other few industries.

These restrictions on employment are far more serious to Puorto
Rico than to other domestic sugar areas, for Puerto Rico is far more
dependent on sugar than any other area and is faced with a far more
serious problem of unemployment. As the ropresentative of the
island’s Iaborers, I ask that the committce do everything in its power
to increase omployment in our island instead of restricting it.

I thank you.

Senator Kine. Mr, Pagan, what do you say ought to be done, in the
light of the adjournmont or recess of Congress in the near future and
the fact that Congress will meet in January to take up important
legislation of all kinds? Do you think it would be wise or unwise to
attempt to deal with this important question now?

Mr. Pacin, Well, we have a very limited quota. When these
quotas were fixed, they took into consideration the production of
sugar in the previous 7 or 8 years in Puerto Rico. Well, we had had
two hurricanes, and drought, and other conditions, so they fixed a
quota very low, nearly 300,000 tons less then the average production
of Puerto Rico. .

Senator Kina. T always felt that the limitation prescribed there
was unfair to Puerto Rico, I atill think so,

Mr. PagAn. Itis completely unfair.
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Senator Kina. Your island has so many obstacles and so many
difficulties, some of which are imposed by veason of Federal legislation,
1[lmt I have very profound sympathy for the good people of Puerto
tico.

Mr, Pacin. I thank you very much.

Senator Kina., | wish it was in my power to help you and your
people.  Thave been there frequently, us you know,

Muv, PacAn. Lknow that.,

Senator Kiva, As a member of the committee that has had to deal
with Puerto Rico, I have been cognizant of the injustice to which you
have been subjected, and the unfortunate situation, economically and
industrially, by which you are afflicted today.

Mr, PacAn. Thank you very much.

The Cuamaan, Mre. Avthur L. Quinn. Mr, Quinn represents cer-
tain refining interests in Puerto Rico.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR L. QUINN, REPRESENTING CERTAIN
REFINING INTERESTS IN PUERTO RICO

Mr. Quinn. Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of the committee: 1
represent the largest refining factory in Puerto Rico, the Porto Rican-
American Sugar Refinery, Inec., of Ponce, . R.  The McCormack
amendment reinstates and checks Puerto Rico at 126,033 tons of
sugar which it can refine and ship to the continental market.

Senator Kindg, Is that in the Sugar Act?

Mr. (fUINN. That is in the amendment offered by Mr. McCormack
on the floor,

I would just like to point out briefly what this continuing resolution
does, what protection it gives to the continental refiners without the
benefit of the MeCormack amendinent. 1t gives the following pro-
tections:

Cuba is checked at 375,000 tons of sugar which it can refine and
ship into this market.

The Philippines is cheeked at 70,000 tons.

IForeign countries other than Cuba are checked at zero, and liquid
sugars are checked from Cuba, and by virtue of that it means that
the continental refiners, beeause liquid sugars are direct consumption
sugars, benefit to that extent.

Now there are 27 cane refiners in the continental United States,
and they employ 14,133 persons, or an average of 523 for each refiner,
This figure was put out as late as September 11, 1940, by the Depart-
ment of Commerce,

I would like to quote just briefly what Admiral Leahy has to say
about this situation, He made a statement in July of this year in
which he said the following:

We must now devise some weans of making our island eapable of self-support.
We must strive for diversification of industry and agriculture: for the growing
of our own foodstuffu,  We mugt make our island eapable of withstanding pro-
longed izolation from the mainland, Much could be done along this line, if
those who impose restrictions on the island’s industry will vealize that the passage
of laws which curtail the export of the only erops we are capable of producing,
works a_hardship on the people of Puerto Rico who are, like themselves, citizens
of the United States,

200602 {0 5
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I would like to just add another word, and that is that the President
has intimated in very strong language that he would veto a bill that
was presented to him with refining restrictions against Puerto Rico
and Hawaii. The tantamount effect of these restrictions means that
it gives congressional sanction to a monopoly which has been con-
demned by the Supreme Court in & very strong decision, and I ask
{‘(ﬁl to reject the McCormack amendment and climinate it from the

ill.

I would like permission, Mr. Chairman, to file a statement, together
with a chart showing what this fight is all about. This chart, this
little space here [indicating], is the issue that has continuously come
before your committee,and it would appear,looking at it from the stand-
point of this chart alone, that there 1s something radically wrong in
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making this very small amount of refined sugar an issue continuously
before this committee.

Senator Kina. If you were permitted to refine your own product,
t]mtlw?rould give employment to a very considerable number of
people

Mr, Quinn, I will be very frank about it. The refining industry
is highly mechanized, there is no getting away from it, but Puerto.
Rico’s condition is such that it needs every bit of employment it can
rain. Tuerto Rico is the most densely populated section of the

Jnited States.

Senator King. You have nearly 2,000,000 people?

Mr. Quinn. Yes. :

Senator Kina. 1,860,000?

Mr. QuinN. Yes; the latest census shows close to 2,000,000,

Thank you very much. 1 am filing herewith an extended state-
ment for the record.
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{(The bricf of Mr. Quinn is as follows:)

BRIEF OF ARTHUR L. QUINN

My name js Arthur L. Quinn. T appear, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the
committee, on behalf of Porto Rican American Sugar Refinery, Ine., the largest
refined sugar intercsts in Puerto Rico, in opposition to that part of the McCor-
mack amendment to the Cummings sugar bill (H. R. 9654) which reimposes
restrictions on shipments of refined sugar from Puerto Rico to continental United
States to 126,083 out of the island’s continental quota of 800,000 tons,

INTRODUCTORY

Puerto Rico was taken into the United States family in 1898 by force of arms*
asg a result of the confliet between the United States and Spain,

The United States Congress by congressional mandate in 1917 extended full
Amcrican citizenship to all inhabitants of the island possession. The inhabitants
accepted this privilege, This privilege was extended at a time when the United
States was sceking manpower for an expeditionary American Army.

Congress is presently considering legislation to provide for assembling, equip-
ﬁing, and trsining the manpower of the United States for defense of the Western

emisphere., Of course, Puerto Rico as part of the United States will, like the
rest of the Nation, be affected by draft legislation, in fact by all defense legislation,
The Federal Government has the right to exact duty from the inhabitants of
Puerto Rico because they are citizens of the United States, and as . ch, callable
to duty if the Federal Government beckons, In other words, if such a call is
made, the American citizens of Puerto Rico are involved just as realistically as if
they resided in New York or San Francisco, Calif,

Puerto Rico as part of the United States is likewise subject to other Federal
legislation such as the Wage and Hour Act, the coastwise laws, the Labor Act, and
practically all general laws of the United States. It would seem unnecessary to
discuss the foregoing, butl a full realization of these facts must exist in the minds
of the Congressmen and Scnators; otherwise petitioning or pleading Puerto Rico’s
cauyeis lost, It is clementary yvet fundarnental; treated passively yet of the utinost
importance. Systeinatic attention to these very patent facts is essential in order
that the justice of Puerto Rico’s pleas be listened to intently and acted on sympa-
thetically and justly by Congress,

We ask no special favor in the matter of sugar legislation; we only agk for fair
play. YPuerto Rico asks that it receive treatment all the way down the line, in the
matter of sugar legislation, of the same type and ealiber that sugar-producing
areas in continental United States receive. With these fundamental thoughts
before you, we now come to the:

QUESTION PRESENTED

The question is again put up to this committee by the insertion of the Mec-
Cormack amendment into the Cummings bill (H, R. 9654), whether Congress
believes the domestic area of Puerto Rico shall be restricted with respect to its
manufacturing operations when no corresponding restrictions are placed upon
the same operations of mainland domestic areas.

From March 1, 1940, Puerto Rico has been free from these restrictions, free
from this disorimination. The Cummings hill as introduced and reported to the
House of Representtives by the House Committee on Agriculture, after careful
and lengthy consideration, was likewise free of restriclions on refined operations
in Puerto Rico. Congressman MecCormack of Massachusetts called up his
amendment on the floor of the House when the Cummings bill was considered in
that Chamber, and amendments putting back restrictions on refined operations in
Puerto Rico were adopted. They are in the bill before this committee. The
amendments restrict Puerto Rico to 126,033 short tons in the preparation of
refined sugar in that island for shipment to and consumption in the mainland

American market.
POSITION OF PUERTO RICAN REFINED SUGAR INDUSTRY

The refined sugar industry of Puerto Rico respectfully request the complete
removal of these restrictions from the Cummings bill. There is abgolutely no
justification for these restrictive amendments, logically or otherwise. It is purely
& question of principle presented to this committee, namely, whether the com-
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mittee believe the domestie arca of Puerto Rico shall be restricted with respeet
to the last part of the processing; that iy, the refining of raw sugar obtained from
sugarcane, whereas elsowhere in continental United S{ates sugar may be processed
to the full extent of established quotas.

WHO REFINESY CANFE (RAW) SUGAR CONSUMED BY CONTINENTAL UNITED STATES

The question is frequently asked, what the various groups get out of this bill,
Here is the answer insofar as the refining process is concerned.

Tt is estimated by the Department of Agriculture that the American public will
consume this year approximately 6,600,000 <hort tons of sugar. Of the 6,600,000
short tons to be consumed this year, about 1,550,000 =hort tons will be beet sugar,
grown wholly within continental United States; the balance will be derived from
sugarcane, Therefore, it ig estimated that approximately 5,050,000 short tons of
cane sugar will be consuined this year in continental United States.  This cance
sugar is for the most {)art supplied by Louisiana, Florida, Puerto Rico, Hawaii,
Philippine Islands, Cuba, and a fow thousand tons from Virgin Islands.  We now
come to the question of who refines this raw sugar derived from sugarcanc grown in
those areas.  The process of refining for human consumption, the 5,050,000 short
tons of cane sugar referred to, is, under the bill before you, distributed among the
following groups approximately as follows:

Short tons

raw value
(a) Cane refineries located on the mainland ... .. .. .. cew. 4,449,000
(b) Cane refineries located in Cuba....... .. 875,000
¢) Cane refineries located in Puerto Rico.... - 126,000
d) Cane refineries located in Philippines. . ... - 70, 000
e) Cane refineries located in Hawaii 'o_ ... . .. . ... ... 29, 600
TOtA] - e e e e e e e e e e e e —— e 5, 050, 000

1 28 out of 38 Hawalian sugar plantations in Hawaii own and operato what Is known ae the C, & H. SCI\]I-
fornia & Hawailan) Reflnery, located at Crockett, Calif, This roflncry annually refines noarly two-thirds
of the Hawaiian sugar crop which moves into the American market, This amounts to about 650,000
short tons of sugar, Located on the mainland, the C, & U, operations, of course, are not restricted.  The
refining operatlons of the sanie industrial interosts, however, located in tho Hawolian Islands, are restrictod
{n their final preparation of cane sugar for mainland market to 20,600 short tons of cano sugar

That is the picture of what the fight is all about, namely, who will finally prepare
the sugar, raw cane sugar that the American continental market consumes; whether
or not refining of sugar shall be authorized by Federal law to become a monopoly
in the hands of a few castern seaboard manufacturers. The eastern seaboard
refiners, through whose efforts the Mc('ormack amendments were adopted, insist
that the process of refining all the cane sugar, wherever grown, that the American
public consumes belongs to them, thus setting the stage for a monopoly and
destruetion of competition from cane refineries located in other parts of the United
States, all of which would vitally affect the American consuming public,

ARGUMENTS USED BY EASTERN SEABOARD REFINERS IN ATTEMPTING TO SUSTAIN
POSITION OF CURTAILMENT OF REFINING OPERATIONS IN PUERTO RICO

1. Labor—(a) 1t is argued that the refining of sugar in Puerto Rico curtails
employment in continental United States.  Despite its size, the industry employs
comparatively little labor. At no time since the records have become available
has the average number of employees in cane refineries exceeded 18,200. (See
table below.) ~Moreover, the total wages paid those employees have in no year
amounted to more than $22,700,000. Even these figures apply to the year 1919,
at which time the industry was operating under abnormal conditions resulting
from the war, In 1937, the latest year for which comparable data are obtainable,
the average number of wage earners totaled 14,024, and the amount of wages
paid, $15,073,000. Thus, contrary to certain claimy, the social significance of
the industry is relatively slight.

Average number of wage earners, Continental cane-sugar refining indusiry, 1909-37

Number | Year: Number

9, 92 13, 996

- 11, 253 19029 .. 13, 912
18, 202 1931.. 11, 855
15, 467 1933.. . 11,495
15, 264 1935 - . 13,832
14, 502 1937 14, 024
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(Compiled from Census of Manufactures, U. 8. Department of Conmmerce.)

(b) It is furthor argued that the mainland refining industry has suffered great
injury through expansion of refining facilities in Puerto Rico and so-called tropi-
cal areas.  The growth of the refining industry in Pucrto Rico has been a normal
one. By what logie should competitors located elsewhere in the United States
seek congressional sanction to stifle and shuff out that growth? The truth of the
matter is that the mainland cane refining industry is suffering from overexpansion,
wartime overexpansion, and not abnormal growth of refining in Puerto Rico.
The continental refiners’ capacity isfav in excess of the entire consumption recuire-
ments of tho United States. At no time have these requirements approached the
capacity which existed ad the very peak of refining activity,  Even were the entire
refined market to revert to centinental cane refiners, the present capacity would
exceed total consumptlion in the United States by as much as 1,700,000 tons,

(e) Wages.—-Wages in the refining industry of the United States are not uni-
form. The wage-nnd-hour law extends to and covers the refining industry in
Puerto Rico as it does other parts of the United States.  The industey in Puerto
Rico is conforming to that law. It pays as a minimum a wage fixed as a standard
minimumn for all industrial labor in all of the United States. It is a wage that fits
into the American standard.  ‘I'hrough the high-powered pressure efforts of the
castern scaboard refiners, Congress, particularly the House of Representatives,
has been deluged with countless petitions and resolutions referring to tropically
produeed refined sugar-—competing with American refined sugar; referring to
cheap tropieal labor and other all-inclusive statements, the very intent of which is
to include and disparage Puerto Rican labor, which, it gatnot be denied no matter
what phrase is employed, is American labor arined with every right and entitled
to every consideration that American labor in New York, Massachusetts, New
Jersey, or anywhere else in the United States is entitled to at the hands of the Fed-
cral Governnient.  The labor employed in the refineries of Puerto Rico is not cheap
tropical labor, if you please, It is American labor engaged in an American indus-
trial enterprise; labor gnaranteed aud paid under congressional mandate a mini-
mum wage of at least 30 cents an hour and any attempt to inelude such American
labor into group phrasing that would infer and imply that all Iabor in the Tropics
is foreign and cheap is a deliberate and subtle move to mislead Members of Con-
gress for selfish motives.

From an operating standpoint, the refining industry is characterized chiefly by
a large investment in buildings and equipment.  As a resull, wages represent only
a gmall part of the value of the total output. In no year have wages exeeceded
4.2 pereent of the total value of output, nor have they amounted to as much ag
50 percent of the value added in manufacture exelusive of raw materials.  In 1937
wagoes represented only ahbout 25 pereent of the {otal value added in manufacture,

Wagos paid labor by the cane-sngar refining industry represetit a smaller part of
the total value of output than is the case in virtually any other food industry.
Out of 10 leading food-processing industrics with & combined volume of business in
excess of $8,600,000,000 the ratio of wages to value of output in 1937 was less for
the cane-sugar refining industry than any other save the processing of dairy prod-
uets.  Manufacturers of bakery products, aleoholic and nonalcoliolic beverages,

' eonfections, canned fruits and vegetables, ice eream, meat produets, and flour and

cereals, all paid out to labor a great portion of their gross incomes. Indeed, the
average for all these 10 industries combined was 9.5 percent, as against 3.8 por-
cent pertaining to canc-sugar refining (compiled from the Census of Manufacturcs,
1937, U. 8. Department of Commerce).

2. Subsidies.~-Tt is argued that certain Puerto Rican refiners who are also raw
sugar producers have received substantial price henefits, subsidies from the Fed-
eral Government and that they are competing against a mainland refining industry
which reccives no price henefits or subsidies. Let us look at the record on this
point. The refiners in Puerto Rico are not paid subsidics, Some of them are
producers of raw sugar and conforming to the program of the Department of
Agriculture, they receive refund payments. These payments are made to all
domestic producers of sugar, beet and cane alike. They represent a refund of the
taxes paid on the sugar they, as producers, produee, and are paid upon the fulfill-
ment of provisions of the Sugar Act which among other things requires (1) certain
wage rate; (2) soil maintenance, and (3) payment by mills of stipulated amounts
for cane purchased from other growers, ete.

Anyone asserting that refiners in Puerto Rico are subsidized in that they happen
to he producers of raw sugar also is cither ignorant of the workings of the sugar
pro§mm or deliberately bent on misleading others.

What are the facts on the other side? Some of the castern seaboard refiners:
are also raw sugar producers. They own sugar centrals in Cuba.  On this raw .
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sugar they are permitted to ship from Cuba to the United States, by virtue of
having their own producing properties in Cuba, they receive a preferential duty
rate over sugar from other foreign countries other than Cuba.

In addition, as Dr. Bernhargt, Chief of the Sugar Section, Department of
Agriculture, testified before this committee in 1937, the continental cane refiners
received, on the quantity of sugar delivered by refiners for domestic consumption,
an aggregate differential over and above the margin they would have obtained in
the world market for the years 1934 to 1936, inclusive, amounting to a subsidy
in their favor totaling for those 3 years $110,804,940. This is a real subsidy and
was so referred to and labeled as a subsidy. Witness the testimony of Dr.
Bernhardt as it appears on page 171 of the Senaté 1937 sugar hearings.

3. Protection-—(a) Cuba.~~Under the Cummings bill even without, the M¢Cor-
mack amendments, the eastern seaboard refiners are protected against Cuba in
that Cuba is limited to 375,000 short tons refined for shipment to the United
States. The continental refiners want, in addition to freezing the Puerto Rican
refining operations, the Cuban refined quota of 375,000 short tons substantially
reduced and eventua]{l}y eliminated.

(b) Philippines.~—Under the Curomings bill, without the McCormack amend~
ments, and existing Federal legislation affecting the Philippines, the eastern sea-
board refiners are protected against the Philippines in that the Philippines under
the Independence Act are limited until 1946 at least to approximately 70,000 tons
of refined sugar for shipment to the continental United States market,

. (¢) Foreign countries other than Cuba.~Under the Cummings bill, without the
McCormack amendments, the eastern seaboard refiners are protected against
refined sugar coming in from foreign countries other than Cuba. Cuba is the
only foreign country permitted to ship refined sugar into the United States market.,

Liquid sugars.—Under the Cummings bill, without the McCormack amend-
ments, the eastern seaboard refiners also receive protection against displacement
of their products l:{ quotas fixed on liquid sugars. .

However, in addition to all this protection, the eastern seaboard refiners want
Puerto Rico, by adopting the McCormack amendments, kept at the level of 126,033
short tons refined sugar, and no more, for the continental United States market.
They have also gone on record publicly as wanting no further expansion of the
production of beet sugar in continental United States. Witness the statement
of Dr. John E. Dalton, former head of the Sugar Section of the Department of
Agriculture and now assistant to the president of the National Sugar Refining
Co.; also executive secretary of the United States Cane Sugar Refiners Association,
at a conference called by the Port of New York Authority at New York City on
May 13, 1940, when he stated the beet-sugar industry was hurting them (eastern
sugar refiners) to the extent that “without any equivocation” they (eastern sea-
board refiners) ‘‘are unalterably opposed to an expansion of the production of heet
sugar.” In other words, the castern scaboard refiners want to be protected
against everyone, both domestic and foreign, and want Congress in the instant
case to sanction this protection for them and start them on the monopoly road
again by applying the freezing process against Puerto Rico in adopting the Me-

cCormack amendments.

PRESIDENT’S POSITION ON RESTRICTIVE DISCRIMINATING SUGAR LEGISLATION

In 1937 the President, at the time he signed the 1937 Sugar Act, said:

«It is with regret, therefore, that I find that the Congress has accorded a status
guo continuation of this seaboard refinery monopoly for 2% years to come. The
bill in this reﬁﬁ)cct gives only one ray of hope—-for it provi es that this refining
monopoly shall terminate on March 1, 1940, * * *»

The President clarified his position further in signing the 1937 Sugar Act by
stating:

«Senators representing the grcat majority of continental sugar producers have
given me assurances, and similar assurances have been given by responsible leaders
of the House of Representatives to this effect—They recognize the fact that
Hawali and Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands are integral parts of the United
States and should not be discriminated against, and when the Sugar Act of 1937
comes up for renewal they will endeavor to deal with the question of refined sugar
quotas in a separate measure. .

“In view of these assurances, therefore, I am approving the bill with what
amounts to a fentlemen's agreement.”

As late as April 11, 1940, the President clearly expressed himself with regard to
the pending bill, Ho said:

“It is also clear that a reshuffling of domestic quotas so as to discriminate
against producers in the domestic insular areas, would, under the special circum-

.
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stances, hardly be a conscionable procedure. The ‘})eople of the Territory of
Hawaii and the possessions of Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands are American
citizens who compose some of those minority groups in our population with local
governments that 'ak the protections of statehood. If this circumstance were
not given adequate consideration, it would be possible to destroy by legislation
the livelihood of our citizens in the insular parts of the United States through the
enactment of discriminatory prohibitions against their produets; and they would
possess no legal power to take counter measures in gelf-defense. Such a course
of action, as I have pointed out on a previous occasion, would be tantamount to
an imperialistic classification of citizens and a tyrannical abuse of minority rights
that is utterly contrary to the American concept of fairness and democracy.
Among the cases in point is the proposal to reinstate the former diserimination
against the refining of sugar in the insular parts of the United States.”

There is little doubt, therefore, of the attitude of the President with regard to
the discriminatory effect of the language in the McCormack amendments to the
Cummings bill,

He has stated his position clearly and emphatically and he leaves little doubt in
the minds of those genuinely interested in (agricultural) sugar legislation, that
legislation placed before him with restrictions on refined shipments from Puerto
Rico and Hawaii will be met with hit veto. No other logical interpretation can be
gained from his statements,

THE CUMMINGS BILL (H. ¥, 9654) 18 ‘N AGRICULTURAL MEASURE-—WHY PERMIT IT8
PRIMARY PURPOSE TO BE CONFUBED WITH A PURELY INDUSTRIAL PROBLEM

Continental refining intercsts should not be allowed to dominate and sabotage
this agricultural bill, = Let Congress listen to their alleged grievances, but let it
be done under separate, distinet, legislation; not in the amended form in which
the hill now appears. It is well to repeat again what the President of the United
States said in regard to this at the time he signed the 1937 Sugar Aect;

‘% & and when the Sugar Act of 1937 comes up for renewal they will
cudeavor to deal with the question of refined sugar quotas in a separate measure.”

COMMERCIAL IMPORTANCHEH OF PUERTO RICO TO CONTINENTAL UNITED BTATES

In the fiscal year just ended Puerto Rico’s purchases of goods from business
concerng in continental United States set a new high record. The shipments
from continental United States to the island for 1 year totaled $100,500,000,
Little argument ig necessary to convince any member of Congress of the importance
of this trade, This trade is inter-United States trade between areas that are all
part of the American cconomy. It is an exchange of commerce between United
States areas and the balance Is in favor of continental United States by close to
$10,000,000. This fact is not to be overlooked or considered lightly. It is
becoming more itnportant each year.

PUERTO RICO’S GEOGRAPHIC POSITION OF EXTREME IMPORTANCE TO CONTINENTAL
UNITED STATES IN CURRENT AND FUTURE DEFENSE PROGRAMS

Every citizen in continental United States fecls more secure today in knowing
and realizing that this country has an island situated approximately one thousand
five hundred miles southeast of Florida, which is American soil. This island is
being turned into a Gibraltar. The Army and Navy have undertaken an exten-
sive program of fortification of Puerto Rico, having in mind the extreme value
of that island as a protection against attack on the Panama Canal and adJ;oining
territory, It is heartening to think and indeed in this day of swift communication
it is comforting to know that we have an island such as Puerto Rico which will
afford us & base of naval and military operations which will prove invaluable
as testified to by the highest authorities in our Army and Navy.

The people of Puerto Rico are proud that the United States Government has
stepped into that island through its armed forces and are fortifying it, not only
as a protection to the island itself but particularly for the protection which this
base of operations will give the armed forces of the United States, the Panama
Canal and the southeastern coast of continental United States.

The President has taken the most outstanding naval authority in the United
States and placed him as Governor of that istand. He has not done this just to
give Admiral Leahy a job. It is obvious he has done this principally for defense
reasons. The admiralis g very capable exccutive. He has shown that on many
occasions. But he is by far one of the most outstanding naval authorities that

s
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we have to depend on today. His task will be fraught with failure if Congress
proceeds to enact discriminatory legislation that would destroy the livelihood of
the citizens of that island, and such a course, as the President pointed out,
“Would be tantamount to an imperialistic elassification of eitizens and a tyran-
nical abuse of minority rights that is utterly contrary to the American concept
of fairness and demoeracy.”

The people of Puerto Rico are with the United States 100 percent in its defense
program and all national legislation, and Congress should go along with them
100 pereent and show them that it does not intend to deny them that to which
they are entitled, along with all the other Americnﬁn citizens.

Rejection of the MceCormack amendments affords Congress the opportunity to
demonstrate that no group of American citizens, wherever loeated, are to he
denied equal treatiment: that they, along with every other citizen of the United
States, will he treated alike,

Census of manufactures, 1939, cane-sugar refining

Cane-sugar refinerics reported slight inereases in employment and wages, and
a moderate decrease in production for 1939 as compared with 1937, according to
preliminary figures compiled from returns of the Census of Manufactures for 1939,
released today by Director William Lane Austin, Buicau of the Census, Depart-
ment of Commerce.

This industry, as constituted for census purposes, includes establishments in the
United States, exclusive of outlying possessions, engaged in the refining of raw
cane sugar, the greater part of which is imported. (The manufacture of cane
sugar in sugar mills is covered by a separate clagsification.)

The 1939 Census of Manufactures is the first census for which employees of cane-
sugar refineries who are primarily engaged in distribution or construction activities
have been called for separately on the schedules. Tt is not known how many of
the wage carners reported in 1937 were engaged in distribution and constraction
and how many were engaged in manufacturing, Emplovees of the refineries
reported as engaged in distribution and eonstruction activities for 1939 are not
included in this preliminary report hut will be included in the final report.

The wage earners, primarily engaged in manufacturing, employed in this industry
in 1939 numbered 14,133, an inerease of 0.8 percent over 14,024 reported for 1937,
and their wages, $16,196,690, exceeded the 1937 figure, $15,973,300, by 1.4 percent.

The value of produets of the industry for 1939 amounted to $384,412,492, which
was a decrease of 9.5 percent compared with $424,630,784 reported for 1937.

Summary statistics for 1939 and 1937 are given in table 1. Detailed statistics
on production and amounts of raw sugar treated are given in table 2. All figures
for 1939 are preliminary and subject to revision.

TaBLE L—Swmmary for the indusiry: 1939 and 1937

[Because they account for a negligible portion of the national output, plants with annual production valued
at less than $5,000 have been excluded since 1910]

Percent of
1039 1037 increase or
decrense (=)
Number of establishments [0
Balaried porsonnel 2 1, 708 1,094 0.7
Balarles 23, $3, 820, 757 $3,008, 813 ~3.7
Wage earn 14, 13 14,024 .8
Wages 3. $16, 196,690 | $15,073, 300 1.4
Cost of mat;
contract work 5. $202, 917,705 | $362, 652, 680 -10,.2
Value of prodricts 3 $384, 412,402 | $424, 630, 784 -0, 5
Value added hy man $91, 404, 697 | $61, 978,195 47.6

1 Percent not computed whero base s less than 100,

2 No data for employees of central administrative offices are included.

® Profits or losses cannot be calenlated from the Census figures because no data nco collected for certain
expense iterns, such as interest, rent, depreciation, taxes, insurance, and advertising,

The item for wage earners is an average of the number reported for thie several months of the year and
inciudes both full-time and part-time workers, "The qnuotient obtained hy dividing the amount of wages
by the average number of wage earners should not, therefore, bo accepted as representing the average wage
received by full time wage earners,

8 Value of products less cost of materials, supplies, fuel, purchased olectric energy, and contract work,
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Tasre 2.—Products, by kind, quantity, and value, and amounts of raw sugar treated,
by place of origin: 1939 and 1937

['I'he figures In this table refer to tho cane-sugar ronnlmlz tndustry in the United States exclusive of outlying
vossesslons

N 1939 1037
PRODUCTION !
Total value..... M ieacmecanmce maetmaciemereadesenasawamne~eneane $384, 412, 402 $424, 630, 784
Refinery products $383, 006, 813 $422, 300, 743

Other products and receipts $1, 405,879 $2, 321, 041

Refined sugar, hard (all grades):
Total pounds 8, 502, 872, 149

7, 180, 250, 803
$451, 602, 269 $305, 142, 101

) .
Total value _......
TPacked:
410, 601, 432
$18, 605, 041
4, 122, 701, 808
$182, 631, 228 o
409, 642, %07
$18, 161, 212
2,837, 404, 818
$131, 804, 148
Tounds.............. .. 472,765,953 528, 501, 905
alue. . .. - $20, 251, 354 $22, 603, 146
Refiners’ shap, edibl
Gallons..... .. 3, 428,277 2, 735, 408
Vauo. .. $827, 015 $540, 826
Sugar sirup;
Tnvert-sugar sirips of all densitles:
(‘}n}luns ........ %2, 3&7}, ;g(l)
R 4,456, 7,020, 592
Other sugar sirups: Uiy
Gallons 15,778, 607 92,618,016
$5, 011, 060
$060, 115 $1, 369,024
RAW SUGAR TREATED (TONS 2,000 POUNDS)
Aggregate. . . . 4,403, 639 4,722,660
Domestie, total 2,169, 468 1,917,851
United Stat, 425, 347 324,308
Hawail .. 879, 670 890, 460
Puerto Rice 864, 435 733,023
2,234, 181 2,774,800
1,314,021 1,735,421
859,036 924,302
80,224 115,080

1 No data for products of cane-sugar mills are included.
2 Principally contract work, steam and electric onergy and bags sold,
3 Nat ealled for on sehedule,

ApprEss BY Apmiran Winniam D. Leany

It is altogether fitting that the people of continental United States and the
people of Puerto Rico should meet in joint celebration on this occasion, for the
ceconomie welfare and, indecd, the very safety of both peoples grow greater by
such cooperation,

Puerto Rico has changed since the titne one year ago when I addressed a f;&ther'
ing in honor of Puerto Rico Day at this World’s Fair. Then Puerto Rico, a
tropie island slumbering in the West Indics, was beginning to stir with a new life
of military activity. Today Puerto Rico retains its Old World charm, but the
program designed to convert our island into a military stronghold for the defense
of the Panama Canal Zone and the east coast of mainland United States has
injected a new vigor, new enthusiasm, and new hope for those of us who live in this
eastern outpost of the United States.

The Island is a keystone in the protection of the Panama Canal. When the
present military and naval preparations have been completed, Puerto Rico will be
well prepared to accomplish its part in the national-defense program., No
belligerent power would attempt an attack on the east coast of mainland United
States or the Panama Canal area and leave Puerto Rico bristling with planes, guns,
and warships flanking its lines of communieation.
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Working in close cooperation, with understanding and enthusiasm for a com-
mon cause, we have transformed waving cane fields into gigantic air bases; we
have deepened our harbors to makce more mooring grounds for our warships;
we have unwound tortuous mountain roads to give passage to our motorized
divisions; we have brought carth from the ocean’s bottom to make foundations
for seaplane bases; we have, literally, moved mountains to make way for long-
range coastal-defense units. Al this has been done by the skill of our military
men and by the strong hands of the people of Puerto Rico.

Weo must now devige some means of making our sland capable of self-support.
We must strive for diversification of industry and agriculture: for the growing
of our own foodstuffs. We must make our Island capable of withstanding pro-
longed isolation from the mainland. Much could be done along this line if those
who impose restrictions on the Island’s industry will realize that the passage of
laws which curtail the export of the only erops we are capable of producing works
a hardship on the people of Pucrto Rico who are, like themselves, citizens of the
United States.

And now to a lighter side of our life in Puerto Rico. I have generalized on the
military program under way here, and have said nothing about the charm of
Puerto Rico.

Puerto Rico’s purple mountains still rise majestically in the interior of the
Island. Tts broad white beaches still meet the ‘])]uo waters of the Atlantic and
the Caribbean Sea. Its palin trecs still rustle in the trade winds and its people
are as hospitable as always,

In the name of the people of Puerto Rico I invite you to spend a holiday with
us under the Stars and Stripes, to enjoy the blessings which nature heaped upon
us fhere, lam] to experience for yourself the hospitality for which Puerto Rico justly
is famed.

Appress BRY Dr. Rurenrr EMBRSON

Todniy marks the forty-second anniversary of the linking together of the des-
{inies of Puerto Rico and the continental United States. Today more than ever
before it is of vital concern to all of us ou the island and on the mainland that
there be a full and whole-hearted cooperation in the great common tasks that lic
before us. Never before has there been so urgent a necessity to recognize that
Puerto Rico is one of the most esgential links in the first line of American defense.
To my mind, it is deeply appropriate that this anniversary should be eclebrated
at a great World’s Fair; in these days we of the Americas feel the world pressing
closely in upon us and if we are to defend _the demoeracy and the freedom which
are ours it can only be with a full consciousness that we must stand together to
confront the threatening forces which would overturn our way of life.

I do not want to speak of the military and naval aspeets of the problems of
defense, on which the distinguished Governor of Puerto Rico can speak with far more
greater authority than I, but rather of certain of the basic elements of our civilian
life. By now we have tragic and overwhelming evidence from the fate of coun-
tries overseas that no military defense is possible unless it rests upon an unshak-
able foundation of confidence, of cooperation and of common devotion. Peculiarly
our democratic system requires that we all are possessed of the will to work together
in a spirit of tolerance and understanding toward a solution of our problems.
Democracy must be based on friendship, sympathetic understanding, and on a
readiness to subordinate special and private interests to the publie welfare; if
those vanish, or are nonexistent, democracy must vanish also.

It can be no part of the effective demaocratic process to ignore troublesome
issues and danger spots.  Let us recognize frankly that there have been and con-
tinue to be certain fertile sources of misunderstanding between the Americans of
Puerto Rico and the Americans of the mainland, and that there are many grave
problems to which no final answers have been found and on which we must_con-
tinue to work together in the search for answers.  The one thing of which I am
confident is that no satisfactory solutions ean be found unless these problems are
brought out into the open and discussed on a frank and friendly basis. It does
us no good to gloss them over with such pleasant generalities as that the United
States is a land of liberty and that Puerto Rico is o Caribbean paradise for the
tourists, There are glaring maladjustments in the economic life of the island
despite the glowing figures of Puerto Rican trade with the mainland, In a world
of shrinking markets and of chaotic economies it is of the first importance that
we remember that in the last two vears Puerto Rico has been the eighth and
ninth largest customer in the world for goods from the. continental United States
and has also been one of the outstanding producers for the mainland market.
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But unless that great trade works to build up the well-being of the Puerto Rican
people and continuously to im{)rove their living standard, it is not a matter to
which we can merely point with pride. It is intolerable that restrictions should
be imposed from the mainland which prevent the development of the island’s
industry within the framework of the standards of living which we in America
have come to expect. To cite a single instance this situation again threatens in
the proposed ro-imposition of restrictions on the island’s sugar refining industry.

Aside from the dircetly political and economic problems which_confront us,
there are also deep cultural differences which derive in large part, I think, from
the fact that we have never really gotten to know cach other and our ways. 1t
has come to be something of a commonplace that Puerto Rico should serve as a
cultural bridge botween the two Americas, but no such ideal can be translated
into dynamic reality until the great Spanish cultural heritage of the island has
come to be effectively known and appreciated on the mainland. The many
thousands of Puerto Ricans who have come to the mainland have hrought with
them the living culture of the island and have helped to enrich American life
with their contributions in many fields.

The relationship between the mainiand and the island cannot and must not
be one of exploitation and oppression: it must be one of friendly cooperation in
the carrying out of our common American tasks. Much has been done in recent
years to bring the two comnunities together and to solve their \‘)I‘()b]elllﬂ but
there is much more which remains to be done. It will be my effort to do all
that is within my power 1o secure the most cffective possible realization of the
great contributions which the two communities of the mainland and of the island
can make to their own, and to each others, and to the world’s well-being,

The Cuairman, Mr. Frederie P. Liee, representing certain vefining

interests in Puerto Rico.

STATEMENT OF FREDERIC P. LEE, REPRESENTING CERTAIN
REFINING INTERESTS IN PUERTO RICO

Mr, Ler. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee: I appear
on behalf of three small Puerto Rican refiners, the Central Igualdad,
Ine., Compania Azucarera del Camuy, and Antonio Roig Sucecessores.

We protest with utmost carnestness against amending the existing
law at this time by reinstating in it the provision that cxpired last
March 1 imposing restrictions upon Puerto Rican refinertes. The
renewal of those restrictions, the President stated in a letter to the
chairman of the Tlouse Agricultural Committee last April, would be
an unconscionable procedure.

R Scnator Kina., Up to that time you could refine sugar in Puerto
ico?

Mr. Lre. Since the Ist of March we have had no restrictions upon
refining our own sugar.

Scnator Kina., The MceCormack amendment, which has been offered
in the House, which is tied to this bill which is now before us, re-
stricts you?

Mr. Les. It changes the law and would restrict us, The reason the
enactment of the amendment would be, in the words of the President,
an unconscionable procedure, is that it reinstates the monopoly that
the eastern seaboard refiners have had on the refining of cane sugar.
We know of no justification for the renewal of that monopoly. We
should have the same right to refine our own sugar that other areas
have, within the limits of our raw sugar production quota and our
refining capacity.

’.[‘he%’msident also, as the Delogate from Hawaii mentioned, stated
at the time the Sugar Act of 1937 was signed that this restriction
would expire within 2 years, that he had a gentlemen’s understanding
that there would be no attempt to deal with it except in scparate
legislation on its own merits, and he said that the end of the eastern
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geaboard refiners’ monopoly was in sighit. That monopoly has ceased,
and we believe it should not be reinstated and that we should have
the same fair and equitable treatment that is accorded other arcas.

Thank you.

Senator King. Unless something is done for Iawaii and Puerto
Rico we will have constant troubles. We cannot treat them as step-
children. I offered a bill 5 or 6 years ago to give statchood to Puerto
Rico, because I apprecinted we were not dealing with Puerto Rico in
iust a fair way, as American citizens. 1 supported thoe bill for state-
wod of Hawaii beeause there are many reasons why she should be
entitled to statehood,

The Cuamrman, Mr, Ernest W, Greene.  Mr, Greene represents
the Hawaiian Sugar Planters Association.  All right, Mr. Greene.

STATEMENT OF ERNEST W. GREENE, REPRESENTING THE
HAWAIIAN SUGAR PLANTERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. GreuNg, Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, I have
a statement with a number of exhibits which, with your permission, I
should like to file for the record, beeause I realize the time at the dis-
posal of the committee does not permit covering the points that we
are interested in as fully as I would like to do it.

I was for more than 15 years manager of the Oahu sugar plantation,
farming about 12,000 acres of sugar land on the Island of Oahu in the
Territory of Hawaii. I represent the sugar producers of that Terri-
tory, the Hawaiian Sugar Planters Association,

We protest against the discrimination in the Territory which is
contained in seetion 5 of H, R, 9654, as it is now belore this committee,
That scetion 5 would restrict the refined sugar shipments from Hawaii
t0 29,616 short tons, and it would reimpose a restriction formerly
existing but which the Congress in 1937 cvidently intended to extin-
guish by limitation.

At the present time, if the act is extended without seetion 5 Hawaii
is not prevented from transporting to other parts of our country any
portion of its crop as refined sugar. It has the same right which any
agricultural producer in eny other part of the country has, to refine its
agricultural product at the point of produection, if it wishes to do so.

