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FOREWORD

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

Dates of hearings and tariff subcommittees

. - -
Schedules " Dale to commence 3 Subcommittees

; Subcommittee No. 1, room 212, Senale Office Building
1. Chemicals, oils, and paints.” June 14...........5 Smoot, chairman, Reed, Edge, King, and Barkley.

2. Ea}ths, earthenware, and : June 19............ i Edge, chairman, Smoot, Reed, King, and Barkley.
glassware. !
3. Me’tals and manufactures | June 2........... Reed, chairman, Smoot, Edge, King, and Barkley.
of. ;
; Subcommitiee No. &, room 312, Senate Office Building
6. Tobucco and manufac. : June 13............! Shortridge, chairman, Smoot, Watson, Harrison,
_ tures of. : and Conaally.
§. Spirits, wines, and other JuneM......._.... Shortridge, chairman, Smoot, Watson, Marrison,
beverages. X and Connally.
7. Agricultural products and ; June 17............ ' Watson, chairman, Smoot, Shortridge, Iarrison,
provisions. ' i _and Connally, .
&, Sugar,  molasses, and | JuneZg..... veomnne. Smoot, chairman, Watson, Shortridge, llarrison,
snanufactures of. i i and Connally.
; . Subcommittee No. 3, room 301, Senate Office Building
6. Cotton manufactares...... - June M..... PO : mngjn%m. chairman, Greene, Sackett, Simmons,
| i _and George.
10. Flax, hemp. jute, and L June 19....eeenn... Greene, chairman, Bingham, Sackett, Simmons,
manufactures of. : _and George.
11. Weol and munuracturesot.i June MH............ . Bing&ugu. chairman, Greene, Sackett, Simmons,
and George.
12. Silk and silk goods........ July 1 (2 p.m.)...-! Suckgt(t). chairman, QGreene, Bingham, Simmons,
. *and (George. i
13. Kayon manufactures...... July 8............. " Sackett, chairman, Greene, Bingham, Simmons,
i and George.
i Subcommittze No. ;, room 412, Senate Office Building
M. Papers and books.......... June 13............ , Deneen, chairman, Couzens, Keyes, Walsh (Mass.),
' and Thomas (Okla.).
4. Wood and manufactureiof. Junelr............ Couzens, chairman, 1eneen, Keyes, Walsh (Mass.),
© and Thomas (Okla.).
15, SUNANIES. . eeeeecanaccnaeins June 25....c......; Keyes, chairman, Couzens, Deneen, Walsh (Mass.),

; and Thotnas (Okla.).

Note.—~Hearings on * Valuation” will be conducted before the full committee June 12.  All meetings
will commenceat 9.30 4. . unless otherwise noted. Hearingson freelist, administrative and miscellaneous
provisivns will be cunducted before full comrittee at the conclusion of the subcommittee hearings.

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

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

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

Isaac M. Stewanrt, Clerk.
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SCHEDULE 11-WOOL AND MANUFAC-
TURES OF

e —— e = —

MONDAY, JUNE 24, 1920

UNITED STATES SENATE,
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE
ComMiTTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D. C.

The subcommittee met at 9.40 o’clock a. m., pursuant to adjourn-
ment, in room 301, Senate Office Building, Senator Hiram Bingham
(chairman of the subcommittce) presiding.

Senator BinciiaM. The committee will be in order.

GENERAL STATEMENTS

STATEMENT OF FRANKLIN W. HOBBS, BOSTON, MASS., REPRE-
SENTING THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WOOL MANUFAC-

TURERS

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Senator Bixciras. Mr. Hobbs, you represent whom?

Mr. Hosbs. I am president of the National Association of Wool
Manufacturers.

Senator BinciiaM. That includes about how many concerns?

Mr. Hosus. The brief we file represents a branch of the wool
industry of empleyecs, a pay roll of about 220,000,000, and a prod-
urt of ahout $950,000,000. The capital involved is something over
$80¢,000,000, of those that I speak for.

Senator Bixguaym. For those 200,000 workers, how much time
would you like?

Senator Symmoxs. That enters into all branches of the wool
industry?

Mr. Hosss. The woolen and worsted industry; not the carpets
and not the felt goods and not the knit goods division,

Senator BixcaM. Do you cover both woolen and worsted manu-
facturing?

Mr. Hosss. Yes, sir.

Senator Bixgiiam. How much time would you like?

My, Hosss. I should think, not over three quarters of an hour, or
possibly less. I will try to be brief.

In addition to that of our association we have a joint tariff com-
mittee which has worked in cooperation with carpet manufacturers,

1




2 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

felt manufacturers, knit goods, and blanket manufacturers. They
are all represented upon this joint tariff committee. You have the
brief here that we have filed, and I am not going to attempt to read
that brief.

Senator Si1MMoNs. You speak of a joint tariff committee of manu-
facturers? .

Mr. HoBBs. Yes, sir. -

Senator SimMoNns. The reason I ask that is that we have a joint
teriff coramission here.

Mr. Hosss. This association which I represent was formed in
1864, and I think it is the oldest national trade organization in the
country. I only mention that to show the background of it.

I want to briefly speak of some few matters that we have referred
to in our brief. Some of them hay GOM9.UP in the testimony sub-
mitted to your committee. ¥

The wool manufactu W
account of the conditigh d.employment has
decreased during thea . T . the general
manufacturing ind e Ty. i

You have a log : B

). very adversely on
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Senator SACKETT. Does not that qepend a great deal upon whether
your manufacturing stocks are in pools and boosted up on the market
in a speculative way?

Mr. HoBss. That may be. There is nothing of that sort in wool
manufacturing.

Senator SACKETT. Wool manufacturing stocks are not predominant
on the board and are not taken hold of by the public, the servant
. girls, and messenger boys, and you can hardly make a comparison

of that kind. :

Mr. HoBes. Only of a general nature, to show that they have
gone down, whereas other stocks have gone up.

Senator GREENE. How about style?

Mr. HosBs. You mean, the effect it has had on business?

Senator GREENE. Yes.

Mr. HoBBs. Style, of course, has an effect on our business. It
has in all businesses; there is no question about that. But it is lack
of in%dends and of profits that has brought down the value of our
capital. .

try, from
as and other
fifice of the indus-
Whereas our stocks
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I only mention that to show, Mr. Chairman, that we are clearly
in the class of industries referred to by the President.

Furthermore, of course wool is an agricultural product, and if the
duty should be raised on our raw material we feel we would be en-
titled to a corresponding advance in the duties on manufactures of
wool; and also, as the woolgrowers have stated, the American wool
manufacturer is the only customer that the American woolgrower has
for his product, and unless the manufacturer is successful there is
no market for their wool.

Senator GEORGE. What expansion did your industry experience
during the war?

Mr. Hosss. There was some expansion; I have not the exact fig-
ures on that. There was some expansion during the war to meet the
emergencies, but there has been a recession since the war. We have
not had as much machinery operating as we had at the end of the war.
I can not give you exact figures at this time. I can obtain them for

ou.

One of the general subjects is the question of the basic rate on which
ad valorem duties are to be levied, and our association has favored a
change from the foreign basis of valuation to some basisin this country,
either the American value or the United States value, as a basis for
levying ad valorem duties in the tariff, as we believe that would be
more satisfactory and a safer method.

That question hasbeen presented before yourfull committee by one of
our members, Mr. Scheel, and he will speak with reference to a plan of
specific rates based on a percentage of the American manufacturing
cost—that is, the American conversion cost—so that I shallnotattempt
to discuss that in detail now, but he will at another time.

We believe that principle is correct. We hoBe ou will give it your
most careful consideration and, if possible, embody it in this bill. If
that is not a practical matter, we hope it will be put in under the pro-
visions of section 642 of the House bill, so that it will receive con=
sideration there.

We have made no recommendations with reference to the basic
duty on wool, as we feel and have always felt in our association that
the basic duty on wool was a matter to be determined by the Congress
after considering the needs and requirements of the woolgrowers and
that they should receive whatever protection the Congress thinks
they are entitled to. There are some few items in connection with
that, though, assuming that that basic rate is determined, that we
would like to have you consider.

In the first place, the woolgrowers themselves have favored the
24-cent clause on 44s and below. Yesterday the mohair people
asked that that be done away with. We feel very strongly that that
24-cent clause on the lower wools should be retained.

With reference to the question of the tolerance on the exact defini-
tion of the 44s, we think that should be retained as it is now in the
House bill. Wool is one of the most variable articles of commerce.
It is not like pig iron or some definite substance. There is a great
deal of variation in the lots, and no lot of wool can run exactly 44s.
There will be a small percentage of it run a little finer; there will be
gome run lower; and although the statement was made that the
United States standard wools show some slight variation, if it is a
fact, and I think it is, we believe that it would be just as well, in fact
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better, to state that there should be that tolerance so that there will
be no ?_luestion of the intent of the bill. o

In the description in paragraphs 1101 and 1102 of sorted wool,
we feel that unconsciously and unintentionally there has been an
error or an oversight in the description which refers to wools where
the identity of the fleece has not been lost or destroreql. . That is
all right as far as it goes, but the duty, as you will recall, is increased
2 cents a pound on sorted wool, put in to protect the American wool
sorter. We have no quarrel with that, but as the description is
written in the bill it would mean that on pieces and bellies which are
dropped off, in Australia, for instance, where we all buy more or less
of these descriptions——

Senator BinaHaM. What are pieces and bellies?

Mr. Hosss. In handling the fleeces, pieces drop off of the fleece.
They are not sorted. They drop off.  The bellies are the under
part, and that comes off or 1s pulled off. There is no regular sorting
about it at all, and those are gathered up in the room where the wools
are put together, at the stationsin Australia. The pieces sell anywhere
from 3 to 5 cents a pound less in the clean value than the fleece, and
the bellies perhaps 8 or 10 cents less, and without modifying that
phraseology those particular lower parts would pay a higher duty
than the fleece itself.

Senator BinguaM. What are they used for?

Mr. HoBss. They are blended with the regular fleece wool, but
they sell in the market at a lower price. There is no protection
involved to the American wool sorter.

We would like to have that carefully written so that picces, bellies
and necks are excluded from that extra cost. They are not sorts,
and there is no question of American labor protection involved.

The only other general question on these two paragraphs is with
reference to these requests which were put before the committee in
the House and are answered in a brief that we filed with the House
at page 9846, volume 16 of their hearings, with reference to the scour-
ing and testing of all samples of all wools brought into this country.

Senator BiNgaM. Is this an administrative provision?

Mr. HoBss. Yes, sir. The plea was made yesterday that instead
of estimating by the Government experts and wool examiners at
the port of entry and determining the number of pounds of clean
content there is in a lot of wool, that testing plants be established
by the Government and that these wools be actually scoured—they
did not add “and carbonized,” which would be essential as well as
scouring—to get at, as it was expressed, the actual clean content
of the wool.

I think it worth while to take just a little of your time to explain
how this wool business is handled.

The wools of the world are bought on the human estimate and
not on the scoured test. For instance, in our own business, in the
Arlington Mills, we buy wool in London, in Melbourne, in éydney,
in Brisbane, in Montevideo, South America, in Buenos Aires, where
we have our representatives cable us that the wool can be bought at
such and such a price landed in Boston.

b Sﬁnat‘?r SACKETT. Are they your representatives, or are they wool
rokers
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Mr. HoBsss. We have representatives.

Senator SACKETT. Your own people?

Mr. HoBBs. Yes. By ‘“representatives” I mean men who buy
for us and no one else, or maybe for one or two other concerns only.
All of the larger mills do that. The small mills buy from dealers
or brokers in this country. We cable direct from our own office in
Boston to whereever we wish to buy, and we must buy those wools
on_the buyers’ judgment.

Senator BiINgHAM. Your point is that the wool buyer out in the
field can not take the carbonizing and scouring machinery along with
him, and he has to use his judgment?

Mr. Hosss. That is correct; and on his judgment we. pay for the
wool. We are willing to pay on the judgment of the men, and that
is the way &all wool in the world is bought.

The statement was made in error and not intentionally yesterday—
or I so understood; it is very hard to hear, here—that all wool bought
in London was sent to the Bradford conditioning house to be tested.
That is not a fact. Very little of it goes near the Bradford condition-
ing house. In London wool is sold at auction. It is stored in great
warehouses or lofts. Every morning our representative at London
goes through those lofts where the wool is that is to be sold that
+afternoon at auction. He goes through a whole great warehouse
there and looks over the different lots, a great number of marks, and
marks in his catalogue of the auction, “That will yicld 49 per cent;
this lot 51 per cent,” and so on through the whole list. He goes
back to the auction that afternoon and makes his bid as to what he
will pay on the lot in accordance with his estimate of the clean cost.

Senator BingHAM. When you say it will yield 49 to 51 per cent,
you mean after it is cleaned and scoured, and so on?

Mr. HoBss. Yes, sir. That is the way the wool buying of the
world is done. There are no scouring tests. They could not be
carried on; they would clog the whole business.

4 I just wanted to explain that that is the method by which it is
one.

Senator Simmons. That same method applies to your purchases
of domestic wool? '

Mr. Hosss. Yes, sir. Some few mills I think may buy sample
bags and have them tested, but in general the wool dealer in this
country sends men who look over the wool and make up their minds
what it is going to shrink, and bid on it accordingly.

Senator Simmons. There was something said here yesterday about
the lack of expert knowledge on the part of the appraisers. Have
you discovered ang'thing along that line?

Mr. Hosss. I think the work is very satisfactorily done, in general.
I was going to come later to that, if I may, Senator.

On the invoice as it comes into this country the shipper under the
law puts his estimate of the yield. When the wools come into the
port the examiner, that Senator Simmons just asked about, examines
those wools, either on the dock or in the warehouse—in our own case
they come direct to Lawrence, Mass. The Government weigher
unlocks the cars, takes out the wool, weighs it and puts it into our
sorting room, and then the examiner comes from Boston, takes off
the whole top of the bale and examines that bale and puts on his
estimate of the yield. If there is any discrepancy between those
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estimates and the estimates of the invoice, of course the estimate of
the examiner is the final word; but -~ do have, as pointed out
yesterday, the right to appeal if we it is not right, and have
8 test made. The number of those tests made is trivial in the past
seven years. They have been very, very few.

It sounds simple to say, take out a little wool and test it. It
might interest you to know that every mark, every station, every
ranch from which wool comes, is a little different. We have had
an invoice of 900 bales of wool from Australia made up of 300 dif-
ferent marks. In order to have that lot of wool come through the
customhouse, if this plan of testing every lot that came in should be
put in operation, it would be necessary to have 300 tests made of
that one lot of wool. We frequently get in 50 lots of one bale to a
lot. That is not at all uncommon.

So that you can see if you bring in a couple of hundred thousand
pounds of wool, instead of just picking out a few samples of it here
and there and testing it, as you might infer if you are not familiar
with the business, there would be thousands and thousands of tests
required; and it is not at all infrequent to have five thousand or ten
thousand or twenty thousand bales come into the port of Boston
in a week. They come in in great quantities in one ship. In our
judgment, as a practical matter it would be impossible, or practi+
cally impossible, to carry on business if you are going to test out
every mark of wool that came into this country. It would clog up
the whole thing. Not only have they got to be scoured, but these
samples would have to be carbonized, because the duty is not levied,
under the provisions of the present law or the House Bill, on the
scoured content but on the clean content, and you have to take out
all the vegetable and extraneous matter as well in order to get the
clean content. This wool from which the Government would pick
out these samples to scour and carbonize the Government would
have tc buy. It would be of no use to the worsted mills. It might
be sold to woolen mills; but by putting that provision in the law
you would put the Government into the wool business.

Senator SAckerT. You have a number of these testing machines
in Boston, have you not?

Mr. Hosgs. In the customhouse?

Senator SAckeTT. In Boston.

Mr. HoBss. Yes; there are some.

Senator Sackerr. What do they use them for?

Mr. HosBss. I think they are more for experimental use on small
gsamples. The Government has one here at Washington.

Senator SAckeTT. But those are commercial ones in Boston, are
they not?

Mr. Hosss. They are in one or two private laboratories where they
have made tests for special purposes.

Senator SACKETT. They are not usually used on the wool sold on
the street?

Mr. HosBs. Oh, no; not at all. I have never heard of their being
used in a big business way at all.

Assuming that the Government could do this business quickly and
efficiently, which it can not, we go further than that and say the tesis
are not as accurate; they are not as reliable in these small sample
lots as the individual judgment of the buyer or of the United States
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examiner at the port on the lot as a whole or the bale as a whole.
We have to try these things out. This has nothing to do with the
tariff at all, but for our own business we have taken large lots of wool,
sorted them, laid them across big bins crosswise, say that deep
[illustrating], laid it across in layers out of a large lot of wool, and
then cut it down in half, taking one half and then the other half,
and those two halves will vary more than 1 per cent, sometimes 2
per cent,

Senator SAckeETT. What has been dvour experience in buying vour
wools in London by your man and then having the Government
- ppraiser estimate them?

Mr. Hosas. We have very few changes made by the Government.
I think that the estimates of weights put on by the forcign buyers are
reasonably accurate, with very few exceptions. There have been
very few complaints of errors that anybody has made. In general I
think it has been handled with very great efficiency and honesty by
the buyer as well as by the examiner in the employ of the Government;
and the results that have come out of the large bulk tests, which are of
course reliable, have been very, very close. They come out within 1
per cent at the outside, of the estimates.

So that we feel very strongily indeed that, in the first place, tests
can not be made as a practical matter of business. It would block up
evervthing. 1f you did do it, we fecl that the test would not be as
accurate, really, in the big bulk of the wool as the present method.
And supposing you did find an error of 1 per cent: it is a comparative-
ly small matter in contrast with the expense you would have to go to
in going through the whole thing to find that out. I think it is a
question of practical common sense. If the wool duty is twenty
million dollars or twenty-five million dollars, 1 per cent of that would
be $200,000 or $250,000, if you found every invoice was 1 per cent out
by such testing and assuming the tests were right. They are just as
likely to be below as they are above, and the result would be that you
would have to set up the Government in the wool scouring and car-
bonizing business; you would have to establish plants and you would
have to employ great numbers of men to do the work, and the cost
would be away in excess of any possible amount that you might
collect on account of these tests.

Senator Sackerr. What is the capacity of one of those testing
machines per day, in the number of samples?

Mr. Hoess. I think the one that the Government has here in
Washington can handle fifty samples a day, but it takes about three
days to carry the test through. They have to dry it and condition
it and all that.

Senator SackerT. That one importation that you spoke of as
coming from Australia, 900 bales with 300 numbers on it, would take
a testing plant a week?

Mr. HoBgs. At least. It would take longer than that, because I
think it takes them three days from the time they get the wool to
scour it—they do not carbonize it—and they have got to dry it.all
out and bring it back to the right condition.

Senator Sackerr. Would not that testing delay the imports of wool
for weeks?
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Mr. HoBss. Yes; it would block up our whole business. We would
not know how much it would cost us for weeks—I think it would be
months. Knowing how these things work, I think it would be months.

Senator SACKETT. Of course yours would not be the only lots
imported. .

r. HosBs. There would be thousands of them some in some days,
and it would block up the whole thing. '

Furthermore, it was suggested yesterday that these scouring plants
could be established near the ports of entry. You probably know,
but assuming that perhaps you do not, wool is examined at the present
time in a great many places in the country outside of New York,
Boston, and Philadelphia which were spoken of, for instance.

" Sena?tor BingHaM. You mean, it comes in to many other custom-
ouses

Mr. Hosss. By special customs regulation wool going to the Arling-
ton mills is taken off at Lawrence and examined there by the govern-
ment.

Senator BinagHaM. Does it come through in bond?

Mr. Hosss. In sealed cars, opened by the government.

At Cleveland, Ohio, they have bonded warehouses. They have a
bonded warehouse of the American Woolen Co. at the next town
to Lawrence——

Senator BingHAM. The same thing applies to the importation of
materials used in the manufactureing of tobacco. Every large town
where tobacco is manufactured is made, upon application, a port of
entry in order that the work may be done quickly.

Senator Simmons. Now, I want to ask you a question. Is there
any serious difficulty in an expert—and I am assuming that when

ou send agents abroad to buy, you only send men who are experts
in estimating——

Mr. Hosss. Yes, sir.

Senator SimmoNs. To determine just such questions as you are
raising now?

Mr. Hosss. Yes, sir.

Senator Simmons. Is it difficult for a real expert by a casual exam-
ination of a package of weol to determine with reasonable accuracy
the clean content?

Mr. Hosss. That word “casual” I might question. My only an-
swer to that is that we are buying and paying out hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars all the time for property bought on just that basis, and
it comes out about right.

Senator SimmoNs. When wool is sold in this country it is sold at
the warehouse, on the floor of the warehouse, at auction?

Mr. HoBBs. Not in this country. In London it is sold at auction,
and in Melbourne, Australia, it is sold at auction.

Senator StMmons. To illustrate again with the tobacco business,
iive tobacco is sold in the same way on the auction floor. The pur-
.chasers of the product have their agents there. There will be thou-
sands of piles of tobacco. The agent who is to buy has an oppor-
tunity to examine just for a few minutes the various lots, and he must
determine in those few minutes the guality of the tobacco. There
may be two (i)iles in juxtaposition and they may look the same and
yet be very decidedly different. That he ha< to determine in a few
minutes. If he is an exgert—-—and of course they only employ high-
class experts to do that buying—he can very quickly determine the
exact quality of that mer-handise.
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Mr. HoBss. Wool is bought in identically the same way, I should
say. ’

Senator BinguaM. I think you have made your case on that.

Mr. Hosss. I wanted to have the minds of the committee clear.

Senator BingHAM. I have occasionally met wool buyers in my
travels in different parts of the world, and I realize that they are men
wl;o have very great ability and who receive very good wages, as a
rule.

Mr. Hosss. In answer to a previous question, some criticism was
made here yesterday with reference to the—I do not know whether
they used the word ““honesty ”’, but at least the efficiency of the United
States examiners.

Senator BingHAM. It was claimed that they were not experienced.

Mr. Hosss. 1 think from my own experience in the port of Boston
we have a man of very excellent ability and of the highest integrity
and who is doing the work as it should be done. I think that general
statement is true of all the ports. Thegovernment hasrecently made
an investigation, and I understand they have found practically no
cause whatever or any justification for sucha claim.

I am not familiar with the details, but mention was made yesterda
of a case in Philadelphia. AsIunderstand that matter, that was wools
that came in on the skin. They were not in the bale, and there was
some part of the wool that was not properly looked at, or there was a
misunderstanding or an intentional or deliberate error. Of course that
can happen, even if you take samples of it, if the importer is crooked.
You can not franie any law that is going to make people honest. I
think, myseclf, that the number of cases is extremely limited and
negligible, in my judgment, and the law is being honestly administered
now; and the wool manufacturer is just as anxious to see the law
enforced in accordance with its provisions as the wool grower is, and
we believe it is.

Senator S1MMoNs. You have the same thing in the cotton trade.
Cotton is brought to market in 500-pound bales. There are nine
grades of cotior, cach sclling at & different price. The cotton buyer
opens tho bagging and pulls out a handful of that cotton forinspection,
and by that inspection he determines which one of the nine grades
it is.

Mr. HoBss. We filed quite a complete brief on this whole subject,
and the House did not insert this provision in the bill.

Senator BingHaM. 1 think you have made your case before the
committee.

Mr. Hosss. Paragraph 1105 is one as to which there has been
considerable discussion, and that is the by-product. As our associa-
tion looks at it, in the House bill, in the 1922 law and in other bills,
the duty levied on the by-product has been proportional to the
market value that those by-products bear to the clean wool. That
is the present law. We believe that is reasonable and fair, and we
hope that that provision will be continued along those general lines.

Senator BINGHAM. Do you recommend any changes in the House
rates under 1105?

Mr. Hosss. Not in detail. On general principles, we think it
should be maintained.

About 45 per cent of the members of our association are woolen
manufacturers and 55 per cent are worsted manufacturers. Mr,
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Stevens, who is one of the vice Eresidonts of the association, is a
large woolen manufacturer, and I think he can give you more detailed
specific information on the use of wastes than I can, as he 1s familiar
with that business. I would like to say, however, that if you do make
any change such as suggested, then we would like the privilege of
submitting to your attention the fact that the compensatory rates
must be changed accordingly on the woven goods, because they now
have lower rates.

The statement was made yesterday that the same rate was made
on all classes of fabrics. Of course that was an unintentional error,
because the compensatory rates run all the way from 26 cents to
50 cents a pound in the present law and in the House bill.

Senator Bixauan. We have had several people ask us with refer-
ence to 1105, to raise the rate on wool rags from 8 cents a pouna to
29 cents a pound, or an increase of approximately 250 per cent. How
much would the compensatory duty have to be increased to net
such an increase as that in the duty on wool rags?

Mr. Horgs. 1 should say that under the present law and under
the proposed House bill, probably the lowest bracket is 26 cents
compensatory, then the 40-cent bracket, and then 50 cents. I think
they all ought to be 50 ceunts a pound, if you did such a thing as
that, to make certain of the compensatory rates.

Senator Sackerr. When that tariff was adopted the importation
of those wool rags was very small, was it not?

Mr. Hores. You mean, in 1922?

Senator SACKETT. Yes; compared with what it is to-day.,

Mr. Hoses. Yes; I think they were.

Senator SAckerT. Then the compensatory duties were based prac-
tically upon pure wool, were they not?

Mr. HoBss. No.

Senator SackeTT. If there were not any of those, or & very small
amount of those, importations it must have had more reference to
the pure wool than it does to-day.

Mr. HoBes. My impression of that—but, as I say, Mr. Stevens
knows more about it than I do—my impression is that it was under-
stood in all of those tariffs that very low woolen goods never were
made of 100 per cent virzin wool; they never have been, and therefore
on that account thete lower compensatory rates were made. In the
cotton-warp schedule we have a lower com!)ensatory rate than in
the all-wocl schedule. I think that principle had been figured on
through all the tariffs.

Senator SAckETT. You know that the importation of those things
at the time the tariff bill was adopted was less than one fourth of
what it is to-day.

Mr. Hosss. I understand.

Senator SACKETT. And it would necessarily mean that if those
cheaper substitutes had been imported in increasing amounts during
the ﬁfe of that tariff bill, compensatory duties on manufactures
are much more favorable now for those that use those rags and other
shoddies than they were at the time the bill was adopted. Would
not that be a fact? If they have a compensatory duty of 40 per
cent now and had a 40 per cent compensatory duty when there were
very small imports of those materials, and thei are using more of
them now, the compensatory duty is relatively higher to-day?
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Mr. Hosss. The compensatory duty, of course, is to offset the
duty on wool.

Senator SACKETT. Yes; to offset the duty on pure wool.

Mr. HoBBs. Yes. Knowing that if you brought in those by-
products 1y;ou did not pay the full duty on such goods, the compensa-
tory rate had been figured slightly lower than it is on those of a value
that would indicate they were made of pure wool.

Senator SAckETT. That was true at the time the bill was written;
but now there has been a large increase in the amount of those cheaper
materials, and that would have the effect of raising the compensa-
tory duty to the people who are using those cheaper materials.

Mr. HosBs. I am afraid I do not understand you. After all,
the compensatory rate is put on to keep out the manufactured product.
The compensatory rate does not apply to anything manufactured
here. It is put on the foreign goods coming in to offset the duty on
wool so that the manufacturer of those goods here will not be driven
out of business by having to compete with foreign wool manufac-
turers who have free wool.

Senator SACKETT. Does not the manufacturer get the benefit on
that basis of the cheaper materials that he uses in the manufacture
of the goods?

Mr. Hosss. He gets those materials cheaper, and the foreign
producer of the fabric gcts them cheaper and has a lower rate on those
gom}s if he tries to bring them in here than he would if he used pure
wool.

Senator SimMoNs. Where the wool is adulterated, mixed with
something else, in this country, it is likewise the same character of
goods adulterated and mixed?

Mr. HosBs. Yes, sir; that is what I was trying to explain.

Senator BinguaM. Do I get this correctly? The case presents
itsclf to my mind in these words, that if the rates are greatly raised
on those wastes and rags and other things which enter into the
production of the cheaper grades of wool, it will be necessary to in-
crease the compensatory duty so that the manufacturers abroad will
not be able to use these and make their products still cheaper than
you can make them, and that will result in the people who buy the
cheaper grades of wool and the cheaper grades of overcoating, par-
ticularly, having to pay considerably more for their product. Is
that correct?

Mr. Hosss. That is my judgment; yes.

b S.el;ator GEORGE. Are the compensatory duties on the ad valorem
asis?

Mr. Hosns. No, sir; they are in cents per pound, the same as the
duty on wool is in cents per pound. They are specific rates.

Senator SACKETT. I have heen asked to ask you two or three
questions to get your answers. . . .

1Your association appeared here in 1921 in hearings on Sched-
ule 117 -

Mr. HosBs. Yes. .

Senator SAckeTT. In that testimony, page 3527 of the hearings
before the Senate Finance Committee, Mr. John P. Wood, who was
the president of the American Woolen Co.——

r. HoBBs. President of the association.
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Senator SACKETT. Yes—made the following statement:

The rates on shoddy, wool extract, mungo, rags and flocks are not designated
for_either protection or revenue, but to prevent the importation of these ma-
terials, e approve the continuance of this policy.

In your statement before the committee you have not indorsed
the rates on these materials which appear in that suggestion that
was made?

Mr. Hosss. I think if you will read what he said in his whole
statement, with the exception of what you have just read now, you
will see that it is in accordance absolutely with what I have stated.
He stated that all of these by-products, in the whole statement he
made—the rates on the various by-products should be levied in
accordance with their respective market values compared with wool.
Is not that in the statement that you have before you?

Senator SACKETT. It is quite a long statement.

Mr. HosBss. In everything except rags you will find that he said
exactly what I have stated here to-day.

On the question of rags it may be that it was wise at that time—I
do not question that it is what he said, but apparently the Congress
did not agree with that point of view, because tEey did not put a pro-
hibitive duty on rags. We believe that that is a matter that should
be worked out carefully at the present time.

I am not prepared to say what the exact duty ought to be on rags.
It ought to be at a price ihat would safeguard, within reason, the wool
growers if they are to be aifected by it, but at the same time I think
that while we are protectionists and want to see our business pro-
tected, I think there also must be some con.iideration given as to the
effect of this on the ultimate consumer, and whether we want to have
those goods made in this country at all or imported in the form of
goods; and I can not state at the moment what I feel is the right duty
on these rags. I do not think it should be a prohibitive duty.

Senator SAckeTT. Of course those rags that are imported and
{)nanufsgtured here take the place of pure wool that would otherwise

e used?

Mr. Hosss. That is quite a problem, Senator.

Senator SAckeTT. That is what I want to get at. I want to get
your reaction to that.

Mr. Hosss. In talking to one of my good friends, a woolgrower,
on that matter, he mado the statement that 25,000,000 pounds of rags
displaced 100,000,000 pounds of wool. I doubt the exact arithmetic;
but admitting that is true, I said to him, “If we had an embargo
where would we get the 100,000,000 pounds of wool? You can not
sell it to us. Every pound of the American clip is used, and we have
to import from 80,000,000 to 100,000,000 pounds besides. What
good is it going to do the American wool grower when he is selling
every pound he has got and could not possibly supp(liv the demand?”

“Well,” he said, frou would have to buy it abroad, and that would
lift the prices of wool all over the world and we would get the benefit
on the.American clip.”

That, it seems to me, is a long way around.

Senator SACKETT. Do you not think it would have that effect?

Mr, Hosss. It would take more than that amount of wool to lift
the price for the whole world, in my judgment. But I do not know
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where a hundred million pounds would come from. Of course it
might be that in 10 or 15 years we would increase the clip enough to
take care of it. The real answer is that if the rags were embargoed, so
to speak, the price abroad would drop and our foreign competitor
would be able to bring these goods in cheaper than he can today. He
would get the goods in, neither the wool nor the rags would come.

Senator SAckeTT. Yes; but of course that could be taken care of
by a duty on the goods, could it not?

Mr. Hosss. Possibly.

Senator SAcKETT. 1s your position in advocating rates in the pend-
ing House bill under paragraph 1105 consistent with the attitude in
1922 when you urged that rates of duty should be made to prevent
the importation of these materials?

Mr. HoBis. You mean, on the question of the rags?

Senator Sackert. Rags, wool extract, mungo, flocks and shoddy.
Is it consistent?

Mr. Hosss. I do not know that it is consistent, but there has been a
great change in the whole situation, I think. Tt may not have been
advisable at that time to let themin at all. I think changes of fashion,
changes in the conditions have brought about a situation where our
association would not favor the embargo on those products.

Senator SACKETT. There is one other question. Has your assoc’» .
tion ever, before any committee of Congress, advocated rater «f
duty which would permit the importation of materials comprehended
in paragraph 1105 at such rates of duty as would permit them to be
competitive with the American grown wool?

Mr. HoBss. That is a pretty hard question, to go back for 65 years.

Senator SACKETT. As far as your own knowledge goes, I mean.

Mr. Hosss. If you will read all that General Wood said in 1922
you will find there that he stated exactly the grinciple that I have
stated, that the duty on the by-products should be proportionate to
the duty on wool in accordance with the relative values. The first
three quarters of the statement you refer to states that very clearly,
and we stand on that principle.

As to the exact amount that should be applied, on that theory, to
rags, I am not prepared to state. We hope 1t can be worked out on
some basis that will allow their use and at the same time reasonably
satisfy our friends the wool growers.

Senator SACKETT. Are you speaking as a woolen manufacturer or as
a worsted manufacturer?

Mr. HoBgs. As president of the National Association, which is
about 50-50.

Senator SAckETT. Do you as a worsted manufacturer approve of
the statement of Mr. Brooks?

Mr. Hosss. No, sir.

Senator SACKETT. As a worsted manufacturer you do not?

Mr. Hosss. Oh, I think it is a bigger question than whether I am
a worsted or a woolen manufacturer. It is the whole industry, the
wool manufacturer, the wool grower and the whole United States
public. Iam trying to look at it that way, and not particularly how it
affects any one individual business.

Senator BiNgHaM. In view of the current attitude reported in the
press between the woolen and the worsted manufacturers, it seems to

63310—29—voL 11, scHED 11-—2
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me, Mr. Hobbs, that your position must be one of the most difficult
ones in the country at the present time.

Mr. Hosss. No, I do not think so. We are all good friends still.
We are a united industry, Senator.

Senator GEoraE. The worsted manufacturers do not use the rags?

Mr. Hosss. No, sir.

Senator SAckeTT. It would injure the worsted manufacturer if
the rags were cut out, would it not?

Mr. Hosss. I don’t see it.

Senator SAcKETT. Would it not require a woolen manufacturer to
bug'/lpure wool in order to carry on its business?

r. Hosss. I personally believe those goods would come in. That
is a matter of judgment——

Senator SACKETT. The manufactured goods, but not the material
that is used in the manufacture in this country?

Mr. HoBss. We want to make the goods here and employ these
200,000 people that we talked about.

_Senator SAckeTT. Yes, that is true; but by putting a duty suffi-
ciently high upon the manufactured goods abroad, would it not re-
quire the use of more wool here?

Mr. Hosss. If you put it sufliciently high. That is something
we never have been able to get yet on most things. “Sufficiently
high”’ is pretty hard to answer.

Senator SACKETT. I am just trying to develop your thought on it;
that is all. These materials that come in under 1105 have been in-
creasing quite materially in the last seven years, have they not?

Mr. HoB3ss. Yes.

Senator SACKETT. Would it not seem reasonable that in order to
protect American products, if the imports are increasing materially,
that the duty should be raised sufficiently high to keep them out to a
point at least where they were before?

Mr. Hosss. If they are really seriously interfering with the
American woolgrower.

Senator Sackerr. If 21,000,000 pounds were imported last year,
that represents a mere mathematical calculation of the amount of
pure wool that they take the place of, whether it is a hundred million
pounds or whether it is 75,000,000 pounds?

Mr. Hossbs. Yes.

Senator SAckEeTT. Is it not a fact that if those imports came in to
the extent of 21,000,000 pounds and have been increasing, it covers
exactly the position which the President has taken, that increasing
imports injuring the business of the country are a proper matter for
the tariff to take hold of?

Mr. Hosss. I think that is true, with the exception of the question
that I do not feel as clear on as you apparently do, that it is injuring
American industry. The question of tashion I think enters into
that a great deal, ard the question of the conditions in this country
has entered into it a great deal. The worsted mills have not, up to
comparatively very recent times, heen operating as well perhaps as
the woolen mills. There has been a tremendous demand, a sudden
fashion for certain classes of goods that have required some of these
by-products that have not been made in this country. I think
that has had something to do withit. I am not able to say how much.
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Possibly Mr. Stevens will be able to answer that question better than
[ can. That is his business.

Senator SACKETT. Is it not a fact that woolen cloths as distin-
guished from worsted cloths are being sold in this country considerably
cheaper than they were two or three years ago?

Mr. Homss. They are all being sold rather cheaper, both woolens
and worsteds.

Senator SackETT. Have not the woolens reduced in price more than
the worsteds?

Mr. Hosss. I should not have said so. The sad thing is that we
have all had to reduce on account of the depressed condition of both
the woolen and worsted business.

Senator SACKETT. Information has come to me that that is a fact
I do not know whether it is true or not, and I am asking you for an
opinion,

Mr. Hosss. A year ago I think the fancy woolen mills were the
ones that were getting the great bulk of the business. Today there
is a very distinct trend developing toward worsteds again.

Senator SACkETT. Is that fashion or price?

Mr. Hoegs. Fashion.

Senator SAckeTT. I am trying to talk about price entirely.

Mr. HoBss. Of course the fashion helps price. If a thing is
fashionable you can get a price onit. If nobody wants it, you can not
getb it, either woolen or worsted. You might: have the finest thing
in the world, but if people do not want it you can not sell it. Price
and fashion are pretty closely related, both in woolens and in worsteds.

Senator SAckeTT. Has not the price reduction been greater in the
woolen cloth than in the worsted cloth?

Mr. Hosss. I should not have said so. I think they have both
been reduced considerably and they haye both had a hard time.

Senator BingHaM. Senator, you do not seem to get the witness to
change his mind on that point.

Senator SACKETT. Not yet. I am not trying to; I am trying to
get him to detail the business so that we will understand it. I want
to get the facts.

Mr. HoBgs. Paragraph 1106. Just briefly—I think there is no
controversy about any of these other items. The protective duty in
the House bill was what we requested. The compensatory rate, and
this remark applies to all compensatory rates, is fizured on the formula
that was adopted by the old Tariff Board. The formula gives a
duty of 37.4 cents on tops, to he exact, and we got 37 cents. Every
time there was a fraction it was taken away from us and the com-
pensatory rate was put at the lower instead of the higher figure.

And in addition to that, we think there should be some slight
tolerance in addition to the arithmetical formula that the old Tariff
Board adopted, and we ought to have an additional amount of 2
cents a pound.

1107, yarn. We wish to renew the recommendation we made to
the House that on the finer yarns we have a hifher ad valorem pro-
tective rate. As I said a minute ago, the trend at the present time,
and I think it will continue, has been toward finer, higher priced,
greater labor cost goods, and in order to foresee, and believing that
the trend will continue for some titne to come—we should have a
teriff with a protective rate on yarns and on goods at a slightly higher
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ad valorem percentage, so that we may manufacture those finer
goods in this country. We can do it, as far as the capacity, the
ability and the skill are concerned. All we need is not to have the
foreign goods come in.

Sen?ator BingHAM. The House raised it from 40 per cent ad valorem
to 45

Mr. HoBss. Yes; but where we asked on yarns valued at 50 cents
to $1, for 40 per cent, they put it 35 per cent. In that one bracket
they did not go up to the 40 per cent we asked for.

Senator BinauaM. Why do you ask for increased rates on the higher
brackets? .

Mr. Hosss. Because those are the finer qualities. The greater
amount of labor is involved and we need more protection.

Senator BingaaM. Do those yarns come in goods that are worn by
the E;reat- majority of people?

Mr. Hosss. I think they are coming in in increasing amounts.

Senator BingHAM. Is that going to bear heavily on the farmer and
the laboring man or on the white collar class?

Mr. HoBBs. Oh, no. It is on the finest goods that we would like
t{ne l{)rotection. It will not bear on the average men’s or women’s
clothing.

Senator BingHaM. It will not increase the cost of their clothing?

Mr. HosBs. No. It would be the finer quality which we would
like to have the opportunity to make, and of course the finer the goods
the more labor it employs to make a pound of it.

Senator Simmons. What class goods is subjected to the higher
invoice?

Mr. Hosss. I think it is on the hi;l;her grade goods, above the aver-
age price. It would seem so from all the reports we can get.

Senator Simmons. The finer the type of goods the larger is the pro-
portion of imports?

N(Ilr. Hosss. That is my irapression. We would like to keep those
goods out.

Sﬁimtor Simmons. I think that is a very important element in this
problem.

Mr. Hosss. It might interest you to learn that a very able style
woman in New York, on women’s styles, made the statement a week
ago—1I think this is right—that seven out of eight fabrics coming
in were of light weight worsted-woolens, seven of those fabrics to
one of silk. The trend is away from the silk back to wool, and we
wouldlike to have these higher brackets put where, if the trend becomes
an established fact, we can have that market.

With reference to the compensatory duty, we have 40 cents.
That should be 40.8. We would like to have a slight leeway on that
of 3 cents a pound.

. (I)’;actically the same remark would apply with reference to 1108 and
109.

We renew the recommendation made to the House committee,
which they did not quite give, on the protective rates. There, again,
on the compensator%rvrates they made it 50 cents. We should have
ft least 51 cents. e think there should be some slight additional
eeway. :

Senator Sackerr. If the committee should adopt the wool-
growers’ suggestions as to these rags and other shoddies, or whatever
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you may call them, and place those on a basis of practical exclusion,
would not the ad valorem rates on manufactured products have to be
materially changed to meet foreign competition?

Mr. Hosss. I should not think the ad valorem rates would be
changed; I should think the compensatory rates should be changed.
Senator SAckETT. Over and above what the present bill shows?

Mr. Hosss. Oh, no. I would say, 50 cents. There would be no
lower rate for the cheaper fabrics—just one flat rate.

Senator SackerT. Yes; but if those rags were excluded there
would be more to be used in foreign articles and would go into foreign
goods and have the effect of reducing the price of foreign goods
somewhat?

Mr. HoBgBs. Some.

Senator SAckeTT. Would you not have to be protected against
that by a different scale of rates from what are now in the bill?

Mr. Hosss. If the compensatory rate was properly increased it
ought to take care of that. It might be that we would need a little
more than that, and I think the compensatory rate should be put
up to the highest bracket.

Senator SAckETT. If the committee should adopt that plan in view
of the demand of the wool growers, have you any studies to show
what the specific rates and the ad valorem rates ought to be to make
the manufacturer safe in his business?

Mr. HoBBs. We did not know, really, untii Monday that the
demand was to be made.

Senator BinguaM. I understood you to say a little earlier in
response to a similar question that these lower rates ought to be
raised to 50 cents.

Mr. Hozss. I think I stated that I thought we should have a
higher protective duty besides, but I told him I was not prepared to
say. I answered on the specific rate very definitely, but with refer-
ence to on the ad valorem, I think that is something that I would
like to study.

Senator BincHaM. Would it warrant an increase in ad valorem?

Mr. Hosss. 1 had not so supposed, but if it does we want to be
sure to get it.

Senator SAckETT. I did not want you to be in the position of being
left out if the Committee made that change. .

Mr. Hosss. I think we can give it careful study and submit
further information to you.

Senator SAckETT. I think they ought to be permitted to submit
those two rates, both the specific and the ad valorem, as a result
of what would happen if we adopted the wool growers’ recommenda-
tions as to the practical exclusion of the rags and shoddies.

Senator Binguam. How long do you think that would take?

Mr. Hosss. I think we could submit the information very shortly.

Senator BingHaMm. Two or three days?

Mr. Hosss. I think rather more than that, probably. Within
& week—would that be time enough? .

Senator SACkETT. I think we can allow that. We are asking you
to prepare a brief.on that subject. '

Mr. Hosss. All right, sir; we will do that.

Senator BingHAM. Please remember that it will have to be in form
of an affidavit.
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Mr. HoBgs. Sworn to before a notary?

Senator BingHAM. Yes.

Mr. Hosss. All right, sir.

Only just a few other items:

Mixed fabrics made of wool and cotton or other fiber. Those have
been coming in in quite large quantitics. In the House bill they
are specifically mentioned in paragraph 906 of the cotton schedule,
with a protective duty of 60 per cent ad valorem, without any com-
pensatory duty whatever to offset the duty on the wool content. We
recommend that paragraph 1109 of the wool schedule be changed to
cover these fabrics; or if that for any reason can not be done, that a
specific rate of 0.8 of the clean content duty on wool be added to
paragraph 906 of the cotton schedule.

That is explained in detail on pages 9 and 10 of the brief. In other
words, if those goods are coming in with a percentage of wool, it is not
sufficient simply by an ad valorem rate on those fabrics to let them
come through the cotton schedule on ad valorem, whereas if they were
on the wool schedule they would have a compensatory duty on the
wool content.

Senator SACKETT. Do they amount to much in importation now?

Mr. Hosss. About $600,000 worth from Italy. They are cheap
goods. The trouble is that the fiber of chief value in Italy is cotton;
it is hI%her than the wool, and of course there is no duty on it. We
asked for this action in the House, but it is in paragraph 906 of
the cotton schedule. We would like to have it in 1109 of the wool
schedule. It is now in paragraph 906 of the cotton schedule at 60
per cent ad valorem.

Senator SimMons. Do I understand you to say that if there is a
certain proportion of wool and a certain proportion of cotton in the
fabrics, the duty should be levied upon the wool content at the rate
fixed in the wool schedule, and upon the cotton content at the rate
fixed in the cotton schedule? Would that be the practical result?

Mr. Hobss. The practical result would be like a cotton warp
fabric now. We have a compensatory duty on the estimated amount
of wool in the cotton warp fa' ric to compensate for the duty Ameri-
can manufacturers pay on the wool content. We think there should
be a compensatory duty on the wool content of those goods in addition
to the protection of the ad valorem rate.

Senator BingHaM, With what do these inexpensive cloths classified
as cotton compete?

Mr. HoBss. With cloths made for boys suits, caps and mens wear.
The remaining paragraph is 1120, the so-called *basket clause.”
We feel very strongly, indeed, that in this paragraph there should
be a compensatory duty, the same as for woven fabrics, and that the
Brotective rate should be advanced to 60 per cent. That is the

ighest protective rate there is. .

Senator BiNngHAM. You recommend a specific in there of what?

Mr. Hosss. Of 50 cents a pound and 60 per cent ad valorem.

Senator Simmons. What is the designation of that class of goods?

Mr. Hosss. That is the ‘“‘basket clause’’ for manufactures not
: speciﬁcalli provided for. If you do not have that “basket clause”

have the highest rate you leave a loophole through which %loods will
come in that ought not to come. It should have the highest rate.
Otherwise it will not work.
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Now, there is just one other matter. Since I came into the room
this mox('n)ing my attention has been called to paragraph 1529, sub-
section (c).

S(inator Binguam. This subcommittee does not hear anything
on that.

Mr. Hosss. I know you do not, but it comes into this wool matter.
You will find it is with reference to body supports, corsets, brassiéres,
and all that sort of thing. It ﬁoes on to say that these different
things and the fabrics to which they are attached shall come in at an
ad valorem rate. We raised the question whether that would mean
that you can take a dollar cotton support and attach it to a one
hundred dollar wool dress and bring the dress in at a lower ad valorem
rate.

Senator BincramM. We have no jurisdiction over that. You will
have to present that to the subcommittee handling that schedule.
I would rather not take up the time of this subcommittee with a
schedule with which we have no business.

(Mr. Hobbs submitted the following brief:)

BRriEF oF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF Wool, MANUFACTURERS

ComMiTTEE ON FINANCE,
United States Senale.

GENTLEMEN: The National Association of Woo!l Manufacturers, for which I
have the honor to speak as its president, has presented the tariff needs of wool
manufacture kefore committees of Congress during the enactment of each tariff
Jaw since its organization in 1854. At that time the association was representa-
tive of all Lranches of wool manufacture, and during the sixty-five ycars of its
existence its mcmbership has continued to Le representative of all divisions.

Prior to presenting a Lrief to the House Conunittee on Ways and Means, in
Tebruary 1929, we invited delegates of othef associations of manufacturers of
numerous wool products, includirg blarkets, carpets, felts, knit goods, yarns,
and the local comprchensive Fhiladelphia Textile Manufacturers Association,
to meet with our tariff committee in orcer that each separate interest might know

he needs of all. We were joined in our Lrief by the several groups of wanue
facturers not appearing separately, and thus our Lrief represented a considerable
of the machirery of wool manufacture.

