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TO AMEND THE SUGAR ACT OF 1937, AS AMENDED

TUESDAY, DECEMBER 9, 1041

U:nteEp STATES SENATE,
ComMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D. C.

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10:30 a. m., in room 312
Sfiqate Office Building, Senator Walter F. George (chairman) pre-
siding.

The CrairMaN. The committee will come to order.

This meeting has been called to consider S. 2041.

Since the introduction of S. 2041 and the fixing of hearings on it,
H. R. 5988 has been passed by the House and re.erred to this com-
mittee,

(H. R. 5988 and the report are as follows:)

{H, R. 5888, 77th Cong., 1st sess.}
AN ACT To amend the Sugar Act of 1837, as amended, snd for other purposes

Be it enacled by the Senalé and Houze of Represenlatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled, That section 202 of the Sugar Act of 1937, as
amended (relating to establishment and revision of quotas), is hereby amended
to read as follows:

"“SEc. 202. Whenever a determination {s made, pursuant to section 201, of the
amount of sugar needed to meet the requirements of consumers, the Secretary shall
establish quotas, or revise existing quotas— -

“(a) For domestic sugar-producing areas by prorating amongosueh areas 56.77
per centum of such amount of sugar (but not less than 3,703,802 short tons) on
the following basis:

“Arcs Per centum
‘‘Domestic beet BUGAY . . oo iieeecicacnca——————n 42. 49
Mainland cane BUGAT .. .o eeeeimeceeeeemeeee—ee 11. 52
Hawaii_ ..o ... deeeeecmecciecececcecancceeanamaann 24.72
Puerto Rico..... )

Virgin Islands

“(b) For foreign countries, and the Commonwezlth of the Philippine Islands,
b{ prorating 43.23 per centum of such amount of sugar (except, if such amount
of sugar is less than 6,682,670 short tons, the excess of such amount over 3,793,802
short tons) on the following basis:

“Area L Per centum
““Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands. . ..o cnooimoarcaanaa 34.70
Cuba. . eicceeeeeeecceenesenanaa 64. 41
Foreign couvntries other than Cuba_ ... . o cieeanaan.. . 89

In no case shall the quota for the Commonwealth of the Philip}.)ine Islands be

less than the duty-free quota now established by the provisions of the Philippine
Indapendence Act, as amended.

“The quota for foreign countrica other than Cuba shall be prorated among
such countries on the basis of the division of the quota for such countries made in
General Sugar Quota Regulations, series 4, number 1, issued December 12, 1936,
pursuant to the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended.”

1



2 AMEND THE SUGAR ACT OF 1937, AS AMENDED

Sec. 2. That section 204 of the Sugar Act of 1937, as amended (relating to
redistribution of deficits in area quotas), is amended to read as follows:

“Skc. 204. (a) The Secretary shall, as he deems necessary during the calendar
year, deterinine whether, in view of the current inventories of sugar, the estimated
production from the acreage of sugarcane or sugar beets planted, the normal
marketings within a calendar year of new-crop sugar, and other pertinent factors,
any domestic area, the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands, or Cuba, wili
be unable to market the quota for such area. If the Secretary finds that any
domestic area or Cuba will be unable to market the quota for such area for the
calendar year then current, he shall revise the quotas tor the domestic arcas and
Cuba by prorating an amount of sugar equal to the deficit so determined to the
other areas, on the basis of the quotas, then in effect. Any portion of such sugar
which the Secretary determines cannot be supplied by domestic areas end Cuba
shall be prorated to foreign countries other than Cuba on the basis of the prora-
tions of the quota then in effect for such foreign countries. If the Sccretary finds
that the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands wilt be unable to market the
quota for such area for the calendar year then current, he shall revise the quotas
for domestic sugar-producing areas, for Cuba, and for foreign countries other than
fcillba' by prorating an amount of sugar cqual to the deficit so determined, as

ollows:

*(1) To the domestic beet-sugar area and to the mainland cane-sugar ares, on
the basis of the respective quotas for such areas then in effect, an amount equiva-
lent to such part. if any, of such deficit as the Sccretary determines is due to
inability to market in continental United States the amount of refined sugar
permitted to be brought into continental United States, duty free, under the
provisions of the Philippine Independence Act, as amended;

“(2) To foreign countries other than Cuba, on the basis of the proration of
the quotas for such foreign countries then in effect, an amount not in excess of
100,000 short tons of the remainder of such deficit, after giving effect to the fore-
going subsection (8) (1);

“(3) To Hawaii, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands, and Cuba, on the basis of the
respective quotas for such areas then in effect, the remainder, if any. of the amount
of such deficit in excess of 100,000 short tons, after giving effect to the foregoing
subsection (8) (1): Provided, howerer: That no part of any such Philippine deficit
8o prorated way be filled by direct-consumption sugar except that part, if any,
prorated pursuant to the foregoing subsection (a) (1).

“(b) If, on the Ist day of September in any calendar year, any part or all of
the proration to any foreign country of the quota in effect on the Ist day of July
in the same calendar year for foreign countries other than Cuba, has not been
filled, the Secretary may revise the proration of such quota among such foreign
cointries, by prorating an amount of sugar 23“1 to such unfilled proration to all
other such foreign countries which have filled their prorations of such quota by
such date, on the basis of the prorations then in effect. .

“'(¢) If the Secretary finds that any foreign country other than Cuba will be
unable to market any part or all of the proration to such foreign country for the
calendar year then current, the Secretary may increase the quotas for other foreign
countries, for the domestic sugar-producing areas and for Cuba, by prorating an
amount of sugar, equal to the deficit so determined, as follows: .

“(1) To such foreign countries other than Cuba, on the basis of the proration
of the quotas for such foreign countries then in effect, such portion of such deficit
as the Secretary finds they will be able to market in the calendar year then current;

“(2) To the domestic sugar-producing areas and Cuba, on the basis of the
xées ctive quotas for such areas then in effect, the remainder, if any, of such

eficit.

“{(d), The quota for any domestic area, the Commonwealth of the Philippine
Islands, or Cuba, or other foreign countries, shall not be reduced by reason of an
determination made pursuant to the provisions of subsection (a) or subsection (¢
of this section 204.” . .

Sec. 3. Section 207 (e) of the Sugar Act of 1937, as amended (relating to direct-
consumption sugar from Cuba), is amended by striking out “three hundred and
seventy-five thousand’ and inserting in lieu thercof *three hundred thousard.”

Sec. 4. (8) Subsection (a) of section 304 of the Sugar Act of 1937 is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 304. (a) The amount of the base rate of payment shall be 80 cents per
hundred pounds of sugar or liquid sugar, raw value.”

( (b) Suggection (c) of section 304 of the Sugar Act of 1937, is amended to read as
ollows::



AMEND THE SUGAR ACT OF 1937, AS AMENDED 3

(c) The total payvment with resﬁecl, to a farm shall be the product of the base
rate specified in subsection (a) of this section multiplied by the amount of sugar
and liquid sugar, raw value, with respect to which payment is to be made, excegt
that reduction shall be made from such total payment in accordance with the
following scale of reductions:

“That portion of the quantity of sugar and | quid Reduction ir. the base rate
sugar which {s included within the followlng of payment per bundred-
Iutervals of short tons, raw value welght of such portion

SEc. 5. (a) Section 101 (f) of the Sugar Act of 1937, as amended (relating to
the, definition of liquid sugar), is amended by striking out ““6 per centum’ and
inserting in lieu thereof ““8 per centum”.

(b) Section 401 (b) of the Sugar Act of 1937, as amended (relating to the
definition of “‘manufactured sugar’), is amended by striking out ‘6 per centum”
and inserting in licu thereof ‘'8 per centum’”.

SEc. 6. Section 513 of the Sugar Act of 1937, as amended (relating to termina-
tion of powers of the Sccretary of Agriculture under the Sugar Act), is amended
to read as follows:

““Skc. 513. The powers vested in the Secretary under this Act shall terminate
on December 31, 1944, except that the Secretary shall have power to make pay-
ments under title III under programs applicable to the crop year 1944 and pre-
vious crop years."”

Sec. 7. Section 3508 of the Internal Revenue Code (relating to termination of
taxes under the Sugar Act) is amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 3508. TERMINATION OF TAXEs

‘'No tax shall be imposed under this chapter on the manufacture, use, or im-
portation of sugar after June 30, 1945."”

Skec. 8. Section 503 of the Sugar Act of 1937, as amended (relating to payments
to the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands), is amended by striking out
“June 30, 1942’ and inserting in lieu thereof “June 30, 1945, -

Kifsed the House of Representatives December 1, 1941,

est:
SoutH TriMBLE, Clerk.

[H. Rept, No. 1430, 77th Cong., Ist sess.]

The Committee on Agriculture, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 5988)
to amend the Sugar Act of 1937, as amended, and for other purposes, having
considered the same, report thereon with a recommendation that it do pass,
without amendment.

GENEEAL STATEMENT

Quota control of the sugar industry has been in effect since 1934, The presently
controlling legislation, the Sugar Act of 1937, as amended, expires on December
31, 1941. The bill (i{. R. 5988) provides that the Sugar Act be extended for
3 years, with certain adjustments which experience and conditions arising out
of the national emergency make advisable. However, the bill does not depart
from the principles underlying the basic legislation dealing with sugar, and it
has the support of agriculture, labor, and management in far the greater part
of the sugar industry.

In the 7 {‘ears in which it has been effective, sagar control has demonstrated
its value. The industry has beea stabilized, the ir:come of farmers and workers
has been improved, and the system has been a protection to consumers. Since
the ensctment of the Sugar Act of 1937 the retail price of sugar to consumers
has been lower than in any 4-year period in our history as a nation. The pro-
gram has been effective in time of peace, and during a period of almost world-
wide war. It i3 to continue these gains that the bill proposes to reenact the
legislation with certain modifications, .



4 AMEND THE SUGAR ACT OF 1937, AS AMENDED

Thebill provides aslight increase of 4 percent in the basic guotas for the domestic
sugar-heet arca and the mainland cane-sugar area. These increases are scarcely
more than token recognition of the fact that in each of the years since the passage
of the Sugar Act of 1937 the beet-sugar area has exceeded its quota from beets
produced on acrcage allotted by the Secretary of Agriculture, and that the main-
land cane area has exceeded its quota in all but onc of those years, In the case
of beet sugar the increase in quota amounts to 62,088 tons, and for the main.
land cane area the increasz is 16,83) tons. To accommodate these increases,
the total minimum quota of all domestic sugar-producing areas is increased from
3,715,000 tons to 3,793,802 tons. There are no appreciable changes in the quotas
for I{awaii, Puerto Rico, or the Virgin Islands, The basic quotas for Cuba, the
Philippine 1slands, and foreign countrics other than Cuba are reduced by 2.7
percent, which amounts to 50,791 tous for Cuba, 27,363 tons for the Philippines,
and 702 tons for other foreign countries. The reduction in the quota of the
Philippine Islands affects only the dutiable portion of that quota, does not involve
the minimum duty-free quota provided in the Philippine Independence Act, and
is a matter of no conscquence to the Island producers since they have never
availed themselves of that portion of their quota on which duty must be paid.

Under the present act, a deficit in the Philippine quota can be reallocated only
to foreign countries other than Cuba, although in case these arcas are unable to
supply the deficit the law provides no way by which it can be allotted to areas
that are in a position to market additional quantities of sugar. Increasing diffi-
cultics and dangers of ocean shipping make it more than ever important that these
provisions be revised. 7Thus the bill provides that any deficits in the Philippine
quota shall be reallotted in this manner: First, the continental producers of sugar
beets and sugarcane shall share proportionately in any deficits in the Philippine
duty-free quota of refined sugar; second, foreign countries other than Cuba shall
share proportionately the first 100,000 tons of any deficit in raw sugar; and, third,
the balance of any deficit shall be shared proportiontely by Hawaii, Buerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, and Cuba. It should be noted that the allotment of 100,000
tons of a Philippine deficit to foreign countries other than Cuba is a greater amount
of sugar than these countries have ever supplied to the United States in any year,
with the exception of 1941.

The provision that only deficits in the Phili]:rine duty-free refined-sugar
?uotas shall be allotted to continental areas has distinct potential advantages
or insular producing areas and Cuba. Under the provisions of the bill, after the
allotment of the first 100,000 tons to foreign countries other than Cuba, the bal-
ance of any deficit in Philippine raw sugar is to be allotted proportionately to
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Cuba. So long as the stringenc,
in shippirg continues, it is considered probable that substantial deficits will
occur in the Philippine quota.

As a needed supplement to the present law, the bill provides that, if any foreign
country other than Cuba is unable to fill its quots, the deficit shall first be allotted
to those foreign countries which are able to market additional quantities of sugar,
and any remainder to the domestic sugar-producing areas and Cuba on the basis
of their effective quotas. The bill provides that any Philippine deficit so re-
allotted, excepting onli that reallotted to the continental beet- and cane-sugar
areas, shall not be marketed as refined sugar.

The bill amends section 207 (e) of the Sugar Act by reducing Cuba’s dircet-
consumption sugar quota from 375,000 tons to 300,000 tons. This raduction has
the practical effect of maintaining the fresent a%proximate quantity of raw cane
sugar which can enter into continental United States each year for subsequent
refining, and hence to maintain the present status of American workmen in the
seaboard refining States of Massachusetts, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
Maryland, Louisiana, Texas, and California. The reduction in the direct-con-
sumgtion quota doecs not reduce Cuba’s total quota under the figure prescribed
by the bill. It merely means that 75,000 tons more of Cuban sugar shall be im-
ported in raw form, rather than as direct-consumption sugar. Traditionally
Cuba has marketed her major production in the United States in the form of
raw sugar, snd sugar refining has never been an important industry in the island.
In comparison with the growing and milling of sugar-cane, sugar refining is ’un
insignificant part of the economic life of the Cuban people.

On September 8 Secretary Wickard, in announcing his plans for the mobiliza-
tion of agriculture for national defense, stated that no acreage limitations are
contemplated for domestic sugar producers in 1942, thereby indicating the need
for bringing about a larger production of sugar in these areas. Because of price
increases in other crops competitive with sugar, the economic needs of sugar -
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producers, and the rising costs of sugar production, the bill provides that the base
rate of Ithe conditional payment be increased from 60 to 80 cents a hundred pounds,
raw value.

A graduated scale of reductions is provided in the payments to be made to
producers of more than 350 tons of sugar. In this connection, it is important to
observe that the increase in payment is not a burden on the consumer because, as
the Secretaay of Agriculture has often pointed out, so long as a quota systen re-
mains in effect taxes on sugar and conditional payments are not reflecied in
average retail prices. Moreover, the conditional payment is the only payment
now made by the Federal Government on sugar crops.

The Sugar Act of 1937 defines liquid sugar as a product in which the soluble
nonsugar solids are equal to 6 percent cr less of the total soluble solid:. At the
time of the ap]proval of the act it was contended by certain importers of these
products that liguid sugars containing more than 6 percent of soluble nonsugar
solids could not be imported for use in human consumption. However, liquid
sugar containing more than 6 percent soluble nonsugar solids has been imported,
the volume of displacement of other sugar in 1941 being estimated at 40,000 tons.
Liquid sugar which contains more than 6 percent of soluble nonsugar solids is
charged against no quota and pays no tax, and clearly evades both the quota and
tax provisions of sugar control. To prevent future evasion, the bill provides that
liquid sugar include a product in which the soluble nonsugar solids are equal to
8 percent or less of the total soluble solids.

EXPLANATION OF THE BiLy
QUOTA PROVISIONS

Section 1 (a) of the bill provides that, in the establishment of quotas for the
various producing areas, the Secretary of Agriculture shall allot to domestio
sugar producing areas 56.77 percent (but not less than 3,793,802 short tons) of the
total amount of sugar estimated to be needed to mect the requirements of con-
sumers in continental United States. The participation of each area in the do-
mestic quota is as follows:

Percent
Domestic beet SUZAr . o .o oo e i ieicccamcmem——na 42. 49
Mainland cane sUBAT . .. o . ieecieiaaiaccaeaaa- 11. 52
Hawaii........_...__ 24.72

Puerto Rico.
Virgin Island

Section 1 (b) of the bill provides that foreign countries and the Commentwealth
of the Philippine Islands shall be alloited 43.23 percent of estimated consumption
requirements (except that if the estimate of consumption is less than 6,682,670
short tons, these producing areas shall be allotted the amount by which the esti-
mate of consumption exceeds 3,793,802 tons) on the following basis:

Percend
Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands. ... ... .. .ai . loioaas 34.70
CUba . - e ecececcicceaes 64. 41
Foreign countries other than Cuba. .89

It is provided also that the quota for the Commonwealth of the Philippine
Istands shall in no case be less than the duty-free quots established by the pro-
visions of the Philippine Independence Act, and that the quota for foreign coun-
tries other than Cuba shall be prorated among such countries on the basis of the
revision of *he quotas for these countries made in General Sugar Quota Regula-
tions, Series 4, No. 1, issued December 12, 1936, pursuant to the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as amended.

PRORATION OF DEFICITS

Section 2 of the bill directs that the proration of Philippine deficits shall be
made as follows:

1. The domestic sugar-beet area and the mainland cane-sugar ares shall be
allotted, on the basis of their effective quotas, an amount of sugar equivalent to
any deficit in the quota of refined sugar which may be brought into continental
United States, duty-free, from the Phxligsine Istands under the provisions of the
Philipipine Inéependence Act, as amended.

2. Foreign countries other than Cuba shall be allotted, on the basis of their
effective quotas, an amount of sugar not in excess of 100,000 short tons.

68402—41——2



6 AMEND THE SUGAR ACT OF 1937, AS AMENDED

3. Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Cuba shall be allotted on the
basis of their effective quotas, the amount of sugar by which the deficit exceeds
100,000 short tons, It is provided that no part of a Philippine deficit may be
filled by direct-consumption sugar other than that allotted to the domestic beet-
sugar area and the mainland cane-sugar area.

With respeet to the proration of deficits in the quotas of foreign countries other
than Cuba, the bill provides that if the Sccretary of Agriculture finds that any
forcign country other than Cuba is unable to market its quota for any calendar
vear, he shall prorate the deficit among such foreign countries, other than Cuba,
as the Secretary determines are able to fill the sane.  The remainder, if any, is
allotted proportionately to the domestic sugar-preducing arcas and Cuba,

Section 2 (d) continues the guaranty of the present law that the basic quota
of a producing area shall not be reduced because of a proration of a deficit.

DIRECT-CONSUMPTION SUGAR QUOTAS

Section 3 of the bill establishes the Cuban direct-consumption sugar quota at
300,000 tons.
CONDITIONAL PAYMENTS

Section 4 of the bill provides that the basc rate of conditional payments shall
be 80 cents per 100 pounds to produceis of less than 330 tons of sugar. A grad-
uated scale of reductions in payments is provided for producers of more than
350 tons.

LIQUID SUGAR

Section 5 of the bill amends the definition of liquid sugar so that there will be
included a product which contains up to 8 percent soluble nonsugar solids. This
section similarly amends section 401 (b) of the Sugar Act, which relates to the
definition of “manufactured sugar.”

TERMINATION OF THE ACT

Section 6 provides that the powers vested in the Secretary of Agriculture
under the act shall terminate on December 31, 1944, cxcept that the Scerctary
shall have power to make payments under title II1 of the Sugar Act for programs
applicable to the crop ycar 1944, and previous crop years.

TERMINATION OF TAXES

Section 7 provides that section 3508, Internal Revenue Code, be amended so
that no tax shall be imposed on the manufacture, use, or importation of sugar
after June 30, 1945.

PHILIPPINE PAYMENT

Section 8 provides that the period within which refunds may be made of taxes
collected on Philippine sugar be extended from June 30, 1942, to June 30, 1945,

CHaNgEs 1IN ExisTiNGg Law

In compliance with paragraph 2a of rule XIII of the Rules of the House of
Representaltives, changes in existing law made by the bill are shown as follows:
Existing law proposed to be omitted is enclosed in black brackets, new matter
is printed in italics, existing law in which no change is proposed is shown in roman:

(1'ublic, No. 414—75th Cong.}

Sec. 202. Whenever a determination is made, pursuant to section 201, of the
amount of sugar needed to meet the requirements of consumers, the Secretary
shall establish quotas, or revise existing quotas—

(a) For domestic sugar-producing areas by prorating among such areas [55.59]
66.77 per centum of such amount of sugar (but not less than [3,715,000] 3,793,802
short tons) on the following basis:

Ares Per centom
Domestic beet 8UgAT . oo iceeiieiiciiciaaceane——an 41. 72 42 49
Mainland cane SUZAT. - - .ot iiiiiamriaaaaa. 1131y 11.62

Hawail. - oo e e cc e ceecceccaaeccccaeaea 25.25] 2472
" Puerto Rico .
Virgin Islands . oo .o iiiiiiciiieiiaaaenaaaas .24 .24
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(b) For foreign countries, and the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands,
by prorating [44.41] 43.23 per centum of such amount of sugar (except, if such
amount of sugar is less than 6,682,670 short tons, the excess of such amount over
[3,715,000] 3,793,802 short tons) on the following basis:

Area Fer centum
Commonwealth of the Philippine Istands._ ... ... .. .. . ......_. 3170
Cuba. i iieeao. ... 6141

.89
In no case shall the quota for the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands be
less than the duty-free quota now established by the provisions of the Philippine
Independence Act [.], as amende .

The quota for foreign countries other than Cuba shall be prorated among such
countrics on the basis of the division of the quota for such countries made in
General Sugar Quota Regulations, Series 4, Number I, issued Deccinber 12, 1936,
pursuant to the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended.

Skc. 204, (a) The Sceretary shall, as he deems necessary during the calendar
year, determine whether, in view of the current inventories of sugar, the esti-
mated production from the acrcage of sugarcane or sugar beets planted, the
normal marketings within a calendar ycar of new-crop sugar, and other pertinent
factors, any domestic area, the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands, or Cuba,
will be unable to market the quota for such area. If the Sceretary finds that any
domestic area or Cuba will be unable to market the quota for such area for the
calendar year then current, he shall revise the quotas for the domestic arcas and
Cuba by prorating an amount of sugar equal to the deticit so determined to the
other [such] areas, on the basis of the quotas then in effcct. Any portion of
such sugar which the Sccretary determines cannot be supplied by domestic areas
and Cuba shall be prorated to forcign cotuntries other than Cuba on the basis
of the prorations of the ggota then in effect for such foreign countries. If the
Secretary finds that the Commonwealth of the Philippine Islands will be unable
to market the quota for such arca for the calendar gear then current, he shall
revise [the quota for forcign countries other than Cuba by prorating an amount
of sugar cqual to the deficit so deterniined to such foreign countries, on the basis
of the prorations of the quota then in effect for such countries: Prorided, howerer,
That the quota for any domestic area, the Commonwealth of the Philippine
Islands, or Cuba or other foreign countries, shall not be reduced by reason of any
determination made pursuant to the g;ovisions of this subsection.] the quolas for
domeslic sugar-producing areas, for Cuba, and for foreign countries other than Cuba,
by prorating an amount of sugar cqual to the deficil so determined, as follows:

{t)) To the domestic beel-sugar aren and to the mainland cane-sugir area, on the
basis of the respective quolas for such areas then in effect, an amount equiralent lo
such part, if any, of such deficil as the Secrclary determines is due to tnability lo
markel in continental United States the amount of refined sugar permitted (o be
brought into continental United States, duty free, under the provisions of the Philip-
pine Independence Act, as amended;

(2) To foreign countries other than Cuba, on the basis of the proration of the
quolas for such foreign counlries then in effecl, an amoun! no! in excess of 100,000
chovl(u;na;)f the remainder of such deficit, aftcr giving eflect to the foregoing subsec-
tion (a K

(3) To Hauaii, Puerto Rico, Virgin Ielards, and Cuba, on the basis of the re-
speclive quotas for such areas then in eflect, the remainder, if any, of the amount of
such deficit in excess of 100,000 short tons, after giring cg‘ed o the jore;jgoi ng subsce-
tion (a) (1): Prorided, however, That no part of any such Philippine deficil g0 pro-
raled may be filled by direct-consumption sugar except thal pari, if any, prorated
pursuant to the foregoing subseclion (:1) .

(b) If, on the 1st day of September in any calendar year, any part or all of the
proration to any foreign country of the quota in effect on the Ist day of July in
the same calendar year for foreign countries other than Cuba, has not been fiiled,
the Sccretary may revise the proration of such quota among such roreifn countries,
by prorating an amount of sugar equel to such unfilled proration to all other such
foreign countries which have filled their prorations of such quota by such date,
on the basis of the prorations then in effeet.

(c) 1f the Secretary finds that any foreign country otker than Cuba will be unable
to markel cay parl or all of the proralion to such foreign country for the calendo » year
then currer i, the Scerclary may sncrease the quolas for other foreign countries, for the
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domestic sugar-producing areas and for Cuba, by proraling an amount of sugar, equal
to the deficil so determined, as follows:

(1) To such foreign countries other than Cuba, on the basis of the proration of the
uolas for such foreign countries then in effect, such (;om‘on of suck deficit as the
ccrc(a,;y finds they will be able o market in the calendar year then current;

(2) 7o the domestic sugar-producing areas and Cuba, on the basis of the respective

quolas {?r such areas then tn effect, the remainder, if any, of such deficit.

(d) The quota for any domestic area, the Commonuealth of the Phitippine Islands,
or Cuba, or other foreign countries, shall not be reduced by reason of anz elermination
masde plér&uanl to the provisions of subsection (a) or subseclion (c) of this section 204.

EC. 207,
* . * * . *

(e) Not more than [three hundred and seventy-five thousand] three hundred
thousand short tons, raw value, of the quota for Cuba for any calendar year may be
filled by direct-consumption sugar.

Sec. 304. (8) The amount of the base rate of payment shall be [60] 80 cents
per hundred pounds of sugar or liquid sugar, raw value.

* ) * * * - . . » *

(¢) The totat pagment with respect to a farm shall be the product of the base
rate specified in subsection (a) of this section multiplied by the amount of sugar
and liquid sugar, raw value, with respect to which payment is to be made, exccpt
that Ereduchons] reduction from such total payment in accordance with the
following scale of reductions:

Reduction
in the bass
rate o‘l pay.
men!
Bundeed.
LThat portion of the quantity of sugar and liquid sugar which isincluded **} hgo‘:f
within the following intervals of short tons, raw value: tion

ment per
That porfion of the quantity of sugar ond liquid sugar which is included XIS0FS;
within (ke following inlervals of short tons, raw value: such portion
85080700 - oo e eeecreeseaceeaaaca———- $0. 05
TOOUO 1,000 ce oo eeeeeeiciescncaccscmcanccacnana 10
1,00080 1,500 oo aeeceiteeacaceacencnm—anaaan . 20
1,600003,000. o ... e ceeeeeciaaicacncenacarcaaanan .85
800010 8,000  ccavee et ieictaraciatsaccncasacan—n . 216
68,0000 12,000. « cc e ieeacicriencereienmceeananan . 80
12,000 to 30,000. ....... . 826
More than 30,000 .60
SecTtion 101, For the purposes of this Act, except title IV—
. . . . . . .

(f) The term ‘“liquid sugar’’ means any sugars (exclusive of sirup of cane
juice produced from sugarcane grown in continental United States) which are
})rincipally not of erystalline structure and which contain or which are to be used

or the production of any sugars principally not of crystalline structure which
contain soluble nonsugar solids &xclu ing any foreign substances that may

haﬁg been added) equal to [6 per centum] 8 per centum or less of the total soluble
solids.
8kc. 401. For the purposes of this title—
. * . . . . .

(b) The term ‘“‘manufactured sugar’ means any sugar derived from sugar
beets or sugarcane, which is not to be, and which shall not be, further refined or
otherwise improved in quality; except sugar in liquid form which contains non.
sugar solids (excluding any forcign substance that may have been added) equal to
more than {6 per centum] & per centum of the total soluble solids, and except also
sirup of cane juice produced from sugarcane grown in continental United States.
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The grades or types of sugar within the meaning of this definition shall include
but shall not be limited to, granulated sugar, lump sugar, cube sugar, powder
sugar, sugar in the form of blocks, cones, or molded shapes, confectioners’ sugar,
washed sugar, centiifugal sugar, clarificd sugar, turbinado sugar, plantation
white sugar, nuscovado sugar, refiners' soft sugar, [nvert sugar mush, raw sugar,
sirup.s, molasscs, and sugar iixtures,

Sec. 513. The powers vested in the Sceretary under this Act shall terminate on
[Dccember 31, 1941, December 31, 1944, except that the Secretary shall have
power to make payments under title II1 under programs applicable to the erop
year [1941] 1944 and previous crop years.

BEC. 3308. TERMINATION OF TAXES

No tax shall be imposed under this chapter on the manufacture, use, or importa-
tion of sigar after [June 30, 1942 June 30, 1946.

The Cuainman, At this time I think we should enter in the record
the reports from the Department of State, the Sccretary of State,
which is adverse to this bill,

Senator VANDENBERG. May I see that?

The CaairMaN. Yes. Also the report from the Department of
Agriculture, and I believe there is a report from the Secretary of the
Interior. There is also submitted for the information of the com-
mittee memoranda with reference to S, 2041 from the Tariff Commis-
sion which may be entered in the record.

(The reports referred to are as follows:)

THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D. C., December 6, 1941,
Hon. WaLter F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Commmiltlee on Finance, United States Senate.

My DEer SENaTOR GEORGE: Your letter of November 21 requests a report on
S. 2041, a bill to amend the Sugar Act of 1937, as amended, and for other purposes,

The proposed legislation would revise in certain particulars and extend for 3
years the Sugar Act of 1937, asamended. In cflecting such extersion the proposal
not only would continue certain jrovisions of the existing law which discririnate
unfairly against American citizens residing in the instlar parts of the United
States but also would introduce new and equally unjustified forms of such
dis rimination.

During the Seventy-sixth Congress several sugar bills were introduced which
included various proposals to discriminate against the Territories and island
gossessions of the United States.  In a letter of April 11, 1940, to the Honorable

farvin Jones, chairman of the House Committee on Agriculture, the President
commented with reference to siteh proposals as follows:

“It is also clear that a reshuffling of domestic quotas so as to discriminate against
Eroduccrs in the domestic insular areas would, under the spe¢ial circumstances

ardly be a conscionable procedure. The people of the Territory of Hawaii an.