I will not takoe the time of the committee by reviewing again, as
has been done by previous witnesses, the general course of this legis-
Iation, but the restriction originated in the act of 1934, It was con-
timw(i for n limited period in the Sugar Act of 1937, By the terms of
that act it expired on Mareh 1, 1940,

We believe that this diseriminates ageinst the Tervitory. We
urge that the committee delete seetion 5 from the bill now before it,

The diserimination contained in sueh restriction has been condemned
in numerous public statements by officials, by President Roosevelt,
by various Members of the Senate and House, and in the brief which I
have submitted [ have taken the liberty of quoting some of the extracts
with which I will not now tulke up the time of thé committee, but this
new enagetment would perpetuate a former diserimination.

It was cvidently intended to be extinguished, There was no such
rostriction proposed for any beet or cane growers on the continent.
Everyone was free to refine his own product wherever he wished, pro-
viding it is done on the mainland., We can refine it if we wish on the

.
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mainland, I this provision remains in the bill they say we cannot
refine it in the Territory of Hawaii, “

The Hawaiian producers have never shipped large amounts of refined
sugar. What their plans in the future may be 1 cannot now foretell.
However, to attempt by law 1o deprive citizens of the United States
resident in Hawaii of the rights which are inherent to all ecitizens of
this country is repugnant to all principles of cquity, fair play, and
justice.

We protest any attempt to reinstate the refined-sugar restrictions
in Hawaii and request the amendment of the bill now before you by
striking out scetion 5.

There are three other points in connection with sugar legislation
which are of vital importance to Hawaii. These points are: Quotas,
price, and conditionnl compliance payment,

As to quotas, the Congress in 1937, after thorough study, allotted
the guantities of sugar which respective areas may market, and set
Hawaii’s sharve at 25.25 pereent of the total for domestic areas, The
record of quotas and guota complinnee shows that Hawaii has borne
more than its share of quota reductions in the past. We strongly
urge that the amount allotted Iawaii under any circumstances be not,
less than 25.25 percent of the total for domestic areas,

As to price, sugar prices have been disastrously low during the past
2}4 years. The retail price of sugar is lower than the average price
during the depth of the depression vears, 1930 to 1933, when, without
any tax, it was 5.52 cents a pound. We commend any effort to sta-
bilize the price of sugar at a level which will yield a fair return to the
farming producer.

Then we come to the question of the conditional compliance pay-
ment, much misunderstood and much discussed. The basis of the
Sugar Act is its quota-tax conditional paynient system. The quota
regulates the supply of sugar on the market. The tax under this
system has not incrcased the price of sugar to the consumer. 1t has
been borne principally by the producers of raw sugar and sugar beets.

The sugar program is a self-financing arrangement under which the
tax principally reduces the gross proceeds of sales by the raw producer,
who then, upon compliance with certain conditions, receives the re-
mainder of his normal proceeds in the form of the conditional compli-
ance payment,

The conditional compliance payment is not in any sense a bonus or a
hand-out. It is a powerful means of insuring compliance with control
of production and other conditions prescribed in the act. :

Senator Kina, 1t may not be considered as a subsidy, as was in-
dicated in some of the hearings?

Mr. GreeNe. No, sir; it is not. As long as part of the normal
yroceeds of the sale of raw sugar is taxed away from the raw producer,
e must, in fairness, receive the conditional payment which he has
carned by compliance, and that economic fact applies whether it is &
large producer who qualifies with a large number of units or & small
producer who qualifics with a small number of units. It is part of an
economic scheme of control, which is really the heart of the sugar-
quota law.

Senator King. Devised by the Government and its experts,

Mr. GreenE, Proposed as a means of enforcing compliance.

Now the Territory of Hawaii is an integral part of the United States.
1t is entitled, as a matter of law and fairness, to equal treatment with
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the rest of the United States. It is subject to all labor laws, shipping
laws, and to every law in general of the United States. The sugar
from Hawaii is shipped in American vessels, in American bottons.
It is subject to the coastwise shipping law. It pays Federal income
gnd excise taxes into the United States Treasury, just as does every
State. N

We protest any attempt to deprive Hawaii of its equitable rights
with respect to its quota or the right to process at home its own agri-
cultural product.

There are several exhibits included in that general statement which
I submitted, Mr. Chairman.

The CuairMaN. Thank you very much, Mr. Greene.

{The brief of Mr. Greene is as follows:)

Brirr oF rnesr W, GREENE REPRESENTING SUGAR PRODUCKERS OF THE
TERRITORY OF HawALl

I am Ernest Greene, I was for more than 15 years manager of the Oahu sugar
plantation, farming about 12,000 acres of sugar land on the Island of Oahu in the
Territory of Hawaii. I appear hero asg representative of the Hawaiian Sugar
Producers, :

We protest against the diserimination against tho Territory of Hawaii which is
contained in section 5 of H. R, 9654, which is as follows:

“Sgc. 5. Subsection (a) of section 207 of the Sugar Act of 1937 (rclating to
direct-consumption sugar from Hawaii) is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new sentence: ‘This subsection is herchby extended so that not more
than twenty-nine thousand six hundred and sixteen short tons, raw value, of the

uota for Hawaii for any calendar year may be filled by direct-consumption sugar:
(}’rovided, however, That the amount of said quota which may be filled by direct-
consumption sugar for the calendar year 1940 shall not be less than the quantity
of direct-consumption sugar from Hawaii actually brought into the continental
United States, for consumption therein, after December 31, 1939, and up to and
incluiting the date of the enactment of this amendatory sentence’.”’

This unjust provision should be deleted from the bill,

At the present time, Hawaii is not prevented from transporting to other parts
of our country any portion of its quota in the form of refined sugar. Just as any
producer in any State, the Hawaiian producer may, if he chooses, prepare his raw
sugar for market by refining it where it is grown,

his is but the exercise of a natural right inherent in every farmer—the right
to process at home his own goods for market, It is also the exercise of the very
right which was necessary to bring the United States into being, the right of free
trade and commmerce among the several States and Territories.

The origina! Jones-Costigan Act prevented Hawaii from filling more than 29,016
tons of its quota in rofined sugar. This restriction was continued for a limited
period in the Sugar Act of 1937, which provided that it should expire March 1,
}94% tIt did expire on that date, and, therefore, there is no such restriction now
in effect.

" The Committee on Finauce in 1937 reported a committee amendment, and
explained that it was intended * * *  to meet the difficulty arising out of
the discrimination involved in establishing restriclions upon receipts of direct-
consumption sugars from the domestic areas of Puerto Rico and Hawaii without
corresponding restrictions on the mainland” (see p. 2, 8. Rept. No. 1157, 75th
Cong., 1st sess).

The administration has consistently opposed any such restriction, as une
American, unjust, and uneconomic, President Roosevelt in a letter to Senator
Harrison dated August 12, 1937 (sce exhibit I), said with respect to the provision
which limited the quantity of sugar that might be refined in Hawaii: ‘“This in-
troduccs a principle of geographical limitation on manufacturing in our country

- which has no economic or social justifieation in this instance, and would con~
stitute a dangerous precedent.”

In a letter to Chairman Jones of the Committee on Agriculture, House of Repre-
sentatives, dated April 11, 1940 (see exhibit II), President Roosevelt said:

‘““The people of the Territory of Hlawaii and the possessions of Puerto Rico

. and the Virgin Islands are American citizens who compose some of these minority
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groups in our population with local governments that lack the protection of state-
hood. 1f this circumstance were not given adequate consideration, it would be
possible to destroy by legislation the livelihood of our citizens in the insular parts
of the United States through the enactment of diseriminatory prolibitions against
their products; and they would possess no legal power to take counter measures
in self-defense. Such a course of action, as I have pointed out on a previous
occasion, would be tantamount to an imperialistic classification of citizens and a
tvrannieal abuse of minority rights that is utterly contrary to the American con-
cept of fairness and demoeracy. Among the eases in point i3 the proposal to
reinstate the former discrimination against the refining of sugar in the insular
parts of the United States.”

President. Roosevelt jssued a statement when he approved the Sugar Act of
1937 (see exhibit II1), in which, referring to the restriction on dircct consumption
sugar, he said:

“k ok kT4 s with great regret, therefore, that I find that the Congress has
accorded a status quo continuation of this seaboard refinery monopoly for 2%
vears to come.  The bill in this respect gives only one ray of hope—for it provides
that this refining monopoly shall terminate on March 1, 1940, whereas the beet
and cane producers’ quota is extended to December 31, 1940 * % %7

But H. R. 9654 would limit the refined-sugar quota of Hawaii to 29,616 tons
throughout the extended life of the Sugar Act. It would by a new enactinent
perpetuate the former diserimination which the Congress in 1937 obviously
intended to extinguish after a limited term.

No such restriction is proposed for any beet or cane grower on the continent—
each and every one is free to refine his own product wherever he wishes, provided
this is done on the mainland. Any foreign country other than Cuba would still
be free to fill all of its quota with refined sugar.

Conclusion on restricttons on refined sugar.—The Hawaiian producers have never
shipped large amounts of refined sugar, and what their plans in the future with
respect to this may be, cannot now be foretold. However, to attempt by law to
deprive citizens of the United States resident in Hawaii of rights which are in-
herent to every citizen of this country is repugnant to all prineiples of equity,
fair play, and justice. We protest any attempt to reinstate refined-sugar restric-
tions on Hawaii, and request that H. R. 9654 be amended by striking out all of
section B,

GENERAT, STATEMEND

As it is impractical to attempt to deal with all phases of sugar legislation, I
will confine my remarks to three other principal points which are of vital im-
portance to Hawaii.

These points are:

1. Quotas.

2. Price.

3. Conditional-compliance payments.

In order to save repetition, I would like to set forth a few facts which have a
‘bearing on all of the points.

Hawati 18 entitled to equal treatment,—Hawaii is an integral part of the United
States, entitled as a matter of law and of fairness to equal treatment with the rest
of the United States. It is subject to the Wages and Hours Act, to the National
Labor Relations Act and to all other general laws of our country, without exeep-
tion, It pays Federal income and excise taxes into the United States Treasury,
- just as does every State., It has paid into the United States Treasury over
$£150,000,000 more than it has received from the Treasury for its Territorial
requircments.

am certain that there is no need to further discuss Hawaii’s right to equal
‘treatment because it is so clearly in accord with American principles of justice
and equality, This cannot be better expressed than in the letter from the Secre-
tary of the Interior to the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives on May 7, 1937, when he said:

“Since the great fundamental principle of Ameriean democracy is equal treat-
ment of all citizens, there is no need to dwell upon the moral or practical necessity
of avoiding economic diserimination against the citizens of the United States who
may be residing in the insular parts of our country.”

Sugar is Vital to Hawati.-—The right to grow sugar and market it, is the very
lifeblood of Hawaii. Mo e than 40 percent of those gainfully employed in the
“Territory work directly in growing and processing sugarcane. About one-half
«of all the inhabitants are entirely dependent on sugar for their livelihood. The
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industry pays a large proportion of the ‘Territorial taxes, The welfare of all our
people is in some degree concerned with sugar.,

Anytbing, therefore, which adversely affects the sugar industry, has an imme-
diate effect nupon the whole life of the Territory, upon stevedores, storekeepers,
school teachers, policemen, in fact upon everyone.

Those living in other parts of our country are also coneerned in the welfare of
the Hawaiian sugar induetry.  Last year Hawaii bought more than $100,000,000
worth of products of farms and factories in other parts of the country, A redue-
tion in this commerco would have far-reaching ceffect.

Large scale farming units necessary.-—In Hawaii it takes 2 years to grow a erop
of cane,  Due to causes beyond our control the same fields often show large varia-
tions from erop to crop in yields and costs.  Irrigation systems had to be built
hy the sugar producers at great cost.  For over 50 years our producers have ¢on-
ducted their own experiment station.  About one-half million dollars is spent
annunlly  for this purpose. The sugarcane transportation systems hauling
10,000,000 1ons of eance annually had to be built by the producers. It has been
and still is, a practical necessity that the prowing of sugarcane in Hawaii be cou-
ducted in large units,

Had it not been for the groups of individaals pooling their eapital rerources, their
skifl and ingenuity, the sugar industry of Hawaii eould not have been developed,
nor could it now be earried on,

Ownership of producing units—There is widespread ownership of the producing
unitx of the Hawaiian sugar industry,

More than 15,000 stockholders own the properties of the 37 sugar-producing
oox’w;anivs.

More than 46,000 men are employed in year-round work at good wages, under
excellent working and living conditions.

More than 3,000 small farmers work cooperatively with the plantations,

The sugarcane lands comprise about 6 percent of the lands of the Territory.
Half of these sugar lands are leased from hundreds of independent private owners
and from the Territory. One-eighth of the tolal avea of the islands, including
much of the sugar avea, is held in perpetuity for the benefit of native Hawadians.

The Sugar Acts.— Because of t{m effcet of the depression on domestic sugar
producers, the Jones-Costigan Act was passed by Congress in 1934,

The Sugar Act of 19387 reinstated the prineiple of taxes and payments which
had been inoperative since 1936, and included a new formula for determining
the country’s sugar requirements. It was enacted September 1, 1937, and has
been in operation for 2 full ealendar years (1938-39). Its effect upon the welfare
of Hawaiian producers ean now be appraised,

In 1038, the sugar industry in hawaii logt money-—-was in the red—even
after receipt of conditional-compliance payments. The result in 1939 was some-
what better—a small profit. Tor the 2 years there has been a loss of $1,500,000
after the receipt of the conditional-compliance paymonts. The eontinuation of
these losses will be most serious.

QUOTAS

The hasis of the Sugar Act is its quota-tax-conditional-payment system, under
which each arca is limited in the amount of sugar it may produce and market.
Of course cach area wants to produce an unlimited amount of sugar. But this
ig impossible under a quota system. The demand is limited, and each area must
be restricted to its equitable share of the total.

The record on Hawaii’s quota.—The record shows that Hawaii, from the incep-
tion of the quota system, hag received less than its long established percentage
share of consumption,

Today in Mawaii more than 20,000 acres of land which for years grew sugar
cane now lie fallow, as a result of compliance with sugar program. This land can-
not be used economically for any other agricultural purpose. Complianco with
the quota therefore costs Hawali several million dollars in gross return every
year. To further reduce the production would be most unjust.

The record of guotas and quota coynpliance shows that Hawaii has borne
more than its proportionate share of quota reductions in the past. Our acreage
and crops have been reduced, while in some other domestic areas acreage and
crops have been greatly increased,

The first sugar program in 1934 reduced Hawaii’s quota by 70,000 tons from
its average production during the preceding 3 years, although at the same time
other areas received quotas considerably larger than their production during tlre
same period. (See exhibit I1V.) ' .
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Again in 1937 the Hawaiian quota was further reduced to accommodate an
increase for another arca. This must be the end, and it was represented at that
time to be the ond, for the committee, in its report, said:

“The quantities which respective areas may market have been arrived at after
careful consideration of the history of the production in cach area and its present,
:lmd fut,l)xre capacity to market,”” (See p. 4, 8. Rept. No. 1157, 75th Cong.,

st sess,

Conclusion on guolas.~ If a quota system is to be continued, it obviously would
be inequitable to inerease from time to time the quotas of certain production
areas t]lmt desire further expangion, and further curtail the quotas of other domes-
tie production areus that have already been heavily restrieted.  If it iy decided
that under a quota system domestic expansion is desirable, then domestic produc-
tion arcas that have actually abandoned sugar lands should be given prior con-
sideration over those that under the quota rystem have tahen in new lands,

We strongly urge that the amount allotted to Hawaii under any circumstances
be not less than 26,23 percent of the total for domestic areas, and that the mini-
mue quota for all domertie arens of not less than 3,715,000 tons, as provided for
in the present act, be retained,

KUGAR PRICE

As already pointed out, awaii has had its production of sugar materially cut
down by the operation of the quota provisions of the Sugar Act.

Had the receipts per ton of sugar remained constant, there would have been a
substantisl reduction in the total siins reccived by Hawaii from its sugar industry,
but two additional factors have operated to bring about the present {hreatening
conditions in the Hawaiian industry.

Increased costs and decreased prices.—-There have been startling increases in
operating costs, many of them brought about directly by the operation of the act.
Since the beginning of the sugar quota system in 1934, total costs of production
and marketing have inereased 15 pereent; pay 1olis have increased 24 percent;
materisd costs have ineressed 4 pereent; taxes, not including sugar taxes, have
inereased 43 pereent.  (Sce exhibit V)

The second factor which has operated to bring the Hawaiinn industry to its
present condition is price. The almost perpendicular inercase in costs has been
accompanied by lower prices, and the combined effect has heen the disappearance
of the profits of the industry.

Comparison of results.— In 1933, before the sugar quota system went into effect,
and when sugar prices were deemed to be abnorally low, the principal Hawaiian
producers had a net profit of $9,000,000: a return of about 6 percent on a net
worth of over $150,000,000 in an industry employing 46,000 workers.

In 1938 they suffered an actual loss of $3,862,203, even after including in
receipts conditional compliance payments of $7,528,939,

The year 1939 was only slightly better, there being a net profit of $2,311,461,
a return of but 1.5 pereent on capital, this after including conditional compliance
pa%mcuta of 87,772,191, .

uring the 2 full years of the operation of the present act, the aggregate loss
has been $1,5560,742 after including the receipt of $15,301,130 of econditional com~
plianec payments,

(See exhibit V.)

The prospects for this year are equally discouraging.

Comparison of sugar prices.—Sugar prices have heen disastrously low during
the last 2 years. Including the flurry after the declaration of war in Europe the
average retail prico, which includes the half-cent excise tax, has been 5.85 cents per
pound. This Is & six-tenths of a cent ($12 a ton) less than the average price of 5.95
cents per pound in 1909-18, when there was no tax. It is actually less than the
average price during the derth of the depression, 1930-33, when, without any tax,
it was 5.52 cents per pound,

This comparison of prices proves beyond doubt that under the operations of the
Sugar Act of 1937 consumers have paid a lower price for sugar than even during the
depth of the depression years 1930-33. And the price during those 4 years was
lower than the price of any other preceding 4 years in the history of the United
States, (See exhibit VI.) But the retail prices since January 1, 1938, include
the sugar tax, only a portion of which is returned to Hawaiian producers in condi-
tional compliance payments, As will be shown, the cost of compliance is perhaps
higher than the payments.

Conclusion on price~If the Hawaiian sugar industry, with its 46,000 ecmployces
and its dependent community, is to continue under acceptable standards, the act
must be changed, One of the declared purposes of the act is ‘“‘to protect the

260802 - 40 @



78 BXTENSION OF SUGAR ACT OF 1987

welfare * % % of thoso engaged in the domestic sugar-producing industry.”
We, therefore, urge that section 201 of the act be amended so that the price
reccived by domestic producers will be sufficient to proteet their welfare,

CONDITIONAL COMPLIANCEH PAYMENTS

Tho conditional compliance payments are sometimes miscalled benefit pay-
ments, They are not benefit payments at all. As the act states, thoy are
conditional-payments—payments to producers to compensato them for a rodue-
tion of income and for their costs of complying with the sugar program and the
Secretary’s rulings under the act.

The benofit the sugar grower reeceives from the payment is only that of being
made wholg, and in the case of Hawail only partially whole, for tho costs he incurs
beeause he is subject to the act and has complied with it} for his curtailment, of
production, his payment of minimuin wages fixed by the Sceretary, and his
purchase of cane at prices approved by the Secretary.

Payment system 13 self-financing.—The funds out of whioh these payments aroe
made do not come out of the general Treasury, oxcept in a technieal sense; nor
do they come out of the public which buys sugar. They have come out of the
sugar producer himself, as has been pointed out in official statements, (Sco Iix-
hibit VIL) They are provided by a tax of one-half eent a pound on the processing
of the sugar of the producer.  And Hawaiian producers are penalized to the extent
of $1,000,000 per year—because their sugar pays $9,500,000 of taxes per year-—-
and only $8,5600,000 of it is returned to them,

Purpose of taz-payment system.~The purpose of withholding temporarily from
producers & substantial ?art of their normal income, and returning a portion of
this later, is obvious. Before a producer can receive a portion of the amounts
which have been taxed away from him, he must comply with the determinations
of the Scoretary of Agriculture with respeet to the amount of sugar produced, the
amount marketed, wage standards, farming practices, ete.  He must file a sworn
certificate of cum{)liance with the law and with the Seeretary’s rulings.  An almost
irresistable incentive for compliance is established,

Cost of compliance.~Under the present law, Hawaiian producors, to recover
$8],i')0{),t000 of the $9,500,000 of annual taxes paid on their own sugar, are com-
pelled to:

(1) Tako 20,000 acres out of production that would otherwise retnrn them
over $4.000,006 gross annually.

(2) Restrict production on remaining areas to such tonnages as have been
determined by the Sceretary,

(3) Market such amounts of sugar as are permitted under the law.

(4) Pay increased wages that have amounted to about $4,000,000 annually.

(5) Pay approved rates for sugarcane, and comply with farming practices and
with ether rulings of the Secretary.

Tt is recognized thal Hawaii has complied with both the letter and spirit of
the imwl' even though the cost of compliance may have oxceeded the amount
received.

Conditional compliance payments not hand-outs~—Any person nsserting that
Hawaiian producers receive benefit payments or any largess, bonus, subsidy or
hand-out from the Treasury displays ignorance of the law and the facts. All
that the producers receive is a portion of their own money, and they pay heavily
for this in complying with the restrictions of the Act.

Graduated payments unfair to Iawaii—Hawaii is unjustly penalized by the
graduated payment provision of the present law, X

Fverywhere the manufacture of sugar is done by large-scale units, In Hawaii,
as I have already explained, sugarcane farming also hag to he condueted on a large-~
scale basis. Under the act conditional compliance payments for large units are
substantially reduced.

The only possible theory justifying these roductions is the assumption that the
larger the unit, the lower the cost. This assumption is entirely erroneous. If it
were correct consolidations and mergers would have been cffected and much could
have been saved.

We recognize the fact that for special reasons the family sized farm payments
per ton should perhaps be greater than the $10 per ton tax collected. The unit
cost of somoe larger producers is sometimes less than that of small farming units,
but the reverse is equally true. All producers other than the family sized produc-
ars_bear Proportim)ately the cost of restriction and other costs of compliance.
In Hawaii, the lar%e-acnle producers beat the brunt of'all erop restriction. ~As has
already been pointed out, a company is merely a group of individuals who have
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pooled their resources and are cooperating in their cfforts—the larger the com-
pany, the groater the number of individuals,

Graduated payments unfair to family-size farms.—Not only is the large producer
penalized, but the family-sized producer is also penalized with respect to pay-
ments, if fw cooperates with others. If a farmer independently produces sufficient
cane for 50 tons of sugar his payment will be $600. If, however, in producing
his cane, he and other similar farmers use in common work stock, equipment,
labor, or other pertinent factors, his payment will be much less—he will be penal-
ized. If he cooperates with a 12,000-ton company and there is the common use
of work stock, equipment, ete,, he will be severely penalized but if the company
bappens to produce 30,000 tons, then, under the law, he will he much more
severely penalized. This is not right.

Conclusion on conditional compliance payments.—~It cannot be too strongly
emphasized that the conditional compliance payment is in no respect a bonus,
but is merely, in the case of Hawaii, a return to the producer of a portion of the
sales proceeds which would otherwise be his, and that, as the price of receiving it,
he must comply with the restrictions of the act, at great cost and expense, Failure
to return to the producer the proceeds of the tax in its entirety unfairly deprives
him of part of his income,

Wo ur;]w that section 304 (c) be amended so that payments for all producers
will not be less than the amounts which their sugars are taxed, and that it be
further amended go that the reduction in payments will be calculated with respect
to individual producers.

HUMMARY

After 2 yeary’ operation under the Sugar Act 'of 1937, the Hawailian sugar
industry finds itself in a precarious situation, Our production is restricted, costs
continue to increase and the price of sugar remains low.

We urge legislative action which will assure a reasonable price for sugar, We
urge that the present act be amended so that producers who comply will receive
not less than the amount of tax collected on their sugar. We protest any attempt
to deprive Hawaii of its equitable rights with respect to its quota or the right to
process at home its own agricultural product,

Lerrer rrRoM THE PresipeNt 10 SpNator Harnrison, CuarrMan, ComMimree
oN Fivaxce, Uniten Srares Senare, ReLeasep By SENator Harrison on
Avgust 12, 1937

The amendment to I, R, 7667 adopted vesterday by the Senate Finance Com-
mittee has just been brought to my attention,

T am delighted to note that the committee recognizes that our territories and
island possessions are integral parts of the United States and cannot be dis-
criminated aﬁuiust. and that the restrictions on refining in those territories
contained in H, R. 7667 constitute such a discrimination.

I regret that an examination of the committee amendment shows that it not
only does not climinate the discrimination, but introduces a new and highly
objectionable feature. The diserimination contained in H. R, 7667 is that sugar
producers in Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands are prohibited from
refining there the sugar which they are permitted to produce under the quota,
while there is no similar prohibition on the other areas in the United States. The
amendment, which places a refining quota on continental United States, at a
figure far in excess of the largest quantity of sugar grown there, merely perpetuates
this digerimination.

The amendment proposes to limit by law the quantity of sugar that may be
refined in various geographical parts of the United States. This introduces a
principle of geographical limitations on manufacturing in our country which has
no economic or social justification in this instance, and would constitute a
dangerous precedent,

Agricultural legislation, so desired by our farmers, should not be further delayed
by the insertion in an otherwise accoptable agricultural bhill of manufacturing
restriotions.  Their olimination would serve the best interests of our agricultural
producers who dosire legislation at this session. If interested partics think there
should be manufacturing restrictions on sugar refining, that can be embodied in
a separate bill and be considered separately.
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Tug Waire Housg,
Washington, April 11, 1940.
Hon. Manvin Jones,
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

Drar Mr, Chairman: Referenee is made 1o your recent letters to the Depart-
ments of State, Interior, and Agriculture, requesting comments on the various
bills with respeet to sugar which were introduced in the Seventy-sixth Congress
and are now pending before the House Committee on Agriculture. 1In accordance
with your request, and since your connmittee is now holding public hearings on
these measures, it is belioved that you may wish to have ot this time a summary of
?u‘{ views on the basic issues of publie policy which are involved in this group of
ills.

In reviewing the present sugar situation 1 have been gratified to note the groat
improvement in conditions that has taken place since the adoption of the sugar
program 6 years ago.  Domestie sugar producers are fortunately receiving incomes
at approximately the parity level, and they ave enjoying a large volume of produc-
tion. The losses of sugar processors in the years preceding the program have
been converted into profits, child labor has been greatly reduced; wages and
working conditions for Inbor have been improved; and there has been brought
about an important and greatly needed recovery in the market for our surplus
Ql'oducts in the foreign countries from which sugar is imported into the United
States.  FFurthermore, the world price of sugar has inereased substantially,

T also find that under the existing provisions of the Sugar Aet of 1937, domestic
sugar producers and processors will receive price protection through the quota
system for the full calendar vear of 1940, and that d‘onmstio. sugar heet and sugar-
cane growers will receive benefit payments on their 1940 erops even though the
marketings of the sugar may extend well over into 1941, The seaboard cane-
sugar refiners are protected for an indefinite period against competition of Philip-
pine refiners under terms of the Philippine Independence Act, and they will con-
tinue to enjoy quota protection from the competition of Cuban refiners for the
full ealendar year of 1940. The tax on sugar will remain in effect until July 1,
1941, Consequently, it scems clear that no sugar legislation is necessarily
required at this session of Congress, although it might be advisable to extend the
life of the Sugar Act of 1937 for an additional period through a joint resolution of
the Congress,

In congidering the questions raised by these bills, T find myself again confronted
with the fact that the basic {)mb!om of good government inherent in sugar legis-
lation is to balance, practically and fairly, the directly conflicting interests of the
various groups of American citizens concerned; the producers of sugar and the
producers of export commodities, the farmers and the processors, the employers
of labor, and the industry as a whole, and consumers and taxpayers, These
requirements of the general welfare indicate that at least three fundamental
aspocts of the major bills on sugar now pending before the House Committee on
Agriculture should be given special consideration.

n the firsi place, several of the proposels would unavoidably bring about an
impairment of the export market for surplus Ameri¢an agricultural and industrial
products, and they would do so at a time when increased export outlets are so
greatly needed. 1t is to be regretted that each increased acre of domestic sugar
heet and sugarcane production inevitably results in a contraction of our export
markets in an amount equal to the value of the product of several acres of our
principal agricultural crops. A decrease in sugar imports would, therefore,
require an unnecessary and painful readjustment and contraction in our produc-
tion of export commodities. It would also injure the economic status of other
American republies, to which we must look in increasing degree for enlarged outlets
for the products of our own labor, land, and factories, It would sirike a serious
blow, particularly at the foreign marketing of such important surplus farm com-
maodities of the United States as corn-hog products, rice, wheat, and cotton.

In the second place, some of these bills would discard the established basis of
distribution of quotas among the various sugar producing areas that was carefully
dcveloyod by the Congress after considerable lahor. In its report to the Congress
in 1937, your committee stated that the quotas had heen arrived at “aftor care-
ful consideration of the history of productfon in each ares and its present and future
capacity to market.”” I believe that we all appreciate readily the natural desire
of each producing area to cnlarge its share of the market, but it would be most
difficult to justify an abandonment of the.existing distribution of guotas in favor
o a new and arbitrary basis of allotments. It is also clear that a reshuffling of’
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domestic quotas so as to discriminate against producers in the dowmestic insular
arcas would, under the speeial circumstances, hardly be a conscionable procedure.
The people of the Territory of Iawaii and the possessions of Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands are American citizens who compose some of these minority groups
in our population with local governments that lack the protection of statehood.
If thig circumstance were not given adequate consideration, it would be possible to
destroy by legislation the livelihood of our citizens in the insular parts of the
United States through the enactment of discriminatory prohibitions against their
produets; and they would possess no legal power to take counter measure in self-
defense. ~ Sueli a course of action, as I have pointed out on a previous occasion,
would be tantamount to an imperialistic classification of citizens and a tyrannical
abusc of minority rights that is utterly contrary to the Ameriean concept of fairness
and democracy.  Among the eases in point is the proposal 1o reinstate the former
discrimination against the refining of sugar in the insular parts of the United States.

In the third place, the hills submitted to yvour committee include a proposal
that would sacrifice the protection afforded consumers under existing legislation
and substitute a sugar price standard requiring a reduction in total quota supplies
to consumers 1o a point that would enhance sugar prices beyond the level required
to give a majority of produccrs full parity returns,  One of the principal objec-
tives of the sugar program is to assure producers and others fair and reasonable
incomes; but after that has been done, further increases in price would place an
exceessive burden of public protection for the sugar industry as & whole on agricul-
{ure, industry, conswners, and taxpayers,

Under the existing circumstances, with sugar producers enjoying approximately
a parity level of income and a large volume of production, with labor being
benefited by improved wages and working conditions, with sugar processors
making substantial profits, and with a gratifving increase in our exports to
foreign sugar-producing countrics, I am confident that the House Commitice on
Agriculture will not recommend any bill that would impair the foreign outlets
for our surplus products, run counter to the “good neighhor poliey,” dieeriminate
among various groups of domestic producers and processors, or incrense the
burden on onr cousumers and taxpayers,

Very sincerely yours,
(Signed)  FrankuiN D, Rooseverr,

SraTEMENT BY ThHE PRESIDENT ON SIiGNING 1HE Svuasr Acr or 1037, ox
SEpreMBER 1, 1937:

‘e k% T am primarily concerned with the interests of the domestic beet
and cane growers and of the cane growers in the islands which are under the
American flag and the cane growers of some of our close neighbors, such as
Cuba, K

“F x4 Tt is with great regret, therefore, that I find that the Congress has
accorded a status quo continuation of this seaboard refinery monopoly for 214
years to come,  The bill in this respect gives only one ray of hope— for it provides
that 1hiy refining monopoly shall terminate on March 1, 1940, whereas the beet
and cane producers’ quota is extended to December 31, 1940 % * *2

Statement by the Secretary of the Interior concerning sugar legislation, on
July 12, 1937:

kw4 The bill contains no restrictions on domestie cane sugar refining
operations except with respeet to the insular parts of the United States. This
would mean that, contrary to the fundamental prineiples of demoeratic govern-
ment, one group of American ecitizens would be coropelled to suffer a wholly un-
neeessary and undesirable diserimination, It would also mean the setting up of
trade barriers within the United States which would be contrary to the long-estab-
lished prineiple of gnarantecing each part of our country the right to exchange its
products freely with all other domestic areas.  Furthermore it would mean that
the Government of the United States would be acting in an extremely imperialistic
manner by crecting trade barriers against the products of American citizens in its
own territories, who would he legally powerless to defend themselves by setting up
similar barriers against produets from other parts of the country, Under such a
policy, which would tond to be expanded from time to time as a result of the pres-
sure of speeial groups, the economic welfare of the insular parts of the United
States could be completely destroyed * *

Statement by the Secretary of the Interior concerning sugar. legiglation, on
July 22, 1937:
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k% ® The administration's concern is that Hawaii, Pucrto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands receivo fair treatruent, There is no limitation upon the refining of
sugar in the mainland and thero should bo no diserimination with respect to the
conduct of refining operations in our territories and island possessions, The
Fovmion which the refiners desire to become permanent law would deprive Hawaii,

uorto Rico, and the Vir, §.in leands nf thclr rights to engage in interstato commerce
in equality with the 48 States

Quola restrictions have reduced the sugar production of the Territory of Hawaii
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Costs and reterns of sugar in the years 1933, 1936, 1937, 1938, and 1939, for 33 sugar planiation farms in the Tervitory of Haweil tn 1939
end for 32 plantation farms in other years

1939 : 1938 ; 1937 : 1936 ! 1933
1. Toos of sugar marketed (96° raw value)_. 936,371 | 78, 507 ; 912, 300 ; 950, 600 : 9%, 947
i i ; :
H i i 1] N
Total Perton Total i Perton Total 5 Perton ! Total | Perton Total : Perton

2. Gross procceds of sugar at market:

(a) Sales proceeds at market. $52,429.356 62 | §35.992 $53.6¢4 | $61,952,650.93 35.75

() Conditiona! paymentsi.. 7,772, 191.09 8.300 .57 | 13,675.320.85 723.96

© Total proceedS. ...oooococoenn. 60,201,547.71 | 64.292 62211 €5.627,980.75 | 5 H
3. Cost of mgdﬂction and delivery to mar- !

ot

(a) Labor cost__. 2,847, 227. 42 23,400 1 24,836,653 00 R Z 23,981, 521. 00 25.45 ] 22 475.916.00 22921 19.342,266.00 19.72
. (' Material cost. 17,397.975.67 15.580 | 1%,085,38%.00 20.58 1 19.135.611.00 20.31 16.865.000.00 | 17.29 | 17,082 485.00 1042

() Rents _____ 1,362, 209.71 1.455 1.312,012.60 1.49 1456, 407 00 L5% 1,395, 709.00 § 1.43 L351.37L00 138

() Taxes in cost of erop. 3,956.064. 68 4.25 3,828, 7%3.00 4.36 3.01.542.00 3.82 3.0%3,432.00 i 314 2.721,451.00 278

{2} Depreciation snd amortization 4,381, 205. 71 4.679 | 4,336,462 00 4.9 4,023, 349.00 47 3, 855.41%.00 ! 3.93 3.685, A2R. 00 376

() Marketing expense. .o 6,891, 197. 22 7.359 5,962, 522.00 6.79; 6,351.616.00 6.75 6, 460, 440. 00 i 6.50 6,006, 517. ) 6.12

{g) ‘'Total cost at market_ .._..__.__ 56, 859, 973. 8t 60.723 i 58,362, 126.00 66.43 } 38, 553, 206.00 6215 54,138.933.00 | 55.21 { 50.919.718.06 SL I8
4. Net ds_.. 3,341, 573.90 3.369 {—33, 713, 55. 00 —422 7,008 T7LTS 750 4277345 * 14.76 9,072, 174. # 9.25
5. Income taxes paid: :

(a) Federal . $20.740.02 | 0.%77 |  135.707.90 1,309,816.95 2,307.614.89 |

(b) Territorial. 209.372.315 -3 12,915.22 1. 382.037.83 1. 651.942.97 |

() Total. LOMULITL L1001 1466312 (18| 1.691,854.79 ¢ 2,959, 557.95 |
6. Profit or loss. . 2,31L,461.73 2469 .—33.862203.12] —4.40, 5.372919.99 . 11,513.915.59 |

Percent of net w 15: : ! 361 77l

26,
!

! Does not include adherent planters’ share of conditional payments.
R fg\nditional payments were made, pursuant to the Sugar Act of 1957, on suga- recoverable from sugarcsne processed on and after July 1. 1937,
3 Loss.

LEBL 0 1OV HVHOAS 0 NOTSNHLLXCL

g8
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Annual average sugar prices as reported by official Government agencies on basis of
markel quotations; raw, refined, and retail, 1890-1939

[Cents per pound] \

Rofined | Retoil Refined | Retail
8,171 0.9 4,60 5.9
641 6.0 B, 52 6.4
4,340 6.6 6.87 8.0
4,842 5.9 7.76 0.3
4,120 5.6 7.78 0.7
4,162 8.3 9. 16 1.3
4, 632 5.8 (1) 19.4
4. 503 5.6 6. 14 8.0
4,005 59 5.93 7.4
4.019 5.9 8. 31 10.1
8.3 5.0 7.40 0.2
5,060 8T BAT 7.0
4, 466 5.8 548 a8
4, 638 5.0 5. 81 7.2
4,772 5.9 5, 62 8.9
5. 260 6.0 5.00 0.4
4,615 6.1 4,62 6.1
4. 649 6.3 t 41 56,6
4,967 5.5 1,01 5.0
4. 706 5.0 4,92 5.8
4.97 6.0 14,43 hb
5.35 0.1 285 67
5,04 0.3 4.00 8.6
1943, 4,20 5.0 14,74 50
— o 34,48 0.8
Average, 1000-13, 4.00 4,87 5,96 3 . 2.9 214,57 6.4

_Raw_and refinod prices from U, 8, Tariff Conunission ag follows: 1890-1000 from ‘Farltf Information
Sertes No. 16, Reflnod Supar Costs, Prices, and Profits (1020), p. 175 1010-38, Statisties on Sugar (March 1039)
b, 33, Retail prices from U, &, Department of Labor, Burean of Labor Statlstics, as follows: 1800-1922from
Bull, No, 464, Rotail Prices 1890 to 1927 (1028) p. 6; 1023-36 from Bull, No, 635, Retall Prices of Food, 102330
(1038 . 87-10); 1937-30 from Retail Prices (Jonuary 1938, 1039),

t No open-market quotation Jan, 1-Aug, LI, refiners’ product being allocated. The averago of Aug. 12-
Dec, 31 was 11,390 conts.

2 Includes processing or oacise tax of 0.536 cents; June 8, 1034-Jan. 8, 1036, and Jept. 1, 1037,

THE TAax-QuoTA-PAymENT ProarAM FOR SUGAR UNDER THE Suaar Acr, Wirn
SPECIAL REFERENCE 10 THE STATUS OF CONSUMERS, AND ALSO TO THR S0-
cALLED LArGE Paymenty 10 PRODUCERS

PREDICTED EFFECT OF PAX

As was officially predicted, the effect of the tax has not been to inercase the price
of sugar Lo consumers:

R one iy likely to assume that exeise taxes inerease prices under all
conditions; but an excise tax on sugar, within certain limits, under a quota system
is one of the exceptions.””

“Quotas influence the price of sugar through the control of supply; consequently
under a quota regulation of the supply of sugar, a tax may bho levied without
causing any adverse effect, over a period of time, on the price paid by consumers,

“I recommend to the Congress the cnactment of an exeise tax ot the rate of not
less than'0.75 cent per pound of sugar, raw value. I am definitely advised that
sueh a tax would not increase the average cost of sugar to consumers,””?

