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Mr. STERLING. Making the same announcement as to my
pair and its transfer as on the last vote, I vote “ nay.”

Mr, SUTHERLAND. Making the same announcement as be-
fore with reference to my pair and its transfer, I vote “ nay."”

Mr. McKINLEY, Making the same announcement as before,
I vote “nay.”

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce that the Senator from
Nevada [Mr, Oppre] and the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Nxcnuwox’] are unavoidably absent. If present they would
vote * nay.”

The roll call resulted—yeas 12, nays 31, as follows:
YEHAS 12,
Harrison La Follette Sheppard Swanson
Heflin Owen Bhields Underwood
King Pepper Simmons ‘Walsh,
NAYS—31.
Bursum Jones, Wash, McKinley Bhortridge
Curtis Kellgﬁg MecLean Bmoot
au Pont Kendrick McNary Sterlin
Ernst Keyes helson Sutherland
Fernald Ladd Warren
Gooding Lodge horheck ‘Watson, Ind.
Hale MeCormick Phipps Willis
Johnson MeCumber Rawson
NOT VOTING—53.
Aghurst Dillingham Moses Bmith
Ball Edge Myers Spencer
Borah Elkins Newberry Stanfield
Brandegee Fletcher Nicholson Stanley
Broussard France Nor Townsend
Calder Frelinghuysen Oddie Trammell
Cameron Gerry Overman Wadsworth
Capper Glass Page ‘Walsh, Mont.
Caraway Harreld Pittman Watson, Ga.
Colt Harris Poindexter Weller
Crow Hitcheock Fomerene
Culberson Jones, N. Mex, Ransdell
Cummins Lenroot Reed
Dial MeKellar Robinson

The PRESIDING OFFICER, On the amendment of the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WarLsH] to the amendment
of the committee the yeas are 12 and the nays are 31. A quo-
rum not having voted, the Secretary will call the roll.

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Olpg:r Jones, Wash, MeLean Shortridge
Cor Kellogg McNary Simmons

du I'ont Kendrick Nelson Smoot
Ernst Keyes New Storunﬁ
Fernald Ladd Pepper Sutherland
Gooding La Follette Phipps

Hale Lodcge Pittman Wnlsh mua.
Heflin MeCormick Rawson Warren
Hitcheock MeComber Robinson ‘Watson, Ind.
Johnson MeKinley 8heppard Willis

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). Forty
Senators have answered to their names, There is not a quo-
rum present. The Secretary will call the names of the absent
Senators.

The reading clerk called the names of the absent Senators,
and Mr. Bursvm, Mr. CuLBeErsoN, Mr. NorsEck, and Mr. PoIx-
pEXTER answered to their names when called.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Forty-four Senators have an-
swered to their names; a quorum is not present, What is the
pleasure of the Senate?

RECESS,

Mr, SMOOT. I move, in accordance with the unanimous-con-
sent agreement, that the Senate take a recess, the recess being
until Wednesday, July 5, at 11 o'clock.

The motion was agreed to; and at 2 o’clock p. m. the Senate,
under the order previously made, took a recess until Wednes-
day, July b, 1922, at 11 o’clock &. m.

SENATE.
WeoNespay, July 5, 1922.
(Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922.)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. nmi, on the expiration of the
Trecess.

THE TARIFF.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
gideration of the bill (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, to regu-
late commerce with foreign countries, to enconrage the indus-
tries of the United States, and for other purposes, the pending
question being on the amendment of Mr. WALsH, of Massachu-
setts, to the amendment of the Committee on Finance.

The amendment was, in parngraph 754, page 110, line 13,
before the word “cents,” to strike out “12" and insert “ 15,”
g0 as to make the paragraph read:

Almonds, not shelled, 5 cents per pound ; shelled, 15 cents per pound,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

The amendment to the amendment was to strike ouwt “ 15"
and insert “6.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll
to ascertain if a quorum is present.

The reading clerk called the roll and the following Sena-
tors answered to their names:

Ashurst Hale MeCumber Robinson
Borah Harreld M(-Klnley l;hep{nrd
Bra Harris McLean Shortridgs
Bursum Harrison MeNary immons
Calder Heflln Nelson moot
Cameron Johnson New Spencer
Capper Jones, Wash, Nicholson Btulinf
Caraway Kenng Norbeck Sutheriand
Culberson Kendrick Norris Trammell
Curtis Keyes Oddie Underwood
Dial Kin, Phipps Walsh, Mass,
du Pont Lad Pittman ‘Walsh, Mont.
Ernst La Follette Poindexter Warren
Fernald Lenroot Pomerene ‘Watson, Ind.
Gooding Lodge Rawson

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to announce that the Senator from

Rhode Island [Mr. Cort] is absent on account of a death
in his family.

I also wish to announce that the junior Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Wrrris] is unavoidably absent.

Mr. TRAMMELL. I desire to announce that my colleagne
[Mr. FLETCHER] is absent on account of illness,

Mr. HARRIS. My colleague [Mr. Warsox of Georgia] is
detained on account of illness.

The VICE PRESIDENT, Fifty-nine Senators have answered
to their names, A quorum is present. Tbhe question is on the
amendment of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Warsu] to
the amendment of the committee on page 110, line 18, almonds,
ghelled, where he moves to strike out “ 15" and insert “6,” on
which the roll call was proceeding when the Senate took a re-
cess. The Secretary will eall the roll.

The reading clerk proceeded to eall the roll.

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). I transfer my
general pair with the junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr,
Ergixs] to the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reep] and
vote yea."

Mr. NEW (when his name was called), T transfer my pair
with the junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKeirar] to
the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pace] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. STERLING (when his name was called), I transfer my
pair with the Senafor from South Carolina [Mr. SmiTH] to the
Senator from New York [Mr. WapsworrH] and vote ‘“ nay.”

Mr, TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I transfer
my pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr]
‘bo the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] and vote
i yea.n

Mr, WALSH of Montana (when his name was called). I
transfer my pair with the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Fre-
LINGHUYSEN) to the Senator from Georgia [Mr, Warsox] and
vote “ yea.”

Mr. WARREN (when hls name was ealle(l) I transfer my
general pair to the junfor Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
OvermAN] to the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr., France]
and vote “ nay.”

Mr. WATSON of Indiana (when his name was called). I
fransfer my pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
WirLiams] to the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr, STARFIELD]
and vote “ nay.’ .

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. FERNALD (after having voted in the negative). I trans-
fer my pair with the senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
Joxgs] to the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. TowNsEND]
and allow my vote to stand.

Mr. POMERENE. I am paired for the day with my colleagne
the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Wrirris], but I find I can
transfer that pair, which I do, to the senior Senator from
Nebraska [Mr, Hrrcacock]. 1 vote ™ yea.”

Mr. HALE (after having vofed in the negative). Has the
senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Sarenns] voted?

The VICE PRESIDENT, That Senator has not voted,

Mr., HALE. I transfer my pair with that Senator to the
senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr., Crow] and let my vote
stand.

Mr. ERNST (after having voted in the negative). I transfer

| my general pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr.

Sraxcey] fo the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr, WELLER]
and allow my vote to stand.

Mr, TRAMMELL. I wish to announce that my colleague
[Mr. FrercHER] I8 abgent on account of iliness. He has & gen-
eral pair with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. BArr].

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to announce the following pairs:

The senior Senator from Vermont [Mr, DirriNcHaM] with the
junior Senator from Virginia [Mr., Grass]; and
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The junior Senator from: New Jersey [Mr. Epce] with the
senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owex].
The result was announced-—yeas 17, nays 41, as follows::

YBEAB—1T
Cara Heflin Sh Walsh, Mass,
Culberson King Simmons Walsh, Mont.
Dial La Follette. Swanson
Harris Pomerene Trammell
Harrison binson Underweod

NAYS—41,
Ashurst Hale MeKinley Rawson
Borah Harreld MeLean Shortridge.
Brandegee Johnson MeNary Bmoot
Bursum Jomes, Wash' Nelson Spencer:
Cameron ellogz oW Btﬂrl!uf
Capper Kendrick Nicholson. Sutherland
Curtis Keyes Norbeck Warren
dun Pont Ladd’ Norris Watson; Ind.
HErast Lenroot Oddie
Fernald Laodge Phipp:
Gooding MeComber Poindexter

NOT VOTING—38.

Ball France Newberry Btanfleld
Broussard Frelinghuysen Overman Btanley
Calder Gerry Owen Townsend
Colt Glass Page Wadsworth
Crow Hitcheock Pepper Watson, Ga.
Commins Jones, N. Mex, Pittman Weller
Dillingham MeCormick Ransdell Williams
Edge McKellar Reed 1llis
Elking Moses Bhields
Fletcher Myers Bmith

So the amendment of Mr. Warsa of Massachusetts to the

amendment of the committer was rejected.
PETITIONS.

Mr. KEYES presented a. resolution of the New Hampshire

State Association of Letter Carriers, favoring the enactment of.
legislation enabling. the Post Office Department to furnish pro-
tective insurance to letter carriers driving United States trucks
from payment of damages caused by accident while assigned to-
such duty; which was referred to the Committee on Post Offices
and Post Roads.
- Mr. ROBINSON presented a. telegram in the nature of a
petition from the California Almond Growers’ Exchange, of
San Franeisco, Calif., favoring an adequate tariff duty on
almonds, which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr: SPENCER presented a petition of the Committee of Fifty.
and other welfare workers: of St. Louis, Mo., praying for the
passage: of the so-called Hoeh bill (H. R. 10201) to add con-
fiseation: to other penalties. in:case of interstate transportation
of prize-fight films; which was referred to the Committee on
Interstate Commerce.

MESCALERO APACHE INDIANS:

Mr, SPENCER, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 8519) defining the rights of
the Mescalero Apache Indians in the Mescalero Indian Reserva-
tion, providing for an allotment of certain lands therein in sev-
eralty to the Mescalero Apache Indians, and creating and de-
fining the All-Year National Park, reported it with amendments
and submitted a report (No. 803) thereon.

UNITED. STATES SHIPPING BOARD,

Mr. BORAH: I ask permission to introduce a bill, and de-
gire that it may be printed and lie on the table for further call.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objeetion, it is so ordered.

The Bill (S. 3786) to amend section 8 of the shipping act, 19186,
was read twice by its title and ordered to'lie on the table.

BILLS INTRODUCED,

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by usanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. FRANCE:

A bill (8 8787) to authorize the President, if he shall deem
it consistent with the public welfare and the terms of the
treaty obligations of the United® States, to donate to Poland’
gix of such ships of our Navy as under the terms of the treaties:
with Great Britain, France, and Japan will no longer be needed
by the United States and are listed to be disposed of; to the
Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr, NEW :

A bill (8. 3788) granting a pension to Julia A. Manzer (with .

gecompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions,
AMENDMENT TO TARIFF BILL.

Mr. POINDEXTER. submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to House bill 7456, the tariff bill, which was.
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed.

PRESIDENTIATL APPROVALS.

“A message from the President of the United States, by Mr:.
Latta, one of his secreturies, announced that the President had’
approved and signed the following acts: ¥

On June: 80, 1922:

S, 8896. An act creating the positions. of Second Assistant Sec-
retary and private secretary in the Department of Labor ; and

8. 8425. An act to continue certain land offices, and for other

purposes.

On July 1, 1922:

8. 831 An act to amend the proviso in paragraph 10 of section
0'of the Federal reserve act amended by the act of June 21,
1917, amending the Federal reserve act;

8.1083. An act regulating the issnance of checks; drafts, and
gﬁm 1:;31- the payment: of money within the District: of Colum-

; an

8. 3458. An act to authorize the: Niagara River Bridge Co. to
reconstruct its present bridge across the Niagara River between:
the State of New York and the Dominion of Canada, or to re-
move its present bridge and construect, maintain, and operate a
new bridge across the said river.

CONSTRUCTION WORK—MUSCLE BHOALS DAM-—CORRECTION.

Mr. NORRTIS. Mr. President, I have here a letter addressed
to me by Brig. Gen. H. Taylar, Acting. Chief of Engineers of the
War Department, in which he calls ta my attention an error
that I committed in making a statement in the Senate in regard
to the official duty of Colonel Cooper, the engineer at Muscle
Shoals. I have not examined my remarks since thiey have been
glringed, and I assume that General Taylor has correctly stated

e facts,

It seems that I said that Colonel Cooper was in charge of the
construction work. As I presume the Senate knows, my re-
marks on. that oceasion were entirely extemporaneous; I spoke
entirely from memory; although, as a matter of fact, I knew
at the time that Colonel Cooper was not in charge of the con-
struction work, but that he was a consulting engineer, and that ~
his duties related to the- preparation of the plans and the neces-
sary inspection to.see that the plans were carrled out, So if
I made the statement, as I presume I did, which is wmentioned
by General Taylor, I was.in error. I think, however, the matter
may be best cleared up and corrected by having the letter of
General Taylor read. So I send it to the desk and ask that the
Secretary may read it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection,
will read as reguested.

The reading clerk read as follows:

WaAR DEPARTMENT,
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF oF ENGINEERS,
Washington, June 22, 1922,
Hon. Geores W. NOmmis,

United States Senate.

Desr 8EXATOR NORRIS: I notice in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of.
June 17, page 8904, a statement by a(‘51';11 that Mr. Cooper is now at the
head of the construction of the Musecle 8 Dam,

1 wish to correct the impression which you bave that: Mr: Coope:
at the head: of the comstruction of the dam and. to advise you that the
A power house and all structures connected
as they have been since the beginning of the work,
gineers. Mr. Cooper is employed as consulting
ngineer. His duties relate solely to. the preparation of plans for the.
work and such inspection of the construction work as is necessary to
assure him that the plans are being carried out in aecordance with his:
intent and:in giving advice to the Chief of Engineers. 3

Mr. Cooper- nothing whatever to do with the comstruction work,.
This work is carried out by an officer of the Corps of Fn ineers, who ia
ine full' local charge under- the Chief of Engineers. This officer tnkes-
‘all the: necessary steps. to carry, on the censtruction work, including-
Ehurchnsing. of material, hiring of men, and all other work. incident tg,

e construction,

Your mts:ipprehmslon‘u to Mr: Cooper’s: connection with this work
is quite easily: understood, as Mr. Cooper has been: given it for:
being in charge of the construction of the dam. in a. number of accounts
of the work, and on account of his {:srominenm in, hydraniie engineer-
ing work in the country the mistake is not at all unnatural!

H. TAYLOR,
Brigadier General, Corps o

Very tﬂﬂj yours,
&
Mﬂﬂ' Chief of Hﬂmﬁﬂ'-

ARTTCLE BY SENATOR BORAH,

Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, there appeared in the New
‘York Times of Sunday last a very interesting article entitled
i** Growing menace to integrity of States,” written by tlie senior
|Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran], I ask unanimous consent
‘that the article may be incorporated in the REkcorp in 8-point

the Secretary

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be
‘printed in the REcorp in 8-point type, as follows:

GROWING. MENACE TO INTEGRITY OF STATES—“A GOVERNMENT FROM
WAsHINGTON BY COMMISSION REDUCED To ITs LasT ANavuysis Is Noo
DIFFEREST FrOM A GOVERNMENT BY SATRAPIRS Frox RoMeE’—THE
Divinisa Live.

(By WiLriam B. Boras, Senator from Tdaho.).

The Government of Athens was a pure demoeracy. Its story
is brief but marvelously brilliant. Day after day and year aften
year the people assembled, discussed and passed upen every
question of foreign or domestic concern; of peace or war: They;

%'———i
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gave instructions to their ambassadors and determined who
should be received as such at Athens. They listened to con-
tests by poets and dramatists, adjudged the prizes, heard the
discussions of philosophers, listened to the appeals of orators,
passed upon the proposed policies of statesmen, received the
reports of generals fresh from the field, and determined who
should longer command the armies. The citizens were trained
and equipped in this democracy for the exercise of judgment
and power as no people ever were in the same space of time,
The decuades which cover the period are the richest of all history
in seculptors, poets, painters, philosophers, orators, statesmen,
and generals.

That assembled multitnde recognized no sovereign, owned no
superior or supreme authority, delegated no power—it was the
sovereign as it was there assembled—from its decree there was
no appeal. But no one conld be a citizen of Athens or partici-
pate in any way in the deliberations of the assembly who lived
al such a distance as to be unable to regularly attend the meet-
ings called within the walls of the city. Hence there was room
for growth neither in territory nor political power. They un-
derstood well the lesson of local self-government, but the great
central and controlling principle of ecivilization—that is, con-
centratedd and harmonions action among separate States or
communities on a large scale without destroying or forfeiting
local self-government—was to thein unknown, The representa-
tive principle, that system by which independent cities or States
retaining full and complete control over domestic affairs, with
a central and supreme authority for all matiers of common
interest, was yet undiscovered. So amid petty rivalries and
constant jealousies, amid strife and conflict and perpetual war,
this resplendent political system perished. There was a fatal
defect—a  defect which another people was to discover and
remedy.

. PRINCIPLE OF LOCAL SELF-GOVERNMENT.

Tteflecting upon the rise of this remarkable civilization, itg
startling splendor, its exceptional wealth of mind aud genius,
one can not but conclude that after all there musi- have been
involved, exerted, and exercised here a principle of government
of inealeulable worth. The principle which draws the citizen
close to his Government, makes him know that he is part of it
and responsible for its actions, arouses his pride, stimulates
public spirit, and keeps pure and active the well springs of
patriotism, was worked out to perfection at Athens. The pres-
ervation of that principle is indispensable to the permanent
growth of every form of free governmenf, and when this prin-
ciple of local self-government shall have been combined and co-
ordinated with a supreme and common political power, dealing
with common interests, thien the great secret of Federal Govern-
ment thus revealed will constitute one of the greatest bléssings
known to men.

There was a time when to be known as a citizen of Rome was

both a passport and a shield throughout the world. Conquest
followed conguest. Towns and territories were added until uni-
versal power was located on the Seven Hills, At first the pro-
vincigl towns and cities were governed by their local magis-
trates and governors, but year by year the central power of
Rome, stealthily encroachiug, absorbed all loeal rule. The
people became divorced from and strangers o their Govern-
ment, found fault and nursed their discontent, Before they
kuew It they were governed by prefects and responsible to the
imperor alone. Local magistrates and rulers retained their
titles and nominally ruled. but they were in fact the satellites
of the Imperial City and journeyed day by day to the cupital to
learn of the supreme ruler's pleasure. They found neither in-
spiration nor instruction among the masses, but hastened away
to the capital to learn of their duties and their responsibility.

By the fifth century all local and political power had passed
away. Here, too, the great principle of representative govern-
ment wag yet unlearned. The importance of keeping alive loeal
self-government. of urging upon independent localities the con-
trol of their own affairs and of transmitting their judgment and
needs to a central Government by selected agents was never
realized. Local government was shorn of its power, stunted and
sturved, uotil at last under the domineering spirit of Dionysus
it utterly perished. Everybody went to Rome. Thousands and
thousands gathered in its assemblies until it became a mob in-
capable of deliberation. The people were charged with igno-
rance, carelessness, and improvidence while everyone looked up
to the magistrates and rulers and officcholders as men who
could bring prosperity and happiness by legislation. Instead of
expecting to find virtue and progress and prosperity among the
people worked out through the thrift, industry, and eunergy of
the people, they supposed that in some way these things abided
in statutes and imperial decrees. They thought that by legis-
lation all things could be cured and that the Government must

take care of them all. -Af last this civilization came in conflict
with that of the Teutons from the north, a people having among
them the germs of local self-government in their tribal rule—a
people independent, self-reliant, possessed of courage and initin-
tive. When the conflict came the false and venal splendor of
Rome also perished.

A THRILLING STORY,

It was among another people that the true principle of gov-
ernment was to be worked out. Time or space will not permit
us to trace in detail the development of local self-government
and the gradual growth of the representative principle in

inglish history—how, prior to the Norman conquest, the Anglo-

Saxon people met by thousands in the * great council of the
realm,” and there made their own laws; how, after a time,
the several townships sent their most * discreet” men to rep-
resent them in the couniy assembly, the beginning of the
House of Commons; how, through centuries, the common people
struggled and sacrificed and fought to get back their local
rights, filehed and stolen from time to time by ambitious rulers—
and in so doing fought the real battles of English civilization ;
how, at lIast, all was muade reasonably secure by the Magna
Charta and the * great Bill of Rights® of 1689. It is a thrill-
ing story, full of the tragedy of personal sacrifice, rich in the
romance of freedom. In all the realm of literature, peopled
with those creations of genius whose words and deeds of in-
comparable wit and wisdom forever engage the minds of men,
you will not find anything surpassing the story of the slow,
patient. invincible growth of English law, the self-sacrificing
and unconquerable fight for representative government. Like
the chant of some great poem the story runs on through the
years and through the centuries, telling of the patience, the
endurance, the courage, the suffering, the sacrifice of men.

These rich inheritances our fathers brought to a new con-
tinent. If it could be well ascertained where the first New
England town meeting was held, there the American people
might well place a granite shaft of imposing splendor, for no
single instance in our history is of more importance, none in
these days better worth remembering and commemorating, It
was a genuine, unmixed democracy., Once each year every
min residing in the limits of the township came, gave full ex-
pression to his views, and had bhis vote counted, All affairs of
government were here discussed and passed upon, policies were
outlined, accepted or rejected—publicity in all public affairs was
a reality and not a pretense. They chose their selectmen,
town officers, and finally came to vote for their State and Fed-
eral officers—and were not haunted or harassed by the doubts
and fears of the modern statesman whose erudition leads him
to question the judgment and stability of the masses.

The principle of the New England town meeting has seamed
our whole civilization with strength and durability. It is the
foundation framework of our system of government. Without
its active presence, its living pervading force, there could be
no such thing us a truly republican government or Federal
system. Local self-government in all the term implies, active,
vigorous, vigilant, jealously guarding and governing all mat-
ters of local or domestic concern, drawing the citizen for a
season away from private affairs and enlisting his energies in
public matters, identifying him with the actual needs and
doings of the State and Government, are indispensable to a
healthy, durable Federal system. Our fathers understood this
well, and were wise and cautious in jealously guarding it when
they came to frame the Federal system. If they were wise to
preserve it. their children will be wise to continue to preserve
it. It isga remarkably short period from the time when a
people cease to be active in the affairs of government until
they are incapabler of dischuarging the duties imposed by gov-
ernment, and no people incapable of self-government ever long
bhred a class of statesmen who were capable of governing for
them. For it is nature's everlasting anathema on oligarchies
that recruits from the walks of the humble and lowly must be
had, or else follows a universal bankruptey of intellect and
character, a people enervated in body and mind, and from
whose venal fingers soon fall the reins of government.

LOST BEST EFFORT OF CENTURIES.

When the fathers met in 1787 to formulate the great charter
and give us a more perfect Union, one of the most delicate and
yet one of the wost essential and profound questions with which
they had to deal was the adjustment and distribution of powers
between the State and the National Government—the preserving
in its full integrity the principle of local self-government and
at the same time granting sufficient power to the Federal Gov-
ernment to insure efficiency and strength in all matters which
affect us as one entire people, They were to combine with mar-
velous mechanism the principle of local rule and of a repre
gentative agency to carry the expression of that local power
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into national affairs. Let us not forget that this great charter
was neither an accident nor an inspiration—it was the last,
best effort of centuries of eternal striving upon the part of the
human family—the experiences of mankind hammered and
fashioned inte form by the greatest architeets ever assembled
at one time. The men who there fashioned, adjusted, and built
were not theorists, They were stern, earnest, practical men,
profound students of history and of government. They stood
every hour of their lives upon the solid earth, felt and were
moved and controlled by things practical, and dealt with all
matters in that concrete way which marks the highest quality of
statesmanship.

Nowhere in thelr work was greater wisdom discloded, a more
searching and judicious knowledge of the great truths of his-
tory revealed than in this matter of reserving and granting
powers between the loedl or Btate and the General Government.
With the utmost care and eaution there was reserved for the
States the control of all matters of domestic concern, of local
{nterests, while there was granted to the General Government
those great and general powers which encompass the welfare of
all. We must not assume, we must not permit ourselves to
believe that the reservation is of less moment or less beneficial
to the American people than the grant. I am well aware that
the phrase * State rights” has been discredited in our history.
It is associated with unhappy days.

But the misuse or abuse of the term shounld not blind us to
the great and inviclate political truth that upon the integrity of
the States after all rests the integrity and permanency of the
Union; that upon the principle of local self-government rests
the perpetuity of republican institutions. In this way, and in
this way alone, the people may retain those rights and keep
alive that publi¢ spirit which furnishes the brain power and the
moril force to run the entire machinery of government—keep
alive and strong and healthy the principle of the New England
town meeting, expanded and fashioned on a larger scale—a
principle born of a complete faith in the integrity and judgment
and self-governing capacity of the masses, God pity this Gov-
ernment in the hour in which we shall look to Washington for
that economy in public expenditures, that comprehension of the
common needs, that devotion ‘to the general interests, the power
and the willingness to correct abuses and distribute justice,
all so essential to a democratic form of government, rather than
to enlightened public opinion gathered up and crystallized into
Jaw through those agencies of govermnent which reach back
and down to the great body of the people—the sole sovereignty
of the Republic.

TWARNINGS OF GREAT LEADERS.

It does not seem amiss here to recall the words of some of
our most profound jurists, our most exalted patriots, upon
this subject., Chief Justice Marghall, in one of his great
opinions, said: “No political dreamer was ever wild enough
to think of breaking down the lines which separate the States
and of eompounding the American people into one common
mas2,” I do not know whether the great jurist would be safe
in saying at this time that no political dreamer was ever wild
enough to think of breaking down the lines of the States—cer-
tainly their tendency is that way.

Mr. Lincoln said: “To maintain inviolate the rights of the
States to order and control under the Constitution their own
affairs by their own judgment exclusively is essential for the pres-
ervation of that balanece of power on which our institutions rest.”

Justice Miller, one of our greatest jurists, gave expression
+to the following view: * While the pendulum of public opinion
has swung with force away from the extreme point of the
State rights doetrine, there may be danger of its reaching an
extreme point on the other side. In my opinion, the just and
equal observance of the rights of the States and of the General
Government as defined by the Constitution is as necessary to
the permanent prosperity of our:country and to its existence for
another century as it has been for the one whose close we are
now celebrating.” That magnificent defender of the Constitu-
tion, our great Justice Harlan, one of the greatest men who has
ever graced that great court, said: “A national government for
national affairs and State government for State affairs is the
foundation rock wupon which our institutions rest, and any
serious departure from that principle would bring disaster
upon ‘the American system of free government.”

The makers of the Constitution did not grant to the General
Government any powers which it is dangerous to exercise to
the fullest constitutional limit. Moreover, I have a profound
admiration for the men who would exercise those powers fully
and completely in the interest of the Nation. But while ex-
tending and ‘developing and hnilding at the top, I would keep
sound and safe nud sure ‘the foundation upon which the whole
strmcture rests. For awhat shall it profit o enaect laws, create

commissions, and unfold the ambitious schemes of men who
dream of international prestige and power unless we know what
the electorate yonder in the field, factory, and mine is doing or
is willing to «do; unless we know the measure of its ability, the
worth of its patriotism. Responsibility alone gives strength
and initiative to citizenship, contact with Government fosters
public spirit and local rule is the great university in which is
reared and trained and equipped the kind of statesmen who
take care that no harm comes to the Republie.

A Government from Washington by commission, reduced to
its last analysis, is no different from a Government by satrapies
from Rome. And simply because the people of the States do
not see fit at any particular time to exercise the powers re-
served for them, that is in itself no justification for the General
Government to exercise those powers. Such a doctrine is rank
heresy, The wisdom of the people may be as fully manifested
in the failure to exercise the powers of the State in a particular
way or at a particular time as in the exercise of that power.
Action is not always statesmanship. Legislation is not always
an evidence of sonnd judgment. The belief so prevalent that
every evil of the body politic can be eradicated by an act of
Congress, every virtue restored or augmented by the creation of a
commission, is the refined and codified creed of official egotism.

THE DIVIDING LINE.

Our richly rewarded experience of a hundred years and more,
a greater distribution of justice and happiness among the people
and a greater capacity of self-rule than are elsewhere to be
found, will convince our people that we can afford fo travel on
in the same old way, holding fast and fighting true to that line
of demarcation so wisely marked out by the greatest group of
statesmen time ever assembled on one occasion. If there is any-
thing now well settled, worked out through centuries of test and
trial, it is that each member of the Federal Government must
have complete and independent control of a!ll matters domestic
and internal and which relate alone to the individual members,
That in turn all must be united and subject to a common power
which is to deal with all matters affecting the members as a
whole., It is a further teaching of experience and of history
coming down to us through the shattered arches and broken col-
umns of the splendid ecivilizations which have passed that,
withont the spirit, the life, the interest, the training, the re-
sponsibility, born alone of local self-rule, free government is an
impossibility—simply the dream of an enthusiast. —

I do not mean to say that industrial development may not
affect the question of distribution of political power. Our Indus-
trial growth and our economic development, changes wrought
in our social life, may necessarily require a redistribution of
power between the State and the National Government. That

- which was wholly local a hundred years ago may have become

national., That which was within the competency of a State
may mnow require national administration. Nevertheless, that
which !s essentially local should be governed by the State,
Under no circumstances should the National Government under-
take to deal with those things which are essentially local. Whila
I am by no means an advoecate of no change in Government—
for a government without the power of change is without the
means of preservation—yet I do believe in keeping inviolate
the principle of local government for local affairs and National
Government for national affairs. And as we move on, assuming
new duties and confronting new problems, we will bear in mind
the words of wisdom given to us by the Father of our Country,
in his ripened years: “If in the opinion of the people the dis-
tribution or modification of the constitutional powers be in any,
particular wrong, let it be corrected by amendment in the way
in which the Constitution designates. But let there be no change
by usurpation, for though this in one instance may be the
instrument for good it is the customary weapon by which frea
governments are destroyed. The precedent must always greatly,
overbalance in permanent evil any partial or transient benefif
which the use can at any time yield.”

THE TARIFF.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 7456) to provide revenue, to regu-
late commerce with foreign countries, to encourage the indus-
tries of the United States, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The gquestion is on agreeing to the
committee amendment, which will be stated.

The Reapine OneErRg. In paragraph 754, page 110, line 13,
before the word cents, it is proposed to strike out “12" and
insert “15," so as to make the paragraph read:

Par, T54. Almonds, not shelled, 5 cents per pound; shelled, 15 centa
per pound. X

Mr. LENROOT. Alr. President, I am opposed to the pending
committee .amendment because I do not believe that it can be
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jusrified from any standpoint. I voted against the amendment
of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Warsu] which pro-
posed to restore the old Payne-Aldrich rate of 6 cents a pound
ou shelled almonds because I believe the almond growers in
Ualifornia are entitled to a higher rate than was imposed by
the Payne-Aldrich law; but, Mr. President, I submit that the
distingnished senior Senator from California [Mr. Jomxsox]
and his colleague, the junior Senator from California [Mr.
SponTRIDGE], have not made out a case for the increase of duty
which is now proposed by the committee—which is an increase
of 275 per cent over the existing rate and an inerease of 150
per cent over the Payne-Aldrich rate. I submit they have not
made out their case upon their own showing, because in the
speech of the senior Senator from California upon Monday he
demonstrated that under the existing rate of the Underwood
law the acreage planted in almonds in 1921, at the very lowest
ebb of the industry, so far as the market was concerned, had
increased almost 121 per cent.

Mr. President, in the face of the growth of this industry
during the existence of the present Underwood law, an increase
of 275 per cent in'the tariff duty can not, I submit, be justified
by anybody. As is true in the case of so many of the articles
covered by the pending bill, the proponents of the increased
duty prove too much. In the brief of the Almond Growers'
Association of California they undertake to set out the differ-
ence in the cost of production between the imported almond and
the domestic almond grown in California, and, including inter-
est upon the investment, they attempt to show that the foreign
cost is just under 5 cents a pound, while the cost of production
of the almond in California for 1920, the year for which the
comparison was made, was just under 20 cents a pound, or a
difference in cost of production of 15 cents a pound upon the
unshelled almond. That, Mr. President, applied to the shelled
almond, the item now before the Senate, according to their
figures, must be multiplied by 3, and, therefore, the difference
in the cost of production, based upon their own figures, between
the imported shelled almond and the shelled almond produced
in California would be 45 cents a pound.

If that be true, will 15 cents a pound protect the almond
growers of California? If those figures are correct, will the pro-
posed increase of duty give the market fo the almond growers
of California? If that be true, Mr. President, then I want to
ask this question: If there is a commodity produced in the
United States that permanently and through all the years will
cost three times as much to produce as that article can be im-
ported for, can such a rate be justified by any protectionist?

If we are to have any market, Mr. President, for our own sur-
plus products we must permit some imports to come in. We can
not raise a tariff wall that will keep out all imports if we desire
any foreign trade, if we desire any market for our surplus crop
of wheat and corn and other cereals and products of the soil.
So that, from that standpoint, if these figures are correct, I sub-
mit that a protective rate equaling the difference in cost of pro-
duetion of the two articles can not be justified.

But what are the facts as to the present condition of the
industry under the present law, the rate of duty of which is
asked to be increased by 275 per cent? I read from the survey
prepared by the Tariff Commission as follows:

The number of bearing and nonbearing trees, therefore, affords the
best indication of the expansion of the industry. Prior to 1912 the
number of bearing trees remained fairly constant, old orchards being
discontinued as ragldjy as new plautings replaced them. In the last nine
years, however, the acreage has been rapidly increased, The first of
these recent plantings have only begun to bear in the last few years.
The census of 1909 reported 1,166,730 bearing trees, compared with
2,408,040 in 1919. In the number of trees not of bearing age there has
been an inerease of 400 per cent during this 10-year period—from 365,061
in 1909 to 1,407,901 in 1919,

Thus, Mr. President, there has been an increase of 400 per
cent under a tariff rate from 1909 to 1914 of 6 cents a pound
and since 1914 of 4 cents a pound.

Mr. President, could any protectionist ask for a better show-
ing of growth under any tariff rate than has Leen exhibited
by this industry under the Paynpe-Aldrich law and the present
Underwood law? Furthermore, unlike most agricultural prod-
ucts, if the tariff wall in this instance be put up to the height
now proposed competition within the country will not bring the
price down ; the cost of production will not be lowered, for the
brief of the Almond Growers' Association of California shows
that the difference in the cost of production which they set out
is not due to war conditions, is not a temporary situation, but is
a permanent one, and that the difference will rather increase
than decrease because of the increased value from year to year
of the land upon which the almonds are grown,

1 maid that this competition that we normally have between
producers of agricultural products will not apply if this tariff
rate be placed so high, because the Tariff Commission also re-

ports that the Almond Growers' Association of California to-
day market 75 per cent of the almonds grown in the United
States. They set the minimum price each year, and, therefore,
it is sure to follow that the Almond Growers' Assoclation of
California, like the Raisin Growers’ Association of California,
if they have the market to themselves, will be able to increase
their own prices to the level of the tariff rate that iz imposed
by Congress,

Mr. President, I am heartily in sympathy with these coopera-
tive organizations throughout the country. The Raisin Grow-
ers’ Association of California, the Almond Growers' Association
of California. the Walnut Growers’ Association of California,
and other associations there have done wonderfully well for the
growers of California, but if we are to raise this duty to the extent
that is proposed by this amendment the Almond Growers' Asso-
ciation of California will be able to add -the difference between
4 cents and 15 cents—or, in other words, 11 cents a pound—to
the price that they receive for their product in California.

It is no doubt true that the almond growers of California
have suffered during 1921, just the same as every other farmer
in America has suffered, and it would not be surprising if the
almond growers and the walnut growers of California had suf-
fered in a greater degree than other farmers, because to a cer-
tain extent nuts for the table are a luxury; and yet they ought
not to be considered such a luxury that they can not be occa-
sionally found upon the poor man's table, and that is exactly
what will happen if this rate be imposed.

California has a practical monopoly of almonds.in the shell,
because a better table nut is produced in that State than any
nut that is imported ; and when prosperity revives, the consump-
tion will increase as it did increase, by leaps and bounds, dur-
ing the war prosperity, and the almond growers again will have
a market at a reasonable price for their products: but if this 11
cents a pound increase shall be voted into this bill, it will enter
into the price of every 5-cent cake of almond bar—nutritious,
cheap—but they will not be again sold for 5 cents if this duty
be voted into the bill.

I submit that if we give the almond growers of California an
increase of 100 per cent over the duty given by the Payne-
Aldrich law, as the House bill does, they have no right to ask
for any more and we have no right to give them anything more,

Now, Mr, President, just a word generally.

I have not made up my mind as to whether, when we come to
a final vote upon this bill, I shall vote for it or not. I want to
do 8o if 1 can. I want to resolve all doubts in favor of the bill;
but if such rates as this are to be voted into this bill to any con-
siderable extent, T want to say very frankly that I shall not
support the bill when it comes to final passage. I want to stand
for a reasonable protective rate. I want to stand for protec-
tion—I do stand for protection—to American industries; but,
Mr. President, I have mo sympathy with this system which
seems to prevail here, that if the interests of a Senator in his
State demand exorbitant duties, that Senator can go and ask
and receive, and then, because of the interrelationship of the
duties throughout this bill, that Senator will vote with the com-
mittee for every increase that may be proposed.

Mr. President, I do not propose to do that. I would not ask
for a duty upon any product of my State that I could not show
was fully justified, and I would not ask for a 150 per cent in-
crease in duty upon any commodity produced within my State
where the production of that commodity had doubled under the
present Underwood law.

Mr. President, I hope that I shall be able to support this bill -
when it does come to a final vote. The vote upon this amend-
ment, of course,“will not be the deciding factor, but it will be
one of them; and if many such are voted into the bill, I repeat
that—giving credit to every other Senator for the same high
purpose and motives in voting for the bill that I believe actuate
me—I ghall reserve the right to vote against it unless some of
these duties be brought down somewhere within reason,

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I want to say just a word
on this subject.

In examining the Recorp for Monday, I find that a number of
communications protesting against these high duties on almonds
and other nuts were introduced into the Recorp. I have before
me a letter containing a copy of the preamble and resolutions
adopted by the National Confectioners' Association under date
of June 2, 1922; and I am going to ask, without reading, the
privilege of introducing the preamble and resolutions into the
RECORD. -

Fhe VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. POMERENE subsequently said: ’

Mr. President, & moment ago I asked the privilege of intro-
ducing in the Recorp certain preambles and resolutions of the
National Confectioners’ Association, At that moment I was
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not aware that the same had been introduced in the REecorp
on July 3. I therefore withdraw the request for the reintrodue-
tion of those preambles and resolutions.

Mr. President, apparently these people believe that there
ought to be some protective duty so far as almonds and nuts are
concerned, but they protest against the enormous Increase.
They say—and I think this is correct—that the import duties
on almonds and nuts which are being insisted upon are as fol-
lows:

Almonds, not sbelled, 5 cents a pound.

Shelled almonds, 15 cents a pound.

Walnuts, not shelled, 4 cents a pound.

Shelled ‘walnuts, 12 cents a pound.

They suggest unanimously that the following rates be recom-
mended for substitution in place of the rates proposed in the
pending tariff bill:

Almonds, not shelled, 4 cents a pound.

Shelled almonds, 6 cents a oung‘

Walnuts, not shelled, 3 cents a dponud.

Shelled walnuts, 6 cents a pound,

And they say that in their judgment these rates would be just
and fair and would meet all requirements, both as protection
and as revenue. .