Former presidents of the National Association of Wool Manufacturers have
dwelt at length upon the economic factors of protective tarifis, in particular as
they conrcern wool manufacture. It secms, however, needless at this time to
dwell upon these topics, but for your information we refer to records of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means of the House of Representatives of the Sixty-sccond
Congress, second session, 1913, upon Tariff Hearings, pages 4151-4191, to records
of the hearings of January 31, 1921, of the Committee on Ways and Means,
pages 2551-2583, and to those upon Tariff Readjustment, 1929, before the
Committee on Ways and Means, Volume XI, pages 6695-6137, 6394-6395, and
Yolume XVI, page 9846. In the records of your own committee statements are
recorded beginning on page 67 in the records of hearings upon the emergency
tariff, in 1921, and on pages 3525-3570 of the hearings on the wool schedule of
the House bill (H. R. 7456) in 1921. We repeat, herewith, certain statcnients
without deeming it of sufficient importance to note in each case where they have
previously been reported.

WHY PROTECTION IS NEEDED

We believe that the wool schedule of the current tariff law needs readjustment
and that it is one of those industries referred to in President Hoover’s message
of April 16, 1929, to the Seventy-first Congress, recorded on page 26 of the Con-
gressional Record for April 16, 1929, when he stated:

‘In considering the tariff for other industries than agriculture, we find that
there have been economie shifts necessitating a readjustment of some of the tariff
schedules. Seven yvears of experience under the tariff bill enacted in 1922 have
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demonstrated the wisdom of Congress in the enactment of that measure. On
the whole it has worked well. In the main our wages have been maintained at
high levels; our exports and imports have steadily increased; with some excep-
tions our manufacturing industries have been prosperous. Nevertheless, eco-
nomic changes have taken place during that time, which have placed certain
domestic products at a disadvantage and new industries have come into heing,
all of which creates the necessity for some limited changes in the schedules and
in the administrative clauses of the laws as written in 1922,

“It would seem to me that the test of necessity for revision is in the main
whether there has been a substanital slackening of activity in an industry during
the past few years, and a consequent detrease of employment due to insurmount-
able competition in the products of that industry. It is not as if we were setting
up a new basis of protective duties. We did that seven vears ago. What we
need to remedy now is whatever substantial loss of employmgnt may have
resulted from shifts since that time.”

Statistics collected and compiled by the Govermnent, as shown by charts made
therefrom and submitted herewith, show a substantial slackening of activity
during the past few years and show a decrease of employment in wool manufac-
ture. Government figures, likewise, show a lessening in domestic production
and an increase in importations of wool manufacture.

That the public appreciates that wool manufacture is depressed in demon-
strated by its estimate of the value of wool textile stocks in comparison with those
of other industries. This is set forth by another graph made by comparing the
combined records of sales of wool textile shares through the New York exchanges
and public auctions with the Dow-Jones averages of industrial stocks for the same
period. The discrepancy between these quotations is shown to be increasingly
great to the end of 1928,

In our brief of last Febraary we asked for but few changes and these were pri-
murily for the higher brackets of several paragraphs where they apply to wool
manufacturers in which the conversion cost is high due to a relatively greater
amount of labor than for less expensive products.

Increases were requested in an instance where apparently the inportations
have diminished recently but this seeming lack of competition is not due to
excessive protective rates but to current wool prices, conditions in foreign wool
manufacture, and style changes. Believing that we were justified in asking for
the rates named in our brief before the House committee, we shall make similar
requests at this time.

FORM OF TARIFF RATES AND METHODS OF ASSESSMENT

Protective rates in the wool schedule are in the ad valorem form. Hence,
when the price level of wool is high, since it is a considerable part of the cost of
wool manufactures, ad valorem rates afford greater protection. During the past
eight weeks the price of some grades of wool has fallen to such as extent that the
advances in the protective rates contained in the House bill, although only a
?art of those requested, are, because of the drop in the cost of raw material,

orfeited. The additional cents per pound of protection are consequently lost
and a iy:ortion of the intended protection of the present law.

In the present tariff law duties are based, in the case of ad valorem rates, upon
the foreign valuation of imports. Since our brief was presented to the House
committee the National Association of Wool Manufacturers has voted to request
in the wool schedule, a change from the plan of assessing ad valorem rates upon
the foreign valuation to the asscssment of such duties upon the basis of valu-
ation in this country. .

This association is on record as heing opposed, in general, to ad valorem rates
of duties. It was suggested by a former president that specific rates could be
assessed upon tops and yarns and definite rates were named. Concerning specific
rates in general for wool manufacture, during the enactment of the tariff law of
1922, the following statement was made:

‘“In conecluding my statement I would like to direct the attention of the Com-
mittee to a plan for levying the duties on cloth in specific form which was proposed
to the Committee on Ways and Means by Mr. Julius Forstmann of Passaic,
N. J. While it would not be possible to work out the details of this plan in time
for incorporation in the pending bill, the principle which it embodies seems so
sound that it might well be made the subject of study by the Tariff Commission,
to determine whether it could not later be substituted for the method which may
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pe adopted now. Briefly stated, Mr. Forstmann's proposal is that the rate of
duty shall be hased upon the American conversion cost, the Congress shall legis-
late that rate in the tariff act, and provide that the Tariff Commission shall de-
terminc what the conversion costs are, classify the goods into groups having
approximately the same conversion cost, and prepare tables showing in specific
form the amount of duty for each group computed on the ascertained conversion
cost, at the rate prescribed in the act. This method would provide for each class
of goods the amount of protection needed therefor, would afford all the advantages
of the specific form of duty, without having to make the rates higher than neces-
sary for some articles in order to have them sufficiently high to be protective for
others. Congress would retain its legislative control over the basic ad valorem
rate, without having to encumber the law with elaborate tables of specific rates,
the preparation of which, and their amendment from time to time, would be
entrusted to the Tariff Commission.

“ An extensive study of the subject will be necessary to determine the prac-
ticability of the plan, and if adopted an interval of a year or more would be re-
quired before it could be put in effect, to enable the commission to compile the
information necessary for the preparation of the tables or rates. Theoretically,
the proposal is sound in principle, and I offer the suggestion that the Tariff
Commigsion be requested to investigate its practicability.”

A vice-president of one of the member mills of the National Association of
Wool Manufacturers, Mr. H. V. R. Scheel, has made a further study of specific
rates and has already appeared before your committee. His proposal is believed
by members of our Association to be scientifically correet in principle and with
continued study should provide a means of protecting the Americar textile worker
from loss of employment because of the importation of wool manufactures from
countries where wages and the standards of living are low and the foreign valu-
ation is correspondingly small.

We commend it to your most serious consideration and trust that at least
your committee will include a study of specific rates of protection on wool manu-
factures as a project of Section 642 of the present House bill now providing for an
investigation of methods of valuation.

SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS

We advoeate wool duties adequate to protect the domestic industry of sheep
husbandry, and, in accordance with our long continued policy, we express no
opinion as to the amount of duty necessary for that purpose, believing that that is
to be determined by the Congress after wool growers have had the opportunity of
presenting facts concerning domestic wool growing.

Without challenging the principle or the rate we note in the House tariff bill, in
paragraph 1102, applying to wools generally used by members of this association,
that an additional two cents is applied to sorted wools or matchings. We respect
the protgction this grants wool sorters against forcign labor but we believe that
section (4) of paragraph 1101, defining sorted wools and matchings, may lead, in
litigation, to the inclusion of picces and bellies which, we are of the opinion, is not
the intent of the law. Section (4) reads:

“Sorted wools or hair, or matchings, shall be wools and hair wherein the identity
of individual ficeces has been destroyed, except that fleeces classed or skirted, or
both, shall not be considered sorted wools or hair, or matchings unless the backs
have been removed.”

We recommend that the last elause in section (b) of paragraph 1102, which
now reads: “* * ¥ gorted, or matchings, 36 cents per pound of clean con-
tent,” read: “* * * gorted, or matehings, but not including pieces and hel-
liets,)— cents per pound of clean content” (2 cents more than the scoured-wool
rate).

While it is and has been our principle that the wool duty is a matter between
the woolgrower and Congress, nevertheless, when once that duty is established,
it is of importance to us that the rates upon noils, wastes, rags, and other by-
products be properly proportioned.

And in that connection we venture to state to your committee that the pro-
portional rates expressed in the tariff act of 1922 and followed in the House bill
?oiw 3cfore you are reasonable and properly proportional and should be main-

ained,
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RATES UPON MANUFACTURES OF WOOL

We submit herewith our recommendations to the House Committee on Ways
and Means for rates together with the corresponding ones passed by the House.
We note again that the com ensator{} rates in the woo! schedule are a cent or
more less than those proposed by the United States Tariff Board after its deliber-
ate and comprehensive study of the sugject upon such rates. In the caleculation
of these rates when a fraction of a cent appears, the domestic manufacturer loses
by the adoption of the smaller amount and, conversely, the forcign manufacturer
gains thereby. After seven years of experience under the current law, the first
in which compensatory rates were determined by use of the prineiple set forth
by the Tariff Board, we urge that, rather than to set the amount of compensatory
duty below the calculated amount, vour committee grant a tolerance in favor
of the domestic manufacturer. For tops, we recommend 2 cents per pound; for
yarns, 3 cents par pound, and for fabrics, 5 cents per pound.

Tops, etc.—Paragraph 1108 in the bill under consideration stands as originally
recommended by this association. We have no further suggestion to make other
than to emphasize the compensatory duty neced, which should be at least one
and one-tenth times the scoured-wool rate, following the principle set forth by
the former United States Tariff Board, and a tolerance of 2 cents per pound.

Yarns Rates recommended j Rates of House bill

Value:
No‘z1 over 50 cents (30 cents in 1922) per , 0.8W and 30 per cent.......... 27 cents and 30 per cent.
nd.

30-80 centsperpound... ... ..co...... 1.2Wand35percent..........

50 cents (80 centsin 1922)-$t per pound.i 1.2W and40percent..........! 40 cents and 35 per cent.
$1-81.25 ﬁr pound....cceeeeieonnaane. { 1.2W and 40 per cent.......... | 40 cents and 40 per cent.
$1.25-$1.50 per pound........cccuen.... { 1.2W and 50 per cent.......... + 40 cents and 40 per cent.
Over $1.50 per pound.....

f1.2Wand 60 percent.......... ' 40 cents and 45 per cent.

“W* means rate on scoured-wool content.

Before the House Committee on Ways and Means no changes were suggested
for yarns of lower values except that the compensatory duty should, likewise,
follow the principle set forth by the United States Tariff Board, namely, that it
be one and two-tenths times the scoured wool rate, except for the lowest bracket.
For such yarns, valued at not over 50 cents a.pound, it should he eight-tenths
times the scoured wool rate, as in the current law. We now recommend a tol-
erance of 3 cents per pound in each bracket.

It may be noted that the House has seen fit to raise the limit of the lowest
bracket and make it applicable to yarns valued at not over 50 cents per pound,
whereas in the 1922 tariff act the rates for the lowest bracket apply to yarns
valued at not over 30 cents per pound. We respectfully call your atténtion to
the fact that, if the price level of wool drops to the low points in 192} and 1914,
there will again be insufficient protection for the manufacturers of these low-
cost yarns. For the protection of the industry the brackets of the current law
should be continued.

It also may be noted that the rates asked for in the higher brackets have not
been granted and we, therefore, respectfully ask at this time that they be in-
cluded in the recommendations of your committee. The reasons for these higher
rates are set forth in the brief placed before the House, a copy of which we sub-
mit herewith.

Woven fabrics.—As in the case of yarns, the compensatory rates are less than
they should be in accordance with the recommendations of the former United
States Tariff Board and we not only urge that the advantage of a fraction of a
cent in computation he given to the manufacturer rather than to the importer
but that a tolerance of 5 cents per &ound be added except in the case of cotton
warps where it should be 4 cents. e recominend again that the rates upon the
upper brackets be raised in accordance with our original request.

ara%?ph 1108, applying to woven fabrics not over 4 ounces per sﬂuare
‘y;?ﬁ'd. e submit our recommendations together with the rates in the House
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Woven fabrics (dres goods), not over 4 ounces per square yard

l Rates recommended Rates of House bill
Not cotton warp: '
Value— [
Not over 80 cents per pound....... 1.2W and 50 per cent.......... 40 cents and 50 per cent.
80 cents-$1.25 per pound........... f 1.5W and 55 per cent.......... 50 cents and 50 per cent.
$1.25-$2 per pound....coecenaeennn i 1.L5W snd 60 per cent.......... 50 cents and 55 per cent.
Over $2perpound. .. ....ccoeeae.. 1 1.5W and 60 per cent.......... 50 cents and 60 per cent.
Cotton warp: i
Value— !
Not over 80 cents per pound " 3.6W and 50 per cent 1.
80 cents-$1.25 per pound.... 1 1,6W and 55 per cent !, ‘
$1.25-32 per pound. ........ | 1.6W and 60 per ceut 1. I
Over $2perpound......... : 1.6W and GO per cent 1.
Not over $1 per pound... .......... eevecessessecedmcecesansenacnaan 40 cents and 50 per cent.
Over $1 per pound................ eeeesaresctecesacnancneenasannns 40 cents and 55 per cent,
i

e e e e v —

! And in addition suitable compensation for any duty upon the cotton warp.
““W* mears rate on scoured Wool content,

Here, again, the rates of the House bill are less than those recommended by
wool manufacturers. We submit our former explanation by filing that part of
our House brief and respectfully request that these higher rates be included in
the recommendations of your committce.

Paragraph 1109, applying to woven fabrics weighing over four ounces per
square vard. Here, also, are submitted our recominendations together with
the rates in the House bill.

Woven fabrivs (cloth), over / ounces per square yard

Rates recommended i Rates of House bill
1

e e e e e e e i o b e | e e e e e o
'

Value: ' !
Not cver 60 cents per pound.. 0.8W and 40 per cent.. .1 26 cents and 40 per cent.
60 cent:-80 cents per pound. . 1.2W and 50 per cent.. ." 40 cents and 50 per cent.
§0 cents-$1.50 per pound. .. + 80 cents and 50 per cent,

1L.5W and 55 per cent..

$1.50-$2 per pound.........-...-22220] 1L5W and 60 per cent_......... 50 cents and 55 per cent.
Over$2porpound. c.eeeencacanaaoo.. 1.5Wands6Spercent.......... ' 50 cents end 60 per cent.

W7 means rate on scoured wool content.

In this paragraph the rates requested by manufacturers were not granted in full
by the House bill and we renew our recommendations, presenting the explanation
as it appeared in our bricef before the House.

In order to protect the industry from the increasingly large quantities of
woven fabrics now assessed under the cotton schedule, although they contain
wool and compete seriously with a type of cloth manufactured in this country for
suitings for men and boys, we recommended that paragraphs 1108 and 1109 be
applicable vo all fabrics, wholly or in part of wool, however small, including those
in the piece, in lengths, as swatches or as samples.

We understand that this recommendation was found to be contrary to the
practice of those concerned in tariff legislation and that provision for these low
cost mixed fabries was made in paragraph 906 of the cotton schedule, applicable
to “cloth, in chief value of cotton, containing wool.”” These cloths were heing
admitted at the rate of 40 per cent ad valorem but this paragraph now provides
for 60 per cent ad valorem.

Our association recomnmends, if paragraph 1109 may not apply to fabrics
wholly, or in part, of wool, or to fabrics containing not less that 10 per cent wool,
for example, that paragraph 906, in the cotton schedule, applying to cloths, in
chief value of cotton, containing wool, include a specific rate compensating for
the wool content of these cloths. If such cloths were admitted under paragraph
1109 they would, in accordance with the House bill, be assessed a duty of 50 cents
made up of a compensatory specific rate of 26 cents a pound and an ad valorem
protective rate of 24 cents. In the case of cloths referred to in the House com-
mittee’s report upon paragraph 906, they were stated to average, in value, 60
cents perypound. Under paragraph 906 they would be assessed at 60 per cent
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of the value, or 36 cents for the cloth valued at 60 cents per pound. Domestic
manufacturers thus lose 14 cents per pound of protection. To protect the woolen
mills which are suffering to such a great extent from the importation of these
inexpensive fabrics from countries where labor is paid so much less than the
American worker as shown by tables quoted below, we ask that either these
fabrics be included under paragraph 1109 or that an appropriate specific duty,
for example, the lowest of paragraph 1109, be added in paragraph 906.

The association has previously recommended and continues to recommend that
paragraph 1119 of the tariff act of 1922, or paragraph 1120, as this paragraph is
renumbered in the House bill, applying to all manufactures, wholly or in chief
value of wool, not specially provided for, contain a compensatory duty and a
higher protectivc ad valorem rate. This paragraph is the so-called “baskct
clause,” or ‘“catch all” paragraph, of the woo! schedule and should not, by its
lower rates, invite having manufactures so designed that they would be assessed
at a lower rate under this paragraph than they would normally be taxed under
any other paragraph applying to wool manufactures. The protection against
articles not specially provided for should not be less but rather it should be greater
than for those named in a schedule. By the omission of the specific compensatory
rate in the current law and in the House bill the duties afforded wool manufac-
turers by this paragraph are not protective.

Manufacturers of blankets, felts and knit goods will submit their own briefs.
We have been in conference with representatives of these associations.

In addition to the tables ¢oncerning wages included in our brief to the House,
we respectfully call attention to quotations submitted herewith from the Ministry
of Labour Gazette, of Qctober, 1928, setting forth, as it does, the great disparity
between wages paid in Italy and in America. ‘These facts emphasize the need of
protection in wool manufacture. Such other facts and figures as our Association
maﬁ' possess, we shall be pleased to place at the disposal of your committee.

espectfully submitted.
NATIONAL AssSociaTION oF Wool, MANUFACTURERS,
Frankuin W. Hosss, President.

Gencral index of employment for all manufacturing industries (noted in columns
“A" in table below) and the index of employment in woolen and worsted maru-
Jacture (noted in columns ““ B” in table below)

[Monthly average 1923: 100)
]
i 1922 1923 1924 1925
A B A B A B A B
1 i |
‘ 87.0; 85.0) 9%0| 98.6] 053] 95.8| 90.0, 9l
8.6 8.1| 996 100.1| 96.7] 96.7, 9.7, Oil
831 7311 10.9| 100.2| 96.3; 958 023 0.9
823 7311 1019| 1022] a4 900| 921! 906
g2, 71| 10.9| 1025] 90.7! 88.5| 90.9; 8.8
g1, 76.0/| 1020| 10.5[ 87.8] 853( 000 8.0
86.8' 764! 1004 | 1004 | 81.8] 8.2| 894, 85T
880/ 77.4| 99.8| 994 850! 8231 80.9. 861
206 8.0| 9.9 979 866, s7.8| 008, 8.3
926 9.1, 94| 82| s.8] 67| 922. 8.3
o1.5' 950! 87| 94| sr7! 58| 026 81
06| 96.5| 99| 95| 84| o)) 926 84
1026 1927 1928
H
A B A | B A B
IO - — |
JODUBLY-meeeeeeceeeaemeeeenemmnaanns o2 81| so4| sso| szl w7
FODIUALY o o comeeoomonmomoon e sme oo 93.3 80,1 91.0 5.3 85.5 78.1
March. ... .o.. o lLlllIIIIITIIT 9.7 78.2 ol4) 821 86,1 5.4
April. oL 92.8 77.5 90,6 70.8 85.7 738
By : o7 76.8 9.6 7.9 85.4 7.9
June . olLlliiILLLLLLL 1.2 76.4 881 78.2 855 | 76.2
Joly ..ooo Tl ses 6.3 87.3 .7 8.8 731
August, - N 8 76.3 87.4 8.2 6,0 1.8
Septem S > X 79.9 88,0 0.0 87,2 3.3
October....... L 926 8.7 87.6 79.9 88,1 .5
NOVOIMBET - - ooooomosemoeoososeomen oo o1.4 84,1 85.0 0.7 87.7 80.3
................... LI oo 8.5 85,0 0.2 87.8 70.9
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Difference belween index of employment for all manufacturing industries and that for
woolen and worsted manufacture (noted in columns C in table below) and percent-
age which the tndex for woolen and worsted manufacture ¢ above or below the general
index (noled as - for above and — for below in columns D in table below)

! 1922 1923 1924 1925
‘ ¢ ! b c D c D D

+0.6] +0.6! 4157 416 451} 457

40.5| +0.5] 200 +00| +24| +2.6

-0.7] —07| =05 -05] —~0.3] -03

+0.3| +03| —351 =3.7{ =.5| -8

+08] 408] —22! —241 -31| -34

—0.5] —05| —2.56] =29 —3.0] -3.3

+0.0{ +0.0 -3.6, —4.31 =370 -4.3

—04] =04 =27, —-32! -38] -39

-2.0| =~20| +L1{ +1.3] —4.5| -52

~12| 12| 459! 46.7| —4.9] -5.6

+0.7] +07| 481 49.2| —4.6] -51

+1.6| +1.7| +7.7] +8.6| —52| -6.9

1927 ' 1928
D ¢ l ) S D
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-194| -99. -127' -9.3| -122

-17.7] ~-126 -16.9. =1.7| -16.0

-18.8] =92 -1.8' -I.2| =150

-154( =90, -4, =-139] -190

94| -770 =95/ -106]| ~-137

—62| 52 —64' 7.4 -89

-6.3 81 —60| -79 -9.9
108 108
100 00 100
05 Y /ALL MFG. IND. o5
20 ki 2 20 20
8s 4 : 8s
8o +—if R o S
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compared with
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by
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BASE: 100 IN 1923 :: ::u.z::
NAWM, 41-6-29 STATISTICS
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NAWM 144-6-29
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STATISTICS

Employment in all manufa
(yearly averages)

cluring indusiries and in woolen and worsted manufacture
as reporled by United States Bureau of the Census

[In thousands, 000 omitted)
914 1919 | 1021 | 1928 | 1925 | 1027
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Indexes with 1923 as 100; : ; !
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Woolen and worsted manufacture................. 8.5 ! 856 831 | 100 84.6 7.9
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Per cent that index for woolen and worsted manufacture is above (+) or below (—)
tndez for all manufacturing indusiries
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Differences belween monthly mean of Dow-Jones average prices of indusirial stocks
and that of stocks of wool ma,w/adura sold through the New

ork exchanges and

public auctions, 1922-1928, inclusive
1922 1923
Dow- Wool- Dow- Wool-
Jones mill Difference; Jones mill {Difference
averages { stocks averages | stocks
$81 $102 +$21 $98 $113 +$15
83 104 +21 101 113 12
87 105 +18 103 113 10
91 102 +11 101 112 11
M 102 +8 96 103 +12
84 105 +11 92 106 +14
95 106 +11 90 101 +11
o8 105 +7 91 101 +10
299 107 +8 92 101 49
99 108 +9 01 +13
o8 1n2 +16 01 100 +9
97 112 +15 95 100 +3
1924 1925
Dow- 1 Wool- Dow- Wool-
Jones ! mill [Difference] Jones mill |Differenc
averages ' stocks averages | stocks
$96 -$26
97 -24
95 -2
91 ~28
84 -42
85 -44
86 -48
20 -48
88 -55
92 -59
93 -60
o1 -63
1926 1027 1928
Dow- Dow- Dow- .
Jones ‘zﬁ‘?}' Differ- | Jones vyn‘ﬁ'}’ Differ- | Jones ‘:n‘ml' Differ-
aver- | o akg | Once | aver- | g opo | ence | aver- | oo | ence
ages ages | ages
1
o156 sso| —sor| ssa! ser| -ser| siss —$152
158 82 -76 158 66 -02 186 48 -148
14 80 ~64 160 62| -98 205 48| 157
142 3 ~69 144 85 —100 212 47 ~165
140 68 -72 168 8, -115 216 43 -173
148 a3 -83 109 49 -120 212 40 -172
157 63 -94 176 50! —-126 211 35 -176
164 63| -101 184 51, -133 228 33 -105
162 ; 66 ~06 196 57+ -139 239 36 -203
152 67 -85 120 51 -—139 248 36 -212
154 ° 67 -S7 180 47 ' -143 25 45 -230
1€ 70| -89 198 4“4 -15 29 42| -7

INDUSTRIAL EARNINGS IN ITALY IN MARCH, 1028
A recent supplement to the Gazetta Ufficiale, the official organ of the Italian

Government, gives the results of an inquiry into the hourly earnin

of 868,704

]

workpeople employed in 24 important industries.throughout Italy in i'larch, 1928,
The figures relate to all workpeople in each group of establishments, without
distinction of occupation, sex, or age, and are obtained by dividing the total

18ource: Ministry of Labor Gazette, October, 1028.




WOOL AND MANUFACTURES OF 29

amount of the pay roll in each industrial group of establishments by the total
number of hours (including overtime) worked by that group of workers.

The following table shows the average hourly earnings in each industrial group
covered ‘l)) the inquiry, with the corresponding figure for May, 1925, where
comparable:

Average hourly Average hourly
earnings . earnings
Industrial group Industrial group —
March,! May, | March,| May,
1928 1925 | 1928 1925
Textiles: : Cents | Cents | Metal and engineering—Contd. | Cents | Cents
Silk throwing | 18,200 14.48 | Specialize engineering........ 16,04 |oveeaeen
Silk weaving 9.9 7.43 | General engineering. ........... 12,88 9,59
Artificial silk 9.73 7.55 |, Shipbuilding...c.eeeecnee.... 13.83 | 10.58
Cotton weaving. . 8.48 702 | Leather: .
............. 9.78 824, Roots anad shoes...............] " 718 ... ...,
Flax and hemp... (2% | I
................ 752 e |
.......... 820 ....... |
Metal and engineerin, :
Irc. 1 steel 15.09 13.13
Me:i.: founding 10301 1181 || .-
OLOP CANS. e aeevnevrvruancnna. 1130 ......... K
Construction and repair of rail- : | \ Food paste (macaroni, etc.)...i 9.04 1...._...
way rolling stock............ p 1362, 1.4
Construction of electrical ma- | Allindustries.c..oceecacen... 10.57 | 836
chines and material.......... © 14091 11,194
i ]
1 Italian currency converted at following official rates of Federal Reserve Board:
March, 1928, ... iciaveiciiaccaierctcrecccecnrmcccncacacsaarasncamenacecnsanccananen 1 lira=5.26 cents
MaY, 1925, ccaeeceicncccacacamcaccacncacascnssacacocanscsraccnsascasasasccennnasnnrncsane 1 lira=4.04 cents

The source also gives the varations in the average hourly earnings by Provinces
in March, 1928. Compared with the general average earnings of 10.57 cents an
hour for the kingdom as a whole, the highest averages are shown for Liguiria
13.67 cents an hour where the chief industries are iron and steel, shipbuilding and
engineering, and for Venetia Giulia 13.52 cents an hour, where shipbuilding is the
most important industry. In Piedmont and Lombardy, where the bulk of the
worlrrs covered by the lnquilz are found, the averages are 11.30 cents and 10.31
cenc» an hour, respectively. Other provincial averages are: Tuscany 10.68 cents
an hour, Lazio 11.73 cents an hour, Campagna 9.89 cents in hour, and Sicily 8.89
cents an hour; the lowest average is in Calabria, 3.73 cents an hour.

[Extracts from brief on wool manufacture presented to House Committee on Ways and Meaus, February,
1929, by Natioual Association of Wool Manufacturers)

Yarns.—No changes are suggested for yarns of lower values but for those of
higher cost per pound, where labor becomes a greater part of the conversion cost,
an additional protective rate is requested. It is true that the current importa-
tions of these yarns are not great, but tariffs are not written for the day of enact-
ment but for a considerable period of time. There are trade conditions to-day,
which are, it must be noted, only temporary, operating to prevent foreign importa-
tions of these grades of yarn in volume. The growing demand for certain types
of light dress goods of wool has already prompted foreign manufacturers to com-
pete with domestic spinners. Additional brackets for yarns of higher value are
requested and the paragraph, with the proper compensatory duties based upon
the rate upon the raw wool, is recommended to read:

‘“PaR. 1107. Yarn, made wholly or in chief value of wool, valued at uot more
than 30 cents per pound, cents per pound (0.8 times the scoured wool
rate) and 30 per centum ad valorem; valued at more than 30 cents but not more
than 80 cents per pound, cents per pound (1.2 times the scoured wool
rate) and 35 per centum ad valorem; valued at more than 80 cents but not more
than $1.25 per pound, cents ger pound (1.2 times the scoured wool rate)
and 40 per centum ad valorem; valued at more than $1.26 but not more than $1.50
per pound, cents per pound (1.2 times the scoured wool rate) and 50 per
centum ad valorem; valued at more than $1.50 per pound, cents per pound
(1.2 times the scoured wool rate) and 60 per centum ad valorem.”

03310—29—voL 11, scuep 11——3
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Woven fabrics.—Large quantities of woven fabrics have been imported and
assessed under the cotton schedule although they contain wool and compete
seriously with a type of cloth manufactured in this country used for suitings for
men and boys. ey fall under the cotton schedule because at the place of
exportation the fiber of chief value is cotton rather than wool. In foreign coun-
tries the price of low grades of wool being distinctly less than here permits other
fibers, such as cotton, to be that of chief value in these mixed goods. To afford
the protection that manufacturers of such fabrics need, we repeat the recom-
mendation, previously made by this association, that paragraphs 1108 and 1109
apg‘ly to woven fabrics of wool even though the amount of wool is small.

hat the foreign manufactures should dominate the fine goods markets in this
country and that the name ‘ English’’ and *French” should carry so much more
ood will than the name * American,” is an unsatisfactory state of affairs. There
s no doubt that domestic manufacturers can make as fine, as delicate, as beautiful
and as fashionable fabrics as any manufacturers in the world, but under the
fresent rates of duty they are largely precluded from that field. It is obvious
hat as goods increase in fineness and cost, the percentage of conversion cost
increases. “Therefore, there should be a correspondingly higher rate of duty to
provide for the higher conversion costs of these finer and more expensive fabrics
unless this market is to be surrendered to the foreigner and domestic manufac-
turers content themselves with the production of medium and low priced goods.
This is a matter of policy for the Congress to decide. It has seemed to the
association, however, that it is its duty to eall the attention of the Congress to
this situation and it, therefore, suggests higher brackets and increased rates of
duty for these higher brackets in order to enable American manufacturers to
compete in this important field.

The proper classification and appraisement of samples has been the source of
almost constant litigation; hence adequate legislation is necessar{ to prevent a
continuance of such litigation. The common practice, both in thiscountryand
abroad, among large buyers and consumers of fabrics of wool is to purchase &
number of bolts, or pieces of cloth, from the manufacturer and send one or more
to a concern which cuts cloth into samples of given sizes. Sometimes the samples
are pasted onto sheets of cardboard, and at other times put into booklets or hound
in bunches. This work adds an additional cost to that portion of the fabric so
treated. However, under the ruling of the court (sece United States v. Milbank,
Leaman & Co., T. D. 41693) such samJ)!es cease to be classed as fabrics and are
classified as manufacturers of wool and become subject to a much lower rate of
duty. They not on:f' fail to pay duty upon increased value due to additional
labor costs but avoid any compensatory duty. In fact, because of court deci-
sions, since the fabric has been cut up the assessment of duty is based upon a
value of 20 per cent less than that of the cloth in the holt.

For example, if a purchaser of foreign cloth buys 5 bolts of a pattern of 50
yards each, at $2 per vard, 4 of these bolts would cost $100 each and would be
subject to a duty of 45 cents per pound and 50 per cent ad valorem. The other
bolt, however, being cut up into samples at a cost of, say, 10 per cent, would
actually cost $110.  When these samples cnter our ports they are, according to
the court's ruling, no longer a fabric of wool bearing duty as above, but are manu-
factures of wool. As such, under the act of 1922, they would bear no specific
duty, being assessed, under paragraph 1119, at the rate of 50 per cent ad valorem
only and upon the value of the goods in the bolt less 20 per cent. Thus a great
advantage is extended to the foreign manufacturer since the purchaser of a like

uantity of American goods must pay the full price of the 5 bolts and, in addition
thereto, the cost of making samples from the 1 bolt.

The claim has been made that such samples are of no value inasmuch as they
can not be used in the making of a garment. While that may be true, they are of
greater value than the goods in the piece because they take the place of a sales-
man in the distribution of the other four bolts. No importer would thus destroy
the usefulness of his merchandise except to his advantage. There have been
numerous attempts to import such samples under various classifications, such
as waste, under paragraph 1457, at 10 per cent ad valorem; as woolen rags,
under paragraph 1105, at 7)4 cents per pound, with the claim that the ultimate
destination of these samples is the rag bag; or under paragraph 1651, free of
duty, as “all other waste not specially provided for.” Since samples are a
necessary element in the expense of selling, the distributor of foreign goods should
not benefit by a lower cost than that which the domestic manufacturer has to
incur for his samples of domestic goods. It is, therefore, recommended that all
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sam(rles of imported textiles be made subject to the rate of duty applicable to the
goods they represent.

Therefore, in order to provide for the proper duty upon mixed fabrics, to pro-
mote the domestic production of fine fabrics, and to prevent the importation
of samples with lesser duties than those assessed upon the fabries which they
represent, it seems necessary to ask for a change in the phraseology and rates of
paragraphs 1108 and 110  We recommend that they read as follows:

“PAR. 1108. Woven tabrics, in any form (except materials and articles

rcvid -1 for in paragraphs 1110, 1111, 1112, 1113, 1116, 1117, 1118, of this act),
including those in the piece, in lengths, as swatches, or as samples, weighing not
more than four ounces per square yard, wholl{ or in part of wool, however small,
whether or not more specifically provided for in this act, valued at not more than
80 cents per pound, cents per pound (1.2 times the scoured wool rate) and
50 per centum ad valorem; valued at more than 80 cents but not more than
$1.25 per pound, cents per pound (1.5 times the scoured wool rate) and
55 per centum ad valorem; valued at more than $1.25 per pound, cents per
%ound (1.5 times the scoured wool rate) and 60 per cent ad valorem: Provided,

hat if the warp of any of the foregoing is wholly of cotton or other vegetable
fiber, the specific duty shalt be cents per pound (1!4 times the scoured
wool duty plus suitable compensation for any duty upon the cotton warp) and
in addition thereto, if the fabric is valued at not more than 80 cents per pound,
50 per centum ad valorem; if valued at more than 80 cents but not more than
$1.25 per pound, §5 per centum ad valarem; if valued at more than $1.25 per
pound, 80 per centum ad valorem.

“Par. 1109. Woven fabrics, in any form (except materials and articles provided
for in paragraphs 1110, 1111, 1112, 1113, 1116, 1117, and 1118 of this act),
including those in the piece, in lengths, as swatches, or as samples, weighing
more than four ounces per square yard, wholly or in part of wool, however small,
whether or not more specifically provided for in this act, valued at not more than
60 cents per pound, cents per pound (0.8 times the scoured wool rate)
and 40 per centum ad valorem; valued at more than 60 cents but not more than
80 cents per pound, —— cents ger pound (1.2 times the scoured wool rate) and 50
per centum ad valorem; valued at more than 80 cents but not more than $1.60
per pound, —— -cents per pound (1.5 times the scoured wool rate) and 55 per
centum ad valorem; valued at more than $1.50 but not more than $2 per pound
—— cents per pound (1.5 times the scoured wool rate) and 60 dper centum
valorem; valued at more than $2 per pound, —— cents per pound (1.5 times tho
scoured wool rate) and 65 per centum ad valorem.”

* * » » * * *

‘“Basket” or “calch all” Paragmph.—ln the current tariff law this paragraph
in intended as a so-called ‘‘basket” or ‘‘catch all” paragraph of the schedule,
but it provides no compensatory or wool duty and the protective rate is no greater
than in the paragraphs applying to specific items of wool manufacture whereas
it should provide the mazimum rate of the schedule.

We recommend that this paragraph pertaining to articles n. s. p. f. read:

“Par. 1119. All manufactures not specially provided for, wholly or in chief
value of wool, cents per pound (1.5 times the scoured wool rate) and 60

per centum ad valorem.”

SuPPLEMENTAL BRIEF OF THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF W0OL MANUFACTURERS

CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
United States Senale.

GENTLEMEN: While testifying at the hearing before Subcommittee No. 3 of the
Committee on Finance of the United States Senate on June 26, 1929, I was
requested to file an additional brief in the form of an affidavit. This is noted
on page 1238 of the stenographic report for Wednesday, June 26, 1929, as pre-
pared by Hart, Dice & Carlson, of Washington, D. C.

In this brief I was asked to submit specific compensatory rates and ad valorém
protective rates upon wool manufactures which would be required if the rates
upon wool by-products, wastes, and rags recommended by the woolgrowers were

opted. The discussion concerning this supplementary bricf continues on page
1239 of the stenographic report. . .

In compliance with this request I respectfully submit herewith, under the
conditions named, that is, in the form of an affidavit, the following statement:

We recommend, if the rates proposed by the woolgrowers June 24, 1929,
which are higher than those in the House tariff bill under consideration, be
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adopted. that in paragraphs 1106, 1107, 1108, 1109, 1111, 1112, 1114, 1115, and
1120 there be no compensatory rate less than one and one-half times the rate
upon scoured wool with the exception of the provision in paragraph 1108 for
cotton warps; and that the lowest protective rate now associated with the com-
pensatory rate of one and one-half times the rate upon scoured wool apply also
to manufactures of wool of lower value, at present covered by lower compensatory
and lower protective rates.

The rates upon manufactures of wool in Schedule 11, the Wool Schedule, are
for two purposes: To compensate for a wool duty and to protect against the lower
cost of manufacture in foreign countries. The duties to accomplish this are
commonly called the compensatory and protective rates.

What really is the compensatory rate? It is important that there be no mis-
understanding about it. Briefly stated, it is a duty for the benefit of the wool
sower, collected by the manufacturer and paid over through the United States

ustoms Service to the United States Treasury. It is the ‘‘duty on wool in wool
manufactures.”

The Tariff Board apgointed by President Taft made report to him, in December,

1911, upon “Wool and Manufactures of Wool.” As a message of the President
of the United States transmitting a report of the Tariff Board on Schedule K
of the Tariff Law, this report was printed for use of the Committee on Finance
in 1912. This United States Tariff Board made an exhaustive and disinterested
study of the wool industry and defined the compensatory rates in two ways:
First, as - ted on page 101 of the report:
p “The compensatory duties appear first in the act of 1909 ! in the paragraph
which provides for the dutg on combed wool (375) and they continue to the end
of the schedule. All specific dutics—i. e., duties on weight in paragraph 375 and
thereafter in Schedule K are in theory intended simply to compensate the manu-
facturer for the increased price which he must pay for his raw wool, the increased
being measured by the duty on raw wool. These duties, if adjusted perfectly,
would put the domestic manufacturer on the same hasis as his foreign competitor
who has free wool. They are intended to be arranged on the basis of the quantity
and quality of raw material used by the domestic manufacturer in making the
specific goods to which the duty applies and in theory they contain no protection,
but all processes and skill are protected by the ad valorem duty which in each
paragraph follows the specific uﬁy.”

Buti &mre significant is the following, which appears in the same report, on'

age : .
P ‘the compensatory duties may be explained in still another way: They are
the payment of the duty on raw wool imported in the manufactured form.’

This association has continually contended that the so-called compensatory
rates should be written as a part of the wool schedule pertaining to the wool
growers’ needs rather than to that part applying to wool manufactures. In
any consideration of the wool duties it is necessary to understand that to make
the duty effective it must be applied to the wool in imported manufactures. As
was stated in our brief presented to the Committee on Ways and Means of the
House of Representatives, in February, 1929, and recorded in the report of these
hearings on pages 6124, 6125, and 6126, no matter how high a duty is placed on raw
wool it will afford no benefit to wool growers unless the duty on the wool contained
in manufactured products is fully sufficient to equal the duty which would have
been charged on the identical wool required for such goods if it had been brought
into the fhﬂted States in its natural condition. Since the wool content of a
finished product of wool manufacture is less than the original quantity required
to begin the production of such an article, the compensatory duty, to offset the
wool duty, must be more than the actual wool duty. That is, the shrinkage
must be taken into consideration which the original quantity of wool in its natural
state suffers in each successive process of manufacture, such as carding, combing,
spinning, weaving, and finishing. The duty, therefore, must be in proportion
to such shrinkage. Hence, in order to give the wool grower the same relative
grgtection for his wool in the successive states, that is, in top, in yarn and in the

nished fabric and garment, the rates must advance as the shrinkage increases.

As noted in our brief before the House Committee, if the duty on the wool in
top is no higher than that on scoured wool, scoured wool would not be imported
because it would be more advantageous to the importers to have their wool con-
verted into top before it is brought into this country. If the duty per pound on
the wool in yarn is no higher than the duty on wool in top, neither raw wool nor

1 Not quoted. They had appeared in urevious tariff acts,
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top would be brought in because the importers would have less waol dutg' to
pay if they bad all their wool made into yarn before importing it. If the duty
on the wool in cloth is no higher per pound than the duty on yarn, then neither
raw wool, top, nor yarn would be brought into the United States because the
importers would have to pay less wool duty for a given amount of wool if they
had it manufactured into fabric abroad and then imported it in the form of
cloth. Thus it may be scen that for each successive process of manufacture the
compensatory rate upon the wool must advance as the shrinkage from raw wool
to a manufactured product incrcases. The ratio of thesc rates to the wool rate,
necessitated by these respective shrinkages, as found by the former Unite(i
States Tariff Board, are reported in the Report of the Tariff Board of 1911,
published in 1912, on pages 6256 and 626. The compensatory rate for top is 1.1
the duty on the scoured content of wool; for yarn, 1.2 and for cloths, 1.5, at least.

The protective rate upon wool manufactures, in the ad valorem form, is to
protect the manufacturer in this country from the lower foreign costs of converting
wool into manufactures of wool. The protective duties vary from lower to higher
rates /s the labor costs increases; and, conversely, as the raw material cost
diminishes, relatively. Beginning with the tariff of 1890, when the duty upon
the woo! was independent of its value and wholly in specific rates and the basic
rate was upon the grease pound, there were two or more compensatory rates
upon manufactures of wool in paragraphs applving to a considerable range of
values. For the less costly products the specific compensatory rate was lower.
Tn the tariff act of 1922, the first one to contain specific rates determined upon
the basis of the formulas of the Tariff Board’s Report of 1911, for fahrics of values
permitting the use of new wool the compensatory rates were planned to be one
and one-half times the rate upon scoured wool. For fabrics of values less than
would permit the use of all new wool, the compensatory rates were le¢ss, hecause,
as it states on page 78 of the “Tarilf Information Surveys (K-2) on the articles
i!} p‘a‘fyaglraphs 1108, 1109, 1110, and 1111 of the tariff act of 1922, Woven Fabrics
o ool.

“It was assumed that fabrics entered at low values necessarily contain cotton,
shoddy, wool waste or other materials which were free or else dutiable at rates
lower than 31 cents a pound and, therefore, that on such goods the full com-
pensatory duty of 45 cents a pound was too much. On woven fabrics of wool
weighing not more than four ounces per square yvard and valued at not more
than 80 cents a pound the compensatory duty was fixed at 37 cents a pound,
and on those made with warp wholly of cotton or other vegetable fiber at 3G cents
a pound. On woven fabrics of wool weighing more than 4 ounces per square yvard
the compensatory duty was fixea at 24 cents when the value of the fabric did not
exceed 60 cents per pound and at 37 cents a pound when the value of the fabrie
exceeded 60 but did not exceed 80 cents per pound. These reduced compensatory
duties apply to the total weight of the fabrie and not to the wool content ouly.”

The compensatory rates in paragraph 1109, for example, are, according to the
value of the fabric eight-tenths, one and two-tenths, and one and five-tenths
times the rate on the scoured wool.

For paragraph 1105 it is understood that the rates suggested by the wool
growers are for the several items covered—namely, 39 cents per pound for top
waste, slubbing waste, roving waste and ring waste; 36 cents per pound for
garnetted waste; 38 cents per pound for noils; 29 cents per pound for thread
or yarn waste and other wool waste not specially provided for; 36 cents per
pound for shoddy and 29 cents per pound for wool rags. These amounts will
make the tax upon the effective wool content of these noils, wastes, and rags
as great as, or even greater than, that upon the clean content of wool imported
in its natural state. Henee the cost of domestic fabrics made from such im-
ported raw material will, of necessity, be greatly increased.

With practically an embargo levied upon them, these foreign by-products will
enter this country in manufactures, unless a change is made in the rates upon
articles containing them. Their importation in this form will he stimulated
since yarns and fabrics made therefrom will cost less in foreign countries be-
cause without the outlet to this country the foreign wastes, noils, and rags, due to
a lesser demand, will tend to command lower prices. The differentials in the
compensatory rates which now provide for fabrics of cheaper raw material will,
therefore, no longer protect. .

To provide the protection against the importation of these by-products in
manufactures of wool, as well as in their unmanufactured form, it will he neces-
sary to make the compensatory rates in all paragraphs applying to wool manu-
factures not less than that compensating for the use of new wool. In fact, to
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complete the emhargo of the items of paragraph 1105, for the brackets in the
Wool Schedule applying to wool manufactures a greater compensatory rate than
that calculated by the Tariff Board formuls should be established to offset the
increase in the cost of raw material resulting in the adoption of the suggested
rates for paragraph 1105.

We recommend, if these higher rates of duty for paragraph 1105 be adopted,
that in paragraphs 1106, 1107, 1108, 1109, 1111, 1112, 1114, 1115, and 1120 no
compensatory duty be less than one and one-half times the rate on scoured wool
with the exception of the provision in paragraph 1108 for cotton warps.

Since these raw materials covered by paragraph 1105 will not be available
except at a greater cost than new wool, the lower brackets for paragraphs 1107,
1108, and 1109 will be needless. Therefore, in the event of the adoption of the
higher rates in paragraph 1105, we further suggest that the bracket with the lowest
protection now associated with the compensatory rate to offset the use of new
wool apply to articles of less value now covered by brackets with less compensa-
tory duty and lower protection.

The second bracket of paragrapk 1107 of the House hill would thus embrace
the items cared for hy the first and, similarly, in paragraph 1108. The third
bracket in paragraph 1109 would embrace all fabrics provided for by the first two
lﬁ;ack%ts of this paragraph. 1In succeeding paragraphs similar adjustments should

made.

F(‘ior example, in the present House bill paragraphs 1107, 1108, and 1109 would
read:

Par. 1107. Yarn, (made) wholly or in chief valve of wool, valued at not more
than [(30) 50 cents per pound, (24) 27 cents per pound and 30 per centum ad
valorem; valued at more than (30) 60 cents but not more than} $1 per pound,
(36) 40 cents per pound and 35 per centum ad valorem; valued at more than
$1 but not more than $1.50 per pound, (36) 40 cents per pound and 40 per centum
ad (valorem) valorem; valued at more than $1.60 per pound, 40 cents per pound
and 46 per centum ad valorem. .

Par. 1108. Woven fabrics, weighing not more than four ounces per square
yard, wholly or in chief value of wool, valued at not more than [80 cents per
pound, (37) 40 cents per pound and 50 per centum ad valorem; valued at more
than 80 cents but not more than} $1.25 per pound, (45) 60 cents per pound (upon
the wool content thereof) and 50 per centum ad (valorem:) valorem; valued at
more than $1.25 bul not more than $2 per pound, 60 cents per pound and 55 per
cenlum ad valorem; valued at more than $2 per pound, 50 cents fper pound and 60
per centum ad valorem: Provided, That if the warp of any of the foregoing is
wholly of (cotton) colton, or other vegetable fiber, the duty on the fabric, valued
at not more than $1 per pound, shall be (36) 40 cents per ;ound and 50 per centum
ad (valorem) valorem; valued at more than $1 per pound, 40 cents per pound and
65 per centum ad valorem.

T'AR. 1109. (a) Woven fabrics, weighing more than four ounces per square
yard, wholly or in chief value of wool, valued at not more than [60 cents per
pound, (24) 26 cents per pound and 40 per centum ad valorem; valued at more
than 60 cents but not more than 80 cents per pound, (37) 40 cents per pound
and §0 per centum &d valorem; valued at more than 80 eents but not more thang
$1.50 per pound, (45) 60 cents per pound (upon the wool content thereof) an
50 per centum ad valorem; valued at more than $1.50 but not more than $2 per
pound, (45) 60 cents per pound (upon the wool content thereof) and (50) 55 per
centum ad (valorem) valorem; valued at more than $2 per pound, 50 cents per pound
and 60 centum ad valorem.

(0) Woven felts and articles made thereof (including belts and belting, endless or
otherwise), finished or unfinished, wholly or in chief value of wool, shall be dutiable
at the rates provided in subparagraph (a).

In using these illustrations we in no way waive or modify our request for other
and higher ad valorem protective duties in the higher brackets set out in our
original brief, }Presented in February, 1929, to the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives and renewed in our brief submitted, on
June 26, 1929, before Subcommittee 3 of the Committee on Finance of the
United States Senate.