ACTUAY, EFFECT OF TAX

“Since the total guotn for sugar was completely filled each year, the quota
system definitely limited the quantity of sugar made available for sale in the United
States, regardless of the processing tax., Consumers would pay only a given price
and aggregate amount for such a quantity, depending upon the existing state of
demand, which is largely influenced by consutner purchasing power. 'Thevefore,
the tax did not affect the retail price in any way, at least over any appreciable
period of time, and so could not have been passed on to consumers,’™

| Statement on sugar, by the Secretary of Agriculture, U, 8, Department of Agrleulture press releaso
March 15, 1937, p. 9,

2 Message fromt the President of the United States trgnsmitting a recommendation for tho enactment of
the sugar (‘uotu system, and its necessary complements, Mareht 1, 1937, IT, Doc. 156, 75th Cong,, tst soss.

3 An analy sis of the cffects of the processing taes levied under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, published
1837 by the Bureau of Internal Revenae, p. 67,

¥
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“Since the tax was not borne by eonsumers or by refiners or distributors of cane
sugar, and apparently was not borne by the manufacturers of raw sugar, it
follows that the grower of cane sugar, as the residual element in the situation, did
bear the burden of the tax as such.” 4

The tax under the sugar progran has been borne prineipally by the producers of
raw sugar and sugar beets, and the cost of sugar to consumers has not heen
increased. The following table illustrates these pointy by statistics for years
when the processing or oxeise tox was in effeet compared with years when there

was no stich tax:
{Cents per pound]

Aver-
nge
1009-13

410 3.2 300} 204 2,00

Processing or exelso tax .. .. . L P b
Refiniug and distributing margin (by difference) 2,00 1.8¢ L9
Retadt price of refined sugar®.. ....oooiiiiiis ceennnann 508 5,70 5,60 5,30 5. 40

1035 1030 1038 1039

Price of raw sugar! . ...

1 Burean of Agricultural Keonamies, U. 8. Department of Agriculture,
2 Burean of Lubor Statistics, U. 8. Department of Labor,

"I'he sugar program ix a self-financing arrangement under which the tax is taken
out ol the normal gross proceeds of sale of sugar, and prineipally reduces the income
of the raw producer, who then, upon compliance with eertain conditions, receives
the remainder of his normal procceds in the form of the conditional ecompliance
payment, The total proceeds-- sales price and conditional payment -—are intended
to return to the raw producer his normal share of the aggregate income of the
domestic sugar industry,

The basie fact is that the tax on sugar is not a price-raising device at all.  The
sole purpose and effeet is to withhold temporarvily from cane and beet producers
a substantial part of their normal income, in order to use it later in payments to
producers as an irvesistible incentive to carry out production adjustment and
wmarkeling control, as well as to induce them to meet standards for employment
and soil conservation deemed necessary for the suceess of the program.

As long as the tax remains in effeet, any denial or drastie curtailment of condi-
{ional compliance payments to any group of domestie producers would inflict an
injustice on all producers thus diseriminated against, and would, if carried very
far, prove finaneially disastrous to many of them. :

The conditional compliance payment under the sugar program is not a burden
on cither taxpayers or consumers. It is, as has been explained, merely a practical
dovice for inducing producers to carry out certain practices deemed by Congress
to he esgential and desirable from the standpoint of the general welfare, such ag---

(1) The payment of officially determined minimum wages.

(2) ‘The observance of minimum ages for employees,

(3) "The adjustment and control of produetion and marketing,

(4) The payment by processors of not less than officially determined
minimum prices for sugar heets or sugarcano,

(5) The earrying out of farming practices intended {0 preserve and increase
the fertility of the soil.

A producer who has complied with the preseribed conditions has earned, and
by right should reeeive, the payment for which he has thus qualificd under a
self-supporting program. The tax reduction in the proceeds oé sale of the raw
product makes it necessary for all producers to qualify for and receive the con-
ditional payment in order to realize a normal return. Large-scale producers,
under the graduated scale of reductions which is incorporated in the Sugar Act,
receive in conditional compliance payments considerably less than the cmount
contributed through the tax on the sugar they produce.

A scale of reductions in payments based on mere size ol the production unit
must necessarily give an inequitable result because there is no direct relationship
between the cost and the seale of production. Tt is incorrect to assume that
large producers necessarily make large profits,  Some large producers make little

4 An analysis of the cffects of the processing taxes levied under tho Agrieultural Adjustment Act, n. 70,
Note that this applies to cane sngar,  In ease of beet the new tax program caused some shift of Income from
pr?‘m\ssors to producers, as explained and predicted in March 15, 1037, statement of the Secretary of Agri-
cultore, .
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profit, and some make more. The same is true of small producers, some of whom
produce at high cost-and some at low cost. Those few large and small producers
who have been fortunate onough to make substantial profits pay large income
taxes, and thus are subjeet to a lovy on net income.

Tu fact, it will be noted that any adjustment of producer income should he
based on profits and not on merely the size of the farm in ordoer that a program
may operato successfully. This was pointed out hy the Department of Agri-
culture in a letter to the Senate, as follows:

JurLy 1, 1939,

Hon. E. D. Smirn,
Chairman, Senate Commitice on Agricullure and Forestry,
United States Senale,
" * * * * * *

Technical aspeets of 8, 2395

It is suggested that consideration be given to the following possibilitics of
iraproving the technical provisions of S, 2395:

* * " * * * *

2. By modifying tho provision in section 340 (b) whereby the certificate allot~
ments per farm would be sealed down as the total number of bushely increases.
Tt is possible that this provision was included on the assumption that large pro-
ducing units have a marked advantage from the standpoint of efficiency in
production. It this assumption were correct, the ultimate effect of these scale-
down provisions would be to foster the adoption of less efficient produetion units,
On the other hand, efficiency of production seldom, if ever increases in any given

roportion to the increases in the size of the enterprise. Some small farms are
ow-cost producers and some large farms are high-cost producers. Consequently,
these scale-down provisions would not be an equitable means of avoiding excess
profits. The equitable and nondiseriminatory device for this purpose is a tax on
the things themselves, namely high net incomes and excess profits.
Harry L. Brown,
Acting Secretary,

Sugar production in the Territory of Hawaii has necessarily developed as large-
scale operations, Tt takes 2 i;ems to grow a crop of sugarcane, irrigation and
transportation systems had to be built at great cost by the producers, and various
natural conditions made large scale farming of sugarcane essential to successful
production. '

Sugar procucers in Hawaii made drastic reductions in production in conformity
with sugar quots legislation, and they have complied with hoth the letter and the
spirit of the Sugar Act. They employ large numbers of men on a year-round basis
at good wages. The official wage determinations made pursuant to the Sugar
Act have been higher for sugareane workers in Hawali than for any other sugarcane
producing area. One of Hawail’s principal concerns in this matter is that it shall
not be so penalized and diseriminated against as not to be able to maintain these
highly desirable standards. The Secretary of Agriculture, in his annual report
for the year 1939 (p. 108) said:

“Hawaiian sugar producers have worked out a system, not found in any other
domestic sugar-producing area, which makes it possible for their laborers to work
the year round¥ while the value of the perquisites furnished theso laborers is
relatively high.’

The large scale producers in Hawaii have voluntarily borne the entire decrease
in production, thus relieving the more than 3,000 small growers of any part of the
burden of production adjustment.

Under the circumstances, we believe it is manifestly cloar that any further
arbitrary denial of tax procecds to large scale producers would be inequitable
among individuals, discriminatory among producing areas, and an impairment of
an industry’s efficiency of production.

The CuarrMaN. Mr, Charles P. Kearney. Mr, Kearney is hoad
of the National Beet Growers Association. All right, Mr. Kearnoy.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES P, KEARNEY, REPRESENTING THE
NATIONAL BEET GROWERS ASSOCIATION :

Mr. Kearney. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,
in compliance with the suggestions of the chairman that brevity was
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extremely important, I am just going to ask the privilege of putting
a brief statement, which I have prepared, into the record and just
taking 2 minutes or less orally, ould that be satisfactory, Mr,
Chairman?

The Cuatrman, Yes, indeed.

Mr. KxarNEY. Gontlemen, the National Beet Growers Association
needs this legislation. Our members, our farmers in our irrigated
valloys, noed tho protection afforded by the quotas; the tax, and
conditional payments. It would be a serious thing with us if this
logislation failed. We have our agricultural economy built around a
continuation of the sugar industry in the West and we need the
protection that this, or some other method, affords us.

I agroe heartily with the chairman’s suggestion that it is necossary,
that, this legislation be squeezed through at this time and I am all
for a “‘squecze play’ as to this sugar bill that is before you,

I thank you.

Thoe CuairMan. All right, Mr. Kearney. Thank you.

(The brief of Mr, Kearney is as follows:)

Brier or CuanrLks P, Keannny, NaTioNAL Berr GrROwBRS' ASS0OCIATION

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I appear on_behalf of the
National Beet Growers’ Association, of which I am president. Our association
is an organization of farmers living in the Western Plains States, the Rocky
Mountain States, and along the Pacific coast. It is a cooperative, its member-
Hmﬁ)( consisting of State and regional eooperative sugar-heet associntions in South
Dakota, Nebraska, Colorado, Wyoming, Idaho, Montana, Utah, Washington,
and California. In these States is produced more than 80 percent of all sugar
beets grown in the United States. We have, therefore, a substantial interest in
the domestic sugar market and in all legislation affecting sugar.

Five months ago 1 s.;)poared hefore the House Comimittee on Agrienlture to
testify with respect vo the sugar bills then pending, At that time I digcussed at
length the goul toward which effective legislation should be directed. Our views
have not changed: On the contrary, we fecl that the intervening months have
demonstrated the soundness of the proposals which we placed hefore the House
committee. These pro{msuls are s matter of record, and my purpose here today
is to review them as briefly as possible,

In my testimony before the House committee, I stated that we approved, with
certain amendments, the extension ofthe Sugar Act of 1937, Chief among these
suggested amendments were proposals intended to relieve the current-price situa-
tion, and to bring the quota for beet sugar into line with the production of recent
years. The attainment of these two goals remains our primary objective, and I
appeal to the members of this committee to give them the earnest and sympathetic
consideration which they merit.

THR PRICH OF SUGAR

The central fact with res{)cct to sugar prices is that the average net price being
received for beet sugar today is the lowest in history. Therc is nothing in the
record that can equal it.

The average net price for beel sugar today is less than it was when I appeared
hefore the House Committoe on Agriculture and called attention to the absolute
need for bold treatment of this problem. It is lower than it was in 1937, when the
present Sugar Control Act was made law. It is lower than it was in 1934 when
the Jones-Costigan amendment to the Agricultural Adjustment Act was ap-
proved-a time when the President himself stated that the price condition then
prevailing was “prejudicial to virtnally everyone interested.” Tt is now lower
even than it was in the depths of the depression of 1932, and there seems to he
no bottom.

In 1932 the avorage net price received for heet sugar was 3.69 cents a pound.

I{x 1934, when the Jones-Costigan amendment was enacted, the price was 3.54
cents,

In 1937, when the present law’ was enacted, it was 4.25 cents.

Last year it was 3.20 cents, !
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Today it is little more than 3 cents,

This price situation has become an unwarranied and eruel burden on sugar-
beet producers,  In many large aveas of the Wegt farmers have no other cash
crop than sugar beets,  Their income from this erop, aside from conditional pay-
ments of the Federal Government, is based on the sugar content of the heets and
the net return which the proeessor receives from the sole of sugar extracted from
the beets.  Under these cireumstances, the price of sugar is a matter of paramount
importance to the sugar-beel farmer beenuse it direetly affects his income,

These not prices for beet sugar are, obviously, # reflection of abnormally low
retail prices, which for the last 2 years have been almost without precedent.
These prices have resulted from the pressure exerted upon the murket by the
excessive suppies of sugar made availuble under the quotas of the Sugar Act.
At the beginning of the current year the excesy stoeks of all sugar on hand and
availuble for marketing amounted to more than 900,000 short tonx, about 400,000
tons more than a normal inventory., The influence on prices of these excessive
stocks has been disastrous, and remedial legislation is therefore imperative. We
do not reek excessive prices, We merely ask that prices be rescued from de-
pressed levels and restored to normal fevels so that producers may obtain parity
prices for sugar beets as caleulated under the Agricultural Adjustiment Act of
1938, Parity is sought for all farm commoditics—sugar heets as well as other
erops—and since it can be definitely achieved at retail sugar prices not in excess
of those traditionally regarded as fair and just, it is submitted that no valid
argument can be lodged against a proposal for a price which will result in parity
for sugar beets,

For his 1938 crop, based on the national average, the farer received, inelud-
ing conditional payments, $6.52 per ton of beets, representing 941 pereent of
the applicable parvity price of $06.93 per ton. ‘To all farmers this deficiency
amounted in the aggregate to $3,750,000. At present price levels, the farmer
will unguestionably reccive far less than parity for his 1939 crop, It is impos-
sible to estimate what price will ovcntuullly be received for the erop now grow-
ing, but unless there is a marked improvement in the situation the price will not
be within shouting distance of parity.

TUE BEET-SUGAR QUOTA

An inerease in the beet-sugar quota is necessary to prevent a sharp curtailment
of production, and the perpetuation of restraints upon farmers living in areas well
suited to beet growing but who, under the existing act, are prohibited from par-
ticipating in the sugar program.  In cach of the lust 2 years heet-sugar production
from acronge allotted under the Sugar Act has inercased far beyond the quotas
provided by that act. ‘The crop now growing may be fairly expected to yiold a
total amount of sugar well above the eurrent quotas without the aid or contribu-~
tion of any new ateas,

14 must be emphasized, however, that an inereased quota for the beet-producing
area. does not necessarily represent expansion. In 1938 when the beet-sugar
quota was 1,684,083 short tons, raw value, the actual production of beet sugar was
more than 1,803,000 short tons, raw value, an excess of production over quota of
219,000 tons. In 1939 hefore the suspension of the quotas by the President, the
quota for the beet-sugar industry was 1,566,719 short tons of sugar, raw value,
Production from that crop was more than 1,750,000 short tons, raw value, an
execss of production over quota of 183,000 tons, The unlimited acreage allotted
biy the Sceretary for 1040 sugar-heet planting undoubtedly will produce an amount
of sugar far exceeding the quota, but'it is yot too calry to n ake aceurate foreeast of
the volume of this exoess,

It becomes plain, then, that the authorized production of beet sugar has out-
grown the basie quota established under the Sugar Act, and unless that quota be
revised to satisfy cxisting conditions it will be necossary sometime in the future
to take out of production areas now devoted to sugar bects. In the irrigated
sections of the West sugar beets arc traditionally a part of the farming practice.
Pursuit of a sound farm economy and compliance with cortain soil-conserving
requitements have resulted in the rotation of crops in accordance with a plan
which perenially contemplates the produetion of sugar beets,  Farmers plan their
operations in accordance with this well-established practice. They have invest-
ments in equipment useful only in the production of bects, and the elimination of
beet production from their general farming plans would work & real hardship.
The byproduets of sugar production are used to maintain extensive livestock
feeding operations. These operations are an important factor in the settled farm
economy of the area. '

b
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OTHER AMENDMENTS

In addition to proposed amendmonts dealing with prices and quotus, we
advocate other amendments as follows:

1. Section 301 (b) of the present act makes Government payments to growers
conditional upon payment by growers of wage rates established by the Secretary,
This condition should be climinated., Its climination is consistent with the
absenee of such conditions in any other farm program.

2. Section 301 (0) makes Government payments to growers conditional upon

complinnce with certain farm practices extablished by the Secrotary. This con-
dition should also be climinated, sinee if such compliannce he desirable it should
be made part of the soil conrervation program and not part of the sugar control
YOZra,
! 3? Soetion 304 (a) should be amended by adding a new sentenee providing that
the Sceretary shall make an advance payment at the rate of 45 cents per 100
pounds of sugar to & produeer of beets as soon us it has been determined that
planted acreage conforms with the proportionate share allotment of the producer,
Such a provision would follow the practice with respeet to the time of IFederal
payments under the Jones-Costigan amendment.

4, Section 304 (¢) should be amended to provide, in cases where there are
more than one producer on a single farming unit, that the total payment for the
farming unit be subjected to reduction only to the extent that the proportion or
interest of ench producer in the total sugar produced on the farming unit comes
within the quantities specified in the scale-off,  This will obviate existing hard-
ships upon landlords and tenants where several farms under separate ownership
are operated by a commnon tenant as a single unit,

5. Section 402 should be amended by adding a new subscetion as follows:

“(e) If the tax under this scetion shall be terminated or become inoperative
such tax due with respeet to any sugar then unsold or unused in the hands of
the manufacturer shall be abated (if payment shall not then have hecome due)
and the tax upon such sugar shall be refunded to the manufacturer if it shall
have heen mi(i,” :

The need for this amendment is explained by the fact that the entire output
of the beet-sugar industry is largely manufactured within a 90-day period. 'i‘hc
tax becomes due at the moment of manufacture even though it is payable monthly
as the sugar is gold, and in any event, regardless of sale, within 1 year from date
of manufactnre.  Under these cireumstances, it is entirely possible that the
industry might have a substantial part of its production on hand at a time when
the tax beeame inoperative. If the industry were foreed to sell sugar to which
the tax had attached in competition with sugar manufactured after the tax had
hecome inoperative, which would be tax-free, substantial losses would be ineurred
by growers and processors, -

The Cratearan, M, T A, Crosby. Mr. Croshy represents the
United States Cane Sugar Refiners Association.  All rtight, Mo,
Croshy.

STATEMENT OF L. A. CROSBY, REPRESENTING THE UNITED
STATES CANE SUGAR REFINERS ASSOCIATION

Mr, Crosnpy. Mr. Chairman, and membars of the committee; T
appear here on behalf of the United States Cane Sugar Refiners Asso-
ciation. My, Ellsworth Bunker, who is chairman of that association,
had intended to appear before your committee and had prepared a
statement for that purpose, Unfortunately he was called out of
town yesterday and he asked me to appear on his behalf and present
his statement for incorporation into the record.

The Crammman. Without objection it will be incorporated.

(The statement of Mr. Bunker referred to is as follows:)

SrATEMENT MADB BY THE UNITED STATES CANE SUGAR REFINERS’ ASSOCIATION,
MR. FrLsworTu BUNKER, CHAIRMAN

INDUSTRY AND REPRESENTATION

The refining of raw cane sugar has been carried on in this country for over 200
years, and today this national industry is located in Massachusetts, New York,
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New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Maryland, QGeorgia, Louisiana, Texas, and Cali-
fornia, and also in Illinois, Wisconsin, and Indiana.\ The 12 refining étutos repre-
sent over 50 percent of the population of the United States.

The United States Cane Sugar Refiners’ Association has & membership of 9 re-
fining companies which operate about 14 plants. These refineries acoount for
about 70 percent of the present total continental output of about 4,200,000 short
tons of refined cane sugar,

FOSITION ON BILL

In 1934 we testified before Congress that our industry would cooperate in every
way with the Government in setting up a quota program which would stabilize
the sugar industry in all of its branches. This was our position in 1937 and it
remains our position in 1940, Specifically, we do not oppose the enactment of
the sugar bill, H. R. 9654, in the form in which it was passed by the House of
Representatives on June 20. But we must urge you to oppose any amendment
to the sugar bill which directly or indirectly would decrease our present refining
quota, or which would increase the quota for any other refining group without
allowing us to share proportionately in such increase.

You will recall that the Sugar Act of 1937, which H. R. 9654 would extend for
1 year, divides the total refined sugar market among the three refining groups in

approximately the following amounts:
Rofined sugar

Continental refiners of raw ¢aNe SUBAL. .o o o cvec oo m e tons_. 4, 200, 000
United States beet sugar factories. . ... .. .. ... ... do..._ 1, 500, 000

Tropical plantation refineries (Cuba, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the
Philippines) . . o v e tons.. 600, 000
TOtAL. o e e a e 6, 300, 000

THE QUOTA SYSTEM HAS NOT IMPROVED THE POSITION OF REFINING LABOR

The United States cane sugar refining industry gives work to about 18,000 men
and women who have a gross wage income of about $29,000,000 a year. These
employees receive the highest wage scale of any branch of the American sugar
system. With the exception of the refinerics in two Southern States, the industry
is 100-pereent unionized, collective bargaining being in force with units of the
American Federation of Labor and the Congress of Industrial Organizations.

Since 1934, the amount of work available to the men and women in the canc
sugar refining industry each year has been on the average about 1,000,000 tons
less than the work available in 1925 and 1926. On the other hand, labor in beet
sugar refining and labor employed in the tropical refineries has hadg under the
Sugar Act, 1,000,000 tons more work each year than it had in 1025 and 1926.
Thus, as compared with the year 1926, the volume of work in our industry has
shrunk by about 20 percent, whereas the combined work in the other two refining
groups has increased by 100 percent.

But our industry has not laid off 20 percent of its employees, nor has there heen
a 20-percent decrease in the hours of work made available for the men. The men
have been protected, as far as possible, by a ieneral policy of spreading work,
and the net result is that there are more man-hours of employment than would
normally be necessary to refine the reduced output of sugar, ~ Of course this brings
an inerease in operatin%expenscs, an increase which isrefleeted in reduced earn-
ings for the investor. ut ¢ven under & spread-work policy and with high mini-
mum wages of between 65 and 70 cents an hour, it is difficult for the worker
to earn a total yearly wage sufficient to furnish his family with the necessaries of
lifc on a decent American scale.

Labor and management in the domestic cane-sugar-refining industry are
making a sincere attempt to make available as much work as possible. Under
these circumstances, it can be understood why we must vigorously oppose any
further inroads upon our volume of output through any modification of the
existing quotas.

THE QUOTA S8YSTEM HAS NOT IMPROVED THE POBITION OF l'X‘HI‘] REFINING INVESTOR

The 70,000 investors in the domestic cane-sugar-refining industry have been
hard hit since 1934. The record clearly shows that these investors, like the
refire 'y employees, have notl shared in the benefits which other sugar groups have
enjoyed. here is only one cane-sugar-refining company in the United States

§
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which reports having paid dividends on its common stock continuously since
1934. And whereas the market value of our industry was $232,000,000 when the
first Sugar Act went into effect in July 1934, the value today, as measured by the
price of shares of stock currently quoted on the open market, is around $112,000,-
000, a decline of 50 percent. In the 6 years under the Sugar Act, our industry
has earned on an average only $3,500,000 a year, or about 1.8 percent on its
investment. Some of the refining companies have had losses in this period.

Investors in the other important branches of the American sugar industry have
fared much better; for exmmple their enterprises have earned a net income, as a
percent of capital, of from about 10 percent in the case of Puerto Rico to about 6
percent in the case of Hawaii,

REASONS FOR THE DECLINE OF THE POSITION OF THE INDUSTRY

The cm}»loyeos and investors in our industry have not henefited under the
Sugar Act for at least three reasons:

In the first place, our industry does not receive, directly or indirectly, any of the
income protection which is afforded other American sugar groups. Our refining
industry neither receives a price protection through tariffs or quotas, nor does it
receive cash subsidies from the Federal Treasury. On the other hand, we must
compete with the domestic beet-sugar refiners and the American tropical cane-
sugar refiners who do receive such benefits.

Secondly, Leet-sugar refiners and the refiners in the Ameorican tropics have
received marketing quotas for their refined sugar which have permitted them to
operate at a full volume of output.  You will recall that the Sugar Acts of 1934 and
1937 assigned the refiners in Hawaii and Puerto Rico a yearly marketing ¢uota
equal to their previous maximum deliveries, and the beet-sugar factories received
a refined sugar quots somewhat highev than their marketings in any previous year,
On the other hand, the continental eanc-sugar refining industry received a quota of
about 1,000,000 tons a vear less than its previous maximum yearly sales, and the
industry now opcrates at somcthing less than 60 percent of capacity.

Thirdly, the refining industry has had serious losses from the sharp fluctuations
in sugar prices which have arisen unaer the quota system. The refining industry
purchases about $250,000,000 of raw sugar a year, and, to maintain an adequate
supply for consumers, it must always carry a substantial part of that sugar as
inventory, cither in a raw or refined formn,  Sudden and unpredictable changes in
prices, resulting largely, although not entirely, frown shifts in the quota policy of
the Department of Agriculture, have made it diflicult for the refiners to purchase
their raw gugar in an orderly manner and to avoid severe inventory losses.

THE PRESENT BILL WILL MERELY CONTINUE THE BTATUS A8 OF S8EPTEMBER 1837

The sugar bill, H. R. 9654, will not improve the position of the employees and
investors in the continental cane sugar-refining industry. The bill merely con-
tinues the 1937 Sugar Act in the form in which it was written by the Congress, Of
course, we are extremely gratified that the House of Representatives, by a vote of
134 to 20, restored the quotas on refined sugar from Hawaii and Puerte Rico.
Without that provision, we and our employees could not possibly go along with
this hill. But even with this provision, there is nothing in the bill which would
provide relief for the disadvantages presently suffered by our industry ander the
quota system.

We continue to have no tariff protection as against our most important tropical
competitor, the Cuban refiners, and of course, we do not receive, nor do we ask
for, cash subsidies from the Federal Treasury.: There is nothing in the bill which
~would assure the refining industry of more stable prices and less risk of inventory
loss. And finally, the bill would not increase the quota assigned to our industry
in previous quota legislation, which forces us to operate at a depressed level of
output. On the other hand, ahout 600,000 tons of refined sugar produced by
tropical labor will continue to come into this country every year, and the beet-
sugar factories will continue to have a marketing quota which will permit them
to produce and sell & normal full volume of sugar.

NO INCREASE IN THR QUOTA FOR TROPICAL REFINED SUGAR

This spring, when the House of Representatives held public hearings upcn the
sugar bills, there was little objection on the part of the sugar industry generally
to the continuation of the general quota plan for 1 year, but two important
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deviations from it were proposed.  The first propasal was made by the sugar
industries of Hawaii and Pucrto Rico for an unlimited quota in their sales of
refined sugar to continental United States.  Our industry vigorously opposed
this proposal to eliminate the refined-sugar quotas which Congress provided in
the Sugar Acts of 1934, 1936, and 1937, 1n our testimony we stressed the follow-
ing points:

First, any inevease in tvopieal refining for this market automatically brings a
deevense in refining in continental United States.  The reason for thisis that the
eontineutal refiners are prohibited from buying their raw material, raw sugar, |
except from those areas and in those amounts preseribed by the Sugar Act,
Hawaii and Puerto Rico are given a monopoly on supplying the refiners with
about 1,600,000 tons of their raw-sugar requirements.  1f those islands were per-
mitted to retain this raw sugar for refintng, the continental refiners would not he
allowed under the quota law to purchage their raw material from any other source
to fill the gap, and consequently, the output of our industry would decline by
approximately 33 percent. To our knowledge, no other American industry
operates under a aomPamblo prohibition. or example, a roaster of coffee or o
tire manufacturer is free to import any amount of coffec or rubber from any
souree at any price.

Secondly, the refiners in the American tropies are sugareanc growers and, as
such, they have received their share of the $522,000,000 direet and indirect sub-
sidy which has been paid to Hawaii and Puerto Rico by {he American Treasury
and consumers since 1934, We believe it would be both unfair and contrary to
the theory of the quota system to permit the heavily subsidized refiners in the
American tropics to expand their operations at the expense of the nonsubsidized
continental industry.

Thirdly, labor conditions in the tropies are fundamentally different from those
in the United States, The substantial difference in wage scales is well known,
The Wagner Act does not apply to Puerto Rico, and colleetive bargaining, accord-
ing to the Department of }\griculturo, is not a part of the plantation system in
Hawaii. And although the Wages and Hours Act applies to Hawaii, the act has
not. full apptication to Puerto Rico, inasmueh as an amendment to the act last
spring opened the way for exemption, through administrative action, from the
payment of the minimum wages required to be paid in continental United States
(see. 3 (¢) Public Res. 88).

AN INCREASE IN REFINED BEET SUGAR WOULD REDUCE REFINED CANE SUGAR

Under a quota systen, an inerease in the quota for beet sugar would bring a
decrease in the guotn assigned to the raw sugar producers in the tropies.  This
would mean, other things remaining cqual, that our industry could obtain less
raw cane sugar and obviously, with less raw material available, there would he
less refining. It could hardly be expected that any American industry would look
with favor upon any legislation which would arbitrarily reduce its volume of
* business, especially while increasing that of its competitors,

The quota system enacted in 1934 provided for a sharing of the American mar-
ket among the various producing and refining groups in accordance with a formula
deemed to be fair by Congress. The underlying philosophy of the quota system
was that continental beet sugar producers were to reeeive price protection and
cash subsidies which would give them a fair or parity income upon their allotted
production. To qualify for these subeidics, farmers were not asked to reduce
their production, but merely to forego the right to further expand their output.
We believe that it is self-contradjctory to establish a quota system and then
permit an expansion of the quota of any one group at the expense of any other
group.

AnI\) alternative to the present guota system is to return to a tarilf system,
such as that existing before 1934, "The tariff system ig a freer system in the sense
that there is no quota limitation upon the growth of any group, domestie or
foreign. But although the tariff system would give everyone the right to expand,
there would he no eash subsidies paid to anyone.  Under the present system the
trath is that cash subsidies are in effect paid to an expanding production, or at
least they operate to promote expansion.  For several years our refining industry
has suffered the disadvantage of having no tariff protection, while our chief com-
petitors enjoy high protection,

We do not believe that a continuation .of the status quo for quotas will be
harmful to the beet-sugar industry. The official record shows that since 1034
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American beet farmers, with cash subsidies, have received approximately full
fair exchange for their product and, unlike other farmers, they have not had to
reduce their output,  No evidence is before us to show that a continuation of the
Yrouent beet quota would work a positive hardship upon any heet-sugar factory.
3ut there is plenty of evidence to show that an expansion of that quota would
work a definite hardship upon the men and women in our industry, who are now
only partially employed, and upon the investors in our industry, who have suffered
substantial losses in recent years.

EXPANSION OF BEET QUOTA CANNOT BE DEFENDED ON GROUNDS OF NATIONAL
DEFENSI

Some persons who advocate an cxpansion of the beet-sugar quota maintain
that such expansion is necessary in order to assure this country of an adequate
wartime supply of sugar.  As we view it, an expansion in the beet-sigar industry
in 1940 cannot be supported on the grounds of national defense,

It is true that there was a slight reduction in the conswmption of sugar in the
last war, but this came about only because the United States had to send some
2,000,000 tons of sugar to its Allics—ngland, Franee, and Italy. There was a
substantial inerease in the total supply of refined sugar available in this country
in 1917 and 1918, Some rationing took place in sugar--as in meat, flour, and
othier food products-—only because this country had assumed the enormous burden
of feeding millions of persons in war-stricken Kurope. The United States Food
Administration, controlling the entire sugar industry, sought larger sugar supplies
for Burope and made cevery attempt to expand domestic production, But the
record shows that during the last Wo:‘l(l War no espansion of produetion took
place in the beet-sugar industry or in the eane-sugar industries in Louisiana,
Hawaii, or Puerto Rico. Cuba, alone, had the ability to increase her production
of raw sugar and this sugar was imported and refined by our industry under the
dircetion of the Food Administration. A serious sugar shortage in this country
was thereby avoided,

And when sugar prices skyrocketed with other foods in the general speculative
mania of 1920, duc in the case of sugar to premature removal of Government
control, the continental refiners again played a leading part in maintaining ade-
quate supplies,  Thero was actually more refined sugar available for consumption
in this country in 1920 than theve was in any previous year. But again this in-
crease in sup{) y did not come from continental producers, but from the substantial
expansion which took place in the importations by the continental refiners of
overseas raw sugar. Unless prohibited by legal obstacles, unduly high domestic
sugar prices will always bring foreign sugars into this country in times of stress,

UNLIKB 1017, PRESENT AND PROSPECTIVE SUGAR SUPPLIES ARE AMPLE

Today the stocks and prospective supplies of sugar in the United States are at
record-breaking levels; supplies of sugar in the Western Hemisphere and through-
out the world are ample. These generous supplies of sugar are reflected in the
fact that the price of raw sugar, outside the American quots protective wall, is now
less than a cont a pound, whereas in 1915, one year after the outbreak of the first
World War, the price was over three cents a pound.

It is the general consensus of opinion in this country, we believe, that if this
Nation becomes involved in the second World War, it will be to defend our legiti-
mate interests in the Western Hemisphere. If war comes to us, we will not be
called upon to send sugar to the Latin-American countries hbecause these countries
now produce more sugar than they consume. In fact, the Western Hemisphere
has an exportable surplus of sugar of some 1,000,000 tons a year. Along with
wheat, meat, cotton, tobacco, and coffee, there is an abundance of sugar in the
Western Hemisphere.

Even if the supply of Hawaiian and Philippine sugars ‘were entirely cut off,
there would be no shortage of sugar in this country. Cuba expanded her produe-
tion by ovcr 1,000,000 tons in the last World War, and today she has the capacity
to expand her outrut by 2,000,000 or 3,000,000 tons. Some expansion would no
doubt oceur in other islands in the Western Hemisphere, probably Puerto Rico
and Santo Domingo. And the continental refining industry has, at the present
time, the capacity to refine cnough tropical raw sugar to supply all the nceds of
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this country. These are probably the reasons why the expert of the War Depart-
ment, in testimony in February 1939 before the House Committee on Military
Affairs and War Materials, did not recommend the aceumulation of sugar supplies
or the enlargement of present production eapacity in continental United States.

THE QUOTA SYSTEM GIVES SUBSIDIES TO REFINERS IN THE AMERICAN TROPICB

My final point rclates to the claim made by the Hawaiian and Puerto Rican
sugar refiners that, as growers, they do not really receive cash subsidies from the
Federal Treasury. In testimony before the House Committec on Agrieulture,
spokesmen for Hawaii and Puerto Rico maintained that the $78,000,000 reeeived
in cash subsidies since 1934 were not subsidies at all, but merely o rebate to them
of taxes taken out of the proceeds of the sale of their sugar. As we see it, the
facts clearly indicate otherwise. The cost of protecting sugar producers, includ-
ing those in Hawaii and Puerto Rico, that is to say, the cost of maintaining for
them a domestic price level which is very substantially above the free world-
market level, always has been and always will be paid for by American consumers
and taxpayers. . It is not paid by the producers themselves. A so-called self-
liguidating subsidy system for sugar is a clear contradiction of terms.

The continental cane-sugar refining industry pays about $45,000,000 a year as
a manufacturers sales tax upon refined sugar. This tax is a cost of doing busi-
ness, and, ag in the case of other costs, the refiners must look to the consumer
to recoup this outlay. This $45,000,000 goes into the Federal Treasury and, in
turn, is paid out as subsidies to American sugar groducere, ineluding those in
Hawaii and Puerto Rico. This cash is a part of the total contribution of from
$300,000,000 to $350,000,000 which, according to the Secretary of Agriculture,
is made by consumers each year to assist the sugar-producing industry. The
quota-subsidy plan works as follows:

The sugar quotas raise and maintain the prico of sugar in the United States
well above the world price, because quotas artificially limit the quantities of sugar
which can come to the market. This gives the sugar producer a substantial price
protection. In addition, the grower receives a direct cash bounty from the Treas-
ury, Since the Sugar Act went into effect in 1834, the total protection which has
been reslized by sugar producers has been on the average 2.51 cents per pound,
or an ad valorem equivalent of 240 percent. This total protection per pound is
22 percent higher than the tariff on raw sugar under the Tariff Act of 1930, and
is the highest in the history of the American sugar-producing industry.

We do not onose equitable treatment for American sugar producers, whether
in continental United States or in Hawaii or Puerto Rico. But we do maintain
that the receipt of cash subsidies by the refiners in Hawaii and Puerto Rico gives
them a competitive advantage over our own industry which is nonsubsidized and
also without tariff protection. We believe these facts should be recognized by
Congress in its determination of our national sugar policy.

CONCLUSBION

In conclusion, we urge that if the quota-subsidy system is to be continued, then
there should be no increase in the quotas for the tropical refining industry or the
bect-sugar industry and that H. R. 96564 should be passed in its present form.

The Cuamrman. Mr. C._J. Bourg. Mr, Bourg represents the
Farmers & Manufacturers Beet Sugar Association of Saginaw, Mich.

STATEMENT OF C. J. BOURG, REPRESENTING THE FARMERS &
MANUFACTURERS BEET SUGAR ASSOCIATION, SAGINAW,
MICH. _

Mr. Boura. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, the
position of the Farmers & Manufacturers Beet,Suﬁu’ Association,
which represents 20,000 growers and processors of Michigan, Ohio,
Indiana, and Wisconsin, is_that the law is not satisfactory in its
present provisions; but in view of the pressure for adjournment that
1t would be preferable to have an extension of the act until next year,
at which time it is understood that there will be a full consideration
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of the whole sugar program and an opportunity given for either
changing the program or making important amendments.

We would like to submit for the record a statement outlining our
position as presented at the House hearings, and also two tables
discussing the retail price of sugar which was the subject of some
discussion this morning.

The Cuarwman. That will be printed in the record. Thank you
very much. .

(The matter referred to by Mr. Bourg is as follows:)

My name is J. B. Smith, a farmer from Gratiot Counﬁ/, Mich. I am the
president of the Alma Sugar Beet Growers, Inc., of Alma, Mich., a local associa-
tion of 1,700 beet growers, I am also vice president of the Farmers and Manu-
facturers Beet Sugar Association of Saginaw, Mich., and chairman of the group
of 14 local beet growers' associations in the eastern sugar-beet arca, which are
affiliated with this association. These associations represent more than 20,000
beet growers.

There are three general principles which should be recognized in discussing the
subject of sugar legislation. The application of these principles must be with
r(lmsma and due regard to the welfare of numerous groups in this country and
abroad.

These three fundamental principles on which we believe all sincere and patriotic
Americans can wholeheartedly unite are:

1. Our inherent right to produce;

2. Our right to sell in a protected market; and

3. Our right to enjoy a normal growth and expansion of the industry,

First, our inherent right to produce: In view of the fact that sugar is & non-
surplus agricultural commodity, the farmers of the continental area, producing
less than one-third of the normal consumption of the United States, we feel that
it is our inherent right to produce sugar up to the maximum of our ability, con-
sistent with good farming practices and depending upon the ability of the market
to consume at fair and reasonable prices.

Consistent with this firm belief, we wonder why it ever should become necessary
for us farmers to have representatives and delegations appear before any cou-
gressional committee to plead for this fundamental prineiple, which we feel is and
should be primarily and consistently the American point of view, *The American
market for the American farmer,”

Lvery dollar of increase in farm income means $1 increase in industrial pay rolls
and $7 increase in national income,

Each acre of increase in sugar production takes out of production une or more
acres of surplus crops, which materially helps to solve the general farm situation,

It is estimated that it requires 8 man-hours of labor to produce s hundred-
pound bag of refined sugar from beets or cane grown in continental United States;
therefore, increased sugar production in continental United States will aid greatly
in reducing and solving the unemployment and welfare relief problem.

Our right to produce has been recognized this year in the action of the Govern-
ment in finally removing all restrictions on acreage allotments for sugar beets,
We trust that this will continue to be a recognize ﬁolioy of the Government in
dealing with sugar production, and that necessarily the right to market this sugar
will be permitted.

The second fundamental principle—protection in our markets: Most certainly
we can all agree that the American standard of living should be preserved.