Mr. President, I have here a number of other telegrams and
letters coming from confectioners in Ohio, everyone of fthem
protesting against these exorbitant rates, I should like to
know upon what theory all of these confectioners can be bur-
dened In their business for the sake of some of these almond and
nut growers in southern California and elsewhere. I am not
finding fault because a certain amount of protection is asked;
but when the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexroor] has dem-
onstrated, as he has, that this industry has advanced in the far
west under the present protective duties, why should they be
increased now? It may be said that I perhaps take one view
of this tariff question and some of my friends on the other side
take another view. We do differ in part. I am not a free-
trader and I am not a rank protectionist. 1 do not believe
in duties which are going to operate practically as an embargo.

Mr. President, in order that I may not be misunderstood as
to this situation, I am going to read a part of a letter which
comes to me from B. H. Kroger, of the Kroger Grocery & Baking
Co., of Cincinnati. He is not a Democrat. He is a Republican,
and at different times he has been invited to help finance Ie-
publican campaigns; and he was here, so I see by the news-
papers, at one of the recent conferences which was held in
Washington to raise funds to pay off the debt of the Republican
committee incurred during the last campaign.

I am going to omit one or two paragraphs of this letter
which refer to the activities of the distinguished senior Senator
from California with respect to the duties on nuts. There is
nothing in it to which he could take exception at all; it simply
states the fact as I understand it; but the writer says with
regard to these nuts:

The average qua]itf of foreign nuts will satisfy the medium class of
consumers, who should not be penalized b? increase of duties hecause
they simply can not afford to pay the prohibitive prices asked for nuts,
a8 you can see by the following range of prices:
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California walnuts, soft shell.........c.cevcraneaieper pound. . $0.14 §0.244

Our objection is only in the interest of the consumer, and in the
furtherance, gquote you the following comparison of prices, which we
believe you are interested in for the same cause:

1912 1921 To-day’'s
opening. | oponing. | price.
Foaches, cholos ... .uccesiiviacriraaios per pound. . $0. 5% £0.11 $0.17
Apricots, extra choice......... AP s e YT .9 .19 .50
Prunes, bulk—average basis....... SO 4} .Bﬁ - 131
Raisins, lancy, 16-ounce, seeded ............... el S R | .15

This lettqr is dated April 29, 1922, 4

I want Senators to mnote the following paragraphs, which
demonstrate in part what is being done by gome of these asSocia-
tions:

The Raisin Assoclation alone 1s responsible.for holding up the present

rice of raisins, in spite of the heaviest stocks on hand at this season
n many years, and never before in history has such a condition existed,
without causinﬁ lowering of priees, but not this year. The association
is holding up the price and the public is paying the penalty In spite of
the tremendous crop that the Almighty has given to supply the Ameri-
can housewife at reasonable cost.

Nuts are distributed by the California Nut Growers' Association on

an allotment basis, meaning, each ecity Hﬁ.ts its proportion, This leaves
within the hands of such distributors the allotment according to their

XLIT—627

Judgment, which favoritism means excess, and if not in good griace with
the broker, a small propertion, or none at all. At Columbus, Ohio, lnst
year we secured no walnuts from the association for the above reason.,

It may be said that this firm has had some unpleasant ex-
periences, and possibly it has. I know Mr. Kroger personally,
and I know that a fairer-minded man exists nowhere, either
in California, Ohio, or elsewhere. He is a big man, conducting
an enormous business, trying to do it upon margins which will
be just to himself and just to the consumers, There is no man
in Ohio who stands better than he, and there is no Republican
who stands better than he. That is a Republican view, and I
am in sympathy with his moderate expression upon this subject.

I have here some other telegrams, one from a very large con-
fectioner at Mansfield, Ohio, Voegele & Dinning Co.; another
from the Puritan Chocolate Co., of Cincinnati, Ohio; and an-
other from the Dolly Varden Chocolate Co., ofCincinnati, Ohio,
which T ask the privilege of introducing in the Recorp without
reading.

There being no objection, the telegrams were ordered to be
printed in the REcORrD, as follows:

MANSFIELD, OHIO, June 29, 1922
Senator ATLEE POMERENE,
United States Senate, Wasghington, D, O.:

We protest vigorously ‘Proposed import duty on almonds and walnut
meats; being a food product, if passed will mean unjust prices to the
consumer and injury to our i)ua!ness.

VoeGELE & Inxwixng Co.

MANSFIELD, OHIO, June 29, 1922,
Benator ATLER POMERENE

Care of Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D. 0.

MY Dear BenaTor : To-day we sent yon the following telegram, which
we now confirm :

* We pretest vigorously proposed import duty on almond and walnut
meats; being a food product, if passed will mean unjust price to the
consumer and injury to our business.”

Anything that you can do toward helping our Industry out on this
proposition will be duly appreciated.

I wish to thank you very much in advance for courtesies extended.

Respectfully yours,
THE VoEGELE & DixNiNg CO.,
C. H. VoEGELE, President.

CiNCIN¥ATI, OHIO, June 29, 1922,
Senator ATLEE POMEREXNE, -
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D. O.:

We respectfully protest against import duties on almonds and wal-
nuts. -~ This tax would impose an unjustified penalty on American busi-
uess interests. It would mean an increase of 300 per cent over present
duty without benefit to any American growers.

THE PURITAN CHocoLATE Co,

CINCINNATI, OHIO, June 29, 1922,
Hon. ATLEE POMERENE,

United States Senate Office Building, Washington, D). O.:

We vigorously protest proposed import duties on almonds and wal-
nuts, Domestic nuts can not be used by many confectioners. Growers
domestic nuts unable to take eare of demand for many years to come.
Entire almond crop of California will not supply three ge manufac-
turers of eandy. Imported nuts essential.

DoLLY VARDEN CHOCOLATE CO.

Mr. POMERENE. There are many other communications
here, some from outside the State, bearing upon the same sub-
ject. I do think these increases are very unfair.

Mr. McCUMBER. DMr. President, between 1909 and 1914,
when the Payne-Aldrich law was in effect, the acreage of al-
monds, T think, was about doubled. That acreage was increased
under an expectation that probably the same protection would
be continued.

The Senator from Wisconsgin [Mr. LENeoor] seems to think
that because the trees which were planted from 1910 to 1914,
which kept on growing notwithstanding the Underwood-Sim-
mons tariff law, and which kept on producing almonds notwith-
standing that law, were afforded adequate protection by that
law. The law did not blight the trees. It did not stop the in-
crease in the number of bushels and pounds of almonds., That
is why the production increased; it was not by reason of their
having sufficient protection under the Underwood-Simmons law,

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, is the Senator aware that on
Monday the Senator from California [Mr, Jornson] stated
that in 1921 the acreage planted increased 9,003 acres? That
surely was under the Underwooed law. That surely was under
a depressed market. It is not the increased bearing of old trees,
but the Senator from California stated that there were 9,003
additional acres planted in 1921 out of a total of only 78,000
acres altogether. :

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, there may be some acreage
adapted to the raising of th's kind of nuts and fruits which is
not adapted, possibly, to anything else. The Senator must re-
member, however, that in 1920 the prices generally prevailing
over the country were higher than any we have had in any sea-
son of any year. Let him also remember that in 1914 the labor
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cost of production was not to exceed one-half what it was dur-
ing 1920 and 1921. Therefore there must have been a very con-
siderable increase In the cost of production.

I understand that most of the crop which is raised in any year
{s marketed the same year. The product ripening in August,
September, or early October is generally disposed of before the
1st of January. If the producers could have raised the crop
of 1920 at a good profit, why is it that they still have a great
poriion of the 1920 crop on hand? They say that it is because
they could not sell the product for the cost of production.

So, as I stated the other day, we have the confectioners and
the bakers on the one side making a very good profit, and it
is admitted on the other side, and there is no denial of it, that
for the last two years, even with the enhanced price of 1920, the
producers made no profit. The whole question resolves itself
into this: Are the bakers and the confectioners, who are still
making very nice profits, willing to live and let live? Are they
willing to allow the producers to continue to live? That is
about all T can see in the proposition,

I have telegrams here from both sides of this question, T
ask the Secretary to read one from Portland, Oreg., against the
tariff duties we have reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Goonixe in the chair).
The Secretary will read the telegram.

The Assistant Secretary read as follows:

PORTLAND, OREC., July 3, 1922,

PorTER J. MCCU“““L!
Benate Office Building, Washington, D, C.:

Proposed import duties on almonds and walnuts are unreasonable
and unjustifiable and would Impose onerous burden on our industry.
Hope you will oppose these schedules,

Pacrric Coast Biscuir Co.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr, President, here is another telegram,
from the California Almond Growers’ Exchange, which I ask
to have read.

The Assistant Secretary read as follows:

SAx Fraxcisco, Cavir., July 3, 1922,
PorTER J. McCUMBE

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.:

Understand confectioners and others opposed to tariff on almonds
claim liluaﬂty wlill not permit use of American almonds in confections
and other purposes, and that America can not supply any large part
of domestic demand. The quality of American almonds, produced by
diligent tilling of soil, eare of trees, and scientific selection of varleties,

unals and excels that of Europe, where almonds are produced mainly
without care and under most primitive conditions ible. We know
our quality is eplendid, and we know it to the extent of nearly $50,-
000,000, As for ability to supply American demand, our best refer-
ence is the United States Department of Agriculture, whose con-
servative statistics show at least T0,000 acres planted, which, under
minimum produoction, ean supply present consumption of the United
States. Our desire is a tnris to save our industry from ruin, as we
can not compete with the egauper labor of Europe. We fear confec-
tioners are unduly concerned over our plans to engage in manufactur-
ing of almond products to permit drstribution through economical
channels of trnde to consumers. As 8,000 growers, most of us with
lifelong savings Invested in this American almond industry, we appeal
to you now in a just cause to save us by keeplng the A can market
for American producers t cost to the consumers, with revenue
to the Government, and at a loss of profit to the speculators and
importers only.

CALIFORNIA ALMOND GROWERS' EXCHANGE.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, 1 desire to occupy just a
moment or two in responding to the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin, I am not eoncerned with the motives which actuate
the Senator from Wisconsin in reference to his activities con-
cerning this bill, nor am I coneerned with whether he votes for
it or whether he votes against it. I take it that he will reach
his decision concerning the bill in exactly the same fashion that
every other Senator will reach his decision and that he will
render that decision according to his judgment and as he be-
lieves he ought to act under his conscience and under his oath
as a Senator. /

There is no need for asseverations concerning his virtue or
that of any of us respecting this measure—none at all. T shall
vote as I please regarding it—favorably, of course, because I
believe it is a measure which meets the requirements of the
United States of America to-day. I shall vote for this duty,
not because it concerns a locality which I love and in which I
am interested, but I shall vote for it because it is a just duty,
and as between the objurgations of the confectioners on the
one hand, with the 300 per cent profit which they make in their
business, and the prayers of the farmers and the almond
growers on the other, selling their product at a loss, I am very
glad, either as a Californian, as a representative of those who
grow almonds, as a United States Senator, or a Republican
in this body, to cast my vote with the almond growers, now
selling at a loss, rather than to respond to any opposing class
who are making inordinate profits. So much for that, Mr.
President.

Oh, Mr. President, the Senator from Wisconsin cries, ' These
terrible duties!"” Two hundred and seventy-five per cent is the

inerease, he says, in this duty. The statement econveys an erro-
neous impression. What is it in ad valorem equivalent? I have
seen the Senator from Wisconsin sit here day after day and
vote for ad valorem duties greater than the ad valorem duty
that is fixed upon this product of the soil, for men who have
their all at stake, who have their whole lifetime imperiled, and
who are asking only an ad valorem duty which, under the
highest computation of their opponents, equals 48 per cent
and under the computation which they themselves make equals
82 per cent.

Why, Mr, President, talk to me of an extravagant duty when
in the bill constantly and continuously the ad valorem duties
are far in excess of this. It is absurd, sir, to pretend that on
this item, this item which means so much to those who are en-
gaged in the almond culture of California, we are doing some-
thing extraordinary and that we should stop and hesitate and
pretend it is far in excess of other items or other duties which
are imposed by the measure. The ad valorem duty, the real
test after all, is not as great as many, many duties imposed by
the bill and for which the Senator has voted.

Of course the confectioners will give us a ratio of 4 to 6 or
5 to 8. Of course the confectioners are not opposed to a
rate really of § cents on shelled almonds. What they do not
want and what this fight is for is to prevent the real ratio
between the unshelled and the shelled almonds, so that they
will be able to purchase cheaply the shelled almonds of Europe.
What they .wish is to buy cheaply the shelled product. They
do not care anything about the unshelled product.

They know that we can not, without a duty that is propor-
tionate as between shelled and unshelled almonds, meet the
labor situation abroad. They know that it is impossible, with
women in California receiving a minimum wage of $16 a week
under the law, for the almond growers to meet those who shell
almonds abroad and who receive practically no stipend for
the work they perform. They know that we can not, in shelling
almonds, meet that which has to be met if we come into the
market with the shelled product of this country, because of
conditions obtaining abroad. They are willing that we should
have the ratio suggested by them, of course—rates by which what
they use, the shelled product, they may import from Europe and
buy at ruoinous and impossible prices, so far as American pro-
duction is concerned. We heard the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Warse] say the other day that the importers are
willing that we should have a shelled rate if they can only
keep down the ratio so it will not be 8 to 1 as determined by
the Department of Agriculture and as the Tariff Commission
say the ratio exists.

It is true there have been great plantings of almond orchards
in the State of California during the last few years. It is
true that they were planted in great measure under the Under-
wood bill. But it is equally true that during the time the
Underwood bill has been in force, for a great period of that time
there have heen conditions existing that rendered that planting
not at all a matter of surprise or incredible under the ecircum-
stances, but the result of the sequence of events then transpir-
ing—the World War, the lack of transportation, the disorgani-
zation of business conditions generally. It was believed that
the land there was adapted to the purpose of almond planting.
Now the conditions are entirely changed.

I have before me on my desk now a letter from Texas, for
instance, saying that they can not use our almonds, although
they are superior in guality, because they can ship from the
Mediterranean into Texas ports more cheaply than we can
transport them by railroad from California into the same
Texas ports.

The condition now obtaining abroad, not with reference to
unshelled products but with the shelled products, shelled after
nightfall by women and children without compensation prac-
tically at all for their labor, is a condition that we must meet
by a protective tariff, a protective tariff that gives an ad
valorem such as the proposed duty gives to us, a protective
tariff simply, that will possibly enable us to live, not to gouge
or to reap an undue profit, not to obtain a 300 per cent profit,
like the confectioners, who oppose the rate, are reaping and
have been reaping, but to enable our people simply to live.
That is all we are asking, That is all the proposed tariff duty
does.

Mr. LENROOT, Mr. President, I expressly stated, in giving
my own position upon the pending matter, that I do not ques-
tion the motive of any other Senator in woting for this high
rate. I simply undertook to say, as I have the right to say,
that while I feel an obligation to go with my party upon a

measure to a certain extent, there is a point beyond
which that obligation does not extend. If rates like this are
to be written in the bill in any great number, sir, I shall be
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relieved of any obligation to support it. That was merely a
statement of fact, a statement that I have a right to make, a
statement that I shall take the liberty to repeat from time to
time if occasion shall arise,

Now, Mr. President, with reference to the situation of the
almond growers in California, the Senator fYom California does
not deny, the Senator can not deny, that the increased planting
has been under the Underwood law. The Senator can not deny
that the almond growers of California never had a market for
and never sold a single pound of shelled almonds; they never
had the market which they are now demanding be given to
them by this rate. The almond growers of California will still
have their market for unshelled almonds, and when prosperity
returns they will have their market; but when the planters of
California planted these additional acres, sir, they had no right
to assume that Congress would at any time give them a higher
rate than was imposed by the Payne-Aldrich law.

‘When I say, Mr. President, that I am willing to give them a
rate 100 per cent higher than the Payne-Aldrich law provides,
but object to 150 per cent, as the Senator insists upon, is there
anything unreasonable in that position? Am I less of a pro-
tectionist because of the position that I take? The industry
has grown by leaps and bounds, and yet asks for an increase
of 275 per cent over the existing law and 150 per cent over the
Payne-Aldrich law. Mr. President, I repeat that this is one of
the instances which to my mind the Republican Party ean not
Jjustify if it shall be written into the law.

The Senator’s plea of the profits of the candy manufacturers
being 300 per cent I deny. He has no proof of it. It ig not
true, although he thinks it is; but he has some old figures of
a time when they were making, no doubt, exorbitant profits
during the war, as nearly everybody else was making exorbi-
tant profits if they had the opportunity to do it. I do not
doubt that the almond growers of California in 1919 and 1920
would have taken 25 or 30 cents a pound for their product if
they could have secured it. But the candy manufacturers
to-day are not making 300 per cent profit. If the Senator would
make a little inquiry, he would find that the candy manufac-
turers have deflated as well as others, although they are not
making the losses, I freely admit, that the farmers generally in
America have been sustaining during the past two years. But,
Mr. President, that is no reason for imposing such a duty as is
now imposed to allow the almond growers of California to get
into a market which they have never had, which they never
expected to have, at the expense of the American people, at too
great an expense to the American people.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LENROOT. 1 yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. The Senator has challenged what I said
about the profits of the eandy makers. What are their profits,
may I ask the Senator?

Mr. LENROOT. At the time we had the internal-revenue
law before us, when we had up the question of an excise duty
upon candy, I took occasion to inquire into the profits of the
candy makers. Thaf was last year, 1921, and their profits then
were not over 10 per cent,

Mr. JOHNSON. T have the statement which has been printed
and which has been quoted here from one of the biggest candy
men in the country to the effect that their profits were 300 per
cent. That statement was made about six months ago, or at
least during the last year.

Mr. LENROOT. Three hundred per cent in 19217

Mr. JOHNSON. I do not remember the exact period. I will
a,scgrtain just the time when he said those profits were being
made.

Mr. LENROOT. I happen to have some very prominent and
reputable ecandy manufacturers in my State.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President

Mr. LENROOT. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. If the candy manufacturers
are making 300 per cent profit, how can any Senator on the
other side of the Chamber justify an incresse of tariff duty
from 30 per cent to 40 per cent upon candy?

Mr. LENROOT. T will ask the Senator from California to
answer that question. I can not undertake to do it myself.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. You ought to be cutting down
tariff rafes instead of increasing them on candy.

Mr. JOHNSON. I have before me the article.to which I
referred, an article from the New York Times of Monday,
August 1, 1921, quoting Mr. Miller, of the Miller Candy Co., in
which he said that the confectionery stores generally had been
making a profit of 300 per cent on their goods, which are
classed as luxuries. He believed that he could cut his price in
two, and he was going to do it, because they had been making
800 per cent profit.

Mr. LENROOT. Undoubtedly that refers back to a time
when they were doing it, but the Senator must know

Mr. JOHNSON. That was August 1, 1921,

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator must know that in 1921 the
prices of candy were very greatly reduced.

Mr. JOHNSON. I confess to the Senator I am not an expert
as to prices of candy, and I am unable to say whether they were
greatly reduced or greatly enhanced.

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator believe the candy manu-
facturers to-day are making a profit of 300 per cent?

Mr. JOHNSON. I have not the slightest conception what
they are making.

Mr. LENROOT.

Mr, JOHNSON.
statement.

Mr. LENROOT, Does the Senator think it is true?

Mr. JOHNSON. I think the statement was true that I have
quoted, and that they are making exorbitant profits to-day with-
out any doubt.

AMr. LENROOT. Then may I ask the Senator if he is going
to vote for a duty upon candy ?

Mr. JOHNSON, I think we have already voted a duty on
candy.

Mr. LENROOT. Did the Senator vote for the duty on candy?

Mr. JOHNSON. I think I did, and I think the Senator from
Wisconsin did also.

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, I did, because I do not agree with the
Senator from California that there is any such profit being
made ; but if I had believed that there was a 300 per cent profit
made upon eandy, I assure the Senator from California that
I would not have voted for a 40 per cent duty on candy.

Mr. JOHNSON. Let us go back and reconsider the vote
whereby the duty on candy was imposed. I should be delighted
to do o, in view of the fizht of the candy makers on the tariff
on almonds.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Califorina will have the
opportunity, if he desires, fo make the motion to reconsider the
vote by which the duty was imposed.

Mr. JOHNSON. Will the Senator from Wisconsin join me
in it?

Mr. LENROOT. No; beeause I do not believe the statement
the Senator from California has made ; that is why I will not do
80,

Mr. JOHNSON. The Senator means he does not believe the
facts set forth in the statement?

Mr. LENROOT. I do not, of course, mean to question the
Senator’s own integrity.

Mr. JOHNSON. I realize that, but I do not want the REcokb
to indicate anything to the contrary.

Mr. LENROOT. That is understood. The- Senator makes
his statement on what he considers good authority, of course.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis-
consin yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr, LENROOT, I yield.

Mr. SIMMONS. In view of the facts which have been de-
veloped here, especially those which have been stated by the
senior Senator from California [Mr, Jouxsox], I hope that he
will move to reconsider the vote by which we imposed the duty
on candy. -

Mr. JOHNSON. Is the Senator from North Carolina ad-
dressing a query to me? I did not follow him if he was doing so.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am not addressing a query to the Senator.
I am simply making a suggestion. The suggestion is that, in
view of the statement made by the Senator from California as
to the enmormous profits which are being made by the candy
manufacturers, I hope the Senator from California might see
fit to move to reconsider the vote by which we gave the candy
manufacturers the high protective rate on their product.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. If the Senator from Wiscon-
sin will yield to me for a moment, I desire to quote to him the
prices of almonds and walnuts,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). Does
the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts?

Mr. LENROOT. I yield.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I hold in my hand a letter
from the Lovell & Covel Co., confectioners in the city of Boston,
which refers to the high price of almonds and walnuts. The
letter Is dated April 27, 1922, and it Is addressed to myself and,
in part, reads as follows:

The price of walnuts and almonds is now so high that we are not
using anywbere near the quantity we would use if Kim Were nearer

normal, The normal price on walnuts is 30 cents; the price to-day is
about 60 cents. i ¥ ?

But the Senator has stated that.
I gave the Senator my authority for the
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In our small business here we thon,
of walnuts when the price was around
56 and 10 case lots,

Mr. LENROOT. May I ask the Senator what is the date of
the letter which he has read?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The letter is dated April 27,
1922, and is addressed to myself by this very reputable candy
firm in the city of Boston,

I might add for the Senator’s benefit that when we come to
discuss walnuts I expect to show that the production of Cali-
fornia walnuts was sold within one month after harvest.

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, if this were a case where the
fmports were crowding out the market of our domestic pro-
iducer, if it were a case where the industry was decaying, I
would be satisfied, of course, to vote for any duty that was nec-
essary; but the imports have decreased, and the acreage has
increased, under the existing rates; and at this time, when
(there is no obligation of any kind upon the part of Congress to
the almond growers of California to impose a very high rate of
duty in order to give them a market which they never have had
and never had any reason to expect to have, I say that this com-
mittee amendment is not justified. I want also to repeat that If

. the amendment is voted down, the almond growers of California
will still have an increase of 100 per cent over the rate imposed
by the Payne-Aldrich law.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, because of the great
principle which is involved, and a great industry which is im-
perilled, I crave the indulgence of the Senate to add a few
words to the discussion which has already engaged our atten-
tion for many hours. I venture to repeat, in effect, the state-
ment made by & great man, one, however, under whose bammer
I never walked, but whose reputation grows with the years. We
are dealing here and now * with a condition and not a theory.”
If this great and growing industry is to survive, the protective
dnties which we ask must be granted.

It would be piling Ossa on Pelion, it would be to indulge in
cumulative evidence, to proceed further to establish the facts
which we are here to consider in applying a principle. Over
and against the views of the distingunished Senator from Wis-
consin, over and against the views of the equally distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts, I place the knowledge of the people
of my State, the men, the women, the practical growers; I
place the epinions of chambers of commerce, of all kinds of
farm organizations, of many individuals, of those who know
the facts and bear witness to them in numerous, almost in-
numerable, telegrams, letters, and formal resolutions setting
forth the true condition.

I make this statement not in a spirit of dogmatic assertion,
but I make it to the Senate and to the country that under the
present rates the growing and the marketing of almonds, shelled
and unshelled, will perish, and that the rate which we ask and
iwhich the Senate committee has accorded and reported in this
bill are not theoretically but absolutely necessary; and not to
the end that the growers of almonds shall reap an exorbitant
profif, not to the end that they shall extort from the consumers;
not at all; but to the legitimate and just end that they may reap
‘a fair and a reasonable profit on the capital invested and on the
labor expended in this industry.

My distinguished colleague and T come here from California.
We speak for that State and for certain other Western States
whose climate and soil are adapted to the cultivation of the
almond, and we tell Senators from New England and we remind
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexgroor] of facts existing,
of conditions prevailing, and we bring here evidence of those
facts and those conditions.

What an ungracious task has been set before the junior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr., WarsH]. Upon what does the
prosperity of New England rest? Upon her soil? Hardly.
Upon her climate? Secarcely. It rests, in large measure, upon
the intelligence of her people; but, in the final analysis, the
prosperity of New England rests upon the great American pro-
tective tariff doctrine, and I and we of the West stand up for
New England. Why? Becanse we love her? Yes. Yes, we
remember New England. We know what she has contributed
to this Republic. We do not forget Concord or Lexington or
Bunker Hill or Fanueil Hall. We do not forget her great men
who have contributed so much to the grandeur and the glory
of this Republic. To every industry of New England which has
asked for protection we give it gladly because she needs it and
because we wish to give it to her for her sake and for our own.
The prosperity of New England adds to the prosperity of Cali-
fornia. .

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, does the Sen-
ator believe in giving protection to everybody who asks for it?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly not; but we could sweep
away the prosperity of New England in a season; we could

t nothing of buylng 100 cases
0 cents; Eo-duweguthmin

impoverish the cities of New England until grass would grow
on the pavements of Boston. The protective tariff doctrine has
made New England what she is—a pride and a glorv to the
Nation as a nation. Never will there be a time so long as I
am here, never there be a time so long as a thoroughbred
Californian is when a friendly voice will not be raised
in behalf of protection to every legitimate industry in Massa-
chusetts which can show it is entitled to it. °

Answering further the question of the Senator, of course we
would not grant protection to everybody who asks it, but when
it is shown to be needed In order to sustain a given industry
whereby American men and women may be employed and
whereby the American standard of life and living may be main-
tained, we will give protection to Massachusetts, and, if Wis-
consin needs it, to Wisconsin, too. If I dwell upon this thema
unduly, if I trespass on the indulgence of the Senate, it is be-
cause I feel very deeply on this guestion as applied imme-
diately to this item and as applied to each and every one of
the items set out in this voluminous tariff bill.

In one sense General Hancock was right; in a qualified sense
he uttered a truth. The tariff guestion is local in the sense that
it immediately affects a given State or a given industry; but in
the larger sense, in the statesmanlike sense, one great industry
of Ohio is a national industry. Here let me turn aside for a
moment to observe a truth which is so often overlooked and so
often forgotten—that no State, no nation, can be permanently
great or prosperous when its prosperity or greatness rests upon
one industry exclusively. Changing trade currents, the light-
nings from heaven, a summer’s drought may wipe out its pros-
perity in a moment or in a season, Wherefore the legislator
whose vision takes in America seeks to multiply and to diver-
sify industries, to the end that our people may find profitable
and steady employment, so that in the exchange of the products
of labor there may be a general prosperity smiling upon the
whole Republic. According to my doctrine and, though not
claiming to be its oracle, the doctrine of the Republican Party—
with which, however, I am very familiar—an industry in Flor-
ida would rouse my interest as keenly as an industry in Cali-
fornia. An Industry in Utah will challenge my championship;
an industry in Arizona will have my unqualified support. And
why? First, because they are American States and fellow coun-
trymen., If 1 put it upon the broad ground of patriotic devo-
tion to each and every foot of soil in America and every man
and woman in Amerien, it wounld be sufficient unto me; but if I
wanted to indulge in a justifiable motive of selfishness, I would
support a great industry in Ohio or Massachusetts or Arizona
or Utah or any other of the 48 States of this Union, because I
know it is economically true that if New England, for example,
prospers the West will prosper, and, conversely, if the West
prospers New England will share in that prosperity.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr, President, will the Sena-
tor yield, please?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I think I understand the
Senator’s position on protection. I think the Senator believes
in high tariff duties and has voted for every motion made to
increase the duties named in this bill. Am I correct?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. 1 have voted for adequate protective
tariff duties whether they be high or low. Those are purely
relative terms. They mean nothing.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator from Louisiana
is in favor of increasing the duty upon sugar. He is also in
favor of increasing the duty upon rice. '

AMr. SHORTRIDGE, 8o am I,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And the Senator from Cali-
fornia is in favor of both those increases.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE., Yes.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the Senator believe
that any duty proposed by any Senator from a State where
there is an industry seeking protection should receive his vote?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, Why, if I may directly reply, I have
gaid that the mere asking is not sufficient, but if you ask me
for a rate and follow the request by facts, fizures, and condi-
tions which show that the rate you ask is necessary to sustain
and encourage that industry I respond gladly, “I am with
you and will vote for a rate which is adeguate for those pur-
me‘n

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator will not get
many suggestions from this side of the Chamber in favor of
increasing these rates.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. No; but the American people know
what has happened when Democratic snicidal, theoretie, tariff
bills have become law. You have forgotten the Wilson tariff
bill, have you not? There was another Wilson, and the Wilson
tariff bill bankrupted this country.
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Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, If the distingnished Sena-
tor from California thinks that this tariff bill is meeting the
approval of Ohio Republicans, I suggest that he go to Ohio and
confer with Ohio Republicans. He will find that he is very,
very sadly mistaken.

The Senator is so very specific when he tells us that he
favors “adequate protection.” That is a most interesting ex-
pression and it eovers a maultitude of sins, It is just about as
explanatory as was the position of the southern Congressman
who, when his opponent asked him where he stood on the tariff
question, said: * When I get to Washington, and I find that the
tariff is too high, I will lower it; and when I find that it is too
low, I will higher it."” S .

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. T had the honor of going over to the
imperial State of Ohio, the mother of Presidents, and I had the
great pleasure, as it was a privilege, of addressing a magnifi-
cent audience in the city of Dayton, the home of one who
thought he was running for President. He is still standing in
his tracks, and with the same League of Nations flag fluttering
above him.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, any Ohlo audience is a
magnificent audience,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I admit that I admit it cheerfully.
1 was going to say that Ohio has been in the habit of giving

birth to Presidents and great Senators, and T can not loek into.

the fufure, but I am very sure—as sure us I know that the sun
will gild this Dome to-morrow morning—that Ohio will have a
son in the presidential chair for a good many years to come.

Mr. KING. The Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoMEreNE] is in
good health.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. And I think T know who that son will
be. He will be the broad-minded, luminous-minded, great-
}nearted, thoroughbred Republican American—Warren G, Hard-

ng.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Great applause,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Well, they applauded that until the roof
B!I;Iimst came off when I uttered those sentiments in Dayton,

0.

Mr. WALSH of Massschusetts. That is what T thought.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. I wait for applause from the other side,
which will come later on. I have no doubt.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly.

Mr. ASHURST. The modesty of my friend, the senjor Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. PoMERENE], precludes him from replying. I
am sure that all on this side join with the Senator in the idea
that the next President will be from Ohio. We are not sure,
however, that the distinguished Senator from California has not
confused the names,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I wish the semior Senator from Ohio
good health, happiness, and individual prosperity.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Not even reelection te the
Senate?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Politically, I walk under the banner of
another party. I could say more, but, as Hamlet says:

The rest is silence.

If T may return from this digression to repeat, perhaps, a
thought, we are dealing with a condition, and as to the condi-
tion we bring here to the Senate what might be regarded in a
court as conclusive evidence, and the legal mind would say we
have introduced cumulative evidence. If the Presiding Officer
here were judge of a high court, and we were here introducing
evidence, the court, sua sponte, would check us and say, “ You
need not infroduce further evidence. It would be but cumula-
tive, and unnecessarily consume the time of the court.” So the
facts being as they are, as so clearly made manifest by my col-
league [Mr. Jouxsox], and as the written testimony here fur-
ther establishes, I come to this proposition, and rap at the
very bosem of Democratic Senators, and I propound this ques-
tion, Is it desirable, is it to be desired, that this industry should
languish and perish? Is it desirable, is it to be desired hy
anybody—confectioner, baker, individual consumer—that this
great American industry of almond growing should languish
and perish?

That brings me, of course, to the next question: What is the
rate which is sufficient or necessary—to indulge In synonyms—
to give adequate protection to this industry?

You can very easily destroy this indusiry, even as many other
American industries can be destroyed; but is there a Senator, no
matter under which banner he walks, whe wishes to destroy any
legitimate American industry? Is it wise to do so? Is it just
to do se?

T have said, and I beg to repeat—for others may be concerned
with what oceurs to-day—that the prosperity of California will

‘overflow and be shared in by other seetions of the country. and
immedlately by these States which are here, through their
|spokesmen, opposing the rates wbich we ask. Under present

conditions this industry is not prosperous. To repeat that
statement again and again would add nothing te the argument,
_ I can only express my surprise that the usually well-informed
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr., LExroor] should reach the cunclu-
sions he has announced here in respect to conditions prevailing
in California, and perhaps I ought to express my regret that
he foreshadows an abandonment of the Republican reservation,
It is to be hoped, of course, that we will survive his departire ;
but I venture here and now to prediet that he will not curry
out his prophecy of abandoning this tariff bill or leave the old,
familiar reservation. Certainly he ought uot to because of
this item—and I am for the moment confining my thoughts to
this item.

I sald a moment ago, Mr. President, that in one sense the
tarifft question involved local issues. That must be understood,
of course. A given industry may be limited to a given State.
The soil, the climate, of Louisiana or Mississippi may bring
ahout certain industries, and in the sense that the industry is
limited in its territorial extent it is local. But the very fact
that it is local entitles it to the protecting principles for which
we stand. T have very lttle intellectual respect for a man,
wheresoever he may be, who limits his vision fo the horizon
that surrounds him. I know there are those who, standing in
a village, think that village is the center of the universe because
the horizon does seem to settle down in a ecirele round about,
I have very little intellectual respect for the man who holds
an idea so close to his eye as to shut out all other ideas or
principles, even as the miser who holds a small penny so close
to his eye as to shut out all the glories of God’s universe.

What T wounld' eall upon the Senate and the American people
to do is this, to regard this Republic as one great, united fam-
ily, every member of which is entitled to the love and the
assistance of all the others; and as for myself, T have mapped
out this course, that I will stand for any legitimate industry
which gives work and wages to the American. >

In this Industry we can pot compete with the foreigner, and
the facts are before us. The cost of production at home and the
cost of production abrosd—both those items—have been spread
upon the record. The quantity we uare producing has been
set forth. The increasing acreage, in amount, has been stated,
and the reason therefor. As to the quality of the article raised,
the record abundantly proves that the quality is equal if not in
certain brands superior to the foreign.

As to the ratio which obtalns hetween the unshelled and
the shelled almond, there remains no further doubt as to that.
That ratio is as 1 to 8. I repeat, and would emphasize, that the
evidence upon all these points is conclusive.

In looking over the Recorp of Monday, T find that the distin-
guished, the learned, and the consistent Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. SmaMoxs] spread upon the Rxcorp: approaching
& hundred letters or telegrams addressed to him by those who
oppose the rates which we ask. The adjectives I use in referring
to the Senator from North Carolina properly and justly describe
his long and distinguished career. For him I have the very
highest regard. He holds%o a theory, and he hews to the line.
He is not, as there are some abroad in the land, a palitical
maverick or a political paranoiac. He is an upstanding Demo-
cratie statesman, and maintains with great ability the position
he takes, E

To offset, however, in point of written evidence the evidence
which he introduced in this discussion, and which appears of
record, I beg to offer letters addressed to me, and doubtless to
my colleague, from chambers of commerce of the State of Cali-
fornia and from men who have to do with the business affairs
of that State. I will not trouble the Senate to read them, but
ask permission that they may appear in the Recorp.

There being no ohjection, the letters were ordered to be
printed in the REcorn, as follows:

CHAMEERS OF COMMERCE.
BagEnseTELD, CALIF., August 1, 1081,
Hon., BAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. O,

My Dein SpyxaTOR: 1 desire to call your attention to the ulblpcal
made by the almend growers of our State in order to save the 100,000
acreg of almond orchards, representing an investment eof $65.000.000.
It is not necessary for me to tell yon how vital this matter is fo one

of our test California industries.
Beliaving, as you do, that one of the great pelicies of the Republican
Party is the protection of Amerlean Indusiries, therefore I would s

if there was ever a time when an industry in our great State nee
protection, which industry is now completely at the merey of the peasant
wers of southern Europe, with their cheap labor and wretched
E‘::ns. it is now.
The fate of thls industry is now In the hands of the Benate, aud we
of California look mmg to you to aesist us In every way possible
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the next

to save to us this . This induostry will be worth $15,000
000 annoally wi

3 years If the proper tariff is p'l.ue:i.
on_it.

R izing your power in the Senate and thanking you for the many
courtesies we have received at your hands, I am,
Bincerely yours,
Eerx CouUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
¢, F. JOHXSON, Secrctary.

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE AND
CIvIC ASSOCIATION OF IPASADENA, CALIF.,
August 11, 1921,
Hon. SaMpen M., SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. O.

DEsg Sir: This organization is stnmgly in favor of the al?llcauon
of the California Almonds Growers' Exchange for a 5-cent and 15-cent
tariff on unshelled and shelled almonds, respectively, and will greatly
appreciate your support thereof.

Yours very trul
R W, DUNKERLEY, Secrefary.
ROSEVILLE, CALIF.,, August §, 1921
fanator 8. M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. O.: 5

This organization stands squarely behind you in your able fight for
a 5 and Ig cent tarlff on almonds and feels sure you are doing all that
can he done to get it.

BoArp OF DIRECTORS,
Placer Counly Chamber of Commerce.
SanTA Rosa, CAvF, July 31, 1921
Benator SAMUBL SHORTRIDGE,
I'nited Rtates Senate, Washington, D. O.:

Your vigorous effort required to save California almond industry b;
fnsisting on 5 and 15 cent tariff protection on unshelled and shell
almonds, res ively. We have wired Chairman Penrose and urge you
us* personal influence with committee.

SaNTA RosAa CHAMBER oOF COMMERCE,
H. P. HiLLIARD, President.
JAMES G. BTAFrFoRD, Secretary.

Jouy 30, 1921.
Hox. Saduer M. SHORTRIDGE,
i'nited Ktates Senate, Washington, D. C.

My DeAr BENATOR: Failure of the Ways and Means Committee of
the Honse of Representatives to recommend tariff duty of 5 cents and
15 cents on unshelled and shelled almonds, respectiveli, means that
4,000 almond growers of the State of California face the prospect of
financial ruin and loss to their 100,000 acres of orchards, and decades
:I;f woﬂ?. re{;:esentlng an investment of $65,000,000 in almond orchards
n California.

The schedule of 4 and 12 cents reported upon by the House Ways and
Means Committee, while recognizing the contention of the almond
growers of California that tariff protection for shelled almonds should
be at least three timres as great as for unshelled, due to the natural
shelling ratio, is utterly inadequate to meet the cheap labor and low
production cost of the gumnt growers of southern Europe with their
pauper labor and wretched living standards.

This tariff protection is utterly inadeguate to give our California
almond growers the share of our American markets for shelled al-
monds that our investment, our labor, and our years of effort entitle
us to. While the confession of a three to one shelling ratio is a
recognition of the principle, the rates of 4 cents and 12 cents proposed
in the House Ways and Means schedule are utferly Inadequate.