With any advance in the duties upon wool by-products and wool ra%s there is
an increased need for a compensatory duty in paragraph 906 of the cotton
schedule, applying to “cloths, in chief value of cotton, containing wool.” Instead
of the minimum rate which we have previously urged, here, too, the compensatory
rate should be at least one and one-half times the rate upon scoured wool if the
rates proposed by the wool growers be enacted.
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CONCERNING A DIFFERENTIAL RATE FOR 448 WOOL AND LOWER GRADES

At the hearing before your committee representatives of the mohair growers
objected to the duty of 24 cents per clean pound placed by the House bill upon
448 wool and lower. This duty of 24 cents was the exact amount asked by the
wool growers themselves and at the hearing before the Committee on Ways and
Mecans it met with no opposition. We had no reason to appreliend any opposition
before your committee.

It must be assumed that the wool growers consulted their interests when they
agc?(tixi)megded a differential in the rates of duty upon wool using 44s as the

ividing line.

This association has already stated in its brief that this differential will be
advantageous to the woolen and worsted manufacturing industry. We urge
that in the present depressed condition of the manufacturing industry, this con-
sideration is not to be ignored. The use of wool in low-priced fabrics is threatened
by various substitutes tending to cheapen the cost of the cloths. A duty upon
these low-grade wools, not needed to protect the wool grower, either results in
uselessly increasing the cost of the fabric to the public, or compels the manufac-
turer to use substitutes in order to produce fabrics at a price the public is willin,
and can afford to pay. In either event the result is injurious alike to the woo
grower, the manufacturer, and the public. .

We respectfully suggest that as a matter of principle, the duty upon wool
should not be increased beyond the request of the wool growers themselves, at
the demand of another industry. If that Erinciple is ignored, it is difficult to see
where the matter will end. It should be observed that both of these industries—
wool and mohair—are domestic industries.

But we believe that the mohair growers are entirely mistaken. We do not
think that the lowering of the duty upon these low-priced, low-shrinking wools
will injure their business. On the contrary, as manufacturers, we believe it will
increase the use of mohair.

It must be borne in mind that mohairs are much more expensive than these low-
grade wools. At the present market in the United States, mohair is selling around
56 to 67 cents per grease pound, while Lincolns, Braids, and Commons are selling
from 38 to 40 cents a grease pound.

There is, in fact, no real competition between mohair and the wools in ques-
tion. There are many fabrics made to-day, under present price conditions
where no mohair is or can be used because of its cost. There are other fabrics
where mohair is used, irrespective of cost, at the behest of style or fashion.
Obviousltv, in neither of these circumstances will the lowering of the duty upon
44’s wool and under injure the mohair grower.

There is, however, another class of goods where some of these low-grade wools
are combined with mohair. This is done for the purpose of obtaining some of the
effect and finish that mohair (fives, in goods manufactured at a price that the
E:blic is willing and can afford to pay. The fact that these wools exist and can

thus used is a distinct advantage to the mohair growers and has opened to
them opfqrtgqities for use not otherwise available. It seems fairly obvious
that the lower the cost of these wools, the greater will be the amount of mohair
that can and will be used in them without increasing the cost.

Under all these circumstances, we urge that this differential be allowed to

stand.
Respectfully submitted.
NATIONAL Ass0CIATION OF WooL MANUFACTURERS,
By FRaNkLIN W. Hosss, President.
Subscribed and sworn to before me, this 9th day of July, 1929.
WARREN R. SymonDs, Notary Public.
My commission expires May 8, 1932.
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WOOLS
[Pars. 1101-1106)

STATEMENT OF F. J. HAGENBARTH, SPENCER, IDAHO, REPRE.
i%lg)’l‘lggnn'%gE NATIONAL WOOL GROWERS ASSOCIATION

(The witness was sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Mr. HAGeENBARTH. I am testifying on behalf of the National Wool
Growers Association and the affiliated State associations which com-
prise the national association. Mr. Chairman, it is not our purpose
to go into the question in detail or to duplicate the testimony that the
.national association gave in its hearings before the Ways and Means
Committee. We propose only to touch on matters that have devel-
oped since that time in connection principally with the writing of the
House bill now before the Senate, H. R. 2667, and to develop parti-
cularly in our brief and to state very briefly here this morning new
matters that have been developed in that connection. It will be
necessary in order to establish a proper premise, however, to briefly
state the wool growers’ position and understanding of the principle
underlying the writing of the protective tariffs ever since they were
inaugurated, probably 150 years ago, and particularly since 1867,
when Senator Justin Morrill, of Vermont, laid down the proposition
in the most forcible manner, giving the 3x'inciples which have under-
laid the writing of every protective tariff since that date, and estab-
lishing the proper relations between the raw product, wool, and the
manufactures thereof, and the incidental by-products or wastes
that were developed both here and abroad in connection with the
manufacture.

Unfortunately, in 1883 there was a revision of the tariff, taking
effect in 1884, which very plainly indicates the course that we are
now pursuing, and the possible consequences of that course. In our
judgment as woolgrowers, the course we have now set is leading us
to the shoals and, possibly, onto the rocks. We remember that the
tariff of 1883 provided for 10 cents on wool waste and allowed carpet
waols to come into this country at that time, and I am not aiming to
sav anything adverse to the carpet-wool interests now, but simply
reciting historical facts, that they started in Europe taking out the
finer grades and clothing wools were brought into this country at a
very low rate of duty to compete against domestic grown wool.

In a word, the result of that policy showed that from 1884 to 1888
or 1889 the sheep population of the United States decreased from
50,500,000 head in 1884, within five years, to 40,400,000 head, a loss
of 20 per cent, brought about solely by the fact that competitive
wools and wastes were allowed to enter this country at rates which
destroyed the protection granted to the woolgrowers. This error,
we remember, was corrected by what was known as the McKinley
law, which was passed in 1890, when wools and wool products at home
and abroad were put on a relatively fair basis, with the principle of
protection to domestic woolgrowers and domestic wool manufacturers
always in view,

The principles enunciated in and laid down by the McKinley law
carried on until 1909, with a brief intermission in 1893 when the
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so-called Wilson-Gorman law was enacted, which placed wool on a
free basis and manufactures relatively lower.

However, in those earlier tariffs the basis of the wool tariff or duty
was on the grease pound, and the estimate was made that it required—
that this wool shrank 66% pounds to the hundred, or 66% per cent;
in other words, that it required 100 pounds of wool to make 33 pounds
of clean wool, 100 pounds of grease wool to make 33 pounds of clean
wool. However, the facts were that those shrinkages were not 66% per
cent. As a mattor of fact, they were nearer 45 to 48 per cent, and in
many instances much less than that, or as low as 35 per cent. So
that the not effect, instead of giving the grower a protection of 11
cents per pound as written in the law, was to give him a protection
varying with the grade of wool, from 5% to 7! cents per grease pound
instead of 11 cents, and when reduced to the clean basis, instead of
receiving 33 cents, the tariff of the law, he receives as the tariff board
computes, 174 cents on the clean pound, and as we have computed
it ourselves, which is the figure we have used, 18 cents the clean pound.

In 1922 the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act created what we call
the waste and rag injustice; they wrote the tariff on the clean-contents
basis, so that whatever tariff was retained for the grower was affected
or measurably so, as it wrote it vn the basis of 31 cents instead of 33
cents, a reduction of itself of 2 cents under the tariff that had prevailed
for protection for the woolgrower, which rags and wastes further
reduced.

However, a serious error or miscalculation, no doubt wholly unin-
tentional, crept into the law in 1922, in the respect that the relative
relation between wool, protected wool, supposed to receive 31 cents,
and certain wastes which we will define later briefly, and particularly
shoddy and rags, was changed, and these were allowed to come in as
computed by the figures of the Tariff Commission, at a rate, a weighted
average of 12.4 cents per pound, as against rates presumed to be 31
conts on protected wool. Therefore, these wastes and shoddies and
other substitutes used for wool, although they were wool, reduced
the tariff in just so far as those wastes come in competitively against
wool, to the amount 18.6 cents per pound.

The serious part of this is that we are now facing the same condition
that we faced in 1883, when sheep decreased 20 per cent. I will refer
to the increase in sheep that has actually taken place a little later, but
the same condition is there. We are having wool waste equivalent to
wool or better than wool, in some instances, coming in at less than half
the wool tariff, and increasing in progressive quantities so that last
year there were over 35,000,000 pounds of rags and wool waste coming
in. That would not seem very serious to us, gentlemen, until we
figure what it means to the thing we are striving to protect; that is,
the wool on the sheep’s back grown on the American ranges and farms.
Convert those wastes into raw wool and we find one-third of the Ameri-
can production of wool displaced by the use of these wastes. DBe it
meritorious or otherwise, the fact is there, that they are the equivalent
of 100,000,000 pounds of American wool brought into this market at
less than half the wool rate.

The argument has been made that it is a 5ood thing for the people,
the consumer, the one who has to be considered, and we grant that,
that he should have those cheaper wastes and substitutes for wool—
instead of using the word cheaper, I would use inferior, because in
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most instances on rags, shoddies, and certain lower grades of waste
they are inferior. But most of those wastes go into what are known
as woolen clothes as distinguished from worsted fabrics. You buy a
suit made from these and, as a rule, the suit bags at the elbow and the
knee. It is cheaper theoretically, but is it practically? You buy a
suit that is serviceable and presentable for two or three or four or five
months, then you can run your hand down the inside of the lining and
take out a handfull of trash that has dropped out, that has been
pulled into these inferior wastes and weighted these goods.

{ am not trying to draw any comparison between worsted and
woolen manufacturers. I am simply trying to show that when these

ds are used, made from the inferior wastes, and you think you are
uying cheaper cloths you have a big interrogation mark—are you
buggng cheaper when the goods are made out of shoddy?
nator SiMmMoNns. Do you use American wastes in the same way?

Mr. HacenBARTH. We do with the exception of hard twisted
worsteds, and those, I understand, are in a large measure sent abroad,
worked up abroad, and I presume that some of the pieces of that
waste are sent back to us in the shape of shoddy. The majority of
them are used, as I understand, in Europe for manufacture there.

Senator Simmons. I understand you as making a distinction
between the condition of the foreign waste coming in competition
with American wasto, and insisting that it does more than that, that
it comes in competition with American made goods that are not made
of waste.

Mr. HAaGENBARTH. It does.

Senator Simmons. Is not that the basis of your argument?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; that is correct, and it displaces the
American virgin wool, as it has been termed, our new wool grown
on our farms, to the extent that I have stated, one-third of the
American wool crop that we are now raising.

Senator Simmons. The wools grown on your farms are used by the
American producer in the same vav? They make the same kind
of wastes, do they not?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, they do; and we make the contention as
I have followed out logically here, I hope, that for the legitimate
purposes that waste can be used, with a thorough-going, successful
pure wool manufacturing industry, that we will produce an abundance
of waste and short wools in this country for such legitimate uses as
we may have.

Senator Simmons. Then you would put a duty on foreign waste
to protect the domestic waste, would you not?

Mr. HAaGeEnNBARTH. It would to a certain extent in so far as we
produce them.

Senator SiMMoNs. It seems to me you infinitely complicate this
when you say you want a duty that would protect American from
foreign waste, and then you want some other kind of duty that will
protect the use of raw wool. .

Mr. HagenBARTH. No; the same duty serves both purposes.

Senator SiMMoNns. You are making that an argument why that
duty should be raised.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; the argument is_that the foreign wastes
are displacing American virgin wools grown by the farmer. Remem-
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ber that the wastes that we produce in this country are part of the
American clip.

Senator SiMmons. Do I not understand you to say that American
waste is doing the same thing?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; but they are from American produced
wools and do not injure. We have no objection whatever.

Senator SimMons. But are they from American produced wools?

Mr. HageNBARTH. Mostly wastes from American wools.

Senator StmmoNs. Would they be, if they import the raw wool and
then make waste?

Mr. HagenBarRTH. We are trying to reach a point, and we are
making rapid strides, if the plan is not disturbed, proper protection
given, so that there will be very few imports of foreign wools from
which wastes can be derived even in America. I have not the figures
at hand, but you will note that last year we brought in about 70,000,-
000 pounds of foreign wool for cloth purposes, as I recall the figures.
You can ascertain the foreign imports of wools replacing the wools
grown in America on American farms, and the time will come when
we hope that we will fully produce all of the wools required in America,
provided the grower is protected and permitted to go on and produce
at a reasonably pro‘itable basis the wools so required.

Senator Simvons. How long do you think it would be if you were
given all the protcction that you think you require and need, before
you would be abl: to supply the American market?

Mr. HAGENBAKTH. At the rate we are going we should reach that
point, with the exception of carpet wools, which we do not produce,
and with the exception of very fine specialized wools used for certain
purposes in limited quantities—we should reach that period within
the next 10 years. I am not a prophet, of course, but that is taiking
the figures of increase of population, and so forth.

Senator Stmmons. That is just your opinion.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. And the increase in wool production that has
taken place since 1922, with the proper protectio.. we should reach
that point within 10 years in my judgment.

Senator S1MMONS. As a matter of information, will you please tell
the committee where this carpet wool is produced, the particular
countries producing that, and the countries that produce this speci-
alized type that you spoke of? .

Mr. HagenBartH. That is a pretty broad order, but the tariff
bill itself as written by the House, contains that information largely,
with very few excoptions. I will read it to you.

Senator SimMons. I know we do not make the carpet wool, but I
would like to know exactly where we get it. )

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Just briefly stated without going into details,
they come from Persia, China, and Asia generally, certain sections
of Asia, certain sections of South America, but most largely from
Asia. They are listed vy geographic distribution, mainly or very
largely derived from Donskoi, Smyrna, Cordova, etc.

Senator SiimMons. That is enough to give an idea.

Mr. HagenBarTH. Thoy are listed in Schedule 11, paragraph 1101,
in a new statement of carpet wools made in these countries listed,
which is different from anything we have had in the 1922 act; it is at
page 147 of the bill, H. R. 2667. :
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Senator Binaguam. Paragraph 1101-a.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator SiMMoNs. Are you arguing for any duty on carpet wools?

Mr. HAaGenBARTH. No, I am not. The carpet men are using wools
that we do not produce and they are not in competition with us, but
we have safeguarded where there is a possibility of competition and
we are going to ask this committee to safeguard us against such com-

etition, There is no disposition on the part of the carpet manu-
acturers——

Senator SiMmMoNs (interposing). Have ‘;rou any real grounds for
believing that this competition will arise? How long has it been a
fact that we did not produce carpet wools in this country? Has it
always been so?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Practically so.

Senator Simmons. Do you think, in view of the fact that we never
have produced any, that we ought to legislate for a remote future
contingency?

Mr. HagexsarTH. The supply of carpot wools is being more or
less limited, and the carpet men are now asking, and with entire
justice, in our yjudgment, for the enlargement, of the field of wools that
may come in under this act, and it looks like, with the percentage of
decrease in the world’s production of carpet wools, that eventually
the carpet men will have to use wools of a much higher grade that
are in a measure competitive with our domestic wools. We have no
objection to those wools even coming in and going into carpets. Itis
helpful to us. They enlarge the market for our competitive wools.
Provided there is & clause in the law that will protect us from the use
of those wools as competitive against wools used for cloth purposes.
In other words, we would not want a tariff on domestic wool, to say
quarter blood and low quarter blood grade, of 36 cents & pound, and
have carpet wools compete against these wools with no tariff, but
coming in as carpet wools. So Congress, and wisely, provided that
the carpet men must show that it was carpet wool and went into
carpets.

Senator StmmoNs. And if it goes into anything else it pays duty?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator SiamMons. That is a different proposition.

Mr. HaGenNBARTH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee,
in order that you may see with your own eyes what this competitive
waste business means, we have selected a very few samples here that
I want to submit to the committee and show why the wool growers
are so concerned with the bringing in of these foreign wastes.

Senator GEorGE. How effective did you say the present tariff was?
What percentage of the present tariff of 31 cents on raw wools?

Mr. HacenBARTH. The weighted average, I would say, roughly,
is about 13 por cent. We figure it 15 per cent. The Tariff Board
figure—our figures derived from their figures, show 12.4 cents for the
lower grades of rags and waste coming in in large quantities. On the
higher protected wastes top, rovm%, slubbing, etc., the tariff is some-
what higher—not very dangerous l¥ competitive. For instance, on
these wastes I hold in my hands, here is one termed, as in the first
line of paragraYh 1105 of the bill, “top waste, slubbing waste, rovi
waste, such as I hold here, which usually pay a fairly protective tariﬂg,
if not quite as much as they should be, by reason of the fact that these
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wastes, these four wastes, have had the noils taken out of the waste
material, and it is ready to go into production. There is a foreign
waste that comes in competition with wool. Here are the others.
This (indicating] is known as roving waste, prettier than any wool
that is grown in this country.

That is what ruined the tariff of 1883. They took top wastes,
this protected top waste, in England, and deliberately tore them to
pieces, put them in sacks, and sent them to the United States at
10 cents clean duty, and ruinedl the industry.

. That is one of the things we are trying to guard against. There
is one sample I notice in here particularly. I do not want to bore
the committee by going into this too far, but here is another waste -
that you would be interested in. This is garnetted waste made from
yarns that come into the country, a little lower grade of wool, com-
peting strictly against our quarter bloods, low three-eights, and high
quarter. Take that waste, Senator. In Vermont you do not raise
any prettier wool than this, and in Kentucky, with your coarser
sheep for mutton purposes, you do not raise any finer wool than that.

Here is a thing that will interest you very much. Noils, recombed
noils, are deliberately made up by certain peoplc over there, abroad,
and shipped in as wool waste at a lower rate of duty to compete with
wool. The fibers in these noils, and these are actually taken from
imports, run from 2 to 4 inches, and comi)ete strictly against our
staple fine wools. Here is the domestic noils that Senator Simmons
asked about a while ago. There is the domestic noil of the same kind.
Compare them. You see how much finer the foreign has been pre-
pared for our market.

Senator SiMmons. Can not this condition that you describe there
be protected against by a little closer scrutiny of it on the part of the
appraisers?

r. HAGENBARTH. Noj; not as long as the basic rate is lower than
the relative rate on wool. The appraiser has to follow the law and
that is what we are complaining of. The rate on that wool is not
high enough to protect the grower against this competitive article.

Here is the most interesting thing of all, and the thing against
which our chief complaint lies, and of which the greatest quantity is
gradually being imported from England today, I mean from abroad,
and that is rag waste. Here is some taken right from the market
imported into this country as rags, nice looking rags; there is part of
an old sweater, & new sweater, but it looks like an old one. The
first step when those are made is to have what they call stripe-out—
taking the coloring out, provided they want a white waste. In
other words, in instances where they can use it in its natural colors
here, the shoddy made from those rags either here or abroad, is
brought over at a very low rate. Those rags are a clean wool prod- -
uct, and after they are garnetted they are in this shape, shoddy,
and thc;se rags come in at 7} cents a pound tariff as against 31 cents
on wool.

Where in the world are we going to land as wool growers on a pro-
tective tariff with such competition as that? After this shoddy has
been run through the stripping processes, as they call it here, you
have the stripped shoddy, garnetted and stripped, and ready to go
into goods, pure white, or that can be dyed red, f)lue, or any color
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to be used in fabrics, or if wanted for a dingy gray can be used as is.
Those are the three steps, and that is what we are complaining of.

Senator SiMmMons. Are those things infected?

Mr. HaGENBARTH. They are disinfected?

Senator SiMmons. That is what I mean; disinfected.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. I really would not want to say about that; I
do not know. Here is one other interesting thing. Here we have
what is called the n. s. p. {. clause, not specially provided for, which
takes in all the wastes that are not provided for. In this new tariff
bill, the House bill, you will find card waste. Here is a card sliver
which comes in the process of manufactuiing card wool as opposed

" to worsted wools, broken sliver. It is made out of the shorter fiber
wools. It is not as good as noils. It is not anything like top wastes,
but do you know what they do with that over here? They %et smart.
‘They learn how to beat our tarifl one way and another. They take
this beautiful white corded sliver and take some of the real carding
waste, a few seeds and a few hay stems, and you will see a little of it
in here. This has not been carbonized, and they mix just enough of
it so that the appraiser will call that carded waste, not specially pro-
vided for, at a much lower rate, 20 cents or 11 cents less than wool.
Just look at that. All they have to do here is to run that through,
take the hay and seeds and stuff out of it, and they have got that
back again, manufactured waste, as good or better than a corre-
sponding virgin wool.

Senator SiMMmoNs. In other words, it is slightly adulterated?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator SiMmons. And it passes for a lower grade?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator SiMmons. Can you remove the adulteration?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Very easily, by simple processes. .

Senator BiNngEAM. What do you mean by the term, carbonized,
as it occurs in the bill?

Mr. HagenBarRTH. You will notice some little wisps of hay and
grass seed?

Senator BiNgHAM. Yes. L

Mr. HAGENBARTH. They put that through a sulphuric acid process
that dissolves . 1t that vegetable matter.

Senator BinaHAM. That dissolves the vegetable fiber?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, and does not hurt the wool fiber at all.
Of course, this could be extended into infinite detail. So I think
that unless tk:» committee wants a little further illustration of this,
I will stop. I have tried to touch the high spots only. It is a most
interesting study. The cure for the whole thing, without going into

orpressive details, is to put a tariff on the wastes relatively compara-

" *ble with the tariff on raw wool, on virgin wool for protective purposes,
and we can not do it any other way. You can not give your grower
protection with the left hand and take it away in bunches from differ-

ent grabs with the right hand. .

Senator GeorGe. If this work is done, would you want an increase—
would it be necessary to increase the duty from 31 to 34 cents?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; for reasons that wo wiil give you later.

Senator GEORGE. But_your basic premise is that importation of
these wastes, etc., is the thing that prevents the tariff from being fully

effective now.
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Mr. HAGENBARTH. Itisone of the basic things. Ithas aninfluence.

Senator BingHaM. Before you get to that point, how far does the
House bill protect you against this form of competition?

Mr. HagenBarTH. I have it right here. That is 1106-a. As I
said, you will find that these top wastes are put on the same tariff as
wool, but it should be higher.

Senator BingHaM. It should be higher than pure wool?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; because it has been partly manufactured.
It has been carded out, combed, and put in this condition. Look at
the farm wool that comes from your State and compare it with that
and you will see the reason. That is made the first step. That has
been first virgin wool, sorted, beautifully scoured. In order to pro-
tect American labor, if the tariff rate on wool was 36 cents, that ought
to be 39 cents, in our judgment, to cover sorting, scouring, and so on
down that line. These beautiful noils that I show you at 21 cents
and these lister noils and recombed wools are worth more than wool,
with up to 3 and 4 inch fiber, for manufacturing purposes, yet they
are 10 cents lower than under the present wool tanff.

Senator Simmons. Have we not some manufacturers in this coun-
try that are using these wastes and noils almost exclusively in their
operations?

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. Yes; I believe we have.

Senator Simmons. Are they agreeing with you?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. No, they will not.

Senator SiMmons. With reference to the increase of duty on noils?

Mr. HacenBaRTH. No; they will not, because the{ have started
out to use those. That broaches a broad subject. The carded wool
people, the woolen people, will opﬁose the growers increase on this,
In my judgment, because this is their cheap raw material and they
have a very great advantage. I dislike very much to attack another
industry, anﬁ I do not want to be placed in that light, but to state
the facts is not an attack, as I understand it, and this is in response
to your question. .

n the first place, they will pay a tariff, say, a weighted average on
these wastes of 15 cents a pound. They are given a compensatory
of 45 cents a pound. The worsted manufacturer pays his full duty
of 31 cents when he brings in a foreign wool. The wool man pays,
say, 15 cents, to be liberal, and they are both given the same com-
pensatory, so that the wool man not only has the advantage of the
cheaper method of manufacture as it is much cheaper to make woolen
yarn than it is a fine twisted yarn, but they also have the advantage
of a comgensatory basis of high tariff though they do not pay. Why
should they not object? I would if I were a woolen manufacturer,
and I would strive every way I could to retain the present duty on
waste because it not only gives me a greater advantage against my
only competitor in the worsted line, but it also gives me a greater
advantage, say, over the western, Middle West, and the eastern wool
farmer’s tariff on his wool. They would fight for that, of course.
Any man would. and I do not blame them. .

Senator BiNu .amM. Before you go further in that 1105, I notice
that paragraph (b) provides that “wastes of the hair of the Angora
goat, Casgmere goat, alpaca, and other like animals, shall be dutiable
at the rates provide(i for similar types of wool wastes.”’

That refers back to paragraph (a). .
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Mr. HageNBARTH. Yes.
Senator BingraM. Do you intend to recommend any change in

aph (b)?
p% ﬁmnnmnrm Yes, in paragraph (b). I have a change a
little later, which we intend to ask—no, paragraph (b) is all right as
that stands.

Senator Binaram. That stands as it is. .

Mr. HagensarTH. But paragraph (c) is another one. There is a
little question as to the wording there, whether it includes wools
carbonized, or not. You may consider that as applying to wool
wastes. We want it distinctly understood that wool and wool wastes
carbonized are.
hSel}?ator Bingram. How do you suggest changing the wording
there

Mr. HaGenBarRTH. We propose submitting to your committee a
schedule of rates.

Senator BingHaM. I would like to have you submit that now so
that we would know just what you are talking toward, while listening
to your argument.

r. HAGENBARTH. It should be wool and wool wastes. Tt is not
inclusive. You could not construe that yourself.

Senator BingHaM. Do you want it to read, ““ All the foregoing, and
wool gnd hair of the kinds provided for in this schedule,” and wool
waste?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. They are speaking of Schedule 1105. There
is where the trouble comes. When they say, *“ All the foregoing, and
wool and hair of the kinds provided for in this paragraph,” are they
only talking of just in this schedule, one kind of wool and hair, or does
it go back into Schedule 1102?

nator BINgHAM. How do you want that to read?

Mr. HageEnBARTH. “All the foregoing, and wool and hair,” as
provided in Schedules 1101 and 1102,

Senator BincuaM. The way it reads now, “of the kinds provided
for in this schedule,” you realize that schedule covers all the para-
graphs beginning with No. 1100. Schedule covers everything.

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. That is my mistake.

Senator BINGHAM. So:you do not really need that.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. We do not need that.

Senator BingHAM. If it said, in this paragraph, then you would
want a change.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator BineHAM. Schedule 11 is the old Schedule K we used to
hear about. You really do not need any change there?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. No.

Senator BinguaM. What is the change in paragraph (a). We
want to get these specific changes down so that we may have them.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. On the basis of expanding the effect that the
House has given us in the rate of 34 cents, we still feel and will con-
vince this committee that 36 cents is the proper rate. on the basis of
wool at 36 cents per clean pound content, “top waste, slubbing waste,
roving waste, and ring waste,” 39 cents a pound.

Senator BingHAM. You want it raised from 34 cenis to 39 cents?

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. Yes. And garnetted waste, 36 cents a pound.

Senator BingHAM. From 26 cents to 36 cents.
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Mr. HacenBarTH. Yes. Noils, 38 cents per pound.

Senator BiINgHAM. Instead of 21.

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. Instead of 21.

Senator BingHAM. That is from 21 to 38.

Mr. HaGgenBARTH. That is by reason of those combed and re-
combed noils to cover the process of manufacture involved in making
these noils. A

. Senator S1MmoNns. That is your protection against raw wool and
waste noils?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, the noils.

Senator SiMMoNs. Does that include any protection against the
manufactured product?

Mr. HagenBARTH. No. Up to the point of noils.

Senator SiMmmoNs. In other words, that is the wool growers’ pro-
tection, and to that must be added the manufacturers’ protection?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes. Thread or yarn waste, 29 cents.

Senator BingHAM. From 18 to 29.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, 29 cents, but that does not include any
n. s. p. f. It says there, “and all other wool wastes not specially
provide2% for, 18 cents per pound.” We want 36. Thread or yarn
waste, 29,

Senator BingHAM. After the comma, thread or yarn waste, 29
cents.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator BinéHAM. And all other wool wastes not specially provided
for, n. s. p. {., raised from 18 cents per pound to what?

Mr. HacenBarTH. To 26 cents.

Senator Simyons. What is your specific rate?

Mr. HagEnBARTH. That is 39 cents, but that includes some manu-
factures.

Senator Simmons. Did you give us the ad valorem equivalent?

Mr., HageEnNBARTH. Based on the foreign price or the delivered
American price? You want the foreign price?

Senator SiMmoNns. Yes.

Mr. HAaGeNBARTH. The foreign price on fine carbonized noils?

Senator SiMmmoNs. The exported price.

Mr. Hagensanrri. Eighty cents. It would be practically 50 per
cent. Forty cents would be 50 per cent. .

Senator SiMmoNns. Ad valorem.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Ad valorem.

Senator BinguaM. Are those all the changes you want?

Mir. HAGeENBARTH. No.

Senator BinguaM. You have only got down to wool waste not
speciallﬁ provided for.

Mr. HagenBarRTH. From 18 to 36.

Senator BiNgHAM. What next?

Mr. HacenBarTH. Shoddy, 36 cents per pound.

Senator BinemaM. You want that separate. After the word
shoddy, line 10, in ‘]Jaragraph 1105, page 151, of H. R. 2667, you want
36 cents per pound.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. And mungo, 12 cents.

Senator BinaHAM. Shoddy is changed from 18 to 36 cents per pound,

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Thirty-six. .

063310—29—voL 11, s¢HED 11——4
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Senator BinaraM. And mungo from 10 cents to 12 cents per pound.
Mr. HaGENBARTH. Yes; 12 cents. Now, wool rags, 29 cents.
Senator BiNgHAM. From 8 cents to 29 cents?

Mr. HaGenBARTH. Yes. That is wool rags only. Flocks, 12
cents. .

Senator BingHAM. After the words, ‘“wool rags,” you want 29
cents, and after the word “flocks,” a change from 8 to 12 cents.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator Sackerr. What does the word “flocks’” mean?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Flocks is a very low %rqde; it is a lower grade;
wool flocks is a fine mesh stuff for filling felt, used for fillings, etc.
Mungo and flocks are the very lowest grades.

Senator SAckeTT. I thought it was sheep flocks. )

Mr. HAGeNBARTH. It would be a pretty good operation if we could
got a tariff of 8 to 12 cents a pound on sheep.

Senator BineHaM. On flocks of sheep?

Mr. HacenBarTH. Yes. Roughly speaking, Senator Simmons, in
respect to your earlier questions these wastes including the average
ones, very good waste, which are better than wool, are paying in per-
centages about 40 per cent wool duty plus the compensatory, which
is what you speak of. .

Now, the grower is not occupying a selfish position in this state-
ment, not trying to boost the tariff where he is not seriously hurt.
If Fou will remember in 1922, as I stated, we gave our consent
willingly to free carpet wools. In the present House bill, H. R. 2667,
we gave our consent unwillingly, in a measure, as representing our
western growers, aithough there are a great many still objecting to it
in our own ranks, cutting.the tariff on wools—and also protecting the
wools not used for cloth purposes—to any serious extent, that we do
not produce to any great extent in this country, from 36 cents to 24
conts. That is, 44’s wools and of coarser fiber.

We do not desire to impose any burden on any line of the industry.
Now, the woolen, or the carded wool people claim they want to use
those wools. You have in your records for 10 years past, anyway,
Mr. Moir and Mr. Dale, tirade after tirade against Congress and the
wool growers protesting higher ad valorem rates on these low grades
of wool. Theoretically, it appears high. In order to meet that, the
grower at his own risk, if there is a risk, and I think there is some
slight risk, has agreed to conform to that demand, and does not want
to be charged with this high ad valorem, and we have consented to
a reduction of 10 or 12 cents a pound in the duties of that group or
character.

Senator SAckETT. What schedule does that come under?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Under 1102. Now, if wastes are necessa.rl)]r in
the industry, let us use our domestic wastes. We have in these
wastes again another problem that I have not touched on, Senator
Connally, in which you will also be interested. Texas and California
and some of the other States, in fact, all of the western States, have
short stubby wools. In the first place, Texas and California shear in
many instances twice a year.
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Senator BingraM. Senator Connally is not a member of this sub-
committeo.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. I thought he was.

Senator Binguan. He is on the agricultural subcommittee.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Anyway, on its merits, Texas and California
wools are sheared twice a year, and they are very short, an inch or
three-quarters of an inch in length. There is no other use available
for those wools except to go into the woollen industry. Our aged ewes
also shear a very short, “fribby” wool. They do not grow wool
comparable with young ewes, those with more valuable wools, as the
are called. There must be a market for those. They are mue
cheaper than our staple or best wools.

Under present conditions, with the imports of foreign waste sub-
stituted for these wools, such stuff as this, those wools [indicating}
are not going to have a market and the men producing them are
going to go out of the picture if the present condition continues.

Many parts of California must shear twice a year, and we do not
have to go abroad to bring over wools to find such materials as we
rrow here at home, and it will always sell at a lesser price than the
ong staple wools. It has always been so, because conditions make
it so. They have that inherent disadvantage, and the other disad-
vantage is that competition against these wastes is very keen.

Senator Simmons. In regard to this very low-grade wool you speak
of, which you say this comes in competition wiﬁl, what State is that
grown in?

Mr. HacenBARTH. The largest crop of low-grade wool in any one
State, I presume, is in the State of Washington. Idaho groduces some.

Senator Siamons. Is that due to the breed of sheep

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; that is due to the breed of sheep. There
are a few purebred coarse wool flocks in Ohio and elsewhere.

Senator Simmons. Is there any climatic condition there that would
forbid them stocking their farms with a better breed from which to
get the higher classes of wool?

Mr. HagenBArTH. The climatic conditions forbid it. The merino
has been unsuccessfully brought into the Willametto Valley. It is
very moist and wet.

Senator Snimons. They can not improve their condition?

Mr. HageEnBaRrTH. Not much.

Senator BingHaM. Is shoddy all wool?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, except uncarbonized shoddy, in some in-
stances. In the case of some of these sweaters, some rags that go
into shoddy may have a little cotton or other fibers. But there are
two kinds, carbonized and uncarbonized shoddy.

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, before closing the discussion on
wastes, I want to place in the record a table which I have named
table No. 1, showing the imports for consumption of wool wastes and
by-products into this country under the acts of 1890 and on down to
those of 1922 and 1928.
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(The table referred to is as follows:)
TaABLE 1.—Imports for consumption—Total wool wasles and by-producis !

Value |Equivalent
Quantity Value per ad valorem
pound rate
Per cent
481,413 $172, 449 $0.338 47.18
776, 3,265,033 .122 .29
308, 130, 508 . 330 54.63
- 414,304 175,970 .425 36.61
Actof 1913 . eenan....... seescssecnsccsancenccanaas 9,950,525 | 2,937,855 . .205 11.55
Actof1922....... esacsen eescavensccnsscsancnne eee-a| 330,563,752 | 13,246,048 | .433 28.74
Calendar year:
1927...c.nceecnenn..... eecucacassorsacosrmncsonscncen 13, 189, 306 416 28.47
1928..... anee 15, 100, 256 .431 26.

1 Total of Tables 1-a, 1-b, and t-c.
1 Because of the emergency act.
8 Sept. 22, 1922, to Dec. 31, 1927,

TaBLeg 1-A.—Wool noils, carbonized and uncarbonized

, .
! Value ;Equivalent
. Quantity Value per | ad valorem
: pound | rate
Annyal average: ; Pounds Per cent
Actof1800. ....c.ceenncenncaea. PP | 30, 354 $12, 536 §0.413 72.63
ACtOf I8, o ceeneeerrneecciceecccnccccccannen eeee' 3,073,923 719,954 . 106 .64
ﬁg: g} :gg; ................ eesessecsavescacsansan e} }%.901 18;;35& .gg ;gg
Actof 1918, T1IIIIIIIT rvemeeoaenns sl 2,146,395 | 1,481,003 690 | 1305
Cal f’tol l&r”... ........... [ ececsncecanacanann . 38,381,272 | 5,444,290 .65 1 29.76
endar year:
1027, o eeeeeeneas . saznee| ssoneer| .6 30.17
1028, i 8,808,885 | 6,203, 869 .74 2.27
3 Because of the emergency act.
$ Sept. 22, 1922, to Dec. 3‘1'?1927.

TaBLE 1-B.—Top, waste slubbing waste, roving waste, ring waste, garnelted waste,
thread or yarn waste, and all other wool wasles not specially provided for

Value | Equivalent
Quantity Value per | ad valorem

pound | rate

Annual average: Pounds - ‘ Per cent

Actof 1800.......cccac... avoe 135, 744 $50, 479 $0.372 80.67
cecescanasce eosecccsreccacann . 7,012,418 | 1, 569, 906 22 .25
. 131,664 45,897 349! 68 .61
50, 698 19,452 <384 | 62 19
R 2,174,852 719,377 331! 1.06
ce 15,302,417 | 2,930,424 «5858 ; 31.83
1927 ] o 4851 22623| .s0! 823
1928 . 4,428,279 | 2,546,640 L8751 38.17

2 Because of the emergency act.
3 Sept. 22, 1922, to Dec. 31, 1027,
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TaBLE 1-c.—Wool rags, mungo, and flocks

i Velue | Equivalent

Quantity Value per valorem
pound rate
Annual average: Pounds I Per cent
Act of 1890. . : 315,315 | $109,432| $0.347 28.81
AcCtof 1804 ... .cceucieccnceecenacncccccoccccassancan 16, 090, 459 975,173 061 .08
Act of 1897.. . 92, 681 20, 321 .219 45.61
Actof 1000...... . . 184, 650 51,013 .276 ; 36.20
Actof 1913....cceeeenanean.. - . 5,629, 778 737,385 1 1< P
ACLOf 1922, .....aeeeceeenceencacncacaceconnannannss 216,700,063 | 4,862,384 .290 25.90
Calendar year:
1927, . cccceneecneccncacinncamcccrcncaansacnnans 18,935,947 | 5,621,085 <297 | 25,28
1928...neecrccnnaen - ceccammcnsonane 21,823,085 | 6,268,747 | 287§ 26. 11

Mr. HaGeENBARTH. Further, before I forget, I want to place in the
record also the figures given by the United States Department of
Agriculture, the Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Market News
Service, showing the quotations on wool on June 15, 1928, and
June 15, 1929, which show a decrease in wool prices for the domestic
woolgrower in those 18 months, or that year, of from 20 to 27} per
cent.

Senator SackerT. How much of that do you want to print?

Mr. HagenBarTH. The market quotations on wool.

d Ser.m‘;:or Sackerr. It does not include those two whole sheets,
oes it?

Mr. HaceNBARTH. I can reduce it, or indicate it by reference.

Senator Simaons. Is it the result of the general decline in the value
of agricultural products? Or is that the result of a lack of an
adequate protection?

Mr. HagenBARTH. Both.

Senator Binguam. With the consent of the witness, this will be
referred to in the record, since it is a Government document, by a
proper reference, and the Department of Agriculture will be requested
to supply the committee with sufficient copies for its use.

Mr. HacEnsarti. I was going to say, if its suits the Senator
better, we can put it in our brief and boil it down und take out some
of the stuff.

Senator BincHaM. You might boil it down, but the document will
not be put in as a whole, but simply noted by reference.

Senator SimMons. Inasmuch as those are the figures showing the
prices of wool, I think it would be well to have it incorporated in the
testimony.

Senator BinguaM. We would like to have it incorporated in the
testimony; that is, the general figures.

Senator Simymons. It will be much more accessible to us if it is in
the hearings than if it is in a separate document.

Mr. HaGgenBarTH. If we put that in the brief, will it be satisfactory?

Senator SimMMoNs. Yes.

Mr. HacEnsARTH. To answer your question, Senator Simmons,
there are three main principles involved in a ready answer. One is
the decline in the prices of wool abroad which, of course, are corre-
spondingly reflected in the United States.
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There has heen a decline, but not nearly so serious in amount as in
the United States, in the Boston market particularly, for reasons best
known to the trade.

Secondly, and in a large measure, we feel that it is owing to the
imports of these wastes that we are complaining about and the absorp-
tion of our competitive market by foreign wastes that are substituted
for our wools, and the demand for those wools that has resulted.

And in the third place, reasoning by analogy, as I pointed out a
moment ago, the woolen manufacturer has the advantage of low prices
on his raw materials, very low, as compared to those on wool. He has
:.he la,dvanl;a,g'e of a high compensatory rate, relatively, or compara-

ively.

He has, following the 1922 tariff act, been bringing these wastes in
and manufacturing a cheaper, and I say, an inferior class of goods,
to meet the demand for cheap products in this country, and they are
cheap in every way except specialties.

That has made very hard sledding for the worsted manufacturer.
You will find that the worsted men from 1922 and 1923 on had hard
sledding for two or three years.

And then they felt that they had to meet this competition, this
competitive demand of the woolen industry for cheaper clothes, so
they trimmed and cut, and a good many of them in doing that trimming
and cutting went into their surplus and went into the red, and made
annual losses in their statements, which you men are familiar with.

Then they figured that they had to meet the woolen competition
by buying cheaper wool, and they practiced the cconomies they have
made, and they have been unloading the burden on the woolgrower
and the wool producer of lower prices so they would get cheaper
material to meet this competition. They have thus set up a vicious
circle, with cheaper and still cheaper wools as the momentum.

The woolen man must reduce in order to meet this worsted com-
petition and get the trade, but just now the worsted man has the best
of it. He bought his wool so low from the western woolgrower that
he is able gradually to overcome that disadvantage, but the wool-
grower is bearing the burden. Prices have been cut, as I have just
suggested——

Senator SimroNns. Does not your statement amount to this, that
there has been a world-wide decline in the price of wool? .

Mr. HAGeENBARTH. Yes, sir; but not to the extent that it is in this
country.

Senator Stmmons. I understand. That does not account, you say,
for the decline in this country.

Mr. HacenBarTH. No, sir; only partially.

Senator Simmons. If the decline in this country had been relatively
the same as in other countries, wool would have been lower here as
in other countries?

Mr. HagenBarTH. That is right; just relatively.

Senator Simmons. The difference between the decline abroad and
here is the result of manipulation of the tariff by the manufacturers
as against the woolgrowers; is that not true? . .

r. HAGENBARTH. You can put it that way; by the introduction
of wastes into the woolen industry.
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Senator SiMMoNs. That is rather a manipulation by the manu-
facturer against the woolgrower?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, sir; in & measure.

Senator SiMMoNs. You want to protect yourself against that
manipulation as far as you can?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, sir.

Senator BinguaM. Would not the g)hrase ‘“closing the loocpholes”
be a little better than ‘“manipulation’? It is not so much manipu-
lation as it is on account of the loopholes which the previous tariff
did not provide against, but which have been taken advantage of, and
in that sense it is a manipulation.

b Senator Simmons. The Senator wants you to sugar-coat it a little
1t.

Mr. HacenBaRTH. No; that is the plain fact.

Senator BinauaM. With all due respect, if the word ‘“manipula-
tion” is the proper term, let us have the word ‘“manipulation’’; but
so far as I can understand the testimony of the witness, it was not
so much manipulation as it was the discovery of loopholes.

! Mr. HacensarTH. Yes; and perfectly legitimate under the present
aw.

Senator Binenam. Take the word “noils.” As I understand that,
it means these short pieces, and when you introduce a noil 6 inches
long you are really getting into a loophole. If we defined noils by
length and said a noil of such and such a length, that would meet
your case, would it not?

Mr. HacenBarTH. I think so. That leaves it a subject of ad-
ministration, and it is rather difficult to determine the length of a
ncil by that sort of provision, so that we have tried to protect our-
selves against that.

Senator BineHAaM. If it were provided that a noil should not be
more than 1 inch long, for instance, I think that would meet your
situation.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Provided it can be administered.

Senator GEorGE. How have the manufacturers gotten along, tak-
ing advantage of all the loopholes?

Mr. HagenBarTH. Not so well.

Senator GEORGE. If they did not take any advantage of loopholes,
how would they get along?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. It would be on an entirely different basis. It
would be on a higher grade competitive basis all along the line, and
they could not go to the extreme competitive lengths they have gone
to, with the advantages they have had.

Senator GEORGE. Who would pay for it? You are paying for
it now, as I understand it, because the manufacturer runs in and out
of these loopholes, and he is getting along poorly. If we stop up
all the loopholes, there is going to be a higher basis of competition
all around, and somebody has to pay for it. Who will pay for it?

Mr. HaGeENBARTH. That is a very broad economic question,
Senator. I can answer it very briefly.

I have naturally supposed that one of the reasons which you are
leading up to is that the consumer pays.

Senator GEorGE. That would interest me somewhat.

Senator BiNnéHAM. The consumer always pays; we admit that.
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. Mr. HacenBarTH. We are interested in that, and we feel that that
is a legitimate question. Today, for instance, the Richmond people
here are manufacturing an all-worsted suit which is retailed at about
$22.50. Comparable suits made out of comparable wools, sold in
other stores are selling from $35 to $45 per suit, or from 50 to 100
per cent increase. The trouble there is not so much with the tariff
on wool as it is with our method of distribution and our expensive
method of shopping, buying our clothes.

f we were to have a theoretically proper market, with proper
costs, with the elimination of all these intermediate expensive steps,
the American consumer would never quarrel about cost.

At the very best, Senator, taking all the wool in a 10 or 12 ounce
suit, such as some of us are wearing today, and taking the tariff
and everything involved in the whole process pertaining to the wool-
grower, his protection would not raise the cost of that suit to exceed
$1.50 per suit, taking the high level, and in many instances it would be *
less than a dollar. That is the direct answer to the question.

Senator Sackerr. How do you account for the difference between
the price of the product of the Richmond concern and the others?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. They manufacture and directly sell to the
consumer, without any intermediate steps.

Senator SAckeTT. If they sold a pure all-wool American production
suit they would sell it for about $26.

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. It would not make that much difference,
on the basis of the tariff we are asking for; but, say, $23.50. It
would not be more than that.

-Senator SAckETT. Then if other people went into the same methods
of selling they would sell that wool suit for $25; they could do that
just as well, could they not?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes. The whole thing has gotten on a lower
level through competition, und the millmen have made largely their
own troubles, and it is u s:.d state of affairs.

Senator GEORGE. Are there any like economies that might be
effected by the growers themselves in handling their products?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; there is only one more economy, and that
is economic, in line with the stabilization idea and the cooperative
idea, that could be made. .

Under the provisions of the Cupper-Volstead Act, providing
exemption of labor and the agricultural industry from the provisions
of the Sherman antitrust law, the growers could pool their wools
and hold them and distribute them gradually, and prevent these
things which have been happening, and thus get the full measure of
the tariff. That is a step, first, in advance. But so far as the econ-
omy in production and efficiency in production are concerned——

Senator GEoORGE. I did not mean that.

Mr. HacenBarTH. He has reached the limit.

Senator GEORGE. I meant in his distribution.

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. Yes, there is the place where he can improve
and wo are working on that as seriously as we can. 1t is a har
job, because the wool grower, the farmer is an individualist, and it
18 a hard job to make him sece cooperatively.

Senator Simmons. I am glad to hear you frankly admit that where
the tariff is 100 per cent effective it is passed on to the consumer.
I think that that is a great advance that the protection advocates
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have made in this country, in making a clean breast of that, and
admitting that that is true, because it is true. Of course, you are
not responsible for the broad spread between the factory prices of
your product and the consumer’s price. Part of that is the result of
the tariff, that is, part of the spread is the result of the tariff.

But largely, as you say, the major part of it, I should say, is due
to our system of distribution, which places a very heavy burden in
itself upon the consumer.

It seems to me that what we would like to have is just the extent
to which the tariff enhances the price of a specific article.

Senator BincgaM. Like a suit of clothes.

Senator Simyons. Yes; against which the tariff is effective.

Senator BineaM. I am glad that the Senator has brought that
out, because I think it is very important, since we know that when,
for instance, there is a duty of $2, the retailer tells the consumer
that owing to the duty he has to charge him $5 more.

Senator Simmons. If we knew to what exient the tariff advanced the
cost of a suit of clothes, and we found that that suit of clothes, as
sold to the consumer was $10 mor2 than the tarifl, then we would
know that the $10 in that spread was the result of our defertive proc-
esses of distribution.

Mr. HagensarTH. The Tariff Commission has made an exhaustive
and splendid study of that very subjcct, which I tried to get before
the hearing before the Committee on Ways and Means, but was
unsuccessful. But the facts are that the cost of clothes, of a very
high-grade suit, as good a suit as you can get, except a tailor-made
suit, on the wool is around between 7 and 8 per cent, according to the
weight and character of the cloth. That is, as far as the woolgrower
is concerned; that is the way we have worked that out, amounting to
7 or 8 per cent of that cost on a properly merchandised suit, sold at
retail, allowing 50 per cent overhead and profit to the retail»r after
he takes it from the clothier.