We feel that we should, in the production and sale of sugar, be protected in our
American market, This protection should be in the form of a tariff sufficiently
high to protect our higher production costs, owing to our higher standards of living
and wage scales, as against competing sugars produced under tropical conditions,

For any reduction from such a tariff we as growers should be compensated with
a henefit payment equal to the amount of the tariff reduction,

Under all conditions, we fee! that a quota system is necessary in order to limit
the importations of foreign sugars to an amount only sufficient to balance our
consumption with our domestic production,

Now let us consider the third fundamental principle, which is the right to
normal expansion, R

Every American industry wants to progress. That is the gpirit of our people.
We believe that the American sugar industry should be permitted to expand nor-
wally in a protected market and that such & program of protection and expansion

i
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\
is essential for this industry as well as the consuming public in peacetime, and
more espeeinlly still in times of war.

Great Britain and Holland have tropieal islands and dominions which produco
sugar in large quantities with cheap labor, but there is a beet-sugar industry in
England and a beet-sugar industry in Holland, both of which are encouraged and
subsidized by their governments as a safeguard so the consumers will always have
a home supply of sugar in times of war and emergeney, and because the growing
of st:gm' beets in rotation with other crops is recognized as a beneficial farming
practice,

We very strongly urge that the American sugar industry be permitted to expand
normally so that we may climinate the danger of foreign interests gaining control
of our sugar market in time of emergeney or war to the detriment o1 the American
consuming publie, as has happened in the past.

Should we not, in all fairness and consisteney, in view of the Government’s
permission to produce, be permitted to sell the sugar so produced?

In view of treaty obligations now existing, we are inclined for the momeut to
aceept a compromise on our right for the American market up to the limit of our
g;bili:) 1m produce, but without surrendering or compromising the principle
involved,

We are inclined, under existing conditions, to aceept the guotas as set up in
the Cummings bill (1. R. 8716), which gives us a limited inercase of 12.91 per-
cent, or 200,102 tous of increased marketing allotment, which increased quota is
less than the average production for the past 2 years and less than our production
for 1933, which was prior to sugar-quota legislation, Surcly we should be per-
mitted 10 at least approach par in our production and sales under this bill. A
proportionate increase is given to our mainland cane area and limited inecreases
te our insular arcas.

I call your attention to chart No. 1, which is in your hands and which shows
graphically sugar prices under Federal control.

The Jones-Costigan Act hecame operative on June 8, 1934, and continued until
January 8, 1936, when the Supreme Court invalidated the processing tax and
production payments, leaving in effect the quotas only. In other words, the
tax and benefit payment portions of the act were effective for a period of 19
months, after which it continued with quotas alone for 20 months more, or until
it was replaced by the Sugar Act of 19:;17.

During the 19 months when the quotas, tax, and benefit payments were opera-
tive, tho average wholesale price 0(2' sugar (net cash, New York), including tax,
was 4,73% cents per pound. At this time a wholesale price of 4,75 cents per pound
was considered necessary to give continental producers a fair and reasonable
price for their beets and cane and at the same time not result in excessive prices
for sugar o consumers,

The average retail price paid by consumers in the United States for sugar
during this same period was 5.65 cents por pound.

Tollowing the Supreme Court’s decision, which invalidated the tax and bencfit
payment portions of the Jones-Costigan Act, we had a period of 20 months during
which quotas only were in effeet. At this time the wholesale prico of refined sugar
in New York was maintained at 4.70 cents per pound, and the average retail
price paid by consumers averaged 5.61 cents per pound.

In comparing these two periods, we find:

1. That through the operation of the quota system, the price of sugar can be
maintained at {Jraotioally any desired level; and

2, The addition of a processing tax under a quota system, where supplies are
controlled and the tariff is reduced by an amount equal to the tax, does not increase
the price of sugar to consumers.

On September 1, 1937, the Sugar Act of 1937 became effective, and again refer-
ring to chart No. 1 you will note that with the exception of the emergeney period

‘of last September, sugar prices have shown a consistent decline. February 1940

shows the Now York price at 4.40 cents per pound, and it has dropped since. This
decline was very foreibly brought home to us growers, and this is plainly shown by
reference to our scttlement statements from the sugar companies. On our 1936
erop, we received our one-half share of the proceeds of our crop on a basis of sugar
sold at $4,44 per hundred pounds, This was for sugar all sold in the 11 months
prior to the enaectment of the Sugar Act of 1937, or 1937 our net seltlement
price for sugar had declined to $3.85 per hundred pounds; and for our 1938 crop
our net settlement (})rice for sugar had declined to $3,58 per hundred pounds,
92 cents per hundred pounds less than we reccived for our 1936 crop, & decline of
383 cents more than the tax of 53%% cents, which clearly shows the tax was absorbed
by the industry and not passed on to the consumer, and the industry took an
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additional loss. Some of us growers may have been optimistic enough to hope
that with an interpretation of the Sugar Act in line with the intent of Congress
there would be no price decline, but none of us were 8o pessimistic that we expected
a decline in sugar prices of alinost twice the amount of the tax. This part of the
administration of the act has been disappointing to us.

Scetion 201 of H, R, 8746 and H, R. 8893 relieves the Secretary of Agriculture
of the almost impossible task of determining ““what is maiutaining the indusiry
and what is not.””  This section provides that retail sugar prices in excess of 80
pereent of parity, as defined in these bills, shall be considered excessive to con-
gumers, and retail sugar prices less than 76 percent of parity are below those prices
neeessary to maintain the domestie sugar-producing industry as a whole,

Since 1931, the retail price of sugar has been less than the average price during
the pre-war period (1910-14), while the retail price of all foods has been con-
sistently higher than the pre-war average price of all fouds,

Had the provisions above referred Lo in section 201 been in effect from 1934 to
1939, the retail price of sugar during this period would have been just about on
tho level of the pre-war (1910-14) price and still considerably below the relative
price of all foods.

Consider the retail price of sugar in the United States and other countries in
relation to the oarning power of wage earuers, as shown hy chart No. 2. In the
United States it takes 5.6 minutes of labor to earn the equivalent of the value of 1
ound of sugar at retail prices, 8.1 minutes in Chnada, 9.7 minutes in Great

3ritain, 14 minutes in Australia, 27.8 minutes in France, 38 minutes in Germany,
and an hour and 55 minutes in Italy. This certainly demonstrates the protection
afforded the wage-carner consumers,

When cfforts are being made to restore prices to parity on practically cvery
agricultural commodity, we feel it is being more than fair to consumers when we
ask for a retail price of sngar not in excess of 80 percent of the parity price.

Charts 3 and 4 show the relative prices of sugar with pork products, cornmeal,
milk, and (lour. These charts show that the index price of sugar has been cou-
siderably less than 100 under sugar quota legislation, while the other foods moen-
tioned have an average index figure approximately 50 pereent greater. This
clearly indicates (o us that sugar prices have been too low and we feel that in
view of the Governinent’s efforts to raise the price of other agricultural products,
sugar is entitled to like consideration.

Chart No. 5 shows the actual average retail price of sugar in the United States
compared to the average retail price of all foods. The heavy line represents the
range of prices provided for by the provisions of section 201 of . R. 8746 and
H. R. 8893. Had the provisions of this scetion been operative sinee 1910, the
average retail price of sugar would have been under the index of the average
retail price of all foods, as compiled by the United States Department of Labor,
during the entire period; also, it would have been lower than the actual retail
price of sugar from 1910 to 1924 and only slightly higher from that period to
date, but still mueh lower than the price of other foods,

All of these charts show a very abnormally high price for sugar in 1920. 'This
oceurred at a time when little domestie sugar was available for the market and
clearly indicates the possihilities of what might happen to the American consumer
of sugar when foreign interests have control of our market,

Many more arguments could be advanced in support of our position, but we
do not wish to burden you and take time to argue matters which must already
be clear Lo your honorable committee,

We feel the reduction of the amount of dircet-eonsumption sugar which may
come in from Cuba, provided for in seetion 207, is justified by the fact that this
sugar is vefined in Cuba at wage rates far below those in the United States.  Re-
g’lncing this quantity of sugar by sugar grown and refined in continental United
States means inereased cinployment in the United States to the extent of about
30,000,000 man-hours annually.

I have endeavored to confine my remarks mainly to the two items of the Sugar
Act of 1937, the practical operation of which have proven to be faulty, espeeially
as viewed from the standpoint of farmers.  We believe that both of these faults
can be partially remedied by the adoption of H. R. 8746; and therefore, we.recom-
mend this legislation in the hope and belief that the American farmer is now en-
titled to a larger share of the American market at fair and reasonable priees.

I thank the committee for the opportunity of presenting our views and assure
you that we will greatly appreciate your favorable consideration of them.

The CuairmMan, We desire to thank you, Mr. Smijth.

Mr. Bmira, I will file this for the record.

(The papers referred to follow:)
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Rerain SucAR PrICES IN VARIOUs COUNTRIES OF THE WORLD

It is not 8o much the price of a commodity which determines whether or not it
is expensive, but the price in relation to the earning power of workers determines
whether or not the commodity is expensive. The following table shows the
minutes of labor required by workers to earn an amount of money equivalent
to the retail price of 1 pound of sugar. The average belween the hourly wage
rates of highly paid skilled workers and the hourly rate of low paid unskilled
workers was taken as the basls for average carnings of workers, Wage data

MINUTES OF LABOR REQUIRED TO EARN EQUIVALENT OF ONE POUND SUGAR AT RETAIL

Minutes  Country
56  United States

81 Canada

9.7  Great Britain
110 Sweden

116  New Zealand
120  Norway

120  Denmark
135  Switzerland
140 Austalia
234 Netherlonds

278  France

291  Belgium
380 Gemany
402  Latvia

405  Czechoslovakia
448  Estonia
524  Austria
§8.5  Poland

824  Japan

921  Hungary
1004  Yugoalavia
1157 Rtaly
1411 Bulgaria

Cuart No. 2

from Annuaire des Statistiques du Truvail (1938) Bureau International du

Travail,
On this basis the price of sugar to the consumer iy lower in the United States

than it is in any other country,
ReTa, Prick oF Frour, MILK, AND SUGAR

We favor a fair and reasonable price for flour and milk but we submit that
sugar ig entitled to be maintained on a relative basts.

Between 1933 and 1939, expenditures by the Federal Government to stabilize
or increase farm income from wheat exceeded half & billlon dollars. For 1939
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alone price maintenance schemes involved crop loans equivalent to an average
farm price of 6 cents per bushel, price adjustments of 11 cents per bushel
($64,000,000) and surplus removal expenditures of over $36,000,000. In addi-
tion to the above, participating wheat producers will receive 17 cents per bushel
in the form of svil-conservation payments and will be eligible to crop insurance
wherell)y they will be guaranteed production equal to at least 76 percent of
normal,

‘With respect to fluid milk, assistance has taken the form of marketing agree-
ments wherein the influence of the Federal Government is lent to the support
of higher price structures. As an example, the recent marketing ngreement
established in conjunction with the State Government for the New York metro-
politan area raised the farm price of fluid milk from $1.60 to $2 per hundred-
ge:gll)nt, l{etween June 156 and July 1. A further increase was ordered effective

ctober 1.

The following charts show the comparative price of sugar, milk, and flour,
Both milk and flour are relatively higher in retail price than sugar,

AVERAGE RETAIL PRICE OF SUGAR IN UNITED STATES COMPARED TO AVERAGE RETAN PRICE
OF MILK IN UNTTED STATES
Index 1610-14 = 100
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AVERAGE RETAIL PRICE OF SUGAR IN UNITED STATES COMPARED TO AVERAGE RETAILL PRICE
OF FLOUR IN UNITED STATES
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Cuarr No. 3
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Reram Prich oF SvoAr AND CorN-Hoe PrODUCTS

We favor a fair and reasonable price for corn meal, lard, bam, pork chops,
and other corn-hog products and we submit that sugdr is entitled to be main-
tained on a relative price basis,

Since 1933 attempts to improve the lot of farmers in the Corn Belt have
included corn loans, direct Government payments on corn and b~ and surplus
removal expenditures exceeding a billion dollars. In addition w0il conserva-
tion payments of 9 cents per bushel, not included in the above, current programs
embody price-adjustment payments of ¢ cents per bushel, the prospect of a
crop loan, and surplus-removal expenditures.

The following chart shows the relative price of corn-hog produels and sugar,
(Note: Normally 18 percent of the weight of a hog goes into ham, 12 pereent
into bacon, 18 percent into lard, and 17 pereent into pork chops. The retail
prices of these four items totaling 63 percent of the weight of a hog, were
taken in proper proportion to determine the relative retail price of pork
products.)

This chart shows that today the retail price of corn-hog products is about
50 percent more than the prices were during the pre-war period of 19090-14
while the retail price of sugnr is about 10 percent less than it was durlug the
same pre-war period.

AVERAGE RETAIL PRICE OF SUGAR IN UNITED STATES COMPARED TO AVERAGE RETAIL
PRICE OF CORN-HOG PRODUCTS IN UNITED STATES

Index 1916-14 = 100
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P e 200
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Cuarr No. ¢

Svaar Prices UNpeEr THE CUMMINGS BILL

Section 201 of the Cummings bill (H. R. 8746, T6th Cong., 3d Sess.) provides
that if the average retail price of sugar exceeds 80 percent of the parity price
of sugar, then such price shall be deemed excessive to consumers and it further
provides that if the average retail price of sugar iy less than 76 percent of
the parity price of sugar then such price shall be less than the price required
to maintain the domestic sugar-producing industry as a whole,

In the following chart the actual average retail price of sugar in the United
States is shown compared to the average retail price of all foods. The heavy
black line represents the range of prices between 76 and 80 percent of the parity
price of sugar as defined in section 201 of H. R. 8746,
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It should be noted that the average retall price of all foods has not been
below the 1910-14 average since 1915 but the average retail price of sugar has
been below the 1910-14 average price every year since 1931,

It should also be noted that the price range provided for by H. R. 8746
would just bring the retall price of sugar up to the 1910-14 average price and
even in this price rang-. it would still be about 20 percent below the retail price

of all foods.

RETAIL PRICE OF SUGAR AND ALL FOODS COMPARED TO RETAIL PRICE RANGE OF SUGAR
PROVIDED FOR IN SECTION 201 OF H. R, 8746

Index 191014 = 100

300
- o
e -1 250
200
- 150
ALL FODOS
PR - -
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= 100
SUGAR 1
e - 50
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1910 191§ 1920 1925 1930 1935 1840
CuArT No. §
Some average retail prices
[In dolars]
10-year | 10-yoar | 10-year | 10-year | 10-year ﬂ;{}g;}:":’
averago | average | average | average | average Junuwgy—
1840-90 | 1000-00 | 1010-19 | 1920-29 | 1930-39
June 1040
Round stoak, per pound. . 0. 1245 0. 1458 0. 2530 0.3770 0.3416 0.3452
Rib roast, per pound . . o 1) L2216 3280 2014 . 2825
Tork chops, per pound N 1103 1448 . 2555 3583 . 3000 . 2563
Bacon, per pound..... . L1306 1849 . 3340 4460 . 3479 . 2000
Ham, per pound . L1639 1860 L3222 5328 4448 L4270
Hens, por pound... L1332 1817 L2541 3861 .3016 .2083
Milk, per quart. ... L0877 0736 L1019 1423 1193 L1245
Buttor, per pound 2669 2072 L4300 L5562 3529 . 3508
Lard, per pound 0047 1196 . 20067 2009 1360 0953
Egus, por dozen. . 2068 20569 . 4003 5233 3526 2067
Flour, per pounc . 0205 0206 . 0467 L0560 0427 0449
Cornmeal, per pound . - L0190 L0236 L0405 0497 0461 .0438
Potatoes, per pound. . . L0151 ROV . 0251 . 0362 L0247 .0274
Sugar, per pound. ... L0582 . 0BBS L0747 . 0879 0561 . 0529
Pork products,? per pound.. L1218 L1578 . 2749 3704 3038 <2013

Sce footnotes at end of table.
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B

Some average retail prices—Continued
{Index using 10-year period 189009, as 10]

4 1
10-yenr | 10-year | 10-year | 10-year | 10-vear 6;33:‘“;“ !
AVErago | average | average | average an rage J ':.“ -
1800-99 | 1000-09 | 1010-19 | 1920-20 | 1230-39 |pAROAEHS
Round steak.. 100 ny 203 3 24 a1
Pork chops. 100 131 282 325 3 232
Bacon. 100 142 256 342 207
100 123 209 340 289 277
121 191 292 220 224
100 181 210 176 184
116 108 216 137 139
100 126 218 212 144 101
100 120 108 253 171 144
100 11 176 214 161 169
100 124 213 202 243
100 116 168 240 164 181
100 101 128 151 95 [}
100 120 193 259 202 189 :
100 120 220 311 19 218 -

1 Not available.
# Welghted average price per pound based on 18 percent ox welght of hog going into ham, 12 percent into
bacon, 18 percent into lard, andpw percent into por?ce 2P

Source of dnta' !890 to lozz—Table 8, D, 8. Bulletin of che U 8, Bureau of Labor Statistics No, 445, Retall
Prices 1890 1923 to 1936— able 7 , Bureau of Labor Statistice, U, S, Department of Labor
Bulletin No 036 Retaﬂ Prices of Food 19%30 1037 to June 1940—Monthly and aunual issues of Retail
Prices of Food issued by Bureau of Labor Statistics, U, 8. Dopartment of Labor.

Some average sugar prices

[NoTe.~The lowest price for any type of sugar in any of the following perlods is Indicated by an asterisk (*)
d the sccond lowest by o dagger (1 (p

[In dollsrs]

40 35
months, | months,
10 years,| 10 years,| § years, | 3 years, | 3 years, ay ' |Septem: |! ﬂ%’t"
1890-99 1 | 1600~093 | 1810143 | 1023~254 | 1931-338| 1934 to | ber 1037 1940 8
August | to July
19378 19407

Onban 96° rows at New

VOrK. ooemceaimeaecae 2.804 | 2475 | 2727 3,003 | *L16l| 2306 | 2000 +t1.744

Duty on Cuban 96° raws....| .976 | 1,483 | 1.262| 1765 2000 1961 . 959 *. 900
Ingular 06° raws at New

(3 SR 3,870 | 8.958| 3,080 | 5758{ 3,161 | 3.357| 12,960 | *2.644

Net wholesale rofined at
Neow York, oxcluding tax..| 4.730 4.848 4,864 7,056 5,245 4,448 | 13,993 *3.728
Net wholesalo refined at
New York, including tax..] 4.730 | 4.848 | 4,864 7.056 | *4.245| 4.608 | 4.828 | 14.203
Averaga United States re-
tall price, refined.. .| 5.820 5.850 5.960 8,833 5. 400 5,620 | 16,388 *8, 170

$ The turn of the century.
3 Pre-war base period mlected by U. 8. Department of Agriculture, On thoir parity theory present

prices should be about 25 to 30 percent more than they wore during this base perloc N
0 l’eriod usc by U. 8, Department of Commerce as & normal period for ﬂguring comparative prices of

imodit|
< Perlod durlmi which depression prices existed in the domestic suger industry and from which low
&l;it;elgctéhe sugar Industry was to be alleviated by quota legislation, according to statement of Secretary

(i
¢ The period of the Jones-Costigan Act. .
7 The period of the Sugat Act of 1937 to date.

9 The present.

Yourattention is called to the faot that every price in the last column, the present, is accompanied by
either an asterisk (*), or a dagger (1) indicating the present low prices of Sugar,

1 Tho Gay Nineties perlod‘ E
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The Cuairman. I would like to incorporate into the record a com-
munication addressed to me by Senator McCarran of Nevada with
reference to the pending sugar bill.

(The letter referred to is as follows:)

UN1TED STATES SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS,
September 26, 1940,
Hon. Par HARRISON,
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee,
United States Senate.

My Duar Sevaror: T understand that your honorable committee is about to
take up for consideration the bill H. R, 9654, which passed the House on June
20, 1940. You will doubtlessly recall my keen interest in this legisiation and my
gﬁo{ts to sccure a greater consideration for Nevada in the produetion of sugar

eets,

Nevertheless, and at the hazard of being repetitious, I wish to draw to your
attention several pertinent facts which I deem quite essential, and which I trust
your committee will have hefore it when the above-named bill is taken up.

I am respectfully urging that sufficient provision be made in the bill to cnable
Nevada to secure an allotment of 17,000 acres for the production of sugar heets,
This is by no means all the acreage that could be so employed, but rather it
re;i;esents a fair estimate of the allotment to which Nevada is entitled.

erhaps 1 should state by way of explanation that some years ago, Nevada
engaged in g prosperous business of beet-sugar culture to such an extent that a
processing factory was established at Fallon, Nev, The cultivation of sugar heets
at that time was truly a profitable pursuit and had much promise of an increased
production. However, sugar beets in Nevada, as in other sections, were beset with
a “wilt,” caused by the white fly sucking juice from the foliage which greatly
impaired successful cultivation of the plant. In fact, so much so that the factory
at Fallon could not he maintained and was abandoned,

And now bringing the matter up to date, in 1938 the Spreckels Sugar Co.
cooperated with the farmers in Pershing County, Nev., in planting several experi-
mental patches of sugar beets. A newly developed alkali-tolerant plant was used
being particularly adaptable to that climate, Again in 1939, and with increase
acreage, more extensive tests on approximately 1,800 acres were conducted.
These tests have conclusively shown that sugar beets of excellent quality can be
successfully and profitably grown in Nevada.

In addition to the foregoing, there is another very important factor to be
considered. Nevada has for many years been faced with a forage problem caused
by alfalfa “blight,” at times becoming quite acute. It has been discovered in those
areas fortunate enough to secure sugar-beet acreage that alfalfa ‘“blight” was
eliminated, By using sugar-beet acreage as a rotation crop for alfalfa, the soil
was replenished with ry chemicals and “blight”’ did not occur. I know you
will appreciate what this means to a livestock State, somewhat reliant on alfalfa
as aforage crop. Inmy judgment, by rotating these two crops, not only would the
livestock industry be greatly benefited, but the farmer would be guarantced a
cash-income crop.

I am therefore respectfully urging that Nevada be allotted a total of 17,000
acres to be used in the production of sugar beets. I know your committee will
give this matter due consideration, and I hope favorable.

Thank you for your courtesy.

Respectfully,

Par McCaRrraN,

The Cuairman. There will be incorporated in the record at this
point a statement submitted by Mr. Vincent J. Murphy, secretary-
treasurer of the New Jersey State Federation of Labor; also a state-
ment submitted by Mr. G. H. Opdyke, legislative representative,
Lodge No. 829, of the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.

(The statements referred to are as follows:)

StaTeMENT OF MR. VINCENT J. MURPHY, SECRETARY-TREASURBER OF THE NEW
JERSEY STATE FEDERATION OF LABOR

As a resident of New Jersey, as a civil servant of the city of Newark, and as
secretary-treasurer of the New Jersey State Federation of Labor, I am in hearty
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favor of protecting New Jersoy's workmen connected with the receipt, refining,
and distribution of canc sugar. ‘The men who work on the docks of New Jersey’s
vefinery are affiliated with the International Longshoremen’s Association, and
international unit of the American Federation of Tabor. “The teamsters who
O}YOI'MDO the trucks which distribute the refined sugar ave affiliated with Loceal 617
of the International Teamsters, Chautfeurs, Drivers and Helpers Union, American
Federation of Labor. In other refining States, such as New York, Pennsylvania,
and California, there are thousands of men and women affiliated with the American
IFederation of Labor who work dircetly in the refineries.

The American Federstion of Labor has taken a firm stand against the importa-
tions of tropicai refined sugar made by cheap plantation labor. This stand was
taken in 1937 and again at the annual convention in Cincinnati in 1939. I be-
lieve that the 1939 resolution of the Americah Federation of Labuor should be in-
corporated into the record of this meeting, We must proteet the i iterests of well-
)?i(tl New Jersey workmen, not only in sugar refining but in every industry in the

ate.

VincenT J. Mureny,
Secretary-Treasurer, New Jersey State Federation of Labor.

ResovurioNn No, 92.—Requesring THAT AMERICAN I'EpERATION OF LABOR
RECOMMEND ADEQUATE PROTECTION FPOR SUGAR REFINERY WORKERS IN
Sucar LucisnaTioN

Whereas the refining of raw cane sugar in continental {Tnited States gives em-
ployment to thousands of workers affilinted with the American Federation of
Labor; and

Whereas the jobs and pay rolls of the sugar refinery workers have been redueced

since 1925 by the flood of refined sugar which has been imported into this country
from Cuba, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Philippives, and other tropical istands; and

Whereas a further loss in jobs and pay rolls will oceur after 1940 unless these
workers reeeive an adequate protection in the Sugar Act to be weitten in that
vear: Therefore be it

Resolved, That this convention, the fifty-ninth of the American Federation of

Labor, go on record as recommending that an adequate protection (through
tariffs, quotas, or otherwise) he provided for the sugar refinery workervs in any
sugar legislation which may be developed by Congress in 1940 and under no
circumstances should there be any further expansion in the importation of re-
fined sugar made in the tropical islands for our market; and be it further

Resolved, That the Ameriean Federation of Labor does endorse and advoeate

protective legislation for these workers,

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LaBor CoNVENTION, Cincinnati, Ohio, October 10,

StaremuNt oN THE SucAr Biun, H. R, 9654, BY THE BROTHERHOOD OF
Ratnroap TRAINMEN

By G. H. Croyke, Lodge No. 829

The sugar bill, H. R, 9654, was passed by the Honse of Representatives on
June 20 this year after the acdoption of the McCormack amendment which
res tored the quotas ou refined sugar from the American tropical islands, Hawaii
and Puerto Rieo. The Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, representing the
most importans branch of organized labor in the railvoads of thiscountry, vigorously
opposes any modification of H. IR, 9654 which would increase the refining of sugar
in the Tropies.

An expansion of {tropical sugar refining would hurt the members of the brother-
hood because it would deprive them of work. The detailed reasons for this are
given in the attachbed resolution, opposing tropical refining, which was passed
at the seccond quadrennial convention of the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen
held in Cleveland, Obio, on June 8, 1939, We request that this resolution bhe
considered a part of this statement. :

Tt is obvious that under the quota system, if there is more refining of canc sugar
done in the tropical islands, there will be less refining in the refiving States—
Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Georgia, Louisi-
ana, Texas, and California. If there is less refining in mainland United States,
there will be less coal, oil, cooperage, bags, containers, bone black, and supplies
moving into the refineries via rail. The inbound railroad freight of the mainland

LIID gt iz
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refiners has declined seriously since 1925, the year in which refining began to be
developed in the Tropics for the first time,

If less cane-sugar refining is done in the United States, there will be less refined
sugar and molasses shipped out of the refineries by rail.  Refined sugar is a high-
class produet with a relatively high freight rate. It has been estimated that the
total value of the railroad bill of the continental cane-sugar refiners is nearly
$17,000,000 a year. Of course, tropical refined sugar, after il arrives in continental
United States, is also moved by rail.  But the number of cars so moved is not ag
great as the total cars displaced by the reduction in mainland refining, The
reason for this is that tropical refined sugar is moved in large quantities by truck
and barge. 'Tropical refined sugar does not utilize railroad freight as does home
refined sugar,

But there is another reason why our membership must oppose any expansion of
tropical refining. Such an expansion would further decrease the amount of
employment of well-paid American refinery workers who, with a few exceptions,
are 100 pereent unionized.  According to Government reports, collective bargain-
ing is unknown in Hawaii, and unionization in the American sense is unknown in
Puerto Rico. Union labor should not be sacrificed to nonunion labor in sugar or
any other commodity.

All members of the brotherhood are against an expansion of tropical refining
and many, especially those working in the seaboard refining States, are against any
expansion in the quota for the beet-sugar industry, If the beet-sugar industry is
expanded by an enlargement of its quota, it will mean a contraction in the imports
and refining of raw cane sugar. Such a contraction, of course, would mean that
there would be less rail freight created in the seaboard States. Less rail freight
would come into the refineries and less freight would go out of the rafineries. e
trainmen in the seaboard States naturally feel, therefore, that an expansion of the
beet-sugar quota, as far as transportation is concerned, would merely transfer jobs
from one part of the country to another, In such a transfer, we in the seaboard
States would lose work.

For this reason wo must oppose an expansion of the beet-sugar quota.

Respeetfully submitted.,

G. H. OrpyKE,
Lodge No. 829, Legislative Representative.

On June 8, 1939, the following letter and resolution were placed before the floor
of the Second Quadrennial Convention of the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen
held at Cleveland, Ohio. The resolution was adopted on Monday, June 12.

Resounrions COMMITTEE,
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen.,

Dear BroruErs: The members of your loeal in New York City, No. 829
respeetfully submit_the following memorandum regarding the damage done to
the members of the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen in New York and through-
out the Nation by the continued importation of refined canc sugar manufactured
in the tropical islands— Cuba, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines,

The refining of raw cane sugar is a 200-ycar-old American industry. Around
1925, however, refining started to be done on the raw sugar plantations in Cuba,
Pucrto Rico, Hawaii, and the Philippines, By 1934 a flood of over 700,000 tons
of such tropical refined sugar was entering this country each year. This importa-
tion of tropical refined sugar had a serious adverse effect upon working men in the
United States, not only in the refineries but in allied industries including rail-
roading.

In 1934 Congress put a stop to any further inerease in the importations of
tropieal refined sugar by providing in the Sugar Act of 1934 that there be a quota
placed upon these importations of about 600,000 tons & yvear. When the Sugar
Act of 1934 was rewritten in 1937 Congress again affirmed its decision that Ameri-
can workmen would be protected and continued the refined sugar quota limitations
throngh 1940. In ]946 the Sugar Act of 1937 will be reconsidered by Congress
and probably will be extended with amendments,

In 1940 the Railroad Brotherhood should request Congress that the present
quota limitations on tropieal refined sugar be maintained, and that, if possible,
there be some reducetion in the 600,000 tons now permitted under the quotas.
The reason that the Railroad Brotherhood should take this stand is outlined in
detail below, In short, the importation of refined sugar manufactured in the
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tropics deprives their members of their jobs and shrinks their pay rolls. This
follows because, first, ng tropical refining increases, the amount of incoming
freight into the refineries is reduced, and secondly, the amount of outgoing freight,
mostly refined sugar decreases, \

_The home refiners of raw cane sugar are located in Massachusetts, New York,
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Georgia, Louisiana, Texas, and California.
Each year they handle approximately 100,000 carloads of railroad freight of
which approximately 10 to 153 pereent is incoming freight and 85 to 90 percent is
outgoing freight. The incoming freight is largely made up of the following
items: Coal, oil, cooperage, bags, fiberboard containers, boneblack, and machinery
parts. T'he outhound freight is made up almost entirely of refined sugar but there
is also included liquid sugars, refiners’ sirup, and blackstrap molasses. The
refined sugar is a high-class product with a relatively high freight rate. It has
been estimiated that the total value of the railroad bill of the refiners is around
$10,000,000 per year.

The in-hound freight of around 10,000 to 15,000 cars per year has been decreased
substantially in the last 10 or 15 years, The major reason for this is that the
refining industry has scen its volume of business reduced by the importation of
about 600,000 tous of sugar refined in the Tropics, With this tropical competition
several home refineries have closed and most of them have worked on part time.
The effect of this is that there is less fuel purchased, less cooperage used, less bags
purchased, and hence the roads lose freight.

The greatest loss in carloads and jobs has hoen in the out-bound freight. With
the flood of tropical refined sugar there has been a serious decline in the amount of
refined sugar shipped out by the home refineries. This displacement of home
refined sugar by tropical refined sugar has meant a direct loss in employment to
the railroads beeause tropical refined sugar does not utilize railroad freight as does
home refined sugar,

There are three reasons for this:

1. The importation of offshore refined sugar has given assistance to the barge
companies to displace rail freight, For example, when a carload of refined sugar
leaves Habana, Cuba, for New Orleans, it is very likely that the sugar will be
trangported on a barge for shipment up the Mississipé)i River.

2. Offshore refined sugar is shipped to tho United States by ocean freight and
then is retransported to inland centers by motortruck. For example, a boatload
of refined sugar from Ponce, P, R., will be unloaded at the terminals in the New
York Harbor.  From there it will go into New England and New York State by
motortruck. A trucker will come down to New York from Hartford with a load
of textiles, for example, and instead of returning empty will return with a truck-
load of sugar. Tropical refined sugar now enters about 18 ports in the Fast and
South in this fashion and is picked up for inland shipment: Miami, Fort Myers,
Pensacola, and Jacksonville, Fla.; Corpua Christi, Galveston, and Houston, Tex.;
Mobile, Ala.; Charleston, s ¢ ; Wilmington, N. C.; Richmond, Norfolk, and
Newport News, Va.; Atlantic City, N. J.; Canton, Va.; Wilmington, Del.;
Newark, N. J.; and New London, Conn,

3. When refined sugar is l)mugl’mt to the United States by ocean freight and is
dumped in a certain city, it often displaces rail freight which would go to that
particular city. For example, refined sugar from the Philippines comes directly
into Portland, Seaitle, and Tacoma. This deprives the railroads of freight that
normally would go from San Francisco north to these ports.

_ In short, it can ke scen that the importation of offshore tropical refined sugar
operates to increase the volume of business which is now done by the competitors
of the railroads, namely, autotruck, barge, and to a lesser extent, ocean freight.

If Congress in 1940 should remove the present quota limits on refined sugar
made in the Tropics (as is the desire of the tropical sugar interest) then there will
be a further loss of railroad freight to the industry and a loss in railroad jobs.
Our local in New York ig particularly interested in this problem and it would
like to receive all the aup*)ort that it ¢an from the brotherhood in the form of a
resolution going on record against the importation of sugar made in the Tropics
by low-paid and unorganized workers.

And finally, it should be pointed out that the workers in the continental cane-
sugar refining industry arc 100 percent organized in the North and about 85

reent organized in the Nation. Both of the national labor organizations are
nvolved, Wages are the highest paid in any branch of the American sugar
system. The thousands of workers in that industry cannot compete against
tropical competition. We believe that these facts are added reasons for the
Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen to support us in this issue.
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Be it resolved, That the President instruct the national legislative representa~
tive to take the necessary action to protect our membership against the importa~
tion of foreign sugar.

Respectfully submitted.

G. H. OrpykE (829).
J. J. Murray (250).

G. J. McLuckey (472).
M. J. KissaNE (37).

J. Broruy (827).

The CuairMan. That closes the hearing, unless there is someone
present who wants to be heard, until 10 o’clock in the morning, when
there will appear a very few witnesses who have requested to be
heard. We will recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning in this
room,

(Whereupon, at the hour of 2:45 p m., the committee adjourned
until 10 a. m., the following day, Thursday, October 3, 1940.;
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THURSDAY, OCTOBER 3, 1940

UNITED STATES SENATE,
CommrrTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a. m., in room 312,
Senato Oflico Building, Senator Pat Harrison (chairman) presiding.

The CuairmaN. The committee will be in order,

Mr. W. F. Giles is the first witness this morning.

Senator Evnenoer. Mr. Chairman, before proceeding, I would like
to offer a written brief in behalf of Mr. Carl F. Dahlberg, a citizen of
Louisiana, a cane grower and producer, who is unable to be here today,
and asked that it be incorporated in the record.

The CuairMaN. It may be incorporated in the record.

(The brief of Mr. Dahlberg is as follows:)

SrATEMENT PRESENTED AT HEARING BEFORE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,
WasHINgTON, D. C,, OcTroBER 8, 1940

To the Honorable Members of the Senate Finance Commitice:

My name is Carl I', Dahlberg. I am president of the South Coast Corporation,
New Orleans, La., and am submitting this statement in opposition to the measure
now before this honoraple committee, namely, resolution to extend the 1937
Sugar Act for another year so as to prevent its expiration at December 31 next, as
the act itself provides.

My company is engaged in the growing of sugareane in Louisiana, the proe-
essing of cane into raw sugar, and the refining of raw sugar into the granulated
product. I am, therefore, I feel, qualified to discuss the effect of the present law
on all branches of the industry in Louisiana.

T am sure all members of this committee are familiar with the present Sugar Act
and with the administration of it, but in order to bring it home in a concrete way
I wish to point out just how its operation is affecting my company, which is
indicative of how it has affected others in Louisiana.

My company has 19,493 acres in cultivation for the sugarcane, or which, under
normal, unrestricted conditions, we would earry from 662% to 75 percent in cane,
amounting to approximately 13,000 acres at the lower percentage. The variation
in percentage carried depends in a large measure on the severity of the winter, as
it affects stubble. A mild winter would allow a greater percentage of stubble cane
to live, and a severe winter would cause a greater percentage of it to die; 66%

ercent of the cultivable land, however, is generally the minimum that we would
have in cane after even g severe winter, ur whole organization is geared up to
the level of & minimum of 13,000 acres in cane. Anything less than that results
in an ineflicient operation and an excessive cost.

In the fall of 1938 we &rocceded with our planting as usual, no restrictions
having heen announced. hen we had almost finished planting the Departinent
of Agriculture suddenly announced a formula under which our proportionate
share would be 9,983 acres, so, as we then had 12,000 acres in cane, we were
obliged to destroy over 2,000 acres, which we did. These 2,000 acres would have
produced 8,000,000 pounds of sugar—suflicient to supply a town of 75,000 people
with their sugar requirements for 1 yea

Shortly after the present European var was declared lagt September, the
President suspended quotas on sugar; and on orders of the Sugar Bection, the
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county agents and the press gave wide publicity to the news that in those cir-
cumstances no quotas or benefit payments were in effect or contemplated for
1940. This information came to us and other producers at the time of our great-
est planting activity, and we fairly construed same as an invitation (it was cer-
tainly an encouragement) to plant in cane as much acreage as might bo consistent
with good farming practice. We and other producers accepted this invitation
and planted accordingly, thereby assisting the President in obtaining his objcc-
tive of increasing the domestic supply of sugar and depressing the price.

A few days before the end of the year, and long after the crop for 1940 had
been planted, the Department suddenly announced that quotas would be reine
stated, and gave a formula under which my company would again be required
to destroy cane. This order, however, has not so far been generally complied
with by the growers, who feel that in some way, or somehow, the destruction of
this very essential food crop this year will not be finally required, especially in
face of the fact that millions of people in the world will likely go hungry this
coming winter. At the moment, though, the regulations under the quota sys-
tem call for this destruction, which, in our case, means again plowing up over
2,000 acres of cane, and this after having already lost more than that smount
of cane last winter and spring due to inclement weather.

Louisiana cane plantation differs from a wheat farm, a cotton farm, or a corn
farm, on account of the fact that in this country eane is a 3- or 4-year crop, so
the number of acres a plantation has in cane cannot be suddenly increuse({ or
decreased excopt at great cost and great sacrifice. The planting must be planned
far in advance to provide for proper preparation of the soil, proper drainage,
groper equipment, and proper help, and once the program is decided on it cannot

e readily changed. To be working under a law according to which only a part of
our lands can be allowed to produce, and in addition be subject to violent rules and
regulations announced too late for sconomical compliance, is practically tanta-
mount to ruin for the cane producer, Taxes must be paid on all the land whether
it is allowed to produce or not; drainage (one of the most expensive and important
items in Louisiana cane oultivation) must be kept up on all the land, as a few
acres cannot be segregated for drainage purposes; general overhead, such as
interest, insurance, sugarvision, depreciation, and obsolescence, cannot be con-
tracted or expanded at will from year to year, and the working personnel on a
cane plantation eannot be hired or fired ofthand, as is the case with many indus-
tries. My com‘pany employs upward of 4,000 persons, many of whom were
born on our plantations. They know no other work than sugar-plantation
work, nor is there any other work for them to do in south Louisiara, These
workers are our people, and we must take care of them. We cannot discharge
them just because for a year or two our production quota is cut, and then rehire
them the next year if our quota has been increased.