We are respectfully requesting that the schedule be revised in the
Senate to- meet the actual living conditions and roducing costs In
America of this essential food product, $15,000,000 of which is pro-
duced annually in California. 1

Yon are respectfully requested to insist om a revision of this House
Ways and Means Committee schedule and the adoption of a schedule of
6 cents and 15 cents on unshelled and shelled almonds, respectively,
thus saving to the United States an industry that has been made pos-
slble only through years of labor, sacrifice, and effort on the part of
American growers in this State.

Yours very truly,
BANTA RosA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
By H. P. HiLLIARD, President.
Attest : JaMEs G. BraFrorp, Secretary.

SANTA ROSA, CALIF., July 36, 1921,

Henator BOIES PENROSE,
(thairman Senate Finapce Commiltee, -
Washington, D, C.:

California’s $65,000,000 almond industry in which 4,000 growers,
100,000 acres, and decades of arduous work are involved faces abso-
ute ruin, and an annual income of $15.000,000 to California will be
ent off unless almonds are given a tariff protection of 5 and 15 cents on
nnshelled and shelled, respectively. Our growers are Americans, with
American living standards, employing American help at American
wages, and can not compete with peasant growers and pauper labor
of southern Europe unless granted adequate tariff protection.

BANTA Rosa CrnampeEr oF COMMERCE.

1 CoLUBA, CaALIv., July 30, 1921
Benator SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE
Washington, D. O.:

This chamber at a &pecial meeting to-day passed a set of strong
resolutfons demanding and imploring a tariff of 5 and 15 cents. A
copy of this second set of resolutions along with a telegram has this
day been sent to Senator Boies Penrose as chairman of the Finance
Committee. This chamber has %one on record as sincerely appreciating
vour efforts in our behalf and again implore you to loy

CHIco, Caniv., July 28, 1921
Hon. BamyueL M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.:

Appreciate your continued support of almond tarilf fight for rate
of 6 cenis and 15 cents. lave wired Penrose urging Senate committee
give matter consideration.

CHICO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,

RepLANDS, CaLiv., July 27, 1981,
SAMUBL SHORTRIDGE, Senator {
Washlnnrtan, D. o.:

To protect and save almond industry California must have ratio
8 to 1 and tariff rate no less than 5 cents on unshelled almonds and
15 cents on the shelled, We urge you stand out for above in Senate
hearing, as it % vital to every almond district of State.

5 REDLANDS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,

WiLLows CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Willows, Calif., July 26, 1921,
Mr, BAMUEL M. BHORTRIDGE,

Uniled States Nenator, Washington, D. C.

My Dear SeExAToOR : In this part of California we are very much in-
terested in the tariff on unshelled and shelled almonds. Our people are
very much worked up over this matter, and we want you to give your
sttention to the bill that has passed the House and is now before the
Benate, and ask you to give it fmve consideration on behalf of the
4,000 almond growers of the State.

It is the eonsensus of opinion of all the almond growers that nothing
but 5 and 156 cents will pay the almond growers and thelr orchards,
and we therefore urge upon you to stand for this, if you can see your
way clear to.

We are not asking any United States Senator to violate his conscience
in any way, but we are perfectly sure that once giving this matter the
couuide‘maon it deserves that you will be with us to the very best of
your a ¥.

Yours sincerely, . W. LeAaviTT, Secretary,

SACRAMENTO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
July 21, 1921,
Hon, SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE ,
United States Senator, Washington, D. O.
My Drar Mg, SHorTHIDGE : Your fine action as set forth in your tele-
gf:tm of July 20 with reference to the bean situation is sincerely appre-

We hope that you will keep the fine work going, and garticulaﬂy on
the floor of the Senate, exerting every possible effort within your power
to the end that the 15 cents per pound tariff on almonds will be put
into effect, for this is vital to the industry, as I am sure you are well
aware.
Very truly yours,
A, 8 DupLey, Secretary-Manager,

8AN BesiTo CouNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Hollister, Calif., July 14, 1921
Hon., SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
U'nited States Senator, Washington, D. O,

DEAR MRE. SHORTRIDGE : There is now [ belleve before the House of
Hepresentatives the gquestion of a tariff of 5 cents per pound on
almonds not shelled, and 15 cents per pound on shelled almonds. San
Benito County -and its adjoining counties are vitally interested in this
tariff, and our organization feels that the almond industry in our coun-
try should be protected, and to the end that a tariff should be imposed

on_foreign shipments,
Therefore it is the desire of this organization that you give same
your consideration with the aim of protecting the industry in California.
Very truly yours,
W. M. JoxEs,

Seeretary San Benito County Chamber of Commerce.
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Live Qak, Calif., July 1}, 1921,
Hon. RAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
3 Washington, D. U.

DeAr SeENATOR: I have been requested by the above orgaunization to
write you in regard to the proposed duty on almonds u.migﬂ respectfully
urge you to use your best efforts to obtain the following :

Cents per pound.

On shelled al d

On unshelled al d
As you know this district is & considerable producer in this line, and

at the present time needs assistance in the above manner if we are to

continne.
Thanking you for whatever you may be able to accomplish, 1 am,

Yours very truly,
! T, C. 8Mrsg

ESPARTO, CALIF., July 1§, 1921,
Hon., SAMUBL M, SHORTRIDG!

B
Nenate Office Building, Wﬂxhinyfon, S

Tariff 5 and 15 will save our almond industry,
will be apbreclated.

Your earnest support

WESTERN YOLO CHAMBER OF COMMEROE,
FrED B. WIXATT, FPregident,

FrEsxo, CALIF,, July 1}, 1921
Senator SHORTRIDON,
Washington, D. O.:

The present tariff on almonds has been recommended by the Waya
and Means Committee; entirely inadequate to afford any protection.
The tariff of 4 cents on almonds not shelled and § cents on shelled
al is iz disproportionate. The tariff should be three times as great

[ your
strongest arguments to secure the necessary tariff rate before the
Finance Committee.

CoLusa County CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
Per W. O. HYrUP, Secrctary-Manager,

for shelled almonds. The almond industry is to-day faced with imme-

diate extinetion unless relief is given in the tarif measure, This is an

industry that affects the entire State, Can we count on your support?
FresSNO COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCEH.
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ANTrocH, CALIF., July 1}, 1921,

SAMUVEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Senate, Wushington, D. O.:

The Antioch Chamber of Commerce earnest]
for a tarif of 5 cents per pound on almends the shell and 15 cents
per pound en shelléd almonds. The tari® of 4 cents and 8§ cents, as
recommended by the Ways and Means Committee, would be ruinous to
the almond Industry of California.

Yours for prosperity,

request that you work

ANTIOCH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
R. V. Davis, President,

—

WINTERS, CALIF., July 12, 1921,
Hop. BamuelL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Benate Office Building, Weashington, D. O.:

. The almond growers of Yolo County, representing approximately one-
sixth of the State production, make urgent appeal for tariff on slmonds
b cents in shell, 15 cents shelled. Tariff bm].n” recommended by com-
mittee, 4 and § cents, insufficient, and ratio 15 not correctly compat
gince the shelling Is three to one. California slmonds are being earri
one season to another on aeccount of importations from Europe, which
we can not compete with. Tonnage creasing yearly. ust have
some relief or one of California’s big industries will be ruined, affect-
ing 5,000 growers and $50,000,000 orehard property. We ask that you
make every endeavor to get action on tariff asked by the California
Almond Growers' Exchange of § cents for the unshelled and 15 cents

for the shelled almonds,
WINTERS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE.

RIVERSIDE, CALIF,, July 11, 1981,
Senator BAMCEL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D, C.2
California almond lnd*ustrg has 100,000 acres and fifty millions in-
vested. We favor at least 5§ cents per pound tariff on unshelled and
15 cents on shelled almonds imported. Respeetfully urge your favorable
support for this great Industry.
RIVERSIDE CHAMBER OF COMMERCH,
IzwiN HayDEN, Secretary. ;
Corusw, Carir., July 10, 1921,
© Benator SaMUBL M, BHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. C,:
Colusa Connty being vitag{ interested in the almond industry, with
h‘ﬂs invesm::;’t_o represe::;il;g .000.0?10. tl'::s county t«;h;imber of commerce
aned ng resolutions esting Congress Ve US 4 necessary
tariff protection, sald tarift tm placed at a ratlo of three times as
much on shelled as on unshelled almonds, Unless an adequate tariff
such as this is placed on imported almonds, both shelled and unshelled
the entire almond industry in the State of California faces ruin and
destruction. We therefore implare eﬁo“ to use your best endeavor to
secure a tarlff of 5 cents on unshelled and 15 cenis on shelled almonds

gf:i pound. Copy of resolutions above referred to is belng mailed te you |
ay.

W. O, Hrrue,
Becretary-Manager Colusa County Chamber of Commerce,

REDLAKDE, CALIF., July 9, 1921,
Senator SAORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. C.:
Urge protection almond industry with tarif suggested by growers'
organization.
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,

STOCKTON, CpLIF., July 9, 1981,
Hon. SAMURL SHORTRIDGE, "
United States Senate, Washington, D, C.:

This organization, speaking in the name of the people of San Joaquin
County, earnestly urges thailtuu support the edort of the California
almond WwWers 0 secure 1 ul proteetion in the pending tariff bill:
The tarill on shelled almonds shonld be at least three times as great as
almonds i®» the shell. Please give this request your usual attentive

consideration.
BrocETON CHAMBRER OF COMMERCE,
A. C. Ovrranax, Managing Seoretary.

—

Paso Rosres, CALIF., July 9, 1921,
Benator SAMURL EHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. O.:

Producers of almonds in California can mot, under existing labor
and transportation conditions, cc;g;m with foreign labor and low water
rates. The existence of the ind demands a tariff fair to produeer
and consumer. Rate should be on a basis of 8 pounds of unahnflod to &
pound of shelled almonds. Your Influence is necessary at this time to
eave the most important industry in this seetion.

BaN MigreL DISTRICT CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,

—

CHico, CALIr,, July 8, 1921,
Hon. SAMBRL M. BHORTRIDGH,
Benate, Washington, D. C.:
On behalf of almond growers of Butte County, om 4
important almond-producing ecounties of Calll'or:iat’ Chfmocmm

Commerce appeals to you to support and make every effort cure
tariff on simonds of § cents Y:r vro:md unshelled“:nd glri ct:ng per
led ds. This tal if growing almond business of

B Forata 1 B
arnia is te be protected from Ruropean cempetition,

CHICO CHAMBER oF COMMERCE,

C. M. Corrixe, President,

: OArDaLe, CALIF, July 8, 1981
Hon., SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
United Btates Senate, Washington, D. O.:

Oakdale is vitally Interested in the almond indns and desir
that you make every le effort to have tariff on :?monds ] ceng
for unshelled and 15 for shelled. Thousands of acres planted to
almonds around Oakdale will be rendered unprofitable unless proper
duties are imposed on imports,

OARDALE CHAMEER OF COMMERCE,

 Where it is

lin

' Hon.vmucu. SHORTRIDG

‘lost

|'we know

‘sent by William M.

ATASCADERO, CALIF., July 8, 1921,
Benator 8. M. BEORTR
Washington, D. 0.:
The tﬂt;:c:&e{; Ch - ! dot (l".!.i ucxcn uxg:ntlyhbegshiéhat {ou will
suppor on almonds, which Is now being brou up for your
dehberation. It 1a ] Bor that 1

the opinion of this cham that the almond
g&wns of this conntry should be protected in eve;g way possible, and
measure is vital to the rapldly develo industry.

ATASCADERO CHAMEER OF COMMBERCH,
J. T. Eowarps, Managing [Mrector,

—

Piso Rosieps, CALrr., July 8, 1921,
Hon. SawvTErn M. BEo

RTRIDGE,
United States Semator, !Wcslﬁwim, D. Q.:

Twelve million dollars’ worth of almond orchards in Paso Robles dis-
trict will be unable to survive proposed tariff of 4 and 8 cents. Abso
Iutely necessary that proportion shelled and unshelled almonds be 3 to 1,
and should be 5 and 15 cents if almond Industry is to be continued in
California, We you to use your Influence to establish a tariff
which will protect and not disabie one of California’s important in-
dustries. Piso RopLES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
JosurH W, TANNER, Secretary,

HAMILTON CITY CHAMBER oF COMMERCE,
Hamilten City, Calif., July 7, 1921,
Hon. HirAM W. JOENSON, United States Senator,
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE, Uniled States Senator,
Hon. Cuanexcr F. LEA, Congressmai,
Washington, D. O.

GENTLEMEN : The Ways and Means Committee have recommended to
Congress a tarif om almonds, not shelled, of 4 cents, and on shelled

almonds 8 cents per pound.
Since Kuropean almonds shell out 4 to 1 and California alm:;nds
ree

8 to 1, we are entitled to a tariff on shelled almonds at
times as great as almonds In the shell.

Unless we get a readjustment of tariff on ghelled almonds of at
least 3 to 1 it will mean the disintegration of the almeond industry of
Californis. Onr only future market is for shelled almonds, which
represents 80 per cent of the demand of the United States. This is
& serious situation confronting the industry. Only with proper g.uro—
tection on shelled almonds ean we bring to Californla the millions
that are going to the shores of the Mediterrancan.

A Congressman recently told a group of farmers that when agrl-
cultural interests talk loud emough they can get anything within the
power of our Government. “If you will let us know what you want,
the rest {s easy,” sald the Congressman.

Speaking for myself, I have 100 acres in almonds. 'This 100 acres
has cost me §300 per acre, or a total of $50,000, to put my orchard
—~&even years old—and all in bearing, If we do
not get the praper tection under the tariff, you c¢an easily see what
it means to me, and not only myself but to hundreds of others In the
almond-growing industry in the State of California. :

As ane of many growers in this State Itgrsy that you may do
all In your power fo give us protection under the tariff as above out-

ed, I am, gentlemen,
Yours very respectfully, H. L. WEST.

BACRAMENYO, CALIF., July 7, 1921

B
nited States Senator, Washington, D. C.:

Almond industry threatened umless 15 cents per pound tariff on
shelled almonds requested by California almond growers be granted,
California almond investment exceeds £50,000,000. Ten million dollarsg
coming to California annually for shelled almonds will be practically
suggested legislation fails. Please support legislation.

1 SACRAMENTO CHAMHBER OF COMMERCE.

OrnEr OrGANT2ATIONS—CLEARING HoUses—NEWSPAPERS.
CATIPORNIA ALMOND GROWERS® EXCHANGE,
- San Francisco, Calif.,, May 29, 1922,
Hon. SaMvueErn M. SHORTRIDG

B,
Benate Office Buiiding, Washington, D. C.
My Dmar SENATOR: We appreciate your telegram of May 26. Indeed
that our cause has had your earnmest attention and still con-
tinues to hold It at the present time.

We are asking Professor Taylor to furnish yon with any data that
he may bave to dispute the undless chal that California almonds
are mot equal in quality and fitmess to forelgn almonds, This is one
of those sw ng ﬁenerallties which are not supported by the facts,

Professor Jaffa has analyzed the varions varleties of both California
and foreign almonds, and his investigations prove conclusively that
there is ne truth in the charge made by the confectioners that the
California almonds are not equal to the Mediterranean almonds
confectioners” use.

We feel that the Senate will not be willing to disturb the recom-
mendations of the Finance Committee, as the question Is a technical
one, and the Benate will agree that the KFinance Committee’s recom-
foll a kno atshstth g Py E;'g'tigbigfg . inle" t;hmdpo‘:-.é

owed. w ou W 0 ev L] sup
our schedule # it Is attacked on the floor of the Senate.

With kindest personal regards,

Very truly yours, T. C. Tuocker, Manager.
CALIFORNLIA ALMOND GROWERS' ExXCHANGE,
Ban Froncisco, Calif., January 31, 1922,
Hon, SAMUEL M. RHORTRIDGE,
Senate Office Budlding, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sie: We attach hereto for your information ecopy of a letter
n, president of Regan Bros., wholesale bakers,
of Minneapolis, Minn., to the New York Dried Fruit Association.

The letter needs no comment other than that it is one of many simi-
lar refusals by reputable American bakers and confectioners to lend
themselvea to a cut-and-dried, printed-cireular propaganda campaign
to defeat the honest pleas of our farmers for that modicum of protec-
tion which our almond growers, for instance, are asking in a 5 and 15
:rentEs:;l‘;edule of import duties on the peasant-raised almonds of south-

n pe.

Very truly yours, T. B. WATERS,
Asgistant to Manager.
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REGAN Beros. Co.,
Minneapolis, Minn,, January 10, 1922,
Derizp FRUIT ASSOCIATION,
New York Tariff Committee,
No. 6 Harrison Street, New York, N. Y.

GESTLEMEN : We have received, through Messrs, Birdsong Bros., a
copy of l);c:nu' circular letter of J’anmrr 3, 1922, and printed protest
against the proposed increased Import duties on shelled onds, shelled
?‘saslntltsé and shelled filberts in tariff bill (H. B. 7456), paragraphs 754,

e .

The writer does not af“ with your arguments at all. Personally, I
am heartily in favor of higher rates of duty on the articles mentioned.
I believe absolutely in the principle of protection of American indus-
tries, and believe that ultimately all the people of the United States
will be very much benefited by a high protective tariff.

If Congress imposes a duty on the cles named above, it will have
a tendency to justify the ple in the States that can w American
falmonds, walnuts, and mﬁ'is to invest in lands and build up the
orehilr-:ls and enable us to produce in our own country goods that we
ase here,

Almonds, walnuts, filberts, etc., are just the kind of articles that
should carry a high tariff. They are luxuries, and the people who care
to buy them can afford to pay the price.

I also believe firmly in a h fh tariff on eggs imported into this coun-
try. If there should be a fair profit, even if just a little bit higher
than just a living profit, for the American farmer on his eggs, it will
have a natural tendency to induce more people to go into the poultry
business, and in time we will produce enough e}gﬁ: and poultry this
country to sup?]y our own wants: and we will keep our money here,
instead of sending it to China and other foreign countries, f

Last year, when the markets in the Eastern and Central States were
flooded with lemons imported from southern Euro;;a. millions of dozens
of lemons rotted on the ground and on the trees in California because
our own growers could not afford to pick., pack, and pay high freight
rates on them, If we had had & high enough tariff on lemons, the
foreign growers who wanted the American market would have had to
pay the United States Government a reasonable amount of money for
the privilege of doing business here, or our local markets would have
Seen supplied with our home-grown frult.

Yours truly,
(Bigned) Wu. M. REGAN,

FIRE ASSOCIATION OF PHILADELPHIA,
San Francisco, Oalif., August 12, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTEIDGE
U'nited Stafes Senator, #asMngroa, D. Q.

Deanr Sir: We desire to express to you our thanks and appreciation
for the manner in which you have assisted the almond growers of our
Btate in the tariff on almonds. This, as you no doubt know, is one of
the very best Industries in our State, and a high tariff is of vital
'‘mportance to the continuance of this class of agriculture.

rusting the tariff will be increased so that our growers will have
no further apprehension along these lines, with best wishes to you,
hég to remain,
Yours very truly,
F. M. Avery, Manager.

Los ANGELES, CALiP., August 8, 1921,
Sepator 8. M. SHORTRIDAE,

Washington, D. €.

Tariff of 5 cents pound on unshelled almonds and 15 cents on shelled
is essentlal to save California growers. Our members of Merced
County planting about 2,200 acres to almonds, which represents their
life savings, e appeal for your influence to pass above tariff.

FieMoxDp GROWERS' ASSOCIATION,
F. M. Erwin, Becretary.

SrockroN, Catar., August 5, 1921
Senator SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D, O.:

San Joaquin County Almond Growers' Association, consisting of 615
growers, are striving for 5 and 15 cents tarlff to protect and keep alive
their industry and seek your ecooperation,

: C. L. NEUMILLER.
Davis, CALIF., August 5, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Uinited States Senate, Washington. D, O.:

Almond growers looking to you to keep them from financial ruin.
One-tenth of 1919 crop and almost half of 1920 crop still unsold,
Searcely received enough pay for gathering, Banks no longer willing
to loan on almonds or almond land. Only relief 5 and 15 cent tariff,

DAvVIS ALMOND GROWERS ASSOCIATION,
L. C. SCHMEISER, Hecretary.

VALLETO, CALIF., August 5, 1921
Senator SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D, O.:

The passing of the Fordoey bill in its present state would be fatal
to one of the largest industries of Callfornia. Unless the tariff on
almonds Is raised to a ratio of O to 15, ruin is threatened for Cali-
fornia almond growers, who have an investment in the State aggre-
gating $50,000,000. TUrge your utmost efforts in behalf of the wel-
fare of California.

RopERT W, WALKER,
Vallejo Evening Times,

ROSEVILLE, CALIF., August 3, 10921,
Senator 8, M. SHORTRIDGE,

Washington. D. C.°
The following almond growers of Placer County ask that you de

all in your power to secure a 5§ and 15 cent tariff on almonds.
ARTRUR BoorH. ManT. SCHELLHOUS.
EARL MURRAY. E. FARNHAM,
HarvEY GOULD, JoHN HERRING.
RioLo BROS, FRANK CRUWDER,
SuITH BROS. E. C. BEDELL.
Capnie SCHELLHOUS, J. W. PRURTT.
Ep SCHELLHOUS. Jor THORELL,
Joax SCHELLHOUS,

ROSEVILLE, CALIF., Awpgust 4, 1021,
SAMUEL M, SHORTRIDGE

Benate Office Buil , Washington, D, O.:
The Antelope Almond Growers' Assoclation preclate your efforts
in trying to increase the tariff and wish to further impress upon you
td means rulnation of the industry, while 5 15 an even com-
petition with importations.
G. P. DEEay,

GLADNEY,

. GovLp,

A. T, McBripg,

A, Vay MAREN,
Directors.

-1
o=

SacpaMENTO, CALIF., August 2, 1921,
Hon. 8. M. BHORTRIDGE
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C.:

We desire to advise you that it is of vital interest to the California
almond industry that they have adequate taril protection. We wounld
ask your utmost support in behalf of a tariff of at least 5 cents on
unshelled almonds and 15 cents on shelled aimonds, The situution is
critical and unless this industry is properly protected the growers will
be unable to continue under present conditions.

BACRAMENTO CLEARING HOUSE,
Representing entive banking interest of Saoramento,
Coxcorp, Cavrie,, July 81, 1921
Senator SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D, (7.

These resolutions unanimously passed to-day: .

Whereas the almond industry of this country iz in danger of being
destroyed for want of an adequate tariff on foreign almonds, especially
on shelled almonds, the ratio of which is 1 pound shelled to 3 un-
shelled : Therefore be it

Resolved, That we request the Senate of the United States to impose
sl mrl&t of 15 cents om shelled and 5 cents per pound on unshelled
almonds,

CONCORD ALMOND (FROWERS' ASSOCIATION,
A, C. GEHRINGER, President. %
PERCY DOUGLAS, Neeretary,

SEBASTOPOL, CALIF., July 31, 1981,
Hon. BaMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. (.2

After thorough investigation we are convinced that a duty of 5 cents
on almonds in the shell and 15 cents on shelled almonds s necessary
to save our growers from serlous loss. We therefore earnestly urge
you to use your influence to amend tariff bill as passed by House.

SeAsSTOPOL APPLE GrROWERS' UNION,

BANNING, CALIF., July 31, 1981,
Hon, SAM. EHORTRIDGE.
Renate Office Building, Washingten, D. €.:

Ninety-four almond growers of Banning. representing very important
orchard industry here, urge tariff not less than § cents on unshelled and
15 cents on shelled, this rate being lowest poszsible consistent with
conditions of almond industry, due to foreign competition. Passage
of 4 cents and 12 cents tariff would be equivalent to surgeon cutting
out part only of cancer leaving portion of malignaut growth to kill

tient. Ratio must be 1 to 3 to offer protection most urgently needed
y California growers, whose industry under preseni rates literally
faces ruin,

BANNING ALMOND GROWERS' ASSOCIATION.
. Los AXNGELES, CALIF.,
July N, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senator from California, Washington, D. C.

HoxorABLE SIR: It is the plain duty of Congress to see to it that
our industries, operated along good business lines, are protected against
importations from forelgn countrles, and particularly is this applicable
where products of the soil are involved. The pmsmﬂty. welfare, and
happiness of our people are entitled to and must shown such con-
slderation. We Americans are too intelligent and too progressive to
ever suobmit to the peasantry conditions existing in many European
countries, where the standard of living, through the imposition of
starvation wages, is the very lowest,

California is the eenter of the almond indusiry, and the well-being
of thousands of our people, and as well the interests of our State,
are serfously menaced in consequence of the failure of Congress up to
this time to provide an adequate protective tariff. The total invest-
ment in the almond industry of California is substantially more than
£50.000,000, and unless a duty is levied on importations to enable the
growers of almonds to market their crops at a fair m:_:rrln of profit
over cost of production and harvesting, the ruin of this Important
industry is a certainty.

The House of Representatives has voted a tariff of 4 cents per pound
on almonds not shelled and 12 cents per pound on shelled almonds,
It has been conservatively estlmated by men who have made a close
study of the situation in all its phases that the minimum protection
required by American growers is 5 cents per pound on almonds in the
shell and 15 cents per pound on shelled almonds. Unless this protec-
tion is afforded we are assured by almond growers of California that
they will be forced to discontinue producing, as the Eunropean ecompe-
fition under present conditions ean not be successfully overcome. This
wonld result in throwing thousands of people out of employment, in
depreciating Iand velues, and inevitably numerous bankroptcles. .

We feel confident you appreclate the importance, for the preserva-
tion of the almond industry of California, of a protective tariff on this
commodity which will really mean adequate protectlon, and throueh
the medinm of which this industry may be enabled to expand and

rosper, This wou'd very naturally result in utilization of land now
rytn idle or of little valie, and of increasing the population and pros-
peﬁfg of our great State. May we not hope for your active and
vigorous support for a tarif of 5 cents per pound on almonds in the .
ghell and 15 cents per pound on shelled almonds?
Yours very truly,

CALIFORNIA VEGETARLE TUNION,
A, J. UoGax, Traffic Manager.
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ARBUCKLE, CALIF,, July 29, 1921,
Hon, Samuen M, SRORTRIDG!

B,
Renate Office Building, Washington, D. O.:

Have wired all members of Senate Finance Committee copy of reso-
lutions passed to-day mﬁhrdll}g almond tariff, thinking it would assist
you in your fight in our behalf.

ARBUCELE COLLEGE CITY ALMOND GROWERS' ASSOCIATION,
By D. 8. NELsox, Secretary-Manager,
LINDEN, July 27, 1921.
Hon, SAMUEL M. S8HORTRIDGE,
Washington, D, O.

DEAR Bik: I am going to askdyou to help us all you can in ds
tarif on almonds, as the almond growers surely need the help, Five
cents on almonds In the shell and 15 cents per und on shelled
almonds—any lower tariff would be ruinous to all almond growers in
California and would be a calamity for Californfa.

We have not made anything on almonds on the last two crops, but
have lost money ; so will soon broke without we get some relief.

There are 4,000 to 6,000 almond growers in California, ana some-
thing should be done for them.

Mr. T. C. Tucker, of the California Almond Growers’ Exchange, will
give all the data and explain the situation thoroughly which almond
growers are in.

Hope you will help him In ev way and do all you can for him,

Now, hoping you will fight with all your might for a tarllf of 5 cents
on almonds in the shell and 15 cents per pound on shelled almonds—
which the almond growers surely do need, I am,

Yours truly,
T. D. BRYAN,
Vioe President Son Joaguin County Almond Growers’ Association, Lin-
den, Oalif.

BAN Jose, CALIF,, July 26, 1921,
SBenator Sasuntr. SHORTRIDOE,

enate Offices, Washington, D, O.:
Almond tariff pasitivc;-’!g necessary io life of industry In California.
Urge your strong sugpo z
ALIFORNIA PRUNE & APRICOT GROWERS (INC.),
H, C. DUNLAP.

SANTA BARBARA, CALIF,, July 26, 1921,
Hou. 8. M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senate, Washington, D, 0.:

We earnestly solicit your support toward mcmslnf duty to 6 cents
on unshelled and 15 cents on shelled almonds. It is our belief that
this tariff is absolutely necessary If the almond growers of our State
are to continue in business.

GoLETA LiMa BEAN GROWERS' ASSOCIATION,
BE. W. Stow, President.
Fresxo, CaLtv., July 25, 1921,
Hon. 8. M. BEHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. C.:

You are undoubtedly aware of the fight being waged by the Almond
Growers' Assoclation of California to secure H cents per pound tariff
on almonds shelled and 15 cents per pound on almonds unshelled,
We beg from you to do your utmost to assist Tucker, manager almond

rowers, win i!s fight. Know him personally, and by assisting them
n their fight %au are surely assisting one of the foremost industries of

California. nk you.
CALIFORNIA GROWERS & BHIPPERS (INC.).

SaN Digco, CALIv., July 25, 1921,
Senator SBAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Senate Ofice Building, Washington, D. O.:
Your State almond 1ndustr{s must be saved by tariff. At least &
cents on unshelled and 15 cents on shelled. Will you save it?
MILE PRODUCERS’ ASSOCIATION OF 8BAN DieGo CoUNTY,

BACRAMENTO, CALIF., July 25, 1921,
Senator SaM SRHORTRIDGE,
U'nited States Senaie, Washington, D. C.:
Almond growers need tariff based on natural shelling ratio. Almond
growers must be protected If their industry is to continue.
: NORTHERN CALIFORNTA MILE PRODUCERS' ASSOCIATION.

FreEsxo, CALIF., July £, 1921,
Hon. SamMousL M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C,:

Understand tariff bill will be takem up by Senate Filnance Com-
mittee Tuesday. Please give careful consideration to California almond
growers' request, as they have approximately $£50.000.000 invested
and unless adequate protection is afforded this great industry will
guffer serious loss, as they can not compete with cheap labor from
southern Europe. Kindly use your best efforts to provide the protec-
tion requested by them.

CALIFORNIA PEACH AXD Fig GROWERS.

NEWCASTLE, CALIF., July £3, 1921,
Hon, SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senator, Washington, D. O.

DeAr BENATOR SHORTRIDGE : The almond industry In America, which
ia chiefly centered in California, is very severely threatened by the
lack of a protective tariff,

Forelgn cheap labor has undermined this industry in California, and
the growers are not able to compete,

We would ask you to do everything in your power to get a tariff of §
cents per pound on almonds, not shelled, and 15 cents Ppr pound on
ghelled almonds. These figures will give the California growers a
chance to develop this Industry.

Thanking you for anything that yon ean do to help the almond

1ndustr{.
fours very truly,
¥ s PrLacer CorNTy FrUiT GROWERS,

By H. M, FLus,

THE RIVERSIDE ENTERPRISE,
Riverside, Oalif., July 21, 1921,
United States Senator SAmMyusL M. SHORTRIDGE,
H Washington, D. C.

My DraR SENATOR SHORTRIDGE : We are nllﬂgxeaﬂﬁf)lm with your
success in securing the return of the Indian office to Riverside and other
davel:gomta.

I desire to express my personal appreciation of the manier in
which you have fought for rofer tariff for California products. There _
is still a feeling on the ?arg of the California growers that 5 cents for
unshelled and 16 cents for shelled almonds is_essential to protect {h:
California ‘ﬁrcwers from cheap importations. I am sure that you have
done, and always are doing, all in your power in this regard.

Thanking you again for the prompt responses you have always made
to any reguest or suggestion from our community, I s.ng, 5

. R. GABBERT.

Very truly yours,
Yrea Crry, CaLIv., July. 1921,
Benator SamMupL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O,

HoxorABLE Sir: We, the undersigned officers of the Sutter Peach
Growers, and ra})reaent-lng the cling-peach industry of California, do
hereby ectfully ask that you aid in every way the California Almond
Growers' change in their fight for an amendment to the rariff-rate
recommendations of the Ways and Means Committee, as we believe that
they are entitled to a b-cent and 15-cent tariff rate. This judgment
we base upon extensive research of past and present cost of production.

Believing in the protection of our Californla industries and the help
of our legislators, we submit this entreats'.

Sutter Peach Growers; Edward 8. Monlton, president: J. L.
Ames, secretary; J. W. Eager, director; J. G. Kussen-
berger, director ; B. W. Walton, director; Geo. T. Boyd,
director; G. C. Galbraith, director; M. D. MecLeod,
manager.

Los AxgELES CorxTY FarMm Bunrav,
Los Angeles, Calif., July 15, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D, O,

Dear Sin: The Los Angeles County Farm Bureau, an organization
of some 2,000 farmers in Los Angeles County, is desirous of calling
your attention to the urgent necessity for adequate tariff protection to
the California almond jndustry. From the fubltshed reporis concern-
ing the permanent tariff bill, it is apparent that this important indus-
try, which represents a long-time investment of some £50,000,000, is
not heing provided with adequate tariff protection.

Your attention is called to the fact that the main competition which
the California almond industry suffers from is that occurring in south-
ern Europe, where costs of production are much lower than those in
California, largely due to the lower standard of living.

o doubt you are familiar with the brief prepared by the Californin

Almond Growers' Exchange for presentation to the Tariff Commission,
It is apparent to those familiar with the California almond industry
that a tariff protection of approximately 15 cents per pound is abso-
lutely necessary if the industry is not to suffer seriounsly. It is also
agpnrent that the ratio of protection accorded the shelled product and
the unshelled product should be at least three to one. Average market
?rlces for shelled almonds over a long period of years are fully three
imes those quoted for unshelled almonds. This, together with the
fact that on an average 100 nds of unshelled almonds will yield
about 80 pounds of the shelled article will make it apparent that the
ratio must be not less than three to one.

You are therefore urged to do all that you can to see that this im-
Imrtani industry receives the full measure of tariff protection which
t must have if it is to endure.

J. B. VAILE,

Very sincerely yours,
: Chairman Legislative Committee,
Los Angeles County Farm Bureaw.

- MARYSVILLE, CALIF., July 1, 1921,
Hon, SAMUERL M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Renate, Washington, D, O.:

An extremely serious situation confronts all who have developed one
of California’'s natural characteristics to produce almonds with prac-
tically entire demand for meats. We are denled this market, due to
lack of protection, in spite of the fact we have at Sacramento the
largest, most modern almond-shelling plant in world. Please help us
secure 15-cent protection.

C. L. MosRLEY,
President Buttes Almond Orchards (Inc.).

BAEKERSFIRLD, CALIF,, July 13, m21.
Senator SaMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. 0.
We favor and urge your support on tariff as proposed by California
Almond Growers' Exchnnﬁe. thereby protecting our almond industry.
AKERSFIELD CLEARING HOUSE ASSOCIATION.

MopEsTO, CALIF., July 12, 1921,
Senator SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. O.:

.The California almond industry iz threatened with destruction unless
tarif on shelled almonds is placed at 15 cents pound. Fifty million
dollars invested here in the industry. Congress seriuuslf considerin
nd{oumment and we ipsist on remaining in session until agricultura
bills are passed.

Braxtsravs CouxTy FArRM BrREAUD
(Fifteen hundred farmers).
AxTiocH, CALIF., July 12, 1921,
Hon. Samver. M. SHORTRIDGE,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D. O,

Dear 8Sm: We earnestly urge 1yi;mr best endeavor to change almond
tariff to 5 cents in the shell and 15 cents on shelled almonds, as 4 cents
in shell and 8 cents shelled is ruinous to almond Industry of California,

Respectfully,
; ArTHUR W. BIGELO,
Vice President Eastern Contra Costa County
Almond Growers’ Association, Oakley, Culif,
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CHIco, CALIF,
SivoErn M. SHORTRIDGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.r r
Proposed duty on almonds especially shelled insufficient to tect
domestie industry, as almonds shell about three or four to ene; m
tection on unshelled almonds is therefore twice that of shelled.

duty on shelled almonds should be three times the duty on unshelled.

We wish 6 and 10. Bltpation threatens ind

lustry.
CHICO ALMOND GROWERS' ASSOCTATION
(Two hundred growers).
B. F. HupsreTH, Secretary.

_nuanmu, Cavray., July 11, 1921
BaMmMuEL M. EHORTRIDGE,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

. We as officials of Antelope Almond Growers' Assoclation, representi-
ing growers of Baeramento and Placer Counties, ask you use your
utmost efforts to have the tariff on almonds increased amd the ratio of
shelled and unshelled made 5 to 1; otherwise part of the crop will not
be harvested.

3. P. DEEAT,

J. F. GLADNEY,

8rocETON, CALIF., July 11
-Bepator 8. M. SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. O.;
San Joaquin County farm bureau urges passage of tariff measure,
fhelled.mnda inereasing almond tariff to 5 cents in shell and 15 cents

GiueezrT EmiTLE, Secretary.

LARBPORT, CALIF., July i1, 1921
Benator BAMUREL BHORTRIDGE,

Henate Office Building, Washington, D. O.:

We ask tariff 6 cents unshelled, 15 cents shelled, almonds.
LAE® COUNTY ALMOND GROWERS' ASSOCIATION.

SAN Fraxcisco, Caviy., July 9, 1921,
Hon. BaMuan M. SHORTRIDG

B
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

California Development Board and California Industries Association
merged and representing transportation agricultural business and manu-
facturing interests entire State Insist upon amendment of House tariff
bill to provide adequate tariff duties on almonds on 3 to 1 ratio between
ghelled and unshelled. This is absolutely vital to State as whole and
to 4,000 working almond farmers, some of whose crops for 1919 and
1920 have not been sold, because American shelled almond can-
trolled by southern European growers. Three to one ratio vital also
to entire State, because it means diversion of $15,000,000 annually from
European growers and foreign bankers to California.

CaLIFoRNTIA DEVELOPMENT BOARD,
CariForNis INDUSTRIES ABSOCIATION,
N. H. 8roax, Manager.

Piso RopLes, CALIF., July 9, 1921
Hon. SAMUBL M. 8morTR.

United States Senate, Washington, D. 0.2

The directors of Paso Robles Almond Growers’ Association, represent-
ing 20,000 acres almond orchards, appeal to you for 5 cents on
shelled This ratio of 8 to 1 Is

un and 15 cents on sbelled onds.
fair and ry to of al d industry.
C. BUTTRERWORTH,
. FRED IVERSON,
JoEN H. VANWORMER,
Directors.
—_—

ORLAND, CALIF., July 9, 193L
Bamunn M. SHORTRIDGE,

Benate Office Building, Washington, D. C.: .
Inasmuch as this association still has a portion of its 1919 and 1920
crop of almonds unsold and, further, that to date we have received for
our 1920 cro nds but 7 cents for kes and 10 cents for IXL
{@lmonds, and these are the leading varieties produced, and we know
that these conditions are caused by too low a tariff on foreign almonds:

e it

Resolved, That this association petition
less & ecents on almonds in the shell and 15 cents for shelled
almonds. After a thomn\?h investigation we find that it costs ns from
{10 to 12 cents per pound to produce almonds. We therefore petition
| Lou to %‘ve us a that will enable us to get a living return for our

bar. nless we get adequate Blmtaet:lon on California-grown almonds
thousands of farmers will ed.

Congress for a tariff of not

ra
ORLAND ALMOND GROWERS' ASSOCIATION,
Geonem W. STURM, Secretary.

BAnwWING, CALIF., Ji 121,
| BaMUsL M. SHORTRIDG o

Senate Office 3zwm, Washingion, D. 0.:

Understand an 8-cent tariff has been set on shelled almonds. Alto-
5 too low. We growers will be forced out of business unless tariff
.18 raised. Favor tariff of 15 cents advocated by California Almond
Growers’ Exchange.