Senator Simmoxs. The manufacturers ought to be ablé to work
that problem out with very little difiiculty.

fz\{r. HacexBarTH. The Tarift Commission has made a good study
of that.

Senator SiMmons. If you could give us a few outstanding articles
to show the full extent to which the tariff enhances the value or the
amount of the cost of that article, and compare that with the ordi-
nary retail selling price, or the wholesale selling price, I should think
that that would be very helpful.

Mr. HagenBaRTH. That is available, Senator.

Senator Simmons. If you could give us some examples and incor-
porate that in your statement, I think that it would be very helpful.

Mr. HagenBarTH. All right, Senator.

Senator SimMmons. You would remove many obstacles that we
encounter when we come to deal with this very complicated section
of the bill.

Senator BinguaMm. I have interrupted you a good deal, along with
other members of the committee. How much more time do you
need to }Fresent your case?

Mr. HaGcenBARTH. I can finish very quicklg.

Senator SAckerT. Before you start to finish, may I ask you if the
$1.50 on a suit of clothes refers to the whole tariff on the wool, or
does it just refer to the amount of increase you are asking for?
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Mr. HacenBARTH. No; that is the whole amount that goes into it,
tariff and all.

Senator SAckeTT. That would reflect the present increase in waste
and wool, and the 36 cents which you ask for, in the value of an
ordinary suit of clothes?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. On clean wool. I would say, taking a 11-ounce
suit, it would probably be around 12 or 15 cents,

Senator Sackerr. That would practically exclude this waste.and
give it to the wool grower.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, sir.

Senator SAckeTT. And the amount of the wool grower’s increase
in tariff rates would be 15 cents? :

Mr. HAGENBARTH. As a maximum, I should say, without having
a pencil and taking paper and figuring it out.

Senator SAckeTT. I wanted to bring that out.

Senator SiMmons. That is, the duty on the raw wool that enters
into the suit?

Mr. HagenBARTH. Yes, sir; it would increase not the total amount,
but the enhanced value of the wool carrying the increased duty.

Senator SiMmmonNs. Then you want to add to that the manufac-
turer’s duty. .

Mr. HAGENBARTH. I hope you will not hold me to that, because
you have available—

Senator Simmons. I am not asking you to give it now.

Mr. HagenBarTH. All right. .

Senator SAckeTT. Of course, the raw wool increase would not in-
crease the manufacturer's duty particularly.

Mr. HagenBARTH. It would go down through the compensatory
duties, Senator. It is a specific amount, and it would come right
back to the ultimate cost. You can not avoid that. I will not
attempt, Mr. Chairman, to go into the specific changes we are going
to ask for in paragraphs 1101 and 1102.

Senator BiNgHAM. I wish that you would do that. I want to
know about that. .

Mr. HagenBarTH. We can submit that in our brief. I do not
want to consume your time.

Senator BiNncHAM. Let us have those changes, beginning at the
beg}[nnill-lf with paragraph 1101. T

r. HAGENBARTH. Paragraph 1101 provides for the admission of
40s, and not finer than 44s. They ask for a 10 per cent tolerance
for 44s. We want to have that stricken out and the carpet men
agree to that, as I understand it.

Senator BinaHaM. The proviso reads:

Provided, That a tolerance of not more than 10 per centum of wools not finer
:ll;:n :3: may be allowed in each bale or package of wools imported as not finer

n .

Mr. HaGenBARTH. That is what we want stricken out.

Senator BinguaMm. That is language put in by the House, and you
want that stricken out?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, sir; we want that stricken out.

Senator SiMMoNs. Is that to go out because the House gives you
more than you asked for or wanted, or did you ask for that?
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Mr. HacenBarRTH. No; the shoe is on the other foot, Senator.
That 10 per cent is against us. It opens the door. Who is going to
be able to tell whether it is 10 per cent or 20 per cent?

Senator Simmons. I tHought you were very generous, but I see
you are asking for some things in your own interest.

Mr. HaceEnBARTH. If we are going to have a protective tarifl, we
have to have it——

Senator SiMmons. I am not complaining; I just wanted to find out.

Mr. HaGenBaRTH. Now, in reference to——

Senator Simmons. Before you leave that, is anybody going to
obiect to striking that out?

Ir. HAGENBARTH. The carpet men are here and they will speak
for themselves. I do not think there will. be—at least there should
not be any objection.

Senator SimmoNs. There may be, however?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, but I do not think it is very strong. On
the clean waste at 24 cents, Senator, the sorts and matchings should
be 25. That is line 17, page 192,

Senator SAcCkETT. Is the 24 cents a change?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. No; that is the way it is now.

Senator SACKETT. Do you want that changed?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Matchings should be 25.

Senator Sackett. Take line 19; that should be what?

Mr. HacenBaArRTH. Twenty-five. I wish you would make a note
of that, Senator Simmuns; we are reducing that a cent a ponnd.

Senator BinguaM. What is the object of that?

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. There is not 2 cents labor in that.

Senator BingHaM. You are satisfied to have the scoured 24 cents?

Mr. HagenBARTH. No: the scoured should be 27. That covers
material and labor, 2 cents.

Senator BingHAM. You are asking for 27 instead of the rate pro-
vided in the present bill, 24 cents?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. That is the actual scoured wool.

Senator BingHAM. Then so far as matchings are concerned, you are
content to have that 2 cents cheaper than the scoured?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; there is labor and material involved in the
scoured. That may be a trifle high. You will get that information
later from others, probably from Mr. Eavenson, who is here, and who
is an expert scourer.

Senator BiNguaM. What is the next?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. In line—

Senator BinguaM. Read the words. .

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Itreads, ‘“And if within four years from the date
of importation or withdrawal from bonded warehouse,” and so forth.

Senator BingHaM. That is page 193, line 2. Go ahead. That
provides for four years.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. We want that three years.

Senator BinguaM. You want that back to where it was before?

Mr. HaGenpaRTH. We want that three years. We see no objec-
tion to that, inasmuch as it is now the practice of the administration
that the Secretary of the Treasury, at his discretion, may allow one
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more year, as governed by the circumstances: This last paragraph
would cover it:

Provided further, That the Secretary of the 'l\'eas.ury—-—-

Senator BingaayM. This is additional language?

Mr. HaGenBARTH. Yes, sir. [Reading:]
may, in his discretion, extend the time, not exceeding a period of one year, for
;he final use of said yarns in the manufacture of rugs, carpets, or any floor cover-
ng.

Senator SAckerT. Why do you go to that trouble to make it three
and then give them the nght to make it four? Why not leave it four
and have it done with? at is the reason? That is what I want
to get at.

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. The law as it now stands provides that yarns,
carpet wools spun into yarns, shall have their duties refunded when
they are in the yarn state.- The law heretofore has always contem-
plated, that is, since 1922, that they must always go into the finished
carpet, and that is what we are Fetting back to, that they must go
into the finished carpet. If we left it as it stands, with four years for
carpet yarns, and the duties to be refunded, and permitted those
yarns to remain there, it might be not four years, but it might be ten,
fifty, or a hundred years. As the law now reads, being wide open on
yarns with no time that they must ever go into carpets, they might
do it within my lifetime or yours.

Senator SAckerr. Why do you not put the other into carpets
within four years?

Mr. HagenBarTH. That is what this is.

Senator SAckETT. You want to change it to three?

Mr. HagenBarTH. Noj; it is three in the present law, and the
House bill made it four.

Senator Sackerr. Why not extend it to four?

Mr. HaGenBARTH. The carpet men will argue that before you. We
have gone into it very thoroughly, and we are in accord with the
carpet men. It is more a question there between the yarn men, and
the carpet men, the manufacturers, that is the manufacturers of the
woven carpet, than it is with our men, but we would not like to have
it left wide open by the yarn provision.

Senator SAcKeTT. My only thought was as to whether there is any
use in putting this additional duty on the Secretarg of the Treasury.
He has a good deal to do in connection with this bill as it is, and it
seems you could just as well make it four years and have done with it,
just as to the question of time.

Mr. HagenBARTH. This virtually in effect carries out the present
practice.

There has been considerable complaint here about extending any
pnvilelges whatever, or comfort to a certain group of individuals,
possibly, to the manufacturers of textiles or otherwise, as contra-
distinguished from agriculturists, and there has been a specific com-
plaint against the carpet schedules in some quarters, and in order to
meet that reasonably this provision was written in.

Fourth, and this we have serious objections to, as a matter of
principle, a matter of administration, and as opening the door again
to things that may happen that we know not of, and that is in the
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same schedule a provision with reference to knit or felt hoots, or whole,
heavy fulled lumbermen’s socks.

Senator BingaAM. That was new languase put in by the House?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Entirely new. It did not come up before the
Ways and Means Committes, to my knowledge, or to the knowledge
of any one I have met, and it has come right out of a clear sky.

Senator BingaraM. You want the language stricken out?

Mr. HagenBaRTH. Entirely eliminated. There is no reason that
we can see why free wool should have been given for use in knit or
felt boots or heavy fulled lumbermen’s socks whatever, and it can not
be administered, 1n the first place, in our opinion.

Senator SiMmoNs. Are they made of these wools?

Mr. HagenBARTH. They use different kinds of wools and they
want all these wools in 1101——

hSe?ator Smmmons. They are not made out of these carpet wools, are
they

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; some of them.

Senator BingrAM. Was that put in on the floor of the House, or
was it a committee amendment?

Mr. HaGcenBakTH. I do not know whether it was put in on the floor
of the House or not.

Senator Simmons. The inclusion of that provision must have been
based on the idea that the wool going into the manufacture of those
socks came in free.

Mr. HagenBARTH. They put in wools that are used in those socks,
and for felt boots, and so forth; any of those wools so used are free,
under this amendment, when they are used that way, or their duty
is remitted.

Senator BingHAM. In other words, that provision just destroys
that much of your protection on your market?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. It may. e can not see any occasion for it,
as it opens the door.

Senator SACKETT. It provides another loophole.

Senator SiMmoNs. Your theory is that they may use dutiable wools
in the manufacture of those socks?

Mr. HAGENBARTH Yes;it opens the door, and we have had so much
experience since 1883 in these cracks that become large floodways that
wa are afraid of them.

Senator SackerT. If it should appear that those wools are not the
material of which those things are made, your criticism would not
amount to anything?

Mr. HaGENBARTH. No; it probably would not, only as a matter
of principle. Those people will undoubtedly give your committee
their reasons for asking for that. We are opposed to it for the
reasons that I have given. .

In paragraph 1102 (a) we ask for the same correction there as to
scoured wools and matchings and sorts.

Senator BinauaM. That is page 194, line 20.

Mr. HagenBarTH. Clean content should be 24 cents, sorted or
matchings should be 25 cents, and scoured, 27 cents.

Senator BinguaM. In paragraph 1102 (a), in the third line, you
want scoured changed to what?

Mr. HaGEnNBARTH. Changed to 27 cents.
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Senator Binauam. And you want sorted and matchings now 26
cents changed to 25 cents?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator BingiaM. What other change have you to suggest.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. That is all there.

Now, I want to take up the matter of the 10 per cent tolerance.
This is a sore question. .

When the wool grower said that he waived protection, or any
contention in reference to the lowering of the tariff rates on the
lower grades of wool, 44s and below, he did not mean 46s and 48s
and higher grades of wool.

I find here in that tariff bill that has been written that there has
been written in a 10 per cent tolerance. That is to say, the bill
says that on the one hand you can bring in 44s, but we will allow
you to overstep and bring in 10 ger cent of the higher grades.

Senator BinguaM. That would go up to 48s?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. 46s or 48s, possibly.

Senator SiMmoNs. What are the conditions under which that may
be permitted? Is it arbitrary?

Mr. HARENBARTH. It is a question of administration and control.
A man like you or myself looks at a bale of wool bound with iron
hoops, and covered with bagging, and he can not tell whether 10
per cent of that is competitive with American wool; over 10 per cent
of it may be, for all that he knows. He has to open that up and
look through it and grade and sort it to seo whether it is 10, 18, or
25 per cent. It is not a feasible propoesition. If we mean 44s, let us
stick to 44s. .

Senator SimMoNs. As the bill is written the application of that 10
per cent provision would be arbitrary.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, on the part of the administrator.

Senator SimMoNs. Yes; that is what T mean.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. At the best that is, under the present practice
of the Treasury Department—and I say it is fair—even under the
present practice of the Treasury Department that wholly is an admin-
isterable function of the appraiser and they allow, as an administer-
able function of the appraiser a leeway of about 8 per cent. If we
give 10 per cent by law, and this other 8 or 10 per cent develops by
practice or custom or ieniency, we would have 18 or 20 per cent,
then we have destroyed the thing that we are trying to prevent. So
let the law say 44s, say what we mean, and cut out this opening of
the doorway.

Senator BingaaM. You want the proviso stricken out.

Mr. HacenNBARTH. We want the proviso stricken out; yes.
Senator SiMmoNns. Really that would simply write in the ap-
praiser’s right to raise the grade. ‘

Mr. HAGENBARTH. And then use discretionary power, Senator.
Theg' are human and reasonable, the same as we all are, and no man
in the world could say that a bale of wool had 10 per cent and not
over 10 per cent of 46s, the same trouble would still remain.

Senator BineHaM. You believe if that proviso is put in it would
be an invitation? .

Mr. HAGeNBARTH. We do not know how far it is going to lead;
we are afraid of it.

Senator BingaaM. What is your next suggestion?
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Mr. HAGENBARTH. In paragraph 1102 (b), wools, not speciall
provided for; we want it 36 cents; it is 34 cents in the House bilf:

Senator BingHAM. You want it 36 cents?

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. Yes, sir. And matchings 1 cent addition,
and scoured 3 cents additional.

Senator BiNgHAM. You want matching 37 cents, do you?

Mr. HaGceENnBARTH. Yes, sir, and scoured 39 cents.

Senator BingHaMm. That is 5 cents additional.

Mr. HAGenBARTH. No; we are asking for 36.

Senator BingHAM. I thou%ht you said 39.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. As a basic rate first. It is 34 cents in the
House bill, and we ask that that be made 36 cents.

Senator BingHAM. What is your next suggestion?

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. In paragraph 1103——

Senator SAckerT. Why do you want those changes in that schedule?
There is no evidence; it Is just a request.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Our briefs will contain that.

Senator Binguanm. We would like to hear it.

Senator SACRETT. That is the main thing.

Senator BingHAM. And we want everybody else to hear it so that
they may answer without having to wajt until the brief is printed.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. In the Hcuse hearings we were attempting to
show, and believe we did show, with justice, that the grower was
entitled to 36 cents per pound.

The National Farm Bureau and some other farm agencies asked
that it be made 40 cents per pound. We computed our costs in the
west, not by guess, but by actual auditing, and in many instances an
actual finding of the costs, and we found that it cost us 39.93 cents to
produce our wool in the grease, practically 40 cents.

Those figures are in the House brief, and we will submit them here
if you wish to have them. They are not very elaborate and long, but
when the House committee made their report on that bill they reduced
our costs figures about 2 cents a pound to begin with, and then they
took the comparable foreign costs for our grades cof wool, and the
increased them so as to hit us both ways. We were put up, compet:-
tively, with Australian costs of produciion, which, by the way, are
entirely wrong in the House bill, and South America is our chief com-
petitor, and those rates were changed by changing the costs of bring-
ing the wool up to this country, and we lost' a cent and a quarter a
clean pound on the South American costs. By averaging costs in
Australia, which is only a competitor in fine merinos, with the South
American wools, South America being our chief competitor in the
medium grades—that is the way that they did it.

Senator GREENE. I wish Vermont had merino sheep again.

Mr. HagenBarTH. Yes; I think that the tine is coming, Senator
Greene, when you will have them; if we can keep this tariff bill for
wool where it belongs and get rid of some of the dogs up there we can
have them. )

Senator BingaaM. Do I understand that this subparagraph (b)
particularly applies to merino?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. No; wools higher than 44’s.

Senator BiNgaM. So this provides for all grades of wool of the

better quality?
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Mr. HacensarTH. Yes. Now, the period over which these cost
figures were taken, Mr. Chairman and Senators, unfortunately for us
in our showing did not contain any of the superbad years that we have
occasionally in this country, and particularly in the West, such as
heavy winters. And as it happened, this past winter was one of those
winters that we get about every five years,

We have here Mr. Wilson, the secretary of the Wyoming Wool
Growers’ Association, who will address you on the matter of costs
more in detail, and also Professor Vass, of the Wyoming Agricultural
College, who has made an intensive study, since 1922, along these
lines, entirely apart from our jurisdiction, under a State educational
organization, which he will submit to you, giving the costs in Wyoming
as fairly representative of the Rocky Mountain area. We have addi-
tional figures from Utah, Idaho, and other States out there showing
the effect of this terrific winter we had last year, when averaged over
& period of years, to make a normal showing.

here is a little book I saw the other day, and some of these funny
ictures in the paper, entitled ‘“Believe It or Not,” showing that in
yoming last winter, and parts of Idaho, the sheep ate their wool
crop for two years in the way of feed; they had to bring in corn from
Iowa, Nebraska, and shipped in alfalfa from all over the country,
and that they either had to lose their sheep or feed them.

Professor Vass will submit these figures, and I do not want to go
into his territory. I am simply trying to show the Senator from
Kentucky one of the reasons why we want to supplement the House
costs in our brief and show that the woolgrower is not only entitled
to 36 cents—and that is all we are going to ask and that is all we
will get, if we get that—but is entitled to over 40 cents upon the
basis of the difference in the cost of production at home and abroad.

The Tariff Commission is weak in its statement on foreign costs.
Fortunately, we have a gentleman here who was a Government
agent until last year; he is now secretary of the Ohio Wool Growers’
Association. He has recently returned from a trip through New
Zealand and Australia, and he has some costs that are worth some-
thing. He has not reached up and grabbed them out of the air and
written them down on a piece of paper, but he has been there and
gotten the costs at first-hand. We are going to submit them in lieu
of the costs submitted by the House bill 2667, which are not worth
a cent. '

Senator SAckETT. Can you show a rising tide of importations under
the present tariff bill?

Mr. HagenBarTH. I gave that statement to the reporter awhile
ago, and he has that statement, as applied to wastes.

Senator SACKETT. As applied to wools?

Mr. HaGeNBARTH. Wools are not coming in so much, only the
specially fine merino wools, except in one or two cases, where they
are conting in in large volume.

Senator SACKETT. My point is this: If we come to this idea and
put this tariff on waste that you want, then is there any such importa-
tion of wools that would require a raise in the tariff on wools, aside
from the cost of production? .

Mr. HagensagTH. The difference in the cost of ‘production at
home and abroad.
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Senator SACKETT. You have that, and this tariff is to be limited
to those industries that are suffering by reason of the importations
of foreign articles. -

When you count out the rags and the other shoddies you have, or
whatever those things are, then you have to have some reason for
raising the tariff upon the raw product itself. I was trying to find
out whether there was a growing importation, or whether there was
not.

Mr. HagenBarTH. The importation of wool, Senator, certainly
would be less by reason of the wastes that are coming in and being
substituted. If those wastes had not come in, instead of the amount
beingd70,000,000 pounds of wool there probably would be 150,000,000

ounds.
P Senator SAckeTT. That is what I wanted to bring out. '

Senator BingHaM. As I understand it, they import a good deal of
high-grade waste at the present time.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes, sir,

Senator BinogHAM. A lot of it is coming in?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; about one-third wastes and two-thirds
rags. :

Senator BingHaM. Do we export any?

Mr. HagenBarRTH. We export hard waste.

Senator BingHaM. We export low-grade waste?

Mr. HacenBARTH. Yes; that class of waste, rags, mostly. I do
not think that we export any waste particularly except worsted
rags made from worsted cloth.

Senator BincgHaM. We actually have that to export?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; we export several million pounds of those
rags, and we import the other rags from Europe.

Senator BingHaM. I am not familiar with this subject and I can
not quite understand how it is we are exporting low-grade waste
when you are asking for additional tariff on it.

Mr. HagenpaARTH. They are entirely different classes of rags.
We do not get anything as fine, roughly. as these noils that we have
laid down there, and these other wastes from our domestic wools.
You take a suit such as I have on, of worsted, or a suit like this
gentleman has, that is made of a light open worsted, made out of a
hard twist, that cloth does not make the soft weight that you get
from the European soft wool rags, made from spun articles.

In America we used to wear woolen underwear, like Jaeger or
similar goods, very soft woolen underwear.

Senator BiNgHAM. And red flannel was worn at one time.

Mr. HaGenBARTH. Yes. Now we wear B. V. D.’s, a good deal
like the women wear, although they do not wear the B. V. D.’s.
The Europeans on the Continent are still wearing the woolen under-
wear.

Senator BingHAM. Are we exporting this material?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes; the lower grade stuff—hard rags.

Senator BingHAM. Chiefly red flannel?

Mr. HacensartH. Hard twisted worsted.

Senator SimMons. You would not include the rags you presented
the committee with as among those lovely rags?

63310—29—voL 11, scH&D 11 5
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Mr. HaGenBARTH. No; they are soft rags. There are some very
lovely rags here. I think that you have some of those here.

I (fo not want to burden this committee with ‘an enormous lot of
exhibits or by taking up a lot of your time. I have taken more time
now than I ever dreamed I would be allowed.

Senator BinguaM. This Congress was called together to help the
farmer, and you represent one of the biggest farming interests in the
country, the raising of the sheep that grow this wool, and we want
to hear your story in full. I am sorry that I interrupted you so much.
I want you to tell your complete story, but if you can get through in
the next few minutes your two hours will be up.

Mr. HageNnBARTH. In closing, and in response to Senator Sackett’s
question, in a way, as to why we are asking for 36, I am probabl
trespassing a little bit. If the theory on which this bill is written 1s
based on protection to the American woolgrower, as derived from the
difference between the cost of production at home and abroad—and
that is the present contention of the woolgrower—I am surprised I
have not been asked this question, if the tariff has worked as it has in
your State and Kou want these changes, why is it the sheep have in-
creased as they have in the West?

Senator GEOrRGE. What has been the increase in the number of
sheep since 1923?

Mr. I1AGENBARTH. The sheep have increased since 1923—I imagine
th(éy have increased about 23 per cent, I believe.

enator GEORGE. And the wool clip has increased too?

Mr. HAGeENBARTH. More than correspondingly, by reason of effi-
ciency, that is heavier shearing per sheep.

Senator GEORGE. You have not got those exact figures?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. - Yes; we have.

Senator GEORGE. I mean at hand. I do not want to interrupt you.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. I can get them for you; we have them.

Senator GEORGE. They are in the House hearings?

Mr. HaGenBARTH. Yes; and we will submit them in our brief.

Senator SACKETT. Are you '%oing to tell us why they have increased?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes. The sugar-beet grower in the West has
had rough sledding. Personally I have grown beets and have had to
quit, because the labor cost was too much. A good many of those
fellows had to use their lands for something and they put it in alfalfa
and grain and fed to sheep.

The cattle business had all gone to pot, and the cattlemen were up
against it and in much worse condition than anybody up to the
last year or so, when the rise in prices took place, and they are

adually coming back and getting on a better footing. The wheat

armer could not make a cent growing wheat. That was especially
true of these fellows in Idaho and Wyoming who lived miles farther
away from the railroad than any of the others and so had a higher
freight bill to pay. ‘f'hese men had their families, their wives and
children to su{;port and take care of, and they had to turn to some-
thing. They had to use their land. They had their alfalfa planted.
What were they going to do with it? The tariff was raised, and things
looked very good; in 1923, 1924, and 1925 particularly the wool

rices were very fair, until this flood of waste began building up from
imports, and knocked down the price of wool, and that affected the
little interests. The men who had been sugar-beet raisers and potato
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growers and gentlemen who had sold their cattle, and the wheat
farmers—all bought little flocks of sheep. These are not great big
flocks. In Idaho you will find that the increase has been almost
wholly on small farm flocks, from 100 head to u}) a maximum of 200.
So in Wyoming there were many of these small farm flocks, and so it
was throughout the country.

They went into sheep raising thinking it was more profitable, and
they are finding out now it was not quite such a golden dream, and
if this thing continues and the present movement continues, with
lower wool prices that we have, and if this tariff is not enacted and
stops up these loopholes, and wool prices keep on going down, you are
going to have another downward era in the wool-growing industry.

It is true that we have a tariff, but, as I said at the beginning, we
have been given this tariff with the left hand and we are taking it
away with t%:e right hand, and that is proving destructive to the wool--
growing industry.

Senator BingraM. I want to ask you a question about the relative
effect on the wool manufacturer and the worsted manufacturer of
what you propose, particularly in regard to wastes.

As I understand from what you have said, the wastes are used more
by ltl;h;; woolen manufacturer than by the worsted manufacturer; is that
right?

Mr. HAGenNBARTH. Yes, sir; the worsted people can not use this.

Senator BingHaM. Then if this increase is put on it will benefit
relatively the worsted manufacturer; is that right?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. As between the two classes——

Senator Binguam. It will hurt the woolen manufacturer more
than it will the worsted manufacturer; is that right?

Mr. HagenBartH. I would say that that is right.

Senator BincgHAM. Now, a woolen manufacturer runs, say, to a
heavy grade of cheap cloth for cheap overcoating for the laboring
man. Is it not going to increase very considerably the cost of that
kind of heavy overcoat?

Mr. HagenBarTH. I would say, Senator, no, up to a certain extent.
Here is what it will do. It will cause us to use our own rags instead of
shipping them abroad, made from our own wool, the hard twist rags,

robably not so desirable an article as that which they can bring in

rom abroad, but we will use them with more home grown short wool
and have a better quality of coat; we will use our domestic, California,
Texas, and other short wools.

Senator Binguay. How much more is it going to make that coat
cost, $2 or $3 more?

Mr. HagensartH. I could not say in detail. It probably would
add something to the cost; I would not want to say it would not.

But of course, Senator, our primary thought hore is not as to the
protection of the imports of rags. Qur thought is to see that the
American wool grower is protected for the full use of all the wool he
can produce, and of course, we have huilt up under the provisions of
the 1922 law this use of wastes which did not exist prior to that time.

Now, having made one mistake, we can not say that two mistakes.
will make a right, and so go on in that way indefinitely. :

Scnator Binguam. Who is &)roposing this second mistake?

Mr. [IagenBarTH. I would say the House hill by the low rates
on waste and on rags, 7% cents
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. Scnator SackeTT. How are you going to improve the wool grower’s
situation by reserving to this country the wastes that we now send
abroad, sunstituting them for the wastes that we are importing?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Because these wastes at home, Senator Sackett,
we produce ourselves.

Senator SACKETT. But they are being taken off the market now hy
being shipped abroad, and leaving that much room for the raw wool.

Mr. HaGENBARTH. But a different class of waste.

Senator SAckEeTT. I know, but you say we would use them?

Mr. HaGenNBARTH. We would in these low grade products.

Senator Sackerr. And I do not quite get ou. I am trying to
get it clear. You sa_{ that by raising the duty on these foreign
amports of rags we will make it possible for us to use our domestic
production of rags, which we are today shipping abroad, and T do not
-8ee where the wool grower is going to gain anything on that principle.

Mr. HagenBarTH. There are two different classes of wool involved,
'The wools that are brought in, the wastes that are brought in from
abroad, such as I have shown you here, are highly competitive with
our hetter grades of wool; whereas, the wastes we speak of used in
overcoats, as the Chairman just spoke of, are not used—they do not
use in those overcoatings the higher grades of waste, such for instance
as these beautiful top wastes here [indicating].

Senator SackerT. We do not have any report of that, have we?

Mr. HAGeNBARTH. They are the lower grades of waste, and we feel,
of course, that there is merit in that. We regret extremely if it will—
I believe in my own judgment it will—hurt the woolen manufacturer
to a certain cextent—that is, set him back relatively where he has
always been in this industry under every protective tariff we have
written prior to 1922—but it will bring him to a higher level of product.

Now, this is all a new thing, caused by the fact that we have now
got an_eflective, presumably effective, tariff of 31 cents on wool,
where in the former protective tariff, as I pointed out at the begin-
ning, we only had about 18 cents, and the waste rates that would
prohibit their entry into this country under those tariffs are not com-
parably effective under the 31-cent rate of the new tariff.

Senator SACKETT. I get that. The only point I had in mind was
if by excluding these kinds of wastes we required our people to use
American wastes that are now shipped abroad, and to that extent I
did not see how that would help the wool grower.

Mr. HagExBarTH. We would use wastes from our own wools and
we would rather use American waste.

Senator SackerT. So would I, but I would rather help the wool
grower than do that.

Sonator Binguam. What is the importation of wool rags at the
present time, do you know?

Mr. HacensarTH. About 23,000,000 pounds.

Senator Bixcuam. Twenty-three million pounds? You propose,
as I understand it—the nub of this matter, the chief thing that you
are asking for this morning, more important than anK other one thin
that you have been asking for, is an increase in the duty on woo
rags from the House bill, which gives 8 cents a pound, to 29 cents a
pound, or an increase of a little more than 250 per cent. Is that right?

Mr. HacexsarTH. That would be the major proposition.
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Senator BinguaM. That is by far the greatest increase that you
have asked for.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator BiNGHAM. An increase in the duty on wool rags of 250
per cent over the House bill.

Mr. HacenBarRTH. Not forgetting the other wastes.

Senator BineuaM. I understand, but ——

Mr. HAGENBARTH (interposing). All the way down the line. )
Senator BixgHAM. But the other increases from 26 to 38, 1S to
29, and so on, but the most striking increase is the increase from
8 cents to 28 cents on wool rags, of which an enormous amount is

being imported.

Scnator GEorGE. Would you make camels’ hair and goat hair
dutiable under one section?

Mr. HacexBarTH. Yes, sir; camels’ hair, angora goats, and so on
undet one section, section B.

Senator GEORGE. You put them all together, group them all
together?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator GEorRGE. To what extent is hair of the camel competitive
with wool?

Mr. HacensBarTH. It displaces wool for certain lines of fine soft
goods and I believe mohair.

Senator GEORGE. Mohair?

Mr. HacenBARTH. Mohair grown in this country in the Northwest
and Texas principally.

Senator GEORGE. To what extent is that competitive?

Mr. HagenBARTH. You mean the number of pounds of imports?

Senator GEORGE. Yes. Can you give us something that would
indicate that?

Mr. HacexsartH. Well, I prefer, Senator, that the mohair people,
who are right here, and I believe follow me shortly—I have taken so
much time already—1 would prefer to have them answer that. They
have their data and their figures and the whole thing with a consistent
exposition of it, I imagine. I am not well posted on camel hair.

Senator GEORGE. I thought perhaps you could Eive it to us.

Mr. HacenBARTH. I do not have the figures right at hand.

Senator GEorGE. What I wanted to know specifically was whether
or not it was competitive with American-grown wool. That is, I
refer now to the hair of the camel used in making press cloth. Is that
competitive with any wool produced in this country?

Mr. HacensartH. Not that I know of, as to wool, except as
stated. I am not familiar with that.

Senator Bixguaym. Is there anything produced in this country that
is as soft as the wool from the Peruvian alpaca?

Mr. HacenBarTH. I do not think there is; no.

Senator SAckeTT. Let me ask you, do we not produce in Americs
some of this same rags?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator SAckeTT. And they are used for shoddy, for manufacture?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator SAckeETT. What is the relative amount of imported rags
of that character and the amount produced in this country?
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Mr. HagenBarTH. Well, I could not say offhand.

Senator SAckeTT. Do we produce as much as 17,000,000 pounds?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. I can not answer that. We export seven to
eight million pounds.

Senator SACKETT. There is none of it exported? It is used here?

Mr. HaceNBARTH. No; we do not export soft rags.

Senator SAckerT. It is all used in this country, and it is used for
the same purpose as these imported rags?

Mr. HaGgenNBarTH. Yes, sir.

Senator GEorGe. Of course, all of the hair of the camel is im-
ported?

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator GEORGE. None is produced here?

Mr. HAaGeENBARTH. Not unless Ringling Brothers have a little.

Senator GeEorGEe. They do not produce it for commercial purposes.

fSﬁna‘tpor Sackerr. You cun not give us any idea as to the amount
of that?

Mr. HaGgexearTH. Not offhand, Senator.

Senator SAckeTT. I was wondering whether it was as much as
comes in by import. .

Mr. HagenBARTH. You might get the information and approxi-
mate 1t.

Senator BingHam. Do you think that if we put this high a tariff
on wool rags it would increase the number of old rag men shouting
through the streets? [Laughter.]

Mr. HagenBARTH. Well, it might.

Senator BingHAM. There do not seem to be as many as there were
a few years ago.

Senator Simmoxs. Who is asking for the duty on camels’ hair?

Mr. HacenBARTH. I think that the mohair people are, if I am not
mistoken. I am not fully informed——

Senator SiaMoNs. The mohair people?

Mr. HagensarTH. To be frank with you, I am a little weak on
that camel’s hair proposition.

Senzcor BingrAM. Have you finished now?

Mr. HaGgenBarTH. Yes, sir.

Senator SimMoNs. You would be willing that it be stricken out of
the bill, would you not?

M:. HacgenBarTH. Well, I could not say that without looking into
it.

Senator BingHAM. You feel satisfied that the wool growers have
had a chance to present their case in full before the Senate?

Mr. HagenBarTH. Well, I do, yes, so far as—well, more than I
ever expected.

Senator BiwunAM. It is only two hours and five minutes.

Senator SAckeTT. I would like to ask one more question if I may.
If you have the tariff you ask for on the waste, plus the 36 cents that
you ask for on the wools, do you think that that would give to the
American wool farmer the entire wool business of this country?

Mr. HagenBARTH. Practically, yes.

Senator BINGHAM. Any further questions?
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Senator Simmons. It has just occured to me to ask you how the
duties in the House bill compared with those in the old bill, known
as Schedule K in the tariff of 1909?

Mr. HaGgenBArTH. Well, I have that, Senator. The rates are
higher on wool, lower on waste, relatively.

nator SiMMoNs. Lower on waste?

Mr. HagenBarTH. Very much lower.

Senator Simmons. Well, could you give us, not now, but later,
data showing how much higher they are on all except waste, and how
much lower they are on waste? '

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Yes.

Senator Simmons. I would like to have that.

Mr. HagenBArTa. All right, Senator.

Senator S1Mmons. You give 1t as your opinion that if these rates in
the present law, the present bill, are enacted into law and become
effective?, that in 10 years we will be producing all the wool used in this
country

Mr. HacenBARrTH. No, I didn’t say that, if you will pardon me.
I said the bill as amended, as we propose, not the House bill as
written.

- Senator Simmons. If it is amen-ed as you propose, in 10 years
your prediction is that we will make enough wool in this country
to supply the domestic demand?

Mr. HagenBarTH. We will have some down in South Carolina.

Senator SiMmoNs. You remember the old contest we had about
wool in 1909?

Mr. HaGenBARTH. Yes, I do.

hSe‘x?lator Smimons. Won’t the same sort of conditions come about
then

Mr. HagenBartH. I remember we had breakfast at the Raleigh
Hotel one morning and discussed if.

Senator Simmons. Well, there is one statement that you made, I
want to ask not as a matter of tariff but as a matter of chmatic condi-
tions with respect to the wool industry. You said something about
last winter being very severe, having to feed your sheep. Do you have
to feed your sheep all the winter in cold regions?

Mr. HagenBarTH. Oh, yes; but not over a two to three months
intensively usually. Butlast winter they had to feed from the first of
November till up in April, twice the length of time at double the
expense—four times the usual cost. .

. Se‘l’tator SimMons. You have no grazing but a few months in that
time?

Mr. HacenBarTH. Very little grazing. What grazing there was
is covered up. There is some winter grazing in some of the States.

Senator StmmMons. Come down in my country and we will give you
grazing for 12 months in the year.

Senator BinagaaM. Now, Senator, I object. [Laughter.] Of course
we have no objection to their going down there in the winter time.

Mr. HAGENBARTH. Mr. Chairman, I want to correct an error I made
as to the imports of last year. I said 17,000,000; it is 23,000,000.

Senator Binamam. I am glad to see that you erred on the right
side. I always like to see errors on that side.
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(Mr. Hagenbarth submitted the following brief:)

BRIEF OF THE NATIONAL WoOoL GROWERAS' A8SS0CIATION AND OTHERS

The following statement and recommendations of changes in the language of

gara raphs 1101-1105, inclusive, of schedule 11 of H. R. 2667 are submitted to

he Senate Finance Con mittee from wool growers of various states throt.gh the
National Wool Growers’ Association.

This brief has been adopted and accepted bl‘y Chester H. Gray, Washington
representative of the American Farm Bureau Federation; J. Byron Wilson, for
the Wyoming Wool Growers' Association; J. F. Walker, for the Ohio Coopera-
tive Wool Growers’ Association; P. B. Gaines, for the Kentucky Wool Growers’
ﬁssociatnon; and C. C. Belcher, for the Texas Sheep and Goat Raisers’ Associa-

on.
Our 'Froposals and exceptions are submitted in five mwjor divisions as follows:
(1) The basis and intent of past protective tariffs on wool and wherein errors
affecting the same developed in the Fordney-McCuraber Act of 1922 (with
particular reference to par. 1105).

(2) Proposed changes in paragraph 1101.

(3) Proposed changes in paragraph 1102,

(4) Proposed changes in paragraph 1103,

(6) Customs Administration: appraisals of shrinkage and classification of
imported wool.

1. Basis and inlent of past grolective tariffs on wool.—For over 100 years when-
ever protective wool tariffs have been enacted Congress had three objects in
view; first, to afford adequate protection to the domestic production of wool;
second, to provide revenue for the Government; and third, to properly clothe
the American people. At times one or the other of these objects has been de-
feated at least in part. This is particularly true of the present 1922 tariff law
and the proposed law of 1929, known as H. R. 2667, passed by the House and
now hefore the Senate. Some brief tariff history will be enlightening.

We respectfully suggest that our sole interest does not consist in a selfish
desire for profit, but that further we believe in a dignified and high class wool-
growing industry which can and will perform a real service to the Nation in
groviding the consumer an adequate supply of new wool of American growth for

is clothing purposes at a reasonable cost.

Various methods of dealing with the domestic woolgrowing industry in the
tariff laws which preceded that of 1890, resulted in the adoption in that act of
a protective adjustment and rclationship éf the duties upon raw wool and upon
those waste products which can be used in place of new wool in the processes of
manufacture, which experience has demonstrated most effectively carried out
the purpose for which the raw wool duty was enacted, namely, the encourage-
ment and increase of domestic woolgrowing.

The principle of proportionate protection, as between the duty on raw wool
commonly used for clothing purposes, and the duties upon those waste products
which could displace new wool in the processes of manufacture, thus established
fn the act of 1890, was continued in the tariffs of 1897 and 1909 and for the
purpose of protecting and expanding the domestic woolgrowing industry, seemed
to have become the established policy of Congress.

The benefits and advantages of such a policy hardly need enumeration, but
briefly stated they are:

(a) A domestic woolgrowing industry increasingly proportioned to the entire
wool clothing requirements of our people

(b) A domestic manufacture which in meeting these requirements with new
wool as its raw mnaterial would maintain a market for the American-grown wool
and at the same time would give employment to thousands of our people.

(¢) Economic independence and an important factor of national defense in
our ability to clothe our entire population.

A large and constant meat supply as a joint product of the domestic wool-
growing industry. .

But, as between intent and achievement in protection and expansion of domes-
tic wool growing, there has been a wider ﬁap under the operation of the existin,
law of 1622 than under any of the other Republican enactments referred to; an
inasmuch as the structure of the wool duties in the 1922 act diverged widely from
the duty arrangement adhered to in the three preceding Republican tariffs men-
tioned, it undoubtedly is of interest when a revision of the law is to be made
ostensfbly to effectuate protection, to examine into the causes which have served



WOOL AND MANUFACTURES OF 69

t? %e;ezat the protective intent and purpose of the raw-wool duties in the said act
o .

As a preliminary to such an examination it may be said that these facts are
self-evident:

(1) The purpose of a protective duty on raw wool is to so enhance the price
of imported raw wool as to permit the domestic woolgrower to sell his product
at a reasonable profit in the domestic market.

(2) Without this market {(a domestic manufacture which uses new wool as its
raw material) any duty on raw wool is meaningless to a large extent.

(3) To maintain this manufacture, and hence this market, which is the only
market for American-grown wool at any price ahove the world value, the duties
upon these by-products, etc., which may be used as manufacturing substitutes
for pure wool, must he proportioned to the duty which is designed to be protec-
tive of the raw wool itself.

These are fundamentals which can not be gainsaid and to state them one
brings to light, almost at once, the shortcomings and errors of the arrangement
of the wool duties in the 1922 act. Proportionate protection was not maintained.

The most casual examination of the wool schedules in the preceding Repub-
lican tariffs mentioned shows that the framers of those acts sought to encourage
and increase domestic woolgrowing not merely by levying a duty upon competing
foreign-grown wools but by sustaining the raw-wool duty with such duties upon
scoured wools, pulled wools, noils, wastes, and rags as would, upon the one hand,
maintain the duty upon wool itself in whatever form it might come in and would,
upon the other hand, level the advantage which otherwise might be possessed
by the importation of wool wastes, shoddy, and rags in competition with the
American-grown wool.

In other words, the authors of those wool tariffs recognized that, in order to
protect and foster domestic wool growing, it was necessary ‘not only to enact a
protective duty upon competing foreign wools, but also to place proportionate
protection upon noils, wastes, rags, etc., which can be used in many of the pro-
cesses of wool manufacture, and which, if permitted entry into this country at
duties less than proportionate to the duty on wool itself, would displace much
wool and thereby largely defeat the purpose of the duty on raw wool. This duty
arrangement not only resulted in the clothing of the American people being made
from virgin or new woo), but made and maintained a domestic market for the
American wool-growers’ product at the full enhancement of the duty (except at
times of overproduction owing to the style changes of certain qualities) unaffected
by importations of hy-products of wool in the form of wool wastes, rags, ete.,
which are to be found in large quantitics abroad.

To go somewhat more into detail: .

The tariffs of 1890, 1897, and 1909 cach carried a sp ific duty of 11 cents per
gound upon wool in the greasy state. But in order thay *he manufacturer might

ave access to raw wools of a wide variation in character an.' shrinkage to supple-
ment the shortage in production of home-grown wools, the theoretical principle
was set up that imported wool shrank two-thirds, or approximately 67 per cent,
in scouring, so that the scoured wool duty in each of those tariffs was made 33
cents per pound. It was commonly known, however, that the wools imported
under those tariffs shrank in scouring from 30 per cent to 50 per cent so that
practically all imported wools came into this country in the grease, and in the
scouring and consequent shrinkage their cost to the domestic manufacturer was
increased by from 16 cents to 22 cents per scoured pound. That was the effec-
tiveness of the duty when wool had been brought to its clean state.

Upon the basis that the grease wools thus imported by the dealer or manufac-
turer bhore an actual duty-enhancement of from 17 cents to 22 cents per scoured
pound, those tariff acts levied the following duties on the foreign wastes, or sub-
stitutes for new wool; rags, 10 cents per pound; noils, 20 cents per pound; wool
extract, 20 cents per pound; thread or yarn waste, 20 cents per pound; shoddy,
26 cegts per pound; garnetted, ring, roving, slubbing, or top waste, 30 cents per
pound. -

As a consequence of that arrangement of duties, these substitutes for new
wool practically were ex¢luded from the country. ’fherefore, while during the
peri of these three tariffs we imported largely of greasy wool to make up the
shortage in domestic {)roduction, the American wool grower was not interfered
with in his enjoyment of the American market by the cheaper noils and wool
wastes of Great Britain and the Continent. The wastes which came into this
country under those three tariffs did not amount to more than 500,000 pounds

per year.
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In framing the wool schedule in the act of 1922, however, Congress departed
from the principle which had prevailed in the earlier protective enactments
mentioned, and it is all the more regrettable that out of a changed arrangement
of duties which undoubtedly was intended to affort the domestic wool-grower

ter protection and a larger encouragement, Congress should have defeated
ts own purpose by failing to sustain the raw-wool duty with commensurate
duties uron the imports of wool in the form of wastes, shoddy, and rags.

A desire existed to give the domestic grower the benefit of a high wool duty
and accordingly a duty of 31 cents per pound was levied upon the clean content
of wool imported in th:frease. Obviously the intent was to protect and encour-
age domestic wool growing.

But in their desire to securc for the American woolgrower the benefit of the 31-
cent clean pound wool duty the framers of the 1922 tariff failed to consider the
manner or extent in which the duties upon noils, wastes, rags, ete., would affect
the accomplishment of their purpose. pparentfy they did not realize that such
duties would have to be proportionately eqgual to, or greater than, the raw-wool
duty, in order to make that virgin-wool duty effective.

In view of the congressional desire and inteunt to protcet the domestic wool-
grower, as evidence in the duty on raw wcol, no explanation other than that of
oversight or too hasty action can account for the fact that the duties upon wastes
and other wool by-produets actually were lower in the act of 1922 than in any of
the three preceding protective tariffs. To be specific, despite the increase in
the effective rate upon raw wool, the 1922 tariff made rags dutiable at 7% cents
per pound, wool extract at 16 cents per pound, thread and yarn waste at 16 cents
per pound, shoddy at 16 cents per pound, noils at 19 cents per pound, garnetted
waste at 34 cents per pound, and ring, roving, slubbing or top waste at 31 cents
per pound. .

It is apparent, therefore, that whereas under the tariff acts of 1890, 1897, and
1909, the woolgrowers’ duty of 11 cents per pound in the grease (enhancing the
scoured content cost of imported wool by from 17 cents to 22 cents per pound)
was amply safeguarded by waste duties proportioned to the effective raw wool
duty, this important safeguard to the domestic wool-growing industry was not
provided in the act of 1922.

In other words, while it was the intent of Congress to fit the domnestic wool-
frowers’ protection at 31 cents per pound of clean content, there was a material
owering actually, and a much larger lowering relatively, of the duties on the
waste substitutes for virgin wool, with the result that under the act of 1922
fmports of noils, rags, and wastes have greatly increased over all preceding years,
as shown in the following table:

TasLE VIII.—Imports of wool wastes and by-products
[From Reports of the United States Tarift Commission and the United States Department of Commerce

Pounds
2028, e e ccceccceccecceccccccccccccceenmc—ccmcccamcaemaan 136,170, 713
B £ .1 U teecmmcamececccmeescecsencmemae—n 31, 688, 287
1920, e e e cccacccccccccceccceccccmcmeccmccmcecmcemcam———- 29, 086, 794
3O2B e ccc e neccraeceaccccccccccccceccccemcecamaccamcaa= 34, 490, 353
1924 e eccccceecccccacmeecmmcccecscae———- 31, 991, 807
1928, e e eccccerecccasec;ecmcecmecmcem—cen———— 26, 784, 121
Annual average under 1913 free wool act. oo oo 9, 950, 525
Annual average under 1909 protective act .. ... . . ... 414, 394

It is a matter of actual evidence, therefore, that the very much lower com-
Parative duties on these by-products under the act of 1922 have invited increasing
mports of wool rags and wastes, as substitutes for the virgin wool of the American
woolgrower, to which Congress intended to give protection.
The 1928 imports of these wool rags and wastes equaled over 100,000,000
gounds of domestic grease wool, or one-third of the United States annual produc-
ion. It is clear, therefore, that the inadvertent and obviously unintentional
maladjustment of duties upon these by-products of wool is doing a very great
deal to nullify that which was sought to be accomplished by paragraph 1102 of
the existing law in the way of protecting the American woolgrower from the
effects of inferior imports for the materials for clothing.

1 The 1028 imports are shown as comprising 8,499,000 pounds of nolls, 4,672,000 pounds of wastes, and
3,000,000 pounds of wool rags, flocks, and er g pou » 4072 !
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Hence, for those Members of Congress who suprort the policy of our economie
independence in wool growing and in wool manufacture, for the American wool
grower who is dependent upon a domestic wool manufacture for his market, and
for the mills consuming American wool, who almost wholly provide that domestic
market for the American woolgrowers, and for the benefit of the American
consumer these facts stand forth:

(1) By reason of his higher production costs, and hence higher priccs, as
compared with foreign competition, the domestic wool grower has no market for
hial product outside the United States at any price enhancement over the world
values,

(2) His market within the United States is wholly the demand created by
American mill consumption.

(3) In direct competition with the fabrics manufactured from new wool are
the ll’a.bric:s manufactured from the wastes and rags used as substitutes for new
wool.

(4) To the.extent, therefore, that the duties upon wastes, rags, etc., fail to be

roportionate to the protective duty upon the higher grade wool, the pure wool
industry (which provides the market for the domestic wool clig) is under a com-
petitive disadvantage, and the duty designed to protect the domestic wool
grower is lessened to just that extent.