From an agricultural standpoint, therefore, I wish to register my objection to
an extension of the present law unless it is so amended that Louisiana can have a
considerably increased and fairly constant quota and be allowed to harvest and
make into sugar all of the cane which is now growing and which was planted in
good faith and according to the Government’s implied invitation when there
were no restrictions or quotas in effect,

Now, as to raw-sugar production as it is affected by the 1937 act:

The law provides for a yearly sales quota for each area. This has been inter-
preted by the Department of Agriculture as meaning that the Department must
allot to each processor the amount of sugar he can sell from January 1 to December
31 of each year. '

In the spring of 1939 the Department, after hearings held in Mobile, Ala.,
¥resoribcd for each processor the amount of sugar he could sell during 1939.

n the cose of mﬁ' company this allotment for 1939 was not sufficient to allow us
to sell even all the sugar we had carried over from 1938, and it did not, further-
more, allow us to sell any part of the sugar from the crop then in the ground which
would be harvested and milled in the fall of 1939. In other words, under the law
as written and administered, my company had to earry over into 1940 some of
the sugar produced in 1938 and all the sugar produced in 1939. This year almost
the same condition exists. While we do have the right to sell sugar we carried
over from 1938 and 1939 we cannot this year sell any part of the sugar we will
produce this coming fall from the cane now growing. That sugar will be pro-
duo:d in October, November, and December, but cannot be sold until January of
next year.

The burden, both from & financial and a warehousing standpoint, of complying
with this regulation is self-evident, There are manK hundreds of cane growers
that supply our mills with cane for which we pay as the cane is delivered, or prac-
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tically so, and for us not to be allowed to currently realize money from the sale
of sugar from that cane produced during the year, cither by ourselves or others
that sell their cane to us, creates an unnecessary hardship which I am sure Con-
gress did not intend when passing the 1937 sugar law.

It requires 16 months to produce a crop of sugarcane. After the cane is pro-
duced and made into sugar it is difficult to sce any good reason why the processor
should not be able to begin selling it immediatcly and then be allowed until the
next crop is ready to complete his sale. As it is now, some processors, such as in
our ease, cannot begin ulling until next year, and others who do have the right to
sell this year rush their crop on the market for fear that next year another formula
for establisking the quota may leave them out or otherwise hamper their freedom
of operation.

From a processor standpoint, therefore, I wish to register my objection to the
extension of the present law unless it is so amended that all sugar which is lawfully
produced can be sold as soon as ready for the market and during a 12-mont
period thereafter, commencing with the coming crop.

Now, finally, as to the refining of sugar as affected by the 1937 act: The act
prescribes that effective March I of this year restriction on white sugar imports
from Puerto Rico and Hawaii be lifted, so as the matter now stands those countries
can ship their entire quota into the continental United States in the shape of
refined sugar. This is decidedly to the detriment of the well-established con-
tinental sugar refining industry, in which hundreds of millions of dollars are
invested and which employs thousands of well-paid workers who live in America
and help support our American institutions.

From a refinory standpoint, therefore, I wish to register my objection to an
extension of the present law unless it is so amended that importation of refined
sugar will again be on a restricted basis from all importing areas.

Ever since the Government assumed control of the sugar industry much has
been said about its inefficiency in Louisiana. The Louisiana sugar industry
as presently constituted is not inefficient if allowed to operate at capacity, which,
by the way, the beet area is allowed to do. Louisiana can successfully compete
with beet sugar made in this country and cane sugar made in Hawaii and Puerto
Rico if allowed to think and plan for itself, and to know that once its operating
program is decided upon it will not be interferred with.

The sugar industry in Louisiana has had an honorable existence of over 140
years, and by its record merits the consideration asked, not only for the owners
but for the {housands of workers and dependents as well.

Respectfully submitted,

CARL F, DAHLBERG.

The CuairMan. Is Mr. Dahlberg interested in that Florida venture?

Scenator EvLenper. No. He was, but he is not now,

The Cuairman, He was the one who was interested?

Senator ELLEnDER. That is right; years ago.

Senator VanpenBERG. Does he still make Celotex? Is not that the
business he was in?

Senator ELLeNDER. Well, it is a separate company.

The CuAIrRMAN, It is the same company?

Senator ELLeENDER. No; it is not. There is a Carl F. and a B. G.
They are brothers. One of them has the Celotex end at Chicago, and
the other the producing end in Louisiana.

STATEMENT OF W, F., GILES, ADELINE, LA., PRESIDENT, AMERI-
CAN SUGAR CANE LEAGUE

The Cuairman. Mr. Giles, you are from Adeline, La., and you are
president of the American Sugar Cane League?

Mr. GiLes. Yes, sir.

The Crammman. All right, sir.

Mr. GiLes. I would like to ({)refnlce my statement by mentioning
that I understood Dr. Bernhardt to say yesterday that there was no
prohibition on the producing of sugar. It is my understanding there

.
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is a prohibition on the sale of sugar, and there would be very little
use in growing sugar if you cannot sell it.

Senator VANDENBERG. It is like hanging your clothes on a hickory
limb but do not go near the water, -

" Mr. Gines. Yes. The measure which is before the Finance
Committee proposes to extend for 1 year the provisions of the Sugar
Act. I am a sugarcane grower, and president of the American Sugar
Cane League, which represents the 17,000 producers in Louisiana whe
grow sugarcane for the production of sugar. All of these farmers, their
dependents, their employees, and the communities in which they live,
and of which they are the principal support, normally participate in
the general welfare of the United States by means of the growing of
sugarcane and the production of sugar in Louisiana.

%Ve do not desire that the present provisions of the Sugar Act be
continued, and accordingly we do not ask for the extension of the
present provisions of the act. In view of our experience during the
past several years and the needs of our growers and producers who
form the Louisiana sugar industry, we have reached the definite
conclusion that there are amendments which are essential to the proper
functioning of the law.  We advoceate these amendments as a necessary
part of any resolution of extension, if the benefits intended by Congress
in adopting the sugar program are to be guaranteed to our producers.

Because the Sugar Act is emergeney legislation, it is limited to a
term of 3 years, which will expire on December 31, 1940. The reason
for a limited terin was to subject the administration of the law to the
test of trial and error.  Consequently, we have reasonably anticipated
that we would be given the democratic opportunity to correet those
provisions of the law which our experience under the program has
shown to be needed.

Senator VanpENBERG., That “‘democratic’”’ is with a small “d,”
I imagine?

Mr. GiLes. Yes; with a small “d.”  [Laughter.]

There are checks and balances which we are convineed wiil assure
to the farmers engaged in producing sugar in the United States the
full benefits of the Federal sugar program, shared equitably with the
consumer and with labor.

Frankly, our experience under the Sugar Act has been disappointing,
and in some respects unnecessary hardships and burdens have heen
placed upon the industry. If the purpose of this hearing were to
make permanent the provisions of the Sugar Act, we should definitely
oppose the present provisions and offer instead a new program based
upon our experience of the past 6 years under the Federal sugar
control. However, it is our understanding that the legislative plan
is to extend the Sugar Act for 1 year and then in the next session of
Congress to provide a now program.

Senator Connanry. You mean just turn the sugar people loose?
You mean not to do anything but just turn them loose, with the
world competition?

Mr. GiLes. No; we do not believe that; no.

Senator Connarny. All right,

Mr. Gires, In order that we may explain to you the situation in
Louisiana, which has led us to reach this conclusion, permit me to
direct your attention with all proper emphasis to the fact that al
though the proposed extension is for 1 year, the operations of the
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Louisiana sugar industry will be affected as to the production and
marketing of three crops. In the first place, Louisiana is now planting
the sugarcane which will be harvested from 12 to 15 months hence, in
the 'atter part of 1941. In addition, the cane being planted this fall
will be harvested as plant cane in 1941, and as stubble cane in 1942,
and in some cases in 1943. Furthermore, the sugar will be produced
at the end of each calendar year, and therefore the marketing of the
sugar will take place partly in the current year of production and
partly in the early part of the forward year; consequently, it is obvious
that decisions as to farming operations must be made this fall which
will affect the production and marketing of three crops. Under the
circumstances, the oxtension of the act for 1 year is much more fur-
reaching to the Louisiana sugarcane grower than it is to the sugar-beet
grower,

Under the sugar program, we have many problems. When a
permanent or a long-term program is considered, we will want to
offer a dozen or more amendments, which will secure for us an ad-
ministration of the law permitting us to reach the highest efficiency
in farming operations and the actual enjoyment of the intended
benelfits ol the siugar program; but since your committee is considering
an extension limited to 1 vear, there is one amendment of over-all
importance if Louisiana farmers are to be allowed to participate in
the sugar program on the same basis of benefits and efliciency as has
been granted to other domestic areas. At this time, we do not ask
for expansion. The official records show that in 1938, the production
of sugar in Louisiana and Florida, which two States compose the
mainland sugarcane area, totaled 584,000 tons. This production was
achieved under acreage limitations.  Since 1938, reductions in acreage
have been imposed, and our farmers have been forced to plow up and
destroy growing canc in 1939 and in 1940. We have protested these
administrative orders but without relief. In fact, under the present
provisions of the law and the present policy of administration, our
growers face a further reduction or plow-up, because of our restricted
and inadequate quota.

Let me emphasize that in 1938 the acreage on all farms was reduced
6 percent or more below the established rotation of 66% percent sugar-
cane and 33% percent legume soil-building crops; in 1939, an additional
reduction was imposed of 25 percent; and in 1940 another additional
reduction of 10 percent was imposed, with greater reductions required
of those who had chosen to harvest the entire crop in 1939. The offi-
cials of the Department of Agriculture who have complained that our
industry is inefficient and uneconomical have nevertheless imposed
regulations and restrictions upon us, which will necessarily nullify and
destroy the progress we had made in efficiency, which improvement is
best demonstrated by the fact that within the last 5 years Louisiana
has almost doubled the number of pounds of sugar produced per acre.
As compared to 1926, we are producing five times as much sugar per
acre,

As a demonstration of our willingness to cooperate and to avoid
creating conflicts and controversies with regard to quota provisions,
we submit, that we should be allowed to produce at the very least the
580,000 tons which we actually produced in 1938. A marketing quota
of 500,000 tons would provide an outlet for the sugar, and the 80,000
tons would be in the nature of a reserve and protection against &
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short crop, deficits in other areas, and increases in consumption. The
effect of such an amendment would serve to reestablish acreage on the
basis of 1938 and to give legal authorization to a production of sugar
not greater than an amount already produced in 1938. Tt is evident
that such an amendment would not provide for expansion in acreage
or in processing capacity, but will permit a fair and equitable distribu-
tion of proportionare-share acreage among all growers of sugarcane for
sugar in the mainland cane areca, and allow the orderly marketing of
such production.

Senator Davis. May T ask a question?

If the sugar lands of Louisiana and Florida would produce all of
the sugar they were permitted to produce, or all the sugar they could
produce, how many tons would they produce?

Mr. Gies. I do not know what Florida can produce. I believe
they claim they can produce 250,000 tons. Louisiana could come
close to doubling her production, approximately 500,000 tons in 1938,
They could easiizy produce 750,000 tons,

Senator Davis. How much are they producing now?

Mr, Giues, This year they estimate it will be 400,000 tons, for two
reasous, one is the acreage reduction.

Senator Davis. And Florida is producing how much?

Mr. Grues. Florida is producing, I think, about 80 to 90 thousand
tons in 1 year.

The potential productiveness of our croplands and of our faclories
would not be under consideration, because we are simply asking that
the status quo of 1938, which provided for equality and efficiency
among our growers, would be maintained and legalized. Certain

ersons opposed or antagouistic to the production of sugar in Louisiana
have sought to create the impression that the Louisiana sugar industry
has expanded and increased acreage out of all proportion and reason.
We will let the statistics of the Department of Agriculture furnish

" the answer. According to the Burcau of Agricultural Economics, the

acreage harvested for sugar in Louisiana has been as follows:

Year Aercs z‘}m}}f; Year Acres I(;‘}'};'l‘,}g
1034. . 222,000 254, 000 10,383
1036. . 9, 000 270,000 10, 504
1036. 227, 600 238, 000 11, 266

A simple comparison demonstrates that the acreage in 1939 was
less than it was in 1935, 1937, or 1938, and very little above the
acreage harvested in 1934. 1t 1s apparent from the figures that the
acreage in Louisiang has been decreased. But, although the total
acreage for Louisiana has been decreasing, the number of farms and
of producers involved has been steadily increasing. To give some
idea of the relation, let me point out that in 1934, there weve 9,540
farms which produced sugarcane for sugar, but in 1939 the number
of farms had increased to 11,255. The number of producers involved
in 1934 was 15,570, while in 1939 there were 17,454. 'These figures
tell our story more forcibly than any argument which might be
presented. ‘ ,

Fundamentally, the purpose of the sugar program has been stabil-
ization. In 1934, the Louiriana sugar industry was composed of

v
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growers and processors who had maintained the production of sugar
m Louisiana during periods of depression and disease, which tried
men’s souls—hut they kept the industry alive. The new varieties of
cane which had been seeded in Louisiana were beginning to produce
an increased tonnage per acre of sugarcane and a greater number of
pounds of sugar per ton of sugarcane. The original quota given in
the Sugar Act of 1934 was based upon the then current production.
As the productiveness per acre in pounds of sugar was being accom-
plished and the industry restored to the productiveness which it had
enjoyed before the first World War aud the mosaic disease, it soon
became obvious that the original quota was entirely inadequate.
Accordingly, the quota for the mainland cane area was established
at 420,000 tons in the Sugar Act of 1937. The farmers who had
maintained the industry and brought it back after many years of
losses, appeared about to eujoy the fruits of their sacrifices and
fortitude. However, the sugar program had established & parity
price for sugarcane and the prolific yields of new varieties 0? seed
cane had vindicated the faith of the farmers in that crop. Naturally,
other farms which had abandoned that crop sought to come back
into the picture. At first, they were restrained and restricted by the
quota and other provisions in the law. But, in 1937, the new sugar
Act made an incidental provision for new growers. The officials of
the Department of Agriculture placed great emphasis upon the
authority given to extend the program to new growers.

It is quite easy to understand how our problems became aggravated.
The production of sugarcane per acre had increased from 13.6 tons
in 1934 to 21.7 tons in 1938; instead of extracting 158 pounds of sugar
from each ton of cane as in 1934, the Louisiana sugar industry averaged
168 pounds in 1938; thus, an acre of sugarcane land which had pro-
duced 2,148 pounds of sugar in 1934 was producing 3,645 pounds of
sugar in 1938. In determining proportionate shares, our acreage
necessarily had to be computed on the new productivity, which meant
some acreage restriction, and we expected that. We also knew that if we
wanted stabilization, we had to suffer some restrictions under the
sugar program, although we have always felt that the home market
really belongs to us to the extent of our ability to supply it. But,
the introduction of new growers at a time when there was not sufficient
quota really to take care of established growers, whose acreage had
begun to yield returns from the vast sums of money and the mighty
efforts in research to bring about new varieties, made a bad situation
worse. So, the acreage of established growers has been reduced with
a negative progressiveness, until we now anticipate that the sugar
program, instead of giving us stabilization, is gradually destroying
the efficiency and the economic balance of the industry which Congress
intended should be encouraged and helped.

We have advocated consistently that all farmers who have sugar-
cane lands in Louisiana should be allowed to produce sugar as long
as the continental Froduction of sugar remains as low as 30 Fercont of
the consumption of our own country. We have fought for the right of
all of our farmers to participate in the sugar program, and we know
that when all of them are permitted a suflicient acrcage for an efficient
operation, the prosperity of the State of Louisiana will be established.
But no magician can continually restrict production with one hand
and increase tho number of producors with the other without finally



P

TSN

EP

e

RO

116 EXTHNSION O SUGAR ACT OF 1037

causing hardships and losses to the body of the producing group as a
whole.  The obvious answer is that there must be an adjustment,
It is still more obvious that, under the circumstances, the a(ijustmvnt
to be beneficial to the State of Liouisiana must be made by incrensing
the quota and not by reducing the number of growers or the number of
acres allowed each grower,

Sugarcane is & mass-production erop, It must be recognized that
men who own furms have to operate them on the basis of the value of
the land and improvements, as well as the investments in drainage and

hysical constructions, mechanical implements, work stock, and so
orth., The volume of production controls the success of any enter~
prise.  One might suggest that there ought to be a greater distribution
of acreago to more farmers, but this would be possible to do suceess-
fully only if the income would be sufficient to permit o profitablo
operation with less volume.

Scientists of the Departinent of Agriculture are agreed as to the
ratio of acreage in sugarcane and acreage in soil-building crops.  This
rotation has been practiced in Louisiana for morve than 100 years,
But having this rotation disrupted {from year to year and the price of
sugar being depressed by the manipulations of excessive supplies in
the face of no increase in demand, makes it impossible for our sugar-
cane growers to enjoy the benefits of the sugar program. 1f the unit
price is reduced by the administrators of the Sugar Aect, and at tho
same time the unit cost is increased by the administrators of tho
Sugar Act, then there is no way to overcome these disadvantages
except by producing tho volume whieh is needed for the highest effi-
cioncy. We desire to maintain our progress toward the highest
efficiency; but we are convineed, as we are sure you are, Senators, that
an adjustment in quota, based upon experience and performanco in
acreage and production, is cssential to a satisfactory solution of our
problems.

The question is bound to be raised that there should be no changes
in quota without proportionate inereases Lo other domestic areas.
We submit the faets as to our difficultics as demonstrating that we do
not now ask for expansion and that these difficulties exist only in our
particular arca.

We do not oppose increased quotas for other domestic areas; on the
contrary, wo advocate thoe increase of quotas until our domestic pro-
ducers are given a larger share in the home market.  But in the easoe
of the beet aren, wo have looked into the record and find that new
producers have been pormitted to entor into the program in tro-
mendous numbers,  As a result, the produetion of sugar in California
has been inereased from 239,000 tons in 1935 to 451,000 tons in 1939,
with the prospect of even further inereases in 1940,

There have been reductions in other States, but in the administra-
tion of the Sugar Act the officials of the Department of Agriculture
have permitted unrestricted acreage to beet growers. At the begin-
ning of 1940 a determination was published by which there would be
restrictions on beot acroage, but the complications which arose, plus
some indications of unfavorable weather conditions, brought about a
final determination taking off the lid, and presently the beet crop is
being produced on unlimited and unrestricted acreage. We are de~
liglxtoJ that our compatriots have this privilege, and we only ask that
the same privilege be extended to sugarcanc growers in Louisiana, or
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at least to the extent of permitting our growers to achieve greater
efficiency and to conduct operations which are justified economically.

As proof of the sincerity of our complote wiflingnoss to cooperato,
and reducing our requests to thoe extrame minimum, we proposo that
the quota of the Philippine Islands be cstablished at the amount of
the duty-free limitation provided in the Philippine Independence Act,
which averages about 982,000 short tons, raw value. The Filipinos
have been unwilling to ilmport any sugar to the United States on which
they would have to pay the full-duty tariff.  As their basic quota under
the Sugar Aet is 1,020,000 tons, this leaves a potential 47,000 tons of
sugar available.  Under the present provisions of the Sugar Act, this
surplus in the Philippine quota is reallocated to foreign countries other
than Cluba, but for 1940 the Seerctary of Agriculture has announced
that there would be no reallotment, and, therefore, it cannot be con-
tended that any sugar-producing area has a vested interest in this
Philippine surplus. By adding 47,000 tons to the basic quota of the
mainland sugarcane avea, the current problems of adjusting production
and marketing quotas in our arca would be temporarily solved until a
goneral rovision of the sugar program could be had in the 1941 session
of Clongress,

We regret exeeedingly that the resolution to extend the Sugar Act
has been so long delayed that it now comes up at the eleventh hour,
just as Congress is about to adjourn, It will be a greater hardship
for the Lousiang sugar industry to have the Sogar Act extended
without amendment than it will be for any other avea.

The restrictions on aercage, as well as marketing, unless they are
corrected now, will affect our operations adversely for 3 years,  But,
in view of the fact that the other areas are so vitally interested in the
extension, and in view of the promise which has been made for a com-
plete consideration of the entive sugar program by Congress in 1941,
wo wounld prefer to have the Sugar Act extended in the form that
the measure passed the House, regardless of how badly we need the
47,000 tons to adjust our marketing problems, and regardless of the
fact. that to give us this additional quota would not affect any other
domestic area, rather than to have the act expire at the end of 1940,

The Cuaamman. Are there any questions?

Senator VanoreNsera. Then, as I understand it, you finally are in
favor of the extension of the Sugar Act?

My, Grres. Yes,

Senator Vanpensere., With the assurance that there will be a
complete exploration of this subject next year.

Mr. Groes, Yes. We feel we should get the 47,000 tons, Tt will
work no hardship on any domestic area. But we do not want it to
look like we were-I would not like to use this expression—thoe dog
in the manger. It would belp our marketing immensely.

Senator Vanounserae., Your attitude is precisely the same asg that
of the mideontinent beet section. They arve completely dissatisfied
with many phases of the sugar administration, but there just is not
time to correet the situation between now and January, but there
certainly will be time after January, Wo are aceepting the extension
as it is solely on the theory that there is going to be a correetion next
year in these obvious incquities in the sugar administration.

Mr. Gines. That is our position. You stated it correctly.

Senator Connatny. I have just one question. How does your
acreage production compare under the bill and prior to the enact-
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men}; of the sugar legislation? Do you make movre or less sugar per
acre

Mr. Giuus, We make more sugar per acre. We have a botter
variety of cane and we arc prodneing moro sugar per acre,

Senator Connarny. In that sense, the incentive has been to
improve your g§ades?

r. GiLus, Yes.

Senator ConnarLy. And improve your cultivation?

Mr. GiLes. Yes.

Senator ConnaLLy. You get more sugar out of less land?

Mr. GiLgs. That is it, due to improved varieties of cane.

Senator ConnaLLy., Do you anticipate that will be the continuing
effect of sugar regulation?

Mr. Gives. Wo hope so.  But we need more quota.

Senator ConnNaLLY, On the whole, then, you favor the passago of
this act now, and then we can look into it again in 1941?

Mr., GrLes. That is my position,

Senator Connarvyv. All right.

The Cuamman, Thank you very much, Mr. Giles,

Mr. Giues, Thank you, sir,

The CrairmMAN, Mr. Josiah Ferris, Jr., representing the Florida
sugar producers.

STATEMENT OF JOSIAH FERRIS, JR.,, REPRESENTING THE
FLORIDA SUGAR PRODUCERS

Mr. Ferris. My name is Josish Ferris, Jr. I am a sugarcane
grower in the Florida Everglades. I am director and vice president
of the Florida Cooperative Sugar Association, and an officer in the
United States Sugar Corporation.

I desire to speak for and on behalf of the sugarcane and cano-sugar
producers of Florida.

Existing sugar-house capacity in Florida is in excess of 152,000 tons
raw sugar per annum. Another cooperative sugar house, already
designed and partly financed, will have an annual capacity of 150,000
tons. Against this figure of 302,000 tons, the producers in tho State
have been allotted a marketing quota of loss than 60,000 tons. It is
doubtful if any sugar-producing rogion, or in fact any production in
an% rogion, is so handicapped and restricted.

he 37 growers of sugarcane, for sugar, in Florida have more than
36,000 acros planted to sugarcane. Proportionate shares are Leld by
but 33 growers and are limited to only 25,000 acres.

Senator CoNNaLLY. Just & minute. You mean there are only 36
growors in tho State?

Mr. Ferris. Yeos.

Senator ConNaLLY. Only 36 sugar growers in the entire State of
Florida?

Mr. Ferris. There are 37 growers,

Senator ConnaLLy. Don’t lose any.

Mr. Furris, All right, sir.,

Senator VanpenseRG. Those are corporate growers, are they not?
It does not represent a vast number of small farm units?

Mr. Ferris. No, sir; there are two or three corporate producers,
and the rest ore individual.

Treage T
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Senator ConNNaLLY. Are the units pretty much the same, or are
there some big ones and some small ones?

Mr. Furris. No, sir; there is one large one and one medium size
and the rest are small, individual producers.

Senator ConnaLLy. What is the acreage under cultivation?

Mr. Ferris. The acreage under cultivation is 36,000 acres.

But they have a proportionate share given them by the Govern-
ment of only 25,000 acres. Those are round numbers.

Senator ConnNaLLy. 1 see.

Mr. Ferris, Distressing as is such picture of production of a non-
surplus necessity of life, 1t is but part of an even more unfortunate
picture. The most unfortunate part of this whole situation is that the
normal production from less than 15,000 acres out of the total of more
than 36,000 planted acres will fill the current marketing allotment to
all the growers in the State.

If Florida growers should endeavor to market the sugar which can
he produced on the planted acreage, the penalties under section 508 of
Sugar Act of 1937 would be more than double the gross proceeds from
the entive crop. High Government officials constantly proclaim the
evils of State barriers to interstate commerce. The existing sugar
legislation is not only an insurmountable barrier to interstate trade,
but an equally high barrier to intrastate trade. Who will deny that
a penalty equal to three times the market value is not an insurmount-
able barrier? In weighing these facts we must not overlook the fact
that sugar is & nonsurplus vital necessity of which we produce less than
one-third our requiroments; the balance of our requirements today
must be transported over the open ocean, in some instances halfway
around the world, and thus subject to all the hazards of ocean trans-
port in a war-torn world,

That Florida is a low-cost producin% area is amply proven by com-
lmrison of Tariff Commission figures for other regions with the pub-
ished and certified cost for Florida. That Florida is a high-wage
region is testified by Department of Agriculture; Secretary Wallace,
in report to Prosident, said:

Florida producers appear to be able to maintain higher wage and labor standards
than do most producers in the mainland cane area.

Testifying before Senate Civil Liberties Committee, the Chief of
Labor Section of Sugar Division said:

Sugarcane workers in Florida constitute a relatively privileged class of agricul-
tural workers.

The State of Florida, many of its political subdivisions, and many
private enterprises have spent many millions of dollars carrying out
the mandate of the Federal Government to drain and develop the
Everglades. The Everglades came to the State of Florida under the
terms and conditions of the Swamp and Overflowed Lands Act of
1850, which required the area to be drained and developed. After
the expenditure not only of millions of dollars, but also much hard
work and extraordinary effort, as well as great ingenuity and resource-
fulness, such mandate was fulfilled. The reward has been denial of
the right to dispose of the nonsurplus produce of the seil. The Federal
Government required that the Everglades be developed and it is un-
thinkable our people should now be denied the fruits of their labor.

Sugar is a source of readily available energy in a compact and inex-

\
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pensive form; it is a vital necessity of preseni-day life for most of our
people. During the World War sugar was rationed; despite rationing
the price was driven beyond all reason by those who controlled sup-
plies for this market and shortly after the war sold at prices in excoess
of 25 cents a pound. To help relieve the sugar shortage the Federal
Government encouraged expansion of sugar acreage within the States,
Today, by reason of ederal legislation, we ave dependent on the self-
same oversens sources for more than 70 pereent of our sugar require-
ments. It would seem but good, hard, comunon sense to now grow
at home as much of this vital nocessity as possible instead of limiting
ourselves to less than one-third of our requirements,

On more than one occasion private enterprise has been publicly
accused of being far from helpfulin efforts to relieve the grave problen
of unemployment in this country. Today we have the strange spec-
tacle of private capital both willing and anxious to create gainful
employment, in the most distressed part of our national cconomy, at
higher than average agricultural wages and living standards, in the
production of a nonsurplus necessity of life, and sueh well-worth-
while achievement being denied fulfiflment, through the prohibitions,
limitations, and restrictions now imposed by the Sugar Act of 1937.

So Amerieans may be denied the right to supply their own needs,
and in supplying their own needs ereate gainful employment for
thousands and thousands now on velief, the doctrine has been devised
of taxing food out of the mouths of our people so special interests
may raid the Public Treasury. T am referring to the tax on sugar
and the so-called benefit payments to sugar producers,

The preat majority, in number, of those receiving so-called henefit
paywoents are operators of family size farms, but the great bulk, in
amount, of such payments goes {o large operators.  An operator of a
family-size farm, that is, a farm operated by the favmer, members of
his immediate family and one hired man, condueting proper crop
rotation and correet farming practices, all of which entitle him to
payments under other farm programs, cannot crn_more than $200
i henefit payments under the Sugar Ack. 8o as to pro¥vide some margin
and thus be sure not to penalize any true operator of a family-size
farm the maximum benefit payment under sugar legislation should not
exceed $250; such a limitation would climinate any and all necessity
for processing, excise, or sales tax on sugar and should be reflected in
fower prices to the consumer.

To provide for annual payments of more than $250 to any sugar-
beet or sugarcane producer is simply 1o use the great body of Ameri~
can farmers as a screen behind which may hide Jarge commercial

roducers, as well as great insurance compantes owning and operating

arge numbars of foreclosed furms,

Senator Vanpenserc, How would that operate in the case of your
big Florida producer? Haven't you one large corporate producer?

Mr, Ferris. Yes.

Senator Vanpenserae. And, as T understand it, you would cut the
big producer down to $2507 ‘

3[1‘. Feruis. Cut him out entively.

Senator VANDENBERG. Yes,

Senator Jonnson. As I understand it, you would cut out the tax

and the benefit payment,.

~ ey
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Mz, Ferris., If you cut out the tax and give the benefit payment
only to the operator of the family size farm, youwould not need any tax.
Senator Jounson, Thatis what I had inmind.  You are advocating
the removal of the tax and the removal of the payment simultancously.

Mz, Ferris. Yes,

Senator ConNanny. Not below $250.

Senator Jounson. He means what payments you do make out of
the Treasury and at the cost of the taxpayers, but he does not mean
to levy a special tax on sugar.

Mr. Fernris. Any more than you levy a tax on milk, or butter, or
bread, or any other article of food,

Senator Jounson. To stabilize any one industry.

Mr. Ferris. Yes, I is very alarming now many of our people,
vich and poor, little and big, individually and collectively have the
idea the National Treasury is nothing morc or less than a great grab-
bag, or a huge never-failing trough, out of which everyone should
help himself to his heart's content,

Insofar as the sugar program was supposed to help American
producers of other farm produets the true facts, based upon data from
Department of Commeree, were presented 1o House Committee on
Agriculture on April 11 last. These Tacts amply support Secretary
Wallace's eontention: “the best market for American agriculture 1s
the domestic market.”

Senator Vanpensera. That is not his theory in conncetion with
sugar,

Mr. Ferris, T am simply quoting what he said, sir.

Senator VANDENBERG, Yes,

Mr. Frrnis, In 1932 sugar prices reached an all-time low. In
1933 conferences of the industry were held in Washington for the
avowed purpose of stabilizing the industry. In 1934, on the plea of an
emergency, the industry was placed under complete Federal control,
After 6 years of governmental conirol, regulation, restriction and
limitation, what do we have? Less than a year ago restrictions and
limitations had to be suspended to protect the consumer. After
6 years of governmental control, now current prices, after proper
allowance for excise or sales tax, are as low as the 1932 prices. It is
clear that sugar legislation has helped neither the consumer nor the
producer; to continue sugar legislation in the face of the facts is to
create what can only be termed a “permanent emergency.”

So as to conserve the time of the committee we respectfully refer to
our testimony during previous hearings on this same subject, also to
records and reports of various governmental agencies dealing with the
sugar question.

In conclusion we desire to summarize our position as follows:

We, of Florida, a sovereign State of the Union, ask only treatment
equal to that accorded the offshore areas, now guarantecd move than
70 percent of our sugar market.

¢ join the many high governmental officials who protest barriers to
interstate commerce; present sugar legislation has erected insur-
mountable ohstacles not only to interstate commerce but to intrastate
commerce.

We object to raids upon the Public Treasury, conducted solely for
the benefit of some entrenched and greedy, special interests under the
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})oorly veiled pretense that such raids are helping the American
armer.

We object to Amoerican sugar consumers being placed at tho mercy of
entrenched and greedy, special interests, who have fully and completely
demonstrated their intontion to gouge the consumer at every
opportunity.

o object to the American consumer being denied the right to
purchase the produce of American soil,

Wo protest granting foreign countries and other offshore areas
exclusive rights to the American sugar market on the mistaken assump-
tion such action holps the American farmer.,

Wo protest the enactment or continuation of any law which insures
high-cost, low-wage, inefficient, producors exclusive rights to a fixed
and very large proportion of the American sugar market.

We protest any law which prohibits us carrying out the mandate of
Congress as expressed by the Swamp and Overflowed Lands Act of
1850, and in the carrying out of which mandate millions of dollars of
private capital have been invested.

We object to any law which prohibits us from creating new, addi-
tional and much neoded employment in the United States,

We protest any limitation or restriction upon home production of
vital nonsurplus food necessities, particularly during these unsettled
times, when two-thirds of our needs are presently subject to all the
hazards of ocean transportation.

We protest any limitation or restriction on the traditional and in-
herent right of Americans to supply their owu need.

Now, gentlemen, I crave your indulgence and pormission to discuss
very briefly, off the record, & matter which was presented to the com-
mittee yesterday and discussed at some length but which, for some
reason or other, does not appear in the transcript of the proceedings
which was furnished me this morning,

The Cuairman. There was o time yesterday, while the committee
was in executive session, where certain testimony was not taken down.
Is that what you mean?

Mr. Feeris. No, sir; I refer particularly to a statement which was
made in the open mecting, probably along in tho middle of it, and I
failed to find that in my record, although that statement, I under-
stand, was quoted in some of the New York newspapers this morning.

The Cuarman. All right, proceed, but I do not think it is just
right not to take it down.

Mr. Ferris. Inasmuch as it did not appear in the record, I thought
it probably would bo more appropriate and possibly less embarrassing
to certain individuals if it was discussed off the record. I am perfectly
willing to state what I have to say under oath.

The Cuairman. Well, we have not put other witnesses under oath,
and there is no reason why you should be put under oath. We are
agsuming everybody is telling the truth here, but we have a stenogra-
pher here now and you may proceed.

Mr. Farnis, Well, if it is the will of the committe¢———

The CrAmRMAN (interposing). It is up to you. You voluntarily
wanted to state it, you said. There is no objection, I do not suppose,
on the part of the committee.

Mr, Frrris. Very good, sir. I would like to correct an erroncous
statement which has been made a number of times to various com-
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mittees of Congress, and was made again yesterday to this committee,
by the Government’s witness, Dr. Bernhardt.

The Cuarman, Well, the doctor is here.

Mr. Frrris. He probably knows what 1 want to talk about,
too. The Doctor, I am sure, did not intentionally desire to mis-
represent the facts when he said that the United States Sugar Cor-
poration, in 1934, begged to be permitted to come in on the sugar
program and was saved from bankruptey by the benefit payment it
received after its crop had been soverely damaged by frost.

This, however, is what actually did occur: When the 1934 con-
ferences were being held between governmental officials and members
of the sugar industry relative to a system of quota control, the United
States Sugar Corporation was then, as it is now, opposed to any
restriction or limitation on production of a nonsurplus crop. But
the corporation was given to understand if it wanted to stay in the
sugar business it had better go along with the crowd. It did. Dur-
ing the winter a considerable portion of the crop was severely dam-
aiged by frost. Then came spring and time for the benefit payment
check., The check was duly issued and turned over to one of the
Department of Agriculture officials for delivery to the corporation.
Then it just dematerialized, apparently it faded from the face of the
earth, because the corporation did not get it, and everybody in the
Government department denied every knowledge of it.  We did not
know what had happened to it.

Senator TowNseNp, How do you know the check was issued?

Mr. Ferris. The Comptroller General’s office furnished that in-
formation to a member of the United States Senate.

Senator ConNaLLY. What happened to the check?

Mr. Ferris. I am just coming to that now, sir.

Senator ConnaLLy. They do not issue checks that peoi)le do not get.

My, Ferris, This one they did not get immediately, but even-
tually they did. Several months elapsed during which time adequate
financial arrangemonts were made by the corporation with private
individuals and banks. Through the good offices of the late Senators
Fletcher and Trammell a search for the missing check was started.
Eventually they found this check deep down in the desk drawer of one
of the officials in the Department of Agriculture.

Now, that, gentlemen, is how the United States Sugar Corporation
was saved from bankruptey by the Department of Agriculture.

Senator Vanpensera. How much was the check for?

4 ﬁ/[r. Ferris. The check was, as I recall it, in excess of a million
ollars,

Senator VanpenBERG. Did you finally get it?

Mr. Frrris. We finally got the check; yes, sir.

ThE%HCHAIRMAN. Whom do you mean when you say “we finally

ot it
& Mr. Frrris. I meant that the corporation received it.

The Cuamrman. The corporation got the million-dollar check?

Mr, Ferris, Yos.

Senator Vanpenserag. As I understand your program, you want to
cut the million-dollar check down to $250.

Mr. Ferris. Yes, sir; I think that would be fair, without any tax.

The Cuarrman. Was there any protest on the part of the corpora«
tion to recciving that check?
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Mr. Ferris. No, sir; the corporation never has protested aid never
will protest, the receiving of a check of that size, or any other size, as
long as their competitors are also granted the same payments.

The Cuamrmman. What is there so strange about that?

Mr, Ferris. About which? 1 do not understand.

The Cuairman. You got this payment the same as other people
who were entitled to the payment, is that right?

Mr. Fernis. Yes, sir.

The Cuairman. What is so strange about it?

Mr. Ferris. You mean about the statement that I wish to correct?

The Caamrman. Yes.

Mr. Ferris, Well, I understood the doctor to say that the corpora-
tion begged to come in on the program. In the first place, they did not
beg, and they were practically told if they did not come in they
would not be permitted to stay in the sugar business, anyway, they
were given to understand that. Then he stated the Government
pagmcnt check saved the corporation from bankruptey.

Senator VanNpensere. Who gave you to understand that they
would put you out of the sugar business?

Mzr. Fraris. I was not personally present at those conferences, but
the corporation, I am sure, had that impression; the facts are stated
in its published certified report, copies of which, by the way, have
been furnished to the Department of Agriculture.

The Cuamman. Well, there is nothing strange about it. You
cli:mle in like anybody else and you were entitled to this million-dollar
check.

Mr. Ferris. The strange thing is that an oflicial of the Department
would attempt to create the impression on the members of the com-
mittee that the Department of Agriculture saved us from baunk-
ruptey, when, as a matter of fact, they did appurently everything
they could to force the company in by withholding this check.

S¥)nator Townsenp. How long did they withhold it?

Mr. Ferzris. It was several months,

Senator VaAnpeENBERG. Why do you think they withheld it?

Mr. Ferris, I would notsay, 1say it was not delivered, and it was
finally only discovered through the efforts of Scnator Trammell and
Senator Fletcher, and when it was discovered it was in the gentleman’s
desk. It could have been overlooked, although there had been
numerous inquiries. At that time I happened to be with Senator
Trammell and T know we tried very hard to locate the check.

The Cuarrman. The corporation told you they did not receive the
check and you tried to find it?

Mr. Ferris. Yes.

The Cuairman. That was all right. Thoere was not anything
wrong in that, that the corporation should write to the Senator.

Mr. FFerris. No, sir; and I am not maintaining that there was,
I think it was perfectly legitimate,

The Cuamman. All right.

Mr. Ferris. The statement was also made yesterday that the
corporations’ benefit payments were considorably in excess of the
taxes they paid, and that statement is incorrect. During the past
harvest the taxes amounted to some—Dby “taxes’”’ I mean the 50 cents
a hundred pounds raw value on sugar—amgounted to some $183,000
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in excess of what we received in benefit payments, and in the preceding
harvest it was $310,000, in round numbers, in excess of what we
received.

Senator Townsgenp, What do you mean by ‘““tax”?

Mr. Ferris. The Sugar Act provides a processing tax of 50 cents
o hundred pounds on raw sugar.

Senator VANDENBERG. You have the satisfaction of being quite
unigue anyway, because this is the first million dollars on the way
to Florida that I have known to be even interrupted.

The Cuarrman. All right, thank you.