1LMaX Home Co.,
MaBEL Gn.;.uc,

ry.
HscarnoN, CALIF., July 8, 1981

A 2
California wants you to vote at least 5 cents on almonds not shelled
and 15 cemts on shelled.
P. D, FITZPATRICK,
Abmond Grower and Locomotive Engineer on Banta Fea.

| BAMUBL SHORTRIDGE
Washington, D

i :
CALITORNIA ALMOND GROWEHRS' EXCHANGE,
| Sen Franocisco, Calif.:
Thankg for tel Will put forth every eflort
e s d;cﬂm.. P ry eflort to secure adequate

Jery 8, 1921,

Samyzn M. SHORTRIDGE.

New YorE UNDERWRITERS' AGENCT,
Log Angeles, July 1, 1981,
Hon. SBaMuer M. BmorTRIDGE,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

HoxoranLe Siz: Many (writer included) in California are interested
in the growing and marketing of almon but we can not bring this
business to a suc ul issue unless a suficiently high tariff is placed
on_almonds imported from foreign countries. |

Knowing that you have the interest of Californias at beart, we feel!
sure that you will nse your best endeavor to have forelgn almonds ced,
behind a tariff wall so high that it will insure your State of California

growers a fair price for their product.
Very sincerely yours, A, C. ANDEREON.
WoopLANDp, CALIF., July 5, 1921,
Senator SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. O.:

Almond growers of Yolo County, where nearly ane-sixth of all almonds
wn in United States are produced, urge California delegation to
exert every pessible effort for Increased tariff protection. Growers in-
t ind representing milllons of dollars invested interests would,

Advise nus as to what we

be ruined under present tariff schedule.
The situation is indeed

might do to assist in any and every way.
critical for the industry.

FrED SHAFFRE,
Reeretary Yolo Oounty Board of Trade.

Sax FraNcisco, CALIF., June 29, 1921,
Hon. Samurr M. SHORTRIDGE
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.:

Understand committee recommends 4 cents in_shell and 8 cents
ghelled. We are bitterly disappeinted in recommendation, en}:eclally on
our showing that Euoropean almonds shell four to one. We feel we are
entitled to at least three to one;, and we knew that our request for O
cents per pound en unshelled and 15 cents per pound on shelled is ex-
ceedingly reasonable and merited by all faets. We know you will

help us fight.
CararonNIA ALMOND GROWERS' EXCcHANGE.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. T wish also to call the attention of the
Senate to certain letters and telegrams addressed to me by
distinguished men in California, men of affairs, not directly
in all cases engaged in this industry but men who are familiar
with the conditions and the facts, for it is upon the conditions
and the facis we are here to-day standing, I will consume the
time of the Senate to read a telegram addressed to me by the
mayor of San Francisco, as follows:

BAN FRANCISCO, CALTW,, July 27, 1821,

Senator Bamvern M. SHomrTRIDGE,
Henate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.

A leading California industry is languishing and is fhreatened with
extinction. The almond industry, repmmtluzl an investment
$65,000,000, is being forced to the wall Rehabilitation of the industry
of prime importance mot alome to our State but to our Nation, Im-

r?ed products of pauper_ labor are absorbing our markets, bankrupt-
ﬁg our industry, and rendering us dependent. Forty thousand peaple
art, for livelihood on California almond eulture,

bstantial import duties, tending to equalize relative costs of pro-
duction, can alone check this destructive avalanche. I fully indorse
minimum effective tariff, as asked by our growers, and urge strenueus
employment of all reasonable means to secure tariff of 5 cents %2‘ pound

relg, in whole or in
u

on all almonds imported in ghell and 15 cents on sh
£ Jaums RourH, Jr.,
Mayor of San Pranoisco.

I have here a telegram addressed to me sefting forth in sub-
stance the facts as stated by Mayor Rolph, which telegram I
would beg Senators to note is signed by the California Almond
Growers’ Exchange, the California Lima Bean Growers' Asso-
clation, the California Peach and Fig Growers, the California
Cattlemens’ Assoeiation, the California Fruit Growers' Hx-!
change, the Poultry Producers of Central California, Sebastopel,
Apple Growers' Union, California Associated Raisin Co., Asseo-
ciated Dairymen of California, Cooperative Seed Growers' Asso-
ciation, Central California Berry Growers' Assoclation, Cali-
fornia Prune and Apricot Growers, and many, many other legiti-/
mate farm associations and producers In California. I ask that,
this be inserted in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be pr'mtedl
in the Recorp, as follows: !

BAx Fraxcisco, Canw., July 7, 1921
Hon, BaMurrL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Tashingten, D. C.:

%

At a meeting of the principal producing interests of California, repre-,
senting 60,000 growers, held in the office of the California State market
direetor to-day a resolution was unanimously ssed that the proposed,
tariff legislation contained in House tariff bill would not give the
Rsﬂnable protection vitn]lf needed. We view with the greatest concern,
e tariff sehedules annonnced when we had been sitively
assn of schedules that would protect our basic agricultural in-
dustries which the reported rates fail to do. You are earnestly re-
quested to secure the enactment of a tariff at Jeast equal to the vari-
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ous schedules asked for in the briefs and hearings before the Ways and
Means Committee based on the details, Data already on file.
California  Almond Growers’ Exchange; Califormia Lima
Bean Growers' Association; California Peach and Fig
Growers ; (alifornia Cattlemen’s Association; Califor-
nia Fruit Growers’ Fxchange; Poultry Producers of
Central California; Sebastopol Apple Growers' Union:
California Associuted Raisin Co.; Associated Dairymen
of Californin: (Cooperative Seed Growers' Association ;
Central California Berry Growers' Association; Cali-
fornia Prune and Apricot Growers; California Fruit
Distributors ; California Growers' Association; Pacific
Rice Growers' Assoclation: Poultry Producers of
Southern California: Fruit Growers of California;
Mutual Orange Distriburors: Associated Olive Growers
of Callfornia; California Fruit Exchange; California
Pear Growers' Association ; Nurserymen's Bud Selection
Association : California Walnut Growers' Association ;
Poultry Producers of San Diego, Calif.; Bean Grow-
ers’ Association of California: Wool Growers' Associa-
tion; Alfalfa Growers of Califormnia (Inc); Sweet
Potato Growers' Association.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. My immediate purpose is to show to the
Senate thar all these organizations realize the situation in
respect to the almond industry. I here submit to the Senate a
telegram from the Long Beach Chamber of Commerce, a city in
Los Angeles County, Calif., and ask that it be spread upon the
Recorp withour taking the time of the Senate to read it

There being no objection. the telegram was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Loxg BRacH, CAuw., July 7, 1921
Senator BAMUEL BHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D, €.:

We believe tariff legislation should fully pretect all American in-
dustries. California Is developing large almond industry. Without
tariff protection, our growers and ipvestors will be ruined. Fifteen
cents per pound shelled 5 unshelled none too much. We ureg your
active support. Matter urgent,

LoXG BeacH CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
L. W. BALLARD, Secretary.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. 1 also offer a telegram from the presi-
dent of the Merchants National Bank, of San Francisco, in
which he, Mr. Summers, states the conditions prevailing in
California.

There being no objection, the telegram was ordered to be

printed in the Recorp. as follows:
Sax Fravcisco, Canr, July 7, 1921
Hon. Samurr M. SHORTRIDGE
Senate Office Building, W'ashinpran, D, C.;

This bank, which has financed the almond growers in the past year
to a large extent views with grave alarm the proposed tariff on
almonds. Growers have guantities, and we hold as security 1919 and
1920 almonds not sold. rowers could mot sell sucessfully entire 1919
ecrop under most prosperous marketing conditions. California growers
have been unable to ve any gart of the shelled-almond demand of
this country, which represents 80 per cent of the almonds consumed.
Unless tarilf on shelled almonds is at least three times as greal as on
almonds in the shell, can not see possibility of American growers
undertnking development of shelled-almond market. Respectfully re-
quest in the interests of almond growers a tarif of not less than §
cents per pound on almonds in the shell and 15 cents per pound on
shelled almonds.

W. T. SUMMERS,
Pregident Mevchants National Bank,
San Francisco, Calif.

Mr, SHORTRIDGE, I hold in my hand a telegram from
Mr. William H, Crocker, president of the Crocker National
Bank, of San Francigco, which sets forth the facts and condi-
tions, T also have here a telegram addressed to me by Mr.
Fred J. Hart, the managing editor of the Farm Bureau Federa-
tion Monthly, a publication which is concerned Immediately
with practically one-half of the counties of my State, not the
southern counties, but practically all the northern counties, in
which the almond industry is sifuated,

I have here also a very considerable number of what I choose
to call thoughtful, earnest letters and felegrams setting forth
facts and conditions, and taking note of the revolving clock I
ask that they may appear in the RECORD,

There being no objection, the communications were ordered
to be printed in the Rucorp, as follows:

BAN Fraxcisco, Cavrw., July 7, 0921,
SAuuen M. SHORTRIDGE, ;
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.:

Am convinced committee has erred in recommending 4-cent tariff on
unshelled almonds and 8 cents on shelled, Ratio should be three to
one, which is natural shelling ratio of almonds. If allowed to stand,
proposed schedules will work serious harm to California financial in-
terests, not to mentlon virtual destruction of industry. Three hundred
thousand dollar shelling plant in Bacramento now closed. Won't you
stretch point and revise almond schedules on three to one basis at this
late hour? One hundred thousand acres of California soil, on which
are planted 7,000,000 trees, are at stake. California growers slmply
can not touch Amerlcan market, for shell almonds representing 80 per
cent of demand uwow In hands of Huropean growers wirg 8-cent schedule,

WitLiam H. CrOCKER,
President Orooker Notional Bank, Nan Francisco.

> SAN Fraxcisco, CALiv., July 8, 1921,
Samumn M. SHORTRIDGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D, O.;

Have investigated necessity almond wers secure tariff on basis 5
cents not shelled and 15 cents shelled. Shelled almonds must be at
least three times as great as almonds in the shell, Failure to secure
above tariff spells ruin to almond Industry. Orchards, unlike field crops,
can not quit business without tremendous loss. Important, therefore,
tariff give proper protection now.

Frep J. HanT,
Managing Editor of Farm Bureau Federvation Monthiy aai Humfml‘d’t,

Glenn, Tehama, Plaver, Solano, Merced, Madera, Tulare, Ala-

Igd‘ﬂhs‘dﬂtﬂ Cruz, San Benito, Monterey, Ventura, Sutter, Orange

Tounties.

Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.

DEAR SENATOR: At a meeting of the directors of the Durham Almond
Growers' Assoclatlon, represeniing an investment of $2,000,000 in this
immediate viclnnﬂ. a resolution was passed demanding a tariff on
almonds in the shell of 5 cents per pound, and not less than three
times this amount on shelled almonds.

“;e thuve never been able to compete with Hurope on the shelled
product,

The tariff recommendations of the tariff committee now before the
House means ruin to onr industry.

Respectfully yours,
G. W. Joxes,
Secretary Durham Almond Growers’ Association.

ArsuceLs, CALIF., July 9, 1921,
Hon. Samunrn M, SHORTRIDGE,
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear Six: We are herewith inclosing a copy of a set of resolutions
which this association just adoged, and sincerely hope that it
:mé}' gamlst You in your fight for us galn proper protection for our
ndustry. :

{ery respectfully yours,
ARBUCKLE-COLLEGE (CITY ALMOND GROWERS' ASSOCIATION,
By D. 8. NeLsox,
Secretary-Manager,

Whereas the increase in production of almonds in the State of Cali-
fornia has been about 500 per cent during the past eight years; and

Whereas the State is now able to supply the almonds cousumed
in the United States; and

Whereas about 50 per cent of the almonds consumed in the United
States are shelled almonds; and

Whereas it requires 3 pounds of upshelled almonds to make 1 pound
of meats; and

ereas the investment in this distriet now represents over $3,000,000
and comprises over 10,000 acres of orchards; and

Whereas this industry Is threatened with complete destruction unless
an adeguate tariff is placed on Imported almonds, both shelled and
unshelled ; and

Whereas California has never been able to sghare in any of the
shelled-almond business on naccount of inadeguate tariff on imported
almong meats : Therefore be it

Resolved, That this association, the Arbuckle-College City Almond
Growers’ Association, go on record as demanding that tﬁe Congress give
us necessary rotection b proper tariff, and, further, that said tariff
be placed at the ratio of three times as much on shelled almonds as on
unshelled, and, further, that we respectfully ask the Co to make
this tariff 5 cents pound on almonds in the shell ug 15 cents per
pound on shelled almonds.

Respectfully submitted.

ARBUCKLE-COLLEGE CITY ALMOND GROWERS' ASSOCIATION,
By D. 8. NELSON,
Seoretary-Manager.

BaxNIxG, Caviv,, July 10, 1921,
Senutor SAM. SHORTRIDGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D, 0.:

Whereas almomnd growers of California ean not compete suceessfully
‘against enormous production in Europe without an adﬁuatﬁ tariff ; and

Whereas if adequate tariff readjustment s not granted by Co 80
that American growers can have a fair chance to compete with
Europeans much of the hundred thousamd acres of almond orchards
in the Btate will be rendered worthless and an investment of over
$50,000,000 ruined ; and

Whereas the Ways and Means Committee has recommended to Con-
gress the establishment of tariff rates at 4 cents per pound on un-
ghelled and only 8 cents per pound on shelled almonds In spite of the
fact that searching investigation has proved a fair tarif would be §
cents per &nund unshelled and 15 cents pound shelled almonds as
recommended by the California Almond Growers’ HExchange: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Banning Almond Growers' Assoclation, represent-
ing P4 growers, or 98 Eer cent of local almond growers, with a total
of about 900 acres, making up one of the chief industries of Banning,
respectfully ur the passage of an ad?nnta tariff bill fixing the rate
on unshelled almonds at not less than b cents and on shel almonds
not less than 15 cents per pound : And be it further

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be sent to the Senators
and to the Congressman representing this distriet with the urgent re-
quest that they leave nothing undone *o bring about the desired result,
namely the saving of one of the principal industries of Banning and
one of the important investments of California ranchers.

BANNING ALMOND GROWERS' ASSOCIATION.

Burrer, CALIF., July 9, 192L
Samyren M. SHORTRIDG

u,
Senator, Senate O,f,l'fcc Building, Washington, D, O.:
Whereas the almond growers of California have almond orchardas
lanted on valuable land and are compelled to wait six or seven years
?or such almond orcharda to come into commercial bearing; and
Whereas the acreage planted to almonds in California when in full
bearing is sumicient to supply the markets of the United States; and

Durnasm, CaLiv., July 9, 1981, -
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Whereas a greater part of these nuts Is consumed in the shelled state
and the relative quantity of shelled to unshelled is one to three; and
Whereas the Ways and Means Committee of Com has recom-
mended a tariff of 4 cents ger pound on nnuhullen! and 8 cents a
pound on shelled almonds; an
Whereas shelled almonds are imported In great quantities because
of the relatively low tariff on the ghelled nuts thus injuring our
present trade and destroying a business that has cost 80 much in time
and money to over 4,000 American citizens and their dependents:
Therefore be it
Resolved, That the South Butte Almond Growers' Association beg,
pr:i)' entreat, and demand of Congress for i{ta continued existenee g
tari® in keep{n with its need—that of at least § cents per pound on
unshelled and 15 cents per pound on shelled nuts,
W. K. Nornis,
R. F. Havexns,
= - M. G. DxwrrT,
P, E. ForDERHASE,
R, 8. NoaTtoxw,
Directors of South Butte Almond Growers' Association.

ARBUCKLE, CALIV., July 11, D981
Senator SBamupr M. SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. O.
DrAr Sin AND FRIEND : The almond industry of California needs your
earnest and speedy belp at this time,
We must have tariff enough on our almends or make a sacrifice again
that means & ruinous loss, from which we can not recover. -
Work for a tariff of 5 cents on unshelled almonds and at least 15
cents per pound on shelled almonds.
I feel that you will realize this danger at this time and give us
Four earmest Iu;lﬁ.
Respectfully, H. L. NICEBLS,

ORLARD, CALIV., July 12, 1921,
Hon. SaMoRn M. SHORTRIDGS, -

Renate Office Building, Waehington, D. 0.

My Deap Smm: Your telegram regarding the duty on almonds re-
celved and wish at this time to thank you for your m and en-
deavor to try and get us the protection that we need for the good of
the almond Industry of this State. As a matter of fact, I wish to
state briefly the conditiom of the almond indnstr,g as it appears to this
association. We still have a portion of our 191 croJ: of almonds un-
sold. And we still have about 30 per cent of our 1920 crop unsold and
have to date received but 7T cents for our drakes and 10 cents for the
IXL almonds.

‘We belleve that the above conditlons are the outcome of too low a
duty on foreign al d r t I mention drakes and IXL
almonds is that they are the leading variety plamted, at least in this
locality. The last two rs have been eepecially hard on the almond

rower of this Btate. rther, that if it was not for the war maki
t amost impossible to find bottoms to ship foreign almonds we woul
have been in the same fix all through the war.

The reasom that I am writing you a sonal letter is that I fear
some of the edstern Senators do not understand the almond situation
as you do, and it might be well to explain to the Ways and Means
Committee that we ean not in this State stick a tree in the und
and have nature come along and irrigate the same for us. ut we
must irrigate the orchard two and three times each season, and them
we have to cultivate after each irrigation. Then, too, we have to
spray one to two times for the red splder each summer. Then there
is the frest and other pests that we have to fight, and the almond
gr%;.:rhuu:h;??abtu :lsito:t_h uniry each ts t

money sent o & o eda year amoun 0 an
enormous sum, and this money should remain bhere to build up home
industries. We do not feel that a tariff of 5 cents on almonds in the
ghell and 15 cents for shelled almonds is unreasonable, as the American
ower can not to live on the same lavel that those people live
n along the shores of the Mediterranean Sea and should receive g pro-
lect[ongthat they can get a falr return for their investment and labor.

Asg you know there are thousands of acres of almonds in this Btate,

& good deal of which has not come into bearing and it has cost us’

considerable to bring the same to this stage. We further belleve that
whethier an scre is bought outright or the land js bought level and

lanted to almonds it will eost that much per acre before it is
Eﬂmght to the stage of full bearing.

We do not wish to be unreasonable but after full discussion of the
gquestion we think that our request is but reasonable and will just o
us & fair living out of the almonds, and e one should at least 1
thit they eam expect to make a living out of an investment providing
there is ne bad luck like frost or some other thing that could happen
to an orchard any one year. If we get fair price we tide over a bad year.

Further, if the rancher got a r price for his almonds he could
afford to put all of his time in on an orchard and keep the same in
iood state of cultivation, but as it is now some of (he wers are

iscoura, and have not plowed the same as they sho and there
are weeds Iin mn{ orchards, and they say can not afford to
spend the money keeping it clean as the revenue will not permit
spending too much time or money in the orehard.

These thonsands and thousands of dollars that are sent abroad every
year should remain right at home and build homes for Americans and
also help this coun as a whole. It should help build the little
red Pmlhnum in State and make this country a better place to
Yive in.

It costs us from ‘10 to 12 cents per pound to almonds, and I
assure you that there has not been much money in the almond game
for the grower. Therefore we appreciate what you have done for us

and h that you can make the W and Means Committee see it
in the t that we do; that is, that‘ft‘ is better to give the Ameriean
ower & chance to a fair living out of this industry. If we

o not get a fair lpn:tectlon this industry will be forced to the wall,
Thanking you for any favor that you do us, we are,
Yours very truly,
ORLAND ALMOND GROWERS' ASBOCIATION,
Gpo. W. SrveMm, Secrectary.

. ORLAND, CALIF., July 9, 1921,
Eamurl M. EHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. C.
Deae Bin: Would you please do your utmost and t for a tariff
of 5 cents on unshelled almonds and 15 cents on shell roduet ?
1t is absolutely necessary to have this tariff or else the American
farmers and growers will bave to stoop and kneel to the foreigmers

forever. The foreigner can produce these nuts and send them across
the ocean for less than we ean even grow them.

Last we bad to accept 10 and T cents a pound for our nuts
and it should have been three times as much.

As we Americans sme ﬂrt:t ﬂgh ttt:e minds and ?mta of our Con-
m“wﬂl?’:ﬁnt egpera on your part.

Bppi%g you iw ‘ll'mt with suocus,‘l remain,

our frien

fr
CranLus A, TEMPLETON,

Ban Fraxcisco, July 9, 1921,
Hon. Siamuen M. EHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D, O.

My DRAR SENATOR: May I not at this time take the liberty of spe-
cially directing your attention, as our SBenator, to the paramount ques-
tion, the tariff, In which the farmers and almend growers of Call-
fornla are so vitally interested at the present time, and upon
this question to call your special attention to the amount of tariff
that should be pla n the importation of almonds grown in
Huropean countr sufficient in amount to g:rutect adequately this
great ind built op here in California by the farmers and almond
growers In California The facts upon which we almond growers

our contention for an increase of tariff duties gn almonds grown
in foreign countries are these:

It requires seven years after the almond orchard has been planted
before it comes into bearing In sufficient quantities In production of

 nuts to commence to pay anything on the ecapital invested. Durin

all of these seven years the cost of plowing, disking, harrowing, cul

vating, pruning, spraying, and taxes on the land so planted requires
an enormous expenditure of money before any returns are received
from the almond orehard, This expenditore continues eve year
thereafter, and the almond crop In fornia Is very uncertain, and
many years almost a total failure of a ¢rop. The now present exces-
sive freight rates to be paid in sh‘j?plng the almonds to market more
than double what it nseg to be. e pay here in California $3.50 per
day to men working in the orchards, Including their board, eight hours

r day. which 1s equivalent to $5 per day, and 2} cents per pound
or hulling the almonds. Then they are pil.ced on trays and dried
and when ready for market the shrinkage hrigﬁs the actual cost o
hulling the almonds to 4 and 5 cents per pound. Two and one-half
cents per pound for commission to sell the almonds. In addition to
this, the cost of sulphuring and blea the almonds, warehouse
charges, hanling to market, sacks to hold the nuts, the heavy freight

., brings the actual cost of production of each pound of almends
roduced here in California, hy] the time it reaches the market, at from
4 to 16 cents Per ound. _find this to be true from actnal ex-

perience as an almond grower in the SBaeramento Valley. This comes
very close to the estimated cost made by our Government, which is
16 cents per pound, and these statistics so made are very near correct.
We are compelled to pay high wages and to give the laboring classes
f“’d accommodations, and ‘{ 8o dolng they are thereby enabled to
ive as human beings should live in this great American Republie.
When the almonds are thus harvested they are then delivered to the
California Almond Growers' Exchange, a corporation, as selling agent.

Bearing these facts in mind, if you will please be so kind as to do
go, we will endeavor to polnt out to you as our Senator and repre-
sentative from the State of California why there should be a revision
of the present tariff on almonds,

And ugon that question we present the following faets to you for
your kind consideration on bebalf of the American almond grower :

The Furopean countries last year shi right into the heart of the
American markets for almonds 45,000,000 pounds of almonds, grown
and produced with cheap labor and with the benefit of cheap water
transportation, These glmonds came in direct competition with the
almonds produced and grown in the Btate of Califor with high cost
of labor and freight rates nearly three times as great, with the result
that the almond growers here in California and elsewhere in the United
States could not compete with prices for which these millions of pounds
of foreign almonds were sold here in American markets. The American
markets offer 2 lucrative field for the foreign-grown almonds, produced
upon cheap land with cheap labor and cheap water transportation. The
result of this large shipment of foreign-grown almonds here into the
American markets at such cheap prices, with cheap production and cheap
freight rates, completely shuts out the American almond growers, oper-
ating under high cost of labor, high freight rates, high rates of interest
on the capital invested, high rates of taxes paid to our State and Gov-
ernment to support and maintain this great an Republic, resulted
in the fact that a part of the 1919 crop of almonds and a large part of
the 1920 crop of aPmonds remain unsold by reason of this gigantic com-
petition. The merchants and consumers buy these almonds from foreign
countries for less money than we Californin almond growers can
them down in the American markets. The answer to question is
not hard to find. We pay high wages, high taxes, and high freight rates
and high operating expenses, and, not least of &l& high rates of interest
for meney to operate the almond Lndu!tr‘r in California.

The farmers have labored hard to develop this great industry here in
the great State of California. The State and counties have levied a
large and heavy assessment on the real {:ro;ﬁrtg used for wing
almonds. Last year the taxes on my farm in t acramento Valley—
that is, upon the land in almonds alone—was increased anp additional
$1

The price of almonds has depreciated nearly 50 per cent: I mean the
selling price of almonds. We find that the future market for about 8¢
per cent of the almonds to be sold will be shelled almonds as against
ahout 20 per cent of almonds to be sold in the shell. It takes 3 pounds
of almo in the shell to produce 1 pound of shelled almonds, a ratio
of 3 to 1, The almond growers of C rnia have erected at Sacramento
a-shelling plant, at a cost of about $300,000, for the purpose of pro-
ducin aheﬁed almonds to meet the market demands, e ask you te
bear these facts in mind, and we hope that you will be able to reach the
conciusion that the present tariff on almonds, either - shelled or un-
ghelled, is wholly inadequate to protect the American almond growers
against this cheap forei competition. That the almond growers, to
have simply a m‘}- and just protection under the tariff, should have a
cents on each pound of almonds in the shell and 15 cents a
pound on the shelled al Is. .'lease r ber, it takes 3 to I. If
sueh a tarilf is given to the American almond grower, then the compe-
tition would Moh?iﬁ‘i txlmd equitable ; it would ln no instance of the almond

dustry be pr ve,

» tttthe pmgmt tariff as new proposed should be fixed on the almond
industry, them the California almond growers must of necessity dig
up their almond orchards and try something else on the land. They can
not pay such enormous taxes on the almond lands to the Government,
county, and State; high wafea. high freight rates; and excessive oper-
ating expenses necessitated In growlng and producing almonds.
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Tt 1s, 1 take it, a case where sufficlent tariff protection must be
given to the almond growers here in Amerieca, and {f not given them,
then this great Lndustrg’. built up and developed here in Ameriea by
the farmers, will be absolutely destroyed. It mesans the destruction
of an industry In which millions of dollars are invested, and which
investment furnishes employment to thousands of people. You know
work for the Ameriean people means happiness; lack of employment
and idleness means but ope thing—discontentment.

+  If this great industiry is destroyed then this State, county, and the
United States Government must lese thousands of dollars in taxes, as
the auﬁgnd lands are taxed far and beyond the land used for grain
cultivation.

1 feel and know that you now stand for the protection of American
interests in America, and 1 have noted with great pleasure that yon
have adhered to that strictly during your short time in the Benate
and feel that you stand for America and for protectlon to American
iuterests as o true, loyal American.

We almond growers appeal to you now for your kind assistance as
our representative im the United Stuates Senate (our Senator) in con-
Junction with your colle e, Hon, Hmeam W. Jomxson, to all that you
can conscientiously and jnstly do fer us in securing sufficient pretec-
tion for this great industry here in the State of California, and thereby
save the almond-growing industry from absolate destruction to the
{rmt loss and detriment of the farmers in the State of California,
four best efforts along this line are needed mow in order to make the
glogan “ back to the land " a reality and not a farce.

trust that 1 have not intruded top much on your valuable time
in this matter, and if I have 1 beg your kind indulgence, as the matter

118 a serious question to me and all other almond growers in California.

Yours most sincerely,
W. C. CaviTT, -

SACRAMENTO VALLEY DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION,
Sacramento, Calif., July 12, D21,
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDOR,
United Slates Senate, Washington, D. .

DeEar Bik: Herewlth T hand you copy of a resolution by this asso-
clation which is seil-explanatory, We are wery much interested in
this almond matter, this wallay being a large producer of almonds,
with extensive areas planted and yet to come into bearing. We have

& very vital concern in the matter and will greatly appreciate an
efforts you may make to secure adeguate tariff protection for the Ca.l‘j-
fornia almond growers.

Yours very truly. W. A, Beirp,

Vice President and General Munager,

Whereas the almond indusiry of the State of California is seriously
threatened by cheap almonds imported from Europe; and

Whereas this State has a great acreage devoted to almonds, much of
which is recent planting and net yet come juto full bea ;. and
there is certain to be a rapid increase in production of this crop In
this State within the next few years; and

Whereas, on account of the high cost of labor and other commodi-
ties entering into the production and frepnutloa for market of the
almond crop, and because of the high standard of living prevalling in
California and other States of this Union, California almonds can not
compete in the markets with almonds imported from Bpain and other
European countries unless there be applied to soch imported almonds
rates of tarif sufficiently large to represent the difference in produc-
tion costs; and

Whereas the State of Californla has extensive areas suited to the
production of the almond and is capable of furnishing all the almonds
required or to be reguired in the United States: Now, therefore, be it

vesolved the Nacramento Vall Development Assgociation, That
we respectfully request and urge at the Congress of the United
Btates afford protection to this important California industry by plac-
ing a duty on imported almonds of not less than 15 cents per pound
for shelled and 5 cents per ponnd for unshelled; and be It farther

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be forwarded to California
Benators and Represeutatives in Congress.

: CH1C0, CALIY., July 12, 1981,
The Hon., SaMURL BHORTRIDGE,
Benator, Washington, D. O.:

From 20 fmrs‘ experience handling almonds for growers this locall
can truthfully say the life of this industry depends on protection.
ratio of three to opne of shelled almonds as against unshelled is fair,
and & minimum tariff of O cents per pound shounld be given the un-
ghelled. 1 personally know of sules of shelled almonds in Ban Fran.
clsco last season that were made by forelgn markets that were 25

er cent below cost of production even if based on present cost of
r. It has taken many years of care to bring these orchards to.
production, and the lpvestment now dﬂgnds upon prompt and fair
action. Trust that we will have your help in holding this iundustry
in America.
B. A, REYXOL

“Mayor, City of Ohico.

Caico, Caurr,, July 12, 1m31.
Senstor SAMURL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington City, D, O.

Dear Bm: As oue of your constituents I want to appeal to Co 35
‘through you on behalf of the thousands of almond growers of Cali-
fornia, who, like myself, are threatened with financial ruin if the tarift
|ms reported by the Ways and Means Committee to Congress goes
‘through, 1 have 80 acres of almonds just coming into bearing this
| year. have spent five years of labor and all my money de ing

is orchard, and now to knocked 1o the head and told by Congress
(that my line of farming is not worth the consideration of dvong:eg; to
the extent of giving us a tariff of 5 cents on unshelled and 16 on shelled
| almonds, which would only give us an even break with our foreign
| competitors, is mot emcouraging to the farmer. The Government from
the President down has been long mmm.im of relief to the farmers,
and now at the first showdown w almond growers, get a direct
ihmckout blow, which will %ve us rellef of the dead. trost you
{ will do your utmost to see t this crime against the almond growers
ti{s not committed.

Yours truly, E. E. Fix,
. Route 1, Box 22a, anm.'c-w.

CALIFORNIA ALMOND Growens' ExcHANGE,
Ban Francisco, Calif., July 18, 1921

In the elty of Bacramento stands an establishment unlike anything
in the wor The citizens of Sacramento may well be proud of it
‘We know you will if you see it.

It iIs California Almond Growers’' Exchange shelling and manup-
facturing ﬂg‘lm:n‘. at the corner of Eighteenth and C Streets. We want
you to visit it, and therefore extend to you this invitatien to call at
the plant any day this week between 9 and O o'clock or on Sunday

fternoon.

a oon,

This plant was built by 4,000 California almond growers after
original plans of machinery and eciml ment, - We mean what we say
literally—there is nothing else like it in the world.

The 4,000 almond growers of this association built this t mann-
facturing plant expecting that Congress would readjust the tariff en
almonds so that when their acreage was bearing they could have a
part of the American demand for almouds. As it is now, the foreign-
ers of Burope have monopolized the entire market for shelled almionds
in America and they are to-day supplying shelled almonds produced
by pauper labor and under living conditions which we hope we
never be forced to experlence.

This great plant in the city of Sacramento will remain idle and
can not turn a wheel unless the almond growers are p in a -
tion where they ean compete with the chbeaply produced and imferior
almond of Europe, by means of a protective tarill. The almond grow-
ers' fight for protection Is vital to SBacramento and to you.

See for yourself the plans that have been made for shelling almonds
and for the manufacture of products from shelled almonds. If =&
protective tariff is granted, the growers will install additional machin-
ery, and Sacramento will' become the world's most famous almond
center.

Visit us and see what we have in your city. Then you will fight
with ns for American markets for American farmers.

Y truly,
ours very ¥ T. C. TuCKER, Manager.

Caico, CALIF., July 18, 1921,
Hon. Bamven M. SHORTRIDGE

Senate Office Building, Washington, D, O.:

Go ahead, Sam, do your best. I have 150 acres of 8-year old
almonds, and If you don't get a decent tarilf on them, out they come;
hundreds of others in the same boat.

Yours truly,
H, C, CoMPTION.

CHICAGO, TLL,, July 18, 1921,
Hon. 8amuzrn M, SHORTRIDGE,

Senate Office Building, ﬁash«iwton, D. O.:

I earpestly ask your uunend support of a tariff of 5 cents on un-
shelled and particularly 15 cents on shelled almonds as the means of
keeping the American almond grower alive, instead of foreign cheap
labor. On adequate protection for the shelled product rests the life of
the industry.

M. B. BCOVILL.

AvpoeN, CALiv., July 10, 1921

Senator SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
Washingtan, D. C.

Dear Siz: As ap almond grower among hundreds of similarly
minded slmond growers of California, 1 wish to say that present Con-
gress must enact 15-cent tariff on shelled and b-cent tarif on un-
shelled almonds or the industry is practically doomed in this State.

Personally, 1 am about ready to pull n(l: my trees unless something
of real value is dome soom. 1 have stood a loss each year since my
trees u‘ljme into bearing.

ery truly yours,
* E. W. LoCcHER.

_BouTrEviEW FARM,
Yuba City, Calif., July 10, 1921
Hon., SAMUEL M, SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. C.

DmAR Smr: What did Spain ever do for the United States of America?
What did 5 do for the Allics? What did Spain do for the Maine!
Why feed ish almonds to the American people? Why not give
Cslﬁomia almond growers a chance to live rle:? We pay living
wages and do not work 14 to 16 horrs a dav in flelds, (Gilve us a
15-cent tariff on belled almonds and we will live and let live. Refuse
and we ean not exist.

The consumer pays the same for California almonds as those grown
elsewhere. The middleman pochets the differcnce.

Yours truly, for right and justice to all,
Cuaas. L. Winsue,
Member Farm Bureau and Deputy Sheriff, Sutter Counly.

THE CITIZENS NATIONAL BANK or LOS ANGELES,
Los Angeles, Calif., July 11, 1921,
Hon. SBAMUEL M. BHORTRIDGN,

United States Senaie, Washington, D. O.

Biz: We desire to urge your comslderation of proper tariff upon
almonds, both shelled a not shelled. It is our understanding that
the shelled almond business requires more protection con account of
foreign competition, and also due to the fact that 80 per cent of the
almonds cous are ghelled almonds,

Please give the industry every consideration possible, and oblige,

Yery tr QUrs,
F/EPE YU A. J. Watess, President.

Los ANGELES, July 11, 1921,
SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,

United States Senator, Washington, D. C.
DRAR SENATOR : Am writing gou regarding the almond industry, which
seriously threaremed by laek Un tha

is werg rea of tariff ghmuuun.
almond industry receives proper tion this American industry
will be ruined.

The Ways and Means Committee recommended a tariff of 4 cents
per pound on almouds not shelled and 8 cents per pocnd on shelled
almonds, The California almond growers have petitioned Congress
for a tariff of 5 cents per pound on unshelled and 15 cemts per pound
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on shelled almonds. This differential between shelled and unshelled is
in proportion with the tariff on almonds In the shell, as it takes about
8 pounds of unshelled to make 1 pound shelled almonds, and unless
protection is granted California can not compete with Europe,

Thetin]}elmsts of the American almond industry appeal to you for your
earnest help.

With assurance of our very high regard, we are, .

Yours truly,

Simox_Levi Co.,
J. B. Jacoes, President,

Si1MoN, MINERAL CoUNTY, NEV.,
July 11, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGR,

Dear 8ir: Eor the past 15 years I have been living close and puttin
all my savings in an almond orchard situated in Citrus Heights addi-
tion, near Fairoaks, Calif. I bave an orchard of 30 acres almond trees
coming 6 years old.

I still owe $4,000 on TI property. Mr. J, J. Stenuff cares for my
orchard, and T pay him $44 a month. My sixty-fourth birthday is near
at band, and my wife is 10 lyeus younger.

1 do hope you will do all you can to get us a tariff of 5 cents on
unshelled almonds and 15 cents on shelled almonds, so we will be able
to soon get to California to live. 1 have all my money at stake, and
unll’ess we have a protective tariff California almond industry will
sufler.

Very truly yours,
C. H. LABEAMP,

CoLusa CoUNTY CHAMBEER OF COMMERCE,
Colusga, Calif., July 1, 1921
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE : )
Washfngton. D. C.

HoxoraBrLe SBir: Your telegram in reference to the tariff on imported
almonds received.

I want you to accept the sincere thanks not only of this county
chamber but of the entire Po?ulace of the county for your prompt
re?lly‘ and your untiring efforts in our behalf.

The almond industiry, especially in and around the Arbuckle district,
is one of our important industries and with proper tariff protection
will grow to an immense magnitude.

The benefit the consumer derives from foreign competition of this
kind is only very short lived, for the reason that as soon as our own
Industry has been effectually throttled by the underselling of our
ilxroduct by the foreigm product, just that ston will the price of the
'oreign product advance, and the consumer will be compelled toogay in
most cases.a higher price than our product could have been sold for
had our industry been allowed to exist. In addition to this, the thou-
sands of American citizens that were emp'oyed in this Industry have
had their means of livelihood taken away from them in favor of the
foreigner, with whose standard of living our American citizens can not
and should not he asked to compete,

Thanking you again in behalf of all good American citizens, I am,

Respectfully yours,
W. 0. HyrUp.

N. B.—Inclosed please find copy of resolution as mentioned in the
telegram. .

Whereas the almond industry represents an investment of $4.000,000
in the county of Colusa, and coverln&- npgroximatel 11,000 acres, and
$50,000,000, covering approximately 100,000 acres in the entire State;
and

Whereas the industry is increasing, and will continue to increase if
given the proper tarlff protection; and

Whereas the entire consumption of almonds In the United States of
America can now be supplied by the State of California ; and

Whereas about 80 per cent of the almonds consumed in the United
Btates of America are shelled almonds; and

Whereas it nires 3 pounds of unshelled almonds to make 1 pound
of shelled almonds; and

Whereas California has not been able in the past to share in any of
the shelled-nlmond business on account of the inadequate tariff on
imported shelled almonds ; and £

ereas the entire almond industry in the State of California. repre-
genting an investment of $50,000,000, is threatened with ruin and
destruction unless an adequate tariff is placed on Imported almonds,
both shelled and unshelled ; and

Whereas the destruction of this industry will cause a tremendous loss
and work great hardship on the great mumber of ple now employed
in the cultivation, harvesting, handling, and packing of this product:
Therefore be it

Resolved, That this Colusa County Chamber of Commerce go on
record as demanding and praying that the present Con of the
United Btates of America enact proper tariff laws governing almonds,
both shelled and unshelled, thereby giving this industry the necessary
protection so vital to its existence, and, furthermore, that the tariff so
placed hod5 cents on unshelled almonds and 15 cents on shelled almonds

und.
P . Corusa County CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
. Per W. O. Hyrup, Secretary-Manager,

Corusa, Cantr., July 9, 1921,

- Lopt, CALIF., August 8, 1921,
Senator BAMUTEL M, SAORTRIDGE,
Kenate Chamber, Washington, D, O.:

As president San Joaquin County Almond Growers' Association, rep-
‘resenting over 600 of 4,000 California almond growers, I express the
pleasure and rencwed courage we have, knowing yvou have stripped for
a fight to a finish in our behalf for 5 and 15 cent tarilf on almonds.
As an ex-service man, who when over 50 years old left wife to care for
orchard, joined our Navy as lieutenant engineer, and helswd preserve
those very peasants whose cheap labor in prodocing almonds now
threatens our verf existence as almond growers, 1 appeal to you In
interest of ex-service men, California almond growers, to preserve their
right as Americans to earn living in accordance with American condi-
tions. Tariff of 5 cents on unshelled, 15 cents on shelled almonds is the
lowest on which we can stay on our orchards. We know you as a
fighter in a just cause. This gives us great encouragement in our fight
“Eﬁﬁ:@ speculators and middlemen who are trying to swamp Californla
or 8.