In the light of these facts and considering that it is only to domestic pure wool
manufactures that the American wool grower may look for such a competitive
demand for his clip as will enhance its price by the sum of the duty, iv must be
clear that the arrangement of the duties in the wool schedule in the act of 1922
and House bill 2667 of 1929 is unscientific and ineffective.

Consideration must be given to the further fact that the compensatory duties—
in addition to the manufacturing duty—upon the manufactures of wool are based
wholly upon the duty rate provided for 1:ew wool.

These wool wastes and rags when imported in manufactured condition pay the
same rates of duty as do articles made wholly of new wool. Consgcquently, the
rates provided in paragraph 1105 of the act of 1922 and in H. R. 2667, not only
are inconsistent with paragraph 1102 in those measures but also are inconsis-
tent with and contradictory of the compensatory rates carried in the paragraphs
rclating to manufactures of wool.

The wool wastes and rags imported under the act of 1922 (to the close of 1927)
paid an average duty of 12.4 cents per pound (p. 191, Textile Imports and Exports,
1891-1927, United States Tariff Commission, 1929). While these same materials
imported at the same time in manufactured condition paid compensatory duties
of 45 cents per pound.

It must be clear that if in the impending revision of the tariff it is the desire of
Congress to levy a duty on wool for revenue purposes and further for the encourage-
ment of domestic wool production and the economic and patriotic purposes which
are a part of the latter policy, then the obligation rests upon Congress to provide:

(1) That the maximum of revenue should be collected upon importations of
raw wool, and that the manufacturing substitutes for pure wool and the wools
which displace the domestic clothing wools which the Government aims to protect
cannot he brought into the country under tariff conditions more favorable that
the duty on raw clothing wools competitive with thc home-grown wool which
it is degired to protect. ‘

(2) That the Government can only procure such maximum of revenue and
the domestic woolgrower the maximum of protection intended through a domestic
pure-wool industry 8o safeguarded at every point that no class of wool or wool
by-products or even pure wool in its intermediate procésses of manufacture can
reach the finished stage in cloth or knit goods more favorably from a tariff
standpoint than can the new wool tariff.

We therefore recommend that paragraph 1105 be revised to provide the follow-
ing rates of duty:

Cents per pound
Top waste, slubbing waste, roving waste, and ring waste...._._________.. 39
Garnetted waste_ . - oo ecceccecceccccecccmenccccnaea 36
Noils (not carbonized) -« oo e o oo ccccceccccccccccccmcc—aen 38
Thread or yarn waste. oo oo oo oo oicaoccccccccccccccnccccacoaann 29
ShoAdY v v e e ccccccccccccccmccsmmccacecamana 36
Mungo or flocks. - oo e ecccccecaccccecccsac—cmaca 12
WOl TagS. - e ccccmcccamcc—cmacaceccsesemmmamma—m——ea 29

All other wool wastes not specially provided for ... c.._... 36
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‘We consider that no rates lower than those proposed above can be considered
a8 being consistent with and proportionate to the rates provided to be collected
upon new wools under paragra 1101 and 1102. Neither can other rates be
considered as pro?ortionate to the rates provided to be collected upon the ool
econtent of manufactured articles under the compensatory rates set forth in
paragraph 1108 and succeeding paragraphs.

In recommending that the rate of duty on materials not specially provided for
should be at least equal to the highest specially provided rate vie are in accord
with the recommendation of the manufacturers respecting the lower brackets of
this schedule. The maintenance of a low rate for materials not specifically
elassified under special rates increases the dangers and difficulties of the adminis-
tration of the pamgragh bé the customs officers at the ports of ent:('{. The classi-
fication as now included is quite comprehensive and there should be no oppor-
tunity or incentive left remaining for importers to defeat the intent of the law by
seeking to enter materials under the ‘‘not specially provided for” class. This
danger and difficulty is entirely removed by the inclusion of the higher rate on
the not specially provided for class, thereby simplifying the work of the customs
officials and insuring that the para%v'aph will operate as is really intended.

The distinguished Senator from Wyoming, Hon. F. E. Warren, in a _speech
made in the United States Senate on June 9, 1909, admirably and plainly set
forth in what seems an almost prophetic manner the requirements for the present
occasion, as follows:

“But there is one thing certain—without protection, or with less protection
than that proposed in this measure by the amendments of the Senate, we can not
fncrease the industry of wool growing, and we shall go down hill in the produc-
tion of wool and mutton, as we have done heretofore when the tariff has hecn
insufficient upon either wool or manufactures of wool. The grower is affected
by either one or both. If the manufacturer’s business is made unprofitable,
the ﬁower can not produce and dispose of his product with profit.

¢ Now, all of this being true, we ask the question: Is the industry of growing
mutton and wool of value to this Nation? 1Is the United States ready to allow
that industry to perish, or to diminish into unimportance, and then take its
chances in peace or war ~f purchasing all the products required for our home
manufactures or of bringing into the country the manufactured product neces-
sary for this great people, who consume a fifth of all the wool grown in the world?

“Not only is it of interest to the sheep growers that fully manufactured goods
shall bear a rate higher than raw wool, but he is also interested in every partially
manufactured product of wool—tops, yarn, and the wastes that fall from wool
fn process of manufacture.

‘“During the war, when we were cut off from supplies abroad, this country
realized as it never before realized that mutton and wool were as necessary as
powder and ball to carry on a war. Wool is an article of contraband as much
-8 meat and as powder, in a sense. To let the wool and the meat industry
fanguish would leave us where we could not clothe our soldiers, where we could
not furnish them with blankets, and where we could not support them with our
meat supply. During that time we had changed the tariff a number of times, and
our good old friend who honored a seat in the Senate for so many years, the former
Senator from Vermont, Mr. Morrill, made the matter of the tariff on wool a
special study and brought out for the first time a tariff under which both indus-
tries could thrive. But there were yet differences; hence the commission to which
I have already alluded.

“The whole plan of protection for woolgrowers and wool manufacturers was
‘based by Mr. Morrill upon the intention, first, to grow all of the wool it is pos-
sible to grow in this country; second, to add to that sufficient wool in its unmanu-
factured state to make up the difference; this in order that all of the labor in
manufacturing might be done in this country.

“Now, so long as we seek to add whatever is necessary in unmanufact:red
wool, we mus extremely careful to guard against every avenue which wou

| t be ext )| ful t d against hich 1d
Jead manufactured goods through the cusiomshouses at better rates than those
given to unmanufactured wools, plus the cost of manufacturec here. We must
&lso see to it that all substitutes, %ood and bad, shall bear duties equivalent to
}:.w-w:tj)ol duties, otherwise both the manufacturer and the grower would be
jured.

“Of course all of the importers of goods under Schedule K are arrayed against
the tariff duties and especially the duties upon manufactured goods, hecause,
with the thousand-and-one varieties of cloth sought to be sold over here manu-
factured by the cheaper labor of other countries, they are seeking a landing
place in which to market their goods.
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“Hence, to carry out the plan, we must maintain the duty on unmanufactured
wool, and when it enters into manufactured goods with covton and other substi-
tutes it stands us in hand to get the rate too high rather than too low, because
the rulings of the customhouses are almost invariably made in favor of the
importer as against the producer—the farmer or grower—because the one is
always present in his large transactions, clamoring for favorable rulings and
endeavoring to obtain in some way advantageous classifications. The farmer
or grower is almost never present. He is at home, producing the material.

“And hence, from every dircction and for all reasons, we must protect, first, the
grower; second, the manufacturer; and, third, and more important than either,
the working classes engaged in these industries, so that all of the labor may be
d‘(;ile il:i this country, and also that all of our people may be well clothed at reason-
able prices.

“If we leave a door open for any class of manufactures to come through on more
favorable terms than raw wool, both manufacturer and grower are injured. If
we reduce the rate too greatly upon manufactured goods, and the manufacturer
suffers, the grower suffers with him. So that for every reason and all reasons
we must have an abundantly sufficient tariff on woolen goods.” N

2. Propnsed changes in paragraph 1101.—In this paragraph the House hill:
proposes some radical and some minor changes, with some of which we can not-
agree, as follows:

First. We recommend that the words “as determined by actual scouring tests'”
be added in line 17 after the word “content.” It is urged that this addition be
included in this and ail other J)amgraphs in each casc in which a rate of duty is
assigned to apply “per pound of clean content.” Our reasons for this recom-
mendation are discussed in section 5 of this brief.

Second. The hill would admit frec of duty for carpet making purposes alt
wools not of a finer fiber than the sample known as 40s in the official standards
of the United States grades of wool as established by the Secretary of Agriculture
on June 18, 1926, pursuant to law; but the bill further says: ‘‘Provided, That &
tolerance of not more than 10 ner eentum of wools not finer than 44s may be
allowed in each hale or package of wools imported as not finer than 40s.”

This latter provision we oppose especially for the reason that the door is thus
opened for the admission of 44s free of duty when 40s is intended. Experienee
has taught that “tolerance” is subject to abuse and that unless the imported.
wools are actually opened and sorted such a {»‘rovision can not be accurately nor
even reasonably accurately administered. The safe plan is to see to it that
when wools not finer than 40s are to be allowed in free of duty, that finer wools be
excluded from that privilege.

Third. The bill now provides that scoured wool should be admitted at the same
rate of duty as is provided for the cleaned content of wools imported in the washed
or greased condition. This is an error as an additional duty is required to properly
protect the operation of wool scouring as done in this country. We recommend
that in line 19 that the rate of duty prescribed for scoured wool should be shown
as 28 cents per pound of clean content instead of 26 cents per pound.

Fourth. It would appear that three years would be ample time allowance for
the passage of imported carpet wools into the finished earpets, rugs, or other floor
coverings. But it seems not. Both the spinners of carpet yarns and weavers of
curpets earnestly contend that the time allowance should be extended from three
vears as provided in the law of 1922 to four ycars as proposed in H. R. 2667.
However, we again find in the proposal in the House bill for an extension of time,
an overturning of the plan on which free wools were given the carpet manufac-
turer. The proposed new plan makes yarns (the first major step in the manufae-
ture of carpets) instead of the finished carpets, etc., as provided in the 1922 law,
the basis for the remission or refunding of duties paid.

We again find ourselves in opposition to this proposed change as written and
suggest that if the Finance Committee finds this request for additional time is a
reasonable one that the Secretary of the Treasury at his discretion be allowed by
law to grant additional time, not to exceed one year for the conversion of raw
wools into the finished carpets, ete.

Fifth. An entirely new idea has been injected into paragraph 1101, in H. R..
2667, by the provision that wools used “in the manufacture of knit or fcit honts,
or heavy fulled lumberman’s socks’ shall be admitted free of dutv. To our
knowledge this provision was not broached at the Ways and Means Committee
hearings, and it seems to be an orphan without s friend in the wool and wool
manufacturing fraternities from the Tariff Commission down to the humblest
wool grower, unless that friend be the interest responsible for and to be benefited
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by the change. Such a provision could not be administered successfully by the

asury Department and would result in one more loophole for the bootlegging
of wools into unintended channels, thus depriving the Government of a measure
of revenue, and the wool grower of a part of his protection.

3. Proposed ¢l xnges in paragraph 1102.—We recommend:

(1) Lines 20, 21, and 22: In each case after the words ‘ per pound of clean
content”’ to add the following: ‘‘as determined by actual scouring test”.

The reasons for this change are set forth in section § of this brief.

(2) Strike out the last three words in line 22 and all of lines 23, 24, and 25.
This will remove the provision for allowance of a tolerance of 10 per cent of 46s
in wools classified as 44's.

We o;)pose such a provision for the reason that the door would thereby be

ned for the admission of 46s wools and in all probability 48s quality at the
lower rate of 24 cents per pound of clean content. If the provisions which we
here ask to have removed should be retained, it would require that for its proper
observance and enforcement bales of imported wools should be examined and
scrutinized much more closely and expertly than can be done by the men whom
the Treasury Department employs to appraise the shrinkage and determine the
<classification of foreign wools.

(3) In (b) of paragraph 1102, line 3, the figure “34"” should be increased.

The report submitted by the Ways and Means Committee purports to show
that 34 cents is the measure of the difference in the costs of producing wool in
the United States and in competing countries. The explanation in that report,
however, is incomplete and does not show how the committee finally arrived at
the figure of 34 cents, Also, the figures used as representing the cost of producing
wool in the United States and in Australia are seriously in error, as we now show:

First. As to United States wool growing costs: The House report takes 37 cents
as the average cost of United States wools, based upon the data presented by the
growers and accepted by the Ways and Means Committee in Table VI printed
upon page 6165 of the report of the House hearings upon schedule 11.

In discussing United States costs in that part of the brief submitted by the
woolgrowers it was further stated:

“Some additional matters are necessary to be considered in determining such
a rate that must be expected to be operative for a considerable number of vears.
First, the United States cost dats, as submitted, cover only years between 1922
and 1928 and happen not to inciude any of the vears of extremely scvere winters
which occur in the principal woolgrowing States.

“The winter of 1928-29 has proved to be one of there very severe winters in
a considerable number of States. Actlual lurge losses of sheep have been pre-
vented only by very large outlays for purchascd feeds needed to keep the flocks
alive, because of their customary feed bueing buried in snow. In Wyowming it is
already known that the extra expensc above the vears for which costs in that
State are reported above will be fully equal to the value of the wool clip. Such
seasons should properly be considered in arriving at fair averages of costs. but it
is not possible at this time to deterniine the cost of the operations in a suason not
ended or of a clip of wool that still is on the shecp’s backs.”

Since the above statement was made data bas been obtained from a number
of States regarding the cost of producing wools of the 1929 clip. In the case of
Wyoniing the following excerpt from the testimony of Prof. A. F. Vass, who
appeared hefore your committee on June 24, is pertinent:

**This year, for example, the costs of outfits on the Red Desert, which is the
largest area in Wyoming, running about a million and a half head of sheep,
were very high. Their cost of production on wool, if you figure the lambs at a
cost of 12 cents per pound, will be approximately 90 cents Per pound, which is
due to the fact that there were heavy death losses, very large feed bills, and & very
low Jamb crop. * * *

‘“Now, the way we figured the wool cost was this; We figured the lambs at
;v7ha.t til:ley have sold for and the loss taken on the wool which made the wool cost

cents.

“If I understand it correctly, the Tariff Commission has a way of allocating
these costs, and we have gone through and allocated the costs on the basis of the
wool and the lambs according to the Tariff Commission’s method and on this
basis the lambs cost $12.61 per hundredweight, and wool 40.7 cents per pound.

“That is typical of one area. I have similar studies for the three areas. 1 have
weighted these figures for the entire State over the entire period and allowed for
their wool clip and lamb crop in the different areas, and the cost per pound of
wool is 40.2 cents, and the cost of lambs is $12.28 per hundredweight.”
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1t is, therefore, apparent that instead of taking the average cost of production

of wool in Wyoming as 34 cents, as was done in the wool growers table submitted

:’o 2!(1)e2Wa,\;s and Means Committee and above referred to, a fair figure would
e 40.2 cents.

Information and data regarding the cost of 1922-1929 wools as furnished to
the National Wool Growers’ Association from its members in Idaho, Utah, and
%her ?tates show the condition of affairs very similar to that reported from

oming.

{‘he testimony of J. F. Walker, who appeared before your committee following
Professor Vass, quoted the Ohio Agricultural Experiment Station as having
found the average cost of producing Ohio wools to be 50 cents per pound. It is
well known and was shown by the Tariff Commission in its report issued in 1920
that wool costs in the farm states are materially higher than those of the western
and range states. In view of this latter and more complete data it is certain
that the average cost of producing wool in the United States can not be placed
lower than 42 cents per pound, grease basis, at the point of production.

The House report places the average clean content of United States wools at
40 per cent and the cost of their delivery at Boston at 5 cents per clean pound.
On this basis the average cost of United States wools at Boston, clean basis,
is $1.10 ger pound and not 97.5 cents.

Second. As to Australia wool production costs: In the report submitted
by the Ways and Means Committee to accompany H. R. 2667 the cost of pro-
ducing wool in Australia was placed at 33.6 cents per grease pound. This was
purely an assumed figure and was not based on any actual study by representa-
tives of the Tariff Commission or any branch of the United States Government.
Neither was the figure derived from any study of the Australian Government.
It was based entirely upon the assumption that the figure paid to the Australian
woolgrower by the British Government during the war represented something
ahove the actual cost of production. In suf;l)porting its wholly assumed figure
the House committee report refers to the findings of Mr. J. F. Walker who
visited Australia in 1927 as a wool expert representing the Burcau of Agricul-
tural Economies of the United States Denartment of Agriculture.  Mr. Walker
made a very careful and detailed study of conditions in Australia and in his
testimony before your committee upon June 24 he showed the proper figure for
the average cost of producing wool in Australia to be 28.4 cents per grease pound,

The House committee considered that the average shrinkage of Australia
wools was 50 per cent and the cost of delivery to Boston was 6 cents per clean
pound, making the final average cost of Australian wools landed in Boston to be
62.8 cents per pound on a clean basis instead of 73.2 cents as shown in the report
upon the House bill.

Third. As to Argentina wool production costs: The figures for wool production
costs in Argentina as used by ourselves and by the House committec are those
reported by the Tariff Commission and which were the result of an actural study
made in Argentina by representatives of the Tariff Commission covering the
years 1917-18 and 1919. The cost of Argentina wool delivered at Boston was
shown to be 56.6 cents per pound, clean basis.

It is, therefore, found that the average cost of wools on the clean basis and
delivered at Boston for the throe countries principally concerned are as follows:

United States. - < e ccecececiccccaccccccccccccccencaace per pound.. 81,10
Australia. - oo ce e cecccccecccccccvcecseccccacaenn do.... .682
Argenting. . oo ccecccecccccccccccmcccace——eana- do.... .566

We therefore submit that a duty of 34 cents per pound can not be defended or
considered adequate, as representing the difference between the cost of producing
wools in the United States and in the countries from which we import. Neither
can such a figure be considered or defended as being consistent with the policy and
ru}g laid down by the President in his message to the present Congress when he
said:

“The great expansion of production abroad under the conditions I have men-
tioned renders foreign competition in our export markets increasingly scrious. It
seems but natural, therefore, that the American farmer, having been greatly
handicapped in his foreign market by such competition from the younger expand-
ing countrics, should ask that foreign access to our domestic market should be
regulated by taking into account the differences in our costs of production.

* * * * L * .

. No discrimination against any foreign industry isinvolved in equalizing the
difference in costs of production at home and abroad and thus taking fror foreign
producers the advantages they derive from paying lower wages to labor.”

-y
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(4) Inline 8 of paragraph 1102 (b) the duty rate on scoured wool is placed at the
same rate as was provided for the clean content of grease wool. For reasons pre-
viously set forth in connection with 1101 and elsewhere in this brief the rate of
duty upon scoured wool should be 4 cents above the rate presecribed to apply upon
the clean content of greased wool.

4. Proposed changes in &)aragraph 1103.—Line 13, we recommend that the
language following the word ‘‘package’ be omitted.

We make this recommendatipn because the removal of the provisions for
tolerance as now carried in paragraphs 1101 and 1102 (a) of the House bill, when
removed as we have shown should be done, would make this language unnecessary.

5. Cusloms administralion: appraisals of shrinkage and classification of imporled
wool.—At several places ahove we have recommended that provision should be
made for the making of actual sco'iin g tests by the customs officials in determin-
in§ the amount of duty to be colle. t<7i upon the clean content of imported wools.

t was testified by several witnesses before your committee that under the
,)nresent administration of the customs pertaining to wool imports the growers
iled to receive the full amount of protection contemplated in the law and the
Government failed to obtain the amount of revenue that properly should be
derived from imports of wool. This is because of the failure of the customs
ofﬁclinis at the ports of entry properly to appraise the clean content of imported
wools.

In making this assertion and recommendation we make no reflection whatever
upon the integrity of the faithful employees of the Treasury Depariment sta-
tioned at the ports of entry. The information which we have received from
numerous sources and which was presented in the testimony of our witnesses com-
pels us to consider that these appraisals of wool shrinkages are not being made as
was expected or intended by the framers of the act of 1922,

The condition to which we refer has arisen for the first time under the act of
1922 as a result of the provision in that act for the collecting of wool duties upon
the clcan content basis. This plan of assessing wool duties was adopted by Con-

ressain the passag: of the act of 1922, upon the recommendations of the Tariff
oard.

The following statement is found in the report issued by the Tariff Board in
1911 in respect to the desirability and method of assessing wool dutics upon the
clean content basis:

“The proposal to levy a duty on the scoured pound of wool implies that it is.
possible to select samples that are fairly representative of a consignment of wool,
and to ascertain the clean content of the consignment by scouring and condi-
tioning such samples. It also implies the establishment of conditioning houses.
to be maintained by the Government at leading ports of entry. The Tariff
Board has carefully investigated this matter, and with the aid of the Bureau
of Standards, has reached the conclusion that it is not only possible, but it is
reiatively a simple matter to test all samples at the time of importation. It has
also ascertained that the machinery required for scouring and conditioning the
woo! in small lots is inexpensive and could be promptly installed, and the cost
of operation would he light. If Congress should deem it wise to adopt this
method of collecting duties upon raw wool, it would seem that the details necessary
for its prompt, efficient, and economical administration may safely be left to the
proper administrative officers of the Government.”

It is to be regreited that the Treasury Department has not taken any steps
to establish such simple and practical methods of appraising wool shrinkages as
ztu-et referred to above and which also have been discussed and presented in our

estimony.

We feel that it is desirable and necessary that a specific provision should be
made in the new law of a character to insure the provision by the Treasury Depart-
ment at the ports of eutry of the necessary apparatus and of highly qualified and
experienced employees for the administration of wool customs,

Since the House bill was reported a1 official at one of the ports where foreign
wools are imported has expressed doubts as to the ability of his staff to administer
the provision introduced in the House bill for the classification of wools as provided
in paragraphs 1101 and 1102 uﬁon the basis of the grades of 40’s, 44’s, ete. This
is further conclusive evidence that more highly qualified men should be employed
for the administration of wool customs and that it is essential that a specific
provision therefor should be contained in the law to be enacted.

We also recommend and urge that section 516 of the bill should be framed in
such a way as to insure beyond a doubt that representatives of the wool growing
industry will have every opportunity to enter and participate in proceedings in the
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Customs Court in respect to the appraisal of shrinkages of imported wools and
also in respect to the proper classification of wools as to grade.
F. J. Hagenbarth; F. R. Marshall for the National Wool Growers’
Association; Chester Gray for the American Farm Bureau
Federation; J. Byron Wilson for the Wyoming Wool Growers’
Association; J. F. Walker for the Ohio Cooperative Wool Growers’
Association; P. B. Gaines for the Kentucky Wool Growers’
ﬁssocga:gon ; C. C. Belcher for the Texas Sheep and Goat Raisers’
ssociation.

STATEMENT OF F. R. MARSHALL, SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH, REPRE-
SENTING THE NATIONAL WOOL GROWERS ASSOCIATION

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Mr. MansHaLL. I am sceretary of the National Wool Growers
Association, and a wool grower in the State of Washington.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to make some specific suggestions as
to language, and before I make the first one on paragraph 1101,
I wish to refer very briefly, at the expense of illogical sequence, to the
recommendation made by Mr. Hagenbarth yesterday morning in
paragraph 1102, scction B, where he asks to have 34 cents changed
to 36 cents.

If there were time to be oratorical, I might refer to the scripture,
where the psalmist asked that his adveisary would write a book.
I can not use the statement here because that would be a reflection
on the Ways and Mecans Committee, but as a matter of fact, Mr,
Chairman, 1n connection with this 36-cent rate, the House Ways and
Means Committee did set up in its report submitted to the House in
connection with and in justification of its recommendations in these
paragraphs a purported defense of the 34-cents as representing the
difference between the cost of producing wools in this country and in
exporting countries from which this country imports. That report
is extremely erroncous. I do not think I need to enlarge upon Mr.,
Walker's explanation yesterday of how his actual statements were
distorted and misquoted in that connection, and of the much better
and much more reliable figures he gave as to Australian costs, which
he gave from his first-hand knowledge in substitution of a very
erroncous {.zure which the House used, which was purely a hypothet-
ical, theoretical figure, picked out of the air.

We simply stand on the proposition, Mr. Chairman, of the admin-
istration and the Republican party announcement in several places
and at several times, that the protective rates should be established
at figures which will equal the difference in cost of production in this
country and abroad. We set up before the House Ways and Means
Committee, as was printed in our brief and included in our data
which is also before this committee for use, I assume, a showing of
costs in the United States. As was explained to you yesterday by
Mr. Hagenbarth and by Mr. Wilson and by Mr. Vass—and I am
not going to repeat their testimony at all—those figures were actual
figures for the latest years for which we could obtain them. .

Taking into account the costs pertaining to 1929 wools and adding
them to the former ﬁeriod, which gives us only a fair average of years,
we would have, in the case of Wyoming, as we set it up in our House
committee brief, to change the 34 cents average grease cost of pro-
ducing wool in Wyoming to 40 cents. Similar States would have to

63310—29—voL 11, scHep 11——G6
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have similar changes, and when we do that, and then only, have we
got a fair average representation of the figures of the cost of producing
wool in this country.

I am not going to enlarge on that any further than simply to say
that we are standing on what we understand is the policy and the
plan of establishing these rates, and the only difficulty in our propo-
sition is that 36 cents does not represent the full amount of difference
as determined by the best available and the fairest and most impartial
data that can be obtained pertaining to costs in this country and in
the exporting countries.

I do not believe it is necessary for me to refer at any length, or
perhaps not at all, to the expert testimony offered to your committee
this morning by a woolgrower from the streets of New York who
knows that the woolgrowers are making too much money and the cloth-
ing dealer is not making enough. I simply express to you gentlemen
and make the statement without attempting to afford (fam to support
it, that the increase from 31 cents to 34 cents, or from 31 cents to
36 cents in the clean content rate on imported wool, will not be felt
or l}nown by the American consumers of goods made from those
wools.

Senator SACKETT. Suppose the committee adopted the suggestion
that was made by the first witness representing the National Wool
Growers, that the rates on wastes and noils and those things be
materially increased, would we have to increase the compensatory
manufacturing dutics materially as a result of that?

Mr. MarsuaLL. The compensatory duties are on that basis of clean
wool now, Senator.

Senator SAckeTT. They are on the basis of clean wool?

Mr. MagrsHaLL. I have that in my notes. I will come to that.

Senator Sackett. But they use a large amount of this lower priced
material in their manufacture now.

Mr. MarsHALL. But in the imported fabrics they are protected
from the specially imported fabrics by compensatory duties based on
new wool, clean wool. I am coming tc that and I am going to make
a suggestion in that connection.

In order to keep the facts right before this committee, Mr. Chair-
man, I want also to correct Mr. Goldman in his attempt to ¢uote the
United States Department of Agriculture in this connection. He
said that last year, I believe—I hope he is more correct in his dates
than he was in his quotation—the Department of Agriculture of this
country issued a warning to the farmers and sheepmen that there
was a danger of overproduction and that we would have too much
wool and depress the market. The department did not do that. He
absolutely misquoted the department. The department’s recom-
mendation and statement to the public did make a reference to the
possibility of overproduction of lambs beyond the prezent consump-
tive capacity of this country, but they never have said, and they are
not so foolish as to attempt to say, that we are in danger of any possi-
bility, for some years at least, of surplus wool production. 1 think,
if the gentleman is going to quote the Government Department, he
should quote it correctly.

Senator SAckerr. WIill you tell us also why, in your judgment, the
price of wool has declined so materially in the iast year?
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Mr. MagrsHALL. It is a mystery to mne, Senator.

Senator SACKETT. It is not due to overproduction?

Mr. MagrsuaLL. No; we are still importing.

Senator SACKETT. Have the imports increased?

Mr. MarsuaLL. I have not looked up the 1929 figures, Senator.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to specifically talk to the recommenda-
tion in paragraph 1101, line 17, as I have it in my version, which is
the comparative print, that after the words, “per pound of clean
content,” there should be added these words, ‘“as determinced by
actual scouring tests.” And also that at similar places in para-
graphs 1102 a and b the same insertion should be made. It would
come in paragraph 1102-a on line 20, after the fourth word, and in
paragraph 1102-b in line 4, after “per pound of clean content,”
tnseit, ‘“‘to be determined by actual scouring tests.”

We asked the House commiittee to do that. They did not do it,
so we renew the request here.  Our reasons are, briefly, as follows:
The House purports to give us 34 cents protection per pound of clean
content, which we trust will be 36 cents. Under the present law
there is supposed to be collected at the present time 31 cents. Our
position is that that is not heing collected.

Senator SACKETT. Let me askk you while you are on the other thing,
should not that scouring test be put up under the definitions under
1101 und cover the whole thing?

Mr. MarsuarLr. No, sir.

Senator SACKETT. 1t would simply mean then that clean content
meant after the actual scouring test.

Mr. MArsuaLL. Yes, but, Senator, paragraph 1101 deals only with
carpet wools; 1102 deals with the kinds of wools which we produce.

Senator SACKETT. No, (b) says ‘““for the purposes of this schedule,”
which includes all the 1100.

Mr. MarsuaLL. Well, it is a matter of making the clean-content
plan based on seouring tests for all dutiable wools.

Scnator Sacr.erT. Well, that is what it should be. If it was put
in there, then it ‘vould not have to be repeated half a dozen times.

lT.\Ir. MagsuaLl. I do not care how you do it, just so you get that
eflect.

S(lmator Sackert. That would give the effect and save a lot of
work.

Mr. MarsuaLr. Mr. Walker testifying yesterday, and Mr. Wilson
also, made some very serious, grave statements, the import of which
I do not believe was fully apparent to the committee. I join in their
statements and base my position on knowledge that I have obtained
independently from the sources from which they obtained it. I am
referring now to my statement that the Treasury Department at the
present time is not collecting 31 cents per pound of clean content on
all imported wool.

I would further say that on a very considerable part of the wools
now being imported, the 31 cents clean content duty is not being
fully collected, and that since, and that, Senator—I do not know
whether it is a loophole or not, but it is another one of the places in
which the grower is not getting the amount of protection which the
Congress intended he should have, and which the public supposes he
is receiving. You must remember, Scenator, that these wools are
chicfly brought into the ports of entry in this country in the grease
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condition, and it then becomes the duty of the customs officers to
determine for themselves and in their judgment the amount of actual
clean or scoured wool that is contained in that wool in the grease
condition, and to require the importer to pay 31 cents per pound on
that weight so determined. At the present time they do that by
estimating. I recognize readily that that estimating method is
common in the wool trade. The 1911 tariff board, which was quoted
to you yesterday, suggested that this scouring test business should he
established and that the Treasury Department should employ for
the enforcement and collection under the clec.a content duty, experi-
enced and qualified men with a backgrouad of experience in the wool
trade. The Treasury Department has not obtained such employees
for the appraisal and handling of the customs on these imported wools.

Senator SiMMmoNs. Permit me to ask you a question there. How do

you se!’l your wool in the Boston wool market? Do you sell it in the
rease?
g Mr. MarsHALL. Yes, sir.

Senator SimmMons. How is the ~roured content ascertained by the
purchaser there?

Mr. MarsHaLL. Chiefly on his judgment; sometimes by prelimi-
nary tests.

Senator SimMons. It is chiefly just an estimate there, is it not?

Mr. MarsHALL. Yes, and if the customs department had a man
in there estimating the yield of these imported wools who was an
expert and as experienced as these men that buy our wools, it would
be a different story.

Senator SimmoNs. I would assume that the Government would
apgoint to do this estimating the very best experts it has, and in
order to protect the revenues of the Government I would assume
that ordinarily they did employ the very best that could be had.

Mr. MarsHALL. We assumed that they would, and we are asking
that they do, but at the present time they have not got such compe-
tent or experienced men. For an example, within the last few wecks
one of these Government examiners was called into court to testify for
the Government on a case pertaining to the classification of wool,
not shrinkage. I have not scen the record of the case, the transcript,
and I was not present.

Senator SimmoNs. I will ask you if the same method did not obtain
in the wool markets of this country, because in those markets both
parties, the seller and the buyer, are deeply interested in the correct
estimate of the clean contents of that wool, as that is the basis upon
which the buyer makes his price?

Mr. MarsHALL. Yes.

Senator SimMmoNns. That is the basis upon which the wool grower
sells the wool. If they are satisfied with this estimate method I do
not see why this estimate method would not apply just as well.

Mr. MaRsuaLL. It might and probably would if the Government
had examiners and apll)raisers as well qualified as are these wool
buyers. It would be logical and reasonable to assume that the
C;]overnment would have such men, but the fact is they have not got
them.

Senator SAckeTT. In paragraph 1104 there is & new provision in
the law which requires the Secretary of the Treasury to make samples
and determine the scoured content of the greased wools.
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Mr. MarsHALL. 1 think not. I have not been able to find that.

Senator SACKETT. I take it that is what it moans when it says that
he shall ““deposit in such customhouses sets of the official standards
of grades of wool, and he is further authorized to display, samples of
imnorted wool and hair, to which are attached data as to clean con-
teat and other pertinent facts.” .

Mr. MarsHaLn. Yes.

Senator SaAckeTT. Does not that take care of it?

Mr. MarsvaLL. Absolutely not.

Senator SaAckeTT. Why?

Mr. MagrsuarL. All that provision does is to provide that certain
wool samples be displayed at customhouses to supply information
for interested parties. It says the Secretary may, I do not think it
says shall, put on dis!}lay samples of wools.

Senator SACKETT. This says that ho is not only authorized, but he
is directed.

Mr. MagrsuaLL. To place those samples there. He is not directed
to do any testing.

Senator SACKETT. I would hardly agree with you on that, but here
is the goint. I take it that that means that having determined the
scoured content end the display of the sample with the United States
imports of that particular grade of wool, it shall be held to contain
that scoured content.

Mr. MAgrsHALL. I do not so understand it.

Senator Sackerr. {f it did do that, would that remove your
difficulty?

Mr. MarskHaALL. No, sir; because that does not provide for doing
it, scouring, etc.

Senator SACKETT. These samples have been scoured?

Mr. MarsHALL. No, sir; I think not. Presumably in the new
language you are referring to the shrinkage would have been esti-
mated by the examiner.

Senator SAckeTT. And not actually scoured?

Mr. MarsuaLL. No, sir.

Senator SA€kETT. You would like to have that changed so that
they would be scoured? Having taken a certain grade of wool and
have it scoured and the contents determined, the amount of clean
content, could that be used as a standard for future imports?

Mr. ManrsHALL. 1 think not.

Senator SackieTT. Each importation would have to be scoured
separately?

Mr. MarsHaLL, There is a very wide variation in the yields of
wools of the same general type and quality, due to the diflerence in
conditions where they may have been grown, or other things.

Senator SAckeTT. That is what I wanted to arrive at, whether one
standard could operate for future imports, or whether each batch of
imports would have to be scoured? You say each batch of imports
would have to be scoured?

Mr. MarsHALL. The trouble is in the failure of the Government to

roperly determine the amount of clean dutiable wool in the imports
in the condition received. 1In the first place it robs the Government
of revenue and in the second place Erovents the wool grower from
getting the benefit in the market of the amount of duty on imported
wools which the act contemplates should be paid.
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Senator SAckeTT. Does it ever happen that the estimate overruns
as well as underruns?

Mr. MarsHALL. I think under this act, and I have made quite a
search, I have been able to locate eight cases in which it was shown
that the examiner did apply a higher rate on wools than was found
.to be correct. I presume that would be out of some millions of cases.

Senator SACKETT. The other cases would be underrun?

Mr. MagrsHALL. I am not saying that. . They may have, and I say
‘;'[n a large degree I believe they were. I will cover that in this way, 1f

may.

I am making a pretty serious statement here, Mr. Chairman, and
1 am not giving any specific instance. Like Mr. Wilson and Mr.
Walker I am positive of these facts, but am unable to present con-
crete tangible caseshere to support my position. One of the reasons the
wool buyers repeatedly give us as to why they do not pay more for our
wools is that they have to compete in the Boston market with these im-
ported wools on which the full duty appraisal is not collected. They
ﬁlve you specific cases but insist that their statements must be con-

dential. One case of record is before you. It was presented to the
House committee and printed as part of their record. I will refer
to a few lines of it. It is a letter submitted by the Hon. Frank W.
Mondell and placed in the record by him, signed by Seymour Lowman,
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, in replfr to a communication
which Mr. Mondell had addressed to him. In this connection Mr.
Lowman said:

You will be interested to know that for some months past the Customs Bureau
has been giving special attention to this particular subject, and that as a result,
during the month of February investigating officers operating in the vicinity of
Philagelphia recovered $410,302.86, representing estimated loss of revenue on
estimated clean content of wool on skins imported at Philadelphia, and that the
investigation of this subject is still continuing at other ports.

There is a provision in a regulation issued under the authority
granted to the Secretary of the Treasury in cases of disputed between
the examiner and the importer, that provides for scouring tests.

That is Treasury Decision 39767 providing that in any case of
dispute between the importer and the buyver any bale of a lot or
shipment may be selected by the examiner and sent to a scouring
test at the ex(:;)ense of the importer. I think it is still a matter of
discussion and adjustment between the examiner and the importer
after that. '

I have this statement contained in a letter signed by the assistant
collector at the port of Boston, dated June 11, and addressed to the
Commissioner of Customs at whose office this letter was handed to
me, and I will read just one sentence:

The examiner makes his report of shrinkage and that test stands unless the
importer resorts to a scouring test under T. D. 39767, which he seldom does.

A similar statement from the collector of customs at the port of
Philadelphia, addressed to the Commissioner of Customs at the
Treasury D(;{)artment, says—I asked in this case for information
only for the first three months of 1929:

No disagreement settled by scouring test in 1929, the importers having accepted
the examiner’s estimate,
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When this matter was before the House I made it my business to
inquire further into it by spending some time in Boston conferring
in the most friendly way with officials at that port, and I wish it
clearly understood, Mr. Chairman, that I am not making any reflec-
tion or insinuation regardinﬁ the fnonesty or high character of these
men. I am reflecting on their competency for this particular job,
inefficiency, and in conversation with the examiner who handled the
wools a. Boston I got this understanding: That when wools were
entered for consumption it was his duty to examine the merchandise
and estimate the clean content of the wool in the grease as imported
and notify the importers as to the amount of duties l]:ayable, and to do
that he had to estimate the yield or shrinkage of the wool itself. In
the event that the figures in the estimate differ materially from that
placed in the declaration of the importor he got into communication
with him and they discussed the matter. I am clear that I under-
stood the examiner correctly that in some cases there was an adjust-
ment of the shrinkage figure as first determined by him. I am sure
that I understood him correctly that after consultation with the
importer, he might change his estimate. It is a matter of adjustment
and I will not say barter or trade, but it was not a matter of such
accurate or scientific test as was contemglated when the wool duties
were put on the clear-content basis or that it needed to protect the
Government revenue or to give the grower his proper protection as the
law contemplates.

Some objections have heen raised to this plan of taking samples
out of the imported wools and having them scoured to determine
the proper amount of duty under the clean-content basis. The first
and most serious one is that it is impossible in the condition the wools
arrive, or are entered, to select a fair sample and give a fair test.
The answer to that, Mr. Chairman, is somewhat amusing when you
get the facts. That objection was raised by a witness at the Ways
and Means Committee hearing appearing for the National Associ-
ation of Wool Manufacturers in opposition to our recornmendation
of scouring tests. He made the objection that fair samples could
not be obtained, and much to my surprise when I interviewed the
examiner at the port of Boston his first utterance was the same
objection. The answer is amusing. In further conversation with the
same gentleman I asked him about the method of determining shrink-
age and this developed; that when he makes his estimate, his exam-
ination and estimate of the clear content of a package of wool in
order to determine the amount of duty to be paid he first goes to
the warchouse where the wool is in storage, draws a sample from the
bgillcd and makes an estimate of what in his judgment is the proper
yield.

He stated they took samples from a bale or bales and examined
them as to their clean wool content, and then formed his judgment
as to the amount of clean wool in the sample as representing that
lot before he consulted the importer’s declaration as to what he
thought the shrinkage was.

Now, if the examiner purports to use these samples on which to
form his judgment as to the clean content of the wool it seems to me
that is a fair sample to use in a scouring test. I do not think the
objection has any grounds.
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Another objection has been made that it would cause delay if
scouring tests are required. There naturally is often 8 haste to get
imports released and into the mills and the fear has been expressed
that this transfer of goods to the mills would mean delay. The
answer to that also is amusing. You can go into Summer Street to-
day in Boston with a sample of wool under your arm, tuke it into the

ublic scouring house of that strect, 1, 2, or 3 pounds weight and go
ack there in the afternoon and get the report on it. 1 have for-
gotten what you pay for it, but it is a 81, $2, or $3 charge.

Here [showing photograph] is a piece of aIpparatus in this city for
testing for clean content samples of wool. It is in the wool division
of the Bureau of Agricultural Economics in the Department of Agri-
culture within 1 mile of this room. That annaratus is sufficient to
give a report, when operated to capacity, on ) samples a day. It
costs less than $500. Our proposition s to put apparatus such as
that at each port to be used by the examiner.

Senator SAckErr. How many ports would that include?

M.. MarsuaLL. I think Boston, New York, Philadelphia, and
there is some wool from Chicago and at Mcntana ports. I do not
know how they handle them now.

. "Senator BinGuaM. At what principal ports do these wools come
in?

Mr. MarsuaLL. Chicago, Boston, and Philadelphia. I do not
think there is anything in the argument as to the inability to select
a fair sample or tﬂc argument as to delay. The remaining arguments
are trivial and I will not take time to stop on those.

Of course, this statement may be made. We are taking the pesition
that some of the importers do bring these wools through and pay the
duty on the basis of a less yield of clean wool in the import than in
the manufactured content than these importers know that these goods
contain. You may say that in the other provisions of the act that
a man making a false or incorrect declaration knowingly is subject
to penalty of severe kind. '

Section 485 attempts to make the importer responsible for the
correctness of the statement as to shrinkage and value of wool content
as shown in the papers under which that wool is entered. A large
amount of these wools of which we are complaining are not brought
into this country by the men in Boston or Philadelphia, but they
come from other countries to agents here to be sold for the account
of people in other countries and the importer who takes them out of
customs in Philadelphia is acting as the selling agent of the people
in foreign countries, and paragraph (d) says, “a consignee shall not
be liable for any additional or increased duty.”

Inferentially a legal interpretation would be that he would not be
liable for other penalties also. It says further, ““if he declares at the
time of entry that he is not the actual owner of the merchandise.”

So that even if added duty should be assessed for intentional fraud
or unintentional incorrectness, the respondent is a citizen of the foreign
country over whom the customs division can not have jurisdiction
and can not reach him, and there is not anybody in this country
responsible or amenable for the incorrect entry of wools as to their
clean content.

Since this hearing opened I have talked with an official of the port
of Philadelphia who is very much concerned over the provisions in

'q
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paragraphs 1101 abd 1102 regarding the 40s and 44+« and 10 per cent
tolerances. He is further very much disturbed over our desire to
have a scouring test required. If he was examining the wool his tests
would not seem so necessary as they do to-day, but this gentleman is
very much disturbed over the difficulty of these House paragr%?hs in
their present form should they become law because of the difficulty
of classifying wool as 40s and 44s. I think that should be very simple
on the basis of the Government's standard grades, which would a3 a
matter of fact be the same as what I have already called attention to
under the provisions of paragraph 1104.

That simply goes to show further that they have not got men with
the background of wool knowledge to know how to administer the
shrinkage in the clean content business and the classification of wools
as the House bill now would call for in this new language; and also
I do not think you can rely upon their administration in Lmtting
different rates of duty on these long noils and short noils if they are
not in position to differentiate between 40s and 44s. I think they
would have some difficulty in determining the amount of noils of any
length that might be contained in any particular package.

Scnator BingaaM. Would it not be a pretty simple thing to merely
state that noils less than 11 inches in length, should be so and so, and
more than that, a different rate? That would then meet the differ-
ence between the normal noil, as I understand it, and the abnormal
noil that is being prepared particularly to come under a certain rate.

Mr. MarsHALL. If that meant that the packege taking the classi-
fication of short noils, and the low rate, should not contain any
material over 1 inch, and if there was, it took a high rate, possibly so,
il;l we had competent wool men at the ports. But we have not got
them.

I think the scouring test is practical, economical, and scientific, but
if there should appear to you any reasons or grounds which can be
brought in later to show why it is not as I have described it, the least
that can be done is to put actual language in this law to make sure
that the customs division shall have men qualified to do these things.
They can not i{et men for $3,000 to check up shrinkage appraisals as
passed on wool by men who are making a salary or income of many
times that amount in the trade. They have got to have a man who
has had training in this work. There should be an experienced and
highly qualified wool administrator who would correlate the work at
the different ports. And provision should be made to provide at the
ports this scouring apparatus which the administrator or somebody
could use to check the different wools, inform themselves, and more
properly enforce the law.

I will take just a very few minutes on paragraph 1105.

The difficulty with pacagraph 1105 which we seem so agitated about
is that the relationship proposed in the House bill was never in the
tariff act prior to 1922. In the act of 1909 the actual amount of
protection was 18 cents per pound of clean content. That act pro-
vided that the duty on top, slubbing waste, roving waste, and ring
waste should be 30 cents a pound, which was 160 per cent of the
actual rate on clean wool. It provided at that time that noils should
be 20 cents, which was 110 per cent rate as a matter of fact in the act

of 1909.
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The change came about in this way. In the act of 1922 the wool
duties were put on a clean-content basis. Tha House made a serious
mistake and now proposes to perpetuate that 1vistake by relating the
duties on wastes and rags to the old theoretical duty of 33 cents
instead of the actual 18-cent rate. If you will give us the percentages
of rates which those rates bear to the actual duty, clean wool protec-
tion in 1909, you will find you will be giving us higher rates than
Mr. Hagenbarth suggested yesterday. ,

The House rates as written in paragraph 1105 are not consistent
with nor proportionate to the rate in the bill of 1909. They are
consistent with the 1922 act, which was seriously wrong, as I have
amply shown you.

Senator BiNngHAM. Are you asking anything different from what
Mr. Hagenbarth asked?

Mr. MagrsHALL. I am standing on the very same figures.

Senator BincrHaM. We gave Mr. Hagenbarth 2 hours and 50
minutes, and you said you wanted 15 minutes and you have now
had 40 minutes.

Mr. MarsHALL. I am the last witness for the growers and I am
within 5 minutes of closing. The present House rates in Schedule 11
are inconsistent with the act of 1909; the{; are consistent with the
wrong act of 1922; they are incopsistent with present paragraph 1102.

There is just one more point. They are entirely out of line and
inconsistent with the compensatory rates in paragraph 1108 and
later paragraphs. In paragraph 1108 you will find it stated,
“Woven fabrics, weighing not more than 4 ounces per square yard,
wholly or in chief value of wool, valued at not more than 80 cents
per pound, 40 cents per pound and 50 per cent ad valorem.” The
compensatory rate is 40 cents per pound. That applies on the whole
fabric. A general compensatory rate for manufactures, to equalize
the wool duty, is45 cents. There are a few cases of heavier weight
and lower value where a compensatory rate of 24 cents is prescribed.
I think the House made it 26 cents. That is presumed to cover and
apply on goods containing only part wool as indicated by their low
value, and you will notice that the 26 cents is quoted on the full
weight of the goods as imported.

he only alternative is that, if you leave these rates as the House
has them now in paragraph 1105, in order to make them defensible
to the grower and to the public, you must write lower rates of com-
pensatory duties on fabrics containing wastes and rags, and it is very
doubtful whether they would get their compensatory rates as pre-
scribed in view of the lower rates of compensatory protection on im-
ported fabrics containing different amounts of waste and wool rag.
We do not advocate that, but that is the only consistent feature in
the rates in 1105 as suggested yesterday by Mr. Hagenbarth.

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

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)
Mr. GrRay. Mr. Chairman, the time I will need will be very short on
account of the fact that arrangements have been made for several
organizations to file a brief in unison on the producers’ end of the

e
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question of the duties on wool and various other processes into which —
wool goes.

Senator BincgHAM: That brief must be sworn to as an affidavit.

Mr. Gray. It will be sworn to, and the brief will be signed by
representatives of the National Wool Growers’ Association, the Ohio
Wool Growers’ Association, the American Farm Bureau Federation,
and other organizations.

So, for my statement here before the committee this afternoon,
about all I care to do is to summarize the specific rates which we are
interested in, and they apply to three paragraphs in the schedule
before this committee, paragraph 1101 being the first one.

In that paragraph it seems to us that the House bill coming before
you now has put in a 10 per cent tolerance perhaps that is not neces-
sary. So we are asking for that 10 per cent tolerance not only in
this place but in other places in the bill as it lies before you, to be
eliminated.

For some reason or other the House bill has included knit or felt
boots and lumbermen’s fulled socks, and one or two other commodi-
ties made of wool on a differential basis. I do not know how that
slipped in, but it ought to be slipped out on the Senate side.