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 protection of statehood. If this circumstance were not given ade-
quate 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 products; and they would possess no
tegal power to take counter measures fn self-defense. Such a course of action, as
I have pointed out on a previous occasion, 'would be tantamount to an imperial-
istie classification of citizens and a tyrannical abuse of minority rights that is
utterly contrary to the American eoneept of fairness and democracy. Among the
cases in point is the proposal to reinstate the former discrimination against the
refining of sugar in the insular parts of the United States.”

believe that it is not possible to justify any further sugar legislation that
conflicts with the policies expressed in the foregoing statement. 1 strongly urge
therefore, that if the Fcnding bill is to be enacted the following discriminatory
aspects of the proposal be eliminated:

. The estension of the restrictions against sugar refining which are con-
tained in scetion 207 of the Sugar Act of 1037.
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2. The exclusion of the Virgin Islands from participation in benefit payments
while at the same time being subjectad to the excise tax on sugar,

3. The exclusion of the Territories and island possessions from participation
in the 4 percent increase allotted to the domestic arcas. I suggest that if any
increase 1n the percentage of the domestic allotment is determined upon, it be
allocated in the proportion of the existing quotas.

4. The inclusion of the insular parts of the United States in the classification
with foreicn countries in connection with the provision for the distribution of
any deficit in the Philippine quota. In this provision and in the discrimination
mentioned in the preceding paragraph are to be found the reviva) of the same
form of discrimination that was contained in the 1934 Sugar Act but corrected
in the Sugar Act of 1937, I.refer to the classification of the insular parts of the
United States in a category with forcign countries rather than as an integral
part of the United States. .

I am informed that your committce wil hold hearings on the proposed legisla-
tion on December 10 and that you desiie this report at that time. In view of
the time element involved it has not been possible to clear this report with the
Bureau of the Budget.

Sincerely yours,
HaroLp L. IckEs,
Secretary of the Interior.

DEPARTMENT OF STATE,
Waskington, D. C., December &, 1941.
The Honorable WaLTeR F. GEGRGE,
Chairman, Commitice on Finance, United States Senale.

My Dear SENaTOR GEORGE: I have received your letter of November 10,
1941, enclosing for my consideration a copy of a bill (8. 2041) to amend the Sugar
Act of 1937 and requesting that I submit a report thercon at the earliest possible
date, Since the bill has an important bearing on our foreign relations, I am glad
to comment on it.

When viewed against the background of history of sugar legislation in the United
States since 1934, and of the present highly critical international situation, legis-
lation such as that proposed seems to be singularly inappropriate. The sugar
legislation now in effect in the United States was enacted to afford relief from a
distressing problem of sugar surpluses; that problem does not exist today. Ata
time when there does not appear to be any compe'ling reason for new sugar legis-
Iation the bill would, among other things, alter the present basic quotas at the
expense of offshore areas. You will recall that the President, in a letter of April
11, 1940, to the chairman of the House Agricultural Committee commenting on a
number of somewhat similar sugar bills which had been introduced in the Seventy-
sixth Congress, stated:

‘“* % * gome of these bills would discard the established basis of distribu-
tion of quotas among the various sugar-producin; areas that was carefully de-
veloped by the Congress in 1937, your committee stated that the quotas had
been arrived at ‘after careful consideration of the history of production in each
area and its present and future capacity to market.” I believe that we all appre-
ciate readily the natursl desire of each producing area to enlarge its share of the
market, but it would be most difficult to justify an abandonment of the existing
distribution of quotas in favor of a new and arbitrary basis of allotments.”

In that same letter to the chairman of the House Agricultural Committee the
basic problem of good government inberent in sugar legislation was defined by
the President as the balancing, practically and fairly, of the directly conflicting
interests of the various groups of American citizens concerned—the producers
of sugar and the producers of exgort commodities, the farmers and the processors,
the employers and labor, and the industry as a whole, and consumers and tax-
payers. Such a balance is of course extremely difficult to achieve even with the
utmost good will on the part of all concerned. However, the inherent difficulty
has been enhanced by the fact that sugar legislation introduced in Congress in
recent years has almost invariably proposed concessions to certain groups of
American citizens at the expense of other groups of American citizens and of
hemisghen’e unit,

As has occurred on several oceasions in the past, it is proposed to use this bill,
which is an agricultural bill, for the purpese of granting increased protection to the
mainland sugar-refining industry. When the Sugar Act of 1937 was being
considered, I pointed out in a letter to the chairman of your committee the reasons
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why limitation of the amount of direct-consumption sugar which may enter from
Cuba is open to scrious objection. Under present emergency conditions, it is
even more questionable whether the continuation of such restrictions is wise,
The bill under reference would not only continue the restrictions contained in the
present law but would restrict still further the importation of direct-consumption
sugar from Cuba and would embargo the importation of direct-consuinption sugar
from forcign countrics under any reallocationthey might receive as a result of
deficiencies in the Philippine quota.

From the standpoint of our foreign relations, the chicf objections to S. 2041 are
the adverse effects it would have on Cuba, the British West Indies, and the full-
duty countries. Cuba would be injured by provisions substantially reducing its
dircet-consumption quota, decreasing its basic quota and subjecting to quota
restrictions certain grades of edible molassea not now subject to quota restrictions,
" These adverse changes, which would be effective at least until January 1, 1945,
would constitute a violation of the spirit, if not the letter, of our existing trade
agreement with Cuba. The provision in the bill creating the possibility that
Cuba may supply additional sugar to the United States in the event deficiencies in
the Philippine quota are unusuall{ large would not justify a worsening of Cuba’s
position as a supplicr of sugar to the United States in more normal times contrary
to the basie principle on which the legislation now in effect was based,

The British West Indies are adversely affected because certain grades of edible
molasses normally imported therefrom would apparently be subjected to an
absolute embargo contrary to our trade agreement with tte United Kingdom.

The full-duty countrics would have their position worsened because under
present circumstances they would receive much less favorable treatment in respeet
of reallocation of the deficiencies in the Philippine quota. In addition, they
would suffer a reduction in their basic quotas. This reduction, although small,
would constitute a violation of the International Sugar Agreement.

In view of the above-mentioned objectionable features contained in the bill and
the adverse effects which its enactment could not fail to have on the efforts of this
Government to promote the closest possible cooperation between the nations of
this hemisphere, 1 strongly recommend that it be not enacted, regardless of
whatever good features it mnay contain.

I trust that any sugar legislation which may be enacted will conform to the basic
principles underlying existing sugar legislation, avoid violation of our international
obligations, and help rather than hinder our efforts to strengthen the defense of
this hemisphere.

This letter has been submitted to the Director of the Budget who states that the
proposed legislation is not in accord with the program of the President.

Sincerely yours,
CorperL HoLe.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
December 5, 1941,
Hon. WaLTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Senate Finance Commiltice. .

DEear SENATOR GEORGE: Reference is made to your request for the views of
this Department on S. 2041, a bill to amend the Sugar Act of 1937, as amended,
and for other purposes.

Scction 513 of the Sugar Act of 1937 provides that the powers vested in the
Secretary of Agriculture under that legislation shall terminate on December 31,
1941, except that title IIT of the act authorizes the Secretary to make payments
under programs applicable to the crop year 1941 and previous crop vears.  How-
ever, the excise taxes with respect to sugar are continued until June 30, 1942,

The general effect of these varying termination dateg, were no legislative action
taken, would be to creatc an unbalanced situation in the sugar industry. The
payments provided for under the Sugar Act would be made on varying portions
of the sugar marketed by the respective areas dnring the calendar year 1942 while
the excise tax on sugar would be collected on all dircct-consumption sugar manu-
factured prior to June 30, 1942. Therefore, either the elimination of those in-
equalities or the accomplishment of the principal objective of the bill S, 2041
to continue the Sugar Act for a period of years would appear to be desirable.
The bill, however, goes beyond continuation of the Sugar Act of 1937 and pro-
poses to modify certain provisions of the legislation in a manner which does not
accord with the policies of the Administration.
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Those provisions of the bill which would reduce the quotas of neighboring
countriea, further restrict the importation of refined sugar, and exclude certain
types of molasses from entry into the United States are in conflict with our policy
of hemispheric cooperation. I believe that adherence to this policy i3 of the

_utmost importance for the consolidation of this hemisphere against the forces of
aggression and totalitarianism. I am advised that the Secretary of State is fur-
nishing the committee a comrlete analysis of these conflicts.

The bill also would alter the basic division of our sugar market among the
various domestic areas in a manner which would be detrimental to Hawali and
Puerto Rico. Likewise, these areas of the United States which lack the protec-
tion of statehood would be treated differently than other domestic areas in the
allotment of deficits. The Congress has charged the Derartment with the pro-
motion of agriculture and of the welfare of farmers in all parts of the United States.
The production of sugar is the most important source of farm income in Hawaii
and Puerto Rico, areas which are aniong our most stable and dependable sources
of supply, I am opposed to these provisions of the bill because I believe their

. enactmeht would be contrary to the principles of government and citizenship
upon which this country was founded and which today are being challenged by
forcex which avow world conguest and the subjugation of minorities.

Certain transitory circumstances connected with the agricultural conditions in
soveral of the sugar producing localities tend to justify an increase in the basic
rate of payment to small producers for the 1942 and possibly subsequent crops
as & part of an emergency policy. If made perma-ent, however, such an increase
in_view of the tax features of the bill would establish a discrimination against
California, Florida, Hawaii, Louisiana, and Puerto Rico. It also would place
some Frocessors in a more advantageous position than others with respect to ac-
qulsition of raw material. I recommend, therefore, that the proposed increase
in the basic rate of payment be made operative only so long as the present defense
emergency continues. I also recommend that, since the increased lpa!yments pro-
{:owcf in the bill are not confined by the proposed scale to the level of production
lypica.lhof a;nall farms, the committee recxamine it with a view to further limiting
ts application,

The Department believes that it would be desirable in writing any sugar bill
for the committee to include certain noncontroversial amendments which would
be valuable in meeting emergency situations that may arise in this industry aa a
result of the war effort, as well as in handling certain problems largely of an ad-
ministrative character. Those proposals include provision for the suspension by
executive order of the operation of any title or any section of any title should the
continued operation of such provision impede the efficlent use of marine and land
transportation facilities or otherwise conflict with the national interest. The
modiggations proj would also clarify and expand the existing provision with
respect to allocations and make it ible to meet the adverse effects which may,
in the case of sugar, flow out of the ami:ication of certain provisions of the pro-
posed price-control {egislation should it be made operative.

During the past few years it has been found that the penalty for employment of
child labor, namely, complete forfeiture of the conditional payments, is sometimes
excessive. The problem was handled as an emergency by a special amendment
which was made retroactive as to certain crops but not made forward in its appli-
cation. We suggest revision of section 301 (a) so that the payment otherwise
due a producer shall be reduced at the rate of $15 for each instance of noncom-
pliance. A similar problem with respect to compliance with the Fro;ﬁortionne
share requirement, which was met by a discontinuing amendment in the case of
the 1940 crop period, mav again arise. It is recommended that a system of
reduced pavments be substituted in lieu of forfeiture of the total payment in those
cages in which the proportionate share acreage or production is exceeded, and
that as a complementary feature the phrase ‘‘to which proportionate shares
determined 'pursunt (o the provisions of subsection (b) of section 302, pertained”
be deleted from section 203 (a) of the act and that provision be made for the
consideration of inventories in arriving at allotments. It is further suggested
that the provisions relative to public hearings with respect to determination of
minimum wages and fair prices be made optional in their application. The
attached drafts of proposed amendmentas give effect to the suggestions made above.

The Department recommends enactment of a bill to continue the program
provided for under the Sugar Act of 1937 without controversal changes or features
which are contrary to the policy of the administration.

The Burcau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission
of this report.

Sincerely yours,
Craupe R. WickaRrD, Secrelary.
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8UGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO THE SUGAR AcT or 1937, as AMENDED

Section 101 (k) to be changed to read as follows: ‘
‘'(k) The term ‘producer’ means a person who is the le?al owner, at the time
of harvest or abandonment, of a portion or all of a crop of sugar beets or sugar-
cane grown on a farm for the extraction of sugar or liquid sugar, or a person who

is entitled to share in the proceeds from the gale of such crop.”
. . . . . ’ *

Section 204 (b) to be changed to read as follows:

‘(b) If the Secretary finds that any foreign country will be unable to market
the proration to such country of the quota for foreign countries other than Cuba
for the calendar year then current, the Secretary may increase the prorations of
other such foreign countries by prorating an amount of sugar equal to the deficit
s0 determined on the basis of the prorations then in effect: Provided, however,
That the proration for any foreign country other than Cuba shall not be reduced

by reason of any deterpination tisde: uant to the provisious of this sub-
section.” y (wguu N{iﬁ Y P

The second nce of section 205 (a) to beﬁ’c’hfx_ged to read as follows:

‘Allotmeni# thall be made in such manner and in guch amounts as to provide
a fair, efficint, and equitable distribution of such quote or proration thereof, by
taking i consideration sings of gugar or liquid Eﬂﬁ;; from sugar beets or

sugarcag®; inventories; the t markefings or importatiqns of each such per-
aon; of the ability o{}ubg perséy to magket or import sugarf{
% .

prgvisions of this ast?”:¥
. .

tion 301 to be cha :

‘Src. 301. The Seccre ! to make payments the following

cdhditions with respect’to” qiid sugar commereially verable from

t:i sugar beefa or sy ne grown on & farm for the extraction of sugar or liquid

. . . .
tion 209 (d) to be t&i-nged.t&” ad as lff\wl,:
‘{(d) From éxceeding thents of any d de to then¥;pursuant to the
. .
prrves;

sultar: X [7) & FN
(a) That nd child updér the age of 14 years shall have been mploged or per-
mitled to work pn the farm,.whether.for géin to such child or fny other person,
in t! productiog, cyltivation, or hirvestin a crgp of sugar, ts or sugarcane
with xespect to which applicatioy for paymdpt is fade, excegk a member of the
immcdjate family of a produpér wiﬁ:&not ISy than a 40- ent interest in the
crof at;the time such work’was perféymed; awd that no d between the ages
of 14 ang 16 years shall havg been oF permitted to do gdch work, whether for
gain to & child or any other person, for a Jonger than 8 hours in any
1 day, excepg_a member of the immediate family of”a producer with not less
than a 40-perdept interest in the crop at the ti%‘such work was performed:
Provided, howerer,'That the Secretary is author make payments with respect
to the 1940 and subd 1t erops, notwj ing a failure to comply with the
provisions of this subsectio, bat-tMtBhyments made with respect to any such
erop shall be subject to a deduction of $15 for each child for each such violation.

‘‘(b) That all persons employed on the farm in the production, cultivation, or
harvesting of sugar beets or sugarcane with respect to which an application for
E:grment 13 made shall have been paid in full for all such work, and shall have

n paid wages therefor at rates not less than those that may be determined by
the Secretary to be fair and reasonable after such inquiry or investigation as the
Secretary deems necessary or Pmper; and in making such determinations the
Secretary shall take into consideration the standards therefor formerly cstab-
tished by him under the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as amended, and the
differences in conditions among various producing areas: Provided, Aowever, That
a payment which would be payable except for the foregoing provisions of this
" su tion may be made, as the Secretary may determine, in such manner that
the laborer will receive an amount, insofar as such payment will suffice, equal to
the amount of the accrued unp&id wages for such work, and that the producer
will receive the remainder, if any, of such payment.

“(¢c) That the producer on the farm who Is also, directly or indirectly, a %rao‘
cessor of sugar beets or sugarcane, as may bo determined by the Secretarf, shall
have paid, or contract to pay under either purchase or toll agreements, for any
sugar beets or sugarcane grown by other producers and %ecrooessed by him at rates
not less than those that may be determined by the Secretary to be fair and

68402—41—-3
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reasonable after such inquiry or investigation as the Secretary deems necessary

or proper.

'P(d) That there shall have been carried out on the farm such farming practices
in connection with the production of sugarbeets and sugarcane during the year
in which the crop was harvested with respect to which a payment is applied for,
as the Secretary may determine, pursuant to this subsection, for preserving and
improving fertility of the soil and for preventing soil erosion, such practices to be
consistent with the reasonable standards of the farming community in which the
farm is situated.”

* * * . . . *

Section 302 to be changed to read as follows:

“SEc. 302 (8). The amount of sugar or liquid sugar with respect to which pay-
ment may be made shall be the amount of sugar or liquid sugar commercially
recoverable, as determined by the Sceretary, from the sugar beets or sugarcane
grown on the farm and marketed (or processed by the producer) not in excess of
the proportionate share (in terms of Flantcd acreage, weight, or recoverable sugar
content of sugar bects or sugarcane) for the farm, as determined by the Secretary,
of the quantity of sugar beets or sugarcane for the extraction of sugar or liquid
sugsr required to be processed to enable the producing area in which the crop of
sugar beets or sugarcane is grown to meet the quota (and provide a normal carry-
over inventory) estimated by the Sccretary for such area for the calendar year
during which the larger part of the sugar or liquid sugar from such crop normally
would be marketed: Provided, however, That in computing the amount of sugar
or liquid sugar with respcet to which payment is authorized, a deduction shall be
made from such amount for sugar beets or sugarcane marketed (or processed) in
excess of the proportionate share for the farm and used for the production of sugar
or liquid sugar to be marketed in, or so as to compete with or otherwise directly
affect, interstate or foreign commrerce, and such deduction shall be in accordance
with the following scale:

duction for each

That portion of the excess (in terms of percentage of the propor-D‘ percent of
tionate share) which is included within the following intervals:  ercess (percent)

Otol0percent_ .. ... .. _._.__ I, 1
10 to 20 percent._ . _. 3
More than 20 percent. . . ... e eeeee- 5

“(b) In determining the proportionate shares with respect to a farm, the
Secretary may take into consideration the past production on the farm of sugar
beets and sugarcane marketed (or processed) for the extraction of sugar or liquid
sugar and the ability to produce such sugar beets or sugarcane. and the Secretary
shall, insofar as practicable, protect the intercsts of new producers and small
producers and the interests of producers who are cash tenants, share tenants,
adherent planters, or sharecroppers.”

. . * .
Section 509 to be changed to read as follows:
“Sec. 509 (a). Whenver the President finds and proclaims that a national

economic or other emergency exists with respect to sugar or liquid sugar, or
whenever the President finds and proclaims that the operation of title IT or 11T of
the act, or any part thercof, would not be in the public interest, he shall by
proclamation suspend such tilte, or part thereof, which he deterinines on the basis
of such finding should be suspended, and thereafter the operation of any such
title, or part thereof, shall continue in suspense until the President finds and
geroclaims that the facts which occasioned such suspension no longer exist. The
cretary shall make such investigations and reports thercon to the President as
may be necessary to aid him in carrying out the provisions of this subsection,

‘'(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of this act, during the period of a
national emergency proclaimed by the President, the Secretary is authorized—

. ""(1) to consider the ocean shipping and inland transportation situation, includ-
ing the necessity for economy in the use of freight facilities, and the dietetic needs *
of consumers, in determining the requirements of consumers under section 201;

*/(2) to allocate an amount of sugar equal to any deficit determined under sec-
tion 204 to any area or areas able to supply such sugar; and

*(3) in order to provide for the efficient distribution of sugar, to allot the total
supply of sugar, or any portion thereof, made available under this act, after such
inquiry or investigation as the Secretary deems necessary or proper, in such man-
ner and to such extent as the Sccretary shall deem necessary or appropriate to
protect the interests of consumers. Any person knowingly violating any order or
regulation issued pursuant to this paragraph shall, upon conviction, be punished

* * .
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by a fine of not more than $5,000 for each such violation and such person shall
af\.;o be subject to the civil penalties provided in section 506 as to any sugar
marketed in violation of any such order or regulation.”

. * * . . * .

Section 513 to be changed to read as follows:

“Sec. 513. The powers vested in the Sccretary under this act shall terminate
on December 31, 1944, except that the Secretary shall have power to make pay-
ments under title IIT with respect to sugar or liquid sugar commercially recover-
able from sugar beets and sugarcane grown on a farm and which shall have been
marketed (or processed by the producer) prior to July 1, 1945."”

UN1TED STATES TARIFF CoMMIssION,
Washington, D. C., December 9, 1941.
Hon. WaLter F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Senate Commitlee on Finance,
Washington, D. C.

My DEear SENaTOR GEORGE: In compliance with your request of November 10,
there are enclosed herewith five copies of a memorandum with reference to S. 2041,
which proposes to amend the Sugar Act of 1937.

Sincerely yours, .
Rayudoxp B, Stevens, Chairman.

UNITED STaTEs TaRIFF CoMMissioN— MEMORANDUM ON SENATE Bieu S. 2041
Witu Respect To Svaar

S. 2041, which is identical with H. R. 5988 as passed by the House of Repre-
sentatives on December 1, 1941, consists of eight scetions, the provi-ions of
which would amend eight sections or subsceiions of tne Sugar Act of 1937 and
one section of the Internal Revenue Code. The substantive amendments relaie
principally to (1) the establishment aund revision of hasic sugar quotas for domesiic
and forvign arcas, (2) the redistribuiion of deficits in area quotas, (3) 1he poriion
of the Cuban quota which may enter as dircet consumption sugar, (4) the defini-
tion of liguid sugar, and (5) the readjusiment of condi.ional payment provi-ions,

Scction 1 of the bill, amending seetion 202 of the Sugar Act, provides for ecrtain
modifications of the bases for establishing initial and revised quotas, in accordance
with consumption requircments, for the domestic (continental and insular) arcas
the Philippines, Cuba, and for foreign conutrics other tnan Cuba. The principaf
change is the inerease in the pereentage shares of tne toial basic quota that would
be allotted to the continental arcas and the corresponding decrecase in the shares
for the Philippines, Cuba, and other foreign countries. Thus, for tl e domesiie
beet sugar area the share would be inercased from 23.19 to 24.12 pereent of the
total quota, and for the mainland cane sugar area from 6.29 to 6.51 percent.  The
shares of Hawaii, Pucrto Rico, and tne Virgin Islands would be praciically tne
same, Tne aggregate snare of the domestic arcas would be increased from 53.59
pereent of tne total quota to 56.77 percent.

On the other hand, the share of the Philippines in the total quota would be
decreased from 15.41 to 15 percent, that of Cuba from 28.60 to 27.84 percent,
and for all other foreign countrics from 0.40 to 0.39 gcrcent. The specified shares
of Cuba and other foreign countries might be subject to further decreases by
reason of the change in the minimum aggregate quantity assured to the domestio
areas, This minimum would be incrcased under the bill from 3,715,000 to
3,793,802 short tons, The bill continues the provision of the Sugar Act assuring
the Philippines an allotment no less than the present duty-free quota.

Table 1 (p.3) compares the final quotas for 1940 and 1941 (unadjusted for
deficits) as established under the Sugar Act with the quotas that would have been
established under 8. 2041, and the percentage shares for the domestic sugar-pro-
ducing areas, the Philippines, and for Cuba and other forcign countries.

Section 2 of the bill amends section 204 of the Sugar Act with respect to the
redistribution of deficits in the Philippine quota and in the prorations of the
quota for foreign countries other than Cuba. As amended, section 204 would
consist of four subsections in place of the existing two. There were substantial
deficits in the year 1941 on the part of the Philippines, the mainland cane arca,
Hawaii, and Puerto Rico. Table 2 (p. 4) shows the final quotas for 1941 allo-
cated to each area after adjustments for deficits as provided for in the Sugar Act
:rx:dtthe quotas which would have been allocated had 8. 2041 been in eflect during

at year,
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TaBLE 1.—Sugar quolas: Final quotas for 1940 and 1941 (unadjusted for deficits)
under the Sugar Act of 1937 compared with the quotas thal would have been eslab-
lished under S. 2041

Ucder Sugar Act of 1937 Uander 8. 2041

Area
1940 I 1941 1940 [ 1941

Quotas (short tons, raw value)

Domestle beet sugar... 1,549,898 | 2,087,983 | 1,611,936 2,171,659
Mainland cane sugar. 420,167 568, 038 437,048 588,788
Hawall_.___.. - 938,037 | 1,263,700 937,828 1,263, 437
FPuerto Rico.. . 1,074,841

797,982 | 1,075,021 797,837
8,916 12,012 9,105 12,268

3,715,000 | 5,004,754 | 3,793,802 5,110,939

982,441 | 1,387,383 982, 441 1,350, 819
1,749,744 | 2,575,255 1,672,018 2,508,829
24,177 35, 584 23,103 34,639

Yirgin Islands .
Total, domestle. ...

Other foreign countrics. ..
Tota), Philippines and forelgn countrles..

2,756,362 | 3,998,222 | 2,6i7,5%0 | 3,891,987

Grand tota), allareas ...................... 6,471,362 § 9,002,976 { 6,471,362 9,002,976
Peroent of total

Domestic beet sugar. 23.95 219 249 24.12
Mainland cape sugar. 6.49 6.29 6.75 6. 54
‘Hawali... .- 14.50 1404 14.49 14.03
Puerto R 1233 194 12.33 11.94
Virgin Islands .. 14 .13 14 .14
Total, dotnesthe. . .vmoeeii il 57.41 55. 59 58.62 56.77

The Philipploes... 1518 15.41 15.18 15.00
27.04 23.60 5. 84 74

B .37 .40

Total, Philipploes and forelgn countrles.......... «2.5 4541 41.38 9.2
Qrand tota), allareas. . .......o...oioioiollln 100.00 100. 00 100. 00 100.00

Source: Quotas under Sugar Act of 1937 by Secretary of Agriculture; quotas under 8. 2041 prorated on
1ba basis of proposed amendments.

TaBLE 2.—Sugar quolas: Final quolas for 1941 as adjusted for deficits under the
SugaT‘ Act of 1937 compared with the quotas similarly adjusted on the basis of
1

[Quotas in terms of short tons, raw value)

Sugar Act of 1937 8, 2041
Change in adjusted
guotueﬂectedby
Quotas, adjusted for | Quotas, adjusted for . 2041
Ares deficits deflcits
Percent Percent
Quantity | of grand | Quantity | of grand | Increase | Decrease
total total
Domestic beet sugar.... .-..| 2,230,037 24.77 1 2,371,895 28.35
Maloland cane sugar . 445,000 494 445,000 [S R
wall 99,52 11.04 993, 522 1L04 (.
1,011,192 .23 1 1,010,192 1.3\,
12,829 A4 13, 830 .18
4,692,530 5212 4,835,499 EXI
82,663 10.91 982,663 10.91
2,887,420 3208 | 3,050,173 0.8
S... -- 440, 304 4.89 134,639 1.5 |.
Total, Phllippines and forelgn .
ocountries. ... seeemananasaenns 4,310,398 47.83 | 4,107,477 Ll
Orand total, allareas.......... 9,002,976 1 100.00 | 9,002,976 100,00 |.oooeiii e

8ource: Quotas established under the Sugar Act of 1837 by the Sccretary of Agriculture; quoias under
B. 2041 prorated on the basis of proposed amendments.
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Section 3 of the bill amends section 207 (e) of the Sugar Act by reducing the
direct-consumption portion of the annual Cuban quota by one-fifth, that is, from
375,000 short tons to 300,000 short tons, raw value. Both under the Sugar Act
and under the bill, this direct-consumption quota of Cuban sugar is included in
g:rgms of raw value in whatever quota may be established for the total imports of

uban sugar.

Section 4 of the bill amends section 304 of the Sugar Act. It provides that the
amount of the base rate of conditional payments with respect to sugar or liquid
sugar from sugar beets or sugar cane grown in continental United States, Hawaii,
and Puerto Rico, be increased from 60 cents to 80 cents per 100 pounds, raw value.
Under the existing law, the basic payment of 60 cents on the production of less
than 500 short tons scales downward to 30 cents on the production of more than
30,000 short tons. Under the bill, the graauated scale of reductions in payments
begins with 350 short tons and continues with seven intervals up to 30,000 short
tons. The net effect of the new scale of reductions would be to increase propor-
tionately the rate of payment for producers of up to 3,000 short tons. For those
producing more than 3,000 short tons there would be no change in the payment on
the excess above 3,000 tons.

Section 5 of the bill amends section 101 (f) of the Sugar Act of 1937. This
section defines liquid sugar (sirups and molasses), for quota purposes,! as any
sugars (exclusive of sirup of cane juice produced from sugar cane grown in cone
tinental United States) which are principally not of crystalline structure and
which contain soluble nonsugar solids equal to 6 per centum or less of the total
soluble solids (hereafter referred to as testing not over 6 percent). The pendin
amendment, section 5 (a), by substituting 8 per centum for 6 per centurr, woul
include, in the liquid sugar quota, sirups and molasses testing over 6 percent but
not over 8 percent. In the Sugar Act of 1937, the imports of liquid sugar are
subject to an annual absolute quota of 8,801,452 gallons, of which not in excess
of 7,970,558 gallons may come from Cuba and the entire remainder, 830,894
gallons, from the Dominican Republic. In the amendment, the amount of the
%uola is unchanged, but it would appéy to all imports testing not over 8 percent.

rom foreign countries other than Cuba, imports of liquid sugar (except the
quantity assigned to the Domninican Republic under the quota) are permitted,
under the existing law and under the bill, only in small amounts (up to 10 tons
each), in consumer containers, and for specified minor uses. Neither the quota
limitations in the Sugar Act ror in the bill apply to liquid sugar of any origin
which is imported for the distillation of alcohol or for livestock feed.

The imports of liquid sugar (sirups and molasses) testing not over 6 percent
have consisted almost exclusively of invert sirups made from hign-grade raw sugar
dissolved in water and treated with acids or other inverting agents in order to
change =ome of the sucrose to invert sugars. These sirups are relatively clear
in color and impart little lavor because of their low nonsugar solid content,  They
arc used prineipally as a sweetening agent by ice eream manufacturers, confec-
tioners, bakers, and at soda fountains. To this extent tney are direcdy competi-
tive with sugar and with the relatively large quantity of liquid sugar made by
domestic refiners in tne metropolitan areas.

The imports of edible sirups and molasses testing more than 6 percent consist
principally of cane sirups from which no sugar has been extracted. These sirups
arc darker in color and have a distinet flavor. The imported sirups of this type
are used chiefly in making blended sirups and molasses for table use or for use by
bakers and confectioners in making products where tne flavor of tne sirups and
molasses is desirable. To the extent that these sirups and molasses are colored,
flavored, and contain a considerahle percentage of mincral salts, tney are not a
direct substitute for sugar except to a limited extent.