Lieut. A. R. BrerHEN.

ANTELOPE, CALIF,, August 8, 1921.
Hon. SAMUEL M. BHORTRIDG

E,
Senator from California, Washington, D. C., U, 8. A.

Dear Sie: In regard to the almond situation I would like to present
my own case:

After teaching school for 20 fenm, I managed to save enough mone:
to buy 10 acres of land In Antelope, a favored almond spot about 1
miles north of Sacramento.

Friends of mine, with whom I had boarded while teachlng in the
country, planted my trees for me and cared for them till I married. I
was fortunate enough to have honest friends, good soil, and good trees,
which have made me a fine orchard, of which I am, as you can under-
stand, very proud. It almost took my life's blood to save the mone
to get it. A one-time pupil of mine asked me how I ever did it, and
told her the exact tru when I answered: * By glving up nearly
everﬂhing in the world that I ever wanted.”

Now, that those trees could repay me in part for my sacrifice, 1 feel
sure that.if our own lawmakers, elected b{l ug, the people, eould under
stand the situation they wonld give us the b-cent tariff on unshelled
and the 15-cent tariff on shell nuts, which will keep my orchard
from becoming worthless, I am only one of many. People who have
small places are struggling hard to live, Why, if you kill the industry,
think of the despair and discouragement !

My husband's family are also Interested in almonds; in fact, It Is
the only crop we have. What are we going to do this year? In one
week the harvest begins, My husband, who is 60 years old, will work
with the men, and ghall do the cooking. All we can hope (o de
under present conditions is to pole only the trees that are loaded with
nuts and let the others ; and if we can come out even, after payin
taxes, plowing, and cultivation, pruning, and the men’s food bill an
wanges, we shall be doing well, he wages will count up too high to
pole any but the fullest trees., Is not that an awful predicament? How
about it for an encouragement to the young to go back to the soll?
Hoping and believing we shall get justice,

Bincerely,
ELIZARETH WINN GLADNEY.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. My friends on the other side will now
realize why I suggested that this testimony was cumulative,
but I justify myself in offering it because I want the decision
to rest upon facts established. The distingnished Senator from
Magsachusetts concedes protection. Our difference would seem
to be as to rates; wherefore, as I ventured to say the other day,
I hoped to convince him that conditions were as we claimed,
and that the rates we ask are the necessary rates. It is for
that purpose that I am attempting here to establish without
controversy the facts involved.

I have here quite a number of communications from other
organizations in California—clearing houses, boards of trade,
associations of farmers, and so forth. I wish to call particular
attention to an editorial which appeared in the San Francisco
Chronicle, a great newspaper, a great protective-tariff news-
paper, owned and published by Hon. M. H. de Young. Mr. John
P. Young, author of works on political economy, was managing
editor of that great paper for many years, and I think it is
largely due to the advocacy of protection by the San Francisco
Chronicle that California is a thorough protective-tariff State.
I ask that this editorial be incorporated in the REcorp,

There being no obhjection. the editorial was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

THE DUTY ON ALMONDS—S CENTS A POUXND AND 15 CENTE ON SHELLED
18 ACTUALLY XEEDED.

In the tariff hill as passed by the House of Representatives the du
on almords stands at 4 cents a pound on the natural nuts and 1
cents a pound on the shelled product. It reguires 8 pounds of the
natural nut to get 1 pound of shelled almonds.

The shelled product is the main product. There is a rather lively
gale of the unshelled almonds at the holiday season, but 90 per cent
orl that l?wp is shelled and sold to the confectionery and other trades
using them.

The prinecipal trade belng in shelled almonds, that is the prinecipal
duty to be considered, and 12 cents a pound is not a sufficient duty.

At the present time there are very large stocks of imported shelled
almonds, which have been rushed in under the advantage of the presant
exchange rates and which are offered at rates which are ruinous to
California owers, who have an actual investment of between $60,-
000,000 and $70,000.000 in orchards and plants for ecarrying on this
industry. The almond growers have a strong assoclation, excellently
managed, which never speculates with its members’ crops. It always
sets r:lasonahle prices acceptable to the trade and moves its crop

romptly.

2 But as:conditions are now it can not compete with the combination
of Importers who bring over the cheap products bought with money of
trifling value at home, which they sell at gold value in this country
and get rich.

Our almond growers need and must have a duty of 5 cents on un-
ghelled almonds and 15 cents on the shelled produet.

Mr SHORTIDGE. I have here an editorial which appeared
in another great California newspaper, the San Francisco Ex-
aminer. It is entitled “Almond men need tariff” and sets
forth the conditions prevailing in California. T also have an
editorial from the San Francisco Call and Post, a very exten-
sively circulated evening newspaper, the editorial being upon
the same subject and corroborating and fortifying what 1 have
ventured to state and what all these various telegrams have
made known to us. I ask that they may be printed in the
Rrcorn withent reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection it is so
ordered,
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The editorials referred to are as follows:
[From the San Francisco Examiner].
ALMOND MEN NEED TARIFF.

California almond growers are in danger, their orchards mrenaced
by a sinister and greedy force ﬂmt would destroy a State lndutr:
with an investment of *5 000. A blight, as destructive to the
welfare of the 100,000 acres ot almond groves as would be an
pexti‘elssitacmg tl;:: t(ﬁlltomia almond men In Washington,

The Forduney tariff bill, now before the United States Senate, sets
an impost of 4 cents a pound on unsheiled almonds and of 12 cents
a [{otmd on shelled almonds.

'nder California farming conditions such 4 tariff does not protect
the almond crop of this State agalost foreign- rgrown almonds, which
come chiefly from Spain into the eastern marke A tariff of 5 cents
a pormd on unshelled and 15 cents a4 pound on shelled almonds is es-
sential to save the Callfornla growers. Anything less—that the
proposed Fordney tarif of 4 and 12 cents—I1s below the of
protectlen for these orchardists,

The California Senators, Jounsox and SmorTripem, are prepared to
ftlt up lhe[r strongest ﬂght to give the (aliformia growers the pro-

tlon which is essential. Combating them is the rich lobby of east-
ern lpmlatom and their allied interests who are determined the Call-
tnrniu growers shall be helpless before the importations from abroad,

freut fund is said to have been raised by these speculators to defeat
Californla’s growers,

The proposed and essemtinl dot
a.Imam.L'i does nmot mean that Call
to monopolize the Anrerican market.
claim, ut it means that Califormia growers, after having pald the
bich farm wages current in this Stafte and the freight rates from
Californin to the eastern markets, will be able to put their product
on the eastern markets en a parity with the imported nut.

The tarifls of 6 and 15 cents a pound simply represent the difference

the stamdard of lving between California and seunth European
farming communities.

California Interests, California citizens, must support Senator JOHRX-
508 nmd Semator SHORTRIDGE in the fight they are making to save the
Californin almend orechards,

The speculators’ lobby may be large and resourceful and rich, but
it ﬁ:g not bave the power behind it that California can wield if it is

and 15 cemts a pound eon
rnln n!mond growers will be able
Hxperience can dispute that

California industries, particularly the ﬁmln% know they
must stand together uf-n.inst any invasion of eir pmgh They
must unite behind the almond growers in this Oght te save orchards.

Phe Calirornin Sepntors must be able to shew this Is not a fight
of one of orchardists, but a State movement to pretect a de-
velopi 1:1 ustry, to maintain American [ivinz. condi in the
orchards, and to glve these Catifornla

g‘rowem a chance to improve
their product, to the end of making the almond cheaper and more
commron for the Amerlean consumer,

e tariff will not raise the price of almonds in America. It will
take tbe market out of the hands of speculators who consider ounly
manipulation that will bring them the mest profit.

[From the San Francisco Call and Post.]
SAVE THE ALMOND INDUSTRY.

The House of Representatives seemed to think that when the Califor-
nia almond growers requested a tariff of 6 cents a pound on unshelled
almonds and 15 c.onta ! )iuund on the shelled they didn't meun what
they said. They act f they thought California was h.t!lg‘glh:;@;!l for a

rofit: for a high farill in the expectation of receiving a slightly
ower one.

But that isn’t the case. The California almond Industry deg_e:ﬂa ahso-
lutely for its existence on the tariff that the growers request ey asked
for a 6-15 tariff beeause they had to have it to save them from the cheap-
Iabor, cheap-transportation tition of Furopean almond growers.

ttle and California will

And withnut that tarif they will lose the batt
Yose an Indos in which $65,000,000 is invested.

The old ta on_almonds was 4 cents on the inshelled and 8 cents on
the shelled. The House of Representatives amended the bill to raise the
tariff on the shelled from 8 to 12 cents, bat left the tariff on the un-
shelled unchanged. It pald no attention to California’s pleading for
tariffs of 5 and 15 cents,

But Califoruia must have this protective tariff. Three thousand tons
of almonds from the 1919 and 1920 crops are stll unsold, and one of the
heaviest crops in history is now ripening. If there is no protection from
the an of European almonds and if the Benate oes not amerd
tbp bm Ilprc(o:?erly. 100,000 California acres will he ironicall roductive.

r, representative of the California grower
wirea from Was.hington that a tremendous combination or tmpnrt. s{
gpeculators and allied interests lu'e lobbying against Californid’s inter-
ests in behalf of Enropean 5 gt d succeed a Californla indos-
fry goes into bankruptey. {fum!n must have that tariff,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I have cerfain Individual letters, some
brief, some a little elaborate, but all coming from men or women
actively engaged in this languishing and threatened industry.
They are respectful in tone, they are earnest, and many of them
are tearful. I ask that they may appear in the Recorp also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The letters referred to are as follows:

BANNING, CALIF,, August j, 192
Senator BaMuenL M. snon'ramun, e, L
aahington, D, 0.

DEAR SENATOR: We hnve elected you to the Senate to secure for us
;‘l tarlmdwbicl} wouldmd bietu pmteﬁgln m?uiﬁ in ewyr&h‘mse and form,
ease do Do ppoint us allow an; less than
and 15 eent: on almonds to We should have 7 -

ler, w! has alread it rted in Ban
nlmom and te mnkel'mlllmt;nﬂu pay somewhere ’ua.rnmt ntng

other
ying in this loeality. Very few, if any, ?eopie have mdxmm
: ng expenses paid out of 1ast year's erop. Please do not stand for
{be im orters Iin New York State to ruin the resources of California,

n,
Yours truly, L. W. WILLMAN,

3 duty on

SACRAMENTO, CALIF., August 2, 1921

Benator SAMUEL M, Buomlm,
ashington, D, O.

MY DBAR BENATOR : m members of the Senate Flnance Commitiee
hold the salvation of the almond \urn of America in their bands,
and as one of the 4,000 growers of California I want to appeal to you
to nslst in ncuriug adequate l:uiﬂ' rotection.

urge that you use every effort your power to the end that a
B-ca.nt»n-pmﬂ tariff be placed on unshelled almonds and 135 cents a
pound on shelled almonds, This ré ta the minimum under which
the allncmd growers can compete with the growers of the Mediterranean
3t|.l:u. The unbalanced competition which exists made it

ble for the entire nmonnt of the 1920 crop to be marketed,
w‘h le there 1s also some of the 1919 product remaining nnsold in the
California warehouses, The situation Is critical, and uniess the
growers recelve immediate fon to the end that they may be ahle
to market the crop which is now in the warehouses the $50
l.nvesl:ment in orchards in California will have to be abanﬂtmed

Again I appeal to you tu m our utmost efforts to have the 5 and
15 cent rate made a part of measure which is now before the

Yours very truly, JoHN DONAHUR.

Fair Oaks, Canir., Aupust 1, 1981,
Hon. SamverL M. BnorTRIDGE,

Capitol Building, Wumgm D. 0.
My Drar SENATOR : AS one of the 4,000 almond growers of California,
I feel that the members of the Senate Finance Commmittes hold the Inst
?;:;? for saving the California almond industry by adequate tariff pro-

+tion,

Knewing that ev Californian will appreciate it, I am asking you to
use your utmost lffuence to get at least a G-cent tariff on unshd.leﬂ
almonds and a 15-cent tariff on shelled almald.u. which represen ?
minimum under whieh we ecan operate and live. We counld not sell al
of our crop of 1919 and have yet umsold appmximtey 10 nzu cent,
%oid aly 10 con e e B e e T aa":‘;}:

ved on r po or per cent o
T cents per don egaluce. hichdoeanotmtorhurmﬁng
to—da;r to sny not.hing of other costs of preduction.
am, Hke yeurself, all for America, and ask nothhﬁ a fair
return for my efforts. It is my npinlon that the ifornla al.m-ond
grewer can not continne under present eonditd
¥ yours,
Hamry DEway.

MINNBAPOLIS, MINN., August 2, 1921
TUnited Btates Benator BAMUEL M. SHomrTRIDGE,
Washington, D. 0.2
We have almond orchard of 208 acres in Merced County, Callf., and
unless a tarilf of § cents per pound on unshelled and i5 cents on
shelled it will be lmpouible mmpete with imported product with
labor at 50 cents per e can't more than break even Wwith cost
of land. plos high- ? r for intensive cultivation, spraying, pran-
Ing, irrigation, hering, marketing, and taxes are not ngurin In-
terest on the investmen ‘and the upk alone amonnts to $5, ﬁ:
year. Have to operate two tractors, requires efficlent mechan
Cae:&*. mﬂnn? thtbis "uﬂ';, and must alk you to consclentionsly recom-
m ection. nk you.
s 5 J. & W. C. BauLL.

Gswuu Cavrr., August 1, 1921,
Senator SAMUEL SHORTRIDG

Eenate Office Buﬂdiﬂg. Washington, D. 0.2
Yon are doing & noble work for us almond growers, and I am sure
you will continue to let me impress on you that we must have 5 and 15
cent tariff to comtinue, as we only received 10 cents for our almonds
last tel{e“ Your effort before the Flnance Committee will be appre-

W. E. SIMPSON,

BAF Fravcisco, Caniv,, July 30, 21,
Hon. sAxm M, SHORTRIDGR

enate Office Bumlhg, Washington, D, 0.}

Have been selling California almonds in the shell In the Ban Fran-
cisco market for the past 12 years. Have been urging growers to shell
almonds, since demand is mostly for shelled almonds. Growers gave
me opportunit{ this yen.r to sell few ghelled almonds, and T found that

the priee on clewuﬁepmedtosuchanaxmtthnt
shelled almonds wonld hnva to be gold here approximately at valne of
certnin grades of almonds in the shell, and that California growers
could not shell in face of this competition. Shelled almon wore
brought into San Francisco this year and sold at extremely low prices.
Understand that many of Inferior imported shelled almonds were mixed
with the higher grades of Canfornm and this mixtore sold to trade,
I am absolutely convinced as a broker in almonds that the future of
industry in Amerlea depends wholly upon proper wtecéha tarif,

OLDBERQ.

S8Ax FraNCISCO, CaALIF., July 27, 1981,
Hon. BamuerL M. BHORTRIDGR

Renate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.:

California slmond Lndustry e appeals to you for much-needed
assistance. House tariff 2 1. Recommended base of 4
cents too low; 0-15 minimum duty thnt should be comsidered. TUnder-
wood tariff putting us down and out, and is n losing game for our
Government. Present contest actually between importers of pauper-
labor products and Californla producers.

GBo, W PiercE, 31t California Street,

Los Awcrres, Cavr., July 26, 1921,
Hon. SaMvEL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. 0.:
In the interest of the American almond industry we serlou.uﬁv urge
oo o vl e e e il BB Aoy
ndustry 0 ce we get "
llmda in the shell and 15 cents om shelled nfmgndsa
RrvErs Bros, Co. (IxC.).
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BAN Fraxcisco, CALIF., July 25, 1921
Hon. SAMURL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. 0.2

In. view of the fact that despite the return of last year’s almond
crogofaﬂing to realize cost of harvest, there still remains unsold some
3,000 tons of 1919 and 1920 almond cro It seems imperative, in order
to save this important industry of California, that the 5 and 15 cents
x:ﬂﬂound duties on unshelied and shelled almonds should prevail. You

render California an Invaluable service if you can secure these
rotective tariffs throngh and with the ald of the Benate committee.
bﬂ?«ak for such efforts your usual earnest activity and your influ-
ential aid in this grave situation, affecting as it does the welfare of
the State and the econemie life of thousands of its farm producers.
Harnis WEINSTOCK.
NEwcCASTLE, CALIF., July 25, D921
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senator, Washington, D. C.

DeEar Simn: 1 am addressing you on behalf of the almond Industry in
Callfornia. The past three years, the average annual preduction of
almonds in California totaled a waluation of approximately $3,500.000
to $4,000,000. On account of the heavy importation of the foreign
shelled almond in the past year the present values of the Californla
product have been depreciated approximately 40 to BO per cent,

With 3.000 tons of last ryurs crep unsold in the warchouses, the
probabillty Is that this year's lncreueg tonnage of the California prod-
uct will be marketed at a total Income of less than one-half of the
past three years’ income from this preduct—a basis ef valuation that
nnrtn!oue seriously Jeopardize the producer but eventually means bank-
ruptey.

he almond-growing Industry In California is In its Infancy. The
number of trees g]a.nted the past five years is three times the number
of almond trees that five years ago were in orchard. In one district
alone, in San Lnfs Obispo Connty, there were more nonbearing almond
trees planted within the last four years than the entire bearing acreage
of the State preceding that period.

In the almond-growing districts of such counties as San Luls Oh!nPo,
Monterey, some of the southern conntles, both the west and east side
bench lands of the Sacramento, and San Joaquin Valleys there are many
tens of thousands of arres of land adapted to the production of almonds
tgt can not be equally profitably employed in the production of any
other crop.

This Ingustry having averaged an income to the State, In its infaney,
of appreximately $4.000.000 annually, which, with the trees now
planted. will within the next five.years be Increased threefold, with
unlimited petentinl possibilities for future development, to a degree
that will enable California to supply the entire United States with this
splendid nut food—this industry is nmow being seriously injured by the
importation of fareign shelled nlmonds, grown under present European
conditions and standards of life, and, under the proposed 4-cent rate
for unshelled almonds and 12-cent rate for shelled almonds, will not be
adequately protected,

This industry in the present gituation s serlously jeopardized; yet,
under a protective tariff of 15 cents for shelled and 5 cents for un-
ghelled almonds, sufficient to offset the difference between European
standards of life and iabor and American. with this adequate protection,
this industry can be made to grow and prosper to a degree that will not
alone be an asset to the Rtate but to the Nation.

The demand for a tariff of 15 cents on the chelled and 5 cents on the
unshelled nut on the part of the almond indnstry is conservative and
ahsolutely mnecessary to its continued life and growth, and to that
extent, as a fruit grower, fruit shipper, and nurseryman, and one
largely interested in the horticnltnral interests of the State, I bespeak
your hearty supnort of this contention of the industry.

Very truly yours,
J. E. BERGTHOLDT.

CHICAGO, July 2§, 121,
Hon. SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senator, Washington, D, C.

MY Dear BgxaTor: I am endeavoring through this communiecation to
approach you on the subject of the duty on imported almonds, par-
ticularly the shelled ones. :

You may remember me and you may not. I performed on the ball
fields of California for A great many years in the late eighties and
early ninetles and I make my home during the winter In Oakland.
Many a day in the days gone by I have parked with your brother at
the Junch table and listened to his vocabulary, which you no doubt
know was quite extensive.

For the {mnt three yeara T have been coming Bast earning my living
here, and the money that I have been ahle to get ahead I have been

ntting into 240 acres of almond land. Now, when that land is about
o give me its first production., which will be very slight, it is no more
than natural for me to look for protection from you and other repre-
sentatives of California In onr Halls at Washington.

From the Information that I plcked up last winter during my sta
in Oakland and what I have learped during the summer out here {
seems as if it s absolutely Iimperative that we shonld be protected
with a 15-cent duty on shelled almonds coming from the cheap labor
centers of Furope. Most ilkely yov have been approached by men a

eat deal higher advanced in financial technic of what is necessary
gr the dprotect-[on of the California almond growers, but T thought that
it would not be of any harm for me to add my mite to the others, who,
like my=e!f, are interested in the development of California.

Thanking you wvery kindly for any attention that you might show
this communication, and maybe some day might run across youn on
the shores of the golden State, I beg to remain, as ever,

Bineerely yours, e o
- NBEILL,

MERCHANTS' NATIONAL BASHK oF BAN FraANcisco,

an Francisco, July 22, 1921,
Hon. 8AMUEL M. SHORTRIDOE,
Benator from California, Washington, D. O.

My DeAr SENATOR: I have iﬂensure in acknowledging your letter of
the 14ih instant, and note with satisfaction that you will offer and
support an amendment to the tariff bi!l giving 5 and 15 cents, respec-
tively, on unshelled and shelled almonds.

This is most encouraging news and will be thorotghly appreclated
by the large army of almond growers in this State. Our delegation in

Congress from this State has cooperated most heartily in this tt
and we feel a fu]l sense of gratitude to them. R oyt

thfully yours,
W. T. SuMMERS, President.

Los ANgeLES, CALIF., July 21 :
Benator BaMuErn M. BHORTRIDGR el

»
Senate Office Bullding, Washington, D. O.:

H{ life’s savings invested In almond orchard. Last year and part of
previous crops still unsold. Imperative we have mr!g of 5 cents on
unshelled and 15 on shelled almonds to save us from utter ruin.
est possible rate under which we can exist,
the above tariff passed

Low-
Use every effort to have
; also do all you can for walnut growers.

J. B. Prrz.

Los AxceLEs, CALIF., July 21, 021,
Hon. SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE, 7 5y S

United States Senate, Washington, D. O.:

o~ r%ll:g::;? hdllsstt_ry 1}1 California B:cl;ti.lwsiﬂiy thlrentened tlimlesti relller 13
ng. ron urge your offices in supportin e almon
men in the lnumeeﬁytal;i zskud.s o 3
Tom A. NERNEY,
San Francisco.

Los ANGELES, CALIF., July 20, 1921,
To the honorable the SENATOR FROM CALIFORNIA,
Washington, D. O.

Sir: As an owner of an almond orchard in the State of California I
would respectfully request that _gou use your utmost Influence in be-
half of the almond industry of the State toward the passage of a bill
which will give the protection requested by the California almond
growers and necessary to save the sald industry ; namely, a tariff of 15
cents a pound on shelled and 5 cents.%er pound on unshelled nuts.

Although not financially interested, 1 would also urge proper protec-
tion for the walnunt lndnst;ri.

Thanking you for vour orts,

ully, 3 C. P. OPPERMAN,
Post Office Boa No. 978,

Yours res

Los ANGELES, CaLiy., July 20, 1981,
Mr. SaMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. y
Dear Sir: Belng interested in almond growlng In California, would
like to see you give the biil for 56 and 15 cents tariff on almonds due
consideration.
Yours truly,

MatT POLL
15 South Gates Street, Los Angeles, Calif.

BACRAMENTO, CALIF., July 20, 1981,
Hon, SaMyueL M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Scnator, Washington, D, O,

DEARr SEXATOR: The people of this district are very vitally interested
in a tarlff of at least 5§ cents on unshellcd almonds and at least 10
cents on shelled almonds, and would greatly appreciate every effort you
edn ma%e to tg::lurc a tariff to this effect.

er, y yours,
f RosEnT A. WARING,

Tar CARMICHAEL Co.,
Racramento, Calif., July 18, 1921,
The Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE

United States Senator, Washington, D. O.

HononrabBLE Sik: I am the owner of 100 acres of almonds, and it is
important first to myself and secondly to the other hundreds of
almond owners in fornia, practically the only place in the United
States that almonds can be successfully grown, to bave a tarilf of at
least 5 cents on unshelled almonds and 15 cents on shelled almonds.

Without this we can not compete with our eastern competitors; and
I earnestly ask, not alone for myself but the other farmers in our
State, thaf you give this matter your attention to see that we have the
protection we are entitled to.

Thanking you, I am

Respectfully yours, R. J. MORRISSEY.

SACRAMENTO, CALIV., July 1}, 1921,
Hon, 8aMuEL M. BHORTRIDGE,
United States Renate, Washington, D. C.

DeAr SgxaToR: In the behalf of an industry in which our State, as
you well know, 1s greatly interested, we respectfully ask that you use
your best efforts t%wnﬂ:l hs;rlin the tariff on almonds increased to 5 and

nts per und, res vely.
lﬁTclfa digemg‘t)lai b@twg:g theyshelled and unshelled nut as fixed by
the Ways and Means Committee is not great enough, figuring on the
result after the nut is taken from the shell, A ratio of at least 3 to 1
should be the basis to work upon in naming the duty.

Your cooperation will be very much appreciated and remembered by,

Yours respectfully,
ExnNis-Browxs Co.

Sax FraNcCISCO, July 1§, 1921,
Hon, SAMUEL M. BHORTRIDAR,
Washington, D. O,

HoxoraBLE Sir: We would like to call your attention to the fact

that California needs protection In the almond Industry. There is prob-
ably over $50,000,000 invested in this industry, and it is quite neces-
sary at this time tb have a protective tariff on almonds.
li{ {s recommended that a tariff of 5 cents per pound on not shelled
almonds and 15 cents per pound on shelled almonds be put into effect,
We belleve it is justifiable to increase the tariff three times as much
on ghelled almonds. as they are being largely Imported.

We gincerely trust that yon will glve this matter your due consid-
eration, and we assure you that your efforts will certainly be apprecl-

Yours very truly, Jacoms, MancoLym & BURTT,
A, P. Jacoes.
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BurraLo, N. Y,, July 1§, 1928
Hon, SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE.

Dear Sim: I take this libe of writilng to you in rd to that
gection of the Fordney tariff bill pertaining to the almond industry of
this country. 1 therefore ask that you do all within your power to
have a fair and just tariff placed upon shelled and unshelled almonds,
s0 that the grower may receive a just and fair return upon their
investment and labor, so that the American grower can live and raise
their families as true and loyal Americans should live and be eduoeated.

1 earnestly believe that in order to save the almond industry of
California that there should be a tariff of 5 cents a pound on unshelled
and 15 cents a pound on shelled almonds, which would not in any
waﬁ place an additional cost ?er ]iuund to the consumer.

aping that you will do all within your power to have this just
and reasonable tariff placed upon imported almonds, and thanking you

for the same,
1 remain, yours,

R. J. MiLLs, -
815 Riley Street, Buffalo, N. Y.
WiNTERS, CALIF., July 13, 1921

BaMrEL M. SHORTRIDGE A el

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.:
Ask your best consideration increase tariff shelled almonds. Growers

desperate.
H. C. SNAVELY,

Bax Fraxcisco, CaLir., July 13, 1921
Hon. BamperL M. SHORTRIDGE -

Renate Office Building, Washington, D, O.:

Have been selling California almonds in the shell in the San Fran-

cisco market for the past 12 years. Have been urging growers to
shell almonds, since demand is mostly for shelled almonds. Growers
ave me opportunity this year to sell few shelled almonds, and I
ound that the price on imported article was depressed to such an
extent that shelled almonds would have to be sold here approximately
at value of certain Sades of almonds in the shell, and that California
rowers could not shell in face of this competition, Shelled almonds
rom Euro were brought into San Francisco this year and sold at
extremely low prices, Understand that many of inferior imported
sghelled almonds were mixed with the higher grades of California and

this mixture sold to trade. 1 am absolutely convinced as a broker in-

almonds that the future of judustry in America depends wholly upon
proper protective tariff,
Wu. G, GOLDBEEG.

MArsHUTZ OpPrican Co.,

Los Angeles, July 12, 1921
Hon. BAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senator, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. 0.

HoNORABLE Bir: I am interested in the almond industry of California,
I have about §$25,000 invested in an orchard near Paso Robles. ng
to the strong European competition, particularly on shelled almonds. the
growers have made a failure of that industry so far, because the cost
of the production is greater than the earnings of the almonds at the
price at which both unshelled and shelled almonds had to be sold to
compete with the imported article.

To save the almond industry in this State, in which $50,000,000 have
been invested, it is absolutely necessary that the mew tariff will pro-
vide 5 cents a pound ou imported not shelled almonds and 15 cents’
pound on imported shelled almonds. KEuropean almonds shell at the
ratio of four to one, and California almonds at the ratio of three to one,
which means, of course, that it will take three pounds of California
almonds in the shell to produce one pound of unshelled almonds.
Therefore 1 strongly believe that almond growers are justified and en-
titled to a tariff protection on shelled almonds at least three times as
great as the almonds which are not shelled. Inasmuch as the shelled
almonds represent 80 per cent of the consumption of the almonds in
the United States, the California almond industry would disintegrate
if Congress would not protect ns at the ratio of three to one, as
above outlined for shelled almonds, making the basic rate of 5 cents
p.ler pnlunr.l on almonds not shelled and 15 cents per pound on shelled
almonds.

1 believe it has been the policy of the United States Government to
protect the farmers and ranchers to the fullcst extent against foreign
competitlon, and while an increase in tariff increases the cost of our
products to the people, Is that increase on the other hand not returned
to the people by the higher wages which we are paying in California
for farm labor and all otber work regquired in connection with the
tilling of the soll? -

1 hope that Tnu will see fit to use your great and good influence in
behalf of this important industry and demand a tariff of 5 cents per
pou?gd on almonds not shelled and 15 cents per pound on almonds
shelled.

I am a resident of California for 40 years, and of Los Angeles 34
years. I would appreciate and thank you for a reply to this letter in
which you would tell me your position in this matter,

ours respectfully,
8. G. MARSHUTE.

Live OAK, CALIF,, July 12, 1981,
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Wushington, D. O,

Dear M. SHORTRIDGE : As an almond gruwer of California I wish to
call your attention to the extreme need of your help to save the almond
industry of this State,

me 5,000 familles depend on this alone for a living, and have
millions of dollars invested. We only ask for a fair return, and ean
get this only from a tariff of at lcast 5 cents per pound on not shelled
and 15 cents on shelled.

We have falth in our representatives in Congress, and am sure that
they will realize that this industry should be =aved.

'lxhu.n.klng you for past favors.

W. E. McMunTRy.

Baxwing, Cavte., July 12, 1981,
Hon. SaMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE.
Dear SIR : Please use your influence to secure for us a tariff of 5 cents
on the pound for almonds in the shell and 15 cents on the pound for
shelled almonds. We do not ask freedom from competition, but com-

XLII—0628

petition on a fair basis with European almonds. We can not dupli-
cate European labor conditions, and the Industry will die unless

protected.
Yours truly, Carnie W. EGAN,
ILower LaAks, CAviv., July 12, 1981,
Benator BaM EHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. O.

HoNORABLE BENATOR: Considering it to be 1;'otlr dut{ to protect the
almond industry of California, 1 kindly beg of you to help the almond
growers of this State in tting the fariff of at least b cents on un-
shelled and a 15-cent ta on shelled almonds.

This is an urgent request of an almond grower,

Respectfully your grateful

L. E. Bere,
Orchardist, Lower Lake, Calif., Bop 13}.
BAN Faancisco, CAvir., July 12, 1921,
Bam SmomrTRIDGE, Senator,

Senate Office Building, Washinglon, D. O.:

To prevent the uprooting of our trees and to save the industry from
complete ruin it will be necessary to have a tariff of 5 cents a pound on
almonds in the shell and 15 cents on shelled almonds. Our demands
are just. From grower and constituent.

F. M. METZGAR.

. AxTiocH, CALy., July 12, 1921,
BaMmUEL M. BHORTRIDGE,

Benate Office Bwilding, Washington, D. O.:

Whereas under present conditions high cost of labor, heavy trans-
portation charges, and low tariff prevailing on almonds California
almond growers will be forced to dig up their almond orchards, being
unable to compete with foreign-grown almonds grown under cheap labor
and un-American conditions. This would mean a loss of millions of dol-
lars to the almond growers of Callfornia ; therefore the directors of the
Eastern Contra Costa Almond Growers’ Association ask that you work
for the passage of a tariff on almonds of 5 cents in the sheil and 15
genta on shelled almonds, therefore saving for us our homes and busi-

eS8,
Mrs. NernLiR PARCHINI
Mrs. J. B. Briss,
8. B. L. Norcross.
B. B. Honr,
A. W. Bierow,
W. J. O'HARa,
JorN TrREMBATH, Secretary.

PAsSADENA, CALIF., July I8, 1921,
BaMmUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:
California wants and should have at least G-cent tariff on unshelled
almonds and 15 cents tariff on the shelled product. We own 40 acres
of bearing almonds at Paso Robles. Do all possible to accomplish same,

Yours truly,
L. 8. Axp R. H. Fer.

DuruAM, CALIF., July 12, 1921,
Senator SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE, A T ity
Washington, D, C.

DeAr Sar: I write to ask you to urge that the tariff on almonds be
increased to at least 5 cents per pound on almonds in the shell and
15 cents per pound on shelled almonds.

The future of our almond industry in California depends upon such
aid, and I thank you for your efforts to assist us,

Yery truly yours,
ANNETTA WELDIN.

DuraaM, CAvir., July 11, 1921,
Benator 8. M. BEHORTRIDGE.

Deir Sm: I own a 140-acre almond orchard at Durbam, Calif. It
has cost 12 years’ time and expense to bring it to full bearing, and is
practically valueless without a protective tariff,

In particular, we require a duty of 15 cents om shelled almonds.

It would be gquite unnecessary to repeat all the arguments, as you
must be familiar with them. I will merely make an earnest appeal for
myself and neighbors. )

Very respectfully,
C. M. WINGATE.
MARYSVILLE, CALIF., July 12, 1921
Hon. BAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. O.:

Properly safegnarded we can supply United States with almonds,
therehy keeping American dollars in America. Difference in stand-
ards cf living compared to foreigners cost us more to produce and to
harvest almonds. e necd a higher protective tariff,

Lrioyp C. HoExig,
Butter, Calif.

BACRAMENTO, CALIF,, July 12, 1921,
Senator SAm. M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. C.:

As an almond grower in Orlanid, Calif., I am looking to you for
protection against European almonds that are being shipped into
United States by a just tariff of 5 cents on unshelled and 15 cents on
shelled almonds per pound.

A, 1. Brus,
534 Battery Street, San Francisco, Calif.

Lobpt, CALF., July 12, 1921,
SaMUEL M. BHORTRIDGE,

Senate Offiee Building, Washington, D. €.:

If the recommendation of Wayd and Means Committee of 4 cents
tarif on unshelled almonds and 8 cents on shelled almonds should be

ssed, our almond industry in Californin will be ruined. We must

ave tariff of 5 cents on unshelled and 15 eents on shelled almonds to
enable us to compete aguninst Enropean imports. All California growers
are looking to you to save our industry from ruination.

LEwls WALKER.
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1221 MarExco AVENU®, SoUuTH PABADENA,

Senator BAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D, 0.
HorNorABLE Sir: California de 8 on you to support a tariff of 6
cents on ed almonds and 15 cents tariff on the shelled product.
This is very important, as to many of us it means our all—our
means of support. We have not yet sold all of our last year's cro
for lack of a tariff that will emable us to compete with Spanis

dact.,
ml(lndl_f give this your most serlous consideration and give your best
endeavor to save the almond product to this State and the means of
livetlhc;od to hundreds of orchardists who have this as the oaly means of
support,

My almond orchard is in Chico, Butte County.

Yery truly yours, J. I Swasy,

) CHico, CaLIr,, July 11, 192f.
Hon. SAMvEL M. SHORTRIDGR
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dmar S8in: We beg Congress to not place less than 5 cents on almonds
not shelled and 15 cents on almonds shelled. Unless there is a read-
Justment tmmeeuntel{ we growers will not make expens
A tariff on almonds in no way affects the living standards of the poot.
For tnt;[:re prctmp?rtty do what you can in justice for the producer.

ours traly,

H. C. ComPTON.

WiNTERS, CAwtr., July 11, 1921,
Hon. SaMuen M. SHORTRIDGE

Senate Office Building, Fﬁ'auingm, B0
Please use utmost influence to increase tariff on shelled almonds.
Growers desperate,
Guonge H. CALDWELL.

Grinoy, Caure., July 11, 1821,
Hon. Samvern M. SHORTRIDGR,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.*

Unless we get a readjustment of tarllf on shelled almonds of at least

8 to 1 of unshelled it will mean the deterioration of the almond

industry of Callfornia. Oar only future market Is for shelled almonds.

This situation {s serious., I am an almond grower of California and
appeal to you to lend your ald to adjust this tariff.

W. L. COTTMIRE.

RosevILLE, CALIv., July 11, 1981,
Benator SamuernL M. SAORTRIDGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear 81k : This note ts sent you hoping that it will help California
get at least a G-cent tarifl on the unshelled almonds and a 15-cent tariff
on_the shelled almends.

Thanking you and hoping you will use your efforts to help the almond

rowers, I remain,
. ﬁ;;ours truly, J. V. MacieL,
Almond Grower,

VarLey Home, July 11, 1921
Hon. SaMUeEnL SHORTRIDGE.

Dear Bir: As an almond grower of California it is my dut
of you and your colleagues to get a tariff of 5 cents per pou on un-
shelled almonds and 15 cents on shelled almonds. If we do not get this
tariff, the almond industry In this country is doomed.
te what yon have done for the farmers in the past, and
to use your influence now on a higher almond tariff.

to ask

We ap)
trost to you
Thmkh;g you,

ours very truly, HERBERT KLEENE,

Valley Home, Calif,

BPENCERVILLE, CALIV., July 1, 0921
Hon, S8suver. M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. C.

DEar S1R: I earnestly request that you do your utmost to have the
tariff placed on unshelled at least at 5§ cents per pound and on shelled
almonds at 15 eents per pound.

To pay the prices asked for manufactured articles, especially farm-
{:g impﬂamsnts. the farmer must be as fully protected as the manu-

cturer,

Myself and family can not compete with the pauper labor of Europe
and live llke an Amerlcan.

Tht:a ftsal;mﬁ‘ has always stoed by the Government and sghould be
m;gutn asking you to do your utmost,

I am, very truly, yours, J. H. EIcEHOFY,

—_—

LB GraND, CaLIF., July 11, 121,
Hon, Sexarvor SAmyuer M. SHORTRIDGE.

DEeAr Bik: Would greatly appreciate your help toward the levying of
a tariff on shelled of 15 cents and unshelled 5 cents In order fhs.t
we growers make a success of the almond Industry.

Thankinf you for the best help you can
Truly yours, : < J. BoUTEWARD.

Grorce_II. Hoyr Co.,
Berkeley, Calif., July 11, D21
Hon. SAMvuEL M. SAORTRIDGE,
Renate Office Building, Washington, D. O.