Mr. Fueris. Thank you, sir,

(The following answers to certain questions were submitted by

Myr. Ferris:)
ANSWEHR TO QUBSTION RE MAXIMUM BENEFIT PAYMENTH

The benefit payvinents per acre of sugar beets, based nupon agricultural statistics
1939, and using the maximum puymen% of 60 cents per 100 pounds of sugar, would
be $21.75 (12.5 tons beets per acre times 290 pounds sugar per ton of bects times
60 cents per 100 pounds sugar-—sce table 170, p. 126).  Using the same statistical
source, and maximum base, the bencfits per acre of Louisiana cane would be $18.60
(21.7 tons canc per acre times 148 pounds sugar per ton cane times 60 cents per
100 pounds sugar—sce table 180, p. 134). It is clear from these figures that the
sum of $200 will cover sugar-beel production on 9 acres and sugarcane production
in Louisiana on 11 acres. It is maintained without fear of successful contradic-
tion that such acreage is the maximum which can he maintained on a diversified
family size farm. It iy interesting to note the much greater returns available
from sugar beets than from three of our major crops. 'The average farm value of
sugar beets is $63.50 (table 170, p. 126) and so-called benefit payments aggregate
an additional $21.75 per acre, or a total of $85.25; such amount is 14 times the
farm value of an acre of wheat (table 1, p. 10), 6 times the farm value of an acre
of corn (table 45, p. 45), and more than 4 times the farm value of an acre of
cotton (table 137, p. 103).

ANSBWER TO QUESTION RE BENEFIT PAYMENTS TO UNITED STATES SUGAR
CORPORATION

There have been paid United States Sugar Corporation so-called benefit pay-
ments aggregating $2,750,000. Taxes for meeting benefit payments, deducted
by refiner in settlements with United States Sugar Corporation, are probably far
in excess of such amount; for the harvest just completed the excess of taxes over
benefit payments was $183,741 and for the preceding harvest $310,150. It is
interesting to here note that had we been }permitted to operate at capacity the
increased earnings would have been much greater than the so-called benefit
payments received; I believe this condition ig algo true of all efficient producers
other than operators of family-size farms to whom payments not in excess of $250
per annum have been suggested.

ANSWER TO QUESTION RE 8UGAR-HOUSE CAPACITY

Unrestricted production means we could operate from the beginning of October
through the middle of May, a total of 227 days; deductling recent percentage
lost time all causes yields 218 net operating days. Clewiston can average better
than 600 tons 96° sugar per full operating day and as Fellsmere is one-sixth the
size of Clewiston we have a combined daily output of 700 tons. A harvest season
of 218 net days at 700 tons per day gives an annual capacity of 152,600 tons, which
we have rounded off to 162,000 tons,

The Cramman. There is a gentloman in the audience who desires
to be heard briefy, Mr. John R. Owens, Mr, Owens re)[)resents The
International Longshoremen’s Association. All right, Mr. Owens.

26000240y
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STATEMENT OF JOHN R. OWENS, SECRETARY-TREASURER, THE
INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN'S ASSOCIATION, NEW YORK

Mr. Owens, Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee.

I desire just put a statement in the record. We are in accord, as is
the American Federation of Labor, with having the bill as it passed
the House, and we would like to have it acted on as (Tlickly as possible.

(The statement submitted by Mr. Owens is as follows:)

The International Longshoremen’s Ascociation of which I am secretary-
treasurer is affiliated with the American Federation of Labor. Our association
has 8 memberghip of about 75,000 men who are unionized in practically every
State on the Atlantic and the Guif coast—{rom Maine to Texas; we have a few
locals on the Pacific coast and on the Great Lakes. The men in our union work
in the various activities on the waterfront in foreign, intercoastal, and inland
waterways trade. It includes longshoremen, checkers, weighers, cargo repairmen,
warchousemen, samplers, lighterers, bargemen, tugmen, and other trades ordi-
narily found in water transportation.

The International Longshorecmen’s Association endorses the cenactment of
H. R. 9654, retaining its quota limitations upon tropical refined sugar from Hawaii
and Puerto Rico and upon refined beet sugar. An expansion in the beet-sugar
industry or an expansion of tropical refining would both be harmful to the member-
shin of our association,

n the first place, our association has as its members the men and women who
work in some of the large refinerics in the port of New York. These refinery
workers receive from 70 cents to $1.03 an hour for men and 43 cents to 53 cents an
hour for women—in all cases the 8-hour day and 40-hour week prevail, with time
and a half for overtime and one week’s vacation each year. These 3,000 men and
women are dependent for their livelihood upon the amount of cane sugar refined
in the United States. It is obvious that an expansion in the refining of sugar in
Hawaii and Puerto Rico would deprive our members of employment and I regret
to say that they are now employed only about half of the time. Our association
and the American Federation of Labor are on record as being 100 percent opposed
to the expansion of tropical refining.

The membership of our association would be definitely harmed by an expansion
in the heet-sugar quota, and this would come about for two reasons, In the first
place, if there is an expansion in beet-sugar refining there will be less cane-sugar
refining done in Brooklyn and other refining cities. Conscqguently, an expansion
of bect-sugar refining would create unemployment in our membership just as
would the expansion in tropical refining,

But we are opposed to an expansion in beet-sugar refining for an even more
fundamental reason, and that is because if the refining of beet sugar is increased
there is less importation of tropical raw sugar from the sugar islands. Sugar is the
second most important commodity entering the United States from overseas.
Our membership gets its livelihood from handling overscas trade and we lose jobs
if there is a reduction in this trade. 1f there is less raw sugar brought into the
United States, there is less stevedoring, warchousing, weighing, checking, sampling,
and so forth. No one could expect our association under these circumstances to
endorse a modification of the sugar law which would throw us out of employment.

And the expansion of the beet-sugar industry since 1925 by approximately a
million tons has meant that we have already lost employment in this way,
million-ton deerease in raw sugar coming to this country has affected directly or
indirectly every one of the 75,000 men in our union. And I call to your attention
that there are less than 75,000 beet farmers, . -

If the beet-sugar industry could expand its production without substantial
subsidies we, of course, would have to take the medicine. We cannot ask Congress
to stop the expansion of any business in the United States if that expansion could
take place without subsidies, direct or indirect. But we can ask and we sincerely
do ask that Congress not pass legislation which will further expand a subsidized
ir}dustrﬁri (;when such an expansion will immediately and automatically come out
of our hide. .
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Tt is for this reason that we are willing to i;o along with the enactment of H. R.
9654 in the form in which it was passed by the House.

The Cuairman, Is there any one else who wants to either submit a
brief for the record or who wants to be heard?

Senator ConnaLLy. I move we close the hearing.

The CrnarrMaN. Senator Andrews, did you desire to say anything
before the commitiee?

Scenator Anprews. I will make my statement on the floor. I have
got quite a lot to say.

The Cuairman. There will be incorporated in the record at this.
point statements submitted to the committee by Mr. P. A. Staples
president and general manager of the Hershey Corporation, Central
Hershey, Cuba; and by Mr. H. H. Pike, Jr., chairman, Cuban Com-
mittee, National Foreign Trade Council, Inc. These statements are-
being submitted in licu of personal appearances before the committee,

In addition, I saan in receipt of a communication from Miss Harriet
Elliott, member, Advisory Commission to the Council of National
Defense, commenting on the pending bill. Miss Elliott’s letter will
be incorporated in the record,

SraTEMENT BY P. A. StArLEes, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER OF THE
Hersaey CorroraTioN, CeENTRAL HErsupy, CuBa, AT THE HEARING ON
Sugar LecisuaTioNn Berore THE SENATE Finvance ComMmiTTEE, OCTOBER 3,
1940

I have been since 1921 the president and general manager of Hershey Corpora-
tion, & Delaware corporation which is chiefly engaged in growing sugarcane and
?roducing refined sugar therefrom in Cuba. Our main development is at Central

fershey in Habana Province, where we operate the largest sugar mill in the
western end of the island and the largest and most modern refinery in Cuba.

While the bill H. R, 9654 has been pending in the Senate there has been &
development which brings into high relief a flaw in our national sugar policy,
through which one of the eight producing areas participating in the quota-control
plan is singled out to absorb practically the full force of a quota reduction de-~
signed to help all the participants. It is an injustice to Cuba whose position in
our market has alrcady been drastically restricted, and it endangers the interests
of 130,000,000 American consumers,

This flaw is all the more evident when pro;ected against the background of our
present efforts to build up the defense of the Caribbean area and the Panama
Canal, and to develop an effective economic defense of the Western Homisphere.
It reflects a situation so critical that I believe we must reappraise our sngar
polioy in terms of a national emergency and not merely of farm relief,

To this end I would like to submit for your consideration a 10-point analysis
of the causes and implications of the crisis into which we have drifted under the
present sugar legislation:

1, CUBA CARRIES THE BURDEN

Section 202 (a) and (b) of the Sugar Act of 1987 creates in combination with
provisions of the Philippines Independence Act, a situation in which Cuba and
the negligible “other foreign’ participation must absorb 100 percent of any re-
duction in producing quotas below the minimum figures at which production
in the United States flag areas is frozen.

The effect of this set-up was strikingly shown when the Department of Agri-
culture announced on August 26, 1940, a reduction of 136,383 tons in the official
estimate of United States sugar conswmption for the full year 1940. This action
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automatically reduced the Cuban quota by 113,421 tons, or 83 percent of the cut
in the consumption estimaté. The balance was apportioned betwecn 1,620 tons
from the “‘other foreign" sugars and 21,342 tons from the full duty part of the
total Philippine quota, which never would be used unless and until the price of
sugar almost doubles its present lovel,

Compare what therefore happened to Cuba with how the other producing areas
fared under the August 26 revision in quotas:

Domestic beet. ...l No cut.

Mainland cane.. ... Do.

Hawaii . ..._... Do.

Puerto Rico,..... Do.

Virgin I8lands. oo oo it e e e Do.
Philippines. ..o ..o e —ae. A “paper” cut.
Cuba. ... . e Cut of 113,421 tons,
Other fOreign_ ..o o an Cut of 1,620 tons.

Thus almogt the full force of this reduction in marketable tonnage must be
absorbed by Cuba whose whole economy is built upon her ability to sell a reason-
able volume of sugar to the United States at a reasonable price. And she knows
that any further cut in the consumption estimate will reguire an alimost 100-percent,
sacrifice on her part,

‘This Eu-esent penalty would have heen mitigated if Cuba had heeu allowed to
benefit from the situation which brought about the need for this cut in the con-
sumption estimate. That situation developed a year ago when the President
suspended all quotas to relieve a psychological crisis in the sugar market. Imme-
diately Puerto Rico put in more than 300,000 tons of excess sugar, the domestic
beets added another 239,000 tons and domestic cane o further 155,000 tons-—a total
of 700,000 tons of sugar above the 1939 quotas. But Cuba was prevented from
participating in that opportunity for the simple reason that suspension of quotas
automadtically increased the duty on Cuban sugar to $1.50 per 100 pounds,

The injustice of such a double-barreled attack on only one of eight participants
in the sugar-control program is too obvious to need elaboration,

I, SUGAR RANKS FIRST A% A PROBLEM OF 8UMPLY

The fact that sugar is currently a glut on the American market should not he
pormitted to hide the more significant fact that, right now, the sygar bowls in
millions of homes overseas are empty through sheer inahility to get the sugar to
them. We may well examine the continuing depoendability of our sources of
sﬁpplty.' in terms of present world developments, or we may find ourselves in a like
situation.

Bugar is classified by the Army and Navy Munitions Board as an essential food,
and we are consuming it at the rate of 6% million tons a year. Our present sugar
‘program calls for our getting this tremendous volume from the following sources:

One million tons from the Philippine Islands which are more than 6,000 miles

away and well within the trouble zone of the Far East;
" Nine hundred and thirty-eight thousand tons from the Hawaiian Islands which
are 2,000 miles away and are being developed as one of our great naval bases.
According to an article in the August issue of Fortunc magazine, much of the
sugar Iand will be diverted to other crops for feeding the Naval Establishment
and the civilian dpolpulntion in the event of mobilization in the Far East.

Eight hundred thousand tons from Puerto Rico which is scme 1,100 miles from
our mainland and is another important outpost In our defense. In the cvent of
‘hostilities in the Atlantic, the first oall on the arable lands of that island will be
the feeding of its dense population. '

Ten thousand tons from the Virgin Islands which are still further away and
which do not figure importantly in any event.

SBummarizing the situation in our own offshore producing areas, we find that
we are counting on them for a total of more than 2,700,000 tons out of consump-
tion of 6,500,000, Even if we do not question the ability of these areas {0 con-
tinue producing under wartime conditions, we would still face the problem of
providing and protecting the merchant ships to .bring this sugar to us. X

Turning now to our mainland production, we find that our beet growers have
a quota of just over 1% million tons, and that Louisisna and Florida cane together
have an additional 420,000 tons. ﬁere is no problem of occan shipping, but our
experience with these producing areas during the first World War was that thoy
were barely able to maintain their ;')lgacetime volume even with the stimulants of
patriotic appeal and high prices. 'The fewer moen there are on their hands and
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knees in the beet ficlds, the more effectively can we use our manpower for national
defense.  And weather conditions in Florida and Louisiana make their production
uncertain from year to year, the destruction of sugarcane by killing frosts in those
areas during the last crop year being a significant case in point. .

There remains, then, (L)ubu, where cane Hourishes as & native perennial grass.
From & production standpoint she demonstrated her power by increasing her out-
put 52 pereent during the World War, and her cooperation by selling us her entire
production at fixed and rcasonable prices. From the standpoint of accessibility,
her principal port is only 106 miles from our mainland, and the whole island is
well within the essential defense zone of our scaboard and the Panama Canal.
But, willing as she may be, Cuba can hardly be expected to respond to an emer-
geney call from us if her sugar industry continues to be strangled and digorganized
by our sugar legislation.

I, CUBAN SUGAR HAS BECOME A BTRATEGIC FACTOR IN OUR MILITARY AND
ECONOMIC DEFENBE

Cuban sugar is not only dependable in volume and readily available to the
United States market under mxy,-oond{t“fdhs"chuq, of the iuvasion of our South
Atlantic seaboard; it hag.détome an important fs‘f’mmgic factor in our defense
rogram.  Because suger is the backbone of Cuba’s econgmy, its purchase from
wr in volume is the best means of strengthening economie, and politieal condi-
tions in the istang~and thus of developing and maintaining active good will
and cooperation’of her people:  From:ia mflitary standpoint this is essential, as
Cuba forms the longest link in the chain of defenpe between ths'entrance to the
Gulf of Mexigo and the nortlrnzapprosch to thePanama Canal, *;s.‘ion appendix
D, quotatiogh from Maj()xf*ﬂli()t,~llli{iturﬁ‘expe‘vﬂ I'vom the standpoint of eco-
nomie defefise against totalitariap infilti atign into Cubsg, sugar is aycommodity
which we gan buy with minimum distoration of our.bwn agricultura} cconomy.

Just as & generation agu we ‘eould not, tolerate yellgw fever in the ndarby ports.
of Cuba, o today we must belp hor toheradicate ‘:‘ffth column’ acti
among her peoplé,  And the mdsgeffective way:of, doing thgt is to buyghe sugar

to whichzher people look for employment and piyr(ﬂm&ix’)‘g power, 5

<, . o T
1¥. DOMESTI¢ SUGAR PRODUCUPION™IS ROP A MILITARY chmsr:{;'

N . \ . 3 .

The claim of domaestic sugds producerd tliat they should be farther gnbsidized
as a military neoessity, docs hot stand up under/exanttnggion. Our sffuation is
just the reverse of that in Furopesn nations:which are so Tar removed from the
great sugat:howls of the4ropics and aveé 86 vulnerable to blggkade, thay they have
been foreed to develop beet sugar produstion as a inilitary necessity segardless of
cost.  With:Cuba at our very doorstep, we face:no guch need. Pur strategic
advantage is based on a simple geographidel fact which no flood g1 propaganda
should be permitted to subnierge, gnd the' Americdn people wit hecome more
and more conscious of this fact as they follow the developmepgof our nationsl-
defense program, 5

E

S \ N
V. SUGAR 18 'KtMINOR FACTOR IN UNITED ES FARMING
Y A
Inasmuch as domestic sugar production her cane or bect, rests on sub-

sidics, the number of farms receiving benefit {)uymonts under the Sugux Act of
1937 would seem to be a reasonably exact indication of the number of farms on
which sugarcane or sugar beets are grown. The latest available report (1938,
lists 76,6560 beet farms and 17,603 cano farms, or a total of 94,162 farms to whic
sugar benefits were paid from the United States Treasury in that year.
figure of less than 100,000 compares with the more than 6,800,000 farmd in the
United States,

In other words, less than 1% percent of our farmers have any producer interest
in sugar at all, and their combined production barely tops 80 percent of our na-
tional consumption. Thus they do not produce even as much sugar as our rurak
population eats. | :

t will be argied that more farmers would grow cane or beets if quotas were
removed from domestic production: but that argument rests on the assumption
that tho American peop e, including the overwhelming percentage of farmers,
are willing to extend still further a subsidy scheme which already is costing them,
as consumers *nd taxvayers, several hundred million dollars & year, .

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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V1. CUBAN BUGAR PURCHASES DIRECTLY AID OUR FARMBERS
The divoet relation between our purchases of Cuban sugar and Cuban purchases

of » wile variety of our Tarm produce, as woll as of factory products, is definitely
eatablished. This produce in¢ludes beaus, apples, potatoes, rice, dairy produets,
packing-houso products. 'The more Cuban sugar we buy, tho wider becomes the
participation of American farmors in the export sales to Cuba, This reciprocal
trade is in lina with America’s traditional faith in eﬂ‘miouc‘y; of production as the
basis for general prosperity. We sell what we can grow best, buying in return
what Cuba grows best; and both the Cuban and the American farmer benefit.

VII. CUBAN BUGAR PURCHASES HELP THE UNITED STATES TRBABURY

During the last 20 years the United States Treasury has benefited o a net
amount of more than $1,700,000,000 from duty and nonrefunded processing taxes
paid on sugar bought from Cuba, This souree of Federal income varies divectly
with the volume of sugar allotted to Cuba under the quota. Fvery ton we take
away from the Cuban quota and give to a domestic producer means & net revenue
loss of $28.

VIEL, THE ALLEGED PRICE GOUAE BY CUBA DURING THE WORLD WAR I8 FALSE

Documented facts, already a part of the public record, show that Cuba sold
her entire sugar production to the United States Sugar Administration in 1917-18
for a price below the immediately previous market, and in 1918 19 for a price
which gave that Administration a'profit on its resale of that sugar to the domestie
sofinors, 'These facts further show that Cuba urged upon the United States
Government the need for continuing this cooperation for a third year, that our
Government refused the offer and abandoned sugar control, and that the result
was a runaway market which was started by the Louisinna cane interosts and
developed by the beot interests. In the faco of these documented facts it is
diffieult to understand Low supposodly responsible persons have continued,
poth in and ont of Congress, to blame Cuba for that situatiou, (See appendixes
A and B)

[X. OUR WORLD WAR EXPERIENCH I8 STILL VALID

Dr. Joshua Bernhardt, now Chief of the Sugar Section of the Agricultural
Adjustment Administration, served during the first World War as sugar statistician
of the United States Food Administration and Chicf, Statisticsl Departient,
United States Sugar lqualization Board, Ine. In 1920 he published with the
authorization of the directors of the Equalization Board a book entitled “Govern-
ment Control of the Sugar Industry in tho United States,”  Commenting on a
table of sugar production in the United States and in Cuba from 1914-15 to
1919-20, Dr, Bornhardt wrote in that book:

“The abovoe figures show the tremendous incrcase in the production which
resulted during the period of Government control in Cuba against which increasc
the slight decreases in the other sources of supply were negligible. A much higher
prico than that which prevailed in 1918 and 1919 might have eonceivably increased
production in the United States beet industry, Porto Rico, and Hawaii to the
extent of a few hundred thousand tons, but the wiser poliey was adopted of agsum-
ing a price level which would encourage production in the only source of supply
where large increases could be immediately expeected in response to relatively
small price increases, that is in Cuba.” )

May I wake the comment on the ahove quotation, that no United States main-
1and production and no United States lag production offshore, has been developed
gince 1020 to challenge the strategic importance of Cuban sugar to the American
people in the ovent of war?

X, DIRECT CONSUMPLION QUOTAS DO NOT BELONG IN THIS LRGISLATION

Refining is a purely industrial function which has nothing to do with agricultural
reliof. If the domestic refiners merit protection boyond what they definitely
receive from the basic quota program, they can and should be given it in separato
legislation. Inelusion in a farm measure of special priviloge for & dozen refining
companies i3 not in the publie interest.

CONCLUSION

The present quota for Cuba is 1,748,796 tons, That is less than 41 percent of
the 4,281,000 tons she put into the United States in 1029. No other producing
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area, hag heen cut back so drastically under our quota control program; indeed,
all the other producing aroas have been given quotas which peg their production
at or close to their peak outputs. The effect upon Cuba has been seriously to
disorganize her main agricultural crop.

Unless the stranglehold is loosened, our main reliance for sugar may not be
capable of responding when the American peoplo most need help.

Arrenpix A, DocumenTED STATEMENT SUrrortTING P. A. StarLns’ TEsTIMONY
ON OcToBER 3, 1940, BEFORE THE SENATE FINANcE CoMmitTEE WiTH RuseecT
10 SuGAR PrIcEs DURING AND FoLLOWING THE WORLD WAR

1. Ir. March 1917, the month before the United States entered the war, Cuban
raw sugar was selling at an average price of 5.58 1 ¢ents per pound in New York,
This average declined in the next few months, reaching 5.02 t cents in June and
July. The average for the year was 5.34 ! cents per pound.

2. When our Food Control Act became effective on August 10, 1917,2 nego-
tiations were initiated with Cuba for the purchase of her entire 1918 sugar crop;
and an agreement to this effect was signed on December 24, 19178 Under its
terms, Cuba oblixf\ntod hetself to sell all her sugar, except that for home con-
sumption, to the Allies, one-third for shipment to Europe and the balance to the
United States. The price agreed upon for shipments to the United States was
4.98 1 cents per pound cost and freight at New lYork,

3. Comparing the yearly average prices at New York of 5,34 ! cents per pound
in 1917 and 5 ' cents in 1918, it is evident that Cuba granted a price concession
which represented a saving of many millions of dollars for the American con-
sumer. Certainly there was no price gouging here.

4. Remember also in this respeet that there was a world searcity of sugar which,
beeause of its high energy value, was important to the soldiers as well as to the
consumers back home. The producing areas of the Orient were crippled because
of the wartime trangportation crisis, and Furopean beet-sugar production fell
from a 5-yvear average of 7,900,000 ¢ tons for period 1911-16 to 4,200,000 ¢ average
in the 5-year period 1916-21.  Cuba was the ouc great sugar bowl upon which the
United States, France, and Fngland could draw. She voluntarily relinquished
her chance to profiteer; in fact, she accepted for her entire production a price
substantially lower than the prevailing prico before the United States entered the
war,

5. In looking aliead to 1919, Herbert Hoover, then JFood Administrator, saw
that there would be a still greater scarcity of sugar and that production costs had
necessarily risen because of war conditions, At hearings before the Sugar Iquali-
zation Board in Washington during August 1918, the various interests testified
as follows:

(@) Our domestic beet-sugar industry, which had normally supplied 7.5°%
percent of United States consumption, required a minimum price not less than
9 ¢ cents per pound, refined, at seaboard points, in order to maintain production,

) The domestic cane sugar industry of Louisiana, which had normally sup-
plied 5.7 ¢ percent of United States consumption, required a refined price of not
{ess than 9.5 7 cents per pound, in order to maintain production.

(¢) The Hawaiian sugar industry, which had normally supplicd 14.0 5 percent
of United States consumption, roquired a refined sugar price of 9 ¢ conts per
pound to maintain its production.

(@) Puerto Rico, which had normally supplied 8.6 # pereent of United States
consumption, did not testify, being willing to accept any price basis suitable for
the bee -su%.ar or the Hawaiian industry.

(e) The United States cane refiners required an increase of 0.158 cents per
pound in the refining margin.

(f) Cuba, which had normally supplied 40.7 % percent of United States con-
sumption, requived a raw-sugar price of 5.60 7 cents per pound frec on board ab
Cuban ports, With all costs of transportation and refining added, this was
equivalent to 8.59 7 cents per pound, refined,

6. In other words, both our mainland production and that of our own insular
arcas required g)rices substantially higher than that of Cuba even to maintain
their current rate of output; and no inerease could be expeeted from the American

s Btatlstics on Sugar, U, 8, Tariff Commission, August 1033, p, 36,
2 Gtovernmont Control of Sugar, Dr, Joshua Bernhardt, 102(), p. 10
s Government Control of Rugar. Dr. Joshua Bernhardt, 1920, p. 16,
+ Statistics on Bugar, U. 8. Tarlll Commission, March 1939, p. 4.
s Statistics on Sugar, U. 8, Tarifl Commission, August 1933, p. 13,
¢ Government Control of Bugar, Dr, Joshua Bornhardl, 1026, P, 60,
1 Government Qontrol of Sugar, Dr, Foshua Bornhardt, 1020, p. 81,
¢ Government Control of Sugar, Dr. Joshua Bernhardt, 1020, p. 52,
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gources without the stimulation of a further price boost. 8o Cuba was asked to
hold the bag for the American oconsuiner, and this she cheerfully did by contracting
to s“fall her evtire 1919 crop to us at 5.50 7 cents per pound free on hoard at Cuban
ports.

7. It cost tho Food Administration 1.45 ? cents per pound for freight, insurance,
and duty to get this Cuban sugar to New York, or a total of 6.95 ¢ cents per pound
delivered at our soaboard refineries. But the Food Administration, in order to
bolster the domestic price level as a means of maintaining domestic Eroductiou,
charged the rofiners 7.28 9 cents per pound for this Cuban raw sugar, thus making
a profit of 33 ¢ cents por 100 pounds. This profit, plus the prevailing duty of
1 ceut per pound, went into the United States Treasury. IHere again it is hard
to see how Cuba was guilty of szouging the American people.

8, Although the war had onded, the sugar situation continued to be serious in
1919.  On July 29 of that year the Cuban Government once more offered (Haw-
ley and Rionda letter, appendix B) for the third suceessive year to sell her en-
tire crop to the United States ac a reasonable priee; but our Government decided
to consider sugar control at an end, and finally made this known officially the
very last day of 1919,

9, In the meantime prices for our domestic sugar began to get out of hand.
PDespite the fact that Cuban raw sugar, delivered to New York, continued to
sell at 5.88 10 cents por pound.  Attorney General Palmer of the United States
was forced to invoke the Food Control Aet against both our domestic heet-sugar
and cane-sugar producers,  Oun Octobor 21, 1019, he ordered that beet-sugar
producers could not demand more than 10 1 cents per pound, then raised this
maximum to 10,50 ® cents per pound the next month and permitted the smaler
companies to scll at 13.12) ® cents per pound. As for the Louisiana cano pro-
duetion, he authorized on November 8 a maximum price of 17 ? cents per ponund
for plantation clarified sugar and 18 9 cents per pound for Louisiana clear gran-
ulated. These are the facts which arve fully documented in the Government
archives in Washington and in the official statistics of the sugar industry for
1919. Was it, then, Cuba, or was it Louisiana, who started tho raid on the
American consumer?

10. In 1920, the United States, having refused Cuba’s tender to scll her entire
crop at a reasonable price, the producers on that island were left entirely free to
sell at the market, The price went to 11.62 1? cents in the first week of January
1920, but declined the next month as the result of larger productiou in Cuba and
Puerto Rico, the low point of 8.7 ' being reached on February 26. Then the
effects of a serious drought in Cuba began to be folt and, in the absence of Gov-
cernment control, the price climbed to a high of 22 1© ¢centa per pound on May 31,
Thereafter it worked its way down to normal market conditions,

Arrenpix B. Dgpostrep Wirh StareMENT BY P, A, StAPLES ON OCTOBER 3,
1940, At THE HEARING ON SUGAR LEGISLATION BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE

COoMMITTEX
New Yorx, July 29, 1919,
GEORGR A. ZABRISKIN,
President of the Equalization Board, New York,

Drar Sir: In pursuance of the informal discussions conducted between the
subscribers, speaking by authority for the Cuban Government, and members of
the Equalization Board as the purchascrs and distributors of Cuba’s sugar crop
for the existing year, we deem it expedient to submit for your information, and
as far ag you may determine, for your action in continuing the control and dis-
position of Cuba’s crop of sugar for the ensuin% year of 1920,

In presenting our suggestions, while acting direetly for the Cuban producer, we
accept the grave responsibility of gpeaking scarcely leis for the American con-
sumer, and for that vast army of foreign consumers whose needs are of such con-
cern to the American Government.

Fortunately for every interest involved, the great bulk of sugar required by
importing countrics is provided by the island of Cuba—but she takes no note of
this “‘coign of vantage”—-on the other hand, the Island Republic, its hacendados
and farmers, and manufacturers of sugar, tender through its own Government,

T (lovernment Control of Sugar, Dr. Joshua Bernhardt, 1920, p. 81.

¢ Government Control of Sugar, Dr. Joshua Herniinrdt, 1020, p, 63,

1 Statistics on Sugsr, U, 8, '] m‘(ﬁ Commission, 1933, p, 36,

1t Transition from GGovernment Control of Sugar to Competitive Conditions, by Dr. Joshus Bernhardt,
in the Quarterly Journal of Economles, August 1020, p. 731,

12 (tovernmont Control of Sugar, Dr. Joshua Bernhardt, 1920, pp. 732-734,
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providing it meets with the consent and cooperation of the American Government
the entire wealth of her production, under such torms as may be agreed upon by
the contracting parties, at a price moderate, but componsating to the producers
and well within the economie reach of the consumer,

This is the fundamental basis upon which our tender is made,

If ncceptance through the continued life and active participation of your re-
spected Board—or a similar body—the whole question would be greatly simplified,
If, on the contrary, the opportunity to serve— not the American people alone but
the universal welfare—-is for any reason, techniocal or otherwise, not availed of
through one medium or another, thero is not a community anywhere in America,
in Burope, or Asia, that will not feel the consequence of our failure to provide a
stable price for this most necessary article of human consumption.

Cuba approaches this question with full recognition of her relations to the
American people and their Government, and in the spirit of comity and desire
for a complete understanding,

We await with unflagging interest your reply, the subject of which we are
asslnrud is to you, as it is to us, the most momentous in the world’s cconomy of
today,

Faithfully yours, P

ManugL RroNpa,
R. B. HawLny,

Avpenpix (. Excerers rros ARTICLE, HAwai: Sucar-Coarep Fort, APPEARING
v Forruvg Maaazing ror Avaust 1940

Presumably the Army and the Navy ought to be lm}l)py in their tight little
Gibraltar. But they are not satisfied.  The two major objections are, of course,
the Japanese and the Inck of food self-sufficiency deriving from two-crop agricul-
ure.
* * ® * " " *

The Army men are enraged at the prico of sugar. Most of the locally consumed
sugar is milled and refined in Honolulu’s one refinery.  Yet out of 58 cities listed
in a Department of Labor study, only Butte, Mont., had a higher sugar price
than Honolulu. Food costs in Honolulu range something over 25 percent above
the raainland, electricity nearlfr 10 percent and gas 15 percent.  (The plantation
laborer, whose wage looks high, alsd must pay higher than on the mainland for
almoyt everything except rico.  Moreover, prices at the company stores on two
plantations investigated by Fortune near Honolulu were uniforinly higher than
in the Honolulu stores,

* * * * * * *

To judge by the works ofsthe Pan-Pacific presy, the haoles are more worried
by what New Dealism—in the guise of promoting labor unionization—--might do
to flaw traditional Hawaii than they are over the presence of the armed forces
of the United States. Nevertheless, it is the Army that iy the great potential
enemy of the casy, delightful life that has been led for more than three deeades by
the richer haoles. We have already scen that the island of Onhn produces only
16 percent of its food supply. Realizing what this might portend in case of war,
the Hawaiian territorial government talks a great deal and accomplishes very
little about developing a diversificd agriculture. One sugar plantation grows
enough potatoes to fill eurrent demand on Oahuy, but it ships them to the United
8tates mainland where, as out-of-season new potatoes, they command high prices.

The Army believes that there is enough food at ar;_y given moment on Oahu to
last 3 months, So for M-day it has matured careful plavs for the quick con-
vorsion of sugar and pineapple acres to food erops.  The Army can tell you today
just what crop this or that particular piece of ground will have to grow in case of
war and the threat of siege from the Far Kast.  True, the United States Congress
has turned down the Army request for a backlog of seeds for M-day. But future
United States Congresses are not likely to be so niggardly in view of the present
state of the world. Comes M-day, the unified, centralized eontrol of Hawaiian
agriculture will prove to be an advantage to the military; only a few men need he
instructed to get the wheels turning immediately.  But when and if M-day—-
with its feared attack by the Japancse-—ever arrives the haoles will not witness
the conversion of their croplands with any pleasure. For the whole socinl struc-
ture of Hawaii rests upon sugar and pinecapples,  Hawaiian sugar may be uneco-
nomie from the standpoint of the mainland American, who could get his sugar
more cheaply from Cuba if there were no tariff and quota uyratmn. But with a
retreat from sugar and a change to diversified farming the Territory of Hawaii
would not he able to buy an annual $90,000,000 worth of goods from the United
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States~—a figure that makes Hawaii our fifth bi% est market for mainland goods,
‘M-day would obviously spell disaster for the Big Five,

Arrvenpix D. Excprer From May, Groran Fieumna Eroe's COLUMN IN 1HE
NEw Yourk Herarp TRIBUNE For Spprempin 5, 1940,

ADVANTAGES OF GUANTANAMO

It hias long beon recoghized that our position in the Caribbean was susceptible
of great improvement, the most frequently moentioned requiremont boing a
southeastern base in the vicinity of Trinidad {o command the main route from
Panana to the cast const of South America.  Beforo the consumation of the present
American-British agreenient, we had, aside from Panama, only two Caribbean
positiong-- Guantanamo Bay and the Puerto Rico-Virgin Islands aren.  Guan-
tanamo Bay has very great natural advantages, It comamands the most important
of the Caribbean entrances, the Windward passage; it has a fine harbor with ample
anchorage for the fleet and complete shelter and is easily defonded; it is connceted
by rail with Habana, and so by car forry with any part of the United States,
enabling carload freight to be delivered to its doeks without breaking bulk;
it possesses excellent sites for the works and docks of a naval station.  ‘There
seemd littlo doubt that at this point shiould be located our chief naval base for the
Caribbean avea.  Puerto Rico has the advantage of being our island, but it is
lacking in good harbor facilities for our large ships, A second-class naval base,
and an army air base, are (o be located here.  Its attendant isle of Culebra has a
fine fleet anchorage: 8t Thomas also has a good harbor,

Starement or H. . Pikg, Jr, Cramman, Cupan CoMmrrres, NATIONAL
ForrgiaN Travpe Councir, INc, Berork Swenare Finavcer CoMmirmis ON
LXTHNSION OF Suaar Acr oF 1037

The Cuban committee of the National Foreign Trade Council, Inc,, urges upon
the Senate Finance Committee recognition of the fact that legislation on the
subjeet, of sugar has ecome to have a diveet bearing on the even broader national
interest in preservation of our export market in the Western Hemisphere and in
maintaining our stand at the Habana Conference for economic as well as military
solidarity among the American republics,

Our exporters of agricultural and industrial goods normally finding their mar-
kets in ti]m established trade chauncls of a world at peace, are now staggering
under an unprecedented contraction and resteiction of markets throughout the
world, It is the convietion of our committee that there is a erving need, as a
matter of national poliey, to make every effort to maintain established trade
relationships abroad as insurance for the survival of our cconomy as well as an
expression of international good faith,

Cuba is one of the few places now available where we ean make that kind of an
offort.  And Cuba is unqualifiedly willing to devote her economie plant and her
in(\slmatyimml deonomic poliey to {the preservation of our established methods of
trade.

As a result of apecifie concessions granted to American products of all kinds,
sinee the effective date of the Cuban Trade Agreement in 1934, ('uba has made
a practical demonstration of her willingness to divert ber purchases to the United
States market. United States Department of Commeree Reports for February
10, 1940, presont the following figures of percent of total imports into Cuba
supplied by the Unitod States:

Percent Percent
. 04,42
. 68.57
79. 89

This is the plain record of how Cuba has given us the benefit of her foreign
purchasing power. No other sountry hag a reeord which approaches it. ©
want to make every effort at all times to cultivate such a customer.  The figures
above show that Cuban purchasing power is overwhelmingly directed toward the
United States,  We should want to inerease that purchaging power.  And we ean.
Cuba has purchased as much as $300,000,000 worth of our goods in a single




ENXTENSLON OF SUGAR ACT OF 1937 135

vear: and she has also bought us little as $25,000,000 in a year. ‘The minount
varies with the volume of sngar she ean sell in the United States. The amount
of sugar Cuba can sell in the United States is controlled by United States laws
%‘tnlt governmental administration.  The deeision is squarely up to the United
mtates,

Cuba is uvexeelled agriculturally to produce sugar. She has the necessary
slant to do o on a greatly increased seale,  She is within 100 miles of our main-
and, and well within our inner defense zones,  She produees sugar which effects
a contribution to and not a drain upon the United States Treasury.  If properly
utilized her sugar could bring a tremendous gaving to American consumers,  And
finally our purchase of Cuban sugar will ereate a rich market for our producers
of all kinds and will strengthen by practieal performance our desire for hemi-

spherie unity.

Within the week Senator Barbour has issued a statement in which he said:
“Any move 1o cut the present quotn on Cuban sugar would undermine confidenee
of the peoples to the south of us as to our desire to cooperate with them in
strengthening their own economie position.”

Nevertheless the bill now before you for consideration, H, R. 9654, would
continue a sugar control program in which Cuba automatieally bears the burden
of any further cut made in marketing quotas, leaving all the United States flag
areas to veap any price advantage that might result from such a cut atl no sacrifice
to their marketing volume,

This is not_a theoretical situation; it actually developed as recently as August
26 when the Department of Agriculture made a reduetion of 136,383 tons in the
consumption estimate, and this automatically cat the Cuban markeling quota by
113,121 tons, or 83 pereent of the total reduction.  The only United States flag
aren which participated in the cut was the Philippines where the reduetion ap-
plied only against full-duty sugars which the Philippines have never put into our
market during the 6 years that the sugar-control progeam has been in effeet,  In
any revised legislation we urge that necessary reductions in quota be shared in non-
diseriminating proportions by all aveas,

Sugar is the one commodity we ean buy from Cuba with Jittle dislocation of our
farm cconomy and with definite benefit to the overwhelming majority of Americang
as farmers, factory workers, businessmen, taxpayvers, and consumers, This fact
should not be ignored in any sugar legislation in these eritical times.,

The Cuban committee of the National Foreign Trade Couneil, Inc,, believes
that the most expedient. thing to do at this time is to enact H, R. 9654 which wilt
extend for 1 more year the Sugar Act of 1037,

At the same time we would urge upon your comnmittee the importance of n
tharough review and revision of our national sugar poliey in terms of develop-
ments in the world at large and in the Western Hemisphere in particular, and we
take this oceasion {o repeat again the importanee of having the sugar policy of the
United States studied by an impartial nonpolitical organization, ns sugar is one
of the important issues both in our internal economy and in our relations with
C'iba, an essentinl link in our national defense,

Tor Avvisony CommissioN o ThE CouNcil oF NATIONAL DEFENsSE,
Washinglon, D. C., October 8, 1940.
The Honorable Par Harnison,
Chatrman, Senate Finance Commnittee, United States Senate,

My Drar Sunator Harnrison: It is my understanding that hoarings aro now
being held on H. R, 9654, a bill extonding the Sugar Act of 1937, As you may
he aware, the Division of Consumoer Protection of the National Defenso Advisory
Commission is vitally concorned with the maintenance of standards of health,
nutrition, physical fitness, and social well-being necessary for adequate defense.
Human welfare is as Pmportant to the national defense as the manufacture of
arms and the mobilization of material resourees, I believe, therefore, that you
may wish o statement of our views on sugar, a staple item in the d'iotn of alt
income groups,

The maintenance of adequate sugar supplies for tho needs of this country is of
great importanco in any program of (,o‘t,u‘ preparation and defense.  The experi-
ence of the last \var showed how essertial sugar oan ho as a basie source of human
?]n_crgy, msd the preservation of the morale of the people and fighting forces of

Mis country,

The consumers of this country, under recent suqm legislation, have contributed

in substantial manner to the well-being of the domestic sugar-producing aveas.
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1 should be deeply concerned if an attempt were made to place any further limita-
tions upon the establishment or allocation of the sugar-consumption quota for the
American market in addition to those now in existence. The civilian aspect of
total defense preparations might be jeopardized, paxtioutarly with respect to those
low-income groups, for whieh sugar expenditures form an importaut part of the
family budget outlay. The consumer-protection clauses of existing logislation
have recognized that all interests must receive reasonable consideration in the
orderly marketing of sugar in this country.