For some reason or other the extension of the time in which wools
have come in for the making of carpets for a 3-year period has been
extended to four years.

Really, we can only with difficulty see the need of having a 3-year
period in that provision being made operative, and we desire to resist
the extending of the three years to a 4-year period, and therefore
we are willing to go back to the 3-year period, and are not very en-
thusiastic even in reference to that.

Senator BingeaM. Why do you object to the 4-year period?

Mr. Gray. For the reason, simply, Senator, that there is hardly
any cause for a foreign commodity to come in here and be in storage for
a 4-year period ready to be thrown on the market any day, end during
that period being a constant bear on the market.

Senator BingHaM. Would you have any objection to that being
three years, with the Secretary of the Treasury being given the right
to alter it if he finds it absolutely necessary?

Mr. Gray. That is our decision at the present time.

Then the act of 1922 that is now operative is supposed to be changed
in the House bill in regard to wool that can be brought in for the
making of carpets. In the act it states specifically that the wool
shall be used in the making of carpets or rugs. In the bill it says that
the wool brought in can be used for the making of yarns to be in
turn used for the manufacture of carpets or rugs. We are willing that
that proviso should be left in there, if that new feature be left in there,
%roviding, as the chairman has mantioned, that the Secretary of the

reasury be permitted to make the regulations very stringent in
regard to the gctual tests, to see whether these yarns go into carpets
and rugs, or whether these yarns might be used in the clothing trade.
That is our position in regard to paragraph 1101.

I am not going to present any statistics, hecause they are in our
brief with reference to the House bill in connection with that section.

Senator SimyoNs. Would it not be very difficult to follow those
yarns and find out really what use they were put to, whether for
making carpets, or for some other purpose?
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Mr. Gray. Senator, speaking for the American Farm Bureau
Federation, and not for these other organizations, which are to
become signatories of this particular brief, we have avoided as we
have in all our appearances on this side and on the House side trying
to put onto the customs collectors’ duties of segregation which it is
difficult from an administrative point of view to enforce, but your
question, or your point, if you care to call it a point, is well made.
I think it is going to be difficult for even the Secretary of the Treasury
to find accurately and without question whether those yarns go
into carpcts and rugs, or whether they might be used for some other
purpose, that other purpose being on a higher dutiable basis.

Senator BingHaM. There is quite & penalty provided, however,
if theydare caught doing that, and it provides for adding 50 cents
a pound.

Senator Simmons. It is quite a concession when the whole wool
to be used for carpets comes in free.

Mr. Gray. It surely is.

Senator SimMoNs. Now, if you are going to send it into yarn and
yarn spinning factories, to be converted into yarns you have to follow
up those yarns to see whether they do not go into some other use
than that of making carpets.

Mr. Gray. Absolutely, and it is going to be a difficult thing to do,
even though the penalty is severe.

Senator SimmoNs. You have to follow that material which is
admitted here free, while other wools are highly taxed—you have
to follow that material for three years, have you not?

Mr. Gray. Yes. And let me give you another example of the
thing which you have brought to our attention, Senator Simmons,
Let us come to another schedule, schedule 7, upon which I have been
testifying, and other representatives of farm organizations, in favor
of certain rates of duty on cattle, live cattle, of the stocker and feeder
variety, it being provided that they should have a certain rate of
duty, and slaughter cattle being on a different basis of production,
to have a higher rate of duty.

It was debated on the House side whether that line of difference,
where an animal ceases to be of the stocker and feeder variety and
making it of a slaughter variety should be definitely ascertained in
the bill, or whether that line of demarcation betveen the two types
should he left to the customs oflicials or the Departraent of Agriculture.

The Ways and Means Committee, perhaps wisely, decided that a
definite poundage should be written into the bill and should be the
line of demareation, and they put it at 800 pounds, as the line between
the stocker and feeder cattle and the slaughter cattle.

If that had been left to the Sceretary of Agriculture or to the cus-
toms officials it might have been hard to enforce because of the
administrative difficulty; and so, in the act of 1922 as well as in the
bill now before you, we have a definite line of poundage which sepa-
rates the two classes of cattle. That is an example of the difficulties
which you suggest.

Senator BincuaM. Why is the period of three years needed? What
is it needed for?

Mr. Gray. You must seek that answer somewhere other than from
me. I do not think that it is necessary.

Senator Binguam. Why is it needed?




WOOL AND MANUFACTURES OF 89

Mr. Gray. Importers in times past, when former tariff bills have
been in the making, have maintained that to be necessary. I do not
follow the authenticity of their arguments, but inasmuch as it is a
sort of custom, we have acceded to it.

Senator Binguam. What are their arguments?

Mr. Gray. Their arguments are partly that they need to bring it
in and keep it in storage so they will always be sure of a supply for
making the rugs and carpets. There are other arguments than that,
but that is one of their arguments.

Senator Simyons. Why could they not decide at the time of its
introduction whether they are going to use it for carpets or part for
carpets and part for other purposes?

Mr. Gray. I do not know, Senator, why they can not decide that.
It seems to you and to me, no doubt, they they could decide it at the
time of importation, but you will get their points if you ask that ques-
tion of the people who advocate that when they appear before your
committee. 1 would prefer not to answer for them.

Senator BINGHAM. Senator Simmons said it was not very difficult
to follow this yarn.

Scnator Simyons. I asked that question.

Senator BingHaM. I thought it wes a very proper question. They
know the duty was paid. If it was admitted free, it would be very
difficult to follow it, as the witness suggested, but as the law reads it
is not a question of coming in free of duty; it is a question whether if
within three or four ycars of the date of the importation or with-
drawal from the bonded warchouse satisfactory proof is furnished
that the wools have been used before the duty will be remitted. It is
up to the individual manufacturer to prove that it has been so used,
and he can not get anything back except from what is so used. It
puts the burden on the carpet manufacturer, and it does not scem to
me that is difficult. Why is it difficult?

You said that you wanted to make it easy for the customs officials
to do their jobs. They collect the duty now, under the law, as soon
asitcomesin. If the carpet manufacturer, three years later, can come
in and show, or prove, that so many pounds have been used for the
manufacture of carpets, then he can get his duty back. Why is that
difficult?

Mr. Gray. It is not difficult at all if the customs officials take the
statement of the user of that imported wool as being 100 per cent
accurate, if they try to get that back.

Senator Bincuam. The law says that satisfactory proof has to be
furnished.- The burden of proof is on the carpet manufacturer.

Mr. Gray. So it is before the Tarilf Commission. The burden
of proof—-

i_ Senator Bincuay. Let us not bring the Tariff Commission in here.

Mr. Gray. I am using this as an illustration. The burden before
the Tariff Commission is upon the foreign producer of an agricultural
product to show that his costs arc as high as ours, but the Tariff
Commission does not take his statement; they send a man down there.

Senator Binéuay. They can not go to that foreign country and
force him to testify.

Mr. Gray. No. ) . )
Senator Bingnam. But we can bring this carpet manufacturer into
court and put him under oath and examine his books and everything

.
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else. There is nothing very difficult about that, so far as I can see.
I do not see that the administrative details are serious at all.

Mr. Gray. They are not insuperable.

Senator SiMmoNns. Except the fact that the evidence is in the
hands of the importers and the Government has to resist the case.

Mr. Gray. Andif the Government official is dissatisfied with the
facts Jaid before him——

Senator Binguam. Then the duty is not refunded.

Mr. Gravy. Then the duty is not refunded, but what position does
that put the Government official in?

Senator Bincuam. All he has to say to the independent manu-
facturer is, ‘““You have not furnished satisfactory evidence to me.”

Mr. Gray. In paragraph 1102, subsection (a), “wools, not speci-
ally provided for,” we are asking that the rates be changed as follows:

n the grease or washed, 24 cents a pound, for sorted or matchings,
25 cents a pound, that is a clean pound, and for scoured, 27 cents
a pound, and also to treat the 10 per cent tolerance, just as we
recommend in connection with paragraph 1101,

In subsection (b) of paragraph 1102, which is the subsection in
which most of the farmers’ wools are included, we are asking that the
rates for the wool in the grease or washed be 36 cents instead of 34
cents as in the bill coming to you from the House; sorted or matchings,
37 cents, and scoured wool 39 cents. In the last classification the
House bill carried it at 34 cents and the Act of 1922 at 31 cents.

Senator SAckeTrT. That is the same rate recommended by the
American Wool Producers’ Associaticn?

Mr. Gray. These are all the rates of the American Wool Growers’
Association and these others which are going to be signatories to the
joint brief, and I am bringing them to you only as a matter of review
and summary.

In paragraph 1105---and we attribute a great deal of importance to
that in recent times, because the wastes of wool are coming in in
gradually increasing quantities, and it does not make much difference
to the producer of wool whether the commodity comes in in the raw
state or in some waste state, worked over in the way of shoddy,
because if it comes in it is competitive with home-grown wool, no
matter what form it takes.

Ten months ago we did not know that the wastes of wool were
coming in in such large amounts as we havo later discovered them to
be approaching our shores, and so we are asking that top wastes,
slubbing wastes, roving wastes, and ring wastes bo 9 cents; gar-
netted wastes, 36 cents, noils, 38 cents, thread or yarn wastes, 29
cents, wool wastes not specially provided for, 36 cents, shoddy, 36
cents, mungo, 12 cents; wool rags, 29 cents, and flocks, 12 cents.

Those all reflect, gentlemen of the committee, quite noticeable
increases over the testimony we presented on the House side. We
have acquired some information ahout the importation of wool in
the so-called waste forms which we did not have before, and we
believe that those wastes should be rated alinost comparable to the
rates of the raw product.

Senator Simyoxs. I can understand your argument that these
wastes almost take the place in our market of the raw wool, and they
ought to be subject to a duty. But you have your duty there as
high as the raw wool, have you not?
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Mr. Gray. Not quite, Senator.

Senator SiMmons. Very nearly as high.

Mr. Gray. Nearly as high.

Senator SimmoNns. Take the case of rags. They say those rags,
when they are subject to the process of carhonization shrink one-
half in weight. In tho case of these other wastes, in the process of

reparing them for use in place of wool, do they not lose very largely
in their weight, all of them?

Mr. Gray. Yes, sir.

Senator SiMsoNs. As to the little differential that you allow between
the waste and the raw wool, it is not too great a measurement?

Mr. Gray. The differential in rates we are proposing on the raw
wool and on the rags is not great now.

Senator SimmoNs. It seems to me that the rate you are putting on
the waste is rather too high as compared with the rate on the raw wool.

Mr. Gray. There is a question for argument there. We do not
think the rate we are asking on wool rags is too high as compared
to the rate on raw wool. Stating it conversely, we do not think that
the differential which we have provided between the rate on the
woolen rags item and the raw wool item is too small. Then, stating
it in another way, we want the rate on woolen rags to be so close to
the rate on the wool that it will be as difficult to bring in the rags as
it is to bring in the raw wool in competition with the wool that our
farmers produce. We are trying to keep that situation so nearly on a
balance that if we are equalizing the cost of production and getting

rotection on the raw wool, likewise we are equalizing the differences
in the woolen rags as compared with out raw wool.

I confess, however, it is hard to get this thing figured out in a scien-
tific way, but we have done it as nearly as can be done, so far as we
know. We do not think that the differential is too high.

STATEMENT OF J. F. WALKER, REPRESENTING THE OHIO WOOL
GROWERS COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Mr. WaLker. Mr. Chairman and gentiemen of the committee, 1
am here representing the Cooperative Wool Marketing Organization,
serving the farmers of Ohio, Indiana, and Michigan in merchandising
wool directly to the mill.

We are very much interested in some of the matters which are
coming before you in relation to the proposed changes in this tariff
schedule. We desire to submit to vou certamn cost ficures which are
as accurate as we can get, pertaining to the midwest section of the
United States.

[ think you gentlemen will realize that it is rather a hard proposi-
tion to get accurate figures from men who are diversified in their
farming operations, as to what any one particular operation is costing
them. Feeling that this might be clarified quite a little by actually
determining through disinterested sources what it was costing to
produce sheep in our State—and I may say in passing that Ohio
probably carries more sheep per square mile than any other given area
of the same size in the United States, and produces a type of wool and
quality of wool that is very keenly in demand, possibly from the
standpoint of fineness and strength combined, approached by no wools
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in the world. So that we are enjoying a good market for that
particular type of wool.

Senator SAckeTT. Is that due to the breed, the climate, the land
or what?

Mr. WaLker. I would say it is partly due to the breed, somewhat
due to the carc that those sheep have had, and the fact that they
have been largely in the hands of men coming down through possibly
three generations, whe have become very experienced sheep men,
breeding a certain type and quality of wool. They were introduced
there originally in 1814.

Senator GREENE. What breed do you raise?

Mr. WaLk®... Merino, the smooth type merino.

Senator BinginaM. You are speaking now chicfly of merino?

Mr. WaLkER. Yes; because the greater proportion of our sheep
are merinos and they represent a type of sheep that can only be grown
on a very considerable poriion not only of the land in Ohio but land
throughout the East generally. That pertains in many sections.
You, Senator Sackett, happen to be particularly fortunate in your
bluegrass section. You can run a slightly different type of sheep
and have altogether different conditions from those that confront
many of the sheep men in Ohio, who must depend year in and year
out nearly altogether on permancnt pastures, land that is too rough
in southeastern Ohio, primarily, to be ploughed up, and they must
keep a type of sheep that will do well under those conditions.

he Ohio Iixperiment Station has conducted a threc-year test
to ascertain what it actually costs to handle sheep under ordinary
farin conditions. The purpose of this test is not to ascertain costs
as much as to ascertain the most practical and efficient way of man-
aging a farm crop. Cost is merely incident to the matter. IFour
flocks were selected and placed out under conditions comparable to
those generally found in the State. I have taken the most efficient
flock as the standard of drawing comparisons. These figures are
not as yet available. They will be very scon, and the station very
kindly gave me some figures last week before they were released to
the press. They found that it cost them $5.70 a year for feced. Those
are actual costs.

The labor was 81.15 per sheep. The depreciation on that ewe
was figured at 96 cents a year. I think you will grant that that is
a very low depreciation.

For buildings and equipment, that was used, they figured 30
cents a ewe.

Twenty cents was allowed for shearing, 15 cents for ram service,
20 cents for incidentals, such as'drenching and feet trimming and
things of that sort. The cost of drenching and the cost of trimming
for foot rot, which comes to all sheep men at times, that was figured
into the incidentals. Making a total cost of $8.60.

There was a lambing percentage in this particular flock of 80 per
cent average on the three years. These lambs weighed at weaning
time an average of 42.2 pounds per head. That is a light weight,
but you must remember that you are considering a fine wool sheep,
giving 35.4 pounds of lamb per ewe at weaning time. These lambs
have been selling currently in the State of Ohio out of such sections,
going into feed lots, at 10 cents a pound.
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A fine wool lamb is not quite as desirable a lamb in the market, and
in common with most of the eastern section at the present time,
wo have a certain amount of difficulty with internal parasites, and
he must be treated and cleaned up before he can-go ahead and do
well after he comes off the grass.

That leaves, counting the value of the land and everything, $5.16,
which must be assessed against the cost of wool production. Well,
the actual return from wool production for those three years was $3.47.

Senator SACKETT. Per ewe?

Mr. WaLker. Per ewe. This leaves only one thing that makes
sheep raising profitable in the East, and that is the carrying of the
lamb on and finishing him under market conditions. Under that
system sheep men have been able to make a little money, but the

rofits in the business that some people hiave represented, it has been
argely in some sections where there has been an effort on the part
of agriculture to diversify its product and attempt to produce a
product in a market in which we felt that we might increase without
having something that we had to export. We had a market there
that we hoped we could develop and take care of ourselves, and it is
merely supplementing other types of farming, rather than because
of any great money that there has been in it.

Senator SAckerT. I should think, as long as it has been going for
115 yecars that it was probably the staple farm product and the other
things were things that were diversified.

Mr. WaLker. That is true of a particular section. They can not
do anything else but raise sheep down in that country, except pos-
sibly a certain amount of dairy cattle, because they can not farm
those hills, and it is a blue grass pasture proposition that must be
utilized by sheep only to be successful.

In 1921 our organization appeared before this committee. We
discovered at that time, according to the best information that we
had, that it was costing the man 1n the fleece wool section—by that
I mean the corn belt and mid west and eastern section—betweem 54
and 56 cents per pound. We believe that we have been able by
efficient operation to reduce those costs approzimately 5 cents per
pound. Theinformation that we can get from such States as Indiana,
where they are largely concerned with production of mutton lambs,
is that it is costing them on their wool approximately 60 cents a
pound to-day, and I think that possibly would hold true of your
State (Senator Sackett), because while you would have a greater
lamb run, you would have greater depreciation, because your ewe
does not live as long and there is less return from the wool, because
they shear a less number of pounds of wool.

The theory or the basis of protection that was to be granted to the
American wool grower was that he was to receive the differenca in the
cost of production between this and foreign countries. That is the
theory upon which the tariff act of 1921-22 was erccted. We felt at
that time that in asking for that difference in cost it would be possible
that we were entirely out of line, because we hoped for a readjustment
in conditions. The readjustment has not yet taken place, and appar-
ently is not going to take place in the near futnre. We submitted
at that time cost ficures from foreien countries as best we could.
We arbitrarily took for cost production in Australia 30 cents per

G0 - 20-—vor 1), seEp 11-—7




bl
94 TARIFF ACT OF 1929

Eound. We did not know that it was 30 cents per pound, but we did
now that the British Government had taken over the wool clip at
31 cents per pound, and we assumed that they would not ask the
Australian wool growers to produce wool at a loss.

I desire to call your attention to the report which comes out, the
committee report on the proposed tariff act of 1929. On page 100
this paragraph appears:

Mr. J. F. Walker, former secretary of the Ohio Wool Growers’ Association, and
later special investigator for the United States Department of Agriculture, made
quite a study of conditions of wool production in Australia and has commented
on them in numerous articles published in the National Wool Grower, organ of
the National Wool Growers’ Association. DMr. Walker states that the elean con-
tent of the Australian wool clip averages 48-50 per cent, and that in 1927 the
average sclling price was 35 cents per prease pound. In view of his discussion of
certain of the high cost factors, the selling price he arrives at for 1927, 35 rents
per grease pound supports the conclusion of the committee with respect to the
cost of production that year; that is, 33.6 cents per pound.

Australian wool has a clean content of 50 per cent, hence costs 67.2 cents per
clean pound, to which should be added 6 cents per pound for expense of preparing
the wool for shipment and freight to the market in Boston, or a cost per clean
pound landed in Boston of 73.2 cents. The difference between the domestic
cost of production, 97.5 cents, and 73.2 cents, the Australian cost, is 24.3 cents.

Data submitted by the woolgrowers who testified before the committee,
based on a study made by the Tariff Commission a number of years ago, are to
the effect that the cost of producing wool in Argentina is 27.35 cents per grease
pound. It has a clean content of 51 per cent, making a cost of production of
53.6 cents per clean pound. To this cost should be added 3 cents to cover cost
of baling and other preparation for shipment and freight from the Argentine
port to Boston, making a cost of Argentine woo!l landed in Boston of 56.6 cents
per clean pound. The difference between this cost of Argentine wool, 56.6
cents, and the domestic cost of production, 97.5 cents, both landed in Boston,

is 40.9 cents.

I had occasion to investigate many of these large outfits. They
were very kind and opened their books to me. They told me at
30 cents a pound they were making approximately 6 per cent on their
investment. They told me that they considered it cost $2 to $2.50
a year to run a sheep in Australia, and that the sheep that year
averaged 8.8 pounds per head. Now, you may take either of those
figures, and 8.8 pounds per head, by giving them a cost of $2.50 a

ear makes a cost of wool production in Australia of 28.4 per pound.
f we use their figures that they made 6 per cent on the investment at
their station, it brings the cost to 28.2 cents per pound.

Senator SAckeTT. When you speak of return on investment, do
they not include value of the land as well?

Mr. WALKER. Yes; they include that.

Senator SACKETT. And they include taxes? .

Mr. WaLker. They do. But they did not include interest charges.
I am not including interest charges in that. .

Senator SackerT. You did not include land values in your state-
ment, did you? )

Mr. WaLkig. The only inclusion of land values that was made
in the Ohio statement was that a charge of 61 cents a month was
assessed against that land for the number of months that the sheep
ranged on pasture, and the feed taken off of the land was valued at
its current value on the market .

Scnator SAcKeTT. Then your comparison would hardly be fair.

They have some additional expenses.
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Mr. Warker. If you will permit me, Senator, I will get to that in
amoment. In that country I found that the total charge was assessed
against the wool and no credit given for the sale of surplus sheep or
sheep going on the market, and those gentlemen told me that they
figured that their sale of surplus stock, one year with another, lambs,
wethers, or breeding ewes, whatever it might be, would take care of
that 6 per cent investment. So, to get to a basis of comparable
costs, you would get back to a basis of about 28.4 cents per pound,
which is the basis that we had used for present cost of production
in Australia.

In addition to that we have taken the survey made of costs in
South Africa. Possibly South Africa is producing wool cheaper,
making cheaper cost of production than any other country in the
world to-day. The reason that we are particularly interested in
these two countries is because both of these countries produce a
type of wool which comes directly in competition, not only with the
fine wools of Ohio and the Panhandle section, but with the fine
wools of the range section as well. :

We found cost figures in South Africa ranging from 14 to 17 cents
per grease pound. Those wools shrink much more than wools do
i South Africa. Reducing this to clean content hasis, and providing
the same cost of transportation which the committee in the House
provided, namely, 6 cents for pound for delivery of these wools to
the seaboard here, we find that the Australian cost cleaned, 62.8,
landed at Boston; South Africa cost, figuring on 35 per cent yield—
and I feel certain that we are giving them the benefit of the doubt in
that connection—54.5. The cost of Argentine, a cost which was
reported by the Tarifi Commission, and 1 think probably is very
accurate, as near accurate as cost figures can be gotten, was 56.6.

Senator SackreTT. That is ail f. 0. b. Boston?

Mr. WaLker. That is in Doston. Your Australian wool has a
decided advantage in that it comes into this market with all off
scourings taken away. It is better prepared for market. By that
I mean that all sorts of tags, short belly wools, and all that sort of
thing are removed, and we only get the choicest part of the wool.
That gives them an advantage which has been estimated at approxi-
mately 8 cents per pound. These are not our figures; these are
figures which we have taken from the committee report.

Senator Sackerr. What was the Ohio wool now, f. 0. b. Boston?
Did vou give that cost?

Mr. WaLker. Our Ohio wools to-day are selling——.

Senator SAcKETT (interposing). No, not selling; cost {. o. b. Boston,
laid down in Boston.

Mr. WaLker. We believe that the cost of Ohio wool to-day is
approximately 50 cents per pound, by taking the value of the lamb at
weaning time, giving the lamb full value at weaning time.

Senator SACKETT. What does that mean in Boston?

Mr. WaLker. We give the wool delivered in Bosten 78 cents a
hundred. So we can say 50 cents a pound to be fair; 78 cents a
hundred is our freight rate from Ohio to Boston. Your Australian
wool then would have the advantage over American costs, which
we are taking as not the cost that I have submitted to you gen-
tlemen, but the cost that was submitted by this committee, of 97.5
cents. Even assuming that those cost figures are correct, we feel
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that they are lower than they should be for tproduction of wools in the
United States, but giving it the benefit of the doubt, we find that
Australia, considering the type and quality of her wool, has a price
advantage of 42.7 over American wools at the present time. South
Africa has an advantage of 42 cents a pound cleaned over American
wools at the present time, and Argentina with her advantage of 40.9
cents per pound from which it has been stated, due to the lack of

uality in these wools, 8 cents per pound should be deducted, and
that again is the report of the committee, not ours, would put these
wools at 32.9 cents per pound.

The production of wool in these thres countries. The production
of wool in Australia aggregates about 850,000,000 to 900,000,000
pounds a year of wool now. The production of South Africa is
approximately 280,000,000 pounds of wool, while Argentina has about
300,000,000 pounds.

Senator SAckeTT. What is our production?

Mr. WALKER. Our production, roughly, is 350,000,000 pounds,
speaking in round numbers,

Senator SACRETT. Australia is about three times our production?

Mr. WALKER. Almost three times,

Senator SAckETT. Now, when you are giving those figures what are
the variants between our prices and theirs? What advantage do
they have?

Mr. WALKER. Australia has a 42.7 advantage; South Africa 42.
The Australian advantage is due somewhat to its better preparation
of wool. The Argentine advantage is 32.9. Now, taking that
weighted average ——

Senator SACKETT (interposing). Now, wait a minute. The aver-
age tariff is 31 cents?

Mr. WALKER. Yes.

Senator SAckETT. And they have an advantage of 42 cents?

Mr. WALKER. Yes, sir.

Senator SAckert. What has been the experience of importations?
Have they been growing?

Mr. WALKER. Not in the last year.

Senator SAckeTT. How about during the period from 1921 to the
present time, during the time that the tariff act has been in effect?

Mr. WaLkEer. Our importations in 1922—now, I am not speaking
under oath, because I am merely speaking fromt memory.

Sc;‘nator BincuaM. Then give it as your opinion without stating it
as a fact.

Mr. WALKER. As I reeall it, in 1922 and 1923 our importations
ran over 200,000,000 pounds per year. I think from then on down
until 1928 the average was somewhere about 164 to 167 million
pounds per year. In 1928 ourimportations were only approximately
80,000,000 pounds.

Senator Sackert. With that advantage which they have, 42 cents
and 31 cents, what is the cause of the falling off?

Mr. WaLker. If you will pardon me, Senator, I will get to that
just a little later.

Senator Sackerr. Well, that is the story that we want to know.

Mr. WaLker. If you will permit me, I want to get to that just a
moment later.

| B e
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Senator SAckETT. I just wanted to direct your attention to it.

Mr. WarLker. We find that the weighted average of the standard
wools on the foreign market coming into this country to-day is forty-
three and ten one-tenths cents per pound, using cost figures which
have been submitted by the committee and not our figures, and also
using their figures without correction of the Australian figures and
introduction of Africa, which was not in the picture at that time.

There are two things that have been responsible, possibly, for the
lessened amount of wool which has come mto the United States in
the past two or three vears. One has been the decreased use of wool
suits. Possibly the substitution of rayon for some of our finer woolens
also. That has made some inroads upon our wool market. The
matter has been brought up here to the attention of this committee
that we are importing tremendous quantities of cheap rags which
have supplanted not only approximately 100,000,000 pounds of wool,
cither domestic grown or imported wool. Change in ladies’ styles
has something to do with this falling off. That probably is a tempo-
rary proposition; the other apparently is not a temporary proposition,
and we are very much concerned about this tremendous importation
of cheap substitutes for wool.

The question s been raised here relative to the cost, comparative
cost, between this type of product [indicating sample] and good wool.
I think possibly that the question in the minds of this committee
which you are more concerned with is the question of costs, which
are ratho- misleading. I have on a bluc serge here which to-day
would cUst from $2 to $2.50 for the cloth, the amount of wool that
would produce this suit of clothes. The man who manufactures that
suit of clothes gets somewhere between $7.50 and 88 for suflicient
cloth to inake the suit., I got it at a special price, not tailor cut and
made. Due to an accident in Philadelphia 1 had to buy a suit and
it was marked from 855 down to $49.50. Now, I do not think the
relation of what it cost for the fabric that went into this suit, or what
the manufacturer paid for it had very much to do with the retail
price, and I am very certain that the labor seale in the United States
1s sufficiently high that a man could afford to go out and buy a suit
of clothes that has quality material in it under present prices. Even
had the material been given to the man who made this picce of cloth,
he could have only saved about $2.50. So we are concerned not only
with the fact that this is taking our market away from us, bat 1s
doing something far worse, it is educating the American public to
believe that wool fabrics are not as good as they ought to be, and it
is turning to something else.

Scnator SackerT. Now, I will grant you that that is probably
cutting into you, but just the same on your cost production in these
different countries, when that cuts into it, why does it not take
away from you and let Australia and those other countries, which
have a 10 cent advantage, come in and take your business?

Mr. WaLker. It has taken away from us down to the extent that
to-day we are selling choice Ohio delignes, and the price being offered
to the grower to-day is 28 and 30 cents per pound.

Senator SackerT. They have still got a 10 cent advantage over
you in cost. I should think they would take all your market.
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Mr. WaLkEeR. It begins to look as though they had, if the reports
thatl our salesmen give us are true. They have got a hard time selling
wool.

Senator SACKETT. Is it not a fact that your price of wool has
had to be reduced 10 cents a pound in the last year?

Mr. WaLkEeR. It has been reduced more than 10 cents a pound.

Senator SAcKETT. Has not that been die to the fact that you have
got the competition of these foreign wools ¢coming in at a 10-cent
advantage?

Mr. WALKER. It probably is. We say that it is due to two things,
that our break in the market has heen due to the fact that we are not
equalizing the cost of production between here and abroad, nor are
we being sufficiently protected on the substitutes for wool which are
coniing in. Those are the two contentions, and the only two con-
tentions that we are standing for here.

There is one other question that is involved, and that is the question
of administering the rate, of determining the duty, the clean content
duty. When I was in London a large wool broker there told me that
it was unfortunate that the American wool grower does not get the
advantage of his market. He said, *“You are not getting 31 cents per
clean pound; we are beating you on it and beating you continuously.”
We believe that there is a measure of risk—-we are not impugning any-
thing against the ability or the motives of the appraisers of the cus-
toms department. It is a highly technical proposition to determine
shrinkages on wool, and in England, where wools are bought and seld
practicaily altogether on their cleaned content basis, England does
not estimate. They keep their conditioning house at Bradford and
samples of those wools are drawn and scoured under uniform condi-
tions and basis of yield or shrinkage is determined by that scouring
test. It is a very simple test.

The Tariff Commission recommended that the duty should be
assessed on a cwhan content basis; that the erection of a similar organi-
zation or methud of determining duties should be taken care of in the
United States.

On pages 396 and 397 they say:

The proposal to levy a duty on the scoured pound of wool implies that it is
possible to select samples that arve fairly representative of a consignment of wool,
and to ascertain the clean content of the consigniment by scouring and conditioning
such samples. It also implies the establishment of conditioning houses to he
maintained by the Government at leading ports of entry, The Tariff Board has
carcfully investigated this matter and, with the aid of the Rureau of Standards,
has reached the conelusion that it is not only possible, but it is relatively a simple
matter to test wool by sample at the tie of importation. It has also ascertained
that the machinery required for scouring and conditioning the wool in small lots
is inexpensive and could be promptly installed, and the cost of operation would be
light. If Congress should deemn it wise to adopt this methaod of collecting duties
upon raw wool, it would seem that the details necessary for its prompt, efficient
and economical administration may safely be left ts the proper adininistrative
officers of the Government,

Senator SackerT. Does it require a change in the language of the
present bill as it came from the House in order to bring that about?

Mr. WaLker. I think the only change that would be necessary
there would be to establish the method of determining the yield, by
stating that it should be scoured under certain uniform conditions.

Senator Sackert. Would you be willing to get the Tariff Commis-
sion experts and draft a clause that would cover that?
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Mr. WALKER. I think that could be taken care of.

Senator SACKETT. I wish you would do it and put it in the record.

Mr. WaLker. I will do =o.

Senator SACKETT. Let me ask you one other question. The boards
of import for wools, are there many of them in this country?

Mr. WaLkeRr. No; I think that the bulk of our wool comes in at
Boston and Philadelphia, p: .ctically.

Senator Sacxerr. How about New Orleans and San Francisco?

Mr. WALKER. Very little wool comes in there, not of the types of
wool in which we are interested, because there are very few factories
on that side. Australian wools -oonis:'§0°#lie eastern ports, soine to
New York, some to Bostoni, and soma:td! P elphia.

Senator SAckerT. }fiwould 1i0%:) ' sat up but two or
three customs housap? . . . S

Mr. WaLker. Thet'would beall. A
and the work is very teadily done.
burden of expense.  -° . . o R 4

Senator SACKETT. An&{%ﬁkgﬂ%m}ldaﬁﬁt&h gymbf'wdi{or all the

; L St

shrinkage for aﬂqges of iWBRN?. s b xE UL amanareic
Mr. WALKER. ¥é¥, sir; iﬁ*g duld/dsviiinine 3 Nccurataly: ¢ As the
law now stands, thé importet Kas!the (tagd, becausd Hfhe feels
that they arp overgstimatingt glie:yhela;\.4 ‘¢an dempil a‘gcouring
test; if it is yndetesiimated; (1§ poes his way rejoicing: i1 °
Senator Sacxwry. ‘He hag’ the advantage’ noWe what the
scouring test is: before he'starta? < Pt
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Mr. WaLker: I was trying to find' in our filés s o)
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which came to 48'fyom a New Zgsland importéy, not]
we were not interested -in nnportinF wools, in which §¢

a line of New Zealand wools, Hu'ttade this stetément: “We wi
guarantee these wools nod!to shrink more than 98 per cent, and feel
confident that we can'get them by the eustorthoiuse at 33.” Now,
whether he was right or wrong, I ha¥e no menhs of knowing, but that
was an inducement that he held out to us to become interested in
that particular lot of wool. And I'want to say to you thatitisa rather
hard matter for a man to stand and look with lis eye and pull out a
small sample and say whether that does actually shrink 28 or 33 per
cent. That is not impugning the honesty of the man that is admin-
istering the law.

Senator Simmons. I am afraid what I am going te ask you is mere
repetition of what you have said, but I want to understand more
definitely than I do now exactly what your statements were as to
cost of producing wool in this country.

Mr. WaLker. The cost, as near as we can determine it,in what we
call the “Corn Belt area,” or the great wool State, is approximately,
under present conditions, about 50 cenis per grease pound.

Senator Simmoxns. What did you say was tie cost of production of
a grease ypound in Australia?

Mr. WaLker. Twenty-eight and four-tenths. But their wools
shrink less than ours do, so that they would have some advantage
on that. Their cleaning cost would run about 62, as against a
dollar, roughly speaking.

Senator SiMMoNs. Most of our wools that are imported come from
Australia, do they not?

Mr. WaALKER. I would say not at the present time.

of a letter
wing that
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Senator Stmmons. Where do they come from?
~ Mr. Warger. The importations to-day are largely from South
America. That is, clothing wools. When we are working on fine
wools, the importations come largely from Australia. It dependson
the style of cloth.

Senator SiMmons. You sa,%' the cost of production in South America
is less than it is in Australia

Mr. WaLkER. I am merely citing cost figures which were presented
by this committes. 1 have no methods of determining the cost.

Senator Simmons. I know. I am not questioning that at all, but
I understand you to say that the cost of production in South America
was less than it was in Australia.

Mr. Warker. The Argentinian costs are 56.63.

Senator SiMmons. A pound?

Mr. WaLkER. Yes. Thatis,cleaned. The Australian costs are 62.

Senator SiMmons. I am trying to compare the costs in those coun-
tries and the cost here.

Mr. WALKER. Let me gi

Senator SiMmons. T

STATEMENT OF J. E . EY, WYO0., REPRE-
SENTING THE WYOMIN PRUWERS ASSOCIATION

‘(The) witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcom-
mittee.

Mr. WiLson. I represent the Wyoming Wool Growers Association,
of which I am secretary, and the Wyoming Wool Cooperative Market-
ing Association, of which I am president.

Of necessity, I may cover part of the ground covered by Mr.
Hagenbarth.

. Because this committee is intending to write s, protective tariff pro-
viding a protective duty, I understand, to represent the difference in
production costs between this country and abroad, therefore the

question of production: costs bscomes of paramount importance.

" Senator BinaraM. Do you favor all the changes that he has asked
for in the bill?
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. M}tl' WiLson. I indorse all the changes asked for by Mr. Hagen-
barth,

Dr. A. F. Vass, of the University of Wyoming, has been for the
gast four years ‘making detailed range management studies in the

tate of Wyoming, which studies more accurately show the produc-
tion costs than do any other studies previously made by any agency,
an(h he will follow me and give the committee the results of these
studies.

We can not subscribe to the costs of production used in the House
hearings or those used by Mr. Hagenbarth in the House hearings.
These figures were compiled from the operations of the four best
years, climatically, and from a grass and feed standpoint, that the
sheep business has ever enjoyed in the State of Wyoming. We occa-
sionally get a year like we had last winter, when the snow covers the
range grasses and forage plants in October and remains -until April,
when feed costs increase enormously, and as was the case with some
outfits last winter, amounted to seven times as much as the normal
feed costs. So that the figures heretofore given do not represent the
true cost of production, as they had not taken into consideration any
of these abnormal years which we get about once in every four or five
years.

Senator Sackerr. When did you get the last one before this?

- Mr. WiLsoN. The last one before this, in parts of the State, was in
1924. Prior to that in 1921 in parts of the State, and then in 1918
we had a real one. ’

Senator Stmmons. Your theory is that instead of taking one year as
‘the basis they should take a number of years and get an average?

Mr. WiLsoNn. You must of necessity, Senator. ‘

Senator SiMmons. How many years would you say? C

Mr. WiLson. I would suggest a 5 or 10 year period, to get the
true situation. : ’ '

‘Senator StMmMoNs. You think ‘they just took one year? ,

Mr. WiLson. No; they took four years in that casé, but they had
to take four years of abnormally faverable conditions, good lambing
weather in the spring, excellent grass conditions, open grazing in the
winter, ‘and ‘generally ‘extremely favorable conditions. " One of thg
léading bankers in Wyoniing who is also extensively engaged in the
sheep business and who finances more woolgrowérs than any other
man in our State, told me less than three weeks ago that it would
take two years of good wool and mutton prices for the woolgrowers
of Wyoming to be able to pay their feed bills incurred last winter,
and I having been in the sheep business can readily appreciate’ that
this is true. L , R '

Referring to Doctor Vass’s figurés, I find that they dre very con-
servative from the standpoint of the sheepmen. In a good many
parts of the State I have secured figures from a number of sheep-
men, and in a good many of the cases they are higher than the figureb
that will be presented by Dector Vass. But Doctor Vass’s figures
are, of course, more carefully made than those were, and should,
verhaps, be taken as representative figures. ' .
-'One thing that Mr! Hagenbarth referred to that perhaps he did
not icover sufficiently ‘fully is in relation to Wyoming cenditions and
that is the increase in the number of csheep. ThéYe is no doubt that
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the tariff act of 1922 and the emergency tariff act, have been ex-
tremely beneficial, but the increase in sheep in Wyoming has not
occurred in so-called “range flocks,” but has occurred in farm flocks,
not farm flocks, perhaps, such as you run in the east—they are
running & little larger n size—but flocks running 100 to 500 head
The farmers, particularly dry farmers, that came in and took up the
razfe previously used by the sheepmen and cattlemen found they
couldn’t make both ends meet. Grain crops did not pay.

Senator BINGHAM. Are there a good many farmers that have less
than 200 sheep? .

Mr. WiLsoN. In Wyoming the number of sheep per owner has de-
creased over 70 per cent in the past five years. Answering ycur
question, I could not say how many there are in Wyoming, but at a
guess I would say about 5§00.

Senator BingHAM. Who have less than 200 head of sheep?

Mr. WiLsoN. Who have less than 200 head of sheep, who probably
represent 5 to 10 per cent of the sheep in Wyoming.

Senator BingHAM. And there are a good many that have about a
hundred?

Mr. WiLson. They run from 2 sheep up to about 500 in the average
farm flock. .

Senator BiNgGHAM. And it is your belief that these things you are
asking for would really help the smsll farmer who is trying to keep
his family together and trying to diversity his industry, who has a
few she%[‘:; as a part of his capital, not his msin investment? .

Mr. WiLsoN. Aside from his investment in land, it is now his
main investment, in a good many cases. In other words, in the irri-
gated sections it is not; in the dry farming sections it 1s, with the
exception of his land and improvements. Of course, he uses the land
to raise feed. . Lo

Senator BinaraM. What will happen to him if we do not do it?

Mr. WiLsoN. He will probably mcve out of the country, as he
has been doing. . .

Senator Binauau. He will have to abandon his farm?

Mr. WiLson. He will have to abandon the dry farm?

Senator BinoaaM. Then you will have out West what we had in
New Engll,and 70 years ago, when the railroads came in there were
a lot of abandoned farms. . .

S°°Mr. WiL:oN. I can not testify as to conditions in New England:
nator.

Senator Staongs.: As -a - matter  of :curiosity, -not: relating very-
much to the tariff, I would like to ask you how many acres are nec-
essary to maintain 560 sheep? ) .

Mr. WisoN. To maintain 500 sheep in Wyoming? Various
estimates are made ranging from 5 acres to the head up to 7 acres to
the head. Where you have exceptionally good pasture, protected
pastures by fencing, it will probably run about 4 acres—500 sh::g
will take between 1,500 and 2,000 acres, raising the necessary f
to keep them through the winter. .

Senator SAckETT. Do you have any dog troubles with your sheeg?
. Mr. WiLsoN. We are just beginning to. We have, to take the
place of the dog, the coyote and other predatory animals which cause
serious losses in sheep. ' : ‘
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‘ Se.na%or Sackerr. That difficulty can be overcome by proper
encing

Mr. WiLson. Well, gerhaps by proper fencing, but the cost of
fencing would be prohibitive to fence against coyotes. We are
trying to kill them off, but they scem to increase. We are not any
more than keeping even.

Another reason for the increase in the sheep business is the fact
that the cattle business previous to last year, for the previous five
years, has been anything but remunerative. It has been a losing
proposition and a good many cattlemen found that they had to
dispose of their cattle, and that left them with their ranges and
ranches on hand, so they naturally turned to sheep. That accounts,
I imagine, for 50 per cent of the increase in our State, the other
increase being largely with the small farm flocks.

Senator SackeTT. The grain you said also, did you not?

Mr. WiLson. I beipardon?
hSen‘?tor SackeTT. Losing out on grain raising they turned to
sheep
SeMr. WiLsoN. Yes. Well, the dry farming crop is normally grain,

nator.

Senator SAcCKETT. Where did the grain business go to when it left
Wyoming? .

Mr. Wirson. We did not have enough of it to be a factor in the
Frain business in Wyoming, Senator. It went to raising grain to
eed sheep, or hay for dai.lz cows.

Senator SACKETT. You heard the first witness tell about the grain
being displaced and the sheep being put in its nlace?

r. WiLsoN. Well, that, of course, is what has happened here.

Senator SACKETT. I was wondering where we are getting this
tremendous surplus of grain from.

Mr. WiLsoN. Of course, we in Wyoming never produced enough
to affect the surplus in one way or the other. Our total production—
I.hla(,ive no idea what it is, but 1t is very small. We do not get a large
yield. :

I want to advert briefly to what Mr. Hagenbarth said about
amiraph 1105, and indorse everything that both he and Mr.
rooks said with reference thereto.

So far as I have been able to discover, the first duty levied on rags
is in the act of 1864 to 1866, when Congress levied a duty of 3 cents.
That was increased two years later to a duty of 12 cents, and in the
act of 1883 the duty was made 10 cents and has remained at that
rate in all proteotive tariff bills until 1922, when it was reduced to
7Y% cents, and Mr. Hagenbarth and others have put in figures.showing
the tremendous increase on importations of rags since that time.

I can not agree with the contention of the House committee that
rags do not displace wool. Certainly they do displace wool, and the
best evidence of that fact is shown in the decreasing consumption of
wool when compared with the increasing importation of rags.

I think that there is probably some relationship that have not
been called to the attention of the House committee in connection
with this matter. Rags are converted into shoddy and shoddy is
invariably used as a substitute, but not to supplement the wool. It
is used to cheapen the fabric and n ot to make it better.
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There is another item in connection with the rag schedule that is
interesting to those of us who are growers, and who are attempting
to protect the woolgrower, and that is that rags entering at 8
cents a pound, as provided in the House bill, receive a compensatory
duty of 45 cents a pound. They receive the compensatory duty of
our finished raw materials, which is the raw material of the manu-
facturer. If rags are to have a lower duty than in previous tariffs the
compensatory duty should be lowered.

Take the case to-day with wool. It pays a duty of 31 cents a
ound clean content, and rags are 7} cents, and yet they have the
enefit of 45 cents compensatory duty when they come in as cloth.

Senator SiMmons. In both cases?

Mr. WiLsoN. Yes, sir; in hoth cases. Thoy are protected whether
they are imported as rags or in cloth, hecause when they are manu-
factured into cloth they still have that benefit.

Senator Simmons. When the rags are manufactured, that is a
cheaper cloth, is it not?

Mr. WiLsoN. It may be or it may not be. -

Senator BinguaM. Do rags make anything except shoddy?

Mr. WiLson. I am not competent to answer that, but I think that
some of them go into felts. But for use for clothing purposes they
must first be converted into shoddy, although I understand that some
of the rags are used in some of the heavier overcoats without being
converted into shoddy.

. Senatgr Simmons. That compensatory rate is an ad valorem rate,
is it not
Mr. WiLsoN. Noj it is a specific rate of 45 cents a pound.
‘Senator SiMmmons. As well as a raw rate?
Mr. WiLsoN. Yes, sir.
Senator SimmoNns. Would not that amount to this, that you would
be payi‘%g as high a rate on shoddies as you would on fine cloths?
Mr. WiLsoN. On goods containing shoddy.
*"Senator SiMMoNs. Is that rigcht?

Mr. WiLsoN. I would not think so.
- Senator StMmons. I would not think so. ‘ '
" ‘Mr. WiLsoN. I do not know how you can differentiate, I am frank
to confess. Of course, they do get the benefit of the full compensa-
tory rate when they are imported as rags and manufactured in this
country. _ i ' - .

In this paragraph relative to waste which has been under considera-
tion by Congress, we find that the representatives of the National
Association of Wool Manufacturers have always advocated a high rate
of duty on rags. : ‘

In the hearings before the House committee in 1908 and 1909, Mr.
Whitman, who was at that time president of the National Association
of Wool Manufacturers, in regly to a question by Mr. Hill, made this
statement. Mr. Hill asked this question:

1 would like to ask if in your judgment it is fair and just that woolen rags valued
at two cents should pay f'() cents o pound duty to come into the United States.

Mr. Warrman. Well, I think it is for this reason: I know it sounds unreasons
able on the face of it, but that duty was made for the express purpose of prevent~
ing the American people from having to use so much shoddy goods. ‘

Again, in the Senate hearings in:1922 on the tariff bill of that year,
Mr John P. Wood, of Philadelphia, who was then the president of the
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National Association of Wool Manufacturers, and one of the most
brilliant men in the country, said:

The rates on shoddy and wool extracts, mungo, flocks, and rags are not designed
for either protection or revenue but to prevent importations of these materials,
We approve a continuation of this policy.

Mr. Edward Moir, the president of the Carded Woolen Manufac-
tures’ Association, who, so far as I know, has not been satisfied with
any of the tariff bills passed sinco 1870, and who criticised each tariff
bill severely and continuously, in the hearings in 1908 and 1909, at
page 5640 of the House hearings, in replying to a question, stated:

I think that in fairness to the People who use noils and wastes some concessions

e.

ought to be made to those peop
The Crairman. I am inclined to agree with you on that. What should they

ay?
P Kdr. Moir. I should say 75 per cent or 80 per cent of the duty on raw wool. 1
think that would be satisfactory to most of them. On rags, shoddy, and waates.

There is now just one other matter I want to touch on briefly, and
that in reference to the administration of the present tariff act on
the clean-content basis.

We recommend, as was done by the National Wool Growers’
Association to the House committee, that samples of each importation
be actually secured in order to accurately determine the shrinkage.
This is in line with the suggestion of the Taft Tariff Commission in
their report of 1911, and we think that it should be done.

The determination of the shrinkage in wools is technical and requires
expert knowledge and long experience, and it is generally reported in
wool circles, both wool dealers and manufacturers, that large quan-
tities of wool are being imported into this country on the basis of shrink-
age considerably higher than the actual shrinkage. If wool actuall
shrinks 50 per cent and is entered in the customs at that figure 1t

ays a duty of 15.5 cents per grease pound under the present tariff
aw, but if wool with an actual shrinkage of 50 per cent is entered in
the customs as shrinking 60 per cent it would pay a duty of 12.4
cents per grease pound. We are advised that this enterini of wools
at an estimated shrinkage greater than the actual shrinkage is a
comparatively common practice, thus depriving not only the wool-
érower of the protection that Congress intends, but depriving the

overnment of revenue.

There seems to me no doubt that this condition of entering wool
at a higher shrinkage than actually exists prevails to a very consider-
able extent, For example, something over a year ago a representa-
tive of one of the departments in Washington asked me to come
down here, saying that he had something very important to tell me
in reference to that matter. He stated it was a common practice
which was common knowledge abroad, and that something should
be done to correct it.