DEAR Siz: I am an almond grower and & member of the California
Almond Growers' Exchange. have made considerable study of the
almond situation and am absolutely convinced that the position taken

onr exchange is sound. The full tariff on the shelled almonds s
tal for the ltfee of this industry, as only a small percentnge of almonds
ean be sold in the shell. Your efforts in behalf of the almond é"’"
ers of Cali!c;rm}; will ba greatly appreciated by the undersigned.
v uly yours,
. GeoreE H, HoxT,

BAN FrANCISCO, July 11, 1981
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHRORTRIDGE,
Senate Ofice Bwilding, Washington, D. O,
Frrexp Sawm: Of course, I reciate you kn 1l about condi
but write you nevertheless, s ¥ 2% e WooNE -
‘Want higher tariff on shelled and unshelled almonds. Can not pay

American wages and compete with Hurope. Have not cultivated my
:;::rt? Guinda, Yolo County, place this year. Cost of production toe
Respectfully, J. W

. Hopsow,
159 Sutier Street,
L

TEMPLETON, ., 1, 1921,
Mr. S8amvsl M. SHORTRIDG s i/

u,
Washington, D, C.:

I am appealing to you to save the almond indus of California
and our homes, In order to do so we must have a duty on fore
almonds of at least 5 cents a pound on almonds in the shell and 15
cents a pound on meats. We hope zou will see that it is right and
ust that we should have it, and ¢hat you will help us in this matter,

hanking you, I remain,

Respectfully yours, C. J. Laun,
An Almond Grower.

CorN1xg, CALIF., July 11, 1921,
Hon. SamvEL M, SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D, C.

Desg Sie: I am an almond grower at this place, and If we do not
get & tarif on unshelled almonds of 6 cents and 15 cents on shelled
almonds It looks to me that the almond industry is doomed; and yoam
know wery well yourself what that means to us growers in California.

Sincerely
T H. B. HomrTING.
GripLeY, CALIF., July 11, 1921

Hon, SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGR,
n‘ukmﬂon, D, C.
DEsr Sir: May I as an almond grower ask you as g Senator from
this State to use your best endeavor to secure a tariff of 5 cents on
unshelled and 15 cents on shelled nmlmonds. I am sure thls is not
asking aoything onreasonable. And I am sure you are quite well in-
formed on the situation as it now exists as to the almond Industry in

California.
Thanking you in advance, I remain,
Yours truly,

W. E. BiMpsox,

TEMPLETOX, BAN Luts Dﬁm Couvnry, Cantr., July 10, 1921
Senators H. W, JoAxsoN and 8, M. SHORTRIDGE,
Dear SIS : California wants at least a 5-cent tariff onm unshelled
almonds and a 15-cent tariff on the shelled product.
Yours faithfully,

B. W. CorDRAL.

] Baxxixe, Cawty., July 14, 19271,
Senator SAMUBL M, SHORTRIDGE
Nenate Office Building, Washington, D. O.:

Please use all your influence to secure G-cent tariff on unshelled and
15 cents on shelled almonds, Tariff recommended by Ways and Means
Committee of B cents on shelled almonds is piti in ﬁmt'e and
sgells bnnknﬂ)tcy for we‘? almond grower of California, ust have
15 cents tarifl on shelled almonds to compete with Italy and Spain.

JoHX GREPPLIEE,

BAN Jose, Carrv., July 10, 191,
SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE

Nenate Office Huilding, Washington, D. 0.
Duar Bir: We the undersigned citizens and almond growers of Cali-

fornia rtfully request that you use your Influence toward the passage
of the tariff on almonds as set forth by the California Almond Growers'
Exchange, to wit, 5 cents per pound on unshelled and 15 cents per
pound on shelled almonds.
Yours regpectfully, B. 8. Kraton,
T. C. KzaTON,
C. L. KraTON,
H. V. KraTO¥N,
R. T, KmATON,
E, M. KraTos,

MARrYSVILLE, CALIF., July 10, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL SHORTRIDAE,

Washington, D. 0.

Owling to high prices of almond land, time required to ralse orchards
to comme 1 age, and high cost of hmmth‘)!g and uncermj.n? of cro|
excessive freight rate, large tonnage of unsold erop, financla]l distress &
almond growers, we need tariffl on almonds 5 cents on unshelled, 15 cents
ghelled nuts per pound.

8. W. MupGETT.

GLexpALE, CarIv,, July 10, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL SHORTRIDOE

Senate Office Building, Washington, D, C.:

California almond growers must have a tarif of 5 and 15 cents or
stand another loss of thousands of dollars on crops and much more on
acreage. We look to the California delegation to go to the bat for us.

-  RaLPH W. Browx,

v ManTeCA, Caviy., July 10, 1921,
Senator SaMuUKL M. SHORTRIDAR,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D, O,

DEAR Bii: We beg respectfully to call your attention to the fact that
as growers of almonds in California we need and earnestly desire a
tarift that will save our industry frem ruin by competition of the imports
from the Mediterranean countries.

A tariff of 5 cents on unshelled almonds and 15 cents on shelled
al.mond; is the least that would be considered at all adequute.

truly,
o N A. E. Lacy
R. F. D. Bow 2.
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ORLAND, CALIF., July 10, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL M. BHORTRIDGE,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.

Dear Sik: As an almond grower I agpeal to you to use your best
efforts toward securing an adequate tariff on almonds and save the in-
dustry in California. The as recommended by the Ways and
Means Committee will not do this, and anything less than the tariff as
sought by the California Almond Growers' Exchange will not let us
operate at a profit.

Very truly yours, C. E. CHRISTLEY,
Lop1, Carir., July 9, 1921,
Senator BAMUEL SHORTRIDGE.

DEARr Sir: We are asking you to help to protect the almond industry
of our State. We want your aid in placing a tarif of 5 cents on
aimonds not shelled and 15 cents on shelled almonds.

Yours respectfully,
J. H. TECKELENBURG
H. TECKLENBURG, Br.,
Almond Growers.

MARYSVILLE, CALIF., July 9, 1921,
Senator BAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. O.: 1
California wants at least a 5-cent tariff on unshelled almonds and a
15-cent tariff on the shelled product, .
This means a great deal to the almond growers of California, if they
stay in the business,
Yours truly,
Gro. M. GRAVES, x
Owner Almond Orchard.

CorxiNg, July 9, 1921
Hon. SaMmueErn M. SHORTRIDGE,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Drear S8IR: As we are trying to gﬂttﬂarl‘ of our living raising almonds
here in California, we request that the tariff on unshelled almonds be
5 cents per pound and 15 cents per pound on shelled almonds or meats.
As the freight and taxes are so high, we don't like to work for nothing
and board ourselves for the benefit of foreigners and middlemen. Hope
you can get the tariff for us and help the growers of California.

Yours respectfully, :
W. W. HANCHETT,
Member Tehama County Almond Growers.
CORNING, CALIF., July 9, 1921
SAMUBL M. SHORTRIDGE
Wua‘hhlg{on, D. 0.

Dear Bir: I understand that the Ways and Means Committee have
recommended to Congress a tariff on almonds not shelled of 4 cents
and on shelled almonds 8 cents per pound. We almond growers fee
that this tariff would not give us sufficient protection. It ought to be
at least 5 cents on almonds not shelled and 15 cents on shelled almonds
per pound. We are asking this that we may be able to compete with
the almond growers of foreign countries where labor may be secured
much cheaper than here. Please do what you can for the almond
growers of your State,

Yours truly,
WALTER G. MAYXARD.

Sax FraAxcisco, CALIF., Jul'ﬁ' 9, 1921,
Hon. SBAMUEL M, SHORTRIDGE.

Dear Sie: Please help us, We must have a tariff on shelled almonds
of 15 cents per pound—proposed 8 cents won't help.

European almonds shell out four to one; onrs, three to one. We
can't market our last year's erop and our almonds are better than the
imported ones. I can't stand another year's loss and lgiy savings of
five years is gone unless you help by this tariff on shel almonds of
15 cents pound.

Your friend always,
Mus. MArY M. Jasow,
2806 Jackson Street.

Eighty per cent of the demand of the United States is for shelled

almonds.

BAN FrANcISCcO, CALIF., July 8, 1921,
Hon. SAMvEL M. SHORTRIDGE.

Dean Siz: Please help us get a tariff of 15 cents on shelled almonds.
Recommended 8 cents is far too low, as European almonds sghell out
four to one and ours three to one. Must have three times as
as on almonds in the shell, for shelled almonds represent 80 per cent
of the demand of the United States.

This big California industry will be lost unless we get 15 cents on
ghelled almonds; your State that {ou have worksad for heart and soul.
We can depend on you to help us, I know.

Very truly yours,
TraOM. DOWD,
33 Java Street,

NELsoN RearTY CoO.,
Arbuckle, Calif,, July 9, 1921,
Hon. Samvuer. M. BHORTRIDGE,
Senaie Office Building, Washington, D, O.

DEAR Sik; Eleven years ago it dawned on the people In this locality
that they had an ideal condition for producing almonds. At t time
about 150 acres were under production. Since then the planting of
nimogds has increased until we now have over 10,000 acres planted and
under cultivation, with our territory about one-half covered.

About two years ago the almond growers began to realize that
although they could produce almonds it was another thing to market
them. This fact has n most foreibly brought home to them by there
gtill remaining unsold a portion of their 1919 and 1920 crops, all the
while a large amount of almonds are still pouring in from the southern
European countries.

California looked upon the almond, 10 to 15 years ago, as a side issue
with farmers, but in recent years districts which are favored with frost
protection, which the almond ns an early bloomer requires, have capi-
talized

their asset by specializing on almonds until to-day the State of

California, with a normal ecrop, will Iproduce enough almonds to take
care of the entire consumption of the United States.

This of course means that the industry has developed into one of
immense magnitude. And now we are threatened with complete de-
struction unless, through your good offices and that of California's
other honorable Members in the Congress, you can save us.

We feel that we should have a tariff of § cents on unshelled and 15
cents on sghelled almonds. Our State Almond Growers’ Exchange office
has gone into this matter very thoroughly and has supplied you with
all the data; therefore it is unnecessary to reiterate it here. But we
do wish to impress upon you that these are serious times for ns, and
thebclleatruction we see ahead of us causes us to burden you with our
problems,

If you can succeed in securing us proper tariff protection, and we
know rdyou will if it is possible to do_=o0, you will have earned your
reward, and you will be blessed by 5,000 most serious and earnest
almond producers of this State.

ery truly yours,
D. 8. NELSON.

W. T. McFmg Scerry Co.,

Arbuckle, Calif., July 9, 1921
Hon. SaMvEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Benate Office Building, Washington, D, 0.

DEeAr Sir: Your cooperation is requested in adjusting the present
tariff on almonds, viz:

Five cents on almonds in the shell,

Fifteen cents on almond meats. .

As one of the 5,000 almond growers in the State of California I
must draw your attention to the hazardous condition which we find
our Industry in, as we are unable to participate in the almond-meat
business due to vast Importations of the south European almonds pro-
duced under cheap labor conditions,

California almonds shell out 3 to 1. Therefore the above ratio is
necessary to secure at least a portion of the almond-meat business.

'.:‘rl:lanklng you in anticipation of your hearty support in our behalf,

i
Very respectfully yours,
L. M. Brooum.

ARBUCKLE, CALIF., July 8, 1921

Hon, SaMueL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. .

DEAR Sir: As one of the 5,000 almond growers of the State of
California 1 respectfully reguest your cooperation and support in the
matter of adjusting present tariff on almonds, viz:

Five cents on unshelled almonds,

Fifteen cents on almond meats,

The above ratio ¢f 3 to 1 is necessary on account of California
almonds shelling out 3 pounds of almonds in the shell to 1 pound of

meats.

Statistics show that tbe almond growers of California are now pro-
ducing enough almonds under normal crop econditions to supply the
needs of the entire United States, and since the bulk of consumption
congists of almond meats, and the same are mow heinf imported into
the United States from the southern European countries at such low
prices that the California producers are unable to shell out their
almonds to compete with these foreign meats, in consequence of which
they still have a portion of their 1919 and 1920 crops on hand unsold
your hearty support in our behalf will help save an industry tha
represents many millions of dollars invested, not to mention the great
amount of study, labor, and risk involved in bringing an almond
orchard up to bearing age.

Thanking you in anticipation, I am,

Yours very respectfully,

J. M. Drack.

PAso RoBLES, CALIF., July 9, 192
Senator SBAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE, ! i 2 -

Washington, D, C.

Dear Sir: In the proposed new tariff the committee has recommended
to Congress a rate of 4 cents per pound on unshelled almonds and
tsi ccr;ts tohn shelleg. Thj? is tlgo low in the first case and no protec-

on in the second, as wounld amount to only 2 n alm y
We should have § cents and 15 cents, res ively. SienE m nda

It takes 8 pounds of California almonds to shell out 1
80 Fer cent of the consumption of almonds in the United States is
of those shelled, so at the proposed 8 cents it would in reality be
only 2§ cents per pound, which, when you consider our higher labor
charge, our more sanlitary handling, and higher shipping charge, it
amounts to so little that we ean not live under thils low rate.

The rate should be 5 and 15, respectively, but 1 urge yom to do
{our best to get it, but, if impossible, stick until the last’ ditech for

2 cents, or at the consistent rate of 3 to 1.

W. J. SToxNm,

Yours truly,
OAELEY, CALIF., July 9, 1921,

und, and

Hon. SAMUEL M. EHORTRIDGE,
Benate Office Building, 'Ff’mhingteu, D0

Dear Sie: As an almond grower of California I most emphatically
urge that you give {;mr support to the increase of the tariff on almonds
to at least 5 cen on e unshelled and 15 cents on the shelled
produet, for without such a tariff our orchards, which we have spent
ears in developing, are practically doomed In competition with the
turopean almonds. I do not think that any right-minded American
citizen, if he knew the facts, would desire that our splendid almond
industry, with its superior product, should Le allowe(? to wither in
fa}ml; of théa,;a almond industry of Rurope, with its cheap labor and
nferior grade.

California almonds shell out at the ratio of 2 to 1, hence the com-
mon sense of & 3 to 1 tarif as compared with the ghelled and un-
shelled product, and also the extreme necessity of such a tariff, for

our future market lies mostly in the sale of shelled nuts. Hoping for
your support of this matter, [ am,
Very truly yours, J. A. HosnS.

OQARLEY, July 9, 1921,
Senator SAM, SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. 0.
Dear Sir: Please do all in gour power to get a readjustment of
tariff on almonds. At least cents on almonds not shelled and-
ehelled almonds 15 cents.
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If tarif can not be gecured, the California slmond industry is
idoomed, as we can not compete wilk foreign trade under present con-
im0 pectull L. H. Euuorr

ours respec y; . : A :
Almond grower, Oakley, Contra Costa Oounty, Calif.

Goopwin & Goopwi

N,
Ripon, Calif., July 9, 1921,
iHon. BaMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE

Senate Office Building, W‘ashiwtc-u, D. a.

Dgar SBir: 1 have been informed that the Ways and Means Com-
‘mittee of the House has recommended a tariff on almonds not shell
at 4 cents per pound and on shelled almonds 8 cents per pound. Our
exchange has asked for a tariff of b cents on the former and 15 cents
on the latter. As I am a practical grower, I know that the amount
recommended by the committee {8 not emough, and the amount re-
quested by our exchange is none too much. We all know the expense
which almond {.mwers and other farmers in this State are under for
labor and supplies, 4and that our industry, which is a big one in this
State, can not survive without adeguate ¥rotectlon‘

Shelled almonds should have a tariff of at least three times as much
per Emund as unshelled ones, for the simple resson t al ds shell
out in the ratlo of at least to ene. The ratio recommended by
the committee is only two to one, and the shelled almond market Is by
far the more important of the two.

I know that you have the prosperity of the California farmer at
heart and ask ¥ou to do what you can to save the almond growers
from that compliete ruin which the low tarif recommended would

\permit.
Yours very truly, B. A. GooDWIN,
ORLAND, Cariv., July 9, 1921,
Hon. SAMUBL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. O.

DEAR SiR: The House Ways and Means Committee have recom-
mended a tariff of only 8 cents per pound on shelled almonds. This
is only about half what we need to compete with European almonds.
As an almond grower I hope you will do all you can to give us ade-
quate protection,

I am also in faver of the adjusted compensation bill for ex-service
men and hope you wlll boost It along.

Yours respectfully,

BaLrg W. TROWEBRIDGE.

OARLAND, CALIP., July 9, 1921
Hon. BAMUEL M. BHORTRIDGE

Benate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DEARr SiR: The tariff of 4 cents on almonds, not shelled, and 8 cents
on shelled almonds is out of proportion and will not protect our
shelled-almond industry. The almond-shelll plants in California
will not open this season to compete with foreign-shelled almonds, and
will be the cause of kee_ﬁ}ng hundreds of employees In that line of

ness ont of work. ey have titioned you for a tariff of §
cents on almonds not shelled and 15 cents on led almonds, which

is in proportion and is as small a duty as will protect the industry.
* . Im the interest of California we you would do your utmost to
have the tariff placed on the above basls. :

Yours very truly,
DiaBLo STOCKE FARM,

G. W. EMMoxNs, President,

: WiINTERS, CALIF., July 9, 1921,
Benator S8amuer. M. SAorTR

IDGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0. :
_ Drar Bir: As an almond grower, will say it is absolutely necessary
that we have a tarlff of 5 cents on almonds in shell and 15 cents shelled
to be able to meet running expenses of my almond orchard.
Sincerely yours,
W. O. UNDERWOOD,

OAEDALE, CALIF., July 9, 1081,
Hon. BamuerL M. SH0

RTRIDGE
Semate Ofice Building, Washington, D. C.

Deir Sik: Please give California at least a 5-cent tariff on unshelled
almonds and a 15-cent tariff on the shelled almonds. If we don't get
‘this moeh, the almond industry will fail,

Truly yours,
M. E. RINEHART,

Box 33, CorNixg, CALIF,, June 9, 1921,
SAMUEL M. BHORTRIDGR,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. : .
fir: 1 recently p land In Corning, Calif., and put part of
iacreage in almond orchard, hoping that in a fow years I would be able
to make a comfortable living from produce, but find that the almond
grower s out of business unless he is protected by a strong tariff,
1 am writing to you, hoping that you will use your influence to pro-
tect the orchardist In general (as a rule they are past middle age and
do not want to become a burden to any State or person).

I am, dear sir,
Yours respectfully, L. HACKER,
16860 LyoN STREET,

Ban Francisco, July 9, 1921,
Hon. Samuer M. SHORTRIDGE,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. .

MY DEsn Mr. SHorTRIDGE : It has been called to my attention that
|the committee reporting the tarlff bill has recommend no doubt by
oversight, a duty on almonds which would be absolutely rulnous to
the glmond industry of this State.

YO0u are no doubt aware that the almond industry of this State has
‘been laboriously built up in spite of drought, unseasonable frests,
grasshoppers, and other obstacles,

I know that you will make a geat effort to protect this industry
iwith a tariff commensurate with the needs of the almond growers.
ﬂl;‘aw d:-sk a tariff of 6 cents on unshelled and 15 cents on shelled

on

As kpow, the almend growers of this State are well organized
a:vtéd n:k{.ﬁ‘ watch with vital interest your fight in Congress for tgse tariff

I am an owner of a small almond orchard in the Pennington district
of Butter County. I derive the major part of my livelihood from this
source. The officials of the Almond Growers' Exchange have thor-
ouglhly convinced me that I ghall be deprived of all income from this
orchard ou fail in your efforts on our behalf,
Very truly yours, 3 e
re. 8. A. Been
Member Califarnia Almond Growers’ Ea-:l"wnye.

1907 sanmewmn gﬂsnr.

an co 9,
Hon. SAMUEL M, SHORTRIDGE, S0k s ML
Senate of the United States, Washington, D. 0.
MY DEarR SIR: As an almond grower of Falf Oaks, Sacramento
County, I wish to indorse Mr. T. C. Tucker, manager of the California
Almond Growers’ Exchange, In his effort to secure a tariff on imported
almonds of 5 cents on the unshelled and 15 cents on the shelled

(Mrs. J. W.) Anxxie G. HOBSON.

s DELANO, CALIF., July 9, 1981,
Hon. BAmunn M, SHORTRIDG! adeia sk

B,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.:

A tariff of 5 cents on unshelled almonds and 15 eents on shelled
product is absolutely necessary to save almond industry. This the
almond growers must have,

JoHER E, LATHROP,

ASSEMBLY CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE,
Forry-ForrTH SEssioN, 1921

Stookton, Oalif., July 9, 1981,
Hon. SeMrEL M. s::mnm% 3 g
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.
Duar Sik: I knew that you are deluged with letters and petitions, but
permit one who has been through a similar mill recently to sug-
gest a way w ¥ you will earn a great deal of popularity and do a
great deal of goed to the California farmers who are wing almonds,

I am informed that the commitiee of the House
4-cent tarif on unshelled and 8 cents on shelled almonds. 1 bhave
talked with certain practical almond growers of this vicinity, well
known to me personally, and they assure me that the almond industry,
on account of Furepean competition and high expenses, is in a rocky
condition even now, and that unless they get at least 15 cents per pound
tarif on shelled almonds their crop won't bring them expenses, They
llg:: .'?ﬁﬁ;? cents per pound on elled almonds, for which there is

If you could possibly get an amendment on the floor to this effect, or
secure a committee amendment, this agricultural community would cer-

tainly appreciate it. There is no question but what the farmefs not only
desire the change, but are earn g insistent that it is absolutely neces-
sary to preserve their industry. Please do what you can for them,

ours very truly,
Oscar C. PAREINSON,
STOCKTON, Cu.ﬁ'., July 9, 1921,
Hon, SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Dear Sm: It Is essential to the welfare of the almond growers to

have a higher rate of duty en almonds than that pl‘og:sed in the com-
mittee bill recently presented to the House. Please all you can to
have inereased, particularly on shelled a

Very truly yours,
LuroY M. PHARIS,
R. D. 3, Box 155, Btockton, Calif.
BACRAMERNTO, CALIF., July 9, 1921
SaMmMpern M. EHORTRIDGE,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O,

DEar SENATOR: U‘nderstanding the legislature has allowed a very
small tarilf on almonds, 1 want to plead with you to help us get more.
I am a nurse and a widow, and for the past number of years have been
putting every dollar of my earnings 1 could spare in our almond ranch
of 10 acres, which is just beginning to bear, and of which I had hopes
of realizing a little income from mnow on; but am afraid I will lose
all if you do not help us. I say us, for I know of others in the same
shape as myself who will lose if we do not get help on this question.

oping you will know how to help us, I am,
Yours respectfully,
Eare T. HENRY.

Los ANGELES, CALIr., July 9, 1981,
Senator SAaMuEL M. BHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. O.

DeAr Bie: As an almond grower of California, and one who is dﬁgly
interested in the prosperity of our State, I beg of you to use all U=
ence sgible in ringini about a tariff of at least § per cent on-
unshelled almonds and a 15 per cent tariff on the shelled product.

Unless we get & readjustment of tariff on shelled almonds of at least
thre; to ntlme t will mean the disintegration of the almond industry of
California.

e entreat you to give this matter your serlons consideration,

Very truly yours,
Honrace B. PECEK.

Bax Fraxcisco, CaLy., July 9, 1981,
Hon.ﬁmuun M. SHORTRIDGE,

enate Office Building, Washington, D. O.:

Urge your utmost assistance readjustment of tariff on shelled almonds.
At least three to one, or 5 cents in shell, 15 cents shelled. As grower,
1 know almond indusiry ef Califormia will fall vnless you help this
cause. Unable to make living on my almond holdings under preseut
tariff. Foreed to work in the city and let place go.

C. G. CaipcHASE,
Burlingame, Calif.
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WOODLAND, CALIV., July 9, 1921,
Mr. SamuErL M. EHORTRIDG

E,
United Btates Senator of Oalifornia, Washington, D. C.
My DeAR SENATOR: In the interest of the California almond industry
1 t1;1::1‘.:331: against the tariff recommended by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee.
Cilifornia requires at least a 5-cent tarif on unshelled almonds and
a 15-cent tariff on the shelled product.
Hoping for a readjustment in this matter.
Yours truly, JouN C. EAUPER,

Lop1, CArir., July 9, 1921,

Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. O.

Dear Sig: As the tariff bill is before Congress at present I, as one
of the growers of almonds, would like to impress upon you the absolute
necessity of a tariff of 5 cents on umsbelled and 15 cents on sheled
almonds if we, as growers of almonds, are to: remaln in existence.
Hoping you will belp us win our fight, T am,

Respectfully yours,

BoYp JACOBS
P. O, Boa 1, Acampo, Calif.

HELP THE CALIFORNIA ALMOXD GROWERS TO PROTECT INDUSTRY.

Millions of American dollars go annually to France, Spain, and
Italy becaunse Americans. like almonds.

Fifty milllona of American dollars are invested in California in
almond orchurds and almond-shelling machirery,

The California milllons are unpreductive as an investment because
the Federal Government falls In giving adequate protection to this
California and Ameriean industry,

The dollars that go to Mediterranean Europe should rightly come to
Fn]illut‘hin. They would if proper tarif protection were given the
imatry.

The almond growers are asking California’s delegation in the Con-
gress to iosist npon reasonably high duties on imported almonds.

Every Californian ioterested in the welfare of this State shonld do
hig part, by telegram or letter, to hring heme to our congressional dele-
gation the importance of such aetion.

We must protect what is our own.

BAN Fraxcisco, CAnw., July 8, 1921
Hop. Samupsn M. SHORTRIDGE,
Senator from Californig, Washington, D. C.

Deag Smm: 1 am an almond grower of thls State, and I am writing
you in the hope that youw will do all in your rovrer to have a tariff
placed on almonds, otherwise the industry will be absolutely rwined,
xtagd qoick action should be taken If anything i8 to be accomp for

e growers.

Thanking yon in advance for your earvest attention, beg to remailn,

Yery truly yours,
E. N. CORNEAD.

BANNING, CALtr., July 9, 1921
Senator BAM BHORTRIDGE,
Senate Offce Building, Washington, D. C.:

Am looking to you for help on tarif adjustment on almonds. We
must have af least § cents a pound on unsbelled and 15 ecents on
shelled almonds, This is very urgent.

R. H., Coomps.

BrocEToN, CALWY., July 0, 1921
BAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Henate Office Building, Washingten, D, C.:

I grow almonds, bot can not continue in business with taril lower
than 156 cents per goumi on shelled and 5 cents on unshelled almonds.
1 ask you to help Callfornia growers get adeguate tariff protection.

B. A. GoopwiN.

BAN Fraxcisco, CAuly., July 8.
Benator SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,

United States Senate, Washingion, D. C.:

Authorities agree 6 eents correct tariff unshelled almonds. Shelled
almonds one-third weight of unshelled. Fifteen cents on shelled neces-
sary to protect growers, Eighty per cent demand American market Is
for shelled. Muarket for shelled now in hands Europeans. In three
years California product 70,000,000 pounds. At present 9 per cent
1910 and 15 per cent 1920 crops unsold, beeause European aimonds,
California almond growing perishes if 3 to 1 tariff ratio on helled

{

Hon. Bamurn M. Ba

& tariff of at least 10 cents a.
sary to equalize o

BeexTwoop, CALly., July 8, 1921

ORTRIDG®, :

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.
Drar Sm: If the almond indu in California is loi:gslr to exist,
BNt of prduEal Sud dellvary’ 00 o eaibeta s
of produc an er ur’ mar J
competition with Hedmerrapneantgrgl:rem. sl ey - "
Preservation being the first law of nature, is the American Govern-
ment to allow the industry to
thousands of dollars and ruin

Yours ully,

}aass to Europeans and lose hundreds of
armers already suffering serious losses?

ALEx MURDOCE.

FrEsxo, CALIF., July 8, 1921
SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE, £ iclas

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

Published reports of tariffi of 4 cents on almonds and 8 cents om
ghelled almonds is ruoinous te the California almond irndustry. Can
¥ou or would you use your best influence to give the California almond
growers: a B-cent tariff on almonds and a 15-cent tariff on shelled
almonds? Labor conditlons make this a minimuom upon which we cam
compete with the Mediterranean countries, H 8D

. B. Durr.

Piso RosLEs, CALiF,, Jaly 8, 1921,
Hon. BAMURL, M. SHORTRIDGE X s

2
Washingten, D. O..

DEap 8m: I notlce that it has been recommended that the tariff on
almonds be 4 cents on unshelled and 8 cents on shelled. As California
almonds shell out 3 to 1, it seems no more than fair that the tariff
should be three times as t on the shelled as on the unshelled,.
and this is the branch of the trade that we must look to largely for
onr future trade. The California growers feel that they can not
compete with European conditions on less than a B-cent and 135.cent

tariff, and ask that you kindly vpse your Influence to this end. for 1f.
we can not get adequate protection it will mean ruin to a very large
pumber of growers who ve iovested everything in this industry.

In advance for your efforts, I remain,
ours respectfully, !
J. W, HINMASN.

Piso RopuEs Hor SrRiNes,
Paso Robles, Calif., July B, 1821
Hon. SBAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Washington, D. 0.

Duar Sir: I desire to put in my plea for your best endeavors toward
procuring a protective tariff on shelled and unshelled almonds which:
will protect us almond growers of Callfornia, whose sales for last year's
crulp will not pay the cost of ralsing and harvesting.

have all the savings of a Iifetime invested In 33 acres of 7T and 8
year old almond trees and carrying a mortgage of $7,500 at 7. per
cent as well. For a manm 68 years old, it is pretty toogh te not even
get the cost of labor back from a crop.

The United States markets were flooded last fall with shiploads of~
European raised almonds which were sold below the cost of nuts ont
here, as the growers across the water do not count the labor of their
women and children as any additional expense, while out here we can
not get competent labor for less than $3.50 to $4 or §5 per day.

In future California growers must r on shell almonds very
largely, which should have a tariff of at least 3 to 1 over unshelled
nuts—eay 5 cents on unshelled and 15 cents on shelled nuts would
give us the needed protection, Will Xou do your best for ugs? 1 heard’
you speak at a big meeting In Los Angeles last year during the cam-

and feel sure you are for the good working people of your home
tate, 80 go to it strong, please;
Yours with respect, - CuaAs. C. WruMor,
P. 0. Box 785,

FPiso RoBLiEs, CALiFr., July 8, 1811
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE
Washington, b. 0.
Hon. BuortEiDGE: We are heartil
5 cent= on unshelled almonds and a 1
Respectfully,

in favor of at least a tariff of
cent tariff on the shelled product,

A, P. Borgry,
Almond Grower,
—_—
Erpringr, CALIF., July 8, 1921,
SaMUrL M. SHORTRIDGE

and shelled not provided. Your immediate assistance asked.
5 WESTERN CANNER AND IPACKER.

BERKELRY, CALIF., July 8, 1921
Hon. Samuen M. SHORTRIDGE,

Senate Offfce Butlding, Washington, D. O.
Depar Simm: Save the almond émwers of California by working for
B-cent tariff on unshelled and 15-cent tariff on shelled almonds.
We can not compete with Eurcpean labor with tariff as recommended
by Ways and Means Committee,
Save an important. California industry.
Yours truly, Horsce N. HESDEERSON.

EsrarTO, CALIF., July 8, 1921,

Benator SaMusL M, SHORTRIDGE :

We as one of the 4,000 almond growers in this State ask and plead
of you to use your influence in getting a fair and just tarif on our
product, The 4 cents on almonds im the sbell and 8 cents on shelled
almonds, as recommended by the Wa{; and Committee, is
entirely too low if we are to exist as almond growers, as we can not
compete with cheap foreign almonds. With the millions we have in-

vested in almonds we feel we are entitled to-fair ehance with foreigm,
lmonds.

and that we can only bave by getting at least a 5-een
almends in the shell apd a Iﬁm‘nt tariff in the

nds.
Hoping you will give this a serious thought and a hard fight, we
remain,
; Lixpnere Bros..

Yours royally,
Ebgar LiNpesmg,
M. A. LINDBERG.

a
pound on
almo

. shelleg .

Office Building, Washington, D. C.:

We, the undersigned ' California almond growers, respectfully ur
that you do all in your power to have the gty on unghelled a{muns:"
fixed at 5 cents and all shelled almonds at 15 cents per pound. The
salvation of the almond industry -on this measure.

. T, BUTTENFIELD,
C. B. BALDWIN,
C. F. GossiN,
M. SoLuy.

ORLAND, CALIF., July §, 1921
SBaMUEL M, BHORTRIDGE,
Benaior, Washington, D, O.;

Adeqnate-rrotﬁcﬂua for California almond imdustry demands 15 iper
cent tarifl; lower will not. give adeguate protection against for-
eign importations.

H. M. KIxewELL,
Horticultural Commissioner, Glemn Cownty.

BACRAMENTO, CALIF,, July 8, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL M., SHORTRIDGE

Benate Office Building, 'R’uhﬁlg&on, D. 0.
Duar Smt: As an almond grower in California and a member of the
Growers' Exchange, I solicit your favorable action on the de-
mand of the exchange for a tarif of 5 cents on almonds net shelled and:
15 cents on shelled almonds. The reason for this demand by almond
been fully represented by the exchange, and I will not

Erowers
attempt to repeat.

i nia: is. the greatest u.lmnnd-gmw!ng section in the Ubited
States, Millions are invested in the industry. We want only a reason-
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ahble return for our product. Tnless we are protected against c‘helg
foreign labor we can not get it, and we must either uproot our almon
trees or be reduced to the level and plane of our fore competitor.
God forbid! Many alwond growers are already considering the ad-

visability of planting other fruitz than almonds., Help your own people.
1 know_you will.
Yours truly, 0. G. HoPKINS,

Recond District.

OAKLEY, CALIP.,, July 8, 1921,
Sasm. M. SHORTRIDGE,
Senator from Californie, Washington, D, C.

DEar Si1R: Will you kindly give your support to a new tarif on
almonds—35 cents for unshelled and 15 cents for shelled ?

We have a l4-acre ranch of almonds and we are dependent on the
same for a living. Should the present tarif remain we will have to
turn to something else to make a living.

Hoping you will interest yourself in this matter, I am,

Yours truly,
PAvUL BTEINER,

SaceAMENTO, CALIF,, July 8, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senator from California,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.

Dear SiR: The almond industry of California, representing an in-
vestment of over $50,000,000, is at stake on the Issue of the tariff
legislation now before Congress, and to save the Ewwers their means
of & livelihood we must get a readjustment of tariff on shelled almonds
of at least three to one, OQur only future market Is for shelled almonds,
which represents 80 per cent of the demand of the United States,
Only with proper protection on shelled almonds e¢an the California
growers market their product without a loss.

European almonds shell out four to one, and California almonds
three to one. We are entitled therefore to a tariff on shelled almonds
three times as great as on almonds in the shell, and we want a 5-cent
tariff on unshelled almonds and a 15-cent tariff on the shelled product.

Please use your influence to obtain this adjustment in the ?rexent
bill before Congress and save one of California’s princtpal indusiries.

Yours very truly,
A, B. UsHER
1321 Twenty-third Bitreet, Eacramento, bnlir.
Orchard located in Arbuckle District.

DusNiGaN, CALiv., July & 1921,
SavMuEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
ashington, D, C,

Dear Sir: As an almond grower I am taking the liberty of writing
you regarding tariff on almonds.

What the growers want is a tariff of 5 cents on unshelled almonds
and 15 cents on shelled almonds. Any effort you may make to obtain
this tariff will be appreciated by every almond grower.

Yours sincerely,
A. B, AMADEN,

CHico, CaLip., July 8, 1921,
Senator BAMUEL M. BHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D, €,

HoxorABLE Sin: I beg that you will use all your influence to obtain
a raise in the tarilf rate on almonds recommended by the Ways and
Means Committee.

Anyibing less than 5 cents per pound on unshelled or 15 cents on
shelled would be ruinous to our orchards here. Please do everything
possible to get this rate for us.

Very truly yours, Harrier Loskn,

ParLo Avro, Cavrr., July 8, 1921,
Senator 8, M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. O.:

PBeing interested fn almond raising in this State, I think it is neces-
sary that the tarilf on almonds should be 5 cents on unshelled and 15
cents on shelled ones,

Mrs. L. H. Haxy,

T4 Waverly Street,

MobgsTo, CALIr,, July 8, 1921,
Benator 8. M. SHORTRIDGE.

My Drar Sik: As an almond grower I am very much interested in
the tariff that we are very anxious should be put through, We can't
possibly make ends meet if we don't get at least a 5-cent tarilf on
upshelled and a 15-cent tariff on shelled almonds. Will you kindly do
all you can do for ux, and we will surely appreciate it?

Yours very respectfuly,
C. W. McEwex,

Route A, Boxz 135,

CHico, CaLiv., July 8, 1921,
Hon. Samrer M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D, O.

Dean. Sm: In the interests of almond growers of California, of
which I am one, 1 would impress on your mind that we need better
protection against foreign impertations of almonds than we have at

resent, at least a tariff of 5 cents on unshelled almonds and a 15-cent
ariff on the shelled product.

Respectiully, D. K. CorNELL,

—

SAN FrANCISCO, CALw., July 7, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE,

United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:
As a grower we insist on a minimum rate of 15 cents on shelled
almonds. Induau'ﬁ facing ruin if not properly protected. United action
of all California Representatives esseutial.

Bax Jose, CAur., July 8, 1921,
Hon, 8aMUEL SHORTRIDGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. €.

MY DRaR SexATOR SHORTRIDGE : As an ulmond grower of California,
I would call to your attention the tariff bill which the Ways and Means
Committee has recommended to Congress. The bill is now on the Hoor
of the House of Representatives. This bill provides a tarlff of 4 cents
on unshelled almonds and 8 cents on shelled almonds per pound.

It is indeed of vital importance to every almond grower of the State
that a tariff be passed with at least 5 cents on unshelled nuts and 15
cents on the shelled. The California Almond Growers' Exchange peti-
tioned for this rate.

It is ineviatble that unless the American almond grower be protected
with a higher tariff than is recommended by the Ways and Means Com-
mittee that his induostry will absolutely mf. He can not compete with
the Mediterranean, who can, with the tariff rates recommended by the
Ways and Means tomm.itm. harvest his crop, pay this low tariff, and
make a gain. The American can not even harvest crop at the prices
thus made possible. 2

So you see, Senator SHorRTRIDGE, it is imperative that the higher
tariff as recommended by the growers themselves be passed.

I can assure you that any service you can render or any of your influ-
ence used to help the passage of this bill with a higher tarlff will be
Ereltly appreciated by each and every almond grower in the State of

alifornia.

Bincerely,
Tros., E. RAYNER,
Route O, Box 167, Monterey Road, San Jose, Calif.

SoLepaDp, Caviw, July 8, 1921
BAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Drsr Sir: As a Californla almond grower, I appeal to you to do all
in your gower to further the petition of the California Almond Grow-
ers’ Exchange for a tariff of § cents on almonds not shelled and om
shelled almonds 15 cents.

Without such protection from the European market, this great Call-
fornia industry will be practically ruined,

Yours very truly,
F. V. GILCHRIST.

MarTIN®RZ, CALIP,, July 8, 1921,
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
United States Senate, Washington, D. O.

My Duar Sir: As an owner of 30 acres of almonds, T herewith appeal
to {ou to use your power and influence to secure a S-cent duty on unp-
shelled almonds and a 15-cent duty (per pound) on shelled almonds
entering this country.

Without this protection the Investment of thousands of California
almond growers is rnined. We raised our crop last season at a loss
and the situation now appears desperate.

Mn{ we not have protection commensurate with the standards of
American living and costs eof production?

Yery truly yours,
Maiurice H. ROWELL,

Yuea Ciry, CALIF., July 8, 1021
SaMmreEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. 0.

Dear Sin: Since Furopean almonds shell out four to one and Cali-
fornia almonds three to one, our members are entitled to a tariff on
shelled almonds at lecast three times as {reat as on almonds in the shell.
Unless we get a readjustment of tariff on shelled almonds of at least
three to one, it will mean the disintegration of the almond industry of
California. Our only future market is for shelled almonds, which rep-
resents %0 per cent of the demand of the United States. This is a
serious situation confronting the industry. Only by proper protection
on shelled almonds can we bring to California the millions that are
going to the shores of the Mediterranean. Now, we Californians want
ut least a 5-cent tariff on unshelled almonds and a 15-cent tariff on the
ghelled product.