Any such legislation would also inevitjably react to the detriment of Cuba.
This would not only infringe upon the good-neighbor poliey, but would perhaps
affect acdversely a source of supply of this vital commodity which may form a
valuable reservoir in the event of need. As you may know, Cuban sugar pro-
duction made an important contribution to this country’s efforts in the last war,
Finally, any further restriction on imports of Cuban sugar would contract further
the markets of our agl:ricultuml and industrial surpluses.

1 am sure you will agreo that, considering all circumstances and interests in-
volved, a strong case could be made against any changes in existing legislation
which would make it more difficult to mect adequately the civilian requirements
of this country; interfere with the total defense preparations of this country;
adversely affect Cuban participation in the total sugar marketing of this country
and =0 injure a potential cmergency reservoir; and weaken the efforts of our
Government to strengthen our economie relations with our Latin-American
neighbors,

Sincerely yours,
Harrigy Linniorr,
Member, Advisory Commission, Council of National Defense,

(Prior to and during the course of the hearings, the committee
received numerous letters, telegrams, and so forth, relative to the
pending bill.  They are as follows:)

UNrtep StaTks SENATE,
Washington, D. C., Septeber 23, 10,0,
Hon. Par Harrison,
Cheirman, Senale Finance Commitiee,
Washington, D. C.

My Deanr Senaror: I have been requested by the Seeretary of the Bergen
County Chamber of Commeree, Hackensack, N. 1., to have placed in the hearings
on H. R. 9654, the attached letter from this chamber. I shall greatly appreciate
it if y ou ean hnve this letter incorporated in the hearings.

With kind personal regards, helieve me

Sineerely yours,
W. WarreN Barpotn,

Brraen County CHAMBER orF COMMERCE,
Hackensack, N..J., September 20, 1940,
Senator W, WARREN BARBOUR,
Senate Office Bullding, Washington, D. C.

My Dear Sevaror: I know from previous correspondence how thoroughly
you are behind the H. R. 9654, which is o hill continuing the import sugar quotas
from certain territorial possessions of the United States for 1 vear. 1 had hoped
lt:)e atzt;-nd the hearing of the Senate Finance Committee on Tuesday next, Septein-

r 24,

Unfortunately, T had a fall while playing golf with my good friend, Senator
Edmund W, Wakelee, on Labor Day.  As a result T fractured one of the honey
in my right wrist.  On account of this injury I shall not be able to attend this
hearing and to speak personally on behalf of this legislation.

Mayx 1 not, therefore, ask vou to let this letter be read into the records at the
hearing?

Theank von,

Yours very truly,
J. W. Binper, Secretary.
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STATEN IsLAND FEDERATION OF MOTHERS CLuns,
Staten Island, N, Y., September 20, 1940.
Senator Par Hannrison,
The Senate Finance Commitiee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D, C.

Dear Senvaror: For some time the women of Staten Island have become:
increasingly aware that as an important part of the New York Harbor and as
consumers of sugar, they should be concerned about the fate of the cane-sugar-
refining industry in New York.

The Staten Island Federation of Mothers Clubs has continually apprised the
34 affiliated clubs of the situation and urged each club to pass resolutions in favor
of legistation which would protect the home refining industry and that these
resolutions be sent to Congress requesting a limitation on the amount of tropical
refined sugar that could come to this country. It has also asked that the beet-
sugar industry be kept within its present limits. The women of Staten lsland
feel that consumers of sugar should not have to bear the burden of a heavily
subsidized beet sugar industry, especially wiien it may mean an inerease in unems-
ployment in their communities.

I)mn enclosing copies of resolutions that have been passed in Staten Island and
I respeetfully request the Finance Committee to place my statement and these
resolutions in the record when hearings are held on sugar legislation, We sin-
cerely believe that there should be no changes made in the sugar bill, H, R. 9654,

Sincerely yours,
Sagan PricE FoLey.
(Mrs, Arthur Foley))

BusiNEss AND ProrFessioNAL WoOMEN’s CLub oF SrareN Ispanp, N. Y.

Since New York Harbor is a large cancsugar-refining center with plants at
Long Island City, Brooklyn, and Edgewater, N. J., giving work to thousands of
men and women who receive the high American wage, and

Since, this cane-sugar-refining industry gives employment indirectly to hundreds
of other workers employed in the railroad and other supplying industries, and

Since, the Federal sugar legislation, which governs our entire American sugar
system, expires this year, and

Since, cane-sugar producer-refiners in the tropies, and beel sugar producers at
home who receive heavy subsidies from the American consuier, paid for partly
through a sugar-sales tax, are attempting to inerease their share in the Americamn
market at the expense of our home-refining industry, and

Since, our home refining industry receives no benefits of any kind under the
Sugar Act, and cannot possibly compete with groups receiving large subsidies,
cash and otherwise, therefore

The Business and Professional Women’s Club of Staten Island at a meeting
held March 19, decided to make the following requests:

First, That when Congress formulates sugar legisiation this year, this legixlation
shall not result in a loss of jobs or loss of business for our home canesugar refining
industry, and lo = of jobs to our refining men and women, and

Second. That the Business and Professional Women’s Club of Staten Island i
passing this request endorses this method of maintaining home industry and home
employment, and

Third, That copics of this request be sent to the congressional Representatives
from New York City, to the two Senators from New York $tate, and to the
Seerctarvies of  Agriculture, Interior, State, and Commerce, respectively, in
Washington, D. C.

Yours very truly,

Tus BusiNpss AND Proresstonan Women's Crus
oF STATEN ISLAND, )
By Gracr 1. HaLs, Corvesponding Secretary.

Moruers Crun, P, 8 No. 14, SravLeroN, STATEN 1sLAND

Whereas the New York Harbor aren is the largest cane sugar-refining center in
the world, giving dircet employment to over 4,000 men and women who are 1000
pereent unionized and reccive the highest wage scale in the American sugar
system, and

Whereas this indusiry and these jobs are threatened by the possibility of an
unlimited inflow of tropical refined sugar from Cuba, and from the American
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islands of Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and the Philippines, since the Federal Sugar Act,
which now limits this inflow, expires this year, and

Whereas under the Sugar Act these tropical producer-refiners receive price
benefits, and cash subsidics paid for by the American consumer, in part through
a sugar sales tax, whereas our home refining industry receives no subsidies of
an%v ind, and

hereas the home refinery workers cannot compete with the tropical refiners
who base their operations on cheap tropical labor; and

Whereas proper protection for the home refining industry does not result in
higher prices to the consumer, nor does the consumer make any saving on the
tropical refined sugar: Thercfore be it

gesolved, That when Congress formulates new sugar legislation this year, it
carry over into the new Sugar Act, the present limitation on the importation of
tropical refined sugar (sce. 207, H. R. 7667), or that it provide for a similar limi-
tation in the new act, in order that our home refining industry have some protec-
tion against subsidized competition; and be it,

Resolved, That the Mothers Club of P. 8. No, 14, of Staten Island, in passing
this resolution, endorses this method of maintaining home industry and home
employment; and be it further

Resolved, That copies of this regolution be sent to the congressional Representa-
tives, to the two Senators from New York State, and to the Scerctaries of Agri-
culture, Interior, State, and Commerce respectively in Washington, D, (.

ANNA JOHNSTON, Seerelary.

Date passed, FeBruary 14, 1940,

“FLOWERS FOR THE FLOWERLEss,”
Philadelphia, Pa., September 138, 1940,

Diar SENATOR HARRISON: Ai a woman active in many Philadelphia organiza-
tions, as president of the Security Councils of America, and as a member of the
Commitice for the Defense of Philadelphia’s Cane Sugar Refining Industry, 1
hereby ask permission to insert the following statement in the record of sugar
hearings to be held by your commitice.

The Committee for the Defense of Philadelphia’s Cane Sugar Refining Industry
has a membership of about 125 men and women of note in Philadelphia.  TIts
purpose has been stated to be “to advoeate that Congress cnaet legislation in
1940 which will be fair and equilable to Philadelphia industry, workers and
consumers.”’

The women of Philadelphia are particularly interested first in getting the best

ogsible products available at the best possible price-—and secondly we are
interested in the lubor conditions under which these produets are made. We
fieiel that the three large refineries here in Philadelphia are meeting these con-
tions,

Since thoy are meeting these conditions, it is extremely unfair, in our opinion,
for Congress to impose further hardships on a home refining industry already
suffering from business.being taken away from it,

We have in Philadelphia three iarge refineries, employing around 3,000 people.
‘These men and women- roceive a wage rate of about 65 cents per hour and are
unionized. In the last 8 or 9 years, the Philadelphia industry has seen a decline
in its business and many men and women have lost their jobs. If sugar legisla-
tion, which your committee is now discussing, does not give adequate treatment
to tfxis Philadelphia industry, the 3,000 workers, now employed, may very well
fose their jobs.

As citizens, we feel it is our duty to do all we can to keep the sugar-refining
industry in Philadelphia and to prevent further unemployment. We are willing
to pay a one-half cent a pound tax on sugar, if it is for the general good of the
Nation. But we are not willing to pay this tax and at the same time seo our
home industry decline.  'We are not willing to subsidize in this manner the tropical
refiners of sugar, or the heet-sugar producers, if this subsidy will result in the
gradual loss of our home industry to the congequent detriment of our community
a8 a whole. We know that the loss of the refining industry will result in losses
to allied industries and that the decrease in employment in all these industries
will bring an increase in rellef bills and taxes.

Many of our Philadelphia organizations have sent resolutions to Congress, I
am enclosing a list of these, together with a copy of the resolution pagsed by my
own group, Security Councils of America, and several others,
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‘We earnestly hope that your committee will give due consideration to the views
I have expressed for these organizations.
Respectfully submitted,
Rurn G. K. STRAWBRIDGE,

Marcn 6, 1940,

Whereas, Philadelphia is now suffering from high taxes and low wages and
industrial incomes; and
Whereas a further loss of local industry will bring higher taxes, lower wages
and jncomes, and less community purchasing power; and
Whereas the local cane-sugar refining industry is now depressed by inequitable
sugar legislation, and may very easily disappear in the future: Therefore be it
esolved, That|Congress, in 1940, pass no sugar legislation which will further
depress this industry and thereby create more unemployment, more taxes, and
more local distress.
Rure G. K. SIRAWBRIDGE,

THE SOROPTIMIST CLUB OF PHILADELPHIA

Resolved, That the legitimato interests of Philadelphia and the State of Penne
sylvania require that no sugar logislation of any kind be cnacted by Congress in
1940 unless that legislation provides that there be no further reduction in the
volume of business done by the depressed canc-sugar refining industry in Phila-
delphia and other American cities.

The above resolution passed at the regular monthly business meeting of the
Soroptimist Club of Philadelphia, Wednesday, March 13, 1940,

Sornta Briven, President,
Rose F. Kocu, Recording Secretary.

PrivAbpeLruia TEACHERS ASSOCIATION,
Philadelphia, Pa.
Inasmuch as the cane-sugar refineries located in the city of Philadelphia have
been of vital importance to the economic life of the city for over 150 yvears and pays
at the present time $3,100,000 annually in pay rolls, about $300,000 annually in
local-taxes and water fees and over $3,500,000 worth of supplies annually; and
Inasmuch as this industry is now severely depressed, largely because of unequit-
able and unfair Federal sugar legislation since 1934; and
Inasmuch as Federal sugar legislation is now being considered by Congress:
Therefore be it
Resolved, That no sugar legislation be enacted in 1940 by Congress which will
tend to further depress the local industry ; and be it further
Resolved, That a copy of this regolution be sent to the Pennsylvania delegates in
Congress, our two Senators, and to the Secretarics of Agriculture, Interior,
State, and Commerce, as well as to the President of the United States.
Miuron O. PrARCE, President.

Resolutions received from the women's organizations

Name of organization: n Date passed
Beta Upsilon Sigma Sorovity... .. ... ... ... ... 8
Elizabeth J. Burt Rebekah Lodge, 1. O, O, F., No. 17_.. ... Mar, 20, 1940
Genevieve Rebekah Lodge, 1, O, O. F,, No. 195.... .. ...

Joan Rebekah Lodge, I, 0. O, ¥, No, 4006.. ......
Lizzette Rowe Rebekah Lodge, I. O, O, ., No. 167.

Junior Woman’s Club of Collingswood, N. J._... .. . , 1

Ladies Aid Society of 8t. Thomas.... .. .. ... . o 4,1940
Philadelphia Credit Women’s Club. .. ... 15, 1940
The Soroptimist Club of Philadelphia.. ... . . . .13, 1940
The Women's Community Club of Ashland, N, J .. _.__ ... . 3, 1940
The Women’s Traflic Club of Philadelphia. ... ... ... ... . 5,1940
Investinent Women’s Club of Philadelphia..... .. g 1, 1940

%uaker City Ladies’ Motor Club,
he Venture Club of Philadelphis. . ..o e 13, 1940
Philadelphia County Federation of Women’s Clubs.... . . 15, 1940
Flowers for the Flowerles’ . . .o.oocnocnoioiiaaeiaia.. ar. 0, 1940
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Resolutions received from the women’s organizations—Continued

Name of orqanization—Continued. Date passed
Women’s Club of Germantown. .. ... . .._...._.._.. Apr. 11,1940
Philadelphia County Council Ladies’ Auxiliaries to the

Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States.
Hotel Greeters of America.

Women’s Radio Club_ . . ... ... o eiiao. Mar, 13, 1940
Ladies’ Auxiliary Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen...._.. Feb, 27, 1940
Business & Professional Women’s Club_.... ... ... ... Mar., 28,1940
Marion Rebekah Lodge, 1. O. O, F. No. 47___. eeew- Apr. 16,1940
Lady Mystic Rebekah Lodge, No. 141, . 0. O. I"_.___ wo-- Mar. 29,1940
Ladies’ Aid Society of St. Thomas ii‘.vunge]ical Lutheran

CRUrCh L e e e e e Apr. 3, 1940
St. Martha’s Domestic Circle_ .. ... e - 5, 1940
Ladies’ Auxiliary, Associated Polish Home.... .. ... ... __. ar. 4, 1940

Brookryn, N. Y., September 23, 1940,
Hon. Par HARRISON,
Finance Commiltee, United Slates Senale, Washington, D. C.

As President of the Borough of Brooklyn, heart of United States sugar-refining
industry, I respectfully call attention to H. R. 9654 now hefore your committee
for consideration. The bill in its amended form restores the quota limitations
which previously existed under the Sugar Acts of 1934 and 1937. This, as you
know, wili prevent any additional ourtailment of our already hard-hit local refin-
ing industry, The business and civie interests of Brooklyn and the thousands
carning a livelihood directly or indirectly through this industry have designated
me to speak for them and to urge that your committee favorably report this hill
as amended.  The continuation of quota limitations is so cconomically essential
that without them a major New York industry would decline almost to the point.
of vanishing with its subsequent loss of employment to thousands and the material
decline in community purchasing power, Our wage and living standards make it
impossible for American labor to compeie with labor in Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and
other tropieal sugar-producing and refining countries, ) .

Jonn CAsHMORE,
President, Borough of Brooklyn.

{Telegram]

BrookrLyn, N, Y., September 23, 1940,
Hon, Par Harrison,
Room 310, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

Two thousand three hundred canc-sugar refinery workers urge your support in
committee of sugar bill, H. R. 96564, on which we understand hearings are
scheduled for Tuesday or Wednesday, we ask for passage of this bill by the Senate
in same form in which it passed House on June 20, Our jobs and securities depend
on retaining limitations on Hawaiian and Puerto Rican refined sugar with no
increase in heet-sugar quotas. .

Suaar Rerivery Workers, Locan 1476, 1. T.. A,
) 371 Fulton Street, Brooklyn.
Fona M, Geraaury, Secrelary-treagurer.

[Telegram]

Brookrnyn, N, Y., October 8, 1940,
Hon. Par HARRISON,
Chairman, Finance Committee,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:

The Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce desires to submi. the following statement
for the record in the matter of H. R. 9854, a hill to stabilize sugar quota control
now being heard before your honorable eommittee.

The chamber through its membership represents the business, commereial, and
finanecial interests of the borough of Brooklyn, which is the largest borough of the
city of New York and the most important commercially. Its waterfront accom-
u}ol(\}utes ‘;;lui shipping that handles the preponderance of the freight of the port.
of New York,
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One of the most important industries in Brooklyn is the sugar-refining industry,
This industry has heen located in Brooklyn for a very long time; in fact as long
ago as 100 vears Brooklyn was an important cane-sugar refining point. At
present the cane-sugar refineries represent an investment of between $20,000,000
and $25,000,000 and give employment to thousands of our citizens,

A very heavy tonnage fto and from these refineries, both in-bound and out-
bound, utilizes the waterfront of Brooklyn, It has been estimnated that about
100 ships each year dock in Brooklyn to supply these refineries with raw sugar
alone. Tt is therefore fair to add to the employces mentioned which are active
direetly in the refining of this sugar the marine workers, stevedores, warchouse-
men, samplers, weighers, and others whose business is the handling of the sugar
and ;mpphes to these refineries,  This would add additional hundreds to the direct
employees,

he sugar-refining industry has suffered a decline beginning about 1925, By
the year 1939 business had fallen off about 40 percent.  This decline was largely
traceable to Federal sugar legislation which was favorable to other sugar areas and
groups, It was about this time that the beet-sugar industry began its phenomenal
growth, and by, 1939 it had increased by about the samne percentage as Brooklyn
stiigar industries had deecreased. In addition to this, large quantities of offshore
refined sugar came into the continental United States.

The markers ordinarily served by Brooklyn refineries were soriously disrupted
by this sugar and a large amount of uncmployment in the industry has resulted.
The entire borough has suffered. In 1934 and 1937 Congress enacted tho sugar
quota laws. The law now in effect fixes a processing tax on sugar refined in
Brooklyn, the proceeds of which arc used as a subsidy to the sugar-beet producer,
This subsidy has served to increase the cost of sugar to the consumer. While
this seems obviously inequitable it {s not our intention at this time to oppose the
provision,

Our position is that without sugar-quota protection Brooklyn sugar-refining
industries cannot survive and the impact of their collapse would have serious
repercussions in the entire business structure of the country. There is no logical
doubt that under no circumstances should there be legislation enacted in 1940
which would further depress or threaten this industry.  Brooklyn like all other
large cities has o very acute unemployment problem. This unemployment has
resulted in heavy tax burdens and has disturbed the real-estate market very
seriously. It would be a serious blow to the public interest and one for which
no Congress would care to admit responsibility if the present protection afforded
this industry by law were withdrawn or impaired,

We, therefore, urge upon your honorable committee a favorable report on the
protective legislation now being considered by you,

Respectfully submitted.
A. C. WELsH,

Brooklyn Chamber of Commerce.

ScuTHEASTERN MONTANA COUNTIES ASSOCIATION,
Miles City, Mont., August 1, 1940.
Senator 1. WorTH CLARK,
Washinglon, D. C.

Dean Senator Crark: Knowing of your interest in the agriculturel area, we
arc mailing you copy of a resolution, which we trust you will see is presented
before the Senate Iinance Committee, who are holding a hearing on the sugar
togislation very shortly.

his agsociation is composed of farmers and ranchers and individuals of this
ares and represents 20 percent of the population, 25 percent of the area, and 27
peroent of the assessed valuation of Montana, and an orderly expansion of the
sugar-beey industry is most essential to our very existence,

e shall appreciate everythiag you may see fit to do to the end that the Amer-
ican market may be saved for the American grower, especially in a nonsurplus crop.

Respectfully yours,
k. B. Winreg, Secretary.

BTATEMENT OF FACTS

When Mr. Carl Herzog, whom the Southeastern Montana Counties Associa-
tion sent to Washington early last spring, returned, we were convinced beyond
any doubt whatever that if tf‘;’is area, representing 20 percent of the population,
25 percent of the area, and 27 percent of ihe assessed valuation of Montana, or

2666024010
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any other area desiring to grow additional acreage of sugar beets, was to receive
any considoration, a strong and offective organization would bo necessary.

T'he eane growers of Loulsiana and Forida have their organizations,

Ropresontatives of Puerto Rico, the Philippine and IHawailan Islands are
constantly on hand,

Tho coastal rofiners have their counoil.

Cuban intorests aro represented by the Foreign Trades Counell,

The eastorn beet growers of Michigan, Indiana, and Ohio have an assoclation.

Beot-sugar provessors have their ofileial representativos.

Growors of boets in Western States are reprosonted by tho National Beet
Growers Association, -

Representatives of American Foderation of Labor and Congress of Industrial
Organizations are on guard to see that labor Interosts aro protooted.

onsumery are represented by Amerloan University Women and other cone
sutner organizations,

Therefore, prospective growera and thoso desiring additfonal acreage should be
represented as offcotively as possible at Washington,

ast fall at Denvor the Western Beet Growors Assoclation, which was organized
through volunteered effort ‘and the contributions of a fow organizations, scoured
and presonted testimony at sugar hoarings in support of loglslation to give a
largor share of the Amorican sugar market to boot growers of tho West. Tho
Agrloultural Committeo of the Houso has not agreod upon a new sugar bill, A
rosolution continuing the presont law 1 yoar has passed the House and is now
bofore the Senate commmitice, giving time for considered action by tho noxt
Congress. If the bill continuing the present law does not pass, sugar intorests
will {ace a serlous situation January 1, 1941,

Wo helleve that it is not only cssential and vital but most necessary that all
beet growers of this area and tho State of Montana work as one unit through the
Western Beot Growers Assoolation. Wae feel that every beet grower in this area
should atfilintec with the Western Beet Growers, who are working hand in hand
with tho National Beet Growers Association, and bo ropresented at tho national
convention at Great Falls on Septomber 23, 1040, and that this association
appoint delegates to that convention and that wo contribute financially.

he present condition of industry in our large urban areas has resulted in a
damming up on the farms of many families that ordinarily would have migrated
to the cities in response to coonomic opportunities opened up there by industrial
oxpansion and dovelopment. The large number of unemnployed in the United
States has created a situation neccessitating Government action to provide oco-
nomic opportunities for stranded and migratory families who have been unable by
thelr own efforts to fit Into our modern industrial life.

Milllons which hiave been spent for direct emergency relief have not, at the end
of 6 or 8 yoars, croated any additional wealth or any continuing means of sclf-
support for tho individuals receiving such diret reliof.

This situation has given rise to a feeling that a considerable outlay by the
Government s dosirable to cstablish !)mducmp; farm units which will glve the
Individuals settled on such units a continuing means of self—supPort.

In this connection, irrigation development has played a partioularly fmportant
[mrt in tho northorn Great Plains, and cspecially in Montana, where there are
rrlgablo wators to develop and where drought conditions of recent yoars have
made it impossible for farmers to suceced undor dry-land conditions or for ranchers
to operate satisfactorily without some stabilizing fecd reserves such as irrigated
hai' ottoms and supplementary feed produotion,

"or the most part, irrigation development has been undertakon by State and
Federal agencies on a basis where farmers who are to operate such irrigated lands
aroe required to pay the major share of the construoetion and developmont costs.
In view of our present relief and unemployment conditions such projects have
been considercd economically sound and desirable, but it is essential that someo
profitable cash cro¥ such as sugar beots, a nonsurplus crop, be produced if farmers
are to meet promptly and fully such charges against the land.

Sugar beots are ono of the few cash orops. The byproduots from sugar beet
production—sugar-beet pulp, molasses, and sugar-beet tops—are excellent live-
stook feeds and fit into the program for stabilizing the range livestock industry
in this State very offectively. .

Sugar beets are o row oror which, in proper rotation, constitute an additional
lmealua of offectively controlling weeds and related tillage problems on irrigated
ands,
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REYOLUTION

Therefore he it resolved by the Southeastern Montana Counties Assoolation
in their regular monthly meoting held July 26 at Miles City, Mont. that we must
havo an orderly oxpansion of acreage which will pormif farmers desirous of en-

.gs}ﬁing in the growing of sugar beots, a nonsurplus orop, to raiso such acreago as
o ;

permit o falr return,

Torelgn quotas may havo to he reduced, but we are firm in our convietion that
American markets belong to American farmers first and that the high standard
of living of our people must be maintained, This expansion to bo for the benefit
of the small family farmer—-not for the corporate farmer~—~and without any undue
cont to the consumor,

The prico of sugar hay beon generally unsatisfactory sinco passage of the Sugar
Act of 1937 and lovels of tho last few yoars have heen so far below parity price
a8 to work a great injustico to é)roducers and processors alike, We protest the
administration of tho Sugar Aot which has resulted in this situation, We con-
demn the practice of permilting suoh imports of offshore aulzar a8 have resulted
in a constantly demoralized sugar market. Tho return to the grower must be
sufliclont to cover his costs.of oporation, plus a reasonable profit on his land and
labor invostment and we inslst that new legislation give full consideration to
raiging present prices.

Beenuse of the fact that the continental United States imports two-thirds of its
national sugar noeds, it is obviour that our country is extreinely vulnerablo from
a national-defense standpoint and in view of the presont world condition, our
(tovornment should immediately recognlse this situntion and take sieps to
strengthen our position by allowing the continental sugar industry to hecome
established whoerover agricultural conditions will permit,

This assoeintion joins hands in cooperating wholcheartedly with the Western
Beoet Growers Association, the National Beet CGirowers Associntion, the Mon-
tanans, Inc, and other State-wide organizations in the attempt to expedite the
fulfillmont of tho foregoing resolution, and its officors are hereby ordered aud
instructed to take all necessary steps to bring this about.,

CERTIFICATE

1, 1. B, Winter, tho duly elocted, logally qualificd, and acting sceretary of the
Southenstorn Montana Counties Association, do hereby certify that the foregoing
statement of facts and resolution way read and referred to the committeo and
presented to the body and diseussed, considered, and debated by the membors
of the Southeastorn: Montana Counties Association in the open, rogular monthly
meeting hold ot Miles City, Mont., the 26th day of July 1940, at which there
were 317 members presont, and upon motion for udogtion from the floor, which
was duly seconded, it wag unanimously adopted and ordered spread at length
upon the minutes of said meeting and that the Secretary mail copies to all in-
torosted parties,

Dated st Miles City, Mont,, this 26th day of July 1940,

E., B. WiNTER, Secrelary,

Nuw York Srare Foop Mpwrouanrs’ Assocrarion, INc.,

Syracuse, N. Y., August 7, 1840,
Tho Honorable Sonator Par HARRISON,
Wazhington, D. C.

My Duanr Spnaror: As chalrman of the Sonate Finance Committes, wo feol
that you would like to know the attitude of the Now York grocers concorning the
sugur bill of 1940, known as H. R. 0654,

n the publie hearings soon to be conducted regarding this plece of legislation,
we wish that yoit would onter into the records the enclosed resolution which was
adopted today at the thirty-ninth annual convention of our association.

Respeotfully yours,
Jno. F, MURRAY,
(John F. Murray),
Secrelary-Manager.
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ResouyTion No. 2

Whercay the State of New York is the largest center of cane-sugar rofining in
the United Btates; and

Whereas there are thousands of grocers in this State who handle tho sugar
refined by home-refinery workers, thercby providing employment in the alliod
manufacturing, transportation, and distribution indurtries; and :

Whereas the sugar-refining industry in the State of New ?ork and other States
is controlled by national sugar legislation: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the New York State Food Merchants Association goes on record
favoring the passage by the Senate of the sugar bill of 1940, H. R. 9084, so long
as that bill is not amended to bring about ecither an increase in the amount of
refining in the tropics or in beet-sugar refining; and be it further

Resolved, That coples of the resolution be sent to the President of the United
States, the Sceretary of Agriculture, the ohairman of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, and the Senators from the State of Now York,

NaroNnan Counecin oF Nparo WoMEN oF B UNrep Stares, INc.,
New York City, August &8, 1940,
Senator Par HARRISON,
Chairman, Senate Finance Commiltee, Washington, D. C.

Honorapre_Sik: The colored workers and others in the cane-sugar rofinerics
in and around New York City are confrouted with tl.e problem of obtaining a suffi-
clent amount of work from weck to week in order to maintain their familics on an
American standard of living. :

As exceutive seeretary of one of the largest colored-women’s organizations, the
National Couneil of Negro Women, I have become interested in t‘h‘fs matter, and 1
would greatly appreciato it if your committee will make the following views a
part of thoe record of the sugar hearings.

I have been aware for some time that many colored poople were oml)loye(l in
sugar refinerics located in about 9 or 10 States, but when I discovered that these
men were losing working time to sugar refineries in the tropies and to beet-sugar
refineries, I wondered whether this condition was one which we had to put up with,
or whother there was something that could be done about it.

The colored people who are cmployctl in the sugar-refining industry have made
grent strides in some respeets,  There are about 4,000 employed in the industry,
and those 4,000 support 16,000 persons in their families. "T'hese workers are not
disceriminated against in any way, they receive equal treatment, rates of pay, and
chances of promotion, They receive a good daily wage when they work, but,
unfortunately, thoy and other refinery workers do not get a sufficient number of
hours of work per week or per month to obtain seeurity for their families.

‘These workers have lost a great smount of work each year, beeause sugar
refined in the Tropies by unorganized native labor is allowed to come into the
United Statos and be unloadod next to the refineries employing American workman,
This condition scems particularly unfair to the workers themselves when thoy
already know and feel the results of the loss of work resmmenmd by those cargoes,

'he sugar problem secems very difficutt for me to understand, particularly when
I try to analyze it from the standpoint of the person like myself who consumes
sugar. When we buy sugar, as your committee well knows, the conswmer is
paiyimz o tax on the sugar, This tax is o largo tax of a half a cent » pound, and the
only reason that I can sce which would justify the tax is that it provides control,
which is advantageous to the consumer and the sugar industry alike, When I
heur, thorefore, that the workers in the sugar-refining industry In New York and
other Htates have been losing work while other workers in other parte of the sugar
industry are gaining, I am at a loss to understand the situation, I know that the
workers in the cane-sugar-refining industry in New York receive none of the taxes.
paid, and T know that the industry receives none of those taxex. 1 understand
i)eo sle in other parts of the sugar industry do receive benefits from these taxes.

t does not. seetn fair to me for consumers in a State like New York to pay taxes
which benefit only small groups outside of the State when those bencfits in reality
aause workers in thoe State of New York to lose time or oven their jobs. .

The members of the Nativnal Council of Negro Women are well aware of the
above facts, and resolutions have been passed by some of our branch organizations,
such as the New York City Council of Negro Women, Therefore these views
which I have given you are Indicative of the feeling of a large group of our colored
population,
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Your problem must be a difficult. one, but I hope that ﬁou will do everything you
can to preserve the jobs of the colored sugar-refinery workers.
Respectfully yours,
Canira V. RoaNg, Execulive Seeretary.

ManryLsNDp FEDERATION o WoMEN'S CLubs,
Salisbury.
Senator Par IARRISON,
Chairman Senate Finance Commiltee,
Washington, D. C.

Honorasre Sig: I am the legislative chairman of the Maryland Federation of
Women’s Clubs, which has a membership of about 20,000 women, T am a mom-
ber as well of the Non-Partisan Committee for tho Defense of Baltimore's Cane
Sugar Ruﬂninr.& Industry and legislative chairman of the American Homemakers'
Association. hereby ask pormission to insert this statement in the record of the
hoarings on sugar held by the Senate Finance Committee, The people of Balti-
more and Maryland have become particularly conscious today of our great indus-
tries and of the fact that we have here one of the most eflicient and up-to-date
sugar-refining plants in the country. This plant gives work to hundreds of men
and women, who receive a wage which is one of the highest of any food industry in
the country.

The workers in these plants have seen their own business and their own jobs
disappear as a result of the importation of tropleal refined sugar., Now they are
heginning to feel what would happen to thens if the beet-sugar industry took away
most of their worl.

Men and women in Baltimore realize that any rise in unomployment would cost
more in reliof,  However, we are concerned also from another point of view,
the beet-sugar industry increases iu size, there will he an inercase in the cost of
sugar to the country.  We feel that we should not be asked to finance o still greater
subsidy to the heet-sugar farmer, particularly when we shall be putting our own
men and women out of work,

This year the members of the Non-Partisan Comnittee for the Defense of Balti-
more’s Cane Sugar Refining Industry have been particularly concerned about this
local and national industry, and we were very interested to hear that the House
of Representatives passed I, R, 9654, with an amendment controlling the amount
of refined sugar coming in from our tropical islands,

We wish to report to your committee that we are in favor of that bill the way it
stands.  Any changes which would increase the beet-sugar quota, or the quotas
on refined sugar from the Tropics, would be clearly against the interests of Mary-
land’s industry, workers, and consumers.

Other organizations in Baltimore and Maryland have gone on record in favor
of protection of the home refining industry.  Please find enclosed a list of these,
together with a copy of the resolution passed in convention by the Maryland
Federation of Women’s Clubs, and copics of other resolutions,

Thanking you for permission to make this statement, I am,

Very truly yours,
Jank Scorr GABRIBL
(Mrs. Calvin Gabriel,)

List of women’s clubs in Baltimore and Maryland 1)assiny resolulions on sugar, also
approzimate membership of each

Maryland Federation of Women's Clubs. ... ... e e 12, 000
American Homemakers Assoelation. . ... ... .. .o eiiaian 200
Baltimoro & Ohio Voterans Auxiliary ... ... ... e - 150
Baltimore Federation of Republican Women............ ... .. .. .... 500
Cadon CIub. .. e e ——————— 300
Federation of Republican Women of Dundalk. .- 200
Housewives Alliance. ... ..... . - 150

vota Club. . _ . o i RSN 75

oroptomist Club.. .. ... ... ..... .. .. ... .. . . 100
Veterans of Forcign Wars Auxiliary of Maryland.. . . e 4,000
Women's City Club (petition)..... ... _._... .. . 25
Women of the Moose, Baltimore Chaptor.__.... - 1,500

Women’s Traffic and Transportation Club. .. ... ... ... e 250

Totalon ... ST 19, 360
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The following resolution was passed by the board of directors of the Maryland
Federation of Women’s Clubs on February 20, 1940, and then at the State con-
vention was passed by the delegated body on April 26, 1940:

Be it resolved, 'That the Maryland Federation of Women’s Clubs go on record as
opposing any Federal sugar legislation in 1040 not fair and equitable to Maryland
workers and consumers which will bring about a reduction in the amount of
cane-sugar refining done in Maryland by permitting the expansion of the sub-
sidized tropieal refinors or the subsidized beet-sugar industry or both,

Be 1t further resolved, 'T'hat copies of the resolution be sent to the congressional
ropresentatives from Maryland, to the two Senators from Maryland, and to the
Socrotaries of Clomneree, State, Agrienlture, and Interior in Washington, D, C,

Rurn K, Hancom
(Mrs, Harry 1., Hareum) )
President-Director, Maryland Federation of Women’s Clubs.
Donorny D, CorrmaN
(Mrg, Harry T, Cottman, Jr.),
Corresponding Seeretary, Maryland Federation of Women’s Clubs.

WARENOUSEMEN'S Ass0cIATION oF tHE Porr or New Youx, Inc,
New York, N, Y., September 20, 1940.
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,
Senate Building, Washington, D. C.

GeNrrLeMeN: Farly this year it cane to the attention of the Warchousemen'’s
Association of the Port of New York, Ine, that trade in one of the largest items
handled in the port has suffered serious deelines in recent years,  This item of
trade affects not only shipping concerns but longshoremen, lightermen, ware-
housemen, and workers who handle and process the conunodity in this area,
We are, of course, referring to the tremendous volune of trade which is careled
on in cane sugar and in the refining and distributing of that sugar throughout
the eastern seabonrd.

A study made by our association indicated that the yearly volume of business
in raw canc Hu;mr alone has declined nearly 38 percent in the last 15 years,  This
differenco has been due to what must he regarded as Federal legislation unfair to
the port of New York. This has resulted in a deerease in refining, involving an
immense loss in wages to labor.

One of the outstanding contributing factors to the deeline of canc-sugar trade
in New York in reeent years has heen the consistent expansion of the subsidized
beet-sugar industry under Federal legislation,  This has happened under legisla~
tion which was written to stabilize production to a large extent.

Subsequent to our investigation of this problem, our association on February
15, 1940, mlnpwd n resolution, a copy of which is attached, stating in part:

Resolved, That the Warehousemen’s Associstion of the Port of Now York
* % % he recorded in opposition to any further reduction in the quota of
cano sugar to be permitted entry into the United States *2

Speaking in the interest of our membership in this problem of Federal legisla-
tion, we respectfully submit the above-ngined resofution ax a record of our views
in the matter. The sugar bill now before your committee, H. R. 9654, appears
consfstent with our views respecting legislation necessary at the present time.

Very truly yours,
¥, T, Luany,
Executeve Viee President.

~ Whereas thero is at present under discussion in the Congress of the United
States the question of Federal sugar legislation which may rosult in a further
reduction in the amount of eane sugar which enters the ports of the United States;

and
Whereas since 1925 the gort of New York has received and refined 22,968,433
tons of raw cane sugar; an

Wheroeas if the i)ort of New York had maintained its fair share of the total
Amorican market it would have received and rofined 31,334,087 tons, & loss of
8,365,664 tons; and

Whereas this difference has been due to what must be regarded as Foderal legis-
Iation unfair to the port of New York, resulting in decrease in refining, involving
an immenso loss in wages to labor, supplies, water, power, and a deorcase in the
value of overseas trade, in ships unloaded, loss in ocean freight, railroad shipments

e
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iuniltwurelm\ming in an amount aggregating many millions of dollars: Therefore
he

Itesolved, That the Warchousemon's Association of the port of New York,
comprising the water front and inland morchandise warehiouses, representing an
Industry directly associated with and consituting an important iink in tho chain
of commeree which is and has been muturiullf' and adversely affected by such Fed-
eral sugar legislation, be recorded in opposition to any further reduction in the
quota of eane sugar to boe {)crmittod entry into the United States, and that a copy
of this resolution be sent to the President of the United States, Members of Con-
gress, and to other interested Governmont officials and to the press,

Joine Commirrer 1o Prorecr Joss IN 1B
Nrw Jenrsey Canp Svaar ReriNiNng INpusriy,
Edgewater, N, J., September 20, 1840,
Nenator Par HAI(RHI()N:
Chairman, Senate Fananece Commitlee, Washington, D, €,

My Duanr Sunvaror HarrisoN: The 1,200 ecmployces of the Jdgewater sugar
refinory  whom this commitice represonts are genuinely concerned about the
presont status of Federal suger legislation,  During the past 12 months they had
oecasion to witness what the uncontrolled importation of refined sugar from the
tropies can do in the way of undermining industry and curtailing pay rolls beeause
of the uota restrictions on imports on tropieal refined sugar were first lifted by
Presidential proclamation on September 11, 1934, and again by statutory limi-
tation on March 1, 1940,

A 32-hour workweek has been the rule sinee September 1939, Pay rolls havo
dropped correspondingly.  Annual earnings per employee have gone decidedly
helow the level set by the United States Dopartment of Labor as a bare main-
tenance lovel, An official of the National Sugar Refining Co., owners and
operators of the ldgewater plant, stated at a conferenco called by the Port of

ew York Authority, that the pay roll Josses experienced during the years 1929-39
amounted to $8,000,000, in other words, to four full yearly pay rolls at the present
level of $2,000,000 per year. The losses to business and manufacturing concerns
supplying the refinory with materials other than raw sugar, havoe been in propor-
tion, easily equaling the pay roll losses.