Statisties on United States imports of edible sirups and molasses, segregating
those testing not over 6 percent and thoge testing over 6 percent, have been avail-
able only since 1939. Table 3 gives tne data for 2 full years, 1939 and 1940, and
for the first 6 months of 1940 and 1941. The total sugar content of the imports
testing moro tnan 6 percent was approximately 10,038 snort tons in 1939, 16,577
short tons in 1840, and 11,892 short tons during the first half of 1941,

t Concerning the definition for purposcs of tbe excise and import compensating taz, see p. 10.
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TasLe 3.—Molasses and sugar sirups, n. 8. p. f.: Uniled States imports for con-
sumption, by nonsugar solids conlent, from Cuba and from other counlries, 1939,
1940, and first 8 months of 1940 and 1941

Containing soluble nonsugar | Containing soluble ponsugar
solids equal to more than 6 sulids equal to 6 percent of
pereent of total soluble solids 1258 of total soluble solids

Year - ———
Quantity | Vame | US| Quaguity | vame | LBt

FROM CUBA Gallona Ceals | Gallors Centr
b 1,300,819 $38, 644 6.8 | 7,739,100 | §1,257,67% 16.3
2,R34, 080 236,44 8.2 7,501,753 | 121,89 16.0

2,541, 141 191,041 7.5 4,338,648 115,644 16.5
830, 329 160, 002 871 415297 699, 343 168

'

1, 533, 356 21,281 ni
920, 550 137,785 150

1118, 102 147,202 40.0

937,027 235,088
941,085 253, 306

475.719 112,358

- ~
2 N8
Sk Ow

830, 139 254,853 167 14,619 12.7

2,257,816 323,730 142 | 9,215,662 | 1,453029 15.7

3,773,168 499, 760 13.2 862333 | 1,319,665 159

1 3,016, 860 303,39 10.1 ] 4,4%,%16 762,847 17.1
Lo 3 -} 2,710,518 414,945 15.3] 4,227,014 713,97 16.9

1 These data are subject to correction.
Source: Official statistics of the U, S. Department of Commerce.

The official import statistics do not show separately the quantity of edible
girups and molasses testing from 6 to 8 Lx-rccm. In order to estimate the pro-
portion of the total imports faliing within this group, the Tariff Commmission
made an invoice analysis of the entry data of a representative quantity of the
imports at New York of sirups and molasses testing over 6 percent,  This analysis
is assumed to be representative of total United States imports of these types of
sirups and molasses, as the entrics through the port of New York in 1810 con-
stituted 72 percent of the United States eutries through all ports. The entry
papers studied covered the period Jaruary 1940 through June 1941, and the
quantity covered was 2,483.000 gallons. The analysis indicated that for the
period covered approximately 82 percent of the imports from all countries through
the port of New York of sirups and molasses testing over 6 percent fell within
the group testing over 6 percent but not over 8 percent.  Of such imports from
Barbados, 75 percent fell within these limits, and of the imports from Cuba, 80
percent.

In conncetion with section 5 (8) of thiz bill, consideration should be given to the
provisions of the trade agreement with the United Kingdom, effective January 1,
1939. Under that aﬁreemcnt. of the total itnports of edible molasses and sirups
with a nonsugar solid content of more than 6 pereent of total soluble solids, an
annual ¥Iobal quota of 1,500,000 gallons i3 entitled to entry at reduced rates of
duty. Imports in excess of this quota sre subject to the rates of duty in effect
before the agreement. This quota has been entirely filled in each of the 3 years,
grincipall,v by entries of Cuban molasses, the remainder by imports from Bar-

ados and other British West Irdies. There were also considerable imports in
excess of the tariff quota. Under the bill that part of the imports frois Cuba
testing over 6 but not over 8 percent would be transferred to the absolute quota
for Cuban liquid sugar, but would continue, within the limits of the tariff quota
of 1,500,0¢ ) gallons, to benefit by the reduced duty (with armfcmntial reduction
of 20 perc. .15. But the liquid sugar testing 6 to & pereent from the British West
Indies would not be permitted entry at all, since the Sugar Act provides no quota
for any foreign country other than Cuba and the Dominican Republic.

Scction 401 (b) of the Sugar Act of 1937, which is now covered by scetion
3507 (b) of the Internal Revenue Code, includes in the term ‘“‘manufactured
sugar,” which is subjeet to tax, sugar in liquid form which contains soluble non-
sugar solids equal to not more than 6 percent of the total soluble selids, exeept
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sirup of cane juice produced from sugarcane produced in continental United
States.  Section 5 (I)‘J of the pending bill proposes to modify the definition so as
to subject to tax lignid sugar testing not more than 8 percent of nonsugar solids,
This provision in the bill would subject to the eompensating tax for the first time
those finports of edible sirups and molasses testing 6 to 8 percent, which under
the bill would also become subjoet for the first time to the quota for tiquid sugar.
This, in cffect, would provide an additional duty on these imports of (‘» to 8 per-
cent test, since similar domestic sirups are exempt from the tax.

In this connection consideration should also be given to the provisions of articles
XIT aid XIV of the trade agreement between the United States and the United
Kingdom, effective Janunary 1, 1939.  Article X1I provides that articles deseribed
in schedule 1V (the list of concessions made by the United States) shall “be ex-
empt from ordinary customs dutiez other or higher than those set forth and pro-
vided for in the said schedule’ and ‘‘shall also be exempt from all other duties,
taxes, fees, charges, or cxactions of any kind, imposed on or in conncction with
importation, in excess of theso imposed on the day of the signature of this agree-
ment or required to be imposed thereafter under laws of the United States of
Amcrica in force on the day of the signature of this agreement.”

Article X1V provides that article X1I (as well as other articles referring to con-
cessions by the United Kingdom)—'"shall not prevent the imposition at any time
on the importation of any article of a charge equivalent to an internal tax imposed
in respect of a like domestic article or in respect of a commodity from which the
imported article has been produced or manufactured in whole or in part.”

Schedule 1V of the agreement with the United Kingdom provides for the follow-
ing reduced rates of duty on imports of molasses and sugar sirups testing more than
6 percent up to an aggregate quantity of 1,500,000 gallons per annumy; “If testing
not ahove 43 percent total sugars, 1§ cent per gallon; testing above 48 percent total
sugars, 14, cent additional for each pereent, ete.”

The schedule also provides that imports in excesa of 1,500,000 gallous shall not
be subject to higher rates than were in effect on the day of the signature to the
agreciment.

Molasses and sirups imported for industrial purposes are used principally in
the manufacture of industrial aleohol and for livestock feced and when so used,
are not subjcct to the quota. However, the import compensating tax is appli-
cable to such molasses and sirups which test not over 6 percent. The proposed
amendment would subject a greater proportion of such products to the import
tax, by extending its anlica(ion to all testing not over 8 percent.  Consequently,
it will become more difficult, if the amendment is enacted, to imporf molasses
for the manufacture of alcohol, for which it i3 urgently needed at this time for
national-defense purposes. Of the entries in 1940 of industrial nolasses through
the port of Philadelphia, the princiﬁal port of entry of such molasses, 27 percent
tested between 6 and 8 percent.  Under seetion 5 (b) of the bill, these imports
would have been taxable. It may be observed, in this connection, that section
404 (b) of the Sugar Act o° 1937, now section 3494 of the Internal Revenue Code,
provides for the refunding of the excise tax Eaid on domestic sirups and molasses
(and other ‘“manufactured sugar”) upon the usc thereof for livestock feed or
for the distillation of alcohol. But no such provision is made in the act for re-
funding the import compensating tax (the equivalent of the excise tax) on sirups
and molasses testing not over 6 percent imported for the same purposes. To
overcome this handicap, the practice has deviloped to manipulate such molasses
and sirups otherwise testing lcss than 6 percent by adding, before entry, waste
molasses or molasses products high in content of nonsugar solids.

The bill would rais to 8 percent the figure above which the tax does not apply,
and thus would require an admixture. If it is desired to preelude the necessity of
the manipulation practice, this could be done Fy amending the present law to
provide for the refund of the import compensating tax on such molasses when
used for the distillation of alcohol or for livestock feed.

Seetions 6, 7, and 8 of the hill relate to the extended duration of the Sugar Act
of 1937, continuing its provisions, as amended, in foree for an additional 3 years.
This would involve changing the specified date in sections 513 and 503 of the
Sugar Act and in section 3508 of the Internal Revenue Code.

The Cuamuan. Senator O'Mahoney, as the author of S. 2041, do
you desire to proceed with the House bill?

Scnator O’ManoNEY. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I think that would be
the desirable thing to do. .

The CuammaN. You may proceed.
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Senator Gurrey. Have we a copy of that bill available,
The Cuairman. That is H. R. 5988.
" Senator O’ManoNEY. The two bills are identical.

The Crairman, May I ask if it is substantially the same bill,
Senator O’Mahoney?

Senator O’ManoNEY. The bills are identical.

Senator JounsoN. Mr. Chairman, may I ask whether this is an
exccutive session?

The Cuairman. Not at this stage, Senator.  If any representatives
of the departments are called to the stand or desire to appear then
we will resolve the session into a strict exccutive session. Dr.,
Bernhardt, that is satisfactory to you, I presume?

Mr. BErNHARDT. Yes.

The Cuatrman. Scnator O'Mahoney, you may proceed.

STATEKENT OF HON. JOSEPH C, O'MAHONEY, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM WYOMING

Senator O’ManoNey. Mr. Chairman, I think, as all members of
the committee well know, the Senate bill was introduced by the late
Senator Adams, Senator Ellender and myself.  After the unfortunate
death of Senator Adams, who was primarily interested in this problem
of sugar dovelopment in the United States and who knew more about
it than most of us, I and Senator Ellender went to Colorado to the
funeral, and during our absence the reports to which you have just
alluded were prepared. It was only this morning that Dr. Bernhardt
of the Sugar Section advised me that the report was available before
this committee, The chairman was good enough to send me a copy
of the report filed by the Secretary of the Intertor last weck, but I
have not as yet had an opportunity to cxamine the report of the
Seccretary of State, nor the report of the Seccretary of Agriculture,
and it may be that after I have read those reports and heard what is
to be said on behalf of those two departments I might have some-
thing additional to add.

It is rather difficult to imagine that there is anything new to be
said about sugar legislation, particularly to this conunittee, the mem-
bers of which have been familiar with it since the Jones-Costigan bill
was first introduced. You all know how perfeetly suceessful this
legislation has been, and you all know that we are now confronted by
an utterly new situation due to the war. The authors of this bill
long ago came to the conclusion that the disturbed state of inter-
national affairs made necessary a further development of the culture
of sugar beets and sugarcane in the continental United States if the
consumers of sugar in the United States were to be protected. We
felt that an international war which threatened all of the sca lanes
made it almost impossible to imagine that we could obtain in the
United States the supplies of sugar upon which we have been dependent
in the past from the insular areas. Of course we had no dream of the
disaster that was to fall on Hawaii and upon the Philippine Islands,
but that disaster only emphasizes the problem that confronts us, and,
as I see it, only emphasizes the necessity for the adoption of this legis-
lation, that is to say, if it is our purpose, by legislative action, to
gmtect so far as possii)lc the sugar supply of the people of the United
tates.
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Now, there is another point that I want to call to the attention of
this committee. It may seem a little bit far aficld at the beginning,
but I think it is intimately bound up with the issues here. This war
in which we are now involved, this total war, is one which is carried
on upon a national und international scale in such a way as to threaten
the existence of our customary and habitually local enterprises.
Already 1 have nad occasion to call to the attention of the Senato
the impact upon small business of national preparedness, and without
in any way whatsoever intimating or suggesting that there should be
any hesitation whatever in all-out preparedness for defense, and now
for attack, I have pointed out that when this war is over, if little
business is dostroyc(i)we shall have a terrible time restoring the system
of free enterprise to which the country is wedded.

Now, this problem of agricultural production is a part of that
problem. For a generation wo have been building up the cultivation
of sugar beets nnfsugnrcane in continental United States particularly
sugar beets because we came to the conclusion as a national policy
long ago that sugar beets should be cultivated in order to develop a
local supply, so as to protect our consumers when insular suppf]ios
were cut off.

Now, these farmers of sugar beets, these growers of sugarcane
within the continental United States are now operating, they are now
self-supporting units.  They are now capable of paying taxes; they
are now capable of making their contribution by the payment of taxes
and the growing of sugar to the national defense, but if by a policy
which emphasizes theoretical concessions to other areas we make it
impossible for those people to produce their sugar beets and sugarcane
or seriously impede them, then by that very act we destroy their
self-supporting capacity, and we cut off their ability to make con-
tributions to the revenue of the United States which is so necessary,

We all know that there has been a tremendous concentration of
industrial effort. Last March I stood on the floor of the Senate
filing the report of the T. N. E. C. and pointing out the fact that
industrial coneentration had taken place to such a degree that less
than 10 percent. of the States had more than 90 percent of the indus-
trin] production. The result of that has been that the population is
being withdrawn from States like Colorado and Wyoming, Montana
and Utah, and other States which are not equipped to take part in
industrial production, and those States are thereby being stripped of
what I call their local economic independence.,

Now, if we are to add to that, Mr. Chairman, the destruction of the
beet-growing industry in those areas it takes no argument upon my
part to sliow you that there will be only a shell left.

I can sce no reason for opposing the request which we make here
that this bill, this law, \V]Ii(‘]ll evervbody recognizes has been one o
the most successful laws upon the statute books, one of the most
successful attempts to deal with a very complicated sagricultural
problem, that this bill should be continued and that there should be
embodied in it certain amendments which those of us who have been
following the problem deem to be very cssential. If we do not do
this, Mr. Chairman, what is the alternative? The alternative is
that we shall be dependent wpon insular areas for our sugar. Our
sugar farmers will not be able to produce what they ean produce,
‘Their economic status will be impaired, and then we shall be attempt-

66402—41—1
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ing to cultivate the dovelopment of the sugar industry in other
areas which may not be able to supply it to us.

Now, Mr. Chairman, which are proposed in this bill I think ought to
be clearly understood. There is the first amendment, one to which
the greatest attention probably has been devoted in the press, that
which deals with the basic quotas. Now, the sugar law has been so
well drawn that the quotas depend upon tho'estimate of consumption
made by the Secretary of Agriculture. The purpose of requiring-an
estimate of consumption as the basis of determining the quotas was to
provide protection for the consumer so that there would always be a
sufficient supply of sugar for the demand in the United States, that all
those areas producing sugar would be permitted to bring it in, and the
former Secretary of Agriculture in many of his statements pointed out
that the reason that the processing tax which supports this legislation
is not a burden upon the consunier is that the supply is kept in constant
harmony with the demand. The price of any commodity is dependent
upon supply and demand, and therefore, when under this fa\v the
supply is constant through the estimate of consumption the tax which
finances the legislation does not constitute a burden upon the con-
sumer. I shall not refer to the particular section, It is what was
known as the La Follette amendment, requiring the Secretary to
make his estimates in such a fashion that a constant per capita supply
should be kept up.

Now, then, in the present cris:a the Secretary has taken full ad-
vantage of that, and the estimate of consumption, the withdrawal of
all the marketing quotas, has been such that every sugar-producing
area, insular or otherwise, which can bring sugar into the United States
is free to bring in every pound it can bring in. Cuba can bring in
all the sugar it produces. The Philippines, Hawaii, the Virgin
Islands, Puerto Rico, and all the rest can bring in all the sugar they
produce. There is no limitation, and the quota does not constitute
& limitation. The quota, Mr. Chairman, 1s a cushion upon which
this industry may fa?l back when, please God, this emergency is over.
The quotas established in this bill passed by the House do not restrain
the importation of sugar from any area. The bill merely provides
that when the emergency is past and the time is again upon us when
there will be a world surplus of sugar we shall protect our domestic
supply by this cushion which provides only a 4-percent increasc over
that which we formerly had.

Now, then, another amendment is that which provides for an in-
crease of the benefit payments, so-called, the basic rate increase,
so-called, from 60 to 80 cents, but the greatest care was observed in
drawing that provision. The purpose was, Mr. Chairman, to guar-
antee to the small producer, the family-sized farm, that he would bo
able, if he increased his production of sugarcane or sugar beets, to
meet the increased costs which unfortunate cvents are bringing
upon him.

I am not the author for the statement that there has been an
increased cost. The marketing service of the Department of Agri-
culture has given out its formal report that the cost of cultivating
sugar beets today is more than 20 percent greater than it was at the
time that th:\-dparity price of sugar was computed. So, Mr. Chairman,
if it is desired, as 1t seems to me it ought to be desired, that we use
our own facilitics for the production of our own sugar to supply to
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our own consunicers here in the United States, then certainly we should
make it possible for the small producer of sugar beets and sugarcane
to come to the aid of the consumer.

Now, the schedule of payments was carefully cut down, carcfully
scaled éown, 50 as to avold, as far as possible. any danger of increased
payments to the large producers of sugar.

Now, let me again emphasize the fact that the revenue derived
from this law—now about $80,000,000 this year, I think—is moro
than sufficient to pay for all of the benefit payments and all the cost
of operation. The cost of administration, as I recall, is estimated
at about $48,000,000 or $49,000,000 less than that. The normal
revenue was over $60,000,000, but owing to the great increase in
sugar consumption during the past year the revenue, as I say, this
year will be about $80,000,000.

Senator Daxaner. What would be the effect, Senator, if the base
rate of benefit payments were decreased from GO to 40 cents?

Senator O’Manoxey. It would make it utterly impossible, com-
pletely impossible, for the sugar farmer to operate.

Senator Danaer. 1 expected that answer.,

Scnator O’ManoNey. Let me say this, Senator, that one of the
basic principles in this act was to increase thie wages of the workers in
the sugar industry, particularly those upon the farms, and to abolish
child labor. The producers of sugar in the South and in the West,
the producers of sugar in Hawaii and in Puerto Rico, in all of the areas
under our flag, were very glad to cooperate in that respect, and they
did cooperate, and the costs were thereby increased.

Senator DaxaHER. My next question is: If the increase in the base
rate from 60 to 80 cents will not be a burden on consumers, on whom
will it be a burden?

Senator O'ManoxEY, I am glad that you asked that question be
cause it opens ulp another one of the very interesting phases of our
very complicated cconomie life. ;

Senator Danauner. Well, it is fundamental in this bill.

Senator O’ManoxEgy. It is fundamental, Senator.

The processing industry, both the refining of cane sugar and the
procossm{; of beet sugaris a concentrated industry. It is carried on by
industrial corporations, and the industrial corporations, the big
refineries on the east coast, the big processors in the. Rocky Mountain
region and in the Middle West, because they are able to work upon a
national scale; have always been able to make a better profit out of the
industry than the farmer has been making.

The processing tax has been a mechanism whereby the profits have,
as it were, been divided.  The processing tax is paid by the processor,
because the prices control. It is not paid by the consumer.” Witness
the fact that the price of sugar today, even in this crisis and before the
ceiling was placed by the O. P. M., the price of sugar is far lower in the
United States than 1t had been during the crisis of the last World War.
Then, the price of sugar, with no processing tax, with no sugar bill,
with the United States dependent upon the insular areas, went up to
7, 8, ca‘md finally immediately after the war to more than 20 cents a
pound.

Senator Davis. What is the price of sugar now?

Senator O’'ManoNEY. A little over 5 cents.  The retail prico here
is 5.2 cents, is it not, Dr. Bernhardt?
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Mr. BErNaARDT. Six cents in the United States.

Scnator O’MaHoNEY. The retail price?

Mr. BERNHARDT. 6.0,

Senator Davis. When I last looked into the wages of the beet-
sugar workers they were very low. Have they been increased in the
last year?

Senator O’ManoNey. Yes, indeed. They have been increased
by the action of the Sugar Section.

Senator Davis. Have you got a schedule of the wages paid now?

Senator O'Manoney. No; I do not have that here. But it is
available,

Senator Davis. I wonder if you can put that into the record?

Senator O’Manoney. Dr. Bernhardt, will you see that it is taken
care of?

Mr. BERNHARDT. Yes.

Senator DANAHER. Senator O’Mahoney, I believe you have not
concluded on this point.

Senator O’ManoNEy. I was going to say the result on this mech-
anism js that the sugar industry in itself paye the tax. The processor
by and large pays half of it, and the producer %ays half of it. The
benefit payment is a mechanism, as I saf', whereby thero is a transfer
(f)f a portion of the income received through the processor to the
armer.

Senator DaNAHER, Do you recall that some months ago the
Senator from Virginia, Mr. Byrd, offered for the record a list of
payments that had been made to farge industrial sugar operators?

nator Q’MaHoNEY. Yes.

Senator DaNaseR. That list ran for two or three pages and in-
cluded only payments at $10,000, or more.

Senator O’ManoNEY. That is right.

Senator DANARER. And to some such producers or industrial
opcrators there were payments of over $400,000.

Senator O’ManoNEY. I would not say ““some,” I would say to a few.
Now, it would be possible—and I shall endeavor to do that, but I
cannot do it at the moment—to show the tax that was paid by those
very same units. ’

Senator Dananer. If you increase the base rate, the payments back
to such organizations would increase pro rata even though there was
a division with the producer.

Senator O'ManoNEY. As I say, the scale-down here, the new scale-
down is much more drastic than that in the present law and was
drafted for the purpose of meeting exactly that situation. If the
Senator will look at page 6 of the bill before him he will see that the
proposed increase here from 60 to 80 cents, the total proposed in-
crease is received only by those who preduce less than 350 tons of
sugar. Beginning at 350, from 350 to 700 tons, therc is a scale-
down of 5 cents, and so it goes on by ready stages until those who
produce over 30,000 tons have a scale-down of 50 cents.

Scnator DaNaHER. One other question and I shall have rested—
in peace, I hope. As I recall it, it was in June of this year that
0. P. M. fixed a ceiling of 3% cents on sugar.

Senator O’ManoNeY. Yes. That was the raw value.

Senator DaNAHER. If there be price control which would frecze
that price would there be a conflict between any such ceiling and the
effect of this bill?
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Senator O’MauoNEY. No; I do not think so, I think ceiling would
only emphasize the effect of the bill by controlling the price of sugar.
Now, understand we have no objection to controlling the price of
sugar. We have felt that, because of the very large amounts of sugar
which were coming in before the crisis exact y developed, the price of
sugar was lower than it should have been. It had gone down to con-
siderably less than 5 cents a pound paid by the consumer at retail,
and as a result, the producer, the farmer, felt thatin his contract with
the processor, which was tied to the returns, don’t you sce, that the
processor gets—he was not receiving as great a price as he should
receive.

Senator Dananer. Thank you.

Senator BArxLEY, May I ask you in what respect this bill differs
from the present law?

Senator O’'ManoNEY. Scnator Barkley, I was just saying that (f)rob-
ably just before you came in. In the hyrst place, the bill extends the
law for 3 years. It expires now on the 31st of December. In the
second place, it increases the minimum continental quota by about 4
percent, and, as I pointed out, that quota does not become effective
until the consumption estimates are restored. Under present condi-
ditions every area may send into the United States as much as it can
%rol()luce. I{ow, this 4-percent increase is taken principally from

uba.

Scnator Barkrey. That is the point that I wanted to get your
reaction to.

Senator VANDENBERG. It does not affect them at the moment.

Senator O'ManoNEy. That is the point.

Senator Barkrey. We are in a different situation now, interna-
tionally speaking. Cuba having just declared against Japan, linin,
herself up with us in this fight, what psychological effect will -this bil ,
reducing the quota, have on Cuba?

Senator O’Manoxey. The point, Senatcr, is that it does not affect
the present status of Cuba at all.

Scnator CLark. It does not quite affeet the present status of Cuba
at all, but it would seem to me to be a very unfortunate time to more
or less slap Cuba in the face the day after they declare war. I in-
tended to vote for this bill before the war situation.

Senator O’MauonEy. I do not think anybody supporting this bill
would want to slap Cuba in the face, and I do not think this bill does
slap Cuba in the face, because the fact is that Cuba, if this bill should
become & law tomorrow, may continue to send in all that it is now
sending in.

Senator BarkLey. It may do that during the life of the act?

Senator O'MaroNEY. As long as the estimate of consumption is:
where it stands, .

Senator Barkiey. If the estimate of consumption comes down
again, there would have to be a reshift of the quota and then Cuba
:voul?ci lose in proportion as the continental United States, is that

rue

Senator O’ManoxNEy. That is about 52,000 tons, as I recall.

Senator Gurrey. Is that a reduction of refined sugar?

Senator O'ManoNEY. There is & reduction of 75,000 tons in the
amount of refined sugar that Cuba may send into the United States,
but that does not affect its total quota. It may send that 75,000
tons in in raw sugar. It is merely a transfer of refined to raw.
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Senator BArgLey. In addition to that possible increase in the
domestic quota there is an increase from 60 to 80 cents in the pro-
vision here that you referred to a moment ago?

Senator O'ManoNEY. That is right, to meet the increased cost.

. S'?enator BARgLEY. Are those the only changes under the present
aw'

Senator O'Manoney. There is a reallocation of the Philippine
deficit, and then there was en amendment which deals with the
definition of liquid sugar. There is a redefinition of liquid sugar.
This new definition was perpared for the reason that we were advised
that, under the present definition, a considerable quantity of sugar is
coming into the United States in liquid form without being subject to
the quota and without being subject to a tax. Now, I may say that
this morning I learned from authoritative sources that perhaps this
definition is not as accurate as it might be. I hoped that it was. I
have no desire, and I am sure nobmfy who supports the bill has an
desire, or any proponent of the bill, to do more than was intended,
that is to say, to make certain that all sugar which comes into the
United States is under the operation of the law, and I am going to
look into that matter further.

Senator BARkLEY. Youspoke of tho Philippine deficit. What effect
does this bill have upon that? Is there any reshifting or reallocation
of that deficit?

Senator O’MaHoNEY. Yes; there is a reshifting of that deficit.

Senator VanpeNBERG. It still leaves & maximum perimission there,
does it not, equal to all the sugar these areas ever sent us?

Senator O’ManoNey. That is my understanding. Under the pres-
ent law the deficit of Philippine sugar goes only to foreign countries
other than Cuba. This provision is to the cffcet that the domestie
beet area and the mainland canc area shall receive proportionately
any deficit of duty-free refined sugar from the Philippines. Then the
first 100,000 tons of the remainder of any deficit would go to foreign
countries other than Cuba, and the balance would be distributed pro-
portionateli; to Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and Cuba.

Senator VANDENBERG. Now let me ask you this question: Does not
that 100,000 equal the maximum sugar that ever came to us in any
one year from all of these areas? .
© Senator O’Manoney. That is my understanding. There was no
intention to cut off or to cut down below the normal impgrt from
those areas,

Senator BArkLEY. Under the arrangement Cuba is eliminated from
participation in the first 100,000; is that true?

_ Senator O’Manoxey. Under the present law Cuba may not par-
ticipate at all.

Senator BaArkLey. That is what I understand. I mean under the
rearrangement, as I understand it, the first 100,000 is allocated to
countries other than Cuba.

Senator O’NanoNEyY. That is right.,

Scnator BArkLEY. Above that there is an allocation to certain
countries including Cuba,

Senator O’ManoNEY. That is the next deficit. The first deficit of
duty-free refined sugar goes to the continental areas, beet and cane.
Then, sccondly, the first 100,000 tons of the remainder of any deficit
may go to foreign countries other than Cuba.  That was following the
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resent law. The balance, that is, all after that 100,000 tons, would
e distributed Eroportionatoly to Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Cuba.

Senator BArkLEY. So that Cuba and the Virgin Islands come in the
third catogor{?

Scnator Q'Manoney. That isright,

Senator VANDENBERG. Is not that a gain for Cuba?

Senator O'MaroNEY. As I see it, it certainly is, because there is
likely to be a much greater deficit now than we imagine.

Senator Tarr. What is the allocation of the Philippine duty-free
quota for the refined and unrefined sugar?

Senator O'Maunoxey. Dr. Bernhardt, may I ask you for those
figurcs?

Mr. BernHarceT. There is approximately 50,000 tons of refined
sugar coming in from the Philipfincs, That is covered apparently
by the first clause. If that would be divided, that quantity would
be divided as between beet and cane areas.

Sen?ator Tarr. Then there are 800,000 or 900,000 tons of raw
sugar

fr. BErNHARDT. The quota is equivalent to about 982,000 short
tons.

Senator Tarr. So that this provision would give 50,000 tons

Senator O’MaHoNEY (interposing). To the domestic beet and cane
areas.

Senator Tart. Unless there was a complete deficit. Why would
there be any deficit in refined sugar at all?  Why would not they ship
all the refined sugar then can first?

Senator O’MaHoNEY. As a matter of fact, the Philippines have not
been shipping their dutiable sugar. They are not anxious to shi
that. They want to ship the duty-free sugar. The quota to whic
Dr. Bernhardt referred is the quota which does not pay any duty.

; Mr. BERNHARDT. 1 beg your pardon. The 50,000 tons is the duty-
ree.

Senator O’MaHoNEY. That is what I say. I meant the 800,000.

Senator Tarr. Why would there be any deficit in that? I should
think if there was any deficit, if there was a shortage, they would cut
down on the raw sugar rather than the refined, so they could refine it
themselves.

Senator O’ManoNEY. They do cut down on the dutiable refined.

Senator Tarr. I understand that.

Senator O'Manoxey. This provision does not affect any sugar
which is duty-free.

Senator TA¥T. Yes; the maximum, as I understand it, would be
50,000 tons that might go to the beet and cane areas.

Senator O'ManoNEy. That is right.

Senator Tarr. Why would there be any shortage in the refined as
opposed to the raw?  Why would any shortage be in the raw sugar?

cnator O'MauoNEY. T am frank to say to you I have never inves-
tigated the motives that have actuated the Philippines in their
conduct of this business.

Senator Tarr, I understand it as to the dutiable sugar, but I am
wondering why they do not ship duty-free refined sugar first and use
t{)is gtﬁ)m up so there is no quota to reallot, even under the terms of
this bill. .
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Senator O’ManroNEY. This is the fact: If they do not ship, then
wae do not get it.

Senator Tarr. Now let me ask you one other question. Supposing
that there is no Philippine shipment, there are no Philippine shipments
at all—and I do not belicve there will be any Philip;)ino shipments
for the next year—now, why cannot it be taken care of?  Why cannot
somo part of that quota be allotted directly to the domestic areas
instead of taking it away from Cuba? In fact, in order to get enough
sugax‘}, are not we going to have to increase the quotas for this year,
1942

Senator O’'ManoNey. Of course I am talking about a bill that was
drafted before the present condition developed on Sunday last. What
you say is absolutely correct. The probability is that we will have
a much greater deficit than was anticipated.