Yours respectfully,
B. G. VAN ARSDALB,

JuLx 8, 1021,
Hon, SuMuEL M. SHORTRIDGH,
DEAr Sir: In r:ﬁ:lrd to the tari® on almonds, I would ask you to work
for 5 cents on un led and 15 cents on shelled almonds.
Thanking you for what you can do for us, I remain,

Your friend,
J. C. OsBORN, Corning, Calif,

BAN FRraANCISCO, July 9, 1921,
Hon. 8aM BHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D. O,

Dear Sme: I take the Uberty of writing to you in regard to a higher
tariff on almonds. 1 am the owner of a 16-acre orchard near Esparto,
Yolo County. Only a part of last year’s crop sold, on account of chea
foreign almonds. I think a tariff of 5 cents on unshelled almonds a
15 cents on the shelled is necessary to save our orchards.

Thapking you for any interest taken in this matter, I remaln,

Respec

tful ours,
-y F. M. CorxELL, I720 Larkin.

Sax FrAxCI1ScO, CALIF., July 8, 1921,

Renator SAMUEL M. BHORTRIDGE,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D, O,

HoxoraeLe Sie: To assist in iudientini toegou the sentiment of tha
almond growers of California, the unders En grower begs to add hias
indorsement to the petition presented by the growers to the Ways and
Means Committee through the mediom of the Celifornia Almond Grow-
ers’ Exchange for a tariff of 56 cents on unshelled and 15 cents on
shelled product.

Convinced that a lower tariff than that represented by the figures
mentioned will result In the ultimate dizsintegration of this important
California industry, we feel that we may justly solleit your hearty co-




1922,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

9959

eperation and enthusiastic soppert to the end that the mccessary pro-
tection may be obtained
Your assistance will, h-e appreciated.
Very respectiully,
LixTon HaaT,
252 Central Avenue, Sam Francisco, Dalif.

Los ANeecEs, CALIP,, July 8, 1921
Mr, SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDG

Senate Ofice Building, .fvmhinglou, D. Q.

To TR HONORABLE MR, SHORTRIDGE : The writer is engaged in m
%almcuds in the Ataseadero district, San Luis Ouuntr.

¢ have mow uearly 400 acres in various stages of growth and
velopment. The oldest are 8 years of . m Just n:om into eomn-
cial bear The returns last year our were barely

enough to cover harvesting and mrkeﬁng upanses, l('avi the ,xrwer

absolutely mm% for his labor and- exru l&d

ghores they pay 15 to 20 cents per day Igbor. *whl.le we are plytnt

$4 to $5 per day and other expenses in pro
If we are to centinue in the llmond stry in the DUnited Sta

we should have at least a doty of 5 cents. per on unshell
almonds and 15 cents per pound on shelled almonds.
Respectfolly -submitted.
WILLIAM BRIER

711 Pecific Finance Bui

BaN FRancisco, CaLiv., July 8, 1921
Hon. SaMUEL M, RHORTRIBGE

Benate Office Bufiding, ﬂ:akuw#on D. 0. {

Duap Sik: As a grower of almonds, I wonld reﬂﬁeﬂnlly ask tha
you 'do all in your power to secure an amendment to tariff
on- almonds, especiall on shelled almonds.

As it takes 8 pou almonds In the shéll in this country to m
1 pound of almond mntaidl reapecttui!{ submit to you that the
on shelled almonds sho be .at least three times as .xmt as on
almonds in the shell, and unless we get adequate tariff,
ghelled almonds, it wﬂl mean that we are Euvnnted from, parﬂd%tlns
in the benefits of ‘the shelled almond mar which represents
cent of the comsumption of almonds in the 'um ted States.

Unless we do secure an ﬂde‘ulﬂ? tariff from the Congress cur indms-
iry, representing an. investm at.nppro:lmtelg tao ,000,000,.15 facing
riin, and 1 therefore respectfully ask you as a Californian to do gvery-
thins in your power to secure a tariff on shelled almonds at least
three times. as great as on almonds in the shell in the protection of
this Californla indust Anything you may be able to do to assist the
almend growers. of ifornia will be thoroughl & reciated mot only
by mysptr but by the 4,000 almond growers of the State of California,

Yours very ' truoly,
C. LaAnsmy,
751 ‘Tenth Arvenue, San Franeoisco.

BAcrAMBNTO, CALIF., July 8§, 1081
Benator SAMUEL M. EHORTRIDGEB,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O,

DEsr 8ir: I want to.ask that you use your strongest efforts in the

matter of the t tariff ‘bill sow p before your House to
secure proper and adequate protection fer Californla almonds.

"The ' Catifornia mlmond industry represents . a livelibood to several
thousand families .and several thousand other people dependent wpon
its continuation.

It represents an investment of :ng roximately $50,000,000, and this
Industry is seriously jeopardized rthe ;present wnpetitlon with
EBuropean almonds.

The Californla Almond Growers' Exchange, which .represents the
great” maghrlty of the California ‘almond growers and which has been
one of pioneers in cooperative marketing of farm crops, has
recommended a tarif of 6 eents a pound on unsbelled almonds and 15
cents a pound on shelled almonds.

We are vitally interested In this tariff, as we Individually rej
the owners and growers of over 2,000 aeres of almond o
we trust that you will do everything in your power to secure the tariff
represented by the exchange, to wit: Five cents per pound on almonds
not shelled and 15 ‘cents per pound on ghelled almonds,

We feel that this tariff is necessary and absolutely essentia]l for the
%&nuntlon and. protection of the $50,000,000 almond industry in
California,

As a Californian we feel that you have the best interest of this
Btate at heart, and we shall appreciate whatever you ean do in securing
and fighting for the tariff protection requested.

Thanking yeu' in advance,

Yours truly,

resent
and

Gro. X. FLEMING.

'RaxcEHO DB En CAPITAYN,
R1o Liwpa, SacRAMENTO COUNTY, CALIF., July s 121,

Bon, SAMUEL M, SHORTRIDIE,
Dnited States Senmator, Washington, D, O.

Drar Simn: As the almond growers of California will surely be ug
agalnst it w‘lth a tariff less than 5 cents on unshelled almonds and
cents on ‘shelled almonds we would:surely appreciate it If you would
do -all 'within your pwat to fight for the -above tariff. .If the 4 and
8 cent tariff goes throu I know that the California almond grower

as well grub out ur his trees and let the land lay #dle, for he
fhe as far ahead as trying to grow almonds with an insdequate

=

Kmming that {e past record has alwa l{s been for the best interests
of California I feel ‘assured that youn wi do nll ‘withiin your "power
and see that the almond growers get a

Thanking you, I remain,
Very truly yours, Carr. H. A, LEWALD,

Box 1203, Motor Route A.

Bay FraNCisco, Canry., July 8, 1921
Senator BAMUEL M, SHORTRIDGE,

Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C,

Daar SBexaror: I am the owner of 62 acres of producing California
almond orchard land, which nnder normal econditions should have a
valuation of $21.500. Jast year the erop Income from this p:
was insuflicient to pay for the care. mueh less give any return .en the
investment. ‘This proporty was planted under conditions and has

sinee received the vcare such that I should expect now a reasonable:
interest on my investment, 'These are not normal times, and unless
protection s afforded a st the importation of almonds produced
with underpald labor under conditions with whieh we here are unable
to compete 1 be-obliged to uproot my almond trees and turn my
attention to the productlon of other crops.
is the same as that of all the other a]mnnd growers
alifornia, md 1 trust that we shall receive from you:cvery assist-
ure possible in rotection for this Ca.llrornin industry, The
tax on shelled almonds &! d be at least three times thaf on unshelled
and ‘the rates - the California Almmd Growerg'
h.n:go,—! e., at least 5 cents for the one and 15 cents for the other—
are absolutely necessary to save the industry. We shall watch with
lnterutv-lnd %’m your activities in our behalf, -
ey yours,
EvErETT N. BRYAN,

QAEDALE, CaLiP., July 8, 1921,

—

Ssyuen M. Snmm,
ashington, D. 0.

DRBAR . SENATOR : 1 understand the Ways and Means Committee has
recommended to Congress a tariff of 4 cénts on unshelled almonds and
8 cents on shelled. This is entirely inadequate. We can not meet
fore!i: competition unless we get .cents on-shelled and 5 cents on
nuts the shell.

We will be driven out of business unless you can assist us in getting
thlsmeteetlon to our Industry in this State,

WALTER J. STOLP.
TurLOCE, CALIP., July 8, I921

ashington, D. 0.

DrArR Sir: The Ways and Means Commitiee have recommended &
tariff of 4 cents per pound on almonds in the shell and 8
und. on-shelled almonds, ers of California, through
@ California Almond Growers' Exchange, have asked for a tarilf of
5 cents unshelled and 15 cents shelled. This ls not an unreasonable
request,.and much tho t-and time was consumed In arriving at these
figures, and I belleve that 5 cents and 15 cents iz the minimum tariff
roqduirved to protect the almend industry from the lower freight rates
the peasant mmgeﬁﬁon of the south of Europe countries
Kindl ‘r nse your utmost endeavors to help secure the mnmed taril®,
ery truly yours,

Benator SAMUEL M. $ﬂomm

R. K, SMITH,

BaN FraNCISCO, Carvre., July 8, 0921,

ashington, D. O.
Dear 8ir: 1 will pot take up aﬁcmr valuable time with a long-winded
Jetter, but -will ask to 'do ¥ou can for us-almond growers out
bere the golden West.

We are not asking for a very lot, but just a living chance with our

cts.
‘We feel that we should have at least a tariff of § cents on unshelled
almonds and 15 eents on shelled.

Many of us bhave our savings tled up 4n almond orchards that are
bearing or just beginming to bear, and 'we trust you will de all in your
power to help us out.

Thanking you for all you can do for us in this matter, and all of us
trust you can do a great deal,

I'remain,

Yours very truly,

Hon, SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE
Renate Office Building, W

A, Yax HorT,
2321 California -Street.
We re; ment an investment of £50,000,600 in almond orchards and
elling muchinery.
ANTELOPE, CALIF,, July 7, 1921,
Senalor 8. M. BEoms
Mnottm. D, 0.

Diar BENATOR: Klnaly help us almond growers ont and keep ua
l’ro::h:ﬁ::& by ulvmunx tarift of 6 cents on unshelled and 13 cents
on

We are utlll ho!dlng part of 1919 and 1920 crep 'with 1921 crep on
trees. Youm will: appreclata our situation

Protect ms from cheap Spanish labor and oblige,

Sincerely, a grower, 1. B. EMERSON,

SACRAMENTO, CALIF., July 7, 1921.
Hon., SAMUEL M. BHORTRIDGH.
DRAR SIR: | 0 pealtoron to please help to give then.lmond ETOowWers
of California better pro on against foreign nuts im | bough E
20 acres three go. They are just enming i
hoped they weul Ia.ter help make a living, but under pruent pnseé.
tariff ‘'my place will be a prs.ctica.] loss 0 me, as well as thousands
who have invested their savings will lose also.
Respectfully, Dr. C. B. FRNNER.

Los GATOS, SANTA CLARA COUNTY, CALIF., July 7, 1921,
Hon, SAMTEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Washington, D: 0.

DrArR 8i: I am very much ‘concerned about the almand Industry- of
California. Our growers can mot compete with 'the Mediterranean
shores unless -at least a JS-cent tariff on the unshelled pmdnct and a
15-cent tariff .on the shelled product is secured. I we may have
your active cooperation and assistance now for the good of our

Erowers.
‘Yery truly, Dr. A. J. GERLACH,
Glenridge Hefykts R. 1, Bor 87,
VacaviLLe, Cavtr., July 7, 1921,
Hon, SaMUrrL M. SHORTRIDGE,

Benate Office Building, Wmhhwfoa, D. C. I
"My DEAR SENXATOR SHORTRIDGE : glanted an .almond orchard - 29

years It has, proved a had inves ment, because of the great ex-
pense Im.nml.ng the muts which have to bhe =sold in competition
wit almonds. The wonly reason why 1 have pot dag

h Empe‘u
up my trees is because I have belleved my Government would give the
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almond Industri in the United States an adeguate ?rotectlm tarift,
We need a tariff on shelled nuts three times as great as on almonds
in the shell.
Yours very truly,
HesTer X. HAnBISON.
Hamivron Civy, CAlty,, July 7, 1921,
Mr, SAMURL SHORTRIDGE.

DeAr Sin: Being an exiensive almond grower, am asking you to
give us a tariff of § cents on unshelled almonds and 15 cents on
shelled almonds, as we can not compete with the foreign trade at the
present rates.

Every cent I have in the world is invested in this orchard and omn
account of not realizing much of anything on the crops the last two
years, am not able to keep up any part of my expenses, let alone pa,
off 4 mortgage and snspntt an invalid son and an orphan child, whie
I have sdo})ted. Under the circumstances, 1 am sure you do not
want myself and hundreds of others to lose their homes to allow
foreigners to prosper on pur territory.

Thank you.

Mgs. Apa WesT.

OARLEY, CALIF., July T, 121
on. Senator SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE.

Duan Ste: I am very much interested in this tariff business. Please
gee to It that a B-cent tariff iz put on all unshelled almonds and 15-cent
t:ll]:i'llf on all shelled. If you don't it is going to work such a hard-
ship on us.

f‘lmufs give this your immediate attention and oblige.

M. BE. CADWELL.

ARBUCELE, CALIF., July 7, 1921,
Honu. SAMpsL SHORTRIDGE; .
Washington, D. C.

DeEsr Bir: As an almond grower of this Btate 1 am writing to ask
that you favor at least a H-cent tariff on unshelled almonds and at least
a 15-cent tarif on the shelled product.

This 1s ver{ vital to the indastry in thiz State, as we will be unable
to compete with the Eum{mau market if a less doty 18 im

Trusting that you will give this matter your favora

I am
C. F. HAMMER.

e attention,

Very truly yours,

SacraMENTO, CALIF., July 7, 1921,

To the Hon. BaMver M. SHORTRIDGE.
Senator, Washington, D. (.

As a citizen of the United States and a resident of California, 1
humbly request you use your best efforts to obtain a tariff for the almond
industry of California of ut least O cents on unshelled almonds and 106
cents on shelled almonds.

[ #m only one of hundreds of wage earners in California who for the
past several years have invested practically all our savings in a small
glm‘p of land, and planting same to almonds, with the expectation of

eriving a reasonable income from same. And pow, when our orchards
are just on the verge of repaying ug, we can not compete with the cheap
European product, and nnless we ean secure the above tariff our years
of hard work and saving have gone for naught. I am,
Respectfully yours,
Oscar N. NELSOX,
2010 L Street. Sacramen ‘o, Calif,

OARLEY, CALIE., Julp 7, 1921,
SAMEpEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
Heaate Office Building. Waoshington, D. O. ;

Dear Simr: Az an almond grower 1 request vour office to kindly use
your utmos! effortg in behalf of the almond growers of California in
gecuring a § cents per pound protective tariff on almonds in the shell
and a 15 eents per pound tariffi on almonds that are shelled. 1 have a
25-ucre farm of almonds, and as I derive a living for myself and family
through the marketing of this produet, I sineerely hope you will be able
to help in get ing this tariff through, as the almond growers of Cali-
fornia have suffered badly in the last two years in not being able to
market their almonds.

Respeetfully, F. P. Muer,
Oakley, Calif.., R. F. D. Bor §}.
CHICO, CALIF., July 6, 1921,
Hon, SAMUEL SHORTRIDGE.
Washington, D. C.

Deap Siz: As an almond grower of California I am appealing to
you that you and the others representing California In Washington do
your utmost to preserve the almond industry to our great Btate.

Sincerely,
ELMO ARCHER.

WiINTERS, CATaP., July 5, 1981,
Hon. SAMUEL M. SHORTRIDGE,
U'nited States Senate, Washington, D, .

Deapr Sim: I don't know whether a Senator can help along any House
actions or not, but if you can would like to have yon work for a bB-cent
unshelled and 15-cent shelled tariff on almonds.

Some of us here, and I suppose it is the same in other parts of the
Btate, are having all we can do to hang on and save our places. With
£30,000 invested, I am continually running behind in spite of every
economy I can use, When it comes to Senate knew you will do your

part.
R. M. ROBERTS,

Yours truly,
k. F. D. No. 1, Bogp A 55.

! CHico, Caway., July 1, 1921,
Hon., SAMUBL SHORTRIDGE,

L'nited States Senator from Califoriie, Washington, D. .

My DEAg SENATOR @ When you spoke here in Chico T had the pleasure
of imtroducing you to your audience and In so doing lald particular
emphasls on the fact that through the election of a Republican Senator
we of this district would be more apt to be protected in our almond
industry by having a tarif placed on the imported almond. This was
the argument made throughout this dlstrict, but on reading the dis-

;mtches this morning T discover that the proposed tariff on almonds ia
imited to 4 cenis a pound.
, and al d ht just as well

Such a figure Is absolutely valuel

be put on the free list. I am an almond grower myself, and while I
am not looking for any extortionate profit, I do believe that we are
entitled to a reasonable return upon our investment.

In order te keep the industry alive in Callfornia we must have a
tariff of 5 cents on unshelled almonds and 15 cents on ghelled almonds,

Recently the growers, through their association, erected a factory
in Sacramento for the purpose of shelling almonds. At present most
of the shelled product comes from Epain, where the work is done by
hand under conditions which I am given to understand are far from
sanitary. We growers hand]inzba ood product decided to put u? a
clean product for consumption, but it is a foregone conclusion that if
the present tariff rate goes through we might as well close our factor;
and stop further developments on work 4n connection with the almon
in California.

1 write this special letter to you, as this was a speclal argument
raised by us in thls last cam{mign against Phelan. The campaign
promises of the Republican Party were for a higher tariff, but it ap‘;
pears to me that California produects always seem to get it in the nec
when it comes down to a matter of tariff.

If the Republican Party can not protect Californla products through
a tariff, then that party might just as well expeet to see California go
Democratic again. There is a wave of feellng throughout this section
of the country and through all the almond-growing districts against
the proposed tariff. The growers have labored for years bringing the
industry to a paying basis in developing their orchards and finding
out what ticnlar species thrive best in California. This can only
be done afier many years of patience, labor, and expenditure of money.

Now that the almond orchards are coming into bearing we are con-
lfr?nltadmw'\:riilth a sltuation which makes our work and expenditure abso-
utely e.

In my campai for the Republican Pariy 1 have been repeatedly
opposed by nominal Republicans who make the declaration that the

epublican high tariff policy i no good to California, becanse the
Republican Party mever applies it here. This proposed tariff gives
truth to the claim, and frankly, I muost say, it takes the heart out of
us who are trying to keep the party alive in the State.

Please do not run away with the idea that this is a matter of a few
growers protesting. The industry is a well established one and its loss
will mean much to the wealth of the State of California.

I am wrlting to you with the request that you do your very best in
protecting your constituents in this regard.

Yery truly yours,

HARRY DAvIDE.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, I must beg the pardon
of the Senate for having consumed so much of its time.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will
pardon me, but I would like to ask one or two questions about
the California almond business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Cali-
fornia yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. 1 yield.

Mr. SIMMONS. I would like to have the Senator inform us,
because I think it is an important point in connection with the
question, what per cent of the almond crop marketed in the
United States-is shelled and what per cent is unshelled.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I think that has been stated.

Mr, SIMMONS, I do not think it has been stated. If it has
been stated by anyone I have not heard it.
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I think it is in the Recorp. I do not

recall accurately, but I know that up to a comparatively recent
day there has been a very small output of shelled almonds
from California.

Mr. SIMMONS, I think the Senator is correct about that.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes. I was going to add that it is per-
feetly well known that the imported shelled almonds are shelled
in the most primitive way.

Mr. SIMMONS, They are shelled by hand. -

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes; they are shelled by hand and by
those who work for just enough to enable them to breathe and
exist.

In other words, I do not call it pauper labor, I call it poorly
paid, unhappy labor; but be that as it may, the methods are
primitive. In California we can no more engage in that method
than the Senator could in his own great and good State.
Wherefore we have built in Sacramento an expensive—I think
fully $300,000 it has cost—factory for the shelling of almonds,
1t can be done. Given, as we claim, the protection we ask, we
can shell almonds and enter very greatly into the market of
shelled almonds. Hitherto our output of shelled almonds has
been limited. The great amount has been imported. We can
shell almonds. We can enter into the market and we can give
work and employment, and to that extent we will, of course,
increase vastly our output not only of shelled almonds, but it
will develop further the industry itself. I do not know that I
have sufficiently answered the Senator.

Mr., SIMMONS. The fact is that up to this time, by reason
of the fact that they have not been able to shell almonds by
msachinery, they have not put the shelled almonds upon the
market to any considerable extent.

Mr., SHORTRIDGE. That, T think, may be admitted.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator said they are providing a great
plant for the purpose of shelling alionds by machinery, If
that plant is successful—and 1 suppose that matter has been
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invesiigated, and it has been conclusively determined that it will
be a successful operating plant

AMr. SHORTRIDGE. Mechanically, yes.

Mr. SIMMONS, When that happens, when California finds
herself in the position where she can shell almonds by machin-
ery probably the labor cost of shelling almonds in this country
would be less than the labor cost of shelling them by hand
anywhere else in the world, would it not?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I think not. Shelling by machinery
here presumably would be much cheaper than shelling by hand
here. However, that i3 but one element of the cost,

Mr. SIMMONS. Is there anything that can be done now, and
is being done now successfully with machinery which can be
done anywhere else as cheaply by hand labor? For instance, 1s
there anywhere in the world that a shoe ean be made by hand
labor as cheaply as it can be made in this country by machinery?
Is there anywhere in the world that a pair of stockings can be
knit by hand as cheaply as by machinery in this country?
Would the Senator contend that if we counld provide suitable and
eflicient machinery for shelling almonds we could not, with that
machinery, shell them at a less labor cost than they could be
shelled for anywhere else in the world or even here by hand?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. May I answer in a word, having re-
gard to the cost abroad and those engaged in the shelling of
almonds abroad, that I can not imagine there could be any
process, even by machinery, having regard to the cost of ma-
chinery and maintenance and labor employed, which would be
as low or as little as is paid abroad.

Mr. SIMMONS. But those people have to live. They can not
do it for nothing. It may take 100 people, shelling by hand, to
shell a8 many almonds as one man could shell with a machine
in a day. Those 100 people may bhe paid a very small wage each,
but all the 100, if they live at all, would have to receive enough
to equal the wages of the one man who operated the machine.

If the Senator will pardon me, in some sections of Europe, I
think, even to this day they cut their wheat and their rye and
their oats with the old hand seythe. In this country we cut
those products by machinery. Would the Senator contend for a
moment that the labor of Europe or anywhere in the world was
g0 low as compared with American labor that they could cut
wheat at a less Iabor cost with the old hand scythe than we
could cut it here with our highly improved machinery ¥

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I suppose the Senator ig entirely famil-
iar with conditions prevailing in practically all of the European
States or the Asiatic countries, as well as conditions prevailing
in our own country. In a little, limited area of wheat grow-
ing in a little, secluded valley in the Balkans it may be that
a poorly fed and clothed Rumanian might cut the grain at a
given 5 cents a day. It might be that upon a great wheat field
in Montana they could cut the grain at a given price. But when
we compare the style of living, the clothes, the food, the carpets
on the floor, the pictures on the walls, the musie, the school-
house, the church, the newspaper—when we compare American
conditions with conditions prevailing abroad, I am sure the
Henator does not wish to reduce us to the conditions prevailing
there, s

Mr, SIMMONS. No; I am simply trying to show to the Sena-
tor and to the country that where almonds are shelled by hand
in one country and shelled by highly efficient machinery in an-
other country the wage paid the laborer for the shelling by hand
is not comparable to the wage paid the laborer for the shelling
by machinery, and that the wage paid in the two cases is no
index whatever of the ultimate cost of production. In other
words, in cases of that sort we can not take the wage pald for
the purpose of making a comparison of the cost of production,
because we may have 100 hands engaged in shelling almonds
for a whole day, but they would not shell as many almonds in
a whole day as the one man operating a machine wonld shell
in the same length of time, We can not compare, therefore, the
wage paid to each one of those 100 men shelling by hand with
the wage paid the one man shelling by machinery., T think that
is about the way the Senator has reached his conclusion that the
shelled almonds must have a duty about 300 per cent higher
than the duty on unshelled almonds, because he has estimated
that there will be an immense difference in the cost of shelling
almonds in the foreign country and the cost of shelling almonds
in this country when he begins to shell almonds in this coun-
try, which he has not begun to do yet.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Oh, yes; we have. It is conceded on
all hands that the ratio abroad is as 4 to 1, but it is now proved
that in America the ratio is as 8 to 1. The difference between
ghelled and unshelled was stated in the figures brought out.
That is admitted on all hands. With respect to the other
House, that was the mistake which the House made in taking
the ratio as 1 to 4. The Senate committee puts it as 1 to 3.

Mr. SIMMONS, Bot let uz keep to the concrete proposition.
Does the Senator contend that the labor cost of shelling al-
monds by machinery will be as great as the labor cost of shell-
ing them by hand?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. There are various elements to be taken
into account—the capital invested, the amount of output, the
number of employees, and so forth—and it is very difficult to
compare the cost abroad with a given cost in California. There
are many elements that enter info it, but it seems to me—not
only geems, but I.am very sure—that the calculations of those
famillar with the whole subject are correct, namely, that if it
be necessary, as claimed, to have a 5-cent duty on the unshelled
almond as it is picked from the tree and cured or made ready
for market, there is a necessity for three times that rate for
the shelled almond.

Mr. SIMMONS. Is that because of the higher cost of shell-
ing here as against the cost abroad?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, It is one of the elements that enters
into it, naturally.

Mr, SIMMONS. And the Senator thinks after they get their
machinery at work out in California the difference in the labor
cost will be so great as to justify this high differential?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Unquestionably. I do so contend.

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator does admit, however, that up
to this time there has been a very limited quantity of shelled
almonds placed upon the American market?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes;: though, of course, “limited " is a
relative term.

Mr. SIMMONS. I want to ask the Senator now if at this time
there are any domestic shelled almonds held for the market in
this country? :

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I think there are.

Mr. SIMMONS. I find in one of the telegrams which I put
into the Recorp the other day, to which the Senator from Cali-
fornia has referred, a statement to the effect that the associa-
tion in California which controls the sale of almonds have no
goods for delivery. The telegram asks the question :

Why should Representatives vote for such an increase when the
California Almond Growers' Exchange can not even deliver goods?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The almonds may now be in the hands
of brokers or local houses here in the East.

Mr. SIMMONS, Then I find a stafement made in anothier one of
these telegrams fo the effect that a very small proportion of
shelled almonds which are produced in this country are used by
the manufacturers of candies, and for the reason that they are
not go desirable, that the public does not like the almonds which
grow in California, that the imported almond is much pref-
erable. T find this in a statement from the New England Con-
fectionery Co.:

We are speaking now of shelled almonds and walnuts, and not nuts
in the shell. Why should we manufacturers be forced to pay such an
increase when the total amount of almonds shelled in California yearly
would not supply two of our manufacturers in this country for one
and one-half days?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Just a word.

Mr. SIMMONS. The statement which I have just read is
from the New England Confectionery Co., and is to the effect
that the total amount of California shelled almonds at the
present time would not supply two of the great candy manu-
facturing concerns in this country for two days.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, I may in a word reply to the last
thought suggested by the Senator from Northh Carolina. There
are always two arguments advanced in opposition to the al-
mond industry—first, that we can not produce almonds in
quanfity ; second, that we can not produce in quality. Our
position is that, given adequate protection, we can produce in
quantity sufficient and, beyvond all controversy, that we can
produce in quality. If there were an embargo to-day, estab-
lished by law or ereated by war, we should find the New Eng-
land candy men erying out for almonds from California, and
therﬁa would be no objection whatever to them on the score of
quality.

Mr. SIMMONS. I do not desire to discuss that question
with tte Senator from California, because I kmow nothing
about it. I simply know what the manufacturers of confec-
tions have sitated In their telegrams. If we should impose
this duty of 15 cents a pound on shelled almonds which are
imported into this country, we should have this sitnation—
and I want to hold the Senator to it and to get his answer to
it—with no shelled almonds of American production on the
market and none for delivery, all the shelled almonds would
have to come from abroad and would have to pay the 15 cents
duty until the almond growers in California were prepared to
supply shelled almonds.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE.
speedily.

We shall get them in California very
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Mr. SIMMONS. If they get them at all they will probably
get them rather slowly; they have not the mills yet erected to
shell the almonds,

Mr. SHORTRIDGHE, Oh, yes; there is a magnificent mill
there for that purpose.

Mr. SIMMONS, Is the 'mill in operation?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. There is not a wheel turning. Why?
Because there is no market.

Mr. SIMMONS. There is no market and there are no almonds.

‘Mr. SHORTRIDGE. We shall have the almonds there to
turn the wheels.

Mr, SIMMONS. And yet the Senators from California are
asking Congress immediately to impose a duty of 15 cents upon
every ‘pound of almonds which is used in this eountry, when
in California they have no almonds ready to be marketed to be
protected against the foreign imports.

The Senator from California says that they will have some
in the future, but we have got to take that for granted. Would
it not be time enough for the Senator to come and ask that 'this
15 cents duty be ‘imposed upon the almonds afger the California
producers have some shelled almonds to sell or at least until
after they have a reasonable quantity of sbelled almonds to put
upon the American market?

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, to make an end of my re-
marks, T answer the Sendtor from North Carolina by saying that
if we should wait uutil those who believe, as the distinguished
Senator from North Carolina believes, we never should have any
shelled almonds ; we should cease to have any unshelled almonds.
Almond growing is in a sense what might be called a new in-
dustry with great possibilities, e seek to keep what we have
and to increase it., The theories of the Senator from Nerth
Caroling and myself differ radically, I hold to the notion ex-
pressed here again and again that in California we can produee
z;u;:;ds in quantities which are ample and in quality unex-

Mr. SIMMONS, But the Senator——

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Just let me finish the thought. As to
the theory, whether it be that of Cobden or Hamilton, Wash-
ington or Calhoun, we may differ, but 'we are not discussing that
question now. We simply come here and say that under present
conditions we can not compete with 'the cheaply produced un-
shelled or shelled almonds of Europe, and it is for us legis-
lators to deternmine whether we shall maintain an American
indusiry which will serve to bring about competition with 'tive
imported article, and at the same 'time add to the prosperity of
State and Nation, or whether we shall abandon an American
industry and again become dependerit upon the foreign industry,
which will speedily become a monopoly over which we shall
have no control. Let us as to this and all our indusiries stand
up for America.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I think the almond industry
in the Senator's State has been prospering pretty well up to
this time. I do not think any money has been lost in Cali-
fornia in the almond business. The lands cultivated in
almonds are, as 1 understand, valued at about $500 an acre.
There is no evidence that the almond industry up to this time
has not been prosperous, at least as well as any other industry,
certainly any other agricultural industry. The almond growers
have been selling in considerable guantities shelled almonds,
but have been finding a Teady market for their unshelled
almonds. 1 have heard mo complaint on that ground. They
do ‘not seem to have a large guantity 'of either shelled or un-
ghelled almonds on hand, The truth is there is not and never
has 'been any considerable demand in 'the markets of this
country for 'the California shelled almonds, partly for the
reason that the California shelled dlmonds do not seem to
keep 50 well as the shelled almonds grown abroad, partly for the
reason that it is said to contain more pulp and therefore not
go desirable for the purpose of making confections as is the
foreign almond. There has been no market for the domestic
ghelled almond, and, because there has been no market for
them, they have mot been shelled.

Senators need not tell me that in America, with all of our

initfative and with all of our energy, if the almond growers of
" California could have found a market for their shelled almonds
they would not have long ago provided ample up-to-date ma-

chinery and put it in operation for the purpose of shelling

their almonds, In this situation, if we should adopt the Senate
committee amendment and impose the duty proposed, it would
be the first time in my Enowledge of tariff making that we

frmaposed a high duty such as this—for this is a wvery high'

duty, 'being 275 per cent higher than the rate in the present
law and 150 per cent higher than the Payme-Aldrich rate—
for the purpose of protecting an American product, when it was

disclosed in the argument there was not any of the product:

sought to be protected on sale in the American market, We

are asked to provide this rate of duty simply upon the theory
that if we will impose it possibly in the future they will e
produced.

Mr. President, if we impose ‘this daty under such circum-
stances we can not do it ‘for the purpose of protection, because
there is mothing to protect. Almonds have been raised in Cali-
fornia, I presume, for 25 or 30 years, and yet the mdustry has
no shelled almonds on the 'market to-day, according to the
telegram from whic¢h I have quoted, and there is no American
product to be protected. Therefore, Mr, President, if we im-
pose it, for the present, at any rdate, it will be a pure revenue
doty and not a protective duty, and I think not only for the
present but for a long time in the future, Even If the almond
growers of California are successful in their shelling processes
and in the expansion of their business, it will be a long time
before they will be able to supply even a small part of the
demand of the country for the unshelled almonds.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. My, President, if the Senator will allow
me, it is not necessary for our argument or for our position for
me to add that, speaking for myself, I hold to the theory that
if it is possible to develop an American industry in the State of
the Senator from North Carolina or in the State of my friend
from Mississipi, if it is possible to develop an industry whereby
the people of the several States may have profitable employment
I would impose a tariff duty on the imported product. Why?

| In order that an industry might be developed so that we would

not become dependent upon the foreigner. 1In the end the prices
would be no greater. I challenge the learning of my friend
from North Carolina to point out in this country where, after
we have developed an American industry, the cost of the prod-
uct is more than when we were formerly dependent upon the
imported article,

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I am not going to enter upon
a discussion of the rudimentary principles of the tariff as
understood and enunciated by the other side. I am discussing
this case upon the facts, and I am attempting to show that,
aecording to the facts, even from the standpoint of the Repub-
lican theory, there is no present greund for a duty, especially
a duty of the proportions proposed. In the telegrams of
which the Senator has spoken and in connection with which
he has taken oceasion to say some very delightful things ahout
me for which I wish to thank him, the statement is made that
the 15-cent duty wupon shelled almonds will be practically pro-
hibitory; that the consuming public will not stand the prices
that the confectioners will have to charge for this class of
sweets if they shall have to pay the proposed high rates of duty
for the foreign produect, there belng no domestic product which
they can buy, and therefore they are compelled to buy the
foreign produet.

Under the theory which the Senator has just invoked I do
not recall any instanee where any industry has ecome and asked
us to give it in the very beginning, in-the very initiation, a pro-
hibitive duty to protect an industry that does not exist.in the
United States; and practically the industry of shelled almonds
does not exist in the United States. Although you have been
in the almond business for 25 or 80 years, multiplying each year
your acreage, the shelled-almond industry does not exist. You
have no goods to-day which you could deliver to these candy
producers if they demanded them of you, so that they must
necessarily pay these high rates of duty while you are developing
your industry—an industry that practically does net now
exist—and you can not give us any reasonsble information as
to how long it is going to take you to supply a reasonable per-
centage of the demand of the Ameriean consumers of shelled
almonds. You do not lnmow yourselves., It depends upon the
growth of your trees; it depends upon 'the suecess of your
newly installed shelling machines; it depends upon a great
many contingencies, all in the future.

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator

a question?
, Mr. SIMMONS. Therefore—if the Senator will pardon me
one minute—I say that if this duty be imposed at this time it
can mot be for the purpose of protection, because there is
nothing to protect. It must be for the purpose of revenune; and
does the Senator want fo impose for revenue purposes a duty
that the consumers of the produet say will be prohibitive?

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. In the first place, it would be justified
as a Tevenue measure,

Mr, SIMMONS, If it is prohibitive?

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. In the second place, it would not be
prohibitive; and in the third place, according to the Senator’s
argument, this industry never weuld grow, mever would de-
velop, and we would forever be dependent upon the foreigner.

Mr. SIMMONS. 1 did not say that. What 1 have said is
that when an industry in contemplation, in anticipation, comes
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and asks for protection before it becomes a reality, before it is
brought into being, it at least ought not to ask for a prohibitive
duty. It ought to be satisfied with a very moderate duty until it
does get into existence. That is the point I am making. The
point I am making is that you have no unshelled-almond indus-
try, and you are asking us to give you a duty to foster an in-
dustry that if it exists at all is in swaddling clothes, and yon
want a prohibitive doty to begin with, Out of those many tele-
grams that yon speak about, presented by me, I think nearly a
fourth of them say that the duty will be absolutely prohibitive,

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The trees are in existence, the factory
ig in existence, the men and women are in existence, the soil
is in existence, the sunlight of heaven is in existence, and the
moon showers down her silver; so that this industry is in exist-
ence—in esse and not in futuro.

Mr., SIMMONS. The industry exists, but the marketable
usufruct of the industry is wanting. There is no usufruct on
the market or in existence to supply in whole or part the daily
demand.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
ment of the committee.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetfs. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading 'clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. FERNALD (when his name was called). I transfer my
pair with the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Joxgs] to the Sena-
tor from Michigan [Mr, Towxsexbp] and will vote. I vote “ yea.”

Mr. SWANSON (when Mr. Grass's name was called). I de-
gire to announce that my colleague [Mr. Grass] is detained
from the Senate on account of sickness. I will let this an-
nouncement stand for the day.

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called).
same announcement as before, I vote “ nay.”

Mr. NEW (when his name was called). Making the saine
announcement of the transfer of my pair as on a previous roll
call. T vote * vea.”

Mr, POMERENE (when his name was called). Again an-
nouncing my pair for the day with my colleagne [Mr. Wrrris]
I find that T ecan transfer that pair to the senior Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Hircacook], which T do, and will vote. T vote
W "a.‘._n

Mr. STERLING (when his name was called). Making the
same announcement as on the last vote as¢ to my pair and its
transfer, I vote “ yea.”

Mr. UNDERWOOD (when his name was called). 1 transfer
my pair with the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Loboe] to
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, Gerry ], and will vote, I
vote “ nay.,”

Mr, WARREN (when his name was called). I transfer my
general pair with the junior Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. OvEgMAN] to the junior Senalor from Michigan [Mr.
Newperry], and will let that transfer stand for the day. I
vote “ yea.”

Mr. WATSON of Indiana (when his name was called).
ing the same announcement as before, I vote ‘““yea.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. BALL. Transferring my pair with the Senator from
Florida [Mr. FrercHER] to the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cun-
Mmixs], I vote ““ yea.”

Mr. TRAMMELL. I transfer my pair with the senior Sena-
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. CoLt] to the senior Senator from
Montana [Mr. Myers] and will vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr., OURTIS. I desire to announce that the Senator from
New York [Mr, Carper] is detained on official business.

I have been requested to announce the following pairs:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr, DicnincHEAM ] with the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. Grass];

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Enge] with the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. Owex]; and

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Erxst] with the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY].

The result was announced—yeas 39, nays 17, as follows:

The question is on the amend-

Making the

Mak-

YEAS—39.

Ashurst Frelinghuysen McCormick Poindexter
1 Gooding MeCumber Rawson

Borah Hale McKinley Shortridge
Broussard Harreld McLean moot
Bursum Johnson McNary Bpencer
Cameron Jones, Wash, New SterllnF
L apper Kellogig Nicholsen Butherland
Curiis Kendrick Norbeck ‘Warren
Fernald Kegea Oddie Watson, Ind.
France Ladd Phipps

NAYS—1T.
Caraway {Inﬁ' Shields ‘Walsh, Mass,
Dial La Follette Simmons Walsh, Mont,
Larris [+uroot WANEON
Harrlson Pomerene Trammell
Hellin Bheppard Underwood

NOT VOTING—40.