The only method that we can suggest to correct it would be scour-
ing tests on each importation of wool. The Taft Tariff Board has
recommcnded that something be done in_that direction and has
made some cxperiments along that line. I see no insurmountable
difficulty in doing that.
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STATEMENT OF DR. A. F. VASS, REPRESENTING THE WYOMING
WOOL GROWERS ASSOCIATION

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Doctor Vass. Mr. Wilson has mentioned briefly the work that
we have been doing in regard to the cost of producing wool. We
started these cost studies some four years ago in order to determine
the reason for the profits and losses on the various sheep ranches in
the Western States. We did not conduct the studies with the object
of determining cost-of-production figures to be heard in hearings of
this kind. For that reason I feel that they might have a little more
weight in that the cost figures that I will give you are costs based
as a measure of the success or failure in the management of these
large sheep enterprises.

In our studies we have made a study of three arcas in four different
years, and we feel that the figures give rather a true cross section
of the profits and losses on the sheep operations in the State of Wyo-
ming, which is rather typical of the western range States.

A rather common method of figuring costs is to take some one out-
fit, or maybe a few outfits, in some certain year and base costs on
that. If cost figures are to be used, personally we do not use the
term very often, because that is not the object of our work, but if
cost figures are to be used they should be based over a period of ycars
and extended over different arcas of the State. In the studies which
we have made, for example, in certain years the woolgrowers can
meke money producing wool, say, at 34 cents, and lambs at $10.50
Then they will have a bad year when the cost may go up. This
{ear, for example, the costs of outfits on the Red Desert, which is the

argest area in Wyoming, running about a million and a half head of

sheep, were very high. Their cost of production on wool, if you
figure the lambs at cost or 12 cents per pound, will be approximately
90 cents a pound, which is due to the fact that there were heavy
death loss, their very large feed bill, and very low lamb crop.

Agricultural products of all kinds, as you realize, do not lend
themselves to any very fixed controlled cost figures. That is, your
production may be cut in half by factors that are not within the con-
trol of the operator.

I have grouped these studies on a four year basis, and I have here
outlined the things that we study in these operations. We take
these figures from the books of the wool growers, and I think I am
safe in saying that the wool growers do keep better figures and better
rocords of their business than any other agricultural enterprise, due
to the fact that they operate on a rather large scale, and they have
in the past few years been fortunate enough in some cases to have an
income tax to pay, and fur that reason they have had to keep rather
good records of their business. So our figures, are not estimates but
are really what it costs the wool grower. For example, in the largest,
what we call the Red Desertv area, the cost of labor was $1.85. Then
we have the supplies for labor.

Senator BingHAM. For what unit?

‘Doctor Vass. That is based on what v.e call a ewe. We have
studied it in two ways, the sheep unit, and the ewe, and I have it
fizured out both ways, so you may take your choice.
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Senator BiINGHAM. So long as we know what it is. Retain the
same figure all the way through.

Doctor Vass. That is on a ewe, a breeding ewe.

Senator BingHaM. $1.85 per annum?

Doctor Vass. $1.85 per year for all labor, and supplies for labor
were 74 cents; horse labor, 14; feed——

Senator BiINgHAM. 14 cents?

Doctor Vass. Horse labor 14 cents, per ewe. And the feed aver-
aged 94 cents. Now there is an item that this year ran $2.50. Dur-
ing certain years it was only 46 cents, and the wool grower has no
control over that. It depends on the snow conditions, whether
snow covers his winter range or not.

Grazing feed, 23 cents; shearing, 26 cents; taxes, auto, 12 cents;
depreciation on improvements returned, repairs, 55 cents; interest on
investment, $1.62. Then death losses, $1.20; depreciation, 94 cents;
ram service, 44 cents, making a total of $9.05 for carrying a ewe one
year under average range conditions.

Senator BinguaAM. When you say the average, you mean the aver-
age feed cost for 5 years,.or how many?

Doctor Vass. Over the four year period.

Senator BingHaM. Including the bad years?

Doctor Vass. Including bad years, and the average that we had
was 65 operators in this study, which represented 400,000 head of
sheep without lambs, and the receipts over——

Senator BinauaM (interposing). How many sheep?

Doctor Vass. Four hundred thousand exclusive of lambs, strictly
111 range proposition. We tcok no outfits under a thousand, no farm

ots.

Senator BincHAM. if you had included the small farmer that we
heard about this morning, I suppose the cost would have increased?

Doctor Vass. The cost would have increased, but usually his re-
turns are larger lamb crops and heavier wool clips. .

Senator BiNgHAM. Due to the greater care the sheep receive?

Doctor Vass. Yes; on the larger lamb ¢rop and on a larger wool

clip.

glow, the receipts per ewe on this average, the four years, the wool
clip was 8.2 pounds based on ewes on hand at the beginning of the
year, and the average price received for the period we are studying
was 34.1 cents. The lamb crop was 75 per cent. .

Senator BingHaM. What is that? I can not do that multiplying
at this hour of the day. What was that total for wool? )

Doctor Vass. $2.80. And the lamb crop was 75 per cent, with
a 10 per cent death loss, leaving a 67.5 per cent lamb crop of lambs
weighing 68 pounds, or a total production of 45.9 pounds of lamb,
which sold at 11.31. The receipts from all lambs were $5.19, making
a total of 7.99 from both wool and lambs.

Expenses were 9.05, or a loss per ewe, when you allow for labor
and interest and other charges—we have been trying to put agri-
culture on the same basis as other industries—of $1.05.

Now, the way we figured the wool cost was this: We figured the
lambs at what they have sold for and the loss taken on wool, which
made the wool cost 47 cents.

If I undorstand it correctly, the Tariff Commission has a way of
allocating these costs, and we have gone through and allocated the
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costs on the basis of the wool and the lambs, according to the Tariff
Commission. On this basis the wool cost method is 40.7 cents per
pound and the lambs cost $12.61 per hundredweight.

That is typical of one area. 1 have similar studies for the three
areas. I have weighted these figures for the entire State over the
entire period and allowed for their wool clip and lamb crop in the
different areas, and the cost per pound of wool is 40.2 cents and the
cost of lambs is $12.28 per hundredweight.

havo figured interest on the above costs. We have used the per
cent of interest which the wool growers pay. In the Red Desert it is
8 per cent; in the Big Horn Basin it is 6.88. I have also figured it at
6 per cent. When we allow them all the same interest, 6 per cent,
which of course is a figure that our wool growers can not secure their
maney at, the cost of wool was 39.3, and the cost of lambs $11.83.
. Senator BingaaM. Now, the cost of wool is about 40 cents a pound.
What is the selling price?

Doctor Vass. The average price since 1922, for Wyoming wools
has been 34.1 cents.

Senator BingHaM. How much wiil what.you propose in this. bill
raise that cost to the consumer per pound?

Doctor Vass. Well, I have not gone into that phaze of the prob-
Iem. OQur studies deal with the cost-accounting work, management
practices on the individual ranches, and how they can best be im-
proved to reduce cost of production.

Senator SAckerT. Have you counted all the assets that come from
the sheep ranch?

Doctor Vass. You mean returns?

Senator SACKETT. Yes.

Doctor Vass. Yes.

Senator SACKETT. Nothing but the lambs and the wool?

Doctor Vass. I have it figured out on a sheep unit basis, which I
like best, and that represents the actual number of lambs a man has to
sell. The difficulty, as I see it, the Tariff Commission way of figuring
is that they are charging these lambs for the loss, they are charging
that back to the lambs as well as the wool, it means that those lambs
should be inventoried into the herd again at that high figure, and it
really complicates cost accounting a lot to do that.

Senator SACKETT. Is there any sale of sheep manure from those
ranches?

Doctor Vass. No.

Senator Sackerr. What becomes of the old bucks?

Doctor Vass. All old rams and old ewes are scld. In the case of
the ewe, we figure every lamb as sold. That is the reason we have
depreciation and death losses, which some people object to. In the
case of the sheep unit, which is a better way, we figure the number of
sheep a man has, and the number of lambs he actually has to sell, and
he keeps the other lambs to replace his herd, and in that case on the
sheep unit the receipts from wool were $1.89; from lambs, $1.76, and
from culled ewes, $0.65.

Senator BiNngHAM. That is mutton?

Doctor Vass. Yes; mutton. And in the case of culled rams, old
rams, it amounts to about 6 cents a sheep unit.
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Senator SAckeTT. What do you think of the cost accounting of one
sheep as being indicative of the cost accounting of the country?

Doctor Vass. Well, I might answer that in regard to cattle. I
have just submitted a brief on our cattle studies and I took the
studies from the surrounding States around Wyoming. I gave them
the same interest rate and the same labor, and they come out very
nearly the same. Now, it is not possible to have the same cost
figures on different ranches for any one year. Any cost accounting
figures will never check up exactly. If you take a large section, say
60 ranches, representing a .nillion head of sheep, and if you carry
them over a period of years, I think you will find about the same
return in Texas as any other State.

Senator SACKETT. You would find the same return in Texas?

Doctor Vass. 1 think so.

Senator SackerT. Of course, feeding would be different where you
would have pasture the year round.

Doctor Vass. Entirely differcnat. But the investment is different,
labor is different, and you will find that one condition usually offsets
the other.

Senator SAckerT. Then your conclusion would be that Wyoming
is a typical cost-production State?

Doctor Vass. I would say that it is a typical western range State,
where we run out on the desert in winter and high mountain ranges
in summer.

Senator SACKETT. Now another thing, what is the value of Wyo-
ming wool, compared with the value of wool raised in other parts of
the countv?

Doctor Vass. The territory wool usually runs high, on a scoured
basis, as you know if you follow the wool market.

Senator SACKETT. No; I do not. I am asking for information.

Doctor Vass. Our wool prices per pound are usually lower, because
our wool carries more material which foes in as shrinkage.

Senator SACKETT. Is the Texas wool much lower than ly;;mrs?

Doctor Vass. Texas wool prices are usually a little higher, and
their shrinkagie is lower. And whether their fine wools, or coarser
wools, are selling high, depends on what the trade wants. This
year they have been wanting a coarser wool.

Senator Sackert. How about your lamb prices? Do they compare
favorably to lamb prices in other sections of the country?

Doctor Vass. Lamb prices usually top the feeder-lamb market,
because most of our lambing is done out of doors. They lamb late,
and the lambs come off the range weighing about 65 pounds, which
is about what the feeder wants. Our lambs go into the feed lot, as a
rule. We have a few who use lambing sheds, and they come off with
heavier lambs, and in our study in the Big Horn Basin I have entered
those lambs at 50 cents less per hundred.

Senator SAckETT. Do your lambs sell for populating or do they sell
for meat?

Doctor Vass. We have been holding back all the ewe lambs, and
of course, all the wether lambs go to the feed lot. .

Senator SAckeTT. Do meat lambs sell at a higher price?

Doctor Vass. In the last two or three years the ewe lambs have heen
going at a higher figure, due to the upward trend.

63310—29—vor 11, scueb 11——8
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Senator SACKETT. The lamb market has been pretty good, has it?

Doctor Vass. The lamb market is good this year, everything in
our State is contracted for at approximately 12 cents, which we think
is a satisfactory price.

Seq?ator Sackerr. Do not some of the States get as much as 15
cents

Doctor Vass. That is for lamb that is ready to go to slaughter, or
it may be a spring lamb. ‘

Senator SAckerr. That is what I am talking about. I wanted to
get at whether you used that in your calculations.

ch{)ctor Vass. No, ours are all feeders. We do not get on the early
market.

Senator SAcKETT. Those that you get on the high class market you
get a better cost %roduction on?

Doctor Vass. They would have a higher cost production, because
shed lambing increases our cost of production and feedin% increases
very materially. We as a rule do not recommend shed lambing unless
they are outfits on irrigated land and are doing farming.

Senator SackeTT. On account of your climate do you lose more
sheep than most scctions of the country?

Doctor Vass. Yes; 1 believe that the whole Northwest, if you are
familiar with it——

Senator SACKETT (interposing). Not &+ all. I am just asking for
information.

Doctor Vass. We have blizzards there, maybe as late as the 10th
of May, and if you happen to be lambing, it 1s too bad. Two years
ago a blizzard took practically every open-range lam’ that had been
dropped at that time.

Senator Sackert. Then that would raise the cost of production
there over and above what it would be in other sections.

Doctor Vass. Yes; that is the reason it is so very heavy this year.
1{1 we ]have a favorable year, I think probably we can produce more
cheaply.

Senator SACKETT. Other sheep raising communities do not have
that wide variance that you have?

Doctor Vass. I do not believe there is any section that does not
have its hazards. Texas, as you know, it is drouth with them; with
us it is usually storms and snow covering our winter range, which
means you have to bu‘\: feed.

Senator SACKETT. Then, in view of all the variants that there are,
itis very difficult to come to an actual cost of production the country
over:

Doctor Vass. I will say this, that I think in most any agricultural
product the cost of lt)’roduction is pretty much the same, because the
values of things are based on what a man can make a return on. In
Texas you have higher individual costs in this and that, and you get
better lamb crops, but on the whole, at least in our cattle studies, and
we have studies those more carefully in comparing them, they work
out almost the same, whether the ranch is in California or Wyoming.
The cost for carrying livestock differs per unit in different ?laces, but
it does not differ much per pound of beef or pound of wool.

Senator SimmoNs. Doctor Vass, if I understand your figures the
survey {ou made applies to the State of Wyoming and indicates an
annual loss?
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Doctor Vass. Well, it does show a loss, if I allow a man interest
gn his investment, which, as you know, agriculture has not been

guring.

Senator Simmons. Well, I think if the corn and cotton and tobacco
farmer would include interest on his investment in land he would
not be very much behind.

Leaving out the investment in land, would it be a profit?

Doctor Vass. Without any interest at all on either land or sheep,
the cost study shows approximately 32 cents for wool and 10 cents
for lambs. That is without interest.

Senator SiMmons. Are those lanibs owned by the ranchers or
are they rented?

Doctor Vass. In almost all cases they are owned by the operators.
We have a few outfits who let out their sheep, but even those outfits
usually own large outfits themselves. But that is really almost
stopped. They are not doing that much now.

Senator StmmMons. How many acres does it take for a sheep?

Doctor Vass. The Red Desert takes about 16 acres range to carry
a sheop a year. Of course, she is not carried a year there, she goes up
into the mountains in the summer.

Senator StmmoNs. What is the value of your land?

" l?loctor Vass. Well, we have a tax value on them that is rather
igh.

Senator Stmmons. What is your tax value?

Doctor Vass. The average tax value in the State for grazing lands
is about $3.03 an acre. It is higher on the better lands.

Senator StmmoNns. I am talking about the ranch land.

Doctor Vass. The irrigated land is assessed at $24.

Senator SiMMons. I am not talking about the irrigated land; I
am talking about the land upon which you made your test.

Doctor Vass, They are assessed at $3.03.

Senator SimmoNs. That includes your desert land and ull?

Doctor Vass. That is what we call grazing land. Meadowland is
different.

Senator BineuaM, Thank you very much, Doctor.

STATEMENT OF PERRY B. GAINES, CARROLTON, KY., REPRE-
SENTING KENTUCKY WOOLGROWERS

(The witness was sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Senator SAckeTr. Will you tell us the reason for your appearance
before the committee, Mr. Gaines?

Mr. GaiNes. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committes, my
own distinguished Senator from Kentucky may feel that I am playing
a rather inconsistent rdle, as I am an old-time Democrat, and he may
have a story to tell on me when I get back home because I appear
here in behalf of the sheep growers of my State, asking for protection
of the sheep and lamb and wool industry.

We Democrats no longer consider the tariff as a theory but as a
fact, and if it is designed to protect certain industries that need
Brotection I do feel largely justified in appearing here to ask that its

enefits be extended to this one great industry that is admittedly most
in need of protection, or that is more in need of Y‘rotection than any
other industry in America to-day, and that is the industry of agn-
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culture. OQur State is not primarily interested in production. We
breed and raise sheep and wool there, more as a diversification than
as a speciality.

We produce in Kentucky around 5,000,000 pounds of wool, or we
did this year. We produced, in round numbers, around a million
spring lambs. Our interest is chiefly in spring lambs, by reason of the
fact that because of our location and the soil there we can not grow
sheep cheaply and grow them in large flocks and with a minimum of
labor and expense as they are grown on the ranges in the Northwest,
and wo are indirectly interested, or I may say we are directly intvrested
in the promotion of the sheep industry of the West because of the fact
that we are unable, because of parasitic conditions there, to produce
our breeding stock, and we must draw, and are drawing in an increas-
ing way our breeding stock from the West.

Our flocks in Kentucky are small. I would say that of the approxi-
mately 1,000,000 sheep we have in Kentucky, they are owned by not
less than 40,000 or possibly 50,000 people. That touches directly
some 200,000 people. As to the overhead that is necessary to carry
these small flocks, the fencing, and other things, because of our para-
sitic conditions there, that is costing us naturally more than it would
in the range States.

Now, it is my best information that the sheep industry is to-day
producing a revenue of approximately $350,000,000 annually. That
includes the wool and the carcass.

Assuming that that is true, we are only producing around 70 or 75
per cent of our domestic consumption.

We, down in Kentucky, grow tobacco. We have an exportable
surplus of tobacco. We grow wheat and we have an exporteble
surplus of wheat. We grow corn and other products, hogs, and cat-
tle, in all of which there is a surplus.

So it has seemed to me that no materially greater aid could be given
to agriculture than to encourage the farmers to produce those things
that can be consumed at home.

Senator SAckeTT. What duty are you asking for, or what change?

Mr. Gaines. We are subscribing to the duty asked for by the Na-
tional Wool Growers’ Association. We have in Kentucky a State
wool growers’ association organized in the last year or two, to show
the interest that is being manifested in sheep there. We have county
organizations in 54 counties. The average membership of the
organization is 50 members, and we have a membership to-day in
the State organization of around 3,000 members, and the goal of
10,000 members, I think, will be reacaed within the next year.

There is, as 1 say, a growing interest being manifested in sheep.
In 1922 the number of our sheep, I think, was around 657,000. The
xlnggggx(') oof sheep we have in the State to-day is approximately

¥ ’ .

Our wool, although we produce a very small amount, comparatively,
is of good quality. It scours out, I think, around 30 per cent, and
in my judgment 1s of %ood quality. It commands a good price. But
our chief interest in the tariff and the protection on wool is the pro-
tection of the sheep industry of the ranges, where we will be able to
secure our breeding stock and continue 1n an increasing rate the pro-
duction of spring-lamb reproduction.
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We are filing no brief but subscribe to the brief that was filed by the
National Wool Growers Association. I will be glad to answer any
questions if you gentlemen have any to ask.

Senator SAckeTT. I think you have covered the ground very well

Mr. Gaines. Thank you very much.

Senator Sackert. I will put you on my protection list now.
[Laughter.] :

Mr. GaiNes. Very well, to that extent.

STATEMENT OF C. C. BELCHER, DEL RIO, TEX., REPRESENTING
THE TEXAS SHEEP AND GOAT RAISERS’ ASSOCIATION

{Mohair, par. 1102 (b)]

(The witiiess was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Senator Bixauaym, You may proceed, Mr. Belcher.

M. Bercugr. As is known by the members of the committee
Texas is the largest producer of wool of any State in the Union, and
it produces practically all of the mohair grown in the United States.
Ab’(l)‘ut 80 per cent of the mohair grown in the United States is grown
in Texas.

We feel that under the Hawley bill, with the rates on wool and
mohair, Texas has been discriminated against, if there has been any
discrimination, more than any other State, or at least that our wools
and our mohair have failed to receive the protection that we think
others perbaps have received. ‘ :

. Senator Binguau, Before you go any further, will you please tell
me, so I can put it down exactly, what 1t is you want, so that we can
know what-you are.arguing about. :

Mr. BELcHER. We are interested in paragraph 1101.

Senator BingHaM. What. changes do you want made?

Mr. BercuiERr. We want all wools not finer than 40s to bear the
same rate that other wools bear. . L

Senator Sackerr. What line is that? , ,

Mr, BricuEr. Thatis begininniz in the latter part of line 14, = .

Senator Binguam, It reads “all other wools of whatever blood or
arigin not finer than 40s.” . - _— i _

Mr. BeLcHiR. Yes; we feel that that should be stricken out down
fio the end of line 20, leaving a]l wools then bearing the same rate of

uty. o . :

Sgnator Bineuam. You wish to strike out everything from line 14,
beginning with ‘“all other wools,” down to line 23?

. -Mr, BELCHER. Yes, sir. _ .

Senator BineuaM. That is your proposition?

Mr. BELCHER. Yes, sir. .. ) :

Senator BingHaMm. All right; go ahead and give us your reasons.

Mr. BeLcHer., We perhaps will join with Mr. Hagenbarth and
other of the producers in their brief, with this exception. We feel
that we can not endorse the position of the other producers, in so
far as it affects wools not finer than 40s, even under paragraph 1102,
because we are affected there. )

. We take this position because those wools, while they may not
compete with the great part of the wools grown in the United States,
they do come in direct competition with our mohair.
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Senator SAckETT. What was your last suggestion, what page and
what line?

Mr. BeLcHER. It is subparagraph (a).

Senator Sackerr. Of what paragraph?

Mr. BELcHER. Of paragraph 1102, page 194.

Senator SAckeTT. What change do you want?

Mr. BELcHER. We want the whole of that paragraph stricken
out.

Senator SAckerT. That is parafraph 1102, subdivision (a)?

Mr. BELcHER. Yes, sir. It will put us on the same plane as the
other producers of wool in this country, and will give us the pro-
tection that we must have on mohair. .

Senator BinenaM. According to the first recommendation of

ours, if you strike out paragraph 1101, and strike out everything
from line“14 to line 23, you strike out all the duties, so that there
is not anything left. .

Mr. BELcHER. Then those wools will come in under subdivision
(b) of paragraph 1102, and bear the same rates that are borne by
wools not specially provided for.

Senator BinarAM. You do not leave in anything except the wools
that are mentioned at the beginning of the paragraph and similar
wools without merino or English blood. There is nothing to that.
Why not strike out the whele of paragraph 1101?

r. BeLcrER. That has to do with these other wools. .
. Senator BiNgaAM. Yes, but you do not get my point. My point
is, if you strike out all those words, you strike out the words 24 cents
& pound, 23 cents a pound, 26 cents a pound, of clean content, and so
on,

Mr. BerLcBER. Yes; and it places them under subdivision (b) of
paragraph 1102, L. .

Senator GEorae. The effect %fegour suggestion is to bring all the
coarser wools under the same schedule with the finer wools?

Mr. BELCHER. Exactlf. _ )

Senator SAckeTT. It does not leave any duty in the first part of
paragraph 1101. . . .

Senator BinauaM. That is the point that I am uﬁnng to make.

Senator SACkETT. It is all descriptive down to line 15 where he
wants to begin to strike out, and ])rovides no duty.

Senator BinaaaM. You do not leave any duty at all,

Mr. BercaER. That position may be correct, and if it is, we would
want it to apply to the merino or English wools.  We want the wools
not finer-thay 44s.placegd-on the sameﬁ)wa -a8.the wools finer.than 4ds,

Senator SACKETT. Sﬁpose that you strike out, beginning in line
14, with the words “all other wools,” going down line 15 as far as
““finer than 40s,” striking out those words. Do you understand that?

Mr. BELCHER. Yes, sir.

Senator SackeTT. That would have the effect of throwing those
other wools finer than 40s over into paragraph 1102, subparagraph (b).

Mr. BeLcrer. That would end in line 157 .

Senator SACKETT. Yes.

Mr. Bercrer. Including “hair of the camel,” in line 16, which
w%\gt}i inc}téde our contention exactly, beginning in line 14 andiending
with line 16. :
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Senatgr SACKETT. You are interested in the hair of the camel,
are you?
r. BELcHER. It comes into competition with mohair.

Senator GEORGE. What is mohair?

Mr. BeELcHER. That is the hair made from the Angora goat.

Senator GEorae. Of course, there is no hair of the camel produced
in this country.

Mr. BeLcHER. No, sir.

Senator GEorGeE. How is it competitive?

Mr. BeELcHER. Well, it would compete with mohair in the pressed
cloth you were talking about yesterday, No. 3 camel’s hair.

Senator GEorGE. What do No. 1 and No. 2 compete with?

Mr. BELcHER. They displace some mohair in the making of fine
coats and overcoats.

Senator Binguam. Paragraph 1102, subparagraph (b) gives you a
duty of 34 cents a pound on *he hair of the Angora goat.

Mr. BELcHER. Yes, but it reduces the duty from 31 cents on the
substitutes, for 44s, those luster wools, from 31 cents to 24 cents.

Senator BiNnocaaM. Where does that reduction take place? )

Mr. BELcHER. It is in subparagraph (a) of paragraph 1102. That
is not in the Fordney-McCumber Act, but those wools bear a duty
of 31 cents in the ordney-McCumﬁer Act. Some of the lower
grades, I will say, come in at 12 cents.

Senator BiNeaAM. Let me see if I have your thought. You
would like to have all wools dutiable at 34 cents?

Mr. BeLcHER. Other than carpet wools.

Senator Bineram. All right.

Senator SAckerT. One difficulty there, is this. If you take the
hair of the camel out of paraErap 1101 you will have to put it into
paragraph 1102, subparagraph (b)

- Mr. BELCHER. Yes, sir.

Senator SACKETT. Then how are the carpet people going to get
the hair of the camel?

Mr. BeLcHER. I do not know that they use the hair of the camel
in carpets. .
thS:nator Sackerr. We will have to ask the carpet people about

at.

Senator GEORGE. Is it not covered under the general descriptive
terms in paragraph 1102 (b)?

Mr. BeLcreRr. No, sir. .

Senator.Gzoraz. “Qtherlike animals.”

Mr. Bercuer, No, I do not think so, because it is -specifically
:ﬁferred to in other subdivisions. I do not think it would be covered

ere.

Senator GEorRGE. Let me ask you a few questions. Last week
the question was raised that it would be all out of line to ask an
duty on jute, although it is directly competitive with cotton and is
displacing a considerable amount of cotton and has actually dis-
placed it. You want a duty on the hair of the camel.

Mr. BELcHER. Yes, sir. )

Senator GEORGE. There is a duty carried in this bill, and you even
want that duty so as to exclude the No. 3, which is used in pressed
cloth, which would be directly unjust, would it not, to all the cotton
growers of the South?
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Mr. Bercrer. I will say this, Senator, while the duty on jute
would be & direct tax on every man that produces wool and mohair, I
would be favorable to a duty on jute. I think that they are entitled
to it and should have it. :

Senator Georae. I think we sare, too, if you are going to carry out
the old scheme of protection. But I am afraid that that is not the
prevailing view. The wheat and potato growers, for instance, felt
very much disturbed when they thought of paying a few cents more
to sack their products.

Mr. BeLcHER. We sack all our wool and mohair in jute burlap
bags, but we have no objection to putting a substantial duty on jute,
that would be a benefit to the cotton farmers.

Senator GEoRGE. I agree with you, if you are going to adhere to
the high protection policy we have.

But I am calling attention to the fact that here you are asking for
a duty on an article not produced in this country, which will un-
doubtedly result in injury to the producers of cotton and of pressed
cloth, in which the South is very much interested; that under this
entire bill, almost without a single exception, there is not a penn
given to the southeastern farmers, because none of the textile sched-
ules, or none worth mentioning, receives any benefit whatsoever, even
the southern mills. They get almost a negligible benefit out of any
of it, and the same is true of other products growing in the Southeast,
which are directly interchangeable with the products grown in the
Philippines and our other insular possessions.

So that this bill does not afford a single cent of protection, gener-
ally speaking, to the producers of raw material in the Svutheast.

- Senator BinaHaM. Do you count Florida as a part of the Southeast?
. Senator GEorGE. Yes. Of course, I am speaking of the general
staple crops. There are some vegetables and some others that get
some slight benefit under the bill, but they do not get much.

" Senator BinaraM. Do you not grow any fruits in Georgia?. 4
“S%nator GEORGE. Yes; but our fruits are not protected :-by ths

The })oint that I am making is this: When you come to the agri-
¢ultural schedule, taking peanuts, for instance, and such things as
oil-bearing seeds, the tariff means nothing except writing it on paper,
and the tariff rates that we have been considering here mean nothing
to the producer of the coarser yarns. There may be some benefits
to the cotton textile people, but it is Spractically all covered within
the narrow territory outside of the South, and it does not really
affect the price of cotton. . SR o
-~So:that you are here asking for a duty on the hair of the camel
which is not produced here at all, and which can have but one result,
and that 1s to put an additional burden upon the only people in the
United States who get no substantial benefit under any one of the
tariff schedules. : ‘

Mr. BercuEeR. I think, Senator, you could use our No. 3 mohair
for pressed cloth as well as the camel’s hair. :

Senator GEORGE. Yes; but it would be at a very greatly increased
e¢ost to us. - - ] - : -

"~ Mr. BercueRr. I try to be consistent on both,
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Senator George. I understand your position, but I am just say-
ing to you frankly that that does not seem to be the view that will
prevail in the Congress.

Mr. BeLcHer. We feel that we are entitled to some consideration
or l5)1'otectnon on mohair by the way of adding to the duties as levied
under subsection (&) of paragraph 1102, because the manufacturer
is protected by the same compensatory duty that he has with the
other wools. We feel that while the other wool growers might not
be interested to the same extent we are, yet we ought to have the
duty because we have the goats, we have built up the goat business
in Texas under the Fordney-McCumber Act, and we have prac-
tically twice as many goats and practically twice as much mohair as
we had when the bill was enacted, and it looks as though, if this
rate is to prevail and succeed, we are going to have to go back down-
ward, instead of producing more goats, which are produced in that
country that is unfitted for the producing of any other livestock,
where we have no manufactures, and where you could not stick a
plow into the ground. We have this large area which is unfitted
for anythin&g except the raising of goats and the production of mohair,

Senator SAckerr. How many goats have you there now?

Mr. BercHER. I should say that we have 3,000,000, or about
3,500,000 goats, between 3,000,000 and 3,500,000. We raised in
Texas this year a little more than 13,000,000 pounds of mohair, as
%?inst a production of about 15,000,000 pounds in the United States.

at mohair is grown in a well-defined area of Texas that is dry
rough, and rocky, and is unfit for anything except the production of
\yt'lool and mohair, and a large part of it is fitted up for the raising of
sheep.

Senator Sackerr. What duties do you have protecting it now?

Mr. BErLcHER. We have 31 cents.

. hSengtor BineuaM. Has your production been increasing or dimin-
ishing?

Mr. BerncHer. Under the Fordney-McCumber Act it has been
increasing., ,

Senator BingHAM. Steadily increasing.

Mr. BeLcHER. Yes, sir; and there has been built up this industry
and there has been some prosperity in that country, due to the fact
that we have had protection, under the Fordney-McCumber Act.

Senator BiNguaM. You are afraid that this bill reduces the pro-
tection you have?

Mr. BercHeR. The threat of it reduced prices, I think, some 7
cents at the last sale of mohair in Texas. \\?it,hin the past year the
price has gone down from something like 20 ccnts a pound.

Senator SAckETT. All wools have gone down, but not in that pro-
portion,

Mr. BeLcHeR. Not in that proportion.

Senator SAckeTT. Does the 31 cents cover the hair of the camel?

Senator BiNgHAM. In another paragraph of the bill the hair of
the camel in grease is 12 cents and washed 18 cents.

Senator SAckerr. Now you are asking for 34 cents.

Mr. BELcuEr. We are asking for 36 cents. We are joining the
other wool growers.

Senator SAckerT. In other words, you are asking for 100 per cent
increase on the hair of the camel?
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Mr. BELCRER. It amounts to that.

Senator SACKETT. And yet you are making a successful effort to
raise these goats and you have been doing very well with it?

Mr. BELcHER. We have made some money down there this year,
but we will lose moncg-———

Senator SACKETT. But in a period of five years you have done very
well, have you not?

Mr. BErLcHER. The five years beginning after the depression; we
have done very well until this year.

Senator BinguaM. And your production has been steadily in-
creasing?

Mr. BercHer. Under the Fordney-McCumber Act; yes, sir.

Senator Bineaam. We were called together to consider conditions
where business is depressed and is diminishing.

Mr. BeLcHEr. We are just entering into that area, due to the
prices that we are recetving now for mohair under the cost
of production.

nator SACKETT. You are doing that under an 18-cent duty.

Mr. BELCHER. As against hair which, up until now has not been of
much importance. We are not afraid of camel’s hair so much as
these low-grade luster wools; that is where the competition is.

Senator BingnaM. You would not mind, then, if we made an ex-
ception of camel’s hair and did not raise that?

r. BELCHER. Slpeaking personally, and not as a representative of
the industry I would not.

Senator SAckeTT. Then let us leave that.

Mr. BerLcHER. All right. Wools are selling in Texas at this time
at about 30 cents a pound, and the whole of this season’s accumula-
tion has sold not higher than 31 cents a pound. Our figures pre-
pared over a period of three years show that it costs 41 cents a pound
to raise it. The Ways and Means Committee figured it cost 37 cents
a pound to raise wools, and they could not accept our figures.

Senator BingHAM. Does that include interest on your land?

Mr. BeLcHER. The 40-cent figure does.

Senator BingHAM. And interest on the flocks?

Mr. BELCHER. Yes, sir.

Senator BingHaM. And depreciation?

Mr. BeLcHER. No, sir; but whatever losses we would have. We
are in a little different position from any other range-producing
State, because we own all our lands, and we are in a still different
position because we have been com elled to improve our lands, spend-
ing something like $3 an acre in the way of improvements, building
new wire fences at an enormous cost, drilling deep wells and water-
inﬁ our lands, and so we have been placed at a much greater cost than
other sections of the United States.

Senator BinaaAM. What does that land cost per acre?

Mr. BELcrER. 1should say the sheep area of Texas is on an average
at this time of about 9 or 10 dollars an acre; some of it costs us more
and some of it less. So far as our wools are concerned, the growth
of wastes and rags applies to us more than to any other state. So I
say, if there has been any discrimination Texas would feel the effect
of the failure to raise those schedules, because on account of climatic
conditions we are compelled to shear our sheep twice a year, and those
wools compete with the noils and the rags and the wastes, and, as I

Py D'
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say, we must shear our sheep twice a year, and therefore we are com-
pelled to enter into competition with rags, wastes, and shoddy that
come in under the low rates, and we are particularly interested in
having an adjustment made aiong that line that these other producers
spoke about yesterday.

- We also feel that we have suffered from administrative failures in
the old bill.

I think taking out these 44s and 40s and putting them on the same
basis with other wools will relieve that situation greatly. You will
not have to determine whether——

Senator SAckETT. Let me ask you this question, which is proposed
by one of the gentlemen here. Has the entry of B. A. 6s—do you
know what those are?

Mr. BELCHER. Yes.

Senator SACKETT. At 12 cents, in the grease, or at 14 cents clean,
during the past year affected mohair prices?

Mr. BeLcHER. We think so.

Senator Sackert. If it has affected mohair, how would a duty of
24 cents, 10 cents more a (f)ound on the clean, effect you?

Mr. BercHer. It would be highly beneficial, but it does not place
us on the same plane with other growers and producers, and the manu-
facturers are placed on the same plane. :

Senator SAckEeTT. It would help you a good deal?

Mr. BercuER. It would help, but it would not place us on the same
plane with other producers.

STATEMENT OF F. 0. LANDRUM, LAGUNA, TEX., REPRESENTING
THE AMERICAN ANGORA GOAT BREEDERS’ ASSOCIATION, AND
THE TEXAS ANGORA GOAT RAISERS’ ASSOCIATION

[Mobair, par. 1168 (b))}

(Tho) witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcom-
mittee.

Mr. LanprRuM. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am representing
the mohair end of the industry, and I was not so much interested in
wool when 1 appeared before the Ways and Means Committee until
I discovered that there was a class of wool, certain grades of wool,
which were being used quite extensively in mixing with our mohair,
and I am before you now to take up the matter of equalizing that
duty on those particular wools known as the luster wools, the 36s,
40s, and 44s, so that we may get the full benefit of whatever duty
you allow us on our mohairs.

Senator SAckETT. What duties do you have now?

Mr. LanpruM. On the mohair?

Senator SACKETT. No; on the 36s, the 40s, and the 44s.

Mr. LanprunM. Under the new House bill——

Senator SAckETT. No; under the present tariff law.

Mr. LaANDRUM. At the present time, they are entering by a decision
of the Customs Court at a rate of 12 cents, as not improved with the
admixture of English blood. I believe that the law itself only gave
those wools 31 cents a pound, and that decision made them lower than
the fine wools and the mohair; that is my understanding.

Senator Sackerr. What does that give you?



120 » ‘FABIFR-ACT QF . %929,

- Mr. LanpruM. The same rate.

Senator Sackerr. What rate?

Mr. LanoruM. Thirty-one cents. But under the new House bill
they have reduced it to 24 cents, and that is the complaint. .

Senator SACKETT. When was that Treasury decision rendered?

Mr. LanpruMm. I could not tell you the date. It was read to me
yesterday. I could get that date for you.

Senator Sackert. How long have you had the 31 cents?

Mr. LanorumM. Well, I could not give you the exact dates. As I
told you, I did not become alarmed about this competitive fiber until
about the time I came before the Ways and Means Committee in
February. I noticed it was a dangerous competitor to mohair and
since then I have investigated, and I read that decision yesterday, but
I didn’t notice when it was made.

Senator SAckETT. You do not know how long you have had the
31 cents?

Mr. LanpruM. I know how long we have had it on mohair.

Senator SaAckerT. But on these competitive wools you do not know?

Mr. LaANpruM. I can get that date when that decision was rendered.

Senator SAckiETr. I am more interested to know—what I am
driving at is this. As the bill was written you had 12 ceats, and
then the Treasury Department changed that to 31 cents. Yas your
industry built up under the 12-cent rate or under the 31-cent rate?

Mr. LanpruM. Our mohair industry?

Senator SACKETT. Yes, sir.

Mpr. LanpruM. Our mohair industry, of course, has gradually heen
built from a very small industry up to its present size. It has been
a very gradual increase. We have been built up under the present
tariff bill, the Fordney-McCumber bill. But the demand for mohair
has increased to the point where if there are any substitutes at a much
less price they will be used to mix with mohair; they will not take
the place entirely of mohair. It is a fiber that can not be substituted
for entirely, in my opinion, but it can be adulterated with a cheaper
fiber up to, I should say, 50 per cent.

All that we are asking for is a square deal on that proposition, to
get that competitive fiber and put it on an equal basis.

have some samples here that I can show you gentlemen that bear
out my contention and that show you how closely it resembles mohair.
It would take an expert to tell the difference.

We asked for 36 cents duty on mohair before the Ways and Means
Committee, and we got 34 cents. We are not complaining about the
wgg we were treated, but we just want to have it equalized.

here is the B. A. 6 (indicating sample).

Senator Simmons. They look alike to me.

Mr. LanpruM. Then tell me the 34 cents duty on the one and 24
on the other is equal.

Senator SAckerT. Does it take as much material to make the goods
with each?
thMr. Lanprua. I can not see that it would make any difference in

at.

Senator SAckeTT. Does one make as good a cloth as the other?

Mr. LanpruM. No, sir.
thSenatt?)r SAckeTT. What is the difference in the selling price between

e two
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Mr. LanpruM. Mohair makes the best cloth goods. I do not
think that there is any fiber that will take the place of mohair entirely.
But when they can mmport a fiber that so nearly resembles mohair
and spins to the same count they will mix it with mohair to the extent
that 1t will reduce our prices the same amount as the difference in
duty. For instance, if that comes in at 10 cents a pound less duty,
it will reduce our mohair 10 cents a pound. I franl:ly believe that.

Senator SAckeTT. If a piece of the cloth is made of the two fibers
what does it sell for?

Mr. LanpruM. I could not tell you anything about the manufac-
turing end of it. I do not know what the finished goods would sell
for. I am a mohair producer and I know what we get for the raw
material, but I do not know the factory secrets. I know nothing
whatever about the finished product.

Senator GREENE. What is the rate on camel’s hair?

Mr. LanpruM. This is the wool and this is the mohair [indicating
samples].

Senator GREENE. Yes.

Mr. LanpruM. Under the Fordney-McCumber bill you want to
know the duty on that?

Senator GREENE. Yes.

Mr. LanpruM. They were both the same under the Fordney-
McCumber bill. Under the new bill this [indicating] carries 24
conts and that [indicating sample] carries 34 cents. That is the
oompllaint, that they aro unequal under this bill. We want them made
equal.

Senator SAckETT. Do you know how much the imports of the
cheaper grades have increased?

Mr. Laxprum. Of the wool?

Senator SACKETT. Of the cheaper grades? What do you call it?
What is that [indicating sample]?

Mr. LaxpruM. That is the B. A. 6, the Buenos Aires 6, or 36.

Senator Sackerr. How much did the imports increase of that in
the last five years?

Mr. LanpruM. I do not know. I can tell you about what they
imported last year. They imported about 17,000,000 pounds last
year.

Senator SAckeTT. Is that more or less than they have been im-
porting?

Mr. LanpruM. I could not tell you that. This is that wool in the
natural state [indicating sample].

Senator SiMmoNs. Your proposition is, as I understand you, that
Congress having placed a high duty on mohair, it should place an
equtﬁly high duty on every product that is combined with mohair in
making cloth? .

Mr. Lanprum. No, I should not say that, because they use a lot
of cotton in making mohair goods.

Senator SimmoNns. You want an equally high duty levied on those
products, I reckon? .

i Mr. l.axpruM. No, I do not want that; when we use cotton and
inen——

Scnator Simyoxs. Leave cotton out. Cotton, we all know—
and you know it, because you are from Texas, where cotton is grown—
{9'1 are aware that you can not helﬂ cotton by putting & duty on it.

ou can not increase the price, so that is eliminated.
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You want a duty placed upon these low-grade wools?

Mr. LanpruM. Certain of the low-grade wools.

Senator Simmons. That are combined sometimes with your
mohair?

Mr., LanpruM. Yes.

Senator StMMoNs. You want that duty raised to the same level
as the duty on mohair?

Mr. LanbruM. Yes; those particular grades of wool which come
into direct competition.

Senator SimMoNs. You want that done not because the low-grade
stuff is entitled to a hifher duty, per se, but because it is combined
with this other material in the making of a certain cloth. You want
the duty on that low-grade wool, that is, the specific duty on that
low-grade wool raised to the level of the duty on your mohair?

Mr., Lanprum. Naturally; if we get 34 cents, and I thiak the
intention of the writers of the bill 1s to give 51 cents and not 24;
that is their intention, to give tus the full benefit of that rate. If
there is a fiber that comes in that so nearly resembles our product
that it can be substituted for ours, it divides up the rates.

Senator Stmmons. You think that everything that is combined
with this product in making cloth must come in at the same rate as
is Kl(aced on your mohair? .

r. Lanprum. 1 would not put it that way. The Palm Beach
cloth is made of cotton warp and mohair filling. Our car plushes have
a cotton warp, and automobiles plushes, and everything else like that
has a cotton warp with a mohair filling.

Senator SiMMons. 1 am asking you about the imported products.

Senator Bingnax. Whet is this [indicating sample]?

Mr. Lanorum. That is B. A. 6.

Senator BincaHAM. What does “B. A.” stand for?

Mr. LanpruM. Buenos Aires.

Senator BiNnguaM. Does that come from sheep?

Mr. LanpruM. Yes; from the Lincoln breed, or what is known as the
long-wool luster breeds, luster wools.

Senator BINGHAM. Is this covered in the act?

Mr. LanpruM. It gets 24 cents in the new bill.

Senator SiMMoNs. Because you put mohair at 34 cents, you want
this raised to 34 cents?

Senator BiNeuaM. This used to get 12 cents, did it not? {Indics-
ting sample.]

Mr. LanpruM. It got 31 cents under the bill.

Senator BiNncaaM. It gets 12 cents under the present law?

Mr. LanpruM. The Fordney-McCumber law, 31 cents.

Senator BingHaM. The House bill has increased to 24 cents, or
100 per cent, and you want to put on another hundred per cent?

Mr. LanpruM. Just a minute! They have been getting 31 cents
on that until under a ruling of the Treasury Department. I do not
know just when that ruling was made, but I have read the ruling, and
thgy have been getting that 31 cents. :

enator SiMMmons. On that low-grade wool?
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Mr. LanpruM. This bill reduces it to 24 cents.

Senator S1MMONS. You mean that they have been gaotting 31 cents -
on that low-grade wool? :

Mr. LanDpRUM. Yes, sir.

Senator BiNgHAM. 1 presume that is what we have now under
parairaph 1102 (b), “wools not specially provided for, and hair of
the Angora goat, Cashmere goats, alpaca, and other like animals.”

Mr. LanpruM. No, sir.

Senator SACKETT. Mr. Chairman, there seems to be some doubt
as to whether the Treasury decision did put that up, according to
the tariff expert.

Senator BinGHAM. You think that it is actually being charged 31
cents now? .

Mr. LanpruM. That is my opinion, from what I read. I can get
that opinion for you. .

Senator BingHaM. I suppose that the Tariff Commission would
know. Go ahead.

Mr. Lanprus. I believe you stated that that would come under
the head of wools not specially provided for.

Senator BineHaM. I did not state that it would; I asked if it did.

Mr. LanpruM. No, sir; I believe not.

Senator SAcCKETT. It comes under the provision for less than 40s
in the present bill, paragraph 1101.

Mr. LanpruMm. We would like to have that changed to 36s and
finer, or just made to carry the same rate as the mohair and fine
wools, 36s, 40s, and 44s, because I find that the 36s are stronger
competitors of mohair than either the 40s or the 44s. But the three
grades are strong competitors of mohair and will be used in adulter-
ating the mohair, and we ask you to make them equal.

Senator SimmoNs. Let me ask you one question. Is the admixture
of this low-grade wool with your mohair disadvantageous, leaving
out the question of the tariff altogether?

Mr. LANDRUM. In price?

Senator StMmons. No; in its effect upon your volume of business,
or volume of sales.

Mr. LanpruM. It certainly is. We never have produced as much
mohair in the United States as our mills have consumed. We have
been trying to do that, and with adequate protection we will do it.
We have ranges that are not suitable for other purposes.

Senator SimMoNs. The question I am asking you is this: If your
mohair is mixed with this other product will that give you a larger
market for mohair in this country than you otherwise would have

Mr. LanpruM. Noj; it just takes the place of that much mohair.

Senator Simmons. The mohair would be used if it were not adul-
terated at all?

Mr. LAnprUM. Yes; positively so.

Senator S1mmons. And the demand in this country would be equal
to the production if it were used separately and independently of any
other prodyct?
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Mr. LanpruM. Yes; it would be more than the production.

Senator SiMMONS. You mean that the production would be more
than equal to the market and the demand?

Mr. LanpruM. No; I mean the reverse. I mean that we would
be having to import mohair.

(Mr. Landrum submitted the following brief:)

BRIEF OF THE AMERICAN ANGORA GOAT BREEDERS ASSOCIATION AND THE TEXaAs
ANGORA GOAT RAISERS ASSOCIATION

To the SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE,
Senate of the T/nited States, Washington, D. C.

GENTLEMEN: The membership of the associations I represent are composed of
practically all of the mohair producers of the United States, who are producing
a raw product of superior qualities for certain uses, a8 product whigch is indis-
pensible to our nation, and which owing to unfair competition at much less cost
production in the countries competing with the American producer, entitles us
to adequate protection in the new tariff rates. Rates that might at least equalize
cost production at home with competing countries.

We have asked for a variff on mohair of 36 cents per Found ; clean content in the
new law as against 31 cents, clean content; in the 1922 law.

Reference is here made to briefs, cost-production sheets, and testimony on the
subject before the Ways and Means Committee, February, 1929:

8 hig:i “l’ll‘ariﬁ readjustment, 1929,” hearings on ways and means, volume 11,
ehedule 11. :

:; \gzogzl and manufactures of,” testimony and briefs, pages 6371-6122, 6239,
an i

“Cost estimate of producing mohair,”’ page 6381.

1 respectfully ask that the Senate Finance Committee, in making any readjust-
ments in the present tariff law on mohair and like fibers, consider carefully the
matter contained in the briefs and costs estimates of production above referred to,
which estimate I consider very conservative.

That we might realize the full benefit of whatever rate you see fit to allow
our industry on mohair, it is absolutely necessary that all fibers that compete
w“ll: mohair as a substitute, or an adulterant, carry the same rate of duty as
mobhair.

Your attention is respectfully called to that part of the Hawley Tariff Act of
1929, H. R. 2667, page 192, Schedule 11, paragraphs 1101 and 1102.

We earnestly ask that that part of paragraph 1101, section (a) lines 14 and 15
which reads, “all of the wools not finer than 40s,” be left out of said paragraph,
together with lines 21, 22, and 23, pertaining to this grade of wool. e also ask
that the entire section (a) of paragraph 1102 be eliminated, and that these wools
caw the same rate of duty as provided for in section (b) of paragraph 1102.

e find that the wools known as 44s, 40s, and 36s, un account of their similarity
to mohair (or the hair of the Angora goat), are being imported and used in great
quantities to mix with mohair and cheapen mohair fabrics, and to realize the full
benefit of the rate on mohair we must have an equal rate on these wools.