Senator Tarr. Then the entire deficit will go outside the United
States? I mean, outside of the continental United States.

Senator O’MaHoNEY. I can see that it might be desirable to make
a further amendment of this provision. I can conceive that it might
even be changed so that a part of this deficit, this Philippine deficit
should go to Cuba and other foreign countries.

It would not be possible, under the present law, but the fact that
confronts us is that the present law expires on the 31st of December,
and I am anxious that we pass a law as rapidly as we can with as little
change from the House bill as possible. It should be borne in mind
that this bill, which is now before this committee was passed by more
il{mn a two-thirds vote of those who were present and voting in the

ouse.

Senator BARLEY. On what date did it pass the House?

Senator O'ManoNEY. On the 1st of December.

Senator BARkLEY. Yes. So the situation which we now face had
not developed then.

Senator O’ManoNey. That is right.

Senator BargLEY. And if we should make any changes, as appear
to be justified here under the new situation, likely the House would
concur.

Senator O’ManoNEY.- Well, I am very glad to have the leader say
that. My hope would be that it would.

Senator BarkLEY. I am asking the Scnator if he did not think the
likelihood would be that it would concur?

Senator O'ManoNEey. I would like to have his opinion rather than
mine.

Senator BarkLEY. I am not expressing an opinion; I am expressing

a hope.

Senator O'ManoNEyY. I share the Senator’s hope.

Senator GurrFey. He is a tobacco expert, not & sugar expert.

Senator Vanpexsera. He is a hope expert.

Senator O’ManoNEY. Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not want to
burden the committee. .

I think I have covered this subject generally, and to some extent,
specifically, and, as I said, in opening, until I have read the state-
ment of the Department of State, and of the Department of Agri-
culture, I do not know that there is anything more that I could say
that would not be repetition.

The CramrMan. Senator Johnson, did you wish to make a state-
ment at this time?
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Senator. JouxsoN. I do not care to make a statement at this time.

The CuairmaN. Senator Pepper, did you wish to appear at this
time?

Scnator Preper. Senator, do you care to make any announce-
ment? I have not seen the reports from the departments.

Do you care to make any announcement as to the substance of
those reports?

Tne CHairMaN. They have been put in the record, Senator.

The reports are adverse from the Seeretary of State and the Secre-
tary of the Interior. They raise much the same questions as have
lieretofore been raised, with some additions.

The Department of Agriculture—the Secretary of Agriculture has
made some suggested amendments and has concurred in the Secretary
of State’s objections substantially.

Senator Gurrey. What dates were those reports written?

The Cuairman. The Sceretary of Agriculture reported on Decem-
ber 9; the Secretary of the Interior on Deceniber 5; and the Seeretary
of State sent over his report yesterday, the 9th.

Scnator Gurrey. Was it written before Sunday, do you think?

The CuairMan. It is dated since Sunday, dated yesterday.

Scnator VANDENBERG. The departments were all adverse in their
reports to the House and the House concluded, in its wisdom, that
the opposition at that time was unwarranted.

The CHatrman. All right, Senator Pepper.

STATEMENT OF HON. CLAUDE PEPPER, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM FLORIDA

Senator PEppeERr. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee.
all of us realize that considerable benefits, particularly to the sugar
industry, both the refiners and producers have been derived from the
sugar legislation which began in 1934 with the Jones-Costigan Act.

here has been one unhiappy aspect about this sugar-contro legisla-
tion, however, particularly as respects States like Florida which were
late in coming into the picture as sugar producers.

The quota system is based in principle upon the historical base,
which means that the system was relatively frozen as it existed at the
beginning of the sugar Iegislation, which was in 1934. 3 :

Well, now, at that time, our State had just gotten into production.
It had one company which was in production in the Everglades of
Florida, which had gone into a recorganization after earlier efforts to
produce and to refine sugar, after a rather lengthy series of experi-
nlmnll_i in the right kind of canc and best method of production and
the like.

So that, ever sinee that time, in spite of the fact that probably
Florida is as uniquely fitted for the production of sugar, insofar as
available acreage and the adaptability of that acreage for sugar
production is concerncd, as any State in the Union,

Senator Crark. They say about Florida, that Florida could pro-
duce all the sugar needed in the United States.

Senator PEppER. That is substantislly true.  We have hundreds of
thousands of acres of land where sugarcane grows as high as 18 feet,
sometimes 20 feet high, where they have worked out the kinds of
sugarcane which are ideally adapted to the soil, .

66102--41——35
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Consequently, here is an area which climatically and in respect to
its soil is uniquely fitted for the production of sugarcane, and yet by
reason of the sugar quota system, practically freezing the situation as
it existed when this legislation was inauguarated, our ability to expand
has been thwarted.

Now then, the existing sugar legislation provides in casc of emer-
gency, and so forth, the quota system may be lifted by Executive
order, and that has been done, so that, at the present time, there is
no ?uot‘a system.

If I understand correctly the effect of the Executive order, there is
no restraint against cither the production of sugarcane on the farmer,
or the refinement of sugar on the mill.

Senator Tarr. No limitation on acreage?

Senator PeppER. No limitation on acreage, and if I am not incorrect,
Senator, in my understanding, there is no existing limitation upon
marketable sugar.

In other words, if dyou could get the materials from the priorities
authoritics, you could go and build another sugar mill in Florida for
the first time.

Senator Tarr. Or in Ohio?

Senator Perper. Or in Ohio, or any other State, of course, and you
cot:}d go out and put additionsl acreage into production if you cared
to do so.

Now here is the position in which we find ourselves, which I want
to lay before the committee. I feel it is my duty to do it as the
Senator from Florida.

It is recognized now that in order to meet the existing emergency
all of our domestic areas, as the Senator from Ohio indicated a moment
ago, should go into increased sugar production, and even perhaps in-
to increased sugar refining.

Now then, everybody is doing that, not only with lawful authority
but with acknowledged merit in their course.” It is desirable, in the
public interest, that they do do it.

Now, those people who have come into the picture recently under
this Executive Order which removed the quota system, or who shall
come in between now and any subsequent restrictive legislation, I
submit are just as bona fide sugar producers and sugar refiners as
anybody clge.

If you reenact this law, which on its own terms expires on Decem-
ber 31, if you reenact that law and reimpose the sugar quotas they
will eventually go back into effect when the emergency is over and
freeze the system back into what it was prior to the time of the lift-
ing of these restrictions by executive order, so that all these people
who have, in good faith and with merit'in their course, come into
production, or into the refining of sugar under existing situations and
conditions, will be squeezed out, will be frozen out of the picture.

They wil! have to plow up their acreage and will have to stop
their mills for they cannot sell the sugar that is refined in them.

Now, I realize that those who are enFagcd in the production of
sugar with some reason, could say, *“Well, there will be chaos in the
sugar industry in that subsequent day when the emergency shall

ass.
P If we do not have some orderly arrangement about quotas, both
in production and in refining of sugar, the price of sugar will drop
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below the cost of production, and there will be confusion in the
industry.

Now, I respectfully, Mr. Chairman and members of the committce,
submit this:

We are perfectly willing to vest in the Sceretary of Agriculture, or
anybody else that the Congress might see fit to vest that power in,
the power to impose quotas and to bring order and orderliness to
the industry, but I do believe that it is fair for the quotas that might
be imposed at that time to be imposed in view of the production at
that time, the situation as it then exists rather than the situation as
it existed prior to the time of the Executive order lifting the quotas
imposed under existing law.

In that way, you will be dealing with the realitics of the situation,
and that these newer arrivals on the scene who, by that unhappy
time, or happy time, may have been in the lproduction of sugar E)r
years for all we know, they will be treated with as much consideration
and will be entitled to as much consideration as anybody else.

In other words, we all know that one of the rather unsalutary
effects of the quota system is that it in substance, gives a certificate
of public eonvenience and necessity to a producer or refiner to produce
or refine sugar, and we give, in substance, a monopoly to that par-
(tiiculgr class of our people to engage in that particular kind of pro-

uction.

Now, it is a pretty severe restraint to tell a person that he cannot
grow sugarcane on his own land, and that he cannot refine the output
of his own factory. Nonc of us want to impose those restraints,
except in response to an imperative command of the public interest.

Senator VANDENBERG. Do not we do that in connection with all
acts of Congress?

Senator Pepper. We do. .

lSenat‘or Cragrk. In connection with wheat, cotton, and everything
else. -

Senator PeppeR. I realize that, but I say none of us want to do it.
I am sure the Senator will agree, except in response to the imperative
command of the public interest.

Suppose now we were reenacting other systems and everybody that
might begin to grow corn, let us say, for the next 5tycars, would not
get the right to continue to grow corn at the end of the 5 years but
will be squeezed out and corn production limited to those who were
growinz c>rn 6 months azo?

Not because I am not sensible, Mr. Chairman, to the desire of the
industry to keep up production, but if the quota that formerly existed
is to bo preserved in the extended law, from Florida’s standpoint and
from the viewpoint of all those who are directly interested, whether in
Nebraska or anywhere else—we heard Senator Norris speak about
the new areas out there that are coming into production by irrigation,
that want to come into the sugar production pieture—I say on behalf
of all those new producers, new refiners, that come into the picture,
if we have another quota system it ought to be based upon production
and refining as it exists at the time the quota system is imposed, which
is not possible if you renew this law in the terms in which it now exists.

Senator VanpeNBera, We had better give vou notice now as to
why the enactment of the law is proposed, had we not, if we are not
going to do that?
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Senator Pepper. If we are not going to do that. Of course cvery-
body that meets the national emergency now about production will Iio
saying, ‘“ While my ncighbor over here who got into production a few
years ago can continue to produce, but I, who am coming up now to
meet the national need, I am going to be squeezed out.”  Senator, |
am not quite sure that we have the right to squeeze out once of those
fellows who comes into production under lawful and encouraging
circumstances and give a vested right to the other fellow, his neighbor,
to continue to produce. Why is 1934 such a magical year that it
forever fixes everybody’s status and you cannot possibly get out of it
hereafter?

Scenator Vaxoexsena. Is not that the indictment against the entire
agricultural control?

Scnator PeppER. I do not think it necessarily is. 1 am not oppos-
ing the quota system, Scnator, but 1 am simply pointing out that we
freeze the existing situation in 1934 relatively. Now, I do not think
1934 ought forever to be considered the eriterion.  I'see no reason why
1941, or 1943, or 1945 might not be considered, at least the Sceretary of
Agriculture might not be given diseretion to take into consideration
the picture as it then cxists.

In Florida, for example, we have got this situation—and this is a
statement that has been verified at the Department —approximately
85 percent of the sugarcane production of Florida is attributable to
one firm, the United States Sugar Corporation, while 40 producers
account for the remaining 15 percent.

Now, I said at one time here in this committee that I did not favor
monopoly in my State any more than I favored it in any other State
in the Union. Now, this one corporation started in the production of
sugarcanc in Florida. I attended the opening of its first mill in 1929.
It got under way. It was able to experiment on a large scale and it
had capital which was largely supplied by industrialists. One of the
big corporations, the General Motors Corporation, is one of the prin-
cipal stockholders in this company. Very few of them are Florida
people. They have come in and established a great business, and I
am proud for them, we want to encourage it, but the way this sugar
bill operates in Florida, they are in fact granted a relative monopoly
in the production and refinement of sugareanc in our State. That is
not fair to the rest of the people of the State. As it cxists now, the
more quota we get they keep on getting 85 percent of it. Last year,
for exnmple—the figures have been slightly chianged but the pereent-
ages I do not think are changed—Florida had 24,000 acres. That was
its acreage quota. The United States Sugar Corporation had 20,000
of those acres. Another corporation called Fellsmere had 3,000 acres,
while the other farmers, the actual owners of the soil, the actual
farmers in the Everglades altogether had 1,000 acres.

Now, they have got a tract of land in the Everglades where they
have got 5,000 acres for the tenant farmers that they have put on
there, the underprivileged farmers, and they want those people—I
have talked to them about it— they want them to grow a little cane,
and under the existing law tliey cannot grow but 5 acres; I say if the
Farm Sceurity Administration wants to build another sugar mill and
let thes~ fellows market their production, they ought to have a chance
to do it and not say to every citizen of Florida forever, “Because you
were not producing in 1934, you will never be able to get into this
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picture”’; that is the reason it comes very acutely home to the majority
of our people.

Scnator Tarr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask before the Scnator ends,
whether the departments are opposcd to any reenaetment, or do
they want the law reenacted exactly as it was?  WWhat is the position
of the Department of Agriculture? Do they want to reenact the
law oxn;:tly as it was, or do they want to leave it wide open for the

resent
P The Cuairman. Senator O’Mahioney has the report there,

Scnator O'Mauoney. I was just reading the report of the Secretary
of Agriculture. I gather from this that the Secretary of Agriculture
is not opposed to the continuance of the law as it is. I have not
finished the whole letter. It has proposed certain administration
amendments which I have not had an opportunity to read as yet,
and then argues that the Department of Agriculture desires to con-
tinuc a sugar act,

Senator PeppPER. I say, Mr. Chairman, and members of the com-
mittee, if the bill is to be reenacted—and I have no objection to it
except what I have said here—at least then, so far as the status is
concerned in any of those areas, I submit there ought to be a dis-
cretion in the Secretary to allot the acreage within a State if not
within an area, so that fairness may be done to these new people
who have come into the picture to meet the needs of the national
emergency,

Now, onc of the Congressmen from my State, Congressman Peter-
son, has suggested to me a couple of amendments which I would
like to lcave with the committee.

The first one says:

Section 301 of the Sugar Act of 1937 is amended by adding to section 301 at
the end thercof the following: 5 .

“Prorided, That in order that no regulation or determination may be made
hereunder which would result in the plowing out or destruction of sugarbeets or
sugarcane now planted, the proportionate share for each farm shall not be less
than the acreage planted to sugar beets or sugar cane on the date this amendment
becomes effective.”

That would simply mean that no future quota limitation may reduce
any quota below what it is now, or at the time this bill might be
enacted. The other atnendment is:

Scetion 301 of the Sugar Act of 1937 is amended by adding to section 301 at
the end thereof the following:

“Provided, That nothing herein contained shall permit the Secretary to fix the
proportionate share for any farm at less than the acreage planted to sugarbeets
or sugarcane at the date this amendment becomes effective.”

Scnator VanpexNBeira. How would those amendments help you if
you are going to frecze the thing on the basis of now?

Senator Pepper. They do not really solve the problem, Senator.
1 was getting to the heart of it.

Senator Vaxpevsera. They do not reach your problem at all.

Senator Pepper. Noj; they do not.

Senator Tarr. They do not reach sugar beets, because there are
no sugar beets planted in Florida.

Senator PeErper. Dr. Bernhardt, when was the Exccutive order
made? About & month ago, was it not?

Mr. BErNnarDT. About a month ago the Seeretary of Agriculture
announced there would probably be no limitation on the 1942 crop.
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Senator Pepper. Then, there was removal of restrictions last year
for & while,

Mr. Bernuaror. That was by Executive order in 1939, at the out-
break of the war. That was by Presidential order. The present
situation, however, arises from the fact that the 1942 crop would, of
course, be unrestricted in any event, if there is no legislation, and if
there should be legislation in the form in which it is now the provisions
of that act would require no limitation. That has not been by Execu-
tive decree, it automatically follows from the language of the act as
it now stands or the probable continuance of the act.

Senator Pepper. I think what Mr. Peterson was getting at was
this: For example, I think the sugar company in Florida has probably
planted, due to the advantage of one of these Exccutive orders, that
of the President or that of the Secrctary, has planted perhaps more
than it technically might be allowed under the quota system and it
would have some advantage by not being required to plow up the
planting that it so far had made. 1 have no quarrel with that. If
it is a fair principle I commend 1t.

Mr. Chairman, do you think the committee is likely to pass on this
matter finally this morning?

. The CaamMAN. I do not think so. There are several witnesses
ere.

Senator PeprEr. I would like to ask leave, Mr. Chairman, to
submit a couple of amendments to the committee for consideration.
The first amendment, in substance, would be that the Sugar bill shall
be reenacted but there shall be a discretion fairly vested in the Seere-
tary of Agriculture to make such adjustment in the quotas as now
exist in the law as might be fair to the situation as it should exist when
the quota system is actually reimposed.

f’l‘hat is perhaps cumbersomely stated, but that is the substance
of it.

The CrAIRMAN. You may prepare an amendment.

Senator Peppir. The second amendment I would like to suggest
and leave with the committee later in true form is this:

That at least not more than three-fourths—and 1 shall suggest not
more than one-half—of the total quota of any one State shall be had
and enjoyed by any one person, firm, assoclation, or corporation if
there are other bona fide citizens who are ready, willing, able, and
desirous of enjoying the quota advantage. )

The CuarMaN. You may prepare the amen...nents.

Senator Pepper. I will prepare them.

(The amendments referred to are as follows:)

Mr, Pepper of Florida offered the following amendments to H, R. 5988:

Insert at the end of section 1:

“‘Provided, howerer, That the Secretary shall be authorized to so redistribute
the amount of sugar needed to meet the requirements of consumers so as to give
effect to any modifications or changes in production facilities which may come
into existence during the period covering this act in the respective areas: Prorided,
further, howerer, That the modifications to be made by the Secretary in such case
hall not exceed one per centum of total consumption requirements.”

To amend section 302 (b) by dropping off the period replacing it by a colon
and adding the following prov{:o:

“Provided, however, That the proportionate share for any farm shall not exceed
50 per centum of -the total proportionate shares for all farms within a State, so
loniﬁ as there are applicants for proportionate shares within such State with
ability to produce.”
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The Cuamrman. Senator Taft, the Secretary of Agriculture con-
cludes his statement with this language:

The Department recommends enactment of a bill to coutinue the program
provided for under the Sugar Act of 1937 without controversial changes or featurcs
which are contrary to the policy of the administration.

It states that if there is to be a continuation of the Sugar Act of
1937, as 1 understand it, or the bill before the committee is to be
approved, it then suggests several administrative amendments.

Senator Ellender.

STATEMENT OF HON. ALLEN J. ELLENDER, UNITED STATES
SENATOR FROM LOUISIANA

Senator ELLenper, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of tlhie commit-
tee, I am not desirous of taking up any of the time of the committee,
I think the distinguished Scnator from Wyoming has fully outlined
the contents of the bill.

With respeet to the statement made by the Senator from Florida
about the conditions in his State, I might say that the reverse is true
in Louisiana. As I recall, only 3 corporations in Louisiana control
12 percent of the sugar production and the rest of it is distributed
among 11,000 to 12,000 farmers.

Now, at the proper time, I would like to present to the committee
an amendment to the Sugar Act that was adopted by the Senate last
year at my request, with respect to the prohibition against the use of
child labor. cRs the law now reads, no matter how innocent a farmer
may be in employing a child under 14 he is denied his benefit pay-
ments, [ presented to the Senate last year quite a fow cases showing
that the farmers had done all they could in avoiding the employment
of child Iabor, but it was fourd after some research by agents of the
Government that, as & matter of fact, some of the children employed
were under age. Accordingly, the farmers were penalized to the
extent of complete forfeiture of their benefit payments and it was
necessary for me to present to the Congress a bill, which was adopted,
granting relief from the rigorous penalty imposed under the terms
of the original Sugar Act. At the proper time, if the chairman
pernits, I should like to offer an amendment similar to the one that
wgasoadoplod by the Senate with respect to crops of 1938, 1939, and
1940.

The CuamrMaN. You may do so, Senator Ellender.

Senator O'Manoxey. Mr. Chairman, may I say I have had the
advantage of reading the letter of the Seeretary of Agriculture now
and Senator Ellender has not. It is my understanding that the
Seceretary of Agriculture recommends such an amendment as Senator
Ellender suggests.

Senator ELLENDER. I was not aware of that fact, Senator.

The CuairMaN, Is Senator Andrews present?

There is request by him to be heard.

(No response.)

The CualrMaN. Are there any other Senators from any of the
sugar-producing States that desire to be heard at this time on the
matter?

Senator Murray.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES E. MURRAY, UNITED STATES SENATOR
FROM MONTANA

Senator Murgray. Mr. Chairman, I represent the sugar erowers of
Montana and have already submitted an amendment, which is now
before the committee here, I believe. My amendment calls for a very
slight increase in the quotas for the domestic producers. It scems to
me that in face of the conditions which have developed as the result
of the war serious consideration should be given to this proposed
amendment of mine.

As we all know, the production of beet sugar in the Western States
is a very vital industry out there,  We have great sections of the West
where it is impossible to raise any other erop except sugar, unless we
go into the production of crops which create a surplus in the conntry.
Thercfore it is very vital to some of these Western States that we
should get some slight increase in the production of sugar.

My understanding is that during 1941 and 1942 there will be an
abnormal demand for sugar and that the sugar deliverices today are
running well over 1,000,000 tons annually beyond the basic quota,
which would scem to justify a reasonable expansion.

T understand that the Department is figuring on recciving sugar
from the Philippines and from Hawaii, which may not materialize, it
may not be possible to get the amount of sugar that is expected to
come from the Philippines and from Hawaii, and the amount which
we are asking, which has the approval of the beet-sugar growers of the
West, is approximately 200,000 tons above what had been the usual

uota.
4 This will add an additional 200,000 tons of sugar to the domestic
beet and cane quotas. The increase will be divided between the beet
growers and cane growers on the ratio fixed in the sugar bill, namely,
42.49 percent for the domestic beet sugar and 11.52 percent for
domestic cane.

It seems to me, in view of the conditions which have been brought
about as the result of the war, that very slight increase in the
production of sugar in the country should be recognized as necessary
at this time. ’

1 will not take the time of the committee. I realize you are more
familiar with this subject than I am. I am here merely to represent
the Western Beet Growers Association which approves this amend-
ment that I am submitting. Unless we can get an average increaso
in Montana it is going to result in great distress to the farmers there
who have the lend, who have the water and are able to produce this
sugar and are not allowed to produce it. I submit that this amend-
mcnt of mine is very reasonable. It is an expansion which I am sure
will be found to be absolutely neeessary as the result of war conditions.

The CHairMaN. Thank you very much, Senator Murray.

Your amendment has been printed and is before the committee.

(The amendment referred to is as follows:)

[H. R, 5988, 77th Cong., 1st sess.]
AMENDMENTS

Intended to be proposed by Mr. MURRAY to the bill (H. R. 5988) to amend the
Sugar Act of 1937, as amended, and for other purposes, viz:
On page 1, line 10, after ‘()" insert '(1)".
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On page 2, following the table between lines 2 and 3, insert the following new
aragraph: i
P *(2) For domestic beet-sugar and mainland cane-sugar arcas by prorating
among such arcas 200,000 short tons (in addition to the amount prorated under
paragraph (1), on the following basis:

“Arca Per centum
“Pomestic beet sUgAT. - oo e iiiciiiiceeeaecaaas 78.67
Mainland cane SUBAT . o i 21.33"”

On page 2, line 6, strike out ‘6,682,670 and insert “6,882,670"; and in line 7,
strike out *“3,793,802" and insert 3,993,802"".

Senator JornsoN. May I ask Senator Murray a question?

Senator Murgray. Yes. A

Senator JounsoN. I would like to ask whether the Western Beet
Growers Association, whom you represent, is affiliated with the
National Beet Growers Association?

Senator Murray. Noj it is an association working for grower in-
terests in close cooperation with other grower associations.

Senator JonnsoN: The National Beet Growers Association, T
might say, are heartily in accord with the provisions of the pending-
measure.

Senator Murray. The Western Beet Growers Association is
heartily in accord with the sugar legislation also. They have no
quarrel whatever to make with the quota system as it has been a
great benefit to the producers as well as to the Nation as a whole,
but we are merely asking for this slight increase in production due
to the condition wkich has developed in the Pacific. It scenr:s to me
we are not going to be able to fet the sugar that we need from the
Philippines or from Hawaii, and under those circumstances this slight
increase, which will be very beneficial to the western beet growers
and arid sections of the country, will be found to be absolutely
necessary. .

STATEMENT OF SENATOR CHARLES 0. ANDREWS, OF FLORIDA,
BEFORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEER

Scnator ANprews. H. R. 5988, which is to amend the Sugar Act
of 1937 and to continue its provisions as amended for an additional
period of 3 years, was considered by tlic House Committee on Agri-
culture and passed by the House before what happened to us on
Sunday last. '

In view of the fact that we have now been drawn into the Second
World War, I believe it is important to reconsider the provisions of
this bill. I seriously doubt the advisability of enacting legislation of
this character at this time.

All of us recall the sugar shortage that developed during the last
World War, and it is my opinion that we are going to be faced with
another such shortage before this war is won by us and our allies.

As many of you know, the State of Florida is well adapted for the
groduction of sugarcaue, but the Sugar Act has never Iet this business

e developed, except in the most limited way. We can, without
delay, produce in my State many times the sugar now being pro-
duced, and in view of the existing emergency, I believe we should be
encouraged to produce to the utmost. I urge the matter be recon-
sidered in the light of the present emergeney.

The Cuairman, Weo wilrreccss until 2 o'clock.

€8402—41—0
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(Whereupon, at thie hour of 11:55 a. m., the committee recessed
until 2 p. m., of the same day.)

AFTERNOON SESSION

(Puwrsuant to the adjournment for the noon recess, the hearing was
resumed at 2 p. m.)

The CraryaN. The committee will come to order.

We are going to have a very meager attendance on the part of the
committee this afternoon because of a conflict with two or three other
important meetings as well as the Senate session.

The Honorable Pat Cannon, Member of the House of Representa-
tives, has submitted a brief on this bill, on the pending legislation, and
desires it to go in the record. It will be placed in the record.

(The statement referred to is as follows:)

STATEMENT OF HON. PAT CANNON, M. C.,, TO SENATE FINANCE
COMMITTEE RELATIVE TO THE SUGAR BILL (H. R. 5988)

Mr. Chairman and members of the carumittee, my opposition and
Florida’s opposition to this legislation is well known. = We are opposed
to a continuation of the restrictive quota provisions of the Sugar Act
of 1937, which allows us to produce only less then 1 percent of the
sugar requirements of the Nation, when we could quickly and easily

roduce manyfold that amount at prices to the American consumer
ower than tlie sugar produced in any other arca supplying the Ameri-
can market.

We object to the 33% pereent increase in benefit payments which
this bill carries and feel that the American housewife should have
definite consideration at this time of rising prices.

We object to the manner in which this bill was put through the
House, without hearings and under the gag rule.

We urge that the position of the President, Secretary Hull, and
Sccrotz(liry Wickard be taken into consideration and the bill not
enaceted.

By reason of the fact that the consumptive estimate for the Nation
has been so increased as to amount to a suspension of quotas, and b
reason of the fact that benefit payments wil be continued until
Juné 30, 1942, there is no carthly reason for haste in consideration of
this bill. No one will be harmed if the bill is not enacted at all.

We ask, therefore, that the matter be put over until next year when
more mature consideration can be given to the bill and the general
situation. :

If the bill interferes with international relations, certainly it should
not be enacted until approved by the State Department and the
President. These are tﬁo most critical days in American history—
no action should be taken on the bill at this time.

The CastrMan. Mr. Alexander Walker, president of the Hawaiian
Sugar Planters Association, has sent to the chairman of the committce
a telegram in which he vigorously opposes and protests certain pro-
visions of H. R. 5988 and Senate 2041, of course being the same, on
the ground that these provisions discriminate against the Territory
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of Hawaii. Specifically, there is a protest against scetion 1 which
would reduce Hawaii's percentage share from 25.25 of the domestic
arca’s portion as provided in the Sugar Act of 1937 to 24.72 percent.
and asking for certain amendments to this bill. The telegram will
be placed in the record. -~

(The telegeam referred to is as follows:)

[(Telegram)
Hox~ovuLv, Decembe. 9, 1941.
Senator WaLTeR F, GEORGE

»
United Stales Senale, Washington, D. C.:

The Hawaii Sugar Planters Association, membership of which produces over 95
percent of sugar produced here and employs gésg)proximately 40,000 persons,
vigorously protests certain provisions of H. R. 5 (8. 2401), which discriminate
against Territory of Hawaii. Specifically we protest against section 1, which
would reduce Hawaii percentage share from 25.25 percent of the domestic areas
portion as provided in Sugar Act of 1937 to 24.72 percent. Section 2 should be
amended 50 as to permit Hawaii to obtain its proportionate share as other domestic
areas of any deficits in the Philippine Islands quota. Furthermore the hill extends
the provisions of the Sugar Act of 1937 for a period of 3 years, but it does not cor-
rect the original—discrimination against Hawaii contained in the act limiting the

uantity of refined sugar that Hawaii may market in continental United States.

n this connection attention is recalled to the President’s statement made on
signing the Sugar Act of 1937 when he said that he had been given “assurances by
Senators represeniing the great majority of continental sugar producers’” that
among other things ‘‘that they would recognize the fact that Hawaii and Puerto
Rico and the Virgin Islands are inte%ral parts of the United States and should not
be discriminated against.”” We in Hawaii are not secking special privileges but
are simply asking that we be treated equally with other domestic areas.

It would be unfair and un-American to discriminate against Hawaii mer.iv
because its citizens have neither vote nor representation in the Senate and H.
R. 5988 (S. 2401) does contain sections which are both discriminatory and unjust.
The enactment of this bill certainly will constitute a breach of the faith estab-
lished at the time the President signed the Sugar Act of 1937 and-announced
the genilemen's agreement that would govern future sugar legislation.

H. ALEXANDER WALKER, Presidcnt.

The CHamMaN, A letter from Senator Tydings enclosing a letter
from Governor Harwood of the Virgin Islands, asking that the
Virgin Islands be included in the participation of benefit payments
as provided under title 3, section 307, of the Sugar Act of 1937,
and accompanying the letters and recommendation is a proposed
amendment to accomplish the purpose asked. .

(The letters and proposed amendment referred to are as follows:)

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, December 9, 1941,
Hon, WavTER F. GEORGE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR Georce: I wish you would note the enclosed letter from Governor Har-
wood of the Virgin Islands, asking that the Virgin Islands be included in the
garticipation of benefit payments as provided under title 3, section 307, of the

ugar Act of 1037.
o has proposed an amendment to be included in H. R. 5988 which, I under-
stand, your committee i3 considering tomorrow.