11, R. 96564 as passed by the Houso of Representatives on Juno 20, 1840, assures
us, tho workers in the continental cane-sugar-refining industry, at least somo
protection against further inroads by tropieal refiners,  The workers in this old
continental industry should not he foreed to com}mto with the substandard wage
levels and working conditions of the tropies. The happenings of the past 12
months have already erated procarions conditions among the 18,000 employecs
of our rofinery and othors; relief from theso conditions can only be had by eon-
grossional action,

We therefore ask the Senate Finauco Committee to recommond to tho Senate
the passage of H. R. 9654 without any changer or amendimonts.  We also request
that this letter be included in the record of the hearing on this bill,

Respeotfully yours,
0. V. Burunaamn, Chairman,
A. Lussur, Co-chairman,

Tur COMMITTEE ¥OR THE DRFENS® OF PHILADRLPHIA'Y
Cane Suoan ReriNiNg INDUSTRY,
Philadelphia, Pa., September 20, 1940,
Senator Par HARRrISON
Chairman, Senate Finance Commitice,
Washington, D. C,

Dpar SenaTor Harnison: The Committee for the Defense of Philadelphia’s
Cane Sugur Refining Industry was established last yoar at the invitation of the
mayor of Philadelphia, for the purposo of explaining the stake which the city of
Philadelphia has In sugar logislation, Along with this program the committee has
repeatedly taken the stand that any new sugar legislation during this year or néxt
should contain provisions which would be fafr and equitable to Philadelphia indus-
fryf ]warkers, and consumers, as well as other groups directly affected by sugar
egislation,
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Sugar refining is one of tho largest industries in the city of Philadelphia, In
recont years this industry has suffered serious losses in its volume of business and
employment hecause of the importation of tropical refined sugar. Unless the
Henato continues the limitations upon the importation of tropical refined sugar,
as ot forth in tho sugar bill referred to your committee (H, R, 06564), there wilf
be an additional loss in the volume of sugar refining done in this city,

Thero {8 another phase of this legislation to which we should like to call your
attention. There is evidence that the beot-sugar industry is attompting to inerease
its volume under the quota system. This is against all of the principles upon
which the establishment of the quota system was based. Such an increase would
mean more subsidies to be paid by consumers and would result in the erippling
ofﬂtho irmv-nugnr industry, the only sourco of raw material for our Philmle’phlu
refiueries,

If the highly subsidized beet-sugar producors are {mrmitted to expand their pro-
duction at the oxpenso of the Philadelphin sugar industry then that would be guﬂt
as unfair as permitting highly subsidized Puorto Rican and Hawaiian producers
to ship sugar here in refined form without restriction.  Either of these conditions,
If permitted, would take away the jobs of men and women long employed in our
local canc-sugar rofineries,

This committee wishes to go on record with tho Senate Finance Committeo and
make the statemont that, in its oplnion, the sugar bill, H, R, 9654, shonld be
approved in the form in whieh it was introduced into the Senate.

Respeetfully yours,
Tur CouMmMIMTEB FOR THE DEFBNSB OF PHILADRLPHIA'S
Canp Suaar REFINING INDUsTRY,
A. R, Prrren, Director,

[ER———

Tue Porr or New Yorg AurHoriny,
New York, September 23, 1940,
Hon. Par Harnison,
Chairman, Senate Committee on I'inance,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear S8unarorn Hanrison: We are informed that H. R, 9054, relating to the
continuanee for another year of existing Sugar quotas, is schoduled for early
hearing by vour committee. May we express the hope that his legislation, as
passed by the House, will be favorably reimrtcd and may we further submit to
you for the consideration of yoursclf and the committee, the position of the port
of New York as it relates to the sugar uestion,

As you know, sugar refining is a major port industry which directly affects oin-
ploymont and commercial prosperity in & number of Atlantic and Gulf ports.
'he sugar-refining industry in New York Harbor alone represents an investment of
vhout $40,000,000 and furnishes direct cmployment to more than 4,000 sugar-
reﬁnar{' workers in addition to longshore, warehouse, lighter, and truck labor,

We have devoted considerable study to the problems of this industry as they
affeet both the port and the national economy,  This spring there was held in our
offices & port-wide conference attended by representatives of transportation
warchousing, refining, and handling sorvices in all sections of the district anc{
representatives of the American Federation of Labor and the Congress of Industrial
Organization.  As & result of the data submitted at this conference, as well as
our independent investigntion of the facts, we are convineod that the bost interosts
of our community as # whole will be served by continuing for another yoar the
oxlsting sugar quotas as speoified in FI, R, 96564, We would at this time be opposed
to any revision of the limitation on tropical reflned sugar imports or to any in-
erease in the oxisting beet-sugar quotas,  The facts would seem to clearly indioate
that any such chml%cs would have a damaging effect, not only upon commerce
and employment at this port but on the national economy as well.

May we thevefore urge that H, R. 9664, as cnacted by the House, receive the
favorable consideration of your committeo and respectfully request that this com-
munication be made a part of the record of the hearings held on this legislation,

Very truly yours,
Joun I, Ramspy,
Ceneral Manager,
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Emeroyees’ CoMmrrren 1o MAINTAIN IBROOKLYN'S
CANE Suuanr RerINING Inpusrry,
Brooklyn, N. Y., September 23, 1940,
Senator Par UARRIHON',
Chairman, Senate Finance Committee, Washington, D, C.

Dian Sexaror Harriwon: New York is the lurgest canc-sugar rofining Stato
in the Union and refining has taken place here for over 250 years.  In the port
of New York the industry normally gives employinent to some 5,000 men but in
recent years this figure has decreased considerably.  The men and women now
working in the New York refinerles work only 3 or 4 days & week and it is im-
postible for them to give thelr familiex a decent American standard of living
under these conditions,

Since 1025, New York has lost approximately 40 percent of its sugar industry.
T'his decrease in bushiess has not only eat employment in the refineries bhut it
has also meant that jobs have heen lost at the waterfront in the unloading of
raw sugar from ocean vessels.  In short, this drastie reduction in refining has
affected maftors, stevedores, lghtermen, weighers, checkers, refinery workers,
ete., fn the great smrt of New York; and this has happened in overseas sugar
which s the seeond mont importunt commodity in the port of Now York both as
measured by welght and value.

New York’s canc-sugar refiuing industry has declined for two reasons: Fivst,
beeause after 1925 refining by cheap labor on the sugar plantations in the tropies
began in Cuba, Hawali, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines.  Secondly, in recent
vears the beet-sugar industry has grown rapidly in the making of réfined sugar
to displace our product.

On June 20 of this year, the House of Represontatives decided to extend the
Sugar Act for 1 yoar and by an overwhelining vote (134 to 20) decided that there
should be no increase in the guotas assigned to the tropical refiners. Tt also
decided that therc should be no inerense in quotas for heet-sugar refiners, 1t is
in the interest of the New York canc-sugar refining industry and the workers in
it that there be no expansion of the quotas for the tropieal refiners or the beet-
sugar Industry.

e employees do not advocate o quota system for sugar but if there is to be
# quota system, we request that we be given a “break’ in it.

ith the introduction of sugar legislation in Congress several monthy ago, we
have found many organizations and indlviduals supporting us in the proposition
that if there is going to be sugar legislation this year, it should not contain pro-
visions which would reduce the volume of cane-sugar refining in New York and
other States. A partial list follows: )

First is 1abor: The New York bodies of the Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions, the American Federation of Lahor, the International Longshoremen’sAs-
sociation, and the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen are on record as 100 per-
cent opposed to any further decrease in New York's sugar-refining industry.

Secondly, look at the maritime interests of New York: We find the Port, of
New York Authority, the Maritime Association of the Port, of New York, the
Harbor Carriers of the Port of New York, and the Warehousemen's Agsociation
of the Port of New York, Inc., are on record in our favor.

The chambers of commerce, including those fromm Brooklyn, Queens, and
Yonkers are on our side,

Business organizations such as the New York Board of Trade, the Merchants’
Association of New York, have also joined with us,

Women, ng eitizens un(i consumeors, have an interest in this problem, We find
wuch well-known organizations as the New York City Federation of Wowmen's
Clubs, the TLong Tsland Federation of Women'’s Clubs, and the civie group, the
Commnunity Couneils of the City of New York behind us,

There are a considerable number of colored workers in our plants and many
colored organizations in New York who have taken a deep interest in this problem,

Finally, we wigh to point out that our committco has had the full support of
Borough President Cashmore in its efforts, In tho last month we have gained
valuable additional assistance, Gov, Herbert H, Lelunan has given us his whole~
hearted support.

This committee wishes to place the above statement in the record and urge the
passage of H, R. 0654 in its present form only, i. e., without any amendment which
would reduce the volume of cane-sugar refining in New York and other States,

Respeotfully yours,
Wirrniam P, Cosrer,
Chairman, Employees’ Commitles to Mainlain Brooklyn's Cane Sugar
Refining Industry,
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Tur Non-ParrisaN CoOMMITTER
ror THE DEFENSE OF BALTIMORE'S
Cane Svoar ReriNniNe INDUsTRY,
Baltimore, Md., September 23, 1940.
Hon. Par HARRISON,
Chairman, Senate I'tnance Commiltee, Washington, D. C.

Dear Henaror: The Committee for the Defenso of Ballimore’s Cane Sugar
Refining Industry was organized following & mass mecting of the leading citizens
of Baltimore in tho mayor’s oflice on January 5, 1940, ‘These eitizens, representing
overy walk of life in Baltimore, vigorously o?poso thoe onactment of any sugar
legiglation which would reduce the volume of business and employment in the
local cane sugar-refining inclustrf’.

The sugar hill, H. R. 9664, which is now hefore your committee, would maintain
the status of the quotas for 1 year on both raw and refined sugar as originally
provided for by your committee and Congress in Septcmbor 1937. Our com-
mittee respeotfully urges that H, R. 9664 be enacted in its present formn or that
legislation be postponed until 1941,

An inspection of the names of the members of our committee reveals the varying
interests that Baltimore has in the sugar problem.  First, organized labor-- the
Ameriean Pederation of Labor, the Congress of Industrial Organizations, the
Railroad Brotherhoods, the Ralrond Clerks, the International Longshoremen's
Asgoclation, and other outstanding groups- does not want to see any decroase
in employmont in this community. Second, the transportation agencies of this
port are opposed to any reduction in loeal refining boecause tho receipt of raw
wugar from oversens and ity subsequent distribution in a refined form-—-by rall,
water and truck—- ereates an income for theso agencies running into the hundreds
of thousands of dollars cach year.

Third, persons connected with the looal wholosalo and rotail trade of this eity
aro mewmbers of our committee beoause it I8 obvious to them that if thero is o
deerease in Baltimore’s sugar business, there will be loss omployment and, hence,
loss monoy through which goods may be purchased.

Tourth, iy the distributors of grocory and food products. These food dis-
tributors are in favor of the maintenance of local industry; they know that tho
cano sugar rofined in Baltimoroe is of the highost (}lmlity and that the local industry
hag more than adequate eapacity to take care of the requirements of trade.

Tifth, our cominittce represents constumers in Baltimore. 'There are about
1,000,06() sugar consumers in the \)ort of Baltimore who pay oach yoar, according
to the method of ealenlation employed by the Department of Agriculture, about
$2,000,000 to $2,600,000 for tho support of tho sugar beet and eano producers in
continental United States and in Hawail and Puerto Rico. Nono of these sub-
sidies reverts to Baltimore,

Our comumittee does not ask for an increase in the quota agsigned by H. R.
0054 to the oane-sugar rofiners in Maryland and other States. It meroly roquests
that there be no reduction mado in that quota, Under the quota systom, it is
cobvious_that if there is an increase in tho c‘uotus for the rofiners in Hawail and
Puerto Rico, or the beot-sugar refiners, or both, thore will bo a docroase in the
quotas for the continental refining industry.  We know that there would be little
or not refining dono in 1Tawaii and Puerto Xico if these refiners, as growers, did
not receive the indiret and diveet subsidios from the Fedoeral Treasury and sugar
consumers in continental United States.  Thoe poople of Baltimore do not soe any
roason why they should be ealled upon to pay subsidies to tropieal producors and
rofinors and thon have thoxe corl)omto interests expand their refining at tho oxpense
of the long-ostablished looal industry,

Our genoral position in this mattor applics with cqual force to the production
and processing of refinecd-beet muiar in the Western States, The beet-sugar indus-
try has been developed and ereated in this country only because it has been sub-
sidizod in ono way or tho other, Under the quota system, the form of the subsi-
dies is differont, but the subsidy hill is still paid by sugar consumers. Our com-
mittee does not want to see any branch of American agriculture depressed; the
beet-sugar industry {8 not depressed. We do not see any roason why the land-
owners nnd factory owners in tho rugar-beot States should have an expanded
prosperity if that p)‘oﬂ{mrlty is going to como out of tho peoglo of our comm\mit{.
And {f Congress permits an ex%mmion of the beet-sugar industry, under a quota
system, Congress will merely be transferring employmont from Baltimore and
other refining cities to Denver, Salt Lake City, Sncramento, and other beet-sugar
cities, There are many persons who are opposed to Federal subsidies of any kind,
but practically everyone is opposed to Federal subsidies if those subsidies create
unemployment in one section of the country for the henefit of another.

v
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We realize that the sugar problem is a complicated one and that we represent
but one group and interest. But it is olear to us that any sugar legislation should
ivo full conideration to all interests whether they are in the industrial seaboard
tates or whethor thoy are on the farms and plantations. H, R, 9654 is a workable
solution to this problem at this time,
In submitting this statement, we respeotfully request that your committee
insert it in the record of the sugar hearings,
Respectfully,
Wirtiam A, Gerstmyer, Chairman,

Parrorven's Wives' BENRVOLENT ASBOCIATION
or Guruoarer Now Yok,
New York, September 10, 1940,
Senator Par Hinkison,
Chairman of the Senate Finance Commiltee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Duar Sir: Last Fobruary, my organization, the Patrolmen’s Wives’ Bonevo-
lent Association which has a membership of about 3,000 women, made a study of
the sugar situation in relation to tho residents of New York and as a result passed
a resolution asking Congress to continue the limitations on tropical refined sugar.

Iarlior this year, wo filed a statomont. with the House Agricultural Committee
during tho hearings on sugar legislation, Wo should like to submit a similar
statement for your committee since we are convinced of the importanee of pre-
gerving our home industries,

Our membeorship s drawn from women whose hushands earn their living in
Greater New York, and the importance of the New York Harbor as an industrial
center is of vital concorn to them, New York is one of the largest sugar refining
conters in the world and we are proud of it, The sugar refining men and women
are unionizod. Thoy reccivo the highest wage scale in the entire sugar industry,
and wo want thoss men and women to keep working.

We do not want to seo them lose their jobs nor do we want to pay higher relief
bills, This might happen if H, R, 9654 which has passed the House of Repre-
sontatives wera changed to take away volume fromn our loeal refiners by giving a
large quota to the beet sugar factories, or the tropical planters,

My organization, together with many other women’s organizations in Now
Yorlk, is opposed to any legislation which would cut down the business done by
the refining industry in New York or other States.  We are particularly opposed
to any inerease in the heet-sugar quota because it would raise tho amount paid to
sugar growers and {nerease unemployment here.

"o this letter T am attaching a c?py of the resolution passed by the Patrolmen’s
Wives’ Bonevolent Association of Greater Now York and a list of other organiza-
tions that have passed resolutions on sugar,

. Again may I atate that we fecl that the Senate should not make any change in
1, R. 06564,
Thanking you for your consideration, T am
Yours truly, .
Tua M. Youna,
President of the Patrolmen’s Wives' Benevolent Association of Greater New
ork.

REBOLUTION

Wheroas tho New York Harbor area is the conter of tho largest cane sugar
refining industry in the world, employing thousands of men and women who are
100 pereent unionized and enjoy the highest wago and hour standards to be found
in the American sugar system; and

Whereas this industry and these jobs are threntened by the possibility of an
unlimited inflow of tro&)icnl refined sugar from Cuba, and from the American
Islands of Puerto Rico, Iawail, and the Philippines, sinco the Tederal Sugar Act,
which now limits this inflow, expires this year; and .

Whereas under tho Sugar Aet these tropical producer-refinors receive prico
henefits, and cash subsidics from the Treasury, paid for by the American home-
maker through a sugar sales tax, whereas our home refining industry receives no
subsidy of any kind; and
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Wherens proper protection for the American sugar refinery worker does not
result in higher prices to the consuiner, nor does the consumer make a saving on
the tropiead refined sugar as it sells in our market for about the sanme prico as the
home produet: therefor be it

Resolved, That when Congress formulates now sugar legislation this yoar, it
catry over into the new Sugar Aet the present limitation on the importation of
tropdeal refined sugar (see. 207, H, R, 702}7) or that it provide for a similor limita-
tion in the new aet, in order that our home-refining workers and industry have
some protection against subsidized competition; and be it

Revolved, That the Patrolmen’s Wives Benevolent Association, in passing ihis
rcs:llutiun, endorses this method of maintaining employment at home: and be it
further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the two Senators from Now
York State, and to the Secretaries of Agrienlture, Interior, State, and Commerce
in Wushington, D, .

buua M. Yousa, President.
Date passed, Frsruary 14, 1910,

BrookuyN Conony, Nartonan Soctery or NEw ENaraxp Women,
Neptember 21, 1940,
Senator Par HARRISON,
Chairman, Senate I'inance Commitlee, Senale Office BBuilding,
Washinglon, D, C'.

Dran Servator Hanrison: I am writing to you in behalf of hundreds of women
of Brooklyn, and New York generally, who are deeply concerned over the outeome
of sugnr legistation this year, 1 am a woman active In club life. T belong (o
many organizations, among them the following: President (past) of both the
Birooklyn Colony, National Society of New Iingland Women, and the Long Island
Foderation of \%’onwn'n Clnbs, member of Long Island Federation Executives,
Fort, Gireone Chapter of the i‘)augh(el'u of the Amcrican Revolution, Kosmos
Club, Cambridge Club, and others,

Of course, as consumers we want Lo sec reasonable sugar prices, and as taxpayers,
we would like to see sugar subsidies decreased rather than inereased, but perhaps
our main concern at the moment i# over the preservation of vur Brooklyn sugar
refining industry. I am enclosing o clipping from the editorial page of the Brook-
lyn agle whlcf}; will give you an iden of how we in Brooklyn feel ou this issue.

A groat many organizations representing thonsands of women in Brooklyn and
the New York ares have, through official action, expressed their desire to preserve
this important industry. T am submitting this letter with a list of some of the
most important of these organization to f)e fngerted in the record of the 1940
Senate hearings on sugar.

1 very much hope our point of view will be taken into econsideration by the
Senate in reaching o decision on sugar legislation in 1940,

Very truly yours,

.

Mrs, CHanrtEs Soreg,

LIST O1 ORGANIZATIONS 'PHAT HAVE PASSED HESOLUTIONS OR TAKEN OFFICIAL
ACTION ON BUGAR THIS YEAR

Long Tsland Federation of Women’s Clubs,

Catholic Daughters of America of Ridgewood.

Kings County Auxiliary 1o Veterans of Foreign Wars,
Brooklyn Catholic Big Sisters,

Brooklyn Colony, National Society of New England Women,
Good Citizenship League of Flushing,

Hollis Woman’s Club.

Jackson Heights Forum,

Brooklyn Woman’s Cluh.

Brooklyn Women’s Republican Club, ;
Rusiness and Professional Women’s Club of Brooklyn.
Woman's Downtown Club,

Long Island City Council of Mothers Cluh.

Tlluminati,

Kings County Woman’s Christian Temperance Union,
Nurses Association of Long Island.

Park Slope Defense Toague,
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Lutheran Serviee Centre of Queens,
Mothers Clubs of- -

Pubtic School No, 33,

Public Schnul No. 55.

Publie 8chool No, 83,

Publie School No, 100,

Publie School No, 122,

Public 8chool No. 135,

Richmond Hill High School.
Republican Business and Professional Women’s Club of Queens,
Twentioth Century Club of Richmond Hill,
Brooklyn Progress Association,
Prospeet. Community Club,
Protestant Big Sister Council.
Society of Patriotic Women of Brooklyn,
Women’s Auxlliary to Fleot Resorve Association,
Women’s Division of Navy Yard Retirement Association,
Women’s Clivie Club of Flushing.
Woman’s Club of Forest Hills,
Women’s Republican (lubs of Astoria and Jamaien.
Women’s Republican League of Flmhurst,

Hawan lquar Riaurs CoMMISNION,

Honolulu, T IL., August 5, 1940,

Hon, Par Harrtson,
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C'.
S I have the honor to transmit herowith a properly certified copy of u resolu-
tion which was adopted this day by the Hawail Equal Rights Commission,
Respectfully,

JOUN SNELL,

Executive Secretary, Hawaii Equal Rights Comomission.

RESOLUTION

Whereas H. R. 9634, a bill to extend, for an additional year, the provisions of
the Sugar Act of 1937, and containing a limitation “that not more than 29,616
short tons, raw value, of the cluota for Hawail for any ealendar year may be filled
by direct-consiumption sugar,” now is pending before the Senate Committee on
Finance; and

Whereas the so-called MeCormack amendment containing this limitation treats
and regards the incorporated Territory of Hawali as on a Territorial parity with
the island of Puerto Rico; but

Whereas Iawall, as an incorporated Territory of the United States, pays all
Federal taxes to the same extont as the soveral States and has contributed to the
Federal Treasury from June 14, 1800, up to and including June 30, 1939, in Fedoral
internal revenue and customs collections tho sum of $242,333,107.556, whilst
Puerto Rico does not pay, and has not pald, these Fedoral lovies; and

Whereas the sugar industry of the Territory of Hawaii subsequent to February
20, 1040, has not taken, and is not now taking, ndvantaf.o of the expiration of the
direct-consumption limjtation provision contained in sald Sugar Act of 1937; and

Whoroas such limitation on the amount of direct-consumption sugar from
Hawaii which may be marketed on the mainland, United States, constitutes a
grave violation of tho equal rights with the States to which the citizens of Hawadi
contend they are entitled as residents of an incorporated Territory of the United
States and by reason of the taxation to which they are subjected, and is an act
of discrimination agaiust the citizens of the Territory of Hawaii; and

Whereas this Prinoiple of oqual rights for Hawail was recognized and advocated
by the Honorable Franklin D). Roosevelt, President of the United States, on April
11, 1940, In a letter to Hon. Marvin Jones, chairman, Committee on Agriculture
of the House of Representatives, in which he wrote in part:

“The 1‘)001)!0 of the Territory of Hawali and the possessions of Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands are American citizens who compose some of those minority
groups in our population with local governments that lack the protections of
statehood. TIf this ecircumstance were not given adequate consideration, it
would be possible to destroy by legislation the livelihood of our oitizens in the
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insular rm‘ts of the United States through tho enactment of diseriminatory
prohibitions agalnst their products; and they would possess no logal power to
tako counter moeasures in solf-defonso.  Such a course of aotion, as [ have pointod
out on o })mvlmm oconsion, would be tantamount to an imperialistic clagsifien-
tion of citlzens and o tyrannical abuse of minority rights that is utterly contrary
to the Amoriean concopt of fairness and domoeracy.  Among the eases in polut
in tho proposal to roinstate the foremer diserimination against the roflning of
sugar in the insular parts of the United States;’’ and

Whereas the roport of the Joint Committee on Hawadi rendered to tho Congross
on February 15, 1038, doclared, among other things, that-——

“Tho committeo further recommends that the people of Hawaii be assured of
the continued intorest of Congress in thefr progress under the Amorican flag}
that as follow eltizons they bo assured of the same treatmoent as the *woplu of the
sevornl States; that tho status of Hawali as an intogral lpurt of the Unjon and an
incorporated Territory of tho United States bo recognized in all nationnl Jogis-
lation; that {ts industries and produots receive the same treatment accorded those
of any other part of the Nation}” and

Whereas the sugnr industry of the Torritory of Hluwail has a trade arrangemont.
assuring that 300,000 tons, raw value, annually go to the National Sugar Refining
C'o. on the Atlantie coast; and

Whereas the existing diveot-consumption sugar eapacity of Hawall in offeet
constitutes u loenl monopoly sinee there is only one vetinery in Hawait at present,
resulting in g retail price of sugar in Honolulu averaging four-tenths of 1 eent per
pound more than on the mainland, aceording to the Department of Labor Bureau
of Labor Statistics Monthly Bulletin of Retail Food Pricer: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, by the Hawail Equal Rights Commission, "I'hat the membors of the
Senato Commitiee on Finance by, anad they hereby are, vespeetfully reguosted and
curnustl{ urged to deleto from the sald pending M. R. 9654 that portion of the
so-cnlled MeCormack amendment beginning “Section 5”7, and runuing to the end
of the amendment, placing o Himitation of 20,610 short tons, raw value, on the
amount of dircet-consumption sugar from Hawali; and bo it further

Resolved, 'That properly certified eopies of this resolution he transmitted by the
exectitive seeretary of this commission of the Honorable Franklin 1), Roosevelt,
President of the United States; tho Honorable John N. Garner, Prosident of the
Sonate; Hon, Hurold L. Ickes, Scerotary of the Tnterior; Hon, William H. King,
chairman of the Joint Committee on Hawaii; Hon, Pat Harrikon, chadrman of
the Senate Committee on Finance; Hon, Millard F, Tvdings, ehairman of the
sSenate Committee on Territories and Insnlar Affairs; and the Honorable Samuel
Wilder King, Delegate in Congress from Hawaii,

Honovure, V. ., August 5, 1940,

T hereby certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted this date by the
Hawail Egual Rights Commission on the following vote: Ayos—-Acting Gov.
Charles M. Hite, acting chairman, ex officio; Louls & Cain and Vietor 8. K.

tlouston, members,  Novs—none,
Jonn SNy,

Erecutive Seeretary, Hawaii Equal Rights Commiasion,

GHAND AUXILIARY TO THE VETERAN EMPLOYERY
AgsociatioN, Banmimore aND Ounio HAILrRoap,
Baltimore, ALY, September 27, 1940,
Nenator Par HARRIsoN,
Chairman, Senale I'inance Commiltlee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, . (.

Dran Spnvaror Harnon: T am grand president of Ladies’ Auxiliarios to tho
Baltimore and Ohio Railroad Veteran Employees’' Association, also prosident of
the Housewifes Alllance, Ine,, of Baltimore, Md.; my address is 130 North Hilton
Stroot, Baltimoro. .

I would like to eall to your attention of your committec that tho C. W, Galloway
Ausxiliary, Baltimore, Md., to the Bult.imorq and Ohio Railroad Veteran Fm-
ployees’ Assoclation and tho Housewives Allianco, Inc., of Baltimore, aro both
<.leﬁniw]y in favor of the su;zar bill, H, R, 9054, as it was passed by tho Houso of
Roprosentatives and feel that this hill should be recommended to the Senafo
without any changoes. ) ;

In Fobruary 1940 the abovo organizations passod a resolution asking Congress
o enaot sugar logislation which would be fair and equitable to Maryland workers
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and Marylaud consumers, A copy of these iy attached.  Wo took this action
beenuse we felt, that an industry which has been o source of great benefit to
Baltimore and Maryland for so many years, should continue in operation,

This Industry has sufferod great losses in the past,  These losses have come
from tho influx of tropical refined sugar.  The industey will be subjeet. to further
Tosen if the expansion of the heet-sugnr industry is not haltod,

I thereof respeotfully roquest that your committee insert my statement and
the resolutions of my organizations i the record of sugar hearings,

VYory truly yours,
Mus, J. Epw. Siien,
Grand President,

C. W, Gawroway, No. 1, Lapisgs’ Avuxiniany, VETERAN LiMpLOYERH ABROCTA-
1] H '
TION, BALTIMORE AND OQnio Rarnroan

RESOLUTION ON THI} NEW HUUAR LEAINLATION, FORMULATED IN WASHINGTON, D, C,

Whereas Baltimore Is o lnrge cancesigarerefining eenter, employing hundreds o
men and wonien who are 100-pereent unlonized; and

Whereas the importation of off-shore tropieal retined sugar from Cuba, Puerto
Rico, the Philippines, and otlier tropieal arens, operates to inerense the volume of
business which is now done by the conpetitors ()} the eallroad, mainly antotrucks,
huwm, and to a lesser oxtent, occan freight; and

hevear the Himitation of the amount of tropieal sugar whieh can enter ony

markets from Hawali and Puerto Rico, which have been in effeet sinee 1934 explres
on Mareh 1; and

Whereas further loss of raflrond jobs will result untess Congress ineludes shinilar
Hmitations in any new legislntion they formulate; and

Whereas an inerense in the beet-sugar quotn whieh has reeently heen proposed,
will result in further loss of raitroad business in the Baltimore area, as well as loss
of business to the Baltimore sugar-refinery industry; and

Wheveas the home refining workers entinot. compete with the eheap native lubor
of tho Tropics on which tropleal refiniog ix based; and

Whereas the tropieal sugar groups arce recefving a heavy subsidy from the
American taxpayer while the home refining workers receive no such substdy, nor
any protecetion of any kind: Therefore he it

esolved, That when new sugar legislption is formulated ‘o Washington some

provision be made for the proteetion of an important industry, and for the protee-
tion of jobs of well-paid Ameriean refinery workers; and he

Resolved, That the C. W, Galloway Auxillury to the Baltimore and Ohio Veteran
Employees Association in passing this resolution, endovses this method of mafn-
taining home industry and home employment; and be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution he sent to the Cougressionnl representa-
tives from the Baltimore distriet, the two Seantors from Maryland, and to tho
Seerotaries of Agriculture, Interior, State, and Commerce in Washington, 1. ¢,

(Bigned)  Mis, Engan B, Grekn,
Neeretury,
Date passed: Frnruary 14, 1040,

Housrwivis ALuiances, Inc, or Banrimors

Whereas Baltimors s o large eanc-sugar-refining conter, omploying handreds
of men and women who are 100-1301‘0011& unfonized; and :

Whoreas tho importation of off-shore tropical refined sugar from Cuba, Puorto
Rico, and the PLil Ppinos and other tropieal areas operato to inorcase the volume
of business which {s now done by the competitors of the railrond, mainly auto-
truck, bargoes, and to a lesser oxtent ocecan freight; and

Whoreas the limitation on tho amount of the tropieal refined sugar which can
entor our markets from Hawati and Puerto Rico, which have been in effeet since
1034, expires on Mareh 1; and

Whoreas further loss of railvoad jobs will result unless Congress ineludes
similar limitations in any now logislation thoy formulate; and

Whereas an increase in the heot-sugar quota whieh has rocently been proposed
will result in furthor loss of railmt\(f businoss in the Baltimore arca, as well as
loss of business to the Baltimore sugar refining fndustry; and

Whereas the home refining workers cannot compote with the cheap native
labor of the Tropics, on which tropical rofining s based; and
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Whereas the tropical sugar groups are receiving a heavy subsidy from the
American taxpayer while the home refining worker receives no such subsidy, nor
any protection of any kind: Therefore be it

Resolved, That when new sugar legislation is formulated in Washiogton, sote
provision be made for the Krotection of an important industry, and for the pro-
tection of jobs of well-pald American refinery workers; and he it

Resolved, That the Housewives Alliance, Ine., of Baltimore in passing this
resolution endorses this method of maintatning home employment and home
industry; and be it further

Resolved, That copics of this resolution be sent to the ooxﬁressional Represent-
atives from the Baltimore district, the two Senators from Maryland, and to the
Secretaries of Agriculture, Interior, State, and Commerce in Washington, D, C.

(Signed) Aima K. BeLsINGER, Secretary,
8100 North Baltimore Strect.

Date passed: FEBRUARY 22, 1940,

AmpuricaN Farm Bureau FEpERATION,
Washington, D. C., October 8, 190,
Hon. Par HARRISON, .
Chairman, Senate Finance Commitiee, :
United States Senate, Washington, D, C.

My Duar SpNaTor: At its last mecting held in Chicago on September 9--10
1940, the board of directors of the American Farm Bureau Federation authorized
support by the Federation of the enactment at this session of Congress of H, R.
0654, extending the Suﬁar Act of 1937 for an additional year.

Since it appears unlikely that satisfactory new sugar-control legislation can be
enacted into law during the present session of Congress, and the present act will
oxpire at the olose of this year unless renewed by éongmss, the Federation
believes it is essential to continue the assistance and protection provided by the
*)rescnt Sugar Act for another ycar until satisfactory new legislation can be

ormulated and enacted. While the present act is not satisfactory in all respects to
domestic producers, it does provide substantial safeguards and assistance to
domestic sugar producers.

It is, therefore, respectfully requested that Congress continue the Sugar Control
Act of 1937 for an additional year.

Sincerely yours,
(Signed) Ebpw. A, O'NEaL,
President.
Nty

* Tup WoMeN’s DivisioN, CHAMBER oF COMMERCE AND
Crvics oF THE ORANGES AND MaAPLEWOOD,
19 South Harrison Street, Fast Orange, N. J., September 24, 1940.

Dear Senaror Harrison: The newspapers say that your committee is plan-
ning to hold hearings on sugar legislation. I am interested in sugar from the
consutner’s point of view, and would like to have a statement inserted in the record
of the hearings,

I am Mrs.. Agnes A. Schermerhorn, of 50 South Arlington Avenue, N, J. I
am president of the women’s division of the Chamber of Commerce angd Civies
of the Oranges and Maplewood, and a former assemblywoman from Issex County,
N.J. I am affiliated with the following organizations:

National Consumers Tax Commission; State director.

New Jersey State Federation Women’s Clubs, former president. .
General Federation of Womnn’s Clubs, former vice president.
Women’s Club of Orange, former vice president.

New Jorsey Loague Women Voters, first president.

Because of my close contact with so many of the women’s organizations in
New Jersoy, I feel I know their point of view on the problem c¢onfronting the
State’s canc-sugar refining induatrl\;. ’ .

We know that the refinery at Edgewater, N. J., is one of the largest in the
world, and the citizens of New Jorsey are directly concerned in its fate. The
rofining industry has lost business in recent years because of unfavorable logisla-
tlon, and consequent loss of jobs to our people, Now Jersey cannot afford furthor
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unemployment, nor can it afford the loss
industry. '

The attempts of the heet-sugar industry 10 inerease its production is a menace
to the home refining induatr{. We are paying heavy subsidies to the beet-sugar
growers, thus paying, as well, subsidies to tho tropical producers of the sugar we
consume.  We feel wo should pay no more in subsidies, especially if our men and
women lose their jobs. Qur men and women are well paid and work under
excellent, conditions.  Why compél them to compete with, and lose out to, unor-
ganized labor in the beet. ficlds, or to low-paid workers in the Tropices.

My own organization-—the women’s division of the Chamber of Commerce
and Civies of the Oranges and Maplewood-—-passed a resolution on February 28,
1940, asking Congress to protect the home refining industry and the workers in it.
Other women's organizations in New Jorsey have done thiy, too, and enclosed is a
limited list of these, together with some copies of the resolution.

We believe that the passage by the House of Representatives of H. R. 9664 has
heen hetpful, and we carnosily ask your committee to recommend to the Senate
such sugar logislation as will contain ﬁ% the same provisions ag H. R. 9654,

Any change therein would hu Lt workers, and industry.
Respectfully yoursg# ""&%m
v AaNEs ARNB BCHERMERHORN.

THE FOLLOWING RFROLUTION WAS APPRQVEDR BY THE WOMENSADIVISION OF THE
CHAMBER OF §OMMBRCE AND CIVICS OF THH ORANGES AND MA¥LEWOOD AT ITS
FEBRUARY 2 1040, MEDTING 2* W . .,

Whereas New Jerscy has, at E(%wntel:‘,k one of the largest cane s%&r refining
plants.in théf United States giving'work to'hantireds of pien and wonidn who are
100 perceng unionized and enjoy the highest wage seale in the Amerfpan sugar
system; & L A by # . 3

%]obsmre thq;aéte ed bygthe possibilfty of an

of so large an industry as the refining

Wherca# this industry and t!égs
unlimited#inflow of tropical refihgdd sugar from™Cul a, and.from the erican
islands ofiPuerto Rico,. Hawaii, and thesPhilippiries,isipce thi Federal Sygar Act,
which no# limits thig infloy 0-‘:@“’*»???,1' e ey ]

Whereds under thé Sugdr Abt théke tfopignl!producer-refiners recelye price
benefits afid cash subsidies froni the Tregdury; paid for by the Americgh home-
maker, in‘part through a sulﬁ shles tax, Wherefis pur. home refining ingtistry re-
ceives no subsidies of any kind; and e e,

Whereas; proper proﬁggﬁbn for the home indugtry doeMot result@in higher
prices to theconsumer, fior does the congumer make any ing on t}ie tropical
refined sugary and ) % ;

Whereas thé New Jorsey refinery cannof compeﬁg Wi
operations on cheap tropical abor: Therefére be ith,

Resolved, Thatwhen Congréds“formulatés new sugar legislatigh this year, it
carry over into th¥mew Sugar Act the present limitation of tropfeal refined sugar
(sec. 207, H. R. 760/1), or that it provide for a similar limitgblon in the new aot,
in order that our homl\f*:%gnlng industry may have some g¥otection against sub-~
sidized competition; and Beity,. e

Resolved, That the wornen’s “mMQ&MMer of Commerce and Civics.
of the Oranges and Maplewood, in pass s resolution endorse this method of
maintaining home industry and home employment; and be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be sent to the Congressional Represen-
tatives for New Jersey, to the two Senators from New Jorsey, to the Secretaries
of Agriculture, Interior, State, and Commerce, respectively, in Washington, D. C.

(Signed) Epna MiLis,
Corresponding Secretary.

base their

efiners

" Mrs. CuareNce B, Miuws,
263 N. Walnut Street,
Fast Orange, N. J.

In New Jersey, & number of women’s groups have sent in resolutions to Congress
asking for protection to the New Jersey refining industry. Some of these are——

New Jersey State Federation of Women'’s Clubs,

Women’s Republican Club of New Jersey, Inc.

Women’s Division of the Chamber of Commerce and Civics of the Oranges
and Maplewood. ’ ’

Rergen County Women’s Republican Club.

2066024011
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Contemporary of Newark,
Ladies Auxiliary to Veterans of Foreign Wars, Hackensack.
Ladies Auxiliary to Veternas of Foreign Wars, Paterson,

These groups represent over 50,000 women.

RESOLUTION PARSED BY THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF, AND LATER RATIFIED BY
THE MEMBERS PRESENT AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE WOMEN’'S STATI HE-
PUBLICAN CLUB OF NEW JERSEY, INC.,, MARCH 18, 1040

Whereas New Jersey has, at Tdgewater, one of tho largest canc sugar refining
plants in the United States, giving work to hunderds of men and women who
enj‘%y the high American wage; and

hereas the Federal sugar lcgislation, which governs our entire American
sugar system, expires this year: Therefore bo it

esolved, That when Congress formulates sugar legislation this year, this
logislation shall not result in a loss of jobs to our refining men and women or loss
of business for our home c¢ane sugar refining industry; and be it furthor

Resolved, That the Women’s State Republican Club of New Jorsey, Inc., in
passing this resolution opposes House Resolution 8746; and be it further

Resolved, 'That copies of this resolution be sent to the Congressional Repre-
sentatives, the two Senators from New Jersey, and to the Seerotaries of Agricul-
ture, Interior, State, and Commerce, respectively, in Washington,

Harrmmr V. CoLtoN,
Recording Secretary,

’

The CuairmMan. The hearings ‘are now closed and we will go into
executive sossion.

(Whereupon, at 11 a. m. the committec hearings were closed and
the committee went into exccutive session.)

O