Under the act of 1922 these wools carried a rate of 31 cents per pound, clean
content, or the same as that given on mohair.

If the rate on these wools as under the Hawley bill is reduced to 24 cents per
pound, clean content, it will mean a loss to the mohair grower of the United States
of 10 cents ger pound, as in our judgment it will reduce the price of mohair in
the United States whatever the difference might be in the rate on these wools
compared with the rate on mohair.

In anticipation of the Hawley rate becoming effective on luster wools, there is
already a decline in the mohair market of Boston of from 6 to 7 cents per pound.

Testimony given before the House Ways and Means Committee and the Senate
Finance Committee, by representatives of growers and producers, labor organi-
zations, and manufacturers, discloses that the administrative features of the
Fordaney-McCumber Act are very difficult of enforcement in determining various
grades and classifications of wools, and that in a large measure the intention of
such law is not being carried out at the various ports of entry to the disadvantage
of the American grower, and the Hawley bill, if adolpted, as paragraphs 1101 and
1102 are written, the administrative features will be rendered more difficult,
and our contention is that if all wools other than carpet wools bear the same
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rate of duty, there will be no opportunity for mistakes on the part of Govern.
ment custom officials in grading and classifying, and there will be no opportunity
for any importer to take advantage of and bring in a grade of wool at a lower
rate of duty than should be properly assessed against it.
Respectfully submitted.
F. O. LANDRUM. “.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28th day of June, 1929.

(sEAL.] Wanba G. PEARsoN,
Notary Public.
My commission expires May 12, 1931.

STATEMENT OF HON. HAMILTON FISH, JR., A REPRESENTATIV,”E
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK g

[Camel’s hair, par. 1101(s) and alpaca hair, par. 1102(b)]

Mr. Fisu. Mr. Chairman, I am interested in paragraph 1101; there
are really two sections there that I want to speak on briefly, and also
in reference to paragraph 1102 and paragraph 1105. "

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am a protectionist, but I do not
believe in embargoes, and I think it is a dangerous policy to try to
increase duties on commodities which we do not produce at all, not
an ounce of in this country. . o

The matter on which I am appearing before this committee has to
do with the increase in duty on camel’s hair or alpaca, of which we
do not produce any in the United States. -

Mr. Stroock, who is with me, is the head of a lar%e factory, the
president of it, and he probably uses 50 per cent of the alpaca and
camel’s hair that comes into this country. His is an old factory, some
60 years of age, but he did not appear before the Ways and Means
Committee. ;

The factory is in my district, but he did not ask me to appear and
he did not appear himself before the Ways and Means Committee. -:

He does not belong to any manufacturers’ organizations, and so was
not represented at the hearings before the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, and this matter was not brought up by him, and I doubt if it
was brought up by anyone. So I am in the position, although I aria
protectionist, of coming here to oppose these increased duties.

The only time I appeared before the Ways and Means Committee
to advocate putting anything on the free list was when I advocated
futting poultry on the free list for exhibition and breeding purposes.

t was referred to the chairman of & subcommittee who was: not
present, and inadvertently it had my name alongside of it, and whea
1t came out it provided for poultry and fish for exhibition and breed-
m% purposes. [Laughter.) .

enator SACKETT. That is in the present bill?

Mr. Fisu. That is in the bill now. o

Senator SACKETT. Are you serving in that capacity? y

Mr. Fisu. 1 made no effort to strike it out. .

But I am here to-day to ask you put back the rates where. they
were before on these commodities. L

The amount of camel’s hair that is imported into the United
States yearly is about 800,000 pounds, and as to the amount. of
alpaca, 1t is difficult to find the exact figures, but it is approximately
a million pounds, or about 1 per cent of the total importations .of

63310—20—vor 11, SCHED 11— 9
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wool, or one-third of 1 per cent of the amount of wool produced in
this country. L . .

Mr. Stroock, who x;lﬁomg to apﬁear, with your permission, im-
mediately after me, will go into the details, He will explain to
you that his business is really a specialty business; that he produces
all high-grade specialities.

Unfortunately, as you gentlemen know, there has been a sort of
tradition that Great Britian can produce certain commodities in
clothing better than ours, but these specialities which he produces
in his factory, he believes, and I think people will admit generally,
would compare with the British in grade, in fact, the highest grade.
He is building up an industry in these specialities that can meet the
English business.

nd there is no reason why we should penalize him when we are
not doing anything to make the consumer pay more money, and not
help the wool industry to any degree. They are not getting any bene-
fit out of it. So I think I would rather, and I think you gentlemen
would rather, hear from him, as he knows all the details of the
business.

But I just want to impress upon you at least that I did not appear
before the Ways and Means Committee, and knew really nothing
about the subject, and was not called upon. It has more or less gone
by default, and these increases here, in one instance of about 33 per
cent, and 1n the other of about 15 per cent, are put on camel’s hair
and alpaca.

Senator BingaAM. Do you mean 15 per cent, or 15 cents a pound?

Mr. FisH. The increase in one instance is from 31 to 34; that is the
smallest increase.

It is difficult for me to explain to you the differenco between washed
gnd ulll{washed ; and that is why I would like to have you hear Mr.

troock.

That is all I wanted to say, Mr Chairman, and I thank you for the
opportunity of appearing,

STATEMENT OF B. A, STROOCK, NEW YORK CITY, REPRESENTING
STROOCK & CO.

[Camel’s hair, par. 1101(a), and alpaca hair, par. 1108(b)}

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.lz
Mr. Stroock. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I represent S. Strooc
Co., manufacturers of specialty fabrics. We largely use camel’s

hair and alpaca. I believe we are the largest manufacturers of

specialties in the world.

Senator BingaAM. I have a chance now to ask a question that I
have been waiting for some years to ask. If I go into a store and buy
something that looks to me like alpaca, they will tell me it is vicuna.
I know that it is not.

Mr. STroOCK. Senator, you are quite right, but you are opening up
a subject that is goingrto take up more than five minutes.

" Senator BinguaM. Tell me whether I am correct when I think that

is probably not alpaca.

‘ r. STRoOCK. They are probably thinking of a very high-grade

cloth that sells for $24 a yard wholesale, with very little of it used.
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I have here, Mr. Chairman and %entlemen, some samples I would
_like to show you [exhibiting samples]. These are real true alpaca
fabrics, and these [indicating samples] are llama fabrics. .

Senator BingHaM. I have also seen these things called llama, but

{)klﬁew that the llama wools were so coarse that it could not possibly
e llama. . ~

Mr. Stroock. Llama is the family name of the animal, and that
includes .

Senator Bixaiam. I would not state that under oath.

Mr. Stroock. They represent the llama family.

Senator BincHaM. Actually it is the guanaco family, and the llama
and the alpaca are both’cousins. ~

Mr. Stroock. Yes, sir.  We are producing these fabrics and suc-
cessfully bringing to bear a favorable position against foreign fabrics.

The general tendency in high-grade fabrics is to favor, and has been
for many years, to favor the foreign fabric. We brought these
fabrics to such a point of perfection that to-day we stand very favor-
ably in the general United States market, as compared with competi-
tive articles in that class of fabric. . o ,

We beligve. that we have ereated a pure llama fabric. - We started
in this particular fabric in 1921 and have suceceded in bringing it up
to a high- degree of perfection. . - o o

Previous to that time it had . never been used for that purpose,
although it was used in cotton warp fabrics and used as linings for
overcoats, and with fiber fabrics of that description. N

These fabrics are used for men’s suitings, topcoats, and overcoat-
ings, énd in women’s wear they are used for coatings only. |

These samples. are camel’s hair [indicating samples], and those are
used with 100 per cent camel’s hair fabric. . ,

Senator SAckerr. What are those for? - o
- Mr. Srroock. That sample is used for men’s suitings.. This is
used for men’s coatings [indicating sample], and this is used for
women’s coatings [indicating sample.] This fabric [indicating sam-
ple] is not 100 per cent camel’s hair, the reason being that the shade
can not be produced in that.color in 100 per cent, cloth. - .

Senator Sackerr. What do you mix with it—alpaca? = |

Mr. Stroock. -No; wool.. There is a very small percentage of that
fabric that is not 100 per cent camel’s hair. It wﬂ? run 100 per cent
almost entirely. : L L , .

In the proposed bill, paragraph 1101, camel’s hair, which was
formerly. 12 cents a pound on the original basis, is now changed or
proposed to be changed to 24 cents a pound on a clean basis, esti-
mating the shrinkaFe at about:30 per cent, or & 70 per ¢ent iel«i, and
then. the duty would be around 17 cents, or 16.80:cents, . That:is an
increase from 12 to 16.80 cents. e

On the alpaca the duty has been.on a clean basis of 31 cents.. . It is
now proposed to be changed ta.34 cents, .. = . . .

Also in the noils, in both of these fibers, the proposed bill has an
increase of 2 cents a pound; it.was former}iy_ 19 cents a pound.and now
it:is proposed to make it 21 cents;a pound. - . L %

Sce‘natgr SackeTt. Do you use the noils in making the soft-finished
product? - . - . » T Coe
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hlumpe, ’S'mopcx Fo-a- ‘vory ‘small’ extenl;* tIt has certam partwular
\4eE to airive bt certain' definite ‘results; 1t r
Senator GEoRrGE: - You 'use the finter: gmdes of camel’s hmr?
' Mr.8rrogck. The finer grades: « 't - . o 5
" Sonatar Oonan, Only No:1 and No. 22+ - " oo
Mr. Stroo¢k. Only No. 1 and finer. e
Sendtor Georae. No. 8 is'notiused in your goods.at all?
Mr. Stroock. No. 2 is not used. e
Senator GEORGE.'No. 3 13 used for what purpose? = .
Mr. Stroock. No. 2 and No. 3:are:usually used in the manufaoture
of pressed cloth: It is used to press cottonseéd oil. - .-
nator GEORGE. 1\Iot;hmg better t,han No 3 is really used ‘in
pressed cloth, 8it? - . . -
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or No: o A R R R
Mr. Stroock. 'Therb ls no domestw article that we um substitute
-for No.1.""' One of these can tiot be substlmted for the othér: Camel’s
hair can not be- substituted for ‘alpaca or alpaca for camel’s hair.
‘They are ‘quite eharucteristlca!ly d ei-e'nt hat is the camel’s hair
[indicating sample). BRI ): N
Sqnator BiNGHAM. Which'i is: the alpaca?
“ ‘Mr. STROOCK: This ‘is the alpaea fabno [mdléatmg'sample] It
'is aite differdit. o o Tt |
nafor: Bmamm' wé ery mwh softer. i
‘Mr! Srroogx! ¥ e very much: bofter: and the- chathicter: of it is
dxﬁ‘erent One' of the' gresit' features about. alpaoa is! its ability: ‘to-be
sorted in about‘20 diflerent: colors.:: In'the cemel’s: hair, the:natural
téolor 'ig" just’ thiy plain eolor: thav ydd sed: 'heraw “Most: of 1t, 97 per
’ééxlt otiﬁ,‘&uhswlns dolor,: it <Lt vy g B o
or SAch'r'r What eﬂ'ect wxll the ratso m duOy lmve npon
yOut"b 0487 L I
":l; ‘ mﬁwocx It wﬂl’élmply Taish ehe casb whxch wxll have to ‘He
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bt Sénator AckETT: Can it be pastéd: ulon ?: Y
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mcreasepnces St i b ot U oangy
Senawr Sickrr. Would it shortend thé sales? .| « ~~,': vr
Mr. ,StroocE. I think tluw it ‘would-shorten: tlm sales and - also
“Inerghse forbign|eompatition. 1 »n(i > G oiv v -l o

+.Setiatof BrvamAs: 1 you got 4 compersatory: duty»—-—
Mr, Stroqck. That wbuld" help' in donnection' with: ‘the xforelgm
Daibigation: = 11 i dnat i T o i el et
Senator Bmcmu. It would take care of forelgn competition? 1t
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Mr. Stroock. It would also put the article to;a. smaller, number of,
people, due to the fact that the retail prices multiply;, themselves xery,
rapidly on small increases in the wholesale prices. |, ... ey

n Newburg where our plant is located, we employ about five ar,
six hundred people. This concern has been manufacturing special-;
ties for almost 60 years. We have never manufactured anything but
specialties in this plant. We have manufactured mohair f?l%rips,,
llama fabrics, and other fabrics, and we do not hardle anything elsein
any other way.

Senator BingHaM. Has your business been increasing or diminish-
ing in the last five years?

Mr. Stroock. The business has been increasing. The camel’s
hair that is used all comes from China and the alpaca comes from
Peru. I think it would be a very great help to us to have the duty
put back to where it was and to have it stay on that basis.

STATEMENT OF JOHN S. RADFORD, HOUSTON, TEX., REPRE-
REPRESENTING CAMEL'S HAIR PRESS CLOTH AND BELTING
MANUFACTURERS, HOUSTON, TEX.

(Camel’s hair, par 1101 (a))

(The witness was duly sworn by Senator Simmons.)

Mr. Raprorp. Gentlemen, I am to talk to you about camel’s hair.,
We went before the Ways and Means Committee and asked for a
reduction in the duty on camel’s hair and instead of getting a reduction
we got an advance.

nder the tariff of 1909 and prior protective tariffs we were given a
duty of 4 cents and 7 cents, respectively, according to the value on
camel’s hair. During the normal year of 1913 there were 4,573,000

ounds of camel’s hair imported. That was imported largely from

ussia, and Russia was cut off by revolution in 1915. We then were
made dependent upon China camel’s hair and were working under the
tariff of 1913. A request to the Ways and Means Committee was
made for a general advance in wools. We then asked for a duty free
under the same proviso as that given to carpet wools for floor coverings.
It was not given to us.

Senator GEORGE. They did give you——

Mr. Raprorp. Lumbermen’s socks and felt boots.

Senator GEORGE. In other words, they put that on the free list
when used for that purpose.

Mr. Raprorp. Yes, sir; those two were added and we were again
forgotten.

enator GEORGE. Do you know who makes those lumbermen’s socks
and boots?

Mr. Raprorp. No, sir; I never heard of them before.

Senator GEORGE. Do you know how many industries of the country
make those particular articles?

Mr. Raprorp. No, sir.

Senator GEORGE. You say you never heard of them?

Mr. Raprorp. No, sir. I do know this, that press cloth made of
camel’s hair is used for making all of the cooking fats used for crush-
ing the vegetable seeds of the farmer and his oleaginous kernels and
nuts out of which is made the cooking oils and the lard which go into
the bread which we eat, and consequently a tax on camel’s hair for
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press-cloth purposes is a customs import on the bread and meat that
we eat—the meat because the vegetable cake and meal that we feed
the cattle that make the meat is formed in press cloth. It amounts
to a tax of about 35 cents per ton of cottonseed crushed. The tax
is, nearly as I can get it, 1} to 2 cents per bushel on every bushel of
linseed crushed. The linseed cake and the cottonseed cake are used
to feed the cattle to fatten them for the meat.

The linseed oil is used for making paints. The by-products
formed in press cloth are used for making the ingredients for fertilizers
that are employed to enrich the soil for the raising of our crops.

A third proviso in floor coverings, comparatively a luxury, is
given; but when they refuse to give it for press cloth purposes it is

lacing a tax on the bread and meat that we eat, and for that reason
ask in my brief that the proviso be added and I am suggesting the
proviso freeing it for press cloth and belting purposes.

Senator SAckerT. Why belting?

Mr. Raprorp. Camel’s-hair belting is used in oil refineries because
it is the only known belt that will resist the acid fumes, and in other
places where acid fumes obtain. In lumber mills where it is exposed
to the weather it will last, T am reliably informed, sixty times as long
as any other kind of belt. Yet rubber belting as a competitor is
offered so cheaply, comparatively, that they will look at the first
cost, not considering the difference in time they will last, and the
users are using it to such an extent as to have almost put the belting
manufacturers out of business. :

Senator SACkETT. It secems to me that that is a selling proposition.
What you need is a better selling department.

Mr. Raprorp. No, sir; I am going to talk to the point of where
a duty of 12 cents a pound is so high that they can not compete.

Senator SAckETT. But you say it lasts so much longer and is a
better thing and is better than rubber, but the rubber sells cheaper,
80 it gets the business.

Mr. Raprorp. Yes, sir. I make camel’s-hair yarn for the helting
manufacturers. They tell me that if they could get a lower duty or
a free duty on this industrial essential of camel’s-hair press cloth they
could build up their business again as they did with a lower duty.

Senator SAckETT. What do you think the rubber belting man
would say to that?

Mr. Raprorp. I do not know, sir. All of those facts are brought
out in my brief to the Ways and Means Committee on the camel’s-
hair belting as well as the press cloth feature. T am a manufacturer
of press cloth. I make the yarn for them and they join me in this
plea for a lower duty on camel’s hair.

Senator GEORGE. On that point, some of the mohair people who
have appeared here say that camel’s hair in press cloth may well be
substituted by the use of mohair. Is that true?

Mr. Raprorp. No, sir.

Senator GEorGE. 1 wish you would go into that fully.

Mr. Raprorp. I shall. During the war, when we were cut off
from Russia, we were left w:ithout suitable fiber for the making of
press cloth. We had to hava press cloth because the Government
told us we had to make it to provide ammunition and food supply
not only for this Nation but for our allies, because all of the press-
cloth factories abroad were closed down. They threatened to take
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me over. In order to prevent that I added nearly $1,000,000 in
equipment to my plant. I gave them press cloth for the food and
munition supplies. I then experimented with mohair which is grown
in my own State. Mohair is not a competitor because it will not
stand up under high heat tension when hydraulic pressure is applied.
We used some of it during the war. We use some mohair now for
meking other specialities, but it will not withstand the heat, and
consequently, if we can get camel’s hair and a sufficient quantity of
human hair we can provide press cloth without the use of other wools.

Senator GEorRGE. Senator Sackett asked you about the attitude of
the rubber people. Rubber is on the free list, is it not? '

Mr. Raprorp. I really do not know, sir. '

Senator GeorgE. Cotton is on the free list and camel’s hair should
likewise be on the free list when it is used for belting and press cloth,
should it not?

Mr. Raprorp. Yes,sir. Ihave suggested in this brief to the Ways
and Means Committee this proviso added to 1101:

Provided further, That the hair of the camel when imported in the grease,
sorted or otherwise, and is used in the manufacture of press cloth, filtering cloth
and belting, or press-cloth tubing, or the yarns entering into these specifieally
named mechanical fahrics, the same may be imported under bond in an amount
and under such regulations as the Sccretary of the Treasury shall preseribe and
the duty thereagainst shall be remitted or refunded in the same manner as is,
or may be, prescribed in rules governing the remittance and refunding of duties
on those certain wools likewise imported under bond for use in the manufacture
of rugs, carpets, and floor coverings.

Senator GEORGE. You would accomplish the same results if you
simply inserted it along with the rugs and carpets and among the
lumbermen’s socks.

Mr. Rapbrorp. Yes, sir. Of course, that would suit me all right.
But we would get all the other wools free for the making of press
ﬁlo'th. I just merely added this proviso so as to limit it to camel’s

air.

Senator BincuaM. You have no objection to the duty applyin
on camel’s hair where it competed with mohair for textile clothing

Mr. Raprorp. None whatever.

Senator BingHaM. But simply to protect you in the manufacture
of press cloth, which, as I un(ferstand it, is an important part of the
manufacture of cottonseed oil.

Mr. RapForp. Yes.

Senator SACKETT. And camel’s hair belts?

Mr. Raprorp. Camel’s hair belting.

Senator BiNgHAM. In what industry is that used?

Senator SAckeTT. He has just been over that.

Mr. Rapbrorp. I have covered that in my Ways and Means
Committee brief. .

Senator SiMmoNns. You simply want to put it in the same category
with these workmen’s socks?

Mr. Rabrorp. Yes, sir. As to this sorting feature, when the
sorted wool cloths’ feature was added by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee the further and last importation possibility of camel’s hair
into the United States was written out of their proposed tariff revision
measure of relief. The only wool of which I know which is imported
in the sorted condition is camel’s hair. China camel’s hair, 90 per
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cent of it, for five years has been imported in the sorted condition.
It has to be sorted again when it gets here, but it is known as classes
1,2, and 3. Now, I do not know why that was put in and it would
circumvent the purpose for which it was freed if this sorted or other-
wise feature is not added without this is eliminated. We are asking
for the elimination of it.

Senator SaAckerr. Would you not just as leave have camel’s hair
eliminated as well as the whole section?

Mr. Raprorp. I am only interested in camel’s hair because that
is the only wool of which 1 know that is imported in that condition.
It is listed in the index. I looked for wools and could not find it.
Alpaca comes in colors. That is sorted to separate the colors.

nator SACKETT. Suppose we were to say in section 4 sorted wools
or hair matchings except camel’s hair. That would cover the
whole thing, would it not?

Mr. Raprorp. Yes, sir; that would cover the whole thing.

BRIEF OF THE ALFRED H. BENJAMIN IMPORT CORPORATION,
NEW YORK CITY

The FiNaANCcE COMMITTEE,
United States Senate, Washington, D, C.:

The purpose in submitting this brief is to indorse the facts outlined in my
brief before the chairman and members of the Ways and Means Committee,
referred to in the Tariff Readjustment, Volume XI, schedule 11, pages 6340 to
6344, inclusive.

THE COST OF WOOL PRODUCTION

The Department of Agriculture, through one of its officers, Mr. J. F. Walker,
in report H. R. 2667, has made a statement as to the cost of producing wool in
Australia. The National Wool Growers Association of the United States suggest
this as a basis upon which the increased tariff is proposed, namel , from 31 cents
per pound on the clean content to 36 cents per pound. They base the assumption
on what it cost to produce wool in Australia in 1913 to 1918, and atate that in so
far as Australia is concerned, the greatest wool producing country in the world,
there was an increased cost to the producer of 20 per cent.

The facts as submitted by Mr. J. F. Walker I will prove are entirely incorrect.

The little time that he spent in Australia would not enable anvone to figure
the cost of production, and it wonld be utterly impossible for Mr. Walker to give
accurate information without having spent at least one year in Australia. He
admits that climatic conditions play an important part in the production of wool
in Australia, and my conception is that that is not only a fact, but it menaces
production and adds very seriously to the cost, and those costs must he based on
a five-year average. The cost of labor between 1913 and 1916 in producting
wool was fifty per cent under what it is to-day, and that is the misleading feature
in the facts as submitted by Mr. Walker; added to this, the cost of materials
needed for the fencing off of rabbits, a pest that militates against wool production
and ever increasing, it is therefor extremely difficult to gauge the cost of produc-
tion when you take into consideration also that there are parts in Australia that
do not get rain for over a year at a time.

There is also another dangerous feature which is not helpful to the production
of wool, and that is the mortality caused in one of the largest wool producing
states, namely New South Wales, caused by the pest of the dingo or wild dog.
In one section of the country five years ago they had not less than 4,000,000 sheep,
to-day they haven’t 400.000 in that section; and the best evidence of that is that
all the sheep men in that district have had to go out of business, and that adds
very seriously to the cost of wool production in Australia. There is no part of
Australia that is wool producing to-day that I am not familiar with. It is only
because of my experience with that country during the last 25 years, off and on
that bas pérmitted me to give an accurate knowledge of this particular subjec‘
of “cost of wool production.”
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When I state cost of production I cannot give you the exact cost nor could any
other man determine that, but approximately the cost of raising wool has increased
40 to 50 per cent; taking all things into consideration, this would be a very good
basis to work upon in all producing countries.

During the period of 1927 to 1928 the mortality increase in lambs was terrifie
caused by the drought. The lambing which formerly gave 80 to 85 per cent
barely 20 to 25 per cent. These are factors that weigh in the cost of [)roduction;
therefore, this mortality plays an important part in the cost of wool producing
because the lamb is a great industry, and is the basis of the flock, and without it
there can be no basis of cost on wool production. The wool itself is a by-product
that fluctuates from year to year, in fact from month to month, but with the lamb
there is a steady demand at a regular price, and the grower can determine if he has
a good crop of lambs that he is in & very favorable position during any one
season, but that does not always happen that the growers has a good lamb season.
On the contrary if he gets three out of five with 85 per cent he is doing remarkably
well. The cost of wool production in Australia is conceded over 50 per cent in
excess of 1916, but no government figures are available.

In Australia there is very little artificial fceding. They depend largely upon the
rainfall, and if the pastures are bad then thef resort to artificial feeding; but on
account. of the facilities of the railroads not heing adequate to take care of this
particular industry, invariably the grower suffers in a dry season.  The knowledge
thus gained by Mr. Walker during his visit to Australia cannot be useful to any
degree in the cost of wool production, and upon which to base a scientific tariff.
On the contrary, it is misleading.

T might then go to the Argentine and Uruguay, who are the next foremost
producing countries, and you will find that the same difficulties exist in those
countries as exist all over the world. The cost of production is running higher
the last five years than it has ever done in its history, and it would be very wrong
for us as a nation to exclude any nation from shipping merchandise without
serioll}sltx imperiling the industries of this country which form the back bone of
our Nation.

Production of our domestic wool this vear is estimated by the Department of
Agriculture hetween 300,000,000 pounds and 350,000,000 pounds approximately.
The American wool to-fday is cheaper by 15 to 20 per cent than any other wool
that can be purchased abroad to-day, so that we need not fear the imported
product to any extent.

Under the Fordney-MeCumber tariff we have 31 cents per pound on the clean
content, and each year brings in less wool from Australia, the Argentine, and
Uruguay, and practically nothing from South Africa. So this great menace of
the producing countries is a faltacy; they can find an outlet for their wool in
the countries where it is most needed, and that is Europe, Japan, and Great
Britain. Under the present tariff the only class of wools that can be imported
into this country from Australasia, which includes New Zealand, are the light
shrinking wools, and the production of those do not form 30 per cent of the pro-
duction of wool in Australasia.

The burden of paying a price for that 30 per cent of the clip rests with the
American manufacturers, and if they are not in a position to buy their merchandise
on a competitive basis equal tv that of Europe, Japan, and Great Britain then
they start off in difficulties, and they will always be in difficuitics when they can
not buy their raw material on a right basis.

Australasia.is one of our good customers. The hest evidence of that is the fig-

-ures. They purchased from the United States as follows: 1922-23, $120,000,000
worth of merchandise; 1926-27, $201,000,000 worth of merchandise, against our
purchases from them of $30,000,000 to $50,000,000.

INCREASED TARIFF MEANS INCREASED SURPLUSES IN EVERY INDUSTRY

Ever{ industry in the United States must necessarily accumulate under a

prohibitive tariff a surplus of products, that will cause alarm to the manufacturers
with a dwindled export trade.

- 'The National Council of Wool Selling Brokers of Australia desires to be per-
mitted to criticize the report by Mr. J. b, Walker, consulting specialist of the
Division of Cooperative Markets, United States Department of A%riculture, more
particularly.in regard to that part wherein he states ‘““that wool production in
Australia, already has reached the saturation point.”
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EXTRACT OF REPORT, THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF WOOL SELLING BROKERS OP
AUSTRALIA

“It may be safe to presume that the knowledge gleaned by Mr. Walker, with
8o little time at his disposal in his trip around the world, that his visit to Australia
was comparatively limited in extent, and while no doubt his statements are
made in good faith, it can be quite understood that he was not in a position to
authoratively pass an opinion on Australia’s inost important industry.”

This report is signed by Geo&e Aitken, president of the National Council
of Wool Selling Brokers of Australia.

Commercial relations between Australia and America under the present tariff
have been extremely favorable, and why destroy it.

Australia is a young, all-English speaking nation, friendly to the United States,
and desires to trade with them, but if we place around their product a tariff wall
that is prohibitive they will find some way of increasing their tariff against us,
gnd wel could not offer any reasonable excuse against such procedure; it would

e our loss.

The solution of this problem is in my opinion not in taxing the raw material
but in taxing the manufactured product that comes here from every country,
and variably made by labor that is cheaper.

It would protect our manufacturers and make them more dependent upon
the wool producers as they will use more raw material.

This duty of 31 cents has proved excessive. The result of the figures of the
woolen and worsted concerns of the country has shown by their financial state-
ments that they are seriously embarrassed, and their capital is shrinking. This
includes the American Woolen, whose capital in the last six years has shrunken,
and its surplus has decreased fully $20,000,000. The Amoskoeg Manufacturing
Co. while their losses have not been so great, at least they have been most serious,
as in the case of the Botany Worsted Mills of Passaic and the United States
Worsted Co. of Massachusetts; and numerous others who are being driven out
of business entirely.

There will be a continuance of these conditions just as long as these heavy
duties are existing on the raw material, and the success of any industry, textile
or otherwise, depends largely upon the prices they pay for the raw gr uct that
fs used in connection with the manufacturing of the goods for distribution.

In conclusion, I would like to say to the members of the Finance Committee
of the Senate that the present tariff based on the clean content is economically
unsound, and will continue to be a menace to the best interests of our country.
I recommend a wool committee be formed consisting of woolen and worsted
manufacturers and that committee frame a tariff acceptable to the industry;
until then the manufacturing interests will continue to be imperiled.

The present demand of 37 cents per pound on the clean content will be an
embargo—the consumer must pay the increase.

Respectfully submitted,
ALrFrReD H. BENJAMIN IMPORT CORPORATION,
0. W, BENJAMIN, President.

Sworn to before me, New York, June 25, 1929,

gmn.] TaeresA PoweR, Notary Public.
'erm expires March 30, 1930.

STATEMENT OF ALBAN EAVENSON, CAMDEN, N. J., REPRESENT-
ING THE ASSOCIATION OF COMMISSION WOOL SCOURERS AND
CARBONIZERS OF THE UNITED STATES

(The witness was duly sworn by the chairman of the subcommittee.)

Mr. EavensoN. I am representing the Association of Commission
Wool Scourers and Carbonizers of the United States.

I have noticed, Mr. Chairman, that you usually ask the witnesses,
first of nll, what they want. )

Senator BingaAM. That is what we would like to hear.

Mr. Eavenson., Well, our requests are set forth in the last two
Kages of our brief, and they stand correct with one exception which

as been brought out here in the testimony.
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Senator BingaaM, Will you summarize them for our benefit so
that we may put the notes in the bill that we have before us?

Mr. Eavensoxn. Shall I read them off, Mr. Chairinan?

Senator BingHAM. Please.

Mr. EavENsoN. Paragraph 1101, page 148, line 2, reads as follows:

All the foregoing, in the grease or washed, 24 cents per pound of clean con-
tent; scoured, 24 cents per pound; on the skin, 23 cents per pound clean content;
sorted, or matchings, 26 cents per pound clean content.

Senator BinchaM. That is the way the bill reads now?

Mr. EavensoN. Yes. We recommend that the phrase ““scoured,
24 ce(;lf;s per pound,” be changed to read ‘‘scoured, 27 cents per
pound.

Senator BingHaM. That is the same recoinmendation made by
the woolgrowers.

Mr. EavensoN. We are very happy to see it.

Also we would like to have the duty on matchings reduced from
26 cents to 25 cents.

S(imator BingHaM. That is the same recommendation that they
made.

Mr. Eavenson. I believe that 1 cent per pound is ample to take
care of protection to the labor of wool sorting, and it helps to smooth
out a delinquency in the bill to which I will refer later.

Paragraph 1101, page 148, line 18 reads as follows:

Duties shall be remitted or refunded.

Senator BingHAM. That is, after “lumberman’s socks’’?

Mr. Eavenson. Yes, sir; I think it comes right after ‘‘lumber-
man’s socks.”

Senator BINGHAM. The “duties shall be remitted or refunded”?

Mr. EaveEnsoN. Yes, sir.  We recommend that the following be
inserted in the act:
except that scoured wool, so withdrawn from bond, shall pay a duty of 3 cents
a pound at the time of withdrawal from bond, and this duty shall not be remitted

even though the wool be used in the manufacture of rugs, carpets, or other floor
covering, or in the manufacture of knit or felt boots or heavy fulled lumber-

man’s socks.

Senator BingHaM. You want all that put in?

Mr. Eavenson. That paragraph we want put in.

Senator BingAM. You want knit or felt boots?

Mr. Eavenson. I do not care anything about that. The only
change that I refer to is the insertion of 3 cents a pound, ‘“except
that scoured wool, so withdrawn from bond, shall pay a duty of 3
cents a pound at the time of withdrawal from bond.”

Senator BingHAM. That is, in the manufacture of 1ugs, etc.?

Mr. EavensoNn. Yes, sir; so withdrawn for that purpose—shall
pay a duty of 3 cents a pound at the time of withdrawal from bond,
and this duty shall nut be remitted——

Senator BingrAM. What is your reason for that?

Mr. Eavenson. I will go into that quite at length in my remarks,
if I may, in the proper order.

Senator BingaaM. I should like to have the reasons for that now,
while I have it in mind. )

Mr. Eavenson. All right, sir.
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In our recommendations to the Ways and Means Committee we
had this same paragraph here. As far as we can learn there was no
objection on the part of any branch of the textile industry as to this
recommendation, but it was not granted by the Ways and Means
Committee because, in their opinion, they regarded the imports of
scoured wool, under paragraph 1101, to be small. The imports of
scoured wool, under paragraph 1101, have steadily increased through-
out the entire period of existence of the act. They jumped stead%ly
uP, until in 1928 there were between 18,000,000 and 19,000,000 pounds
of scoured wool imported. These wools shrink on the average, 40
per cent.

Senator BinguaM. Do you think that this scoured wool is used for
other purposes than the manufacture of rugs, carpets, or other floor
coverings?

Mr. Eavenson. No, sir; I do not have any fault to find with that
end of it. I do not have fault to find with the fact that there have
been between 18,000,000 and 19,000,000 pounds imported whick has
displaced that much work for our industry.

Perhaps I could put it more clearly to you if I expressed it on the
percentage basis.

Senator BincHAM. Your theory is that although this wool which
comes in is not grown in this country, you would like to have the privi-
lege of scouring it, and therefore you want a protective duty of 3
cents a pound if it comes in scoured; is that correct?

Mr. EavensoN. Yes, sir; you have it precisely.

Senator SACKETT. You say those imports have steadily increased
and are up to 18,000,000 or 19,000,000 pounds. What were they in
1922 and 1923?

Mr. EavensoN. It appears here in my brief; I can refer back to it.
It was along about seven or eight million, is my recollection. The
exact figures I have in my brief before the Ways and Means Commit-
tee. In tho last three years I have it expressed on the percentage
basis. In 1926, of all the wools imported under paragraph 1101,
figuring on the equivalent grease basis, there were 13.63 per cent
scoured wools. In 1927, 17.24 per cent were scoured wools. It
jumKed up in 1928 to 20.06 per cent.

The Senator has just asked me the question as to why we want
Rrotection. I think the statement in the report of the Ways and

feans Committee which accompanied the bill gives a very satis-
factory answer to that. In that statement you will sce it presented
that of all the imports of wool under paragraph 1101 60 per cent of
those imports originate in China, British India, and Asia Minor,
where they have the poorest-paid labor on earth; and we have no
more chance to compete against that labor on a free-trade basis than
any other class of the textile industry would have. Our industry
has been in a dwindling state, perhaps more severely hit than any
other branch of the textile industry, and our main products are
strictly on a free-trade basis.

Senator GeEorGe. What is your industry?

Mr. Eavenson. I should perhaps have explained that at first.
Our industry is the scouring and carbonizing of wools, noils and cer-
tain wastes. We do not deal with products; we merely handle for
a great variety of mills and merchants stocks belonging to them at
fixed charges per pound; that is, we put them through our operation of
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scouring, carbonizing, sorting, or what not at fixed charges per pound.
We are not interested directly in the duty which may be placed upon
those products; that does not concern us, because we have not our
money invested in that, but we are interested in obtaining a duty on
our finished products in excess of the duty on the same products
hefore they go through our processes. In other words, we are inter-
ested in protection to our labor.

Senator GEORGE. You are furnishing service?

Mr. EavensoN. We are a public-service industry.

Senator GEORGE. Do you also handle domestic products?

Mr. Eavenson. Oh, yes; domestic wools, noils, and wastes.

Senator GeorGE. The same as you do the foreign product?

Mr. EavensoN. Yes, sir. .

Senator GEorGE. How many people are in your industry?

Mr. EavensoN. About 3,000, or a little over. It is not a large
industry, but a ver imﬁortant industry, in that we wait on a great
many mills engaged in the manufacture of wool hats and knit goods
and fine wools and felts of all sorts. They rely upon us for the proper
preparation of their stocks.

Senator GEorGE. Where is your industry located?

Mr. EaveEnsoN. Mainly in the New England States, but we have
two large plants in Philadelphia, and there are one or two out on
the western coast of a similar nature.

Senator GEORGE. Near the ports of entry?

Mr. Eavenson. Yes, sir; naturally, sir, because our business is
limited to a geographical area determined by freight rates. When
we get too far away from the source of supply, naturally we can not
operate.

pSenator BineuaM. You operate chiefly near Boston?

Mr. EaveEnsoN. Most of them are near Boston; yes; in Lowell
and Lawrence.

Senator BinguaM. Why is it that you want this 3 cents a pound
only on scoured wool that is withdrawn from a bonded warechouse?
Su Fosing it comes in direct?

K r. Eavenson. I am a little afraid that perhaps I did not make
myself clear. We want it on all the imports of scoured wool.

Senator BinguaMm., I wrote it down, or tried to, exactly as you
asked for it in the place in the bill where you wanted it put.

Senator GEORGE. As I understand it, you want it on all imports
but you do not wish it remitted where 1t is imported ir bond an
withdrawn for the purpose of manufacture into rugs.

Mr. Eavenson. I think I have a pretty clear idea of how these
wools are handled under paragraph 1101. The wools are entered
under what is known as a provisional bond. The importer does not
pay duty. He enters bond in an amount sufficient to cover the

overnment’s goods. If within a certain specified time, three or
our years—I do not know just how the law reads at present, but I
believe it was extended to four years—if within that length of time
it has been satisfactorily proven that those wools have gone into
the manufacture of floor coverings, carpets, rugs, or what not, then
the bond is canceled.

Senator GEORGE. Do we understand that all wools coming in
under Section 1101 are imported in bond?
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Mr. Eavenson. All imports of wool come in under bond. So
that my recommendation merely means——

Senator GEORGE. So if you Yut in this exception you cover that?

Mr. EavensoN. We cover all wools excepting that when the bond
is cancelled we do not want that 3 cents canceled.

Senator BingHAM. Why could not the importer get around it by
bringing the wool in direct and not putting it in bond?

r. EAvensoN. You can not import wool into this country without
its going into bond; it must go into bond.

Senator. 5.ckeTT. What is the cost of scouring wools?

Mr. EavensoN. The charge which we make to the trade is 2 cents
per pound for our labor of doing the work. The item of freight
enters in.

Senator SAckerr. Why do you want 3 cents?

Mr. Eavenson. It works out in this way, sir; the cost of doing
this work abroad is a little less than half of our charges. From large
sections such as Australia and New Zealand the freight runs to about
3 cents a pound.

Senator SACKETT. The freight from where?

Mr. EavensoN. From New Zealand or Australia and those points.
There are a lot of port charges that enter into it. So it runs anywhere
from $2.90, I am told, to $3.10 a pound. If the wool shrinks to the
basis, we will say, of 50 per cent, there is a saving right there of 1}
cents on the freight item alone which enters into it.

Senator Sackerr. Who saves that? ‘

er.d EavensoN. The importer saves that if he gets his work done
abroad.

Senator SAckeTT. That would be what?

Mr. EavensoN. One and a half cents a pound, and the difference
in charges is over a cent a pound.

Senator Sackerr. That is 214?

Mr. EavensoN. Just a little over a cent a pound.

Senator SACKETT. You are asking for 3 cents?

Mr. EavensoN. Yes, sir.

Senator Sackerr. Why?

Mr. EavensoN. Because we need it to equalize conditions,

Senator SackerT. Does it not cost them something to scour it
abroad?

Mr. Eavenson. A little less than half of ours.

Senator SACkETT. It costs you 2 cents?

Mr. EavensoN. Yes, sir.

Senator SACKETT. It costs them 1 cent?

. Mr. EavensoN. Yes. Two cents per dpound on the grease pound
is 4 cents per pound on the clean pound. It is 4 cents if the wool
shrinks 50 per cent.

Senator Simmons. On what ground do you think that you are
entitled to savings in freight? I can see the ground upon which you
are entitled to the difference in weight.

Mr. EAvENsON. Senator, we &o not get those savings.

Senator SiMMoNns. You are providing for them.

Mr. EavensoN. No, sir; that is one of the factors which operates
to egur disadvantage, and it is one of the things which must be equal-
ized. :
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Senator SimmoNns. Therefore you are proposing to equalize it by
putting a duty upon every American consumer?

\r. EavENnsoN. No, sir.

Senator SiMmoNs. I understand that you propose to force the for-
eigner from whom we buy wool, because we do not make enough of
it ourselves, to send his wool in here in the raw state or the uncleaned
state, or if he send it here in the clean state you are forcing him to
paK you.

ir. EavEnsoN. Exactly,—enough to equalize and put me on a
competitive basis. Isnot that the principle which pervades the entire
tariff act?

Senator Simmons. What I am saying is that in making up your 3
cents, you said a little while ago that a cent and a half of it was for
difference in labor cost.

Mr. EaveENnsoN. Yes.

Senator SimmoNs. Then you said that the foreigner by reason of
cleaning his wool over there has a saving of 1} cents in freight.

Mr. EaveEnson. Yes.

Senator SiMmMoNs. And you want to get the benefit of that saving.

Mr. EavEnsoN. No, sir; I do not get the benefit of it.

Senator SiMMoNs. That made up the 3 cents, did it not? ,

Mr. EavensoN. Yes; but I do not get the benefit, because we do
not own any of the wool.

Senator SiMmoNs. But you get the benefit of the protection as
the result of raising this difference of 1% cents on labor——

Mr. Eavenson. Yes; we are going to protect our labor here b
egualizing such differences as that that may exist. That is the whole
effect of it.

Senator SiMmoNs. That is what I thought.

Mr. EavensoN. 1 hope, sir, that you have it clear about the
withdrawal from bond. . .

Senator BingHaM. We can straighten it out if your language is
not correct. The way you have drawn it, the exception comes in
under the clause which reads, ‘““and if within four years from the
date of importation or withdrawal from bonded warehouse,” and
yltlm say ‘““except,’” and so on. But we can fix it up if we decide to do
that.

I want to ask you this: Is the larger part of the wool imported
to be used in the manufacture of rugs, carpets and floor coverings
scoured or unscoured at present?

Mr. Eavenson. I just stated, sir, that 20 per cent of the wool
comling in under paragraph 1101 during the year 1928 was scoured
wool. .

Senator BineHAM. Only 20 per cent?

Mr. EavEnsoN. Yes.

Senator BinaHaM. Do you scour the other 80 per cent?

Mr. Eavenson. We get a good chance at it; a great many of the
mills do their own. . ) )

Senator BineHaM. Do not most of the large mills do it themselves?
d Mr. EavensoN. A good many, yes; but a great many of them

o not.

Senator BingaM. How large a percentage of it is done by your
organization? )

r. Eavenson. I could not express that in percentage.
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Senator GEoRGE. How does your business range? What has been
the volume of business done by your industry?

Mr. EavensoN. When we are running at capacity we are han-
dling—you mean, in the whole industry?

Senator GEORGE. Yes.

Mr. Eavenson. I have no composite figures.

Senator GEORGE. We would like to know that, how you have been
getting along for the last six or eight years.

Mr. EavensoNn. I can tell you that very readily.

Senator GEORGE. I know you can, generally, but we want to know
how much wool you have scoured each year.

Mr. EavensoN. May I file a brief on that, sir? Could I not add
it to my testimony?

Senator GEoORGE. It would be helpful, I think.

Senator BingHaM. There is no objection to that. You can file it
as an affidavit.

Senator S1MMoNs. Has this item that you are now esking for been
in former bills?

Mr. Eavenson. No, sir.

Senator SiMmoNs. This is the first time?

Mr. Eavenson. We have always had the effect of the same thing
in this way, that in the old bills, for instance—I think it was called
the Dingley bill—grease wool was dutiable at 11 cents per pound;
scoured wool, 33 cents per pound. That just gave us the benefit of
ample protection. We always did get it in some other w%, but we
did not get it in the definite way that I have stated here. We always
got it indirectly. }

Senator SiMMoNs. You never came in and asked for a specific
protection to force the foreigner to send his wool over here in an
unscoured state so that you could get it to scour? .

Mr. EAvENsSON. You force him in the most effective way under this
teriff, because——

- Senator SiMmoNs. Yes; but we covered it up then, but you come
out in th. open and ask for it. .

Mr. EaveEnsoN. Yes. I think that is the spirit in which we
approach your committee,

Senator Simmons. I think so myself. I expect there are a good
many oiher things covered up there. I would rather it were brought
out in the open, as you have brought this out.

Mr. EAVENsON. Yes, sir. R

Senator SiMmons. If this item is put into the bill, as it probably will
be, it will become historic.

Senator BingHAM. Are these the only changes you want?

Mr. Eavenson. No, sir.

Senator BinauaM. Let us take the next change.

Senator Sackerr. We have not got down what it costs yet. We
want to know the difference in cost of production abrond and here.

Mr. EavensoN. There are a good many of those facts in my brief
before the House Ways and Means Committee, and it would take a
lonsg time—— . . .

enator Siumons. If it takes a short time or a long time I think we
ought to thoroughly probe into it. I would like to understand it.
nator SACKETT. IP would like to have the detail of the whole costs

abroad and here.
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Mr. EavensoN. I have already provided for that, Senator. I have
filed with my brief a price list showing the exact cost. I filed our
own price list showing exactly what the costs are. They are already
set forth in the brief. My purpose here was not to repeat matters
which have been clearly presented in the brief, but I am here only to
make a few remarks today.

Senator SAckeETT. You did all that before the Ways and Means
Committee, and they turned you down. I am trying to help you.

Mr. Eavenson. Yes, sir; 1 appreciate that.

Senator SAcCRETT. If we read 1t we might turn it down, too, because
we are just human like they are. You evidently did not make a case.
Do you want to make a case here?

r. EavensoN. I think I have made a case here.

Senator SAckeTT. They did not think so.

Mr. Eavenson. They apparently did not. I have told you that
they said the importations were very small.

Senator Sackerr. If you want to rest on what they said, it is all
right with me. '

Mr. Eavenson. I am resting on what I have just said to you.
They regarded the imports as small under paragraph 1101. If I can-
not impress upon you that when imports run 20 per cent, when they
are steadily increasing, and it is self-evident that in a very short time
the industry with those increasing imports must fade out of the
picture——

Senator BingHAM. Is it not true that the average for the last
three years has only been about 15 per cent?

Mr. EavensoN. That is a tremendous average in my judgment, sir.
If you regard that as small, the case is ended.

enator SACKETT. I do not know but what 1 cent & pound would
do_you just as much good as 3. That is what I want to get at.

Mr. Eavenson. I have given you those facts in my brief.

Senator SACKETT If you want to rest there, go ahead.

Mr. Eavenson. I have the brief, but I can make any further
statement. It is just a matter of opinion whether a 20 per cent import
is small or large. When an industry is dwindling, when we are
struggling to keep our heads above water, 1 per coent alone is a very
serious matter. When it reaches 20 per cent, that industry is in a
precarious position; and if it continues to increase, as it most certainly
will unless some measure of protection is afforded, that industry
passes out of the picture. It is inevitable.

I have given you some reasons under paragraph 1102 for a duty of
3 cents per pound. )

Senator BingHAM. Paragraph 1102, (fage 149, where it starts with
the words ‘‘scoured, 24 cents per pound’’, you want that changed to
read 27 cents”? Is that it?

Mr. EaveEnstoN. Yes, sir. That appears in the Ways and Means
Committes L ef.

?enator BinguaM. You also want the sorted reduced from 26 to
25 .

Mr. EavensoN. Yes, sir; or matchings, in both sections, (a) and
(b); and I also ask for a duty on carbonized wool 8 cents in excess of
the duty on scoured wool, making it 35 cents per pound.

Senator BingaHaM. That is additional language in that paragraph?

Mr. EavENsoN. Yes, sir.

63310—290—voL 11, scHED 11—-10
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Senator BingaaM. Repeat that, please.

Mr. Eavenson. I ask for a duty on carbonized wool of 35 cents
per pound, another 8 cents, in addition to the duty I have asked on
scoured wool.

Senator BinguaM. Give us briefly the reasons for that 8 cent
increase there.

Senator SiMMoNs. You are asking this duty not, as a matter of
fact, on wool; 