I sincerely hope that your committee will consider this amendment for it does
seem only just and fair that the people of the Virgin Islands be given equal treat-
ment in regard to this matter.

Thanking you, and with kind regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
M. E. Typings.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, Decembsr 5, 1941.
Hon. MiLuarp E. Tybpixas,
United States Senate.

My DEear SeExator Typings: Referring to my conversation with your seere-
tary, Miss Barger, regarding the Sugar Act of 1937, a3 amended, and which re-
cently has been extended again by H. R. 5988, passed by the House within the past
few days, I respectfully request that you urge the Finance Committee to include
the Virgin Islands in the participation of benefit payments as provided under
title 3, scetion 307, of the Sugar Act of 1937. For some unknown reason the
Virgin Islands have not for the Easc 4 vears participated in the bencfit payments

rovided for in the act although such benefits were extended to the continental
nited States, the Territory of Hawsii, and Puerto Rico. Under the same act,
however, the Virgin Islands were included in the sections providing for quotas
and the refiners are incumbent to pay the processing tax on sugar coming from the
Virgin Islands.

As you in all probability know, the many small growers of sugarcane in the
Virgin Islands undoubtedly need the benefit payments as provided for other sugar-
cane arcas under the American flag more than the continental United States, the
Territory of Hawaii or Puerto Rico, but have been discriminated against during
the past 4 years because we were not included in the original act.

I would, therefore, deeply appreciate your interesting the Finance Committee
in the present act by having section 307 of the Sugar Act of 1937 amended to
include the Virgin Islands of the United States. I am attaching hereto a cop
of a suggested amendment which would accomplish the purpose herein requested,

Thanking you in advance for your courtesy in this matter, and with personal
regards, I remain

Sincerely yours,

Cuartes Harwoob,
Gorernor of the Virgin Islands.

That section 307 of the Sug;ar Act of 1937 is amended by striking out the word
“‘and’”’ before *“Puerto Rico’” and the period after Puerto Rico and adding the
words “‘and the Virgin Islands of the United States.” so that this section, as
amended, would read as follows: “Section 307. This title shall apply to the con-
tinental United States, the Territory of Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands of the United States.”

The CHarMAN. A letter from Marguerite M. Wells, Minncapolis,
Minn., president of the National League of Women Voters, acconi-
panie(f y a resolution expressing the views of the National League
of Women Voters as opposed to certain provisions of the bill before
the committce.

(The letter and resolution referred to are as follows:)

NaTioNAL LEAGUE oF WOMEN VOTERS,
Waskington, D. C., December 9, 1941.
Senator WaLTER F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Commitlee on Finance,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: You will recall that the League of Women Voters
has npmared before the Senate Finance Committee on several occasions in support
of the cixrocal Trade Agreements Act. Certain provisions of the bill amending
the Sugar Act of 1937, to be considered by the committee tomorrow, would inter-
fere with the prosecution of the reciprocal trade agreements program. These
provisions are also inimical to the United States’ good-neighbLor policy. 1 am
attaching a statement which I hope you will file with the committce,

Very sincerely yours,
MARGUERITE M. WELLS, President.

STATEMENT TO SENATE FiNance Comuirtee Re Revistons or H. R. 5988
. REvisING THE SUGAR Act or 1937

The onslaught of war emphasizes ancw the importance of developing and
maintaining the closest and most friendly relations possible with the other
Americas. Certain provisions of H. R. 5988 revising the Sugar Act of 1937 would
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be a serious blow to sugar-producing Latin-American countries. These provisions
of the bill should be eliminated.

Although the provisions of the bill might not react to the immediate disad-
vantage of Cuba, its long-term effect would be adverse, since it would decrease
the basic percentage share of Cuba In the United States sugar market,

The redefinition of liquid sugar would result in placing a virtual embargo on
sirups from the British West Indies. This result would be a violation of the trade
agreement with the United Kingdom.

The provisions of the bill affecting the “full duty” countries of Peru, Haiti,
and the Dominican Republic have new significance because of the attack on the
Philippines and Hawaii. It would secem wise to assure citizens of the United
States an adequate sugar sggply at this time, but under the terms of the bill it is
anticipated that only 125,000 tons of sugar could be shipped from these “full duty”
countries into the United States in 1942, although some 400,000 tons have come
into the United States during 1941 from these sawe countrics.

The League of Woinen Voters urges the Senate Finance Committee to revise
H. R. 5988 to remove discriminations against Latin-American countries.

The Cnamryaxn. Is Mr. King present, the Delegate from Hawaii?
_ Mr. Greexe. Mr. Chairman, know that the Delegate from Hawaii
intends to be present and wants to be heard; unfortunately he is not
present at the moment.

The Cnamyan. That is all right.  We have some others present
who desire to be heard. .

Mz, Staples, president of the Hershey Corporation?

Mr. StapLes. No, Mr. Chairman; the Central Hershey, Cuba.

The Cuaryan. All right. Do you have a prepared statement?

Mr. StapLks. Yes; a short one.

STATEMENT OF P. A, STAPLES, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MAN.
AGER OF THE HERSHEY CORPORATION, CENTRAL HERSHEY,
CUBA, AT THE HEARING ON SUGAR LEGISLATION BEFORE
THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE, DECEMBER 10, 1941

Mr. StapLes: The atmospliere in which we are now considering
sugar legislation is quite different from that which we expected when
this hearing was planned. The time has come for deeds, not words.
Hence 1 shall be brief.

The Pacific has suddenly been eliminated as a source of the sugar
which the United States so urgently needs.  Cuba is becoming more
and more our main reliance. It is in the national defense interest
that we encourage her to a maximum productive effort, and we know
that this can result in a crop next year of 4,200,000 short tons. Fur-
theumore, this production will not necessitate the diversion of defense
materials into plant construction. All that is neccessary for even
greater production in future years is capital for the planting of
additional cane in the fields. .

Gentlemen, the sugar bill now before you will not increase by a
single ton the amount of sugar which the United States can count on
this year, next year or throughout the present emergency when our
mainland manpower will be nceded, not on its hands and knecs in
the beet ficlds, but in the military services and in production where
skilled American labor can really count.

On the other hand, the O’Mahoney-Fulmer bill puts the United
States on record that, once this emergency is over, Cuba can expect
further reductions in her raw-sugar quota. It also penalizes Cuba
with an immediate reduction of 20 pereent in her direct-consumption
quota.



42 AMEND THE SUGAR ACT OF 1937, AS AMENDED

But Cuba is not alone in being penalized by this provision. It hits
directly at the American war effort for these reasons:

1. Refined sugar is more compaet than raw, thus reducing the strain
on marine transportation.

2. Refined sugar is ready for immediate use. It therefore can be
shipped to the American port nearest to the point of consumption.
Thus it can make use of the smaller and less congested ports along
our seaboards, and it will require shorter hauls by train and truck
from these ports.

3. All our mainland refineries are located in the largest ports which
already are congested with the traffic in war materinls. The more
raw sugar shipped to them the greater will be this congestion.

4. Sugar reccived in the United States in raw form cannot be used
until it has been reprocessed.  Then there is the further delay and
the greater strain on land transportation facilities in getting the sugar
to the ultimate consumer.

5. Raw sugar has to be shipped in jute bags, and the jute has to be
brought here from India across the Pacific. Refined sugar is shipped
in cotton bags, a product of our own South.

This bill will have the immediate effect of discouraging Cuba whom
we need to encourage to all-out effort. Enactment of this bill—or of
any legislation of its spirit and purpose—would put Cuba on notice
that our friendship for her is born of our present emergenecy and will
die with a return to peace.

I do not believe I need to elaborate this point. I ask you, in the
name of national defense, Latin-American relations, and democratic
solidarity to kill this bill. If any suFar legislation is enacted, I also
ask yvou to eliminate once and for all the direct consum{nion quota.

With your permission I am filing a short brief which analyzes further
the undesirability of this bill from other angles. To the brief are
attached recent clip’Fings from Time Magazine of December 8, 1941,
and the New York Times of December 4, which I think you will find
of interest.

The other brief I have prepared is only five pages long but is more
or less factual. .

The Cuatruan. You may include it; it will be copicd in the record.

(The brief referred to is as follows:)

BriEr SusMiTTED BY P. A. STAPLES, PRESIDENT AND GENERAL MANAGER OF
THE HERsHEY CorroraTION, CENTRAL HERSHEY, CuBA, AT THE HEARING
oN Svoar LeGisLATiON BEFORE THE SENATE CoMmMITTEE ON FiNaNce, De-
CEMEBER 10, 1941

I am the president and general manager of the Hershey Corporation, a Dela-
ware Corporation, which owns and operates the largest sugar mill in western
Cuba and the largest and most modern sugar refinery in that island.

The Islaud of Cuba is recognized as an essential link in the defense of conti-
nental United States. And sugar, as the outstanding factor in the Cuban econ-
omy, is the key to its political and economic stability.

This corporation stands as an example of America’s sugar Policy toward Cuba
during the last 20 years. It was started during World War No. I, which demon-
strated that Cuba fs our only natural and dependable source of su{;ply for the
great bulk of sugar we need, and to the consequent recognition that this source
should be developed in the interest of the American people. The United States
apparently forgot during the last score of years its World \War experience, re-
pudiated the encouragement which had been given to Cuban, as well as American
capital to build up sugar production, drove Cuba’s share in the American market
down to less than half its previous position, and then froze its participation at
that point by the introduction of quota control.
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Under the conditions of World War No. 11 with the supply from the Pacific
areas threatened and now probably eliminated for some time, Cuba was called
on again, and has increased its shipments to the United States from 1,750,000
short tons in 1940 to over 2,800,000 short tons in 1941. For the vear 1942 and
possibly for several years to come, Cuba will be called on to produce to its maxi-
mum possibilities and with timely encouragement can expand its production,
without the necessity of any further investinent except in cane planting, at least
a million tons more than the 4,200,000 short tons estimated available for 1942,

The O’Mahoney bill, S. 2041, certainly by its provisions to take away from
Cuba 50,000 tons of raw quota to Cuba’s future and permanent disadvantage is
not “‘timely encouragement.” This raw reduction may be currently academic
but the really important thing is that this bill reflects hostility when and where
friendly feelings are essential to national defense.

The O'Mahoney bill also contains provisions which affect the people of the
United States as consumers, as taxpayers and as citizens, and furthermore, raises
an issue as to the good faith of our Government in its Latin-American relations.
In these connections I am simply asking the privilege of filing two short articles
which appeared December 8, 1941, in Time (appendix A} and in The New York
Times of December 4, 1941 (appendix B).

There is however one provision of this bill, section 3, section 207 (e) which
reduces by 75,000 tons or a full 20 percent of the present restricted sllotment, the
quota for “direct consumption’” sugars entering the United States from Cuba,
on which I would like to comment further.

This is not the first cut to which the Cuban sugar-refining industry has been
subjected. Before the Jones-Costigan law was enacted in 1934, Cuba shipped
to this country some 529,072 tons of refined sugar, plus a certain amount of raw
which were used without refining and therefore came under the definition of
“direct consumption.” The 1934 act cut this to 425,120 short tons; the 1937
act again cut that to 375,000 short tons, and now this bill contemnplates cutting
it to 300,000 short tons.

Meantime, other so-called offshore refiners than Cuban have not been similarly
cut. I give you below a table showing the maximum shipments and the refined
quotas of Cuba, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, ete., under the various acts:

Short tons raw
value F\t(:lxueh mlmu
estal o .
1 act | 1937 agt |0 Mahones
Masxi- -
aum Year
Cuba. . . iiiiiiie eicicmeiaaens 529,072 1933 V425120 | 375,00 300, 00
Hawaii - 26,50 1333 R4 29,618 n
Puerto Rico ... 116,972 1533 122.3% | 125,033 (0]
l'bi!ipgines Sl 6057 19322 80,214 | s0.214 o
Peru, Sazto Domingo, I PSRRI RO [Q] (O] o

1 This was ixed 8t 229 of the total sugar noota and therefore varied somewhat from yees to year.  Since
1337 the Cuba 13, C.” quota bas been a fited number of tons. .

? Unchanged.

3 The year before quota set by Independence Act.

t Unlimited.

The present direct-consumption quota of 375,000 tons allotted to Cuba we
believe is less than the tonnage of sugar refined each year by any one of three
mainland refiners; but, in the case of Cuba, it must be distributed among some
14 refineries. This means that the allotment to each is already so far. below
efficient production rates as to ‘!Ieopardize the entire refining industry in Cuba.
The proposed reduction by another 75,000 tons may seemn small and insignificant
to the whole sugar problem, bul the fact is that it spells disaster to an established
industry in a sister republic.

It is hardly necessary to call your attention to how inconsisteat this policy of
ruining one industry with one hand while with the other hand the United States
Government i3 loaning Cuba some $25,000,000 with the specific idea of improving
its economy by diversifying its industry. Insofar as the sugar refining industry
in Cuba is concerned, no cne is asking the United States Government to advance
a single dime. Private capital is the backbone of the Cuban dovelopment.

At this time when we have nced of all the friends we can have, it scems unfor-
tunate toaim this blow at frisndly Cuba, but it not only is a blow to our friendship
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with that near and important defense-wise neighbor, but it is a matter of advan-
tage to the United States defense effort that the largest Eossible part of the Cuban
crop should be imported in the form of refined. I emphasize this because among
other reasons the importation of refined sugar instead of raws to be refined—

First. Saves a large amount of railroad and truck transportation in the United
States, as sugar refined in Cuba can be put into the nearest port to the place
where it can be consumed.

Sccond. It saves port facilities by spreading the importation of sugar into a
number of smaller and less-used ports instead of still further congesting the big
refining ports, which, generally speaking, are those to which and from which our
defense materials are being transported.

Third. It saves labor which can be diverted into other ficlds, but this is merely
mentioned, as it is a negligible item, the total labor in the refining industry in the
whole United States being less than 14,000 persons, and the probable saving in
this respect would be only a matter of a few hundred persons.

Fourth. A saving of 7 percent in freight tonnage, inasmuch as it takes only
slightl{ under 107 pounds of raws to make 100 pounds of refined.

Fifth. It saves bringing in jute bags via the Pacific Ocean from India to Cuba,
which are necessary for the transportation of raw sugar. Refined sugar is shipped
in cotton bags which are a United States product and, as you know, we have a
goodly supply of cotton. It also saves paper, as in large part the American
refiners are packing in paper and cartons instcad of cotton, which repacking is
completely saved when the sugar comes right through from Cuba to the con-
sumer in its original cotton bag.

It is obvious that any limitation of the amount of Cuba’s quota that may come
in in the form of direct-consumption sugar, and certainly any increased limitation
is against the defense interes!s of the United States as well as our policy of aiding
Cuba in building up a diversified agriculture and industry.

In conelusion: It would seem to bhe evident that the O’Mahoney bill as a
whole is contrary to the national-defense effort and, furthermore, is contrary to
the United States’ Latin-American poliey. Bv no streteh of the imacination ean
the principles established in this bill be construcd as furthering either of these
aims or the aims of democratic solidarity.

APpENDIX A. DEPOSITED WITH STATEMENT BY P. A. STAPLEs oN DECEMBER
10, 1941, AT THE HEARING ON SUGAR LEGISLATION BEFORE THE SENATE

Finaxce CoMMITTEE
{Tipe, December 8, 1911}

AGRICULTURE—GANG-UP IN THE LosBY

Mixed with either potash or Congressmen, sugar is a potent explosive. This
“}"eek the annual congressional blow-off made all good neighbors wince and hold
their cars.

Good nei%hbors want to continue the l(}uotas of the 1937 Sugar Act—which
permits Cuba to supply 29 percent of United States demand; domestic beet
growers, 23 percent; the Philippines, 15 percent; Hawaii, 14 percent; Puerto
Rico, 12 (Ferccnt; domestic cane growers, 6 percent.

Instead the House this week rushed through a bill which is a sugar lobbyist’s
dreamboat. Often the various United States interests (beet growers, cane
growers, eastern refiners) snipe at each other as well as the public weal in the
running fight over raw-sugar quotas. But this year they ganged ugosnlidl on
their offshore rivals. Their weapon: the House bill, introduced by South Caro-
lina’s Hampton P. Fulmer, and a companion Senate bill introduced by beet-
growing Wyoming’s Joseph C. O’ Mahoney.

These bills would shift the quota percentages to give the uneconomic United
States beet growers 65,000 more tons a year, cane growers 17,000 more tons.
Cuba’s quota would be cut 50,000 tons, the Philippine quota by 27,000 tons;
Puerto Rico and Hawaii would suffer minor curtailments. For the benefit
of United States refiners, Cuba’s quota of refined sugar would also be cut—from
375,000 to 300,000 tons.

Also in the bills is a mysterious gimmick which redefines the dividing line
between liquid sugar, which comes under quotas, and edible molasses, which does
not. Effect of this highly technieal clause would be to classify molasses as
liquid sugar, thereby putting an end to molasses imports from the British Weat
Indies, which now supply nearly half of United States demand.
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For the administration this sugar lcbby steal would have bitter consequences.
1t would sabotage United States reciprocal trade treaties with Cuba and Britain.
1t would offend Hawaii and the Philippines.

Yet the House passed the Fulmer bill without blushing or even drawing a deep
breath. The House Agriculture Committee had reported it without holding
hearings. The vote was taken after only a few minutes of dchbate. Texas
Congressman Richard M. Kleberg read a letter from Secretary of State Cordell
Hull blasting the scheme. Puerto Rico’s Commissioner Bolivar Pagén read a
letter from President Roosevelt strongly implying imposition. The House ignored
them (134 to 32). Suorted angry Richard Kleberg. '‘A sell-out against the wishes
of 130,000,000 pcople.” All good neighbors could hope for was better considera-
tion in the Senate.

ArPPENDIX B. DEPOSITED WiTH STATEMENT BY P. A. StaPLEs oX DECEMBER
10, 1941, ATt 7HE HEARING ON SUGAR LEGISLATION BEFORE THE SENATE
FINANCE COMMITTEE

[The New York Times, Thursday, December 4, 1941)
Sucar Gras

Under a suspension of the rules there has been jammed through the House of
Representatives new sugar legislation which provides among other things for
(1) increased acreage for domestic cane and beet growers at the expense of de-
creased quotas for Cuba, Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and the Philippines; (2) a 33)%-
percent rise in benefit payments to domestic growers; (3) a reduction in the quota
of refined sugar imports from Cuba from 375,000 tons to 300,600 tons. The bil}
was passed in 40 minutes without any public hearings having been permitted and
without having been referred (o any department of the Government for comment,

Pointing out that all the sugar growers and refinery workers in the country
total only 78,000, Representative Kleberg of Texas declared that the bill would
give 816,000,000 additional to those 78,000 persons at the cost of antagonizing
130,000,000 people in South and Central America and in the Philippines and
Hawaii, and at the injury of all but a small remnant of the 130,000,000 people
in the United States who cat and buy but do not raise sugar. _What that injury
has been in the past is shown by a study of the Temporary National Economic
Committee, which found that in § years of sugar quotas the cost to the consumers
of the protection given to domestic sugar production had averaged $274,329,031
annually. What the injury has been is shown too by a statement of Viece Presi-
dent Wallace when he was Secretary of Agriculture. He calculated that the loss
of export markets resulting from reduced imports was such that each additional
acre of Louisiana cane involves a reduction in our export market equal to the

roduct of 3 acres of cotton, and each additional average acre of sugar beets
involves a loss in export market equal to 3 acres of corn or 6 acres of wheat.

These facts are all kuown, yet in tne face of them the House has chosen to ap-
prove another grab for the sugar interests against the judgment of the Seerctary
of Agriculture, the Sccretary of State and the President himself,  Without even
the courage o hold hearings on the subject, it nas sold out tl.e American con-
sumer, the cause of hemisphere good will, sound cconomies, and plain common
sense.  And all this at a time when there is grave danger of excessive rixes in the
cost of living and grave need of Government economies in nonessential spending,

Ar. Starres, If there is anything further you want me to read,
I will be glad to do so.

The CuairmaN. No further questions, unless you desire to add
something.

Mer. SrarLes. Under this present emergency, I think the less said
the better.

The Cuarnman. Mr. H. H. Pike. Mr. Pike, you have a prepared
statement?

Mr. Pike. T have, sit. T have given part of it to the clerk.



406 AMEND THE SUGAR ACT OF 1937, AS AMENDED

STATEMENT OF H. H. PIKE, JR.,, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL
FOREIGN TRADE COUNCIL, INC.,, AS A GOVERNING MEMBER

Mr. Pike. My name is H. H. Pike, Jr., and I appear on Fehalf of
the National Foreign Trade Council, Inc., as a governing member, ard
as chairman of its Cuban committee,

The National Forcign Trade Council was formed in 1914 for the
purpose of coordinating national activities directed tov ard the pro-
motion of American foreign trade. Its membership is Nation-wide
and comprises manufacturers, merchants, exporters and importers,
railroad, shipping and air-line services, banking, insurance, education,
and so forth, representing the diverse interests concerned directly or
indirectly in the promotion of the Nation’s foreign commerce. Since
its formation, the council has organized annually the National Foreign
Trade Convention, with an average attendance of 1,200 delegates from
all sections of the country.

The interest of the council in the sugar program is confined to its
effect on our international trade and rc%ationships. It is with this in
mind that I have asked for a hearing and would like to present certain
data with regard to the O'Mahoney sugar bill, S. 2041. Brondly
spesaking, it is so timed and so written &s to impair our Government’s
foreiﬁn-relations program and as to controvert the basic principles for
which the National Foreign Trade Council stands.

We of the couneil, and almost everyone else who has studied inter-
national relations from a national angle, have come to the conclusion
that arbitrary and unwarranted trade barriers constitute one of the
grincipal sources of war. In their joint declaration, which has now

ecome famous as the Atlantic Charter, our President and the Prime
Minister of Great Britain stressed this point. I particularly refer to
the fifth principle of that declaration, which reads:

Fifth. They desire to bring about the fullest collaboration between alt nations
in the economic field with the object of securing. for all, improved labor standards,
economic adjustment, and social security,

The question arises: Do we mean it or do we not? Are we merely
going to give this principle lip service, or are we preparcd to accept
1t as a guide in our national legislative program?

Gentlemen, will you pause a8 moment and consider what 1 say to
you in all sincerity? Tﬁo question before you may scem like a small
thread in our national economic fabric. This bill ierores the interest
of other countries in working out one of our ratiorel problems. Just
this attitude, repeated over and over again both here and abroad, is
precisely what has caused the sjtuation now being fought out on a
world-wide front. Unless stopped, it may well corsume civilization.

I pass over the matters of purely domestic interest in the bill,
although I feel confident that you will give them due consideration.
In the items of domestic consideration I include the disetimination
of this bill between variovs parts of our Nation on a basis cf whether
they are offshore or part of the mainland. 1 also am not stressing
the fact that this bill continucs for 3 more years the sugar-processing
tax amounting to some $75,000,000 a ycar, or that it requires the
United States Treasury to make an increase of 33 percent in benefit
payments out of that tax.

I am sure that you will give these matters your careful considera-
tion and that you have before you the rather complete data which
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have been published—such as the figures given by the T. N, E. C. in
its 1940 report of the cost of current sugar legislation both to the con-
sumer and to the taxpayer. I simply confine myself to the jolt this
bill gives to certain of our neighbors without compensatory benefit
to us as a nation,

This bill reduces the amount of quota going to foreign arcas by some
78,000 tons. Of this, the Phil}p‘)inps' decrease is somewhat academie,
as they have never filled their full-duty quota above the Independence
Act duty-free quota. However, the Cuban Tlxoia is reduced by at
least 50,756 tons. That reduction is made in the face of the fact that
at this very moment our dependence on Cuba for our sugar supplies is
so very obvious. At the very time when we are asking Cuba to give
us all the sugar she can possibly make, this bill warns Cuba that, as
soon as the emergency is over. we will cut her basic quota by 50,000
tons from its present figure. We are putting her on notice that she
can look for no future with us and that the good-neighbor policy and
the inter-Americas’ cooperation, so much discussed now, will end
with our emergency.

Senator VanpexBera. How much is that 50,000 tons compared
with their quota? How much will that leave them?

Mr. Pige. That depends on how much the quota established is.

Senator VANrensera. Well, how much would that be propor-
tionately to their basic quota?

Mr. Pixe. But that is uot the point; you are calling on them now
for all they can make, and you tell them that when you are through
with this emergency that basic quota will be cut by 50,000 tons from
its present figure. -

Senator VanpexBera. The point I am trying to make is this:
You sag that if we take 50,000 tons away from them they are going to
discuss the sincerity of the good-neighbor policy. Now, if that is true,
} corllfoss that makes me worried, because I think we are doing a lot
or them.

Mr. Pixe. What I am saying is that we are doing, what might be
called chiseling. The amount you propose to cut is small, but it is
a situation where after the war is over when we don't need all they
can give us, we are going to take some away from what they now
have. It is the principle of the thing and apparently the beet people
don't like that principle, because they are taking more.

Senator VANDENBERG. Go ahead. Your statement was that just
because they were going to lose some of this, assuming that they did
that meant we were treating them unfairly and it meant the end of
our good-neighbor relations.

The point is that assuming they do lose this, they will still have a
very large amiount. I want appreciation for what they get as well
as condemnation for what is taken away from them.

Mr. Pike. Yes, sir; but, Senator, the beets are at the maximum
they have ever had; and they are getting more with these countries
getting less. The principle of it is what I have been discussing. We
give beets their maximum and take a little more from Cuba after we
cut half from what she built up in the last emergency.

The bill reduces from 375,000 tons to 300,000 tons, or 20 percent,
the portion of the Cuban ?uota that can enter tho United States in
refined form. The effect of such further reduction is to whittle away
the most natural foundation for the diversification of Cuban industry,
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which we are committed to build up. Our Export-Import Bank, for
instance, is lending money to that island republie, as to other Central
and South American countrics, in order to strengthen their industrial
economy. Mr. Warren L. Picrson has stated that such building of
sound diversification abroad does not reduce but actually increases our
foreign trade. Our exports are greatest to those countries with the
greatest industrial development, In the interest of our farmers and
of our highly specialized and efficient labor, this industrialization is
desirable, not hurtful. Cane sugar refining in this country is a very
small employer of labor; therefore, the maximum potential effeet of
competition from Cuban refining is a specious labor issue.

The bill concocts a new definition of liquid sugar to include edible
molasses. By so doing it establishes a practical embargo on Barbados
molasses, thus cutting off a trade of considerable importance and
writing legislation in contravention of our trade agreement with Great
Britain. Such treatment of a Caribbean neighbor by a trick defini-
tion would be vigorously protested by us if we were the victims,
Interestingly enough, the National Geographic Society tells me that
Barbados is the only foreign territory cver visited by George
Washington.

The CHairMaN, Pardon me, I think it is agreed that that was not
the purpose or intent of this legislation and that the proponents
themselves intend to propose an amendment to make that clear.

Mr. Pike: Thank you, Senator George, this I wrote before the
statement of the Senator. [ think it indicates after all that this bill
does need more careful thought and consideration than has been
given to it up to the present time.

The O’Mahoney bill amends section 204 of the Sugar Act of 1937
with regard to the distribution of any unfilled Philippinc quota. The
latter bill gave such unfilled quota to foreign countries other than
Cuba—some 15 or 20 countrics benefiting—Dbut principally Peru and
Santo Domingo. 1941 is the first year when those countries benefited
materially by this clause of the sugar quota law, and this year they
have so far contributed to us about 181,000 tons which, as & matter
of fact, we badly need and on which full duty was paid. This action
cannot help but cause resentment in those countrics when the law as
enacted is changed the moment it seems to be working to their ad-
vantage. We urge that this discrimination be not put into effect
against the interests of our good neighbors,

Finally, wha? I ask you to consider is whether it is in the naticnal
interest to deal these blows which may look small and isolated but
which will severely twist the fabric of the increasing understanding
and cooperation among the American republics. There is a growing
belief to the south of us that we mean to live and let live; that we
desire for them prosperity, diversification, high standards of living,
and social security; that we are prepared to share with them even our
priority materials, so that we can all stick together now and advance
together in the future. Is not this broader statesmanship the con-
trolling factor in any legislation affecting any part of Latin America?

Thank you very much, Senator.

The CratrMaN, Thank you, Mr. Pike.

Is there any additional documents you wish to incorporate in the
record?

Mr. Pike. No, sir.
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The CHairyaN. Thank you very much.

Mr. Pagén, vou are the Resident Commissioner from Puerto Rico
in the United States; do you wish to make a statement?

Mr. PachN. Yes, sir.

STATEMENT OF BOLIVAR PAGAN, RESIDENT COMMISSIONER
FROM PUERTO RICO IN CONGRESS

Mr. PagAN. My name is Bolivar Pagdn. 1 am the Resident Com-
missioner from Puerto Rico in Congress. [ appear to oppose certain
of the prineiples established by this bill, particularly those which set
Pucrto Rico apart from otlier domestic areas and exelude it from
benefits accorded to the maintand sugar-producing States.

The people of Puerto Rico cannot understand why Congress
repeatedly insists on classing this Territory with foreign countries, to
be given the left-overs not needed by the States,  Just 43 yems ago,
in the course of another war, the United States of its own volition and
by force of arms took possession of our island. 1 do not mean to say
that the United States tlag was unwelcome, for that most decidedly
was not the ease. Nevertheless, the United States troops took pos-
session, and assumed and recognized complete responsibility for the
future welfare of our people.

In the invervening years, Puerto Rico has played a part in national
affairs of which it can be duly proud. 1In the last World War, the
Territory's people oversubseribed their Liberty Loan quotas. Thou-
sands of the island’s young men were sent to Panama to guard the
Canal, as units of the Regular Army, and others were sent overseas
and fought and fell in France.

When the present conflict arose, Puerto Rico was proud to be
selected as the site for huge defense bases, urgently needed for the
proteetion of the Western Hemispliere.  The people and their govern-
ment nave cooperaled wholeheartedly and patriotically toward the
success of the defense effort, making afl sacrifices that have been found
necessary, When the selective service program was announced,
Puerto Rico’s quota was 10,000 men, The response of the island’s
youth can be judged by the fact that more than 9,000 of those places
were filled with volunteers, making it neeessary to draft fewer than 100
men out of 10,000,

In overy cemergency, Puerto Rico has willingly ‘and enthusiastically
lived up to the obligations impcsed on it as a part of the United
States. Every request for the national gecd has been filled.  Having
met its obligations as a part of the United States, it is cnly natural that
Puerto Rico expeets to share at least some of the benefits and privileges
which accrue to the various parts of this country. It is hardly fair to
expect Pucerto Rico to make all of the sacrifices and then deay it the
right to share equally in the privileges.

The bill under discussion treats Puerto Rico, not as a part of the
United States, but as o forvign country. Unlike other parts of the
Nation, we are allowed to refine only a small part of our own sugar.
Unlike other parts of the United States, we are not included among
the arcas to which increased quotas are given.  Unlike cther parts of
the United States, we are not permitted to share deficits from foreign
cointries until the preferred parts of the Nation have been satisfied.
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This discriminatory treatment would not huit so much were it not
for the fact that Puerto Rico is far more dependent on sugar than any
other area serving this domestic market. Two-thirds of cur income
and employment and insular revenues are directly or indircctly de-

endent on the sugar industry, Every restriction ﬁlace(! on our sugar
industry hurts two or three or five times worse than similar restric-
tions would hurt other sugar-producing areas. As the island’s Resi-
dent Commissioner, I ask that the discrimination referred to be
removed before this bill is passed by the Senate. .

_The Cratrman. The same diserimination appeared in the '37 act,
did it not? . . o

N r. PaaAx. In this act it increases the discrimination.

Mr. Chairman, may I incorporate a letter from the President sent
recently to me about this sugar legislation?

The CHairMaN. You may make it part of the record.

(The letter referred to is as follows:)

Tae Wuaite Hovuse,
Washinglon, D. C., December 1, 1941,
Hon. BoLfvar PacAN,
Resident Commissioner of Puerto Rico.

My Dear MR. Pagfx: I wish to acknowledge your letter of November 5, and
the memorandum accompanying it, in both of which you gave your views on sugar
legislation. You have expressed the fear that certain bills about to be introduced
in the Congress would discriminate against Puerto Rico and other offshore sugar-
producing areas,

I recommend sugar-quota legislation in 1934, which took form in the Jones-
Costigan Act of 1934 and subsequent legislation, primarily because the sugar-
tariff rates of the 1920-30 decade, contrary to the expectations of their advocates,
had resulted in accumulation of surpluses of sugar, price depression, and general
demoralization of the sugar industry. Domestic sugar-beet and sugar-cane pro-
ducers then comjlained of poor returns, wage rates were low, and Cuba suffered
financial and economic chacs. To meet the economic and social problems
resuh';r;g from low incomes and large surplus supplics, a sugar program was recom-
men . '

The administration has not recommended sugar legislation at this session of
Congress, for today we are no longer con{ronted with the price-depressing sur-
pluses which in prior years were so burdensome and difficult to manage. On the
contrary, a balance between supply and demand has been created as the result
of stimulation of consumption of sugar growing out of & wider distribution of a
larger national income, some building of up stocks, and the diversion of large
quantities of sugarcane in Cuba to the production of high-test molasses for mak-
ing industrial alcohol. In fact it was found necessary in August to establish a
ceiling price on sugar to prevent excessive speculation. I am advised that it is
not expected that any available price-depressing surpluses will reappear, at least
as long as the war continues. As you know, the Department of Agriculture has
slready announced that it will not be necessary to limit the 1942 Puerto Rican
crop. .

It must also be recognized that a quota and allotment structure may, under

the conditions now current, conflict with the national welfare and defense require-

ments to the extent that such Frovisions have a limiting eflect upon the free flow

?vf t‘KOOdS and the efficient use of the land and water transportation facilities of the
ation,

The principa) purpose to be served by the continuation of the sugar-quota
system is to be found in the protection it will provide the industry after the ter-
mination of the war. For it is reasonable to suppose that when usage of sugar-
cane for industrial alcohol returns to normal levels, the large stocks of sugar in
certain distant areas again move frezly, and holders of accumulated stocks in the
United States begin to recirce their inventories to the level of prior years, the
price of sugar in the domestic market may again beco re disastrously low within
a quota system. Consequently, if the various parts of the domestic sugar indus-
try can agree on sugar legislation which does not confliet with the public interest,
conforr 8 to defense requircments, and i3 noncontroversizl in character, it inay be
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advisable to continue the sugar-quota system and its necessary com lementary
features to serve as a protection to the industry in the post-war period. even if it
be found necessary to suspend the quota provisions of the act during the emergency.

Please be assured that I am glad to have your views on sugar legislation. As
you kunow, this administration has repeatedly stated its objections to any pro-
visions in su&ar legislation which discriminate against Puerto Rico and the
Territory of Hawaii. I am advised that you have already brought your views
to the attention of the various Federal departments which are primarily concerned
with sugar legislation.

ery sincerely yours,
FrRaxguN D, RooseveLr,

The Cuamsan. Mr. King, the Delegate from Hawaii?

Mr. Kina. I apologize for not being here at 2 o’clock. I under-
stood it was 2:30. . . .

The Cuaryan. It is all right; we had other witnesses liere.

STATEMENT OF SAMUEL W. KING, DELEGATE TO CONGRESS
FROM HAWAI

Mr. Kinc. Mr. Clairman, of course, the war Las affected the
whole situation of our national economy, but not to the extent that
the quotas from Hawaii or Puerto Rico or even perhaps from Cuba
could justly be reduced because of that. 1 canuot eoaceive of our
accepting any situaticn that would impair the transportation between
the west coast of the North American Continent and the Territory
of Hawaii. If we are to assume tl at no such transportation is going
to be available, then we are accepting a defeatist attitude.

Our economy in Hawaii depends on sugar and the sugar industry
to a very great extent, We Lavo been shipping sugar to the United
States since 1875, Leforc we became a part of the United States,
first under_the treaty of reciprocity between the United States and
the then Kingdom of Hawali. After we had been annexed to the
United States, and incorjorated as a territory, of course, we centinued
to ship our sugar irto the American market. For tke-peast many
years, at least 40 years, our proporticnate share of the American
market has been approximately 15 percent. It has not yaried
greatly {from that slare of the total amount of sugar consumed by
the American public. That represents approximately 25 percent of
the domestic_prcduction of sugar. Under the former system of
protective tarift ard free competition between sugar-produeing vnits,
we bad this positicn in the suzar market.

Now, the wholo background of this sugar-quota system was based,
as Senator Pepper said, and others way have called to the attention
of the committee, on this past production. Wlen the Jones-Costigan
Act was considered t'y the Congress, it wes accepted as a basic prin-
ciple of the prorosed quota system that the average production of
each unit would be fixed as its quata. In other words, an historic
basis was adopted as the vital principle of the queta system.  Never-
theless, the Jones-Costigan Act, in disregard of the President’s recom-
mendation, did not comply with that prirciple; it fixed the quotas
for the mainland producers, both the beet suger producer ard the
mainland eane producer at a figure higher than their average for the
base years 1031-33. On the other hand, Haweii was redveed from
this average to the extent of approximately 70,000 tons. If yon will
refer to table 4, Mr. Chairman, of the set of tables I have delivered
to the clerk of the committee with the request that he supply them to
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the members, you will note that the average for the beet industry
for the years 1931-33 was 1,481,950 tons. The Jones-Costigan Act
gavo. that industry s quota of 1,556,166 tons, an increase of seventy-
our thousand-odd tons more than the historic basis justified. The
mainland sugarcane industry was similarly favored. However,
Hawaii, with an average of 1,046,318 tons, was cut down to 948,264
tons. This latter figure included, in addition to our marketing quota,
the amount allocated for local consumption. This represented a
reduction of 69,554 tons. The Sugar Act of 1937 similarly further
reduced our quota below our previous historic aversge production.

1 was not in Congress at the time, but this legislation was deeply
resented in Hawaii. It is only recently that legislation has begun to
make a distinction as between Americans because of geography. The
terms ‘“‘continental” and ‘“noncontinental” are coming into use.
There is an invidious comparison being drawn between those Ameri-
cans who happen not to live on the mainland as distinguished from
those who do.  We are called insular possessions or offshore arcas and
find ourselves considered to be somewhat less than American because
of geography than our fellow citizens who are producing sugar in any
one of the several States. We were placed in the same class with the
. Philippines, a country then in preparation for its separation from the

Unito(s) States, and Cuba, a foreign country, and other foreign coun-
tries, and if I may be pardoned for mentioning it, it was partly on
that issue that I was elected to Congress, to oppose and fight against
this, as we call it, diserimination. %rdo not like this term “discrimi-
nation’’; we have used it so often it is stale, but it is a fact we were
discriminated against in favor of the beet industry of the continental
United States.  Then when the Sugar Act of 1937 was again proposed,
my hardest job in the House was to convince the members of the
committee, and later the House itself, that we were entitled to better
treatment and should not be awarded arbitrarily under this quota
system a quota less than our historic average, and, as a result, we
were permitted to retain the share in the market to which we had a
historic right, which amounted to 25.25 percent of the total domestic
sugar quota or allotment. We have operated under that law since
then, for the last 4 years. That represented a substantial loss to
Hawaii's historical position, and the present bill, H. R. 5988, increases
that reduction, so that we will be denied the opportunity of selling
approximately 71,426 tons in the domestic market.

Senator VanxpeNsERe. You have the same quota under this bill you
now have?

Mr. Kixa. A difference of 210 tons. Now, the argument is made
pertaining to that, Senator, that because the proposed bill does not
take everything away from us in effect—you can’t argue over 210
tons in a quota of a million tons—we should be satisfied, but it does
more than that; it takes away from us the share of the increase which
as a domestic producer we would be entitled to, amounting to about
20,000 tons. No other sugar-producing unit is so penalized. In
order to make the quota system work, and to allocate quota shares
to each producing unit, we have acquiesced in the percentages pre-
seribed in the Sugar Act of 1937; but I do wish to oppose as inequita-
ble any further reduction in our quota.

It is now proposed, as you will see from table 1, of the tables I have
submitted to the committee, that the total domestic quota shall be
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increased 79,159 tons, taking twenty-seven-thousand-odd tons from
the Philippine Islands and taking fifty-thousand-odd tons from Cuba.
The entire increase is to be allocated to the beet-sugar industry and
the mainland cane producers; that is, sixty-two-thousand-odd to the
former and sixteen thousand plus to the latter. It is argued that we
should aceept this bill because our quota is not reduced except by 210
tons, a nominal amount; but the proponents of the bill do not point
out that if the percentages now incorporated in existing law were
retained our proportionate share of the proposed increase would
amount to 19,898 tons.

Now, may I call your attention to table 5 which shows that the
rro osed 79,000 tons increase would be divided between the main-
and producers and Hawaii and Puerto Rico in & very different
manner from the provisions of H. R. 5988; the beet industry would get
an increase of 32,000 tons; the mainland cane eight thousand nine
hundred-odd tons; Hawaii would receive 19,898 tons increase, and
Puerto Rico 16,927 tons.

It is obvious that these are substantially the amounts of sugar
which should be allocated to Puerto Rico and Hawaii unless the prin-
ciples of the Sugar Act of 1937 and the historical basis on which the
quota system rests are to be repudiated. In other words, it is not
much justification for this legislation to say that they are not cutting
our quota when the bill denies us our proportionate share in the quota
by just slightly changing the basic quotas that now exist in the present
law. They have cut the proportionate share of Hawaii from 25.25
percent to 24.72 percent. Now, that is getting into the ten-thou-
sandths in decimals but it amounts to nearly 20,000 tons of sugar a
year. The historical basis, which is the whole justification for the

uota system, is entirely disregarded and an arbitary system is set up
that would benefit our continental producers, beet and cane, to the
detriment of Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and Cuba. A further change in
existing law is the disposition of the deficit in the Philippine quota.

If you will refer to table 2 you will note it is proposed to reserve to
the mainland producers the 50,000 tons of the Philippine quota which
the Philippine Islands are permitted to ship into the United States in
refined form. Then, the first deficit of 100,000 tons, being in effect
the difference between the duty free quota and the full quota, accord-
ing to the Sugar Act of 1937, is reserved to foreign countries other
than Cuba. Then, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and
Cuba share in the remaining deficit.

It has been argued we should accept this provision because it may
bring us very su%stantial material benefits if the Philippine deficit is
large. Regardless of any such material benefit I oppose this provision
very strongly because it nullifies the principle of the Sugar Act of 1937,
and places Hawaii and Puerto Rico in the category of a foreign coun-
try, to share certain deficits along with Cuba. One of my strongest
fights in 1937 was to have the classification of Hawaii established as an
American community and a part of the domestic-sugar-producing
industry. The Jones-Costigan Act had put us in a category with the
Philippine Islands and Cuba. The Sugar Act of 1937 corrected
this situation and included us as a unit of the domestic production unit,
This bill proposes to reverse that action and put us back in a semi-
foreign category. There is absolutely no justification for this action.
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Our total maximum production, Mr. Chairman, is probably limited
to approximately 1,250,000 tons of sugar per year. I don't know
what the maximum Production of the beet-sugar industry would be
nor that of the mainland cane-sugar industry, but certainly it would
appear to be fair to allow us to retain our proportionate share of the
domestic sugar production until we had reached our maximum pro-
duction. After that we might be retained at that figure while other
producing units continued to expand. I submit there can be no argu-
ment that would justify allowing domestic producing units to cxpand
now at our expense or while freezing our production to a quantity less
than our historical average and less than our capacity to produce.

Mr. Chairman, no hearings were held on this bill in the House, and
I should like to correct the statement made by Senator Vandenberg
this morning that any reports were considered by the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture. Mr. Kleberg read a portion of a letter from
the Secretary of State in opposition to the bill which, however, was
not addressed to the chairman of the committee and was not formally
before the committee.

The bill was considered in committee but no report had been re-

uested from the departments concerned, and no witnesses other than
the members of the committee were heard. I will state that I opposed
the bill in committee, and offered two amendments, one that would
restore to the pending bill the existing percentages which was defeated
by a tic vote, and the other intended to reetify the preferential manner
in which the Philippine deficit is to be allocated, lost by a larger
majority. The Rules Committee granted a liberal rule on the bill
after it was reported out of the House Committee on Agriculture, but
instead of bringing it up under the rule, when those who opposed this
measure might have had an opportunity to be heard and offer amend-
ments which could be discussed and an opportunity afforded for argu-
ment to be presented to the membership of the House in their favor, the
bill was brought up under a suspension of the rules. This preeluded
consideration of any amendment and drastically restricted debate.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that no necessity for such haste exists and
that a more orderly consideration of legislation of this importance
would have been better. -

Now, whatever may come in this present national emergency,
Hawaii will continue to remain an incorporated Territory of the
United States. Its people depend on agriculture almost exclusively.
Sugar accounts for possibly 60 percent or more of the revenucs of the
Territory ; pincapples may be 30 to 35 percent; all the rest put together
about 5 percent; so that sugar is representative of more than half,
three-fifths, of the Territory’s revenues.

I am not in the sugar industry; I haven’t a single cent in it, but I
realize, &s every citizen docs, that whatever hurts sugar hurts Hawaii;
and we are going to continue to produce sugar, of necessity; and if
we are frozen out and year after year our quotas are reduced, our
entire economy is threatened.  Possibly 100,000 people are dependent
on the sugur industry for their livelihood; possibly another 50,000 in
an indircct way. Pincapples take the remainder of those gainfully
emploYed. The Department of Agriculture has complete control
over the operations of the sugar industry under existing law. Many
people carn their living in the sugar industry, not scasonally but
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ermanently. We Irequently have been criticized because of the
arge compliance payments made to our sugar producers. I am sorry
that Senator Byrd is not present, because ﬁc has raised that point on
several occasions.

There is no justice in such criticism as to those payments as the reve-
nucs used in making such compliance payments are derived in the first
instance, as Scnator O'Malioney pointed out very clearly, from the
sugar industry itself, and the excise taxes levied on the industry are
not paid by the consumer because the total production of sugar is
geared to our needs and the price paid by the consumer is dependent
on that balance between supply and demand rather than the arbitrary
levying of an cxcise tax and the paying of additional compliance pay-
ments. As an illustration, I should ﬁko to mention one plantation

roducer which markets approximately 80,000 tons of sugar a year.

he Government collects $800,000 from the sugar produced by this
plantation. The plantation gets back, on a severely scaled down
payment, something in excess of $500,000, leaving about a quarter of a
million dollars net revenue to the Government from which payments
are made to beet producers who, incidentally, receive a larger pay-
ment, in the aggregate, than the amount of the taxes collected on the
sugar they produce. It should be noted also that such a plantation
will earry n pay roll of from 3,000 to 3,500 persons who, together with
their familics, would constitute a substantial number of people form-
ing a community entircly dependent on that plantation pay roll for
their livelihood,” If the total number of these people were divided
into the amount of the conditional compliance payments, the pro rata
per working member would be a very modest sum.

These payments are made to the sugar producers in order to help
them maintain the high standards required by the Sugar Act not cnly
as regards pay but conditions of labor generally, and if tliese pay-
ments were further reduced or eliminated the plantations could not
survive and maintain their present position as efficient producers.

It has been said that this legislation should be adopted quickly
because the Sugar Act of 1937, the cxisting law, expires on December
31, 1941.

:\llhough that is true the marketing quotas and the conditional
payments continue until June 30, 1942. Practically there is no nced
for haste in considering e uitable sugar legislation. Even if the
present law expires without being replaced immediately, there will be
ample time early next session to consider a much better bill than the
one now before the committee. In fact, with the limitations on
acreage and marketing quotas entirely removed, there is no necessity
for sugar legislation in the immediate future. The argument was
put forth by Senator O’Mahoney that the sugar industry nceds a
cushion to save it from the chaos likely to occur when the present
situation terminates and the sugar industry is again placed on & quota
system, which will represent severe restrictions on its total productive
capacity. This bill provides such a cushion for the continental pro-
ducers but reduces the protection of the cushion insofar as Hawaii and
Puerto Rico are concerned.

We nced in Hawaii the same protection that mainland producers
need. We are no more able to compete with sugar produced in Cuba
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or Java or the Philippines than are the producers on the mainland.
It cannot be argued that this bill should provide such a cushion in an
increased quota for mainland producers to the detriment of Hawaii
and reduce the quotas of those two producers in order to make this
cushion serve only two of the domestic producing units out of five
sugar producing units under the American flag. For that reason, I
hope, Mr. Chairman, this committec will not report out this bill and
that tho legislation will be taken up with an opportunity for those
most deeply concerned to be heard.  If the bill is reported out, I wish
to propose two amendments that would remove part of my objection
to it. One would be on page 2 of the bill, to restore the percentages
now in the Sugar Act of 1937; to strike out the table following the word
“basis” on line 3 of page 2, and reinsert the percentages incorporated
in the Sugar Act of 1937. My second amendment would apply to
the distribution of the Philippine deficit on page 3 in line 21, striking
out all the language following on that page and on page 4 down to
line 20, inclusive, and reinserting the provisions of the Coffee bill.
This measure would ellocate the Philippine deficit by first reserving
100,000 tons to foreign countries other than Cuba, being in effect the
difference between the duty-free quota and he total quota in the
Sugar Act of 1937. This provision should meet the objections of the
State Department and preserve to such foreign countries the same
amount they have heretofore received. This measure is_practically
the same as the ono introduced in tho Senate by Senator O’Mahoney,
I believe. Any deficit beyond the 100,000 tons reserved to foreign
countries, other than Cuba—in other words, any deficit in duty-free
quota would be shared proportionately between all domestic sugar
producers in accordance with the Fercmlages established in the
existing law. I would like to read the language of that bill; it was
reported out of the House committee and is pending on the House
calendar.
(Delegate King’s proposed amendments are as follows:)

Paorosep AMENDMENT TO H. R. 5988

On page 3 strike out all language commenciog with line 21 down to and includ-
ing line 20 on page 4, and insért in lieu thereof the following:

‘(1) revise the quota for domestic areas by prorating among such areas, on
the basis of the prorations of the quota then in effect for such areas, an amount
of sugar equal to so much of the deficit so determined as constitutes a deficit in
the duty-free quots, and (2) revise the quota for foreign countries other than
Cuba by prorating to such foreign countries, on the basis of the prorations of
the quota then in effect for such countries, an amount of sugar equal to the
remainder of the deficit so determined.”

On page 2 line 2, strike out table and after “basis” insert:

“Ares . Petcent
“Domestic beet SUBAF . - . ... iiiiiiiiceeaiaane 41,72
Mainland cane BUZAT. . . . iciiciiiciicceanceannaean 11. 31
Hawail. ..o oo it eicimmeemecieemneecnaaa 25. 25
Puerto RiCO. . .ooeoei e icecciii e e acccccteaeeeaannan 21.48

Virgin Islands . . ... oo iiceeeeeaeaeaeaaaea . 24

Mr. Chairman, S. 2041-H. R. 5988 is not good legislation and I hope
this committee will not report it out.

The CuatrMan, Thank you very much.

Mr. Kina. May I have permission to incorporate in the record the
tables which I submitted as part of my statement?

The CHAIrRMAN. They will be incorporated, copied in the record.
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(The tables submitted by Mr. King are as follows:)
‘TasLE 1,—Comparison of §upar Acl of 1987 with H. R. 5988 and S. 2401—Quolas

Baslc quotas
\ Sugar Act of 1937 1. R. 5388 and 8. 2401
Area
In- De-
Per- | Per- Per- | Per- creass | crease
ceatoffcentof| Tons |centofjcentof]! Tons
total | group otal | group
Domestle beet sugar. . 41.72 | 1,519,898 42,49 | 1,611,088 {62,038 §. ...
Mainland cace 3 3 437,016 [ 16,879 |........
H 210
145
9,108 10 .......
Total domestie.......... £5.59 ) 100.00 {13,715,000 | 34.77 | 100.00 {*3,793,802 § 79,187 355
0 11,029,782
1,911,476 |..
2,412
2,967,670 | 43.23 | 100.00 | 2,888,868 |........ 78,802
Grandtotal.............] 10000 |........ 6,682,670 9,181 | 9,187
1 Minimum quots for domestic areas.
1]n po event fess than the duty free quotas (approximately 982,663 tons),
Portion of total quota which may be direct consumption sugar:
Tons raw value equivalent ‘Toas raw value equivaleat
Sugar Actof} H.R. 35688 Sugar Actof{ H, R, 583
1837 and 8, 40t )7 I and 8. 2401

Al Al |} Viegin Islsnds . Nooe Noos
All All |; Philippice Islands. 80, 214 80, 214
29,816 29,616 |} Cuba..._...... 375,000 300, 000
126,033 128,033 |; Otberforeign......... All Al
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TasLE II.—Comparison of Sugar Act of 1937 with H. R. 6988 end S-2401
REDISTRIBUTION OF DEFICITS IN AREA QUOTAB

Dec. 204 (a).

Sugar Act of 1937

foreign.

H. R. 6988 and S-2401

DEFICIENCY IN ANY DOMESTIC AREA OR CUBA

Prorated to other domestic areas and
Cuba, and any portion such areas can- Cuba, and any portion such areas can-
not supgly is to be prorated to “‘Other not .sup}')ly is to be prorated to “Other

Prorated to other domestic areas and

foreign.

DEFICIENCY IN PHILIPPINE ISLANDS
Prorated to ‘“‘Other foreign.”

Prorated as follows:

(1) To beet area and mainiand cane
area an amount equivalent to the de-
ficiency in duty-free refined sugar as
per Phi(l,i&pine Islands Indepeundence
Act (50 fong tons refined).

(2) To *‘Other foreign'’ rot in excess
of 100,000 tons of the remainder of such
deficit after effect of (1) hereof.

(3) To Hawalii, Puerto Rico, Virgin
Islands, and Cuba, gmrata, the re-
mainder, if any, of such deficit in excess
of 100,000 tons, after effect of (1)
hereof;

Provided: Except for (1) hereof, no
such proration of deficiency may be
filled by direct-consumption sugar.

DEFICIENCY IN ‘‘OTHER FOREIGN” FOR CALENDAR YEAR
To remaining ““QOther foreign.”

Prorated as follows:

(1) To ““Other foreign"” to extent of
ability to fill.

(2) Remainder, if any, after (1)
lé%r;:f, prorata to domestic areas and

TasLe III.—Comparison of Sugar Act of 1987 with H. R. 5988 and S. 2401—
Conditicnal Compliance Payments

Sugar Act of 1937 H. R. 5988 and 8. 2401
Psywent Psyment
Rate per |—-- Rate per
red- hundred
Toos welght |  TBIS | qotat o Tons weight | ThiS | 1otal 1o
In ceats mﬁ this in cents m:_f this
ment | tomnage ment | tonnage
0 to 500 60.0 80.0 $5, 600 $5,600
50010 1,500 .. 55.0 5.0 5,250 10, 850
1,500 to . 52.5 0.0 4,200 15,050
6,000 10 12,000, 5.0 0.0 6,000 21,050
12 0 30,000 47.5 55.0 18, 500 37,550
Above 30,000, ... 30.0 3, 5235 31, 50 69,050
Example, 50,000 ... 3.0 X $0.0 [ 60,000 | 129,050
0,1 17.5 { 171,000 0,050
Above30,000 -1l Aot
Esample, 50,000_._. 30.0! 120,000 420,050
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Amounts of payments at various tonnages produced:

H. R. 588 : H. R. 5068
Tons 1937 act and 8. 2401 Toas 1937 act and 8, 2001
... $4,200 $64, 250 $69,050
700 8, 200 124.250 129,050
1,000. 11, 500 295, 250 300, 050
1,500. 17,000 415,250 420,050
3,000... 32,7%0

TasLe 1V.—Comparison of domestic sugar produclion in years 1931-38 with domeslic
quotas under sugar acts

Final quots B and
nal q : y
Average ‘3‘;‘&' com;gred Initial Basie Basie S, 2401 compared
oe- | §U%8 | with average with sverage
1 year, for year oota uota
Area tion 1834, production 1937 ogar . R. ‘:%‘ff”
1251y | Jooes: Jones- | Act and) YIS
Costigan Costigan | of1937 | S.2401 i
Act | 1o | De- t In- | De-
crease | crease crease | creass
Has)........ 1,613, 576 |1, 549,898 (1,611,988
26,80} ..._... 270,664 | 420,167 | 437,048
635 | 938,037 | 937,827
508 } 797,982 | 797,837
462 8,916 , 108
895

3,715,000 {3, 793, 802

1 After Jocal
? After Jocal
 After Socal
§ After Jocal

on, 28,500 tons, raw valoe.
66,126 tons, raw vaiuve,
1, 37.063 tons, raw value.
o, 84,315 tons, raw value.

Complled from ¢ficisl sources (all {n short tons raw value).

TasLe V.—Comparison of Sugar Act of 1937 with H. R. 6988, if amended to do;nesh'c
percentages of quola in 1937 Act

Basic quotas
H. R. 5058 and §.
Su Act of 1937 fm . ‘mw
ar Act of o rocntages
Arca ¢ divislon as in
1937 Act Increase | Decrease
Percent Percent )

oftotal | To0S | orgorst [ TOBS
Beet sugar £1.72 11, 349,898 41.72 11,582, 714
Mainland cane. 1131 420,167 11.31 | 429,009
Hawail__.... 2525 [ 938,037 2525 987,935
Puerto Rico. .. 21.48 | 797,982 21.48 1 K14,000
Virgip Islands. .. .24 8916 .24 9,105
Total dormestic...................... 100.00 13,715,000 |  100.00 |3, 783,802
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The CaAirMAN. Mr. Dickey.

STATEMENT OF J. A. DICKEY, REPRESENTING ASSOCIATION OF
SUGAR PRODUCERS OF PUERTO RICO

Mr. Dickey. Mr. Chairman, there are four provisions of this bill,
S. 2041, H. R. 5988, which we think are unnecessary and are unfair
to us, Before taking up those specific provisions I do feel it is neces-
sary il;xst to give a little bit of background of our situation in Puerto
Rico because, in general, the Members of Congress and the members
of this committee have little opportunity to acquaint themselves with
conditions existing there.

Quite different from other sugar-producing areas, Puerto Rico’s
existence depends almost entirely upon sugar. There isno alternative.
When the price of other products is higher than sugar, Puerto Rico
must produce sugar. The island’s soil and climate do not permit of
any other commercial type of agriculture that would provide more
than a fraction of the income per acre of land provided by sugar.
There is not even a county in the sugar-beet areas where sugar forms
as large a proportion of the acreage of harvested crops as sugar docs
for the entire Island of Puerto Rico.

Sugar provides two-thirds of the income of the island from products
sold. Sugar pays approximately 40 percent of all taxes paid into
insular trade. Sugar provides the bulk of employment of the island’s
wage earners, and nourishes all the arteries of every commercial and
industrial organism of Puerto Rico.

While the island is more dependent upon sugar for a livelihood than
any other area supplying the mainland, yet the sugar sold in the main-
land market represents only 10 to 12 percent of the mainland’s con-
sumption requirements. 'this 10 to 12 percent of the mainland sugar
market is more important and more necessary to the existence of
Pucrto Rico than is any other area’s portion of the mainland sugar
market to that particular area.

It is for these reasons that legislation affecting sugar is extremely
im%ortant to Puerto Rico.

he quota system has penalized Puerto Rico. hen the quota
system was first inaugurated through the Jones-Costigan Act, Con-
gress, in the preparation of that act, spent several months in hearings
and went carefully into all the questions as to any particular area’s
share in the domestic market. At that time, Puerto Rico was given
a share in the domestic market based on the island’s previous record
of marketings. It was extremely unfortunate that the 3 years chosen
a3 a base included 2 years in which the island’s crop of sugarcane was
seriously damaged by reason of drought and hurricanes. That it was
unfortunate is shown by the fact that in the year following the base
period the island harvested 30 percent more sugar than its quota
under the Jones-Costigan Act.

In other words, the base period chosen consisted of 2 bad years
together so it is not a fair index of Puerto Rico’s ability to produce and
is not representative for any purpose. Thus, while Puerto Rico’s
3uota under the original Jones-Costigan Act was below the island’s

emonstrated ability to produce, and far below the amount necessary
to even maintain, to say nothing of improving the economie and social
conditions of the island, the island accepted this quota in the belief
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that out of the experience gained from the operation of the act this
condition would be corrected in the future.

Puerto Rico’s record justifies an increased quota: Now, let us
examine the record under the sugar-control program to date. The
record shows that Puerto Rico is the only domestic area that pro-
duced its quota in every year under the sugar-control program. The
island’s record of production and marketing justifies the island's
claim that its original quota was too low, and furthermore justifies an
increase, if any increase is to be granted to any area.

When we further examine the record, we find that the 1937 Sugar
Act not only failed to correct the injustice of the Jones-Costigan
Act, but further reduced the island’s quota by approximately 30,000
tons. Moreover, S. 2041, which is now before the committee, and is
a duﬁlicate of H. R. 5988, passed by the House without hearinfs of
any kind, not only does not propose to remedy the injustices of the
Jones-Costigan Act and the Sugar Act of 1937, by increasing the
island’s quota, but proposes to again reduce Puerto Rico’s quota.
The amount of the reduction is small, it is true, but how can anyone
in the face of the record defend the failure to eliminate inequelities
established in the original Sugar Act and perpetuated in the 1937
act, which reduces the island’s quota below the amount necessary to
enable the island to be self-sufficient, and below the island’s demon-
strated ability to produce.

The reasons for giving the island an increase of quota are self-
evident, while there appears to be absolutely no reason for further
reducing the island’s quota. Careful consideration of the facts
indicates that the only reason for again reducing Puerto Rico’s quota
is simply to demonstrate that the island does not have any vote in
the Congress. This would agpear to be an extremely un-Ameiican
way of solving any problem. It is merely the strong taking agdvantage
of the weak politically.

Puerto Rico penalized without justification: Such a procedure has
no economic justification. The 130,000,000 sugar consumers will not
be benefited, and the taxpayer will not be benefited. 1n cffeet, there
is no cconomic justification for not increasing the quota of Puerto

ico. .

The fact that the bill is not based upon any fair and reasonable con-
sideration of the situation is also scen in the fact that it proposes to
consider Puerto Rico and Hawaii along with foreign areas in the mat-
ter of distribution of any Philippine deficit. Certainly there is no
advantage to the consumer, taxpayer, or any other phase of our
national life by taking Puerto Rico and Hawaii out of the domestic
group and including them in the foreign group in the reallocation of
any Philippine deficit. .

In the first place, it is obvious.to anyone ot all familiar with the
sugar situation that the Philippine deficit is of no importance to any
arca so long as the war lasts. ‘I:)\'ery area in the Western Hemisphere
will be urged to produce all the sugar that it can produce so long as the
war lasts. Then we might ask o'irselves, what could possibly be the
justification for including Puerto Rico and Hawaii in with foreign
areas in this connection. The answer is: There is none.

That there is no justification is further indicated by the fact that
it is apparent to anyone that if there had been any advantage in the
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reallocation of any Philippine deficit that advantage would never have
accrued to Puerto Rico and Hawaii, as evidenced by the fact that it
is proposed to reduce the basic quota of these two arcas. Thus, it is
obvious that while all areas will have a chance to produce about all
the sugar they can produce for the next tyems—ccrtainly so long as
the war continues, to take this means of writing into the law that
which, on the face of it, only results in discrimination, is not justified
by any type of reasoning we can think of at this time, and it is for
that reason, for those two things in the bill, that we have asked for
relief. Tho least that can be done would he to give us buck the per-
centage share we had in the 1937 act, and restore to us the position
we had in the reallocation of any Philippine deficit. This would not
injure anyone and would show a high degree of faimess, an effort to
deal with all areas regardless of their position geographically in a fair
and American way which the present condition of the world indicates
is the least that can be done. )

Mr. Chairman, there are two other points 1 would like to cover.
May I submit this for the record and have it copied in?

The CrairMaN. It will be inserted in the record.

{The extension of Mr. Dickey’s remarks is as follows:)

Mr. Dickey. Continues injustice in the matter of refined sugar
quota: S, 2041 continues the discrimination against Pucrto Rico and
Hawaii in the matter of refined sugar. There is no more justification
today for denying American citizens in Puerto Rico and Hawaii the
riﬂht to market their sugar in any form that they sce fit than there was
when the 1937 Sugar Act was written. Certainly the main-mainland
consumer, the taxpayer, nor any other group would be penalized in
any way By according Puerto Rico and Hawaii fair treatment in this
respect.

n addition to these discriminations against Pucrto Rico, the 1937
Sugar Act established a scale-down of refund payments which falls
heaviest upon Puerto Rico and Hawaii. The scale-down is based on
the size of the producer. The payment for large producers is about
half the amount of the tax. In view of the fact that a large portion
of the sugarcane in Puerto Rico can only be produced under large-scale
operations, this is a penalty against large operations. It is no more
possible to grow sugarcane in certain areas of Puerto Rico on small
scale farming operations than it is to maintain a successful sheep
ranch in Wyoming on 10 acres of land,

Under the operation of the Sugar Act in which the quota has over
most of the period been sufficiently large to result in passing the tax
back to the producer of sugar, the tax on the sugar of large producers
is more than the refund payment. In tho arcas in Puerto Rico in
which sugar is produced on large farms, cither expensive drainage or
irrigation facilities is essential. These facilities cannot bo maintained
efficiently under small-scale operations. The lands which have been
drained or irrigated are lands that would not be cvltivated at all
except in large scale units. Thus, a scale-down in benefit payment
discourages_an cfficient utilization of lands requring irrigation or
drainage. In view of the fact that much of the land in Puerto Rico
must be irrigated or drained, the scale-down of payments puts a
penalty on efficient use of the island’s only resources; namely, its
agricultural lands. Moreover, under normal market conditions this
would give arcas where large-scale operations are practiced, such as



AMEND THE SUGAR ACT OF 1937, AS AMENDED 63

Cuba, an unfair competitive advantage, and might easily upset the
entire economy of the island.

Puerlo Rico is an organized territory, an indivisible part of the
United States, subject equally with the 48 States to all Federal selective
service acts, immigration laws, tariff measures, and labor legislation.
The National Labor Relations Act, the Social Security Act, and the
wages and hours bill, S. 2475, all apply cqually to Puerto Rico and
the several States.  Puerto Rico aceepts its share of the burdens and
responsibilitics of the Nation just as docs any other onc of the many
units that make up the Nation. Nevertheless, when it comes to sugar
legislation it is forced to accept treatment that only some imperialistic
form of government would enforce upon its subjects,

S. 2041 in no way proposes to rectify any of the disadvantages
and discriminations against Puerto Rico and Hawaii, which now
exist and for which there is no justification, economic or otherwise.

It is urgently requested that the table on page 2, beginning on line
2 of S. 2041, be so amended os to give Puerto Rico the same percent-
age share, namely, 21.48, as provided in the 1937 act. Furthermore,
it is requested that on page 3, beginning with line 21, all on that
page be stricken out and all on page 4 through line 19 be stricken
out, and the following substituted:

(1) Revise the quota for domestic areas hy prorating among such arecas, on
the basis of the prorations of the quota then in effeet for such arcas, an amount
of sugar equal to so much of the deficit so determined as constitutes a deficit in
the duty-free quota: and

(2) Revise the quota for forcign countrics other than Cuba by prorating to
such foreign countries, on the basis of the prorations of the quota then in effect
for such countrics, an amount of sugar equal to the remainder of the deficit so
deteninined.

Likewise, it is proposed that the table on page 6 Le changed so as
to eliminate the last three categories beginning with 6,000 tons, and
the following substituted to read “more than 6,000 tons, $0.275.”

Senator Davis. Did T understand you to say there were no hear-
ings held on this bill in the House?

Mr. Dickey. None. The Delegate from Hawaii just said— beforo
vou cante in Scnator—-there were no hearings held or reports asked

rom any of the departments.

The CuairmaN. Mr. Greene, Hawaiian Sugar Planters’ Association.

STATEMENT OF ERNEST W. GREENE, REPRESENTING HAWAITAN
SUGAR PLANTERS' ASSOCIATION

Mr. GREENE. My name is Ernest Greene. I appear on behalf of
the sugar producers in the Torritory of Hawaii.

Hawaii is an incorporated Territory of the United States. Its
sugar production is a part of domestic sugar production and is entitled
to equal treatment with any one of the sugar-producing States.

Mr. Chairman, it is desirable that the quota system should continue.
It has been ai)tly characterized as a cushion in event of disorderly
conditions in the sugar market, sugar production, and in the distribu-
tion of sugnr in this country if after the present emergency such condi-
tions might tend toarise. It is desirable to have a quota system on the
statute books to provide such cushion. Our objection is that H. R.
5988 has two sharp pins in that part of the cushion provided for the
Territory of Hawalii.
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The CrairMAN, And Puerto Rico?

Mr. GReeNE. And Puerto Rico. And its sharp pins are that not-
withstanding the fact that during this emergency the terms of the
existing act are sufficiently flexible to provide for the transfer of
deficits so that if the demand for sugar exists as it does today and as
it probably will during the remainder of this emergency, cvery pro-
ducer able to do so can grow and market as much sugar as he can
groduce. The pins are when we sit on our part of the cushion and

nd—No. 1—that which would be established by the enactment of
5988, that certain other domestic areas are to have increases in their
quotas while we are held rigidly at what in its basic form represents
a very considerable restriction upon our capacity; and pin &o. 2 is
that we would find ourselves with respect to the distribution of de-
ficiencies facing a precedent in H. R. 5988 whereby we had been
removed from the equal status with respect to quotas where Hawaii
is now, in the 1937 act, and relegated to a second and third category
as compared with the sugar-beet area and sugar-canc area of the
mainland in a distribution of the dcﬁcien.;?'.

The Sugar Act of 1937 provided a schedule of percentage distribu-
tion, among the several domestic areas, of that part of the total sugar
consumption of the United States allocated to domestic areas. The
percentages in that act were determined after lengthy hearings and a
careful study of the entire sugar situation. Section 202 of the Sugar
Act of 1937 allocated to Hawaii 25.25 percent of the total quota
allocated to all domestic areas.

We protest the percen’age division among domestic arcas which is
incorporated in section 202, as amended by H. R. 5988, and which
reduces the share of Hawaii to 24.72 percent in order to provide
shares larger than those allocated by the 1937 act to certain other
areas,

Tables and comparisons previously presented to this committee by
the Delegate from Hawaii show that sugar producers in Hawaii were
compelled by the original sugar-quota legislation in 1934 to reduce
their actual production at that time. This basic restriction has per-
sisted up to the present time. It is now proposed, by the terms of
H. R. 5988, to limit Hawaii to this restricted production while per-
mitting further expansion in other areas. We protest discriminatory
treatment.

Section 2 of H. R. 5988 would amend section 204 of the Sugar Act
of 1937 by changing the disposition of any deficiency in the quota of
the Philippine Islands. It would provide a first category for the
beet-sugar area and mainland sugar-cane area and relegate Hawaii to
a third category. Hawaii should be on a parity with the other
domestic areas with respect to any Philippine deficiency, as well as
in all other matters, and should have ils proportionate share in terms
accorded to other domestic producers in any domestic area.

We believe that the variations proposed by H. R. 5988 from basic
principles established in the Sugar Act of 1937, are important and far
reaching in their effects. If any of them are intended to meet condi-
tions of the present emergency the language of the bill does not dis-
close such intent. The changes are made parts of permanent legis-
lation and will undoubtedly be cited as precedents if enacted.

We protest the continuation of the discrimination contained in sec-
tion 207 (a) of the Sugar Act of 1937, which, upon a basis different
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from that applied to other areas, restricts that portion of the sugar
quota of Hawaii which may be shipped in the form of direct-con-
sumption sugar.

It is true that the extension of sugar-quota legislation, as embodied
in the Sugar Act of 1937, is desirable. e protest, however, the
important and far-reaching changes proposed by H. R. 5988 in certain
of the basic principles in the Sugar Act of 1937.

The Crairaan, Mr. Quinn.

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR L. QUINN, REPRESENTING REFINED
SUGAR INDUSTRY OF PUERTO RICO

Mr. Quins. I just want to speak for about 1 minute in behalf of
the refined sugar industry of Puerto Rico,

As you know this bill continues the restriction on the manufacture
of refined sugar from Puerto Rico to the United States. I want to
leave this thought with the committee: Ordinarily, the United States
today is dependent upon facilities located between Boston and Balti-
more for over 50 percent of the refined sugar we consume, and I want
to raise the question as to whether or not that is a healthy situation
in view of this emergency situation which confronts us now, and to
request this committee—

he CrarrMAN (interposiing). You are speaking of cane sugar?

Mr. QuinN. Yes; over 50 percent of the facilities for refining cane
sugar are located within a 500-mile radius, between Boston and
Baltimore, and it is on that basis I want to feave the thought with
this committee to request the removal of the restriction on the manu-
facture of refined sugar from Puerto Rico for shipment to the mainland.

Senator Davis. How many employees are there in the refinery
business between Baltimore and Boston? .

Mr. Quinn. It would be just a guess, Senator, but I would imagine
it would be about 10,000. -

Senator Davis. What is the difference between wages here and
Puerto Rico, here and there, where they do their own refining?

Mr. QuinN. As you know there is a differential in this country
between the North and the South, and our wage scale would compare
V°,‘i¥ favorably with the wage scale in the South.

he Cuairman. Mr. Ferris, Florida producers. .

STATEMENT OF JOSIAH FERRIS, JR., REPRESENTING PRODUCERS
OF CANE SUGAR IN FLORIDA

Mr. FErris. My name is Josiah Ferris, Jr. I am an officer of the
United States Sugar Corporation and speak for and on behalf of the
producers of cane sugar in Florida.

Florida sugar producers are opposed to the companion bills H. R.
5988 and S. 2041 because they serve no uscful purpose at this time.
Existing legislation which these companion bills propose to extend for
3 years is, in cffect, suspended “for the duration.”  Although it is not
oﬂchially designated as “‘suspension,’” nevertlhicless the existing quotas
because of their huge size, far in excess of actual consumption, are in
reality a suspension of current restrictions. We have been informed,
through public announcements, that the Secretary of Agriculture,
under the powers vested in him by current and proposed legislation,
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intends to continue present excessive quotas, or no quotas. It is thus
clear that any continuation of existing sugar legislation, or any new
legislation at this time, can only result in continuing the existing non-
existence of quotas.

Woe are today facing a situation which requires all-out effort on the
part of all of us—we should not attempt to find ways and means of
restricting the much needed output of a nonsurplus crop.

Florida producers sincerely believe that tne passage of any sugar
legislation would be ill-advised.

Senator Davis. How many acres of sugar-producing land are there
in Florida? s

Mr. Ferris. Approximately 30,000.

The CuatrMaN. Mr. Bunker.

STATEMENT OF ELLSWORTH BUNKER, REPRESENTING UNITED
STATES CANE SUGAR REFINERS' ASSOCIATION

Mr. Bunker. Mr. Chaitman, I have a short letter which summa-
rizes our viewpoint on the bill which I would like to present and make
a brief statement for the record.

The CaairmaN. Do you wish it to go in the record?

Mr. Bunkegr. Yes; if I may.

The Cuairman. All right. .

Mr. Bunker. I don’t want to make any lengthy statement about
the bill except to say that I think that as far as our industry is con-
cerned, it maintains about the present status quo on the volume of
business available to us.

The CuairmaN. You are the refiners?

Mr. Bunker. Yes; I represent the United States Cane Sugar
Refiners’ Association, and we feel, both labor and management in the
industry, that this represents a fair method of approach to a problem
which lias been controversial for a good many years, and it has the
merit of providing stability in the extension of the act for a period of
3 years. e feel it deserves support on that basis.

The CrHatrMaN. It maintains the status of the domestic cane
producers? .

Mr. Bunker. It leaves the cane refiners in about their present
status which, I have pointed out at past hearings, was established
pretty close to the minimum when the '34 act was passed and has
not been changed; but we are satisfied to go along for the present on
that basis.

The CrairMaN. Any questions, Senator?

Senator VANDENBERG. No.

(The letter referred to by Mr. Bunker is as follows:)

DeceuBER 9, 1941,

Hon. WavLTER F, GEORGE, .
Chairman, Senate Finance Commitlee, Washington, D. C.

DEeAR SENATOR GEORGL: The bill, S. 2041, which is now being considered before
the Senate Finance Committee, has the principal purpose of extending the Sugar
Act of 1037 for 3 years. Although the bill is not completely satisfactory to all
clements in the American sugar system, and although it may be advisable to
amend it in certain minor particulars, nevertheless we believe that on the whole
the bill is satisfactory and we recommend that it be enacted by Congress.

The most important question raised by any sugar legistation from our point
of view is naturally this, “Does the Eroposed legislation maintain the volume of
business which is now assigned by the quotas to the continental cane sugar re-
fining industry?”’ S. 2041 neither increases nor decreases the volume of refining
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done by our industry. The bill docs decrease the quota now assigned to the
refining industry in Cuba, but this reduction in Cuban refining does not inure
to our benefit because it is largely offset by an expansion of the refined beet-sugar
uota.

4 In any sugar legislation a second point arises, ‘Does the bill in question raise
the price of sugar to consumers?”’ Our industry is opposed to high prices. 8.
2041 does not increase the excise tax on sugar nor docs it reduce the total quantities
of sugar made available to the market. Consumers are not affected in one way
or another.

We have read the bill with the third consideration in mind, ‘“Does this hill
prejudice the long-run position of sugar producers in the American islands, in
Cuba, and in other Latin-American countrics?”’ We are opposed to any sugar
legislation which would hurt the sugar-producing islands primarily because we
are a processor of raw material uced by those islands. The bill does not
modify the present quota assigned to Puerto Rico, and the sugar industry in that
island is now in a boom. .

From the point of view of Cuba, the most important feature of the proposed
bill is that it extends the present sugar plant for 3 years. Cuba is to continue to
have a guaranteed share of the American market. In addition, under the con-
templated revision of the Cuban reciprocal trade agreement, Cuba is to obtain a
reduction in the duty of her raw sugar to 75 cents per hundred pounds, the lowest
on record. The quota system under the Sugar Act and the reduced cuty under
the Cuban reciprocal trade agreement are integral parts of one general American
sugar policy.

It is true that the proposed bill provides for reduction of some 53,000 tons in
Cuba's basic quota. The value of this sugar, at current price levels, is less than
one-half of the increase in income which Cuba will obtain from the contemplated
reduction in her duty.

S. 2041 also promises Cuba an additional $16,000,000 income because the bill
would assign her a substantial portion of the so-called Philippine deficit.

During the present emergency Cuba’s sugar income will be larger than it has
been in any period since the pro:,perit  years of the 1920°s.  Cuba's position after
the emergency will be greatly helped by the passage of the bill before us. Under
its provisions she will obtain a quota not substantially different from that which
she has received in recent years, and in addition, she will continue to receive a
protected price behind the American quota wall.

We must oppose any legislation in sugar which would be patently harmful to
the future of Cuba. We sincerely believe that the present bill will not be contrary
to her interests in the long run.

We emphasize that the extension of the Sugar Act for 3 years is one of the most
salutary features of the bill. It will be a distinct advantage to labor, agriculture,
and management in the American sugar system, including Cuba, to know that
the stabilizing effect of the quota system will be in existence after the present
emergency is over.

In summary, this bill, S. 2041, at least maintains the present annusl volume of
the cane sugar refining industry. It holds no provisions to raise the é)rice of sugar
to the detriment of consumers. On balance, the bill does not prejudice the long-
range outlook for sugar growers and processors in Cuba and other Latin-American
countries and finally, the bill by extending the Sugar Act for 3 years will bring
assurances to consumers and to all sugar groups—domestic and foreign. A 3-year
extension of the quota system is a constructive step. We see no reason why
the various branches of the sugar industry should not give S. 2041 their support.

Respectfully yours,
EiLswoRTH BUNKER,

Chairman of the United States Cane Sugar Refiners Association.

(Extension of remarks by Mr, Bunker is as follows:)

Mr. Bunker. My name is Ellsworth Bunker and I appear before
you as chairman of the United States Cane Sugar Refiners’ Associa-
tion. Qur association has as its meinbers those companics in conti-
nental United States which are engaged principally in the refining and
distribution of canesugar. The plants in our industry, which produce
about two-thirds of all the refined sugar consumed in this country,
are located in California, Texas, Louisiana, Georgia, New York,
Maryland, Pennsylvania, New Jcrscy, and Massachusetts. To a
limited extent cane-sugar refining is done in Indiana and Wiscensin.
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The cane-sugar refining industry, standing between the producer of
raw sugar and the consumer of refined sugar, is an integral and indis-
ensablo part of the American sugar system. When any sugar legis-
ation is proposed in Congress, we, of course, must appraise that legisla-
tion from the point of view of 1ts effect upon our employees, our stock-
holders, and our customers. The question foremost in our minds is
this: What effect will the legislation in question have upon the volume
of business; that is, the amount of refining, which can be done by us?
The amount of refining determines how much work can be made
available to our employees; it is an important factor in determining
the returns to stockholders and, of course, it determines whether or
not we are able to furnish sugar in normal quantities to our customers.
As the members of your commiittee well appreciate, the present sugar
quota law, which has been in effect since 1934, regulates t{:o marketing
of raw and refined sugar by all groups. For our industry, this means
essentially that the quotas regulate the quantity of raw cane sugar
which we may purchase. Because the quotas limit our purchase of
raw sugar, they neccessarily place a ceiling upon the amount of sugar
which we can melt, refine, and market. It is for this reason that our
industry has consistently opposcd any modification in the Sugar Act
which would change the quotas on raw or refined sugar in such a way
as to reduce our permissible volume of business. Any other position
on our part regarding quotas would be & violation of our trust to the
18,000 men and women who work in the industry and to the thousands
of persons who have an investment in it.
second question which we, as managers of the industry, must raise
with reference to any sugar legislation is this: Will the legislation tend
to raise sugar prices to the consumers of our product?

Our industry always is harmed by unduly high prices. As a matter
of fact, our economic interests are [‘:est served when prices are moder-
ate and reasonably steady. Excessively high prices bring an un-
favorable reaction from household and industrial consumesis of sugar
with a subsequent decrease in consumption. Unstable and fluctu-
ating prices, on the other hand, increase the financial risk inherent
in our industry and, I might add, that those risks are considerable.
The earnings which have accrued to our industry since the Sugar
Act has been in effect have been extremely moderate and much lower,
as a percentage of investment, than any other branch of the American
sugar system. High sugar prices, with erratic fluctuations, would
tend to further depress our earnings.

A third question which we must raise regarding any sugar legis-
lation is this: Does it prejudice the economic and financial position
of the raw cane-sugar producers from whom we obtain the great
bulk of our raw materials?

Obviously, if the growers and processors of raw sugar in the Ameri-
can insular areas, in Cuba, and in other Latin-American countries,
are harmed by sugar legislation, the effect will be, in the long run,
that they will produce and ship less sugar to us. If the cconomic
future of these tropical areas is depressed or hampered by sugar
lﬁis]ation, our supply of raw material would be placed in jcoga y.
We must_have raw sugar to operate our plants and to furnish con-
sumers with their requirements.

Furthermore, I must point out that our industry is located on the
seaboard of the United States and there are many businesses and
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thousands of workers outside of the sugar-refining industry, whoso
economic interests are vitally affected by the quantity and value of
the trade of the United States with the sugar-producing islands. We
believe that that trade should be maintained in normal volume for
the mutual benefit of the tropical islands on the one hand and of the
United States on the other. It is especially important at this time
that nothing should be done in sugar legislation which would be
patently harmful to Latin America.

And lastly, there is one feature of any sugar legislation which is of
fundamenta! interest to us, and that is:

How long is the legislation going to be in effect?

Our industry, along with any other American business, seeks to
have a maximum degree of permanency in any Federal legislation
under which it operates. The members of this committee will recall
that sugar legislation has been before Congress almost every year
since 1934. In the spring and summer of 1941, the representatives of
the sugar industry testified at great length before Congress with
rgrspcct to a revision of the Sugar Act. No legislation was put into
eflcct.

We recognize that the sugar problem is a difficult one. Any legis-
lation relating to the industry must of necessity be difficult to evolve.
Controversies are certain to arise. The inevitable conflict of economic
interests means that considerable time must be spent in the legislative
process. On the other hand, I know that you appreciate that no
group of businessmen, organized labor, or American agriculture,
desires to spend any more time in Washington on this pro%lem than
is absolutely necessary. We wish to see the problem solved.

But we seek permanent legislation for a more fundamental and
important reason. An extension of the Sugar Act merely from 1 year
to the nxet nceessarily makes it difficult for us, as well as for any sugar
group, to plan for the future. e would fike to know as fer in
advance as possible what the quotas are to be, what the sugar tax is
to be, and what the prices are to be. This is particularly true during
the present emergency. At this time all businessmen, whether in
sugar or in any other industry, find it difficult to plan ahead because
of the inevitable uncertaintiee arising out of our national-defense
program.

It is for theso general reasons that we are extremecly hopeful that
legislation can be worked out in this session of Congress which will
extend the quota system for 8 maximum number of years,

I should like to consider, at this time, the particular bill, S. 2041,
now before this committeo. I should like to examine to what extent
that bill meets the general requirements of legislation which we deem
to be fair and equitable to our employees, to our customers, and to
oul stockholders. The first question is: Does the proposed legisla-
tion maintain the volume of business which is now assigned by the
quotas to the continental cane sugar refining industry? 'The answer,
in short, is yes.

Under tho present act, assuming a basic level of consumption of
6,683,000 tons a year, the continental refiners are permitted to pur-
chase approximately 4,437,000 tons of raw sugar. AsIhave explained
before, we are able to obtain this approximate quantity of sugar as
our raw material and consequently we are able to sustain a given
amount of employment and sales. Under the provisions of S. 2041,
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the bect-sugar industry’s basic quota is increased by about 62,000
tons. But this additional sugar for the beet-sugar industry is obtained
largely by a reduction in the direct-consumption sugar quota now
assigned to Cuba. The net effect of this is a shifting of refined sugar
quotas from Cuba to the beet-sugar industry without changing the
present status of our industry. For all practical purposes, our posi-
tion remains unchanged. Approximately the same amount of raw
suggr will be mede available to us.

he second question is: How does this bill affect the price of sugar
to consumers? The bill extends the Sugar Act for 3 years. With
sugar supplies under control by the Government, it can be anticipated
that sugar prices will tend to be steadier than they would be in the
absence of such control. I believe that all of the sugar groups affected
bg' this bill are in agreement with me on this point. A wiping out of
the quota system, at this time, certainly will not tend to make prices
more stable,

As to the level of prices, this bill establishes the means to maintain
a reasonable price of sugar to consumers, rather than a high one.
recognize that the future of sugar prices, just as the future of all prices
in the United States, is extremely difficult to forecast. I am not mak-
ing a forecast of sugar prices at this time. I merely point out that this
bill promises to provide the means by which sugar supplies ean be
maintained during this emergency without unduly burdening
consumers.

There is some doubt that the beet-sugar crop, during the coming
year (1942) may be smaller than normal because of the desire of
farmers to raise other competitive crops, now advancing in price.
The production eosts of the farmer are also rising. DBroadly speaking,
there are two a.icrnative methods of raising the beet farmer’s income
in order to maintain normal production; the first is to raise the price
of sugar which in turn would increase the market price of sugar beets,
and the second is to increase the cash subsidies paid directly to farm-
ers under the present Sugar Act. The staiistical evidence appears
to indicate that during this emergency it is more economical for the
Nation to offset the higher costs of producing sugar beets and sugar-
cane by slightly increasing sugar subsidies, as proposed in S. 2041,
rather than by offsetting higher costs by increasing the price of sugar.

It is my understanding that the increase in benefit payments, as
contemplated by this bill, can be financed without increasing the
Present tax on sugar—a tax, of course, which is reflected in the con-
sumer’s price. A lower level of ayments should be reestablished at
the time that the Secretary of Xgriculture finds that the additional
payments are not necessary to maintain a normal volume of domestic
sugar consumption.

Ve have read the bill S. 2041 with our third question in mind:

Does this bill prejudice the long-run position of sugar producers in
the American islands, in Cuba, and in other Latin-American countries?
We sincerely believe that it does not.

S. 2041 would expand slightly the sugar quotas for both Hawaii
and Puerto Rico and it would grant them slightly higher benefit
payments to offset their increase in cost which may arise during this
emergeney. All of the evidence indicates that in the coming year the
economic and financial position of the sugar industry in Puerto Rico
and Hawaii will be better than at any time since 1934. Prices are
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remunerative, benefit payments are substantial and crops are not to
be limited by quotas.

The position that Cuba would occupy under the proposed legislation
cannot be understood without a short review of Cuba’s position since
1934 under our new sugar policy. As the members of this committee
well know, the Sugar Act of 1934 gave Cuba an assured volume of
business in the American sugar market, and by reason of the fact that
the duty on her raw sugar was substantially reduced under the Cuban
reciprocal trade agrcement, Cuba received a much higher price for
her sugar here than she did previously. The net result of the larger
volume of sales and a higher price was that Cuba received an income
from the sale of her major commodity which was large enough to
provide a reasonable degree of stability to her national economy.

From the [)oint of view of Cuba, the most important feature of the
proposed bill is that it extends the present sugar plan for 3 years.
Cuba is to continue to have a guarsnteed sbare of the American mar-
ket. In addition, under the contemplated revisions of the Cuban
Reciprocal Trade Agreement, Cuba is to obtain a reduction in the
duty on her raw sugar to 75 cents per hundred pounds, the lowest on
record. In a normal quota year the value of the contemplated reduc-
tion in duty is about $6,000,000. It is true that this bill, S. 2041, does
not provide directly for the duty reduction. But it is equally true
that a duty reduction of this magnitude could not well be seriously
considered unless the assumption was made that the quota system
was to continue. It is also tiue that the continuation of the act
assures Cuba that her present reduced duty will remain in effect.
The quota system under the Sugar Act and the reduced duty under
the Cuban Reciprocal Trade Agreement are integral parts of one gen-
eral American sugar policy.

It is true that the proposed bill provides for a reduction of 53,000
tons in Cuba’s basic quota. The value of this sugar at current levels
is about $2,400,000, which is less than one-half of the increase in income
which Cuba will obtain from the contemplated reduction in her duty.

And there is a further possible compensation for the reduction 1n
the Cuban quota. Under the present Sugar Act, Cuba has no guaran-
teed right to participate in any deficit which may arise in the Philip-
?ine quota. I call your attention to the fact that under the Philippine

ndependence Act there is a progressive export tax beginning this year
on the so-called duty-free portion of the Philippine quota. The prac-
tical effect of this tax on Philippine sugar, which becomes 100 percent
of the full duty rate by 1946, will be to reduce greatly the shipments
of Philippine sugar to this country. The bill before us provides that
any deficit in the duty-free Philippine quota of raw sugar is assigned
to Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and Cuba. It is doubtful whether Hawaii has
the power to produce any substantial amount of sugar in excess of her
normol amount of shipments. As a result, the Philippine deficit will
accrue largely to Puerto Rico and Cuba. If there should be in the
future a 500,000-ton deficit in the Philippine quota, Cuba will receive
sbout 70 percent, or 350,000 tons. The current value of this quan-
tity of sugar which could be shipped from Cuba is estimated to be
about $16,000,000.

As spokesman for the continental cane sugar refining industry, I
testified before a congressional committee at an earlier date this year
that Cuba should obtain her fsir share of the Philippine deficit.
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Beeause of circumstances arising out of the war, Cuba in 1941 has
obtained a gross sugar income substantially in cxcess of that on the
average in recent years. In 1942 Cuba stands in a position to harvest
a large crop at remunerative prices, and her gross sugar incomo for
that crop promises to be about 50 percent higher thian it was in recent
quota years. Current prosperity in Cuba, arising from the war,
%ives her an opgortunity to strengthen her position economically an

nancially for the reaction which will probably follow in her econom
aftor this emergency. But Cuba’s position after the emergency will
be greatly improved by the passage of the bill before us. Under its
provisions she will obtain a quota not substantially different from that
which she has received in recent years, and Cuba will receive a pro-
tected price behind the American quota wall.

Adding all of these facts together, we are convinced that during the
noxt 3 years, on the whole, the Cuban sugar industry will experience
a period of relative prosperity. This, in tum, will have a beneficial
effect upon our national policy of strengthening our economic and
financial ties with Latin America. Cuba’s income and trade will
increase, and our trade with that island will reflect this increase.
This is as it should be.

We must oppose any legislation which would be definitely harmful
to the future of Cuba. I sincerely believe that the present bill will
not be contrary to her intorests in the long run.

‘The last and final question is this: Does this bill promise to inject
some degree of certainty into the sugar industry generally? I believe
that it does. This bill would continue the present quotas for 3 years.
If the war should terminate suddenly to brinF about a condition
wherein there is an excess of sugar available to the American market,
the quotas can be adjusted in such a way as to give an adequate price
protection to domestic producers and to Cuba. On the other hand,
if the war should continue, there is nothing in this bill which could
prove to be contrary to the interests of producers or consumers. A
continuation of the quota system, in short, offers the Government an
o;l)fortunity to play a constructive role in the inevitable reaction which
will oceur i the sugar industry after the war without slowing down
or obstructing, in sny way, the Government’s action during the
emergency.

We emphasize that the extension of the Sugar Act for 3 years is
one of the most salutary features of the bill. It will be a distinct
advantege to labor, egriculture, and management in the American
sugar system, including Cuba. All sugar groups should set asido
t%}eir differences for this period in order to gein a maximum benefit for
all,
Fourth. In summary, this bill, S, 2041, at least maintains the
present volume of the cane sugar refining industry. It holds no
provisions to raise the price of sugar to the detriment of consumers.
On balance, the bill does not prejudice the long-range outlook for
sugar growers and processors in Cuba and other Latin-American
countrics, And finally, the bill by extending the Sugar Act for 3
years will bring assurances to consumers and to all sugar groups—
domestic and foreign. A 3-year extension of tho quota system is &
constructive step.

-We see no reason why the various branches of the sugar industry
should not give S. 2041 their support.

The CuairmaN, Mr. Patchin.
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. PATCHIN, VICE PRESIDENT, W. RB.
GRACE & CO.,, NEW YORK CITY

Mr. Patcain. My name is Robert H. Patchin. I am vice president
of W. R. Grace & Co., New York, and I appear here on behalf of that
firm and on behalf of the Peruvian-American Association, an organi-
zation of American business interests doing business with and having
interests in Peru.

My interest and the interest of this association in this bill derives
from the provisions of the act to the cffect that deficiencies in the
Philippine quota shall be reallocated to full-duty countrics other than
Cuba. These full-duty countries have under the basic quotas of the
Sugar Act only about two-fifths of 1 percent of the total consumption
of the continental United States, which works out in practice when
the consumption ranges from six to seven million tons annually, to
something like from twenty-four to twenty-seven thousand tons for
all full-duty countries other than Cuba, and until about 1937 they
had nolmcans of increasing their share in our market except propor-
tionately.

At that time the Sugar Act was amended to provide that Philippine
deficits when incurred would be reallocated among the full-duty coun-
tries other than Cuba, and that corrected a feeling on their part that
they were being discriminated against, and they hoped as consump-
tion grew and the Philippine deficit grew they would get a larger share.
In3of the 4 1)]mars since that time these foreign countries, other than
Cuba, have shipped more sugar into the United States, chiefly Peru,
San Dominlzo, and Haiti. The Fulmer bill provides that the amount
of the Philippine deficit allocable to full-duty countries hereafter
should be limited to 100,000 tons—it puts a ceiling on what they
may get from the Philippines. The statement was made here today
indicating the belief that this 100,000 tons is about as much as the
full-duty countries other than Cuba have ever shipped- in. We say
that is not the case. For instance, this year the Department of Agri-
culture figures show that for 11 months ending December 1, the foreign
countries other than Cuba have shipped into the United States 181,806
short tons of sugar, and there is still more to come afloat from some
of those countries which might well bring it up close to 200,000 tons.

Senator VANDENBERG. YWasn’t that 100,000-ton figure based on the
total prior to any participation in the Philippine deficit? Wouldn't
that be true?

Mr, Parcuin. I don’t think the foreign countries have ever been
shipping in any more than twenty-six or twenty-seven thousand tons
without the aid of sugar reallocated from the Philippine deficit.

Senator VANDENBERG. That was the point.

Mr. PatcHiN. The effect of the Fulmer bill is it freezes their part of
the Philippine deficit to very much less than they would get if the law
remained unchanged. Of course, there is an indication that there will
be a much larger deficit during next year and these foreign countries
will certainly feel very much disappointed that they cannot participate
to a larger extent. They will feel, I am sure, that just as soon as this
law, existing law, has begun to yield something to their benefit, it is
curtailed. That is & very bad situation to have at this time when our
defense policy calls for close cooperation with countries like Peru and
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San Domingo and other countries who are supplying sugar. It also
would seem that to limit to 100,000 tons the sugar which the United
States can obtain from foreign countries other than at a time when a
sugar shortage threatens here would be poor policy.

The_ Peruvian-American Association, whose members are engaged
in & wide pursuit of trade, commcree, and industry in Peru, presents
this letter addressed to the committee:

Peru is traditionally one of the best friends the United States has in the Western
Hem'sphere. It is probably safe to say that no country has shown, over the
course of the years, a greater disposition than Peru to cooperate with the United
States on international affairs, or a more favorable treatment to American eco-
nomic interests.

Yet, Peru has been, for the last several years, one of the Latin-Amnerican
countries least favored by the United States. In the financial field, for instance,
Peru has not to date participated in the credits that are being extended to other
countries for the stabilization of exchange, the development of new industries, or
the construction of public works. In the econoniec sphere, Peru has for years
awaited, and is still awaiting, the conclusion of a trade treaty with the United
States which might permit a mutually desired and mutually beneficial increase
in the export and import trade of both countries with each other.

A source of profound disappointment to Peru in her economic relations with
the United States, has been the treatment accorded to Feruvian sugar under
the United States Sugar Act of 1937, which in effect allotted to that country a
basic participation of less than one-tenth of 1 percent of the total quota. The
insignificance of this al'otment may best be appreciated from the fact that, out
of the total initial quota of 6,616,817 tons for 1941, the basic participation of
Peru, with an annual production in excess of 400,000 tons, was only 5,748 tons.

The unfortunate imrression created by the above limitation was alleviated,
however, by the partial redress promised by section 204 of the act. This section
in substance provided that (a) in the event of failure of the Philippine Islands to
fill their quota for any one year, their deficiency should be prorated to foreign
countries other than Cuba, and that (b) in the evert of failure of any countries
other than Cuba to fill the quotas or deficiencies prorated to them, their deficiencies
should in turn be prorated to foreign full-duty countries having filled their own
quotas and prorations. :

Peru was thus led to expect that, notwithstanding the insignificance of her initial
yearly quotas, her position would be remedied whenever the Philippine Islands
should fail to fill their quota. So long as the operation of this provision seemed
far removed, the provision was allowed to remain unchanged, and Peruvian
producers were allowed to nurse their hopes for their eventual redress under the
terms thereof, and this turned out to be the case.

This year, through the development of a substantial gap in the Philippine quota,
and through the failure of other full—dutg countries to fill the Philippine defici-
encies reallotted to them, Peru has had the long-awaited opportunity to increase
substantially her participation in the world’s sales of sugar to the United States,
and_sggr total shipments this year will be over 150,000 tons, her full quota as
revised.

1 should, at this time, point out that last year there was no Philippine
deficit, so she fot nothing additional from the Philippines only what
some of the full-duty countries couldn’t supply.

This has come, indeed. at a time to benefit not only Peru but the United States
as well.  On the one hand, Peru was faced by a severe economic crisis as a result of
the loss of her European markets. On the other, the United States was not only
in need of sugar, but was also anxious, for reasons of hemisphere defense,to
relieve the dependency of Peru and other Latin-American countries upon the
markets of Europe.

Just at this time, however, Peru is threatened by the Fulmer bill which, like
the Adams-0’Mahoney bill introduced earlier this year, would, if enacted, be
tantamount to a repudiation of the promise which, under the terms of the Sugar
Act of 1937, has been held out to Peru and other full-duty countries during all
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these years. Under the provisions of the Fulmer bill, Peru and the other full-
duty countries, which are subject to a duty of 1.87% cents per pound and which
in the aggregate, are already imited to an initial quota of lcss than two-fifths of
1 percent of the total initia! quota, would be further limited to a participation
of not more than 100.000 tons in the reallocation of future Philippine deficiencies,
and this onli\; after a prior allocation of a portion of this deficieney to domestic
producers who already enjoy a participation of almost 30 percent of the total
quota. And any Phililypinc deficiencies in exeess of these allocations would be
1eallotted to Hawaii, 2rto Rieo, the Virgin Islands, and Cuba, who already
enjoy in the aggregate a participation of nearly 55 pereent of the total quota and
who further enjoy duty exemption or preferences.

What this would mean to Peru is that, even assuming a totat failure in the
Philippine quotas, her participation in the respeetive reallocations would be
limited to approximately 22,000 tons, since Peru’s share of the initial quota
allotted to full-duty countries is roughly 22 percent. Thus, assuming that the
other full-duty countrics should fill their respective reallocations aggregating
78,000 tons, the doors of the United States would, in effect, be closed to all but
25,000 to 30,000 tous of Peruvian sugar (22,000 tons as above plus Peru’s initial
quota, which for 1941 was 5,748 tons), representing barely 734 percent of Peru’s
sugar production. All of the good that has been done by the operation of the
reallotment provisions of the Sugar Act of 1937, would thus be destroyed at one
stroke by the Fulmer bill, to say nothing of the confusion that would surely be
created In Peru by what to our good neighbors would be the incomprehensible
act of taking away when its value has been proved a privilege that was granted
when its value was problematical.

At the time of the Adams-O’Mahoney bill, considerable resentment was aroused
in Peru, and opponents of our country’s policy did not lose the opportunity to
endeavor to promote ill-feeling, a similar reaction may very well occur if the
Fulmer bill were cnacted.

Entirely apart, however, from the hemisphere-defense phase of the good-
neighbor policy, we must consider the detrimental effect that the enactment of
this bill would have upon the future development of our foreign trade with Peru.
We cannot expect to sell to Peru more than we will buy from her, especially at a
time when her European markets are closed and she cannot depend on triangular
balances to settle adverse bilateral balances in her trade with us. For the last
5 years, Peru's visible trade with the United States has been adverse to her, to
say nothing of equally adverse invisible balances. This situation-cannot be
expected to continue indefinitely. Unless we give Peru a chance to sell us more
of her products, our own sales to Peru must of necessity be curtailed. Following
are figures of our visible trade with Peru during each of the last 5 years, as pub-
lished by the United States Department of Commerce:

1940, United States exports to Peru, $23,123,000; United States imports from
Peru, $17,943,000.

1939, United States exports to Peru, $19,246,000; United States imports from
Peru, $13,959,000.

1938, United States exports to Peru, $16,892,000; United States imports from
Peru, $12,813,000. .

1937, United States exports to Peru, $19,001,000; United States imports from
Peru, $16,525,000.

1936, United States exports to Peru, $13,439,000; United Statesimportsfrom
Peru, $9,023,000.

We respectfully submit that due regard for the situation and for the feelings
of friendly Peru suggests that no action should be taken which would adversely
affect her existing participation in our sugar market. The measure under con-
sideration should therefore be defeated,

Respectfully,
PERUVIAN-AMERICAN AssociATION, INc.
Wape H. EVERHART, Secrelary.

I want to add at this point that onr export trade to Peru consists
of a wide range of articles of practically every kind and deseription 2nd
not solely manufactured articles. Tho point has often been made in
discussions concerning trade with Latin-American countries that they



76 AMEND THE SUGAR ACT OF 1937, AS AMENDED

sacrificed some American agricultural interest and that the benefits
are solely for the manufacturing interests. ell, a calculation made
this morning of the total exports to Peru showed that upward of 16 per-
cent over a period have consisted of foodstuffs, agricultural products,
to say nothing of natural products, which enter into proc(*ssotsJ articles,
so that in this export trade not only the manufacturer and the manu-
factured things of the United States are benefited, but the agri-
cultural intercsts to a smaller extent.

Now, I would like to add briefly to that some other comment.

Peruvian sugar is grown in areas of limited space and within limited
weather conditions; large expansion of Peruvian sugar is not prac-
ticable, and, thercfore, Peru cannot be regarded as even a potential
menace to the sugar-producing world at large.

I mention that because in the past there has been in some arcas a
tremendous expansion of sugar production which has hung over the
whole sugar situation for years afterward.

The Fulmer bill, it seems to me, gives somethin§ to most of the
important clements but it takes away something from the forcign
countrics other than Cuba. -

I have been told, but have not had time to verify it, that the basic

uota which the bill would provide for the foreign c¢.:untries other
than Cuba is reduced below even the meager percentages provided
for other countries other than Cuba, in the International Sugar Agree-
ment to which the United States is a party and which is a treaty. The
Secretary of State and the Secretary of Agriculture expressed their
opposition to the bhill when it was pending in the House, and I belicve
here. The solicitude of the Secretary of State for the good-ncighbor
policy has been referred to elsewhere as a love affair with South Am-
erica; tho relationship of the United States to its sister republic is
serious and important and at this time it is a grave matter.

There is a very little profit in this business for a full-duty sugar
country like Peru, for when it has paid duty of 1.87% cents per pound
there is very little margin of profit left, and the chief benefit to date,
prices here being what they are, has been as an outlet for sugar which
could not be sold in the accustomed markets in Europe.

Peru produces 440,000 tons; consumes domestically about 100,000;
sells 80,000 tons to Chile, her neighbor; 20,000 tons to Bolivia, another
neighbor, and then an amount approximately 30 percent ordinarily
goes to Europe, chiefly to England, and the balance is scattered here
gnd there and recently substantial amounts have como to the United

tates.

Now, she is in this position: She has lost her English market on
account of the war and also on account of the disposition of the British
to buy from the overseas dominions preferentially.

There is another thing the full-duty countries always feel con-
stitutes a just grievance on their part, and that is they have to i)ay
1.87 cents a pound and Cuba now only pays 0.9 cent per pound, less
than helf the full duty. In this bill the forcign countrics other than
Cuba are limited to 100,000 tons and no moro of the Philippine def-
icit. Cuba gets in on tho top of that ceiling with Hawaii, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands. Cuba’s ratio in anything she shares
with those countries is nearly half. Assume there might be a deficit
of five or six hundred thousand tons in the Philippine quota next year.
The domestic interests get the first 59,000 tons; then, the foreign
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countries get a hundred thousand tons, and then the rest goes to
Hawaii, Pucrto Rico, Virgin Islands, and Cuba, but none to other
foreign countrics,

Cuba gets a preferred status and her sugar enters at a lower rate of
duty; so, however, the proposed amendments are considered, they are
disadvantageous to the full-duty countries other than Cuba and many
of them are foolinil: and cannot but feel that the proposed restriction
of the share that they have been led to expeet will be a disappointment
and possibly have & clouding effect on otherwise fairly happy relations
with these other nations.

Senator VANDENBERA. 1 am wondering whether we are creating
a ceiling of vested right by permitting this participation in the Philip-
pine deficit? In other words, I wonder for the sake of argument
whether 5 years from now if there wasn't any Philippine deficit and
these countries had to drop down to twenty-seven or twenty-eight
thousand tons, I wonder if they would feel they had been discrimi-
nated against for that reason and would consider us poor neighbors; or,
to put it the other way around, whether we are now creating here a
feeling that those countries have a certain expanded right to our
sugar consumption and which must not be taken away, and we would
be bad neighbors if wa did it?

Mr. Patcain. Well, last year there was no deficit; and I don't recall
there was any demand for making up to them what they failed to get.
I think they are quite willing to take their chances on the deficit. Of
course, there has always been the ro:({)ect that that Philippine duty-
free quota would gradually be reduced.

Senator VANDENBERG. It has been my observation that whenever
we extend our beneficence, we are supposed to maintain that extension
indefinitely or we immediately becomo bad neighbors.

Mr. Patcuin. They don’t regard it as beneficence at all; they regard
it as in the nature of reciprocal trade. It gives them an oppor-
tunity to buy. They regard it as a fair shake in the world, and we
never have had to worry any in Peru about any unfriendliness, but
unless they can find a better market here, in view of the fact they haveo
their dependence on the European markets, the situation remains
very acute.

1 went to Lima, capital of Peru, in 1937 when the Pan American
Conference was being held, which drafted the resolutions which are
now holding the Western Hemisphere nations together. At that time
German commercial houses were offering to better any offers that Am-
erican interests were making of American productsin Peru. The Ger-
mans were oflering to buy Peruvian products at a premium. They
were forcing barter on that country. They would say “We aro buy-
ing this and that from you; you ought to buy quite a little from us.”
The British would say: “We are one of your principal markets for
copper, you ought to do something for us.” Our own business peoplo
there, ropresentin€ large American exporters, wero confronted with the
same situation. We got people like General Electric to sharpen their
pencils and go right down to the cost of labor and material to meet
that competition. That kind of competition will come back as sure
as I have the privilege of addressing you here. Peru has fared very
badly at our hands. Practically all of her major products are subject
to a rate of duty which in ordinary times is just prohibitive. On long
staple cotton, of which we produce very littlo in this country, the duty
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of 7 cents per pound prevails. Petroleum is subject to a duty suffi-
ciently high to keep it out at practically all times. Copper is subject
to a duty of 4 cents a pound, which normally keeps it out entirely. Of
course, Just NOW we are nOw Buying plentifully of most of these things;
we have to have them.

Fully one-third of our current copper requirements comes from Chile
and Peru, 500,000 tons a year of their copper is moving this way, pro-
duced, I might say, by mining companies American-owned. li‘he
duty on wool is sufficient to keep it out; and alpaca, a variety of wool
which is derived from the animal known as the alpaca and has no
existence anywhere else in the world, bears a duty of 12 cents a pound,
although no alpaca is grown in the United States. All those things
are kept out except sugar which we do not have enough of and have
to import it subject to a duty of 1.87} cents a pound,

Senator VaNDeNBERG. You understand I sympathize with the
situation there. I was simply trying to indicate that I wouldn’t want
the record to suggest that participation in what is a temporary emer-
gency by reason of the deficit should not be construed as a creation
of a floor below which subsequent sales cannot go without inviting
prejudice against us.

Mr. Patcuin. 1 do not think prejudice would be created if the
resent bill was allowed to continue. T hope I haven't talked too
ong. Thank you very much.

The Cua1rMAN. Are there any representatives here representing

Puerto Rican business that desire to be heard?

(No response.)

The CrairMaN. Anybody else in the room who wishes to be heard
at this time?

Mr. Rising. Mr. Chairman, I am vice prseident of the Western
Beet Growers’ Association, and I want to make inquiry: I have been
in the city all the time for the last 2 or 3 weeks and have made inquiry
of the secretary if there would be any hearing here, and I have been
informed that there would not be and didn’t get any notice that there
would be a hearing until 1 o’clock today; therefore, I have no state-
ment prepared, and I want to know, on behalf of the growers of nine
western States whom T represent, if there will be an opportunity to be
heard for about 6 or 8 minutes?

The Crairman. Could you be heard this afternoon? I don’t know
whether we will again meet in open session.

Mr. Rising. Well, if there is a further hearing, I should like to
know if I may be heard for a few minutes.

The Cuairman. We will be glad to hear you or to have you file
an{ statement or brief you desire as part of the record.

Mr. Rising. And if there is no opportunity to be heard orally, I
desire to file a brief on behalf of the growers of these nine western
States in support of the pending bill, 5988; also in support of the
Murray amendment, which would i)ormit continental beet and cane
growers to participate more liberal Iy in supplying the consumption
requirements that appear have developed in the past 2 years. I also
want to speak on another point, and that is on the question of plant
capacity. It is very evident that our consumptive requirements are
going to be greater than the supply during the next few years of this
emergency. And while restrictions in regard to allotments may be
removed, the bottleneck will be plant capacity unless some encourage-
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ment is given through increased quotas to domestic growers and pro-
ducers. Unless that is done, it will be difficult to build and have
available sufficient capacity to handle the beet and cane that would be
available for processing.

Also there is one other point I wish to bring up, and that is this:
We, in the West—those whom I represent—have large acreages of
irrigated land. That land acreage is being increased continuously
through the development of the Federal reclamation policy. No
opportunity is being given to thesc owners and users, water users on
those new lands, to participate in the sugar program, because there is
no marketing allotment for those new arcas, which compel the farmers
on those areas to devote their ability to sugplyinf crops that arc now
surplus. We contend that those farmers should have an opportunity
to engage in the production of sugar beets and any other crop they
might desire.
bt Posc would be principally the points I would like to cover in the

rief,

The CaatrMaN. You may do so.

{Mr. Rising’s brief is as follows:)

StatEMENT OF E. W. Risino, EXecutive VicE PrREsipENT, WESTERN BEET
ROWERS' ASSOCIATION

(Hearings before tne Committce on Finance, United States Senate on H. R. 5988)

Mr. CuairMaN: Twenty-one ycars ago in June, the average retail piice of
sugar in this country was 26.7 cents per pound and little could be had at trat
rice. War is bringing another sugar eri.is to t'.is country. Shortage in supply
or 1942 and other years during tne emergeney is already evident. The Plilip-
pine quota will not be delivered. The acute shortage of ships available for trans-
portation of sugar from otner off-shore arcas is well known. Sugar raiioning will
certainly be with us again regardless of wnether the Administration is able to
control prices. .

The Sccretary of Agriculture has indicated that there will be no acreage limita-
tion for next year. Increased mainland preduciion will soon be urged (o save
the day, however, production cannot be inercasrd over night, Fven though a
heavy increase in t acrcage could be securcd, processing facilitics are only
adequatc to handle a small increase over present quotas. In order to obtain the
construction of additional manufacturing facilitics, basic quotas must be stepped
up in the law in order to assure a return on the investment after the emergency
has passed. The Murray amendment will at least make a start in this direction,

OUR CONSUMPTIVE REQUIREMENTS

The annual consumptive sugar requirements of continental United States are
nearly 7,000,000 tons. Under the provisions of the 1937 Sugar Act as amended,
the first 6,682,670 tons are allocated, ac to source of supply, as follows:

Philippine Islands
Cub P

a
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Actual deliveries of sugar expressed in short tons for the calendar years 1939
and 1940 were: 6,567,533 and 6,590,792 respectively. Deliveries of sugar for the
first 11 months of 1941 exceed deliveiies for the same period of last year by over
1,000,000 tons. Conceding that this is an abnormatl year, we can safely say that
our consumptive requirements for 1942 will be at least equal to the average for
years 1933 and 1940, or approximately 200,000 tons in cxcess of basic quotas.

WEAT SOPPLY 1S AVAILABLE

The quota allotments from domestic bect and mainland cane areas. There {s
little hope of securing delivery of any of the million tons Philippine quota during
1942. Demand for shipping may even curtail deliveries from Hawaii and other
off-shore points.

Announcement has been made that the manufacture of alcohol for war purposes
will require & very large amount of sugar, probably not less than 1,000,000 tons.
Taking the most hopeful view of the situation,” we may summarize our pew
requirements as follows:

Summary: Tona
To offset the Philippine deficit. ... .. . ... ... 1,029, 782
For production of alcohol for war purposes.._._.__..._....__.. 1, 000, 000
Normal consumptive requirements in excess of basic quotas.____ 200, 000
Total . o e 2, 229, 782

It has been estimated that under favorable conditions we may be able
to secure from Cuba approximately 3,000,000 tons. Cuba's normal

quota is 1,911,476 tons. FExcessdeliveryof ... ... ____._._.. 1, 088, 524
Net deficit. .o . e 1, 140, 258
Should foreign countries other than Cuba be able to increase their
deliveries to 5 times norma) quotas, we would secure another...._. 104, 648
Net shortage of . o o oo e 1,035, 610 -
WE '"RECAP” AS FOLLOWS
Requirements:
3 2T | 6, 882, 670
War (probable) .. ..o 1, 000,
Total. e ciaaan 7,882, 670
Available:
Domestie area production. ... ... oL 3, 715, 000
Estimated Cuban deliveries. . . .. ... ... 3, 000, 000
Foreign, other than Cuba (5 times 1937 quota)..__..___.....__ 132, 060
Total . o e emecmeeaaas 6, 817, 060
Net deficit. oo oo e oo eeea—————- 1, 035, 610

IS SUGAR LEGISLATION NEEDED NOW?

The answer to the question as to whether sugar legislation is needed is, yes,
urgently needed, in order to stimulate domestic production and encourage con-
struction of additional processing plants.

Sugar beets are now produced in 17 States. Sugarcane in 2 States. Many
other States have lands suitable for growing sugar beets and cane. Thousands
of our present growers wish to increase their acreage. Farmers who are now not
growers of beets and cane are asking for the « pportunity to share in the production
of a nonsurplus crop.

Processing-plant eapacity will, however, be the limiting feature governing
increase in domestic production of sugar.

Enactment of H. R. 5988 with the Murray amendment, with its modest pro-
vision for an increase of 200,000 tons in the basic quotas for domestic beet and
mainland cane areas will provide the necessary incentive that will encourage new
investment in processing facilities—facilities that will not be idle when the

'
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emergency is over, Old growers may then increase their acreage and new areas
will be permitted to participate in the sugar progran, thus reducing to a minimum
our sugar shortage.

Dr. Bernhardt, have you anything to say at this time or would you
prefer to wait until the executive session? {\'e might need your advice.
I would suggest, Doctor, you come back Friday morning. I don’t
believe we will be able to meet in the morning on account of a meetin
that has been arranged, a caucus Senator McNary desires to hold an
several members of this committee will be anxious to attend; but we
may be able to get the record in shape by Friday, and if you will be
here Friday morning at 10 o’clock.

Thero is a letter received from Leon Henderson, Office of Price
Administration, which is to go in the record.

(The letter referred to is as follows:)

OFFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION,
December 10, 1941.
The Honorable WaLter F. GEORGE,
Chairman, the Finance Committee, United Slales Senale.

My DEAR SENATOR GEORGE: [ should like to call to your attention the adverse
effect which the enactment of H. R. 5988, amending the Sugar Act of 1937, as
amended, will have upon our war-production program.

Developments of the past few days have substantially altered the 1942 supply
situation with respect to sugar. Naval operations in the Pacific Ocean are certain
to curtail seriously the shipments of sugar from the Philippine Islands. 1t is also
likely that the quantity of Hawaiian island sugar shippeg to this country will be
reduced. Furthermore, our active participalion in the war will increase the
demand for alcohol, which is derived in large part from cane sugar products.
Thus, the country faces both a reduced supply and an increased demand for
sugar. Under such circumstances it would appear desirable to avoid any action
which threatens to intertere with supplies from those areas still accessible to the
United States,

The proposed amendment to the Sugar Act of 1937, by cutting down the quota
allotments of Cuba and other foreign countries, instead of inducing the coopera-
tive assistance of the sugar-producing countries promises to engender discord and
friction, As such, the bill may be considered detrimental to the best interests of
this country's war program, -

Sincerely yours,
Leox HENDERsoON, Administrator.

The Crairman. The committee has received several communica-
tions for the record, and they will be inserted at this point.

GreeLEY, CoLo., December 8, 1941.
Senator Epwin C. JorNsoN,
Member, Senale Finance Commiltee, Washkington, D. C.

Our association, representing 7,000 sugar-beet growers, is backing to the limit
the new sugar bill, H. R. 5988, We cannot urge too strongly the passage of this
bill without amendments. Since December 7 it is empahsized even more than
ever the need for additional sugar next year. This bill if and when enacted will,
we feel sure, assure consumers of & very material increase in sugar production in
Colorado next year.

MouNTAIN STATES BRET GROWERS MARKETING ASSOCIATION.
HARRY CLARK, President.

TwiN FaLvs, Ipano, December 7, 1941,
Hon, Wau1er F. GEORGE,
‘hairman, Senale Finance Commiltee,
Washington, D. C.:
Sugar-beet farmers in the nine Western States represented by the National
Beet Growers Association in annual convention now assembled are very deeply
concerned about S. 2041 and H. R. 5988, They neced this legislation, they
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ag-prove it without reservation, and respectfully urge its prompt enactment by
the Congress. . 5

Senator Joseph C. O'Mahoney is closely conversant with the situation of our
western producers and this bill, prepared by him and our late beloved friend
Senator Alva Adams, if promptly enacted into law will help bring that much.
x‘xseded relief and stability for our splendid sugar-beet industry throughout the

ost.

We sincerely hope you and the Senate Finance will give prompt and friendly
consideration to the measure and help secure its prompt passage by the Senate
and spﬁroval by the President.

espectfully,
NaTtioNar BEET GROWERS ASSOCIATION.

By CuarLes M. KEARNEY, President.
The CuairmaN. We will recess until Friday morning at 10 o’clock.
(Whereupon, at 4 p. m,, a recess was taken until 10 a. m., Friday,
December 12, 1941.)
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