Brandegee Ernst Nelson Robinson
Calder Fletcher Newberry Smith

Colt Gerry Norris Stanfield
Crow Glass Overman Stanley
Culberson Hitcheock Owen Townsend
Cummins ones, N. Mex. Page ‘Wadsworth
Dillingham dfe Pepper Watson, Ga.
du Pont McKellar Pittman Weller
Edge Moses Ransdell Williams
Elkins Myers Reed Willis

So the amendment of the committee was agreed to.

Mr. SMOOT. 1 ask that paragraph 758 be now taken up for
consideration,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendmeni of the com-
mittee will be stated.

The REApInG CLERE. On page 111, paragraph 758, on line 1,
it is proposed to strike out “ 24 " and insert “4," so as to read:

Walnuts of all kinds, not shelled, 4 cents per ponnd.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the com-
mittee amendment,

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, 1 should prefer, of course,
that we might have immediately a vote npon these amend-
ments; but the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr, Warsu] tells
me that he desires to present certain facts, and he has suggested
that I present the reasons which actuate us in asking these
riates, I am very glad, indeed, therefore, to provide him and the
other Members of the Senate with n demonstration of the neces-
sity for the rates upon walnuts which have been given in the
bill by the Finance Committee.

Walnuts are somewhat unlike almonds. While, of course, it
ig importunt that upon both the shelledl and the unshelled
aimonds a tariff should be levied, and while, of course, it is im-
portant that upon both shelled and unshelled walnuts a tariff
shall be levied, the importance in the two instances perhaps is
in inverse order. The essential rate in the almond tariff was
the rate upon the shelled almonds, the very Important rate upon
the unshelled. The essential rate concerning walnuts is upon
the unshelled, the very important upon the shelled.

The walnut tariff and the history of the walnnt industry
illistrate the wisdom and the beneficence of the protective tariff
policy. Walnuts are not only a Inxury, if you choose to eall
them such, but walnuts are a food produet, and a food product
of the very highest value. I think the analyses of walnuts
demonstrate that there are more vitamines in the walnut than
in almost any other food product. So when we are dealing with
the walnut we are dealing not only in what may have been
terined, in dealing with the almond, a luxury, but we are dealing
with something that we ought to be able to produce in quantity
and that we ought to foster and encourage in production be-
cause of its very high food value.

The rates which have been accorded to walnut$ in the past
are as follows: Under the Payne-Aldrich law, 8 cents upon the
unshelled walnuts and 5 cents upon the shelled. In the Under-
wood bill it was 2 cents and 4 cents. In the bill which passed
the House it was 23 cents and 73 cents: and in the amendment
now hefore the Senate the rates are fixed at 4 cents and 12 cents.

Ninety per cent of the domestic output of walnuts are un-
shelled. The domestic production now is about 56,000,000
pounds, and that constitutes 70 per cent of the American con-
sumption of unshelled walnuts. The present investment in the
walnut industry is greater than $110,000,000. The wholesale
value annually at the point of production is over $12,000,000.

There are to-day 89,000 acres of walnuts on the Pacific
coast; 64,000 of these are bearing, 25,000 are nonbearing.
There is, I may add in passing, enough acreage in the State of
California to supply all the world, and the production is increas-
ing on the Pacific coast now at the rate of 100 per cent in every
four years.

The walnut is one of the slow bearing of our fruit trees, It
does not reach its maturity with the rapidity with which other
trees do, and consequently the investment in a walnut grove
is greater than in other trees and a longer time elapses before
there can be any return upon it.

The walnut grower must spend the best portion of his life
in bringing his grove into a profitable bearing state. The tree
grows to a very large size, and indeed, from my point of view,
it is one of the most beautiful of all the trees we have. To
my mind there is no picture quite so charming as is presented
by the walnut groves in southern California and in parts of
Oregon. groves where the trees are planted symmetrically and
where they have grown to full age, with an appearance some-
what like the umbrella tree, but really more beautiful. The
spread of a full-bearing tree is fully 50 feet, and tliere are only
12 to 17 trees planted to the acre.

The walnut, of course, differs very much from annunal crops,
where the grower can rotate his erop from year to vear and
abandon his business without loss of any capital investment,
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The walnut grower can do nothing of the-sort. He of necessity
makes a heavy capital investment in the first place, then a
hesvier capital investment in constantly caring for his grove
during the period between planting and profitable bearing, He
can not rotate his erop and can only abandon his business at
absolute ruin to himself.

As I stated a moment ago, the output of American walnuts
for the past 12 years has been doubling on an average every
four years, and there is every indication that this ratio of
inereased production will continne for the next 10 or 12 years.
The: rapid increase proves that the point of market saturation
will be reached within a very brief period, probably the next
year or two. The American-grown product: will not only be
available in sufficient quantities to supply the entire normal
consumption of the United States but there will be a large
surplus, which will make for competition in the markets so
keen us to force prices down to lower levels, regardless even of
foreign competition.

Mr. President, these trees are bearing in about 10 years
They reach full bearing in 15 to 25 years. It will be obvions,
therefore, that while under the provisions of the Payne-Aldrich
law planting began in the State of California and that planting
has continued under the provisions of that law, it is only now
that the trees bear sufficiently to make the product really an
article of commerce.

Exclusive of interest on Investment, it costs in this country
15 cents a pound to raise walnuts. The labor cost is 65 per
cent of that, or about 10 cents. The labor cost in America in
raising walnuts is 10 cents a pound. We come in contact with
and we have to meet in competition France and Italy, and in
the last two years, perhaps greater than either, or more dan-
gerous and perilous than either, China and the Orient. While
our labor cost is 10 cents a pound, the labor cost in Franee is
23 cents a pound, the labor cost in Italy is 1 cent a pound, and,
from the best available data, the labor cost in China is one-half
of 1 cent a pound.

It will be observed, therefore, that the difference in labor
costs between America and foreign countries is 7 to 9 cents a
pound. The duty that is asked upon the unshelled walnut is
less than one-half the difference in the labor cost here and
abroad. I want to impress that upon my brethren, because if
a tariff should be determined in the fashion the Senator from
Massachusetts has stated it ought to be fixed, then there could
be no complaint upon his part, or on the part of any of his
Democratic colleagues, against the duty that is asked upon this
particular produet.

In transportation, again we are at a disadvantage. Since
1015 freight has increased 1 cent a pound upon our products.
One cent a pound added to what the Payne-Aldrich law gave
us, 3 cents a pound, would make the duty now 4 cents a pound,
and without considering the additional labor cost, without con-
sidering all of the changed conditions which have come in the
metamorphosis of the world from the war, thinking only of the
increase of 1 cent a pound which has occurred in transporta-
tion alone. by the bill under which the orchards were planted,
in the main, in California, we would, were it to be enacted
again to-day, be given as the very minimum of protection 4
cents per pound, which is all that is here sought.

The foreign freight rate is 80 cents per hundred pounds.
The American rate is $2.40 per hundred pounds. The foreign
rate to New York, Boston, Philadelphia, and New Orleans is
only 40 cents per hundred pounds from the countries of Europe
with which we have to compete with our California raised
walnuts. That rate of transportation is only one-sixth of the
rate of transportation we are compelled to pay upon our trans-
continental roads.

First, therefore, they may raise their walnuts for from T to
9 cents a pound more cheaply than we because of laber condi-
tions abroad and at home. Next, they may ship them to the
greatest markets there are in this country for one-sixth the
sum it costs us to transport our walnuts upon our railroads;
and when these things are shown, and they can not be gain-
gaid. we believe we present a case not only justified and demon-
strated but a case which reguires and demands imperatively
the protection we ask.

It needs no statement of mine to make perfectly apparent
that conditions were vastly different when the: original rates
were fixed under former tariff bills, and those changed condi-
tions, if we acted upon the same theory as was acted upon when:
former bills were enacted, would. give us higher rates than those
contained in this bill.

Do you realize, sir, that in 1864 there was a 3-cent duty—a
3-cent duty that was reestablished in 1888, and that that 3-cent
duty continued until the Underwood law was passed? So what
we are seeking. to-day is really nothing new, and is net at all
out of proportion; indeed, is less, considering, changed condi-

tions, than would have been accorded under; the older bills and
under the system which was in vogue in the past.

The United States is the largest consuming market of wal-
nuts in the world. Here we consume £0.000,000 pounds annu-
ally, and because the United States is the largest consuming
market for walnuts we have become the dumping ground of
walnuis raised in every country in Europe where there is cul-
ture at all, and in the last two years we have become the dump-
ing ground of the Orient, and from China and Manchuria we
are being flooded at present with walnuts,

That the walnuts produced in this country are infinitely supe-
rior to those produced abroad, I do not think admits of question
at all. They are produced in different fashion. We maintain
our regunlar groves in the manner in which I have detalled.
They must be irrigated a number of times yearly. The nuts
are graded with extraordinary care after they are picked from
the trees, and.every sanitary condition prevails in the culture
of this product. in the West, while there is no such care in the
production of the walnuts which come from abroad.

The walnut industry found it essential, like most industries
of this sort, to market by cooperation, and formed its nonprofit
cooperating society in order that it might obtain. the very best
prices that could be obtained for those who produce the walnut
in the first instance.

The Walnut Growers' Association presents indeed as fine a
business acumen as any association in the country., It sells
at the lowest possible price that it can' and it endeavors to
bring, of course, some return to its members. There is the
slightest spread in this business betweer the consumer and
the producer that there is in any business with which I am
ra_rniliar. It speaks volumes for the mode of doing business
with the walnut growers and the Walnut Growers' Association
that they have maintained this slight spread betveen the pro-
?uc&r on the soil and the ultimate consumer throughout the
an

The sales policy of the domestic walnut growers is bu'lt
up ent‘irPJy on. the theory that quality pays. It has long been
recognized by the American walnut producers that domestie
consumption can only be increased by furnishing the American
consumer with an article that is as near perfect as American
ingenuity and skill can make it. For this reason nothing but
the very best selected stock is packed under first grades. Do-
mestie shippers are given positive guaranties to the trade that
their deliveries will crack 90 per cent perfect. The average
of all American-grown shipments for the past several years
have cracked 95 per cent perfeet.

American producers, in order to avert financial disaster, have
made almost superhuman efforts along merchandising lines,
For many years prior to the enactment of the Payne-Aldrich
bill the American walnut growers. were operating at an actual
and considerable net loss. During this period many full bear-
ing groves were uprooted and other crops substituted. It was
found that the producer was only receiving about one-third
of the price charged the consumer for his product. Finally a
cooperative, nonecapital, nonprofit sales organization was devel-
oped, which now markets over 75 per cent of the walnut pro-
duction of America. Through the efforts of this organization
all speculation in the product. handled has been eliminated.
The number of dealers through whose hands the produet for-
merly been cuf in two: The product has been so
thoroughly standardized and merchandising methods so highly
perfected that the ratio between consumers’ cost and producers’
selling price has finally been reversed. So to-day the consumer
receives an almost perfect product at but 35 per cent advance
over what the producer receives, or conversely the producer
receives 65 per cent of the consumers’' price. The 35 per cent
gpread between the consumers and producers’ price includes
all freight charges and both wholesalers and retailers’ profits,
We believe this margin between producers and consumers’ price
to be less than that on any other nonperishable product of the
goil. This is but one example of: the many economies which
market conditions h.ve forced upon. American producers and
no further perceptible savings either along producing or mar-
keting lines can be expected.

The 4 cents per pound duty would make it unprofitable for
foreign importers to ship to this country the poorest grades and
qualities of walnuts. Therefore the quality of importations
would be improved, which, in the long run, would prove of
benefit to both the American and foreign producer as well as
a source of great satisfaction to the Ameriean consumer.

The duty proposed by us would add to the revenue of the
United States Treasury approximately $1,750,000 annually
above that yielded by the present rate.

In America the producing of walnuts is a highly specialized
business. It is in no way a roadside crop or by-product of the
g0il as in foreign countries. Over 85 per; cent of the American:
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walnut growers depend exclusively on the production of walnuts
for their livelihood and produce no other crop. The cultural
methods are as highly developed as those of any fruit-producing
industry. To obtain the best results it is necegssary for the
growers to fertilize annually, irrigate at least three times a
year, and cultivate the ground from five to six times each season.
It is only the richest land that will satisfactorily produce wal-
nuts. Added to this, peculiarly adapted climatic conditions must
prevail. Interior sections are usually too hot in summer and

many other localities are too susceptible to frost in the early

spring or late fall. Consequently the available area for produc-
ing walnuts is somewhat limited, for out of nearly 100,000,000
acres in California only about 300,000 aeres are suitable for
walnut growing. The land suitable for the productionm of this
crop is also suitable for producing beans, many kinds of vege-
tables, and in some cases citros and deciduous fruits. Conse-
quently, in order that the industry may survive and prosper,
the profits per acre must be kept in harmony with the average
income that ean be derived from the land used for producing
any of the other crops referred to. There are at least 200,000
acres of land in California alome still producing only anmual
crops which are very properly suited for the production of wal-
nuts. With fair protection it is only reasonable to suppose that
enough of this acreage will shortly be planted to keep the Ameri.
can production well ahead of the domestic consumption,

In all European countries walnut cultore is prineipally a
by-product. Walnut trees are set out in a rather haphazard
manner in pastures, as roadside borders, and on otherwise
rather worthless hill slopes. Irrigation is unheard of. Little
or no cultivation is practiced and about the only cost is the
harvesting cost, The report of Mr. Thomas W, Murton, for
many years American vice consul at Grenoble, France, the
center of the French walnut production, and who is perhaps the
best posted authority on Huropean walnut culture, shows the
mode of cultivation abroad, and this report I desire to have
printed in the REcorp as an appendix to my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, permission
is granted.

(See Appendix A.)

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, T ask leave to annex as a part
of my remarks various exhibits, as follows:

Exhibit A : Amount invested in the walnut industry in Cali-
fornia alone.

Exhibit B: Number of acres, bearing and nonbearing, devoted
exclusively to walnut culture in California and Oregon,

Exhibit C: Out-of-pocket cost of producing walnuts in the
United States compared with Furopean costs, also labor costs
in the United States compared with that in Europe, particularly
Italy and France, and cost of farm Inbor in China.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so
ordered.

(See Appendix B.)

Mr. JOHNSON. Now, Mr, President, considering the ex-
traordinary investment in walnut groves, considering how the
walnut tree represents a generation, really two generations, be-
fore it can become profitable to the owner, considering the
fact that there has been a rate of duty of 3 cents in the past,
considering also the changed conditions, and that it would not
be inappropriate to make the rate 6 or 8 cents now, while but
®4 cents is asked in this instance, it would seem that without
further argument even Senators on the other side of the Cham-
ber ought to agree that this duty be given to us, ;

APPENDIX A,

BTATEMENT OX THE COBT oF PRODUCTION OF THE WALKUT IN FRANCE
BY TrEoMAS W. MURTON, GRENOBLE, FRANCE, DECEMBER 30, 1920.

The walnut is a tree that in France grows freely all over the coun-
try, mostly in its patural state, and without any particular care or
attention. Only in one or two places is it really cultivated, which
consists mainly in grafting, namely, in the dapartment of rdogne,
which produces a fairly good gquality known as Cornes, and in the
department of Isere, where along both sides of the river of that name,
known as the valley of the Greswandan, the fine so-called English
walnuts, otherwise Mayettes, are grown.

Formerly farmers and Peasuu_ts attached but little importanee to the
walnut, which was planted principally for its wood. It is only in
recent yearg that It has becom: interesting for itz frult by reason of
the high value It has attained. Thus scientifically planned and laid
out orchards lke those of California are practically unknowa here.
There are plantations, of course, and plenty of them; but mostly all
witn a double purpose; that is to say, the production of other field
slr‘t]'sp!i at the same time, walnut crops being generally considered as a

e jrsue,

Under these conditions It is difficolt to estimate the cost of produc-
tion of walnuts alone, for in nine cases out of ten the trees benefit
from the care given to other crops growing around them and which
otherwise they would not get. When trees stand on. ground unutilizable
for other crops, they generally perish from sheer negligence because
the earth around the roots is yarely, if ever, loosened and no mamure
used. And as for pruning, thie is a luxury rarely resorted to as being
too costly or from want of time, so the trees carry deadwood from
year to year until it finally drops or is blown off by a stiff wind.

Of all the wietou of mediom sized plantations that I have con-
sulted as to their annual expense of maintaining them not one in his
reply has stuted the honest truth, All have exaggerated the cost,
either because they are afraid of compromising themselves or of glving
away something—what they do not know.

UZ all the figures submiited by the different parties those of M. A.
Buisson, of Sorges, Dordogne, appear to me to be the most sincere, as
he frankly states that he cultivates other crops. at the same time.
For 120 trees h= gives a rendering of 3 tons and a cost of mainte.
nance of 2,400 francs (§138, or 2} cents per pgpund). Admitting that
he sold his nuts at 240 franes ( fsis.aﬁ} the hundred kilos (220 pounds,
or 64 cents peulidpounm. which the lowest price quoted, the cost of
production wo be about 88 per cent of the value. But as two crops
were tended at the same time, I consider the figure 33 should be cut
in half. In my opinion the maintaining of an orchard dedicated
solely to the “grodmtion of walnuts and receiving erver} care and
attention sho not: exceed 40 per eemt of the'r value. regret ex-
ﬂeedi‘lrlfig that I am not able to give you more precise information
but with the best wish such is not possible, seeing that conditions of
E&;:nﬂ:;tg:a‘m France differ so greatly with those in vogue in the

PE.

Lt is convenient to call to mind here that in Franee the land is eut
op mostly Into small parcels, and many are the families that contrive
to llve comfortably and save money on the production of a few acres.

OSt peasant farmers possess a few walnut trees scattered over their
property, which receive no special attention and profit only from the
care given to other crops, and as this class forms the vast ma jority of
agrienitvrists, it will be readily understood how difficalt it Is to estab-
lish even an approximate idea of the cest of production of walnuts, As
:eT:llgti?I; of it is exceedingly swmall, and by many is considered

Ot a quarter of the persons to whom I addressed a questionnaire
bave responded to 1f. 1 inclose herewith what answers dre at band,

untranslated, as the time is too short to undertnke this work.

COST OF PRODUCTION OF WALNUT MEATS.

The ohtalnlaq of data om this subject has been a much more simole
operation than is the case with walnuts in the shell, rackers pretend
that there is pracﬂcaur no saving by the employment of a machine,
although the cost is only 2 francs per 100 kilos as against 12 and 18
franes by hand, beeaunse the shell %only broken the meat lias to be
picked out and sﬁml ted the same as by hand. In genoeral, the cost of

cracking and ng up 100 kilos of walnuts ready for shipment, with-
out takfn into account the cost of the merchandise, averages about 45
francs. his figure may vary a little, accordingly as the nuts cracked

are large or small. T sum, decom

would be about as follo
according to M. Eugene Ferrieux, of Romans, Dro
11

me, who has favo
of the situation. I transmit
d time to translate.

me with a very complete summa
letter, which, however, I have not

Per 100
Equiva- | Cost per
ﬁ?ﬁ i:lm. in ound
dédn United nited
55 pounds| States | States
good L2t e
meats, | change-

Transportation of merchandise from seller’s to

Dayer's premises and BrOKErRge...«. . vevunes-ene. 10.00 | $0.58
king by hand. ................ s 12.00 .67
cs"'“ﬁ;i-&.w"wm" 1 sef @
ase i .29
Merprintiong abe s S e e 10. 00 .58
= 43.680 253 1.
Contingenaleg. . ..c...ciicccaisisnvincivinse e e 140 .08 |,
45.00 2.60 035
This is certainly not an extravagant price and must compare
unfavorably with that for the same work in the United States. It
would seem then only just and equitable that an increased tariff should

compensate for such difference,
Tros, W. MurToN.

The following is a copy of a questionnaire sent by Mr. Murton to a
number of the prim.‘lpﬂj growers of walnuts in the various producing
districts of France:

“ To complete a study on ‘The Walnut and its Propagation,’ which
I am in the act of preparing in a spirit of fmpugamh. desire to know
approximately what is the cost of production per annum and per hun-

08,

“As 1 believe you will not find any objection to favor me with this
information, I should be greatly obliged if you would kindly fill out
and return to me as soon as possible the inclosed guestionnaire,

“With my anticipated thanks, I am,

“Yours truly,
“T, W. MueTON."
QUESTIONNATRE.

1. How many producing walnut trees do you possess?

2. What is about the quantity of nuts they render annually?

8. What are your expenses for maintaining these trees, viz:

For labor? ,

For fertilizer? v

For ?;Lhersng. sorting, washing, sulphuring, etc.?

The following regllles are typical in averages of all recelved:

From M. Minet, N, Quentin, December 22, 1920 :

“ Owns 150 trees, thickly planted. Average production, 1,500 to
2,000 kilos (4,000 poundf&d manual Iabor, 400 francs; fertilizing,” 500
francs ; gathering, ete., & francs; total, 1,200 francs. (Egquivalen
United States exchange, $68.40; 4,000 pounds at cost of production o
$68.40; nvernge cost of production per pound, 1.71 cents.)’

From Jos Marchand, Polinas, France, December 26, 1920+

“ Owns walouot trees. Avemgc production, 3,000 kilos (6,800
pounds). Cost: Manoal labor, 8,500 francs; fertilizer, 1,200 francs:
gathering, ete,, 2,000 franes; total, 6,700 francs. (Equivalent, United
Btates excharcge, $381.90; 6.800 pounds at cost of production: of
$381.90; average cost of production per pound, 5.8 ecents.)"”

From L. Maire, Dordogne, France, December 23, 1920 :

“Answers: The only expense is in connection with picking them."

From A. Buisson, Sorges, France, December 22, 1920 :

* Owns 120 trees. Produces 3 tons EG.OO{I pounds). Cost of labor,
1,200 francs; fertilizer, 600 franes; gathering, ete,, 600 francs; to
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cost, 2,300 franes. (Equivalent, United States exchange, $131.10;
6,000 pounds at a cost of production of $131.10; average cost of pro-
duction per pound, 2.2 cents.)”

191"6-0:11 Mare Bussiere, Brantome, Dordogne, France, December 22,

“ 1 have not forgotten your pleasant visit, and 1 shall be delighted
to be useful to you in giving you what information I can on the cultl-
vation of our walnut trees,

“In PeriFnrd generally and at Brantome the walout i3 raised along
borders or In the middje of flelds where chance has planted it or it is

lanted in rows, where it recelves no particular care and benefits only
rom the labor and fertilization given to the grain. They are net always

even grafted, but they are trimmed, so that the animals when plowing [

can pass under them.

“The trees are also allowed to grow in amongst the vines. They are
planted as a border in lines, Certainly the tree grows to a great size,
and is bad for the vine, but 1t develops ve‘r{ well amongst the vine,

“ Under these conditions the trees are of no expense whatever. The
nuts are merely gathered when they fall, and their fall is hastened
by beating the trees with l}u!es.

“ This rudimentary cultivation is not worthy of praise, and the trees
do not yield all that they might, but it costs nothing and reduces ex-
penses to a minimum.

“Tn our district there are to-day trees which have been carefully
graftcd with good specles, but they receive hardly any other care than

hat given the crops in the middle of which they grow. That is the
farmer’'s usual method of cultivation.

“1 have trees of every age, but most of them are young, all the old
trees having been renewed or needing renewal,

“This year my walnut trees on the hill and on the plateau were the
on‘liv ones that had a normal quantity. The greater part of the fruit
E‘:hs in the lower sections were frost bitten, which hurt all the trees

AT,

¥ thope that this information will be of some utility to you.

‘“ Believe me, ete.”

Of a total of 18 answers received to the questionnaire the average
cost of all those grov\ers who replied giving costs was a total of pro-
duction cost of 3.87 cents per pound.

THE FRENCH WALNUT-MEAT INDUSTRY.

A similar questionnaire to that sent the walnut growers was sent by
Mr. Murton to all the Kﬂneipal walnut-cracking %limts in France.

A total of seven replies were received, that of M. Ferrieux being the
most complete. However, the French cost, exclusive of the price of
the unshelled walnuts purchased taken from the seven replies, shows a
cost of cracking, packing cases, sorting, manipulating, commission, ete.,
todbe zlelu cents per pound when translated to United States weights
and_exchange, !

(Nm.—&ﬁhe original letters of reply and original translations are
on file with the United States Tarlff Commission, Washington, D, C.)

APPENDIX B.
ExHIBIT A.
Amount invested in the walnut industry in California alone.

Average value of bearing walout acre-
age per acre——- $1,477. 05
{Determined by taking an average of the appraised
valuation per acre, exclusive of bulldings, but includ-
ing irrigating system, compiled from answers to ques-
tionnaires received from 231 walnut growers of 15
varion’s walnut-producing districts, owning 5,030
ACTeS,
Total value of 60,800 acres hearing walnuts__________
Average value of nonbearing walnut acre-
T el N e [T R per acre__ $826. 65
(Determined by taking an average of the atppra!aed
valuation ?(‘1' acre, exclusive of buildings, but includ-
ing irrigating system, compiled from answers to ques-
tionnaires reecived from 106 walnut growers of 10
various walnut-producing districts.)
Total value of 23,900 acres nonbearing walnuts______ 19, 758, 935, 00

Total investment in land » - 109, 561, 675. 00

There are in California 42 walnut packing houses where walnuts de-
livered by the grower are culled, graded, eleaned, and packed.

Answers to guestionnaires received from 21 of these packh:ﬁ houses
show a total investment of $3511,217.49, or an average per house of
$24,343.69.

Total value of 42 packing h 4
Total investment in walnut land

$89, 804, 640. 00

$1,022, 434, 98
109, 561, 575. 00

Total investment in walnut Industry ———— - 110, 584, 009, 08
The assessed valuation of bare land In Ventura, Los Angeles, and
Orange Counties—the three largest walnut producing sections of Cali-
fornin—in the districts where walnuts are grown and where land is
under irrigation, ranges from $350 to $440 per acre, de]:laendiug upon
quality, location, ete. This assessed valuation i3 generally considered
to be one-third the actual cash value.

{Copy of questionnaires, from which this information was obtalned,
on flle with and approved by the United States Tariff Commission.)

\ g Exmierr B.

Number of acres, bearing and nonbearing, devoted exclusively to walnut
culture in California and Oregon.

CALIFORNIA.

Figures as shown by monthly bulletin of State commissioner of horti-
culture, April, 1919, except where marked.? (See footnote.)

Acres
Acres .| Total
County. bearing. nuilnb:u a
Alameda 112 ) 332
Butte....... AL b 53
oiyad 180 496 676
19, 845 4,332 24,177

Number of acres, bearing and nonbea ,» devoted exclusively to walnut

culture in California and Oregon—Continued.

County. Acres no‘}:ﬁ:r- Total

ing, acreage.
13,753 | 3,000 16, 843
50_2 1,584 2,3%

i Tamssamen i
671 403 1,074
San Diego... 153 46 ?529
San Joaquin 1. i 700 1,125 1,825
San Luis Obisp 520 150 " 700
Santa Barbara?! ! 4,500 150 4,650
Santa Clara 830 922 1,802
250 105 335
T L SRR 133
161 550 71l
11, 581 3,243 14,774
T AN 46
o i IR 50
54,448 | 16,746 71,104

* Figures taken from individual report from county
missioner, July, 1919,

The statement above gives the latest official figures available, but as
these are some two years old now they do not include the last two sea-
sons’ plantings, estimated at 13,500 acres. Therefore the present wal-
nut ae; e in California may be said to be 60,800 acres bearing, 23,900
acres nonbearing, 84,700 acres total.

OREGON.

Figures as shown by statement compiled by Oregzon State tax commis-
sion for the year 1920: 2,675 acres bearing, 1,614 acres nonbearing,
4,289 acres total.

horticultural com-

ExHI1BIT C.

Out-of-pocket cost of producing walnuts in United States compared with
gnmpean cost, also labor cost in United States compared with that in
urope.

PRODUCTION COBT IN THE UNITED STATES,

The out-of-pocket cost of production of merchantable walnuts com-
piled from answers to questionnaires from 231 walnut growers of 135
various walnut-producing districts covering 5,030 acres of bearing wal-
nuts, with a production of 4,020,224 pounds in 1920, or an average of
799 pounds per acre, is as follows: _

Pounds,

Cuoltural cost, per acre, $79.27 $0, 0992
(Execlusive of harvesting, but including cost of water for irri-
ation ; 10 per cent depreciation on pumping plant, pipe lines,
ive stock ; 20 per cent depreciztion on tools, implements, trac-
tors, etc.; 1 per cent depreciation on value of above, ail taxes,
insurance, labor, fertilizer, and a reasonable charge for owner's

labor and supervision.) 3

Harvesting cost__ .

(Includes yard work, picking, and drying.)
Packing cost; per ton, $27.54 L2

(The cost o gncking includes insurance, taxes, labor, bleach-
ing materials, bags, twine, repairs and replacements, § per
cent depreciation on buildings, 20 per cent depreciation on
machinery, and other costs, such as stationery, power, etc.,
and is compiled from answers to questionnaires received from
18 packing plants located in the 15 districts above referred to.)
Marketing cost

(This is the average sellinP expense of California Walnut
Growers' Association, including advertising, commission to
brokers, 1 per cent trade discount, maintenance of fleld de-
pariment, inspection department, rent, salaries, overhead, ete.)

—

Total Amerlcan Jost of production 0. 1497®

Cost of farm labor in walnut industry in Italy compared with the
< United States.t,

[Per s-hour day in the lemon industry.]

0. 0256
. 0137

. 0112

Figures
originall
Converted ﬂlbmhteﬁ%y
Lira [into United| Walnut Pro-
per day. | States | tective League
exchange. [in brief to Ways
and Means
Committee.
T N 1% A I RS L
As American male farm labor is costing
$4.61 * per day, the labor cost in Italy
is 10.4 per cent of the American cost.
American labor cost to produce a pound of
; waln?‘tsbo.lm_dra’:-. 0073 $0. 0973
talian r cost to produce a pound of w
nuts, 10.4 percent of 9.73 cents. ......coon]oeenanan. L0101 L0108
Saving in labor cost between Italy and
Al A s R L0872 . OBBS

1 fpo pp. 34 and 36, Ways and Means Committee bulletin “ Wages in the United
States and F Countries.”

1 P, 36—Either same rate as *‘male workers in lemon industry™ or average of other
comparable workers in agriculture specified in table.




1922,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

9967

Cost of farm labor in walnut: fﬂiﬁx“:y ‘ln France compared with United
States.

[Compiled from bulletin published by Wa d Means Committee entitled ““ Wages
in t.hapt"}niwd ﬁm{:s an{is g'nmxgn Courntries."”]

Figures
onginally
Converted | submitted by
Franes linto United] Walnut Pro-
per day. Btates | tective 18
exchange, |in brief to Ways
and Means
Committee.
Male farm Jaborers: . ........ccinveianrnasnns 17 116 | R
As American male farm labor i3 costing
$4.61 2 per day, the labor cost in France
is 25} per cant of the American cost.
Amgerican labor cost to produce & pound of
R R e e s G s 5 e
1 produce a pound of w:
nuts, 25} per cent of 9.73 cents. . 0250 0243
EBaving in labor cost between France and
ITp e e I S R S s eRe T =L T 0723 -0720

18ee p. 35, Ways and Means Committes bulletin “ Wages in the United States and
Foreign Counirics”

gn . e
w!tr, M, ': " Average Wages of American Farm Labor, Far West, by the Day, With-

COST OF FARM LABOR IN CHINA.

The United States Department of Commerce, Burean of Foreign and
Domestic Commerce, Iar East Division, labor and wages, in digest of
material in files as of Janoary 1, 1921, are authority for the fact that
in the Tientsin Province, whera most of the oriental walnuts are prod
and packed, the April, 1920, average wage of coolie labor was from 28
cents to 40 cents per day, Mexican money, and they state that agrical-
tural Iaborers were available at $20 per year, Mexican money, and

We have used the higher rate of 30 cents per day, Mexican money, or
22 cents per day, American money, in making our calculations.

Mexioan | COMTEER
eu&t:par States
¥ exchauge,
Male farm laborers....... su‘ $0.22
Male coolie laborers....... 28 .21

As American male farm labor Is costing $4 per day, the labor cost in
China is 53 per cent of the American cost. AR

American labor cost to produce a pound of walnut____per pound__ 9.73
Chinese labor cost to produce a pound of walnuts, 53 per cent of
9.73 cents. per pound__ 0.53

Savings in labor cost between China and America__.do.—__ 9.20

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr. President, the facts in
conneetion with the tariff rate upon walnuts are very similar
to those with reference to almonds., I do not know of any
better argument to make in answer to the one the Senator
from California has just made than to quote one statement
made by him. “This industry,” he said, “has doubled every
four years.” That means that during the eight years of the
protective duty levied under the Underwood law the indusiry
has grown over 400 per cent. How can he justify such a ftre-
mendous increase in duty over the Payne-Aldrich law as is
provided by the committee amendment, in view of the record of
growth of this industry?

The walnut industry is a very prosperous one. I am not
going to ask the Senate to accept my personal information
about it. I am going to give the Senate the information about
the industry which the Walnut Growers' Association itself
furnishes to the public. I am going to read from an article
written for the Western Canner and Packer, by Mr. Carlyle
Thorpe, general manager of the California Walnut Growers’
Association. The article was published in the Western Canner
and Packer for February, 1922:

"he’ n rices, 22} cents per pound for No. 1's, 17
pu&rllg tgfeNg g'u.? and 28 cgnts per . un?in for faney hnddi'd. m%“:g ‘33;
recelved by the trade that the California Walnut Growers' Associa-
tion was completely swamped with orders by the end of the first week
in October.

RReferring to the trade of the previous year, the year 1021,
the prices were so satisfactory that the Walnut Growers' Asso-
ciation “ was completely swamped with orders by the end of
the first week of October.”

Early demands for walnuts at opening prices brought in drders for
about four times as many walnuts as could be supplied. The asso-
ciation sold about 90 per cent of its unshelled walnuts at the opening
prices in taking care of the requirements of old customers.

The market continued to show strength and advanced to a point 4
cents above the g;}cging fizures, by which time the Ca 4 CTOp was

entirely exhaust ot a single bag of walnuts remaining in the ware-
houmynt the end of November.

This is the industry for which we are asked to increase the
protective tariff duty 200 per cent, and not a bag of walnuts in
late November was available. What industry in the country can
show such a record? Yet protection, high protection, is de-
manded.

In recent months the association has found it mecessary to declina
orders for hundreds of tons of unshelled walouts, and has only been
able to offer the trade its shelled walnuts, which are vacunm packed in
tins and glass jars, =

The shelled-walnut business promises to become the big end of the
California walnut industry. During the past season the association has
handled four times as many meats as it shelled and packed during any

former season.
In standardi the 1921 pack It screened out and eliminated b
f undersized, shriveled, and 1 -

hand sorting 10, 000 unds o
weight walnuts from a IEI?OOOOO -pound bharvest, putting these off-

0
slzes through the cracking machines and reducing them to hand-selected,
grlllgnlg. %:];11 toothsome walnut meats, ready for the can opener and the
e.

The associated Emwers have hit a popular note with the housewife
in offering her walnut meats. When she wants fo fi a cake in a
burry or top a salad for dinner or luncheon she hasn't time to stop and
crack and pick out nut meats, but she does have time to open a jar of
selected meats.

In the same article, referring again to the prosperous charae-
ter and nature of the walnut business, I call attention to the
following:

The year's outstanding accomplishments. which Include quick sale of
the crop, reduction of railroad freight rates, erection of a magnificent
association building, and a successful campaign for protective tariff, are
all convineing evidence of the benefits der]}velgntrom cooperation.

By presenting a golid frout when matters of great importance present
themselves, the California walnut industry has succeeded in protecting
its own interests, and in so dolng it hay protected to a considerable
degree the Interests of the wholesaler, the jobber, the retailer, and the
ultimate consumer;

So prosperous is the industry that the entire production was
sold in a few weeks, So prosperous is the industry that the
price of land suitable for the cultivation of walnut trees is said
totheqsl,ﬂ)o per acre. Does this show need of such prohibitive
rates?

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Oregon?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am glad to yield to the
Senator,

Mr. McNARY. The Senator is attempting to make much of
the statement that the California Walnot Growers’ Association
disposed of the entire crop. From that does he deduce that the
producer made a large profit?

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts. Yes. It is my opinion that
an association such as the Walnut Growers' Association would
not at the outset fix a price that did not give the grower a
profit; and the very fact that in a very few weeks the whole
output was sold is evidence to me of a very successful season,

Mr, McNARY. The Senator is usually accurate, but he is
terribly mistaken in this instance. At the very time the crop
was sold the average gross return to the growers in California
was $16 an acre. -

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Then I am to understand
from the Senator that the growers' association opened up this
season by offering walnuts at a price which brought no profit
to the grower. Is that the fact?

Mr. McNARY. They are not offering In a monopolized mar-
ket., They do not fix the price at any figure that may suit them.
There are very many elements that control the price the con-
sumer pays the grower for his product. This is merely a co-
operative selling agency, that gets the best price possible. I
want to say to the Senator, because it is related to the subject
under discussion, that the cost to the producer is 14 cents a
pound and the walnuts are sold for 16 cents a pound, I want
further to say that that is a margin of 2 cents a pound, and the
average production per acre in all the Pacific Coast States, in
the matured orchards over 12 years old, is 800 pounds to the
acre, So that it may be said that the net sum of money which
the growers received for their crop was $16 an acre. T shall
have something more to say in reference to that matter in a
few moments, but I simply wanted to get the state of mind of
the Senator at this time.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I will read to the Senator
from the Tariff Commission report and give him the informa-
tion that it contains about the aetivities of the growers' asso-
ciation. I can not conceive—it seems incredible—that a grow-
ers’ association would give the public information which is
contained in what I have jost read—that they have had a suc-
cessful season ; that as soon as the prices were named they had
a tremendous demand; that the prices shortly jumped 4 cents
per pound; that the whole crop was sold out in a few weeks—
and then presented evidenee that it was all done at a loss. I
repeat, it is incredible. What must we think of an association
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that handles the product of the growers in the fashion and
manner deseribed by the Senator from Oregon and then boasts
about what a successful season they had, the rapidity with
which orders came in to the growers' association, and what a
short period of time elapsed before the whole output was pur-
chased? ]

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President—

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Let me read what the Tariff
Cominission says:

The growers organized in 1912 as the California Walnut Growers'
Assoclation, Its prime object is to market the product advantageously
for the growers and to standardize and stabil the industry. The
association, which includes between 75 and RS per cent of the growers,
annually establishes opening prices for different grades. The actua

rices realized may be higher or lower, according to the demand. To
mprove and make uniform the product, the association early adopted
a trade-mark and brand name, and first-quality nuts are now sold
under the Diamond Brand trade-mark. This brand is applied to the
three top grades, which constitute 60 per cent of the erop. No, 2
nuts, which constitute 30 per cent, are sold as * California walnuts,
The remaining 10 per cent, consisting of culls, is sold as walnut meats.
Nearly the whole of the crop is marketed in the shell, except the so-
called culls, which consist of walnuts that are partially filled, blighted,
or have a poor appearance.

Further on in the same report, speaking of the crop of 1919
and confirming what I quoted from the article which I have
just read, the Tariff Commission says:

The average return for the 1919 crop was 24 cents per pound, and
for 1918 glightly less. The best grades of French and Italian nuts
sold durlng 1920 at 18 and 193 cents. But a large Part of the imports
auctioned off at around 8 cents per pound. (Table 8.) Commercial
ahgvtggs iudiﬁ?te that virtually all of the domestic walnut crop of 1920

B en sold.

This report was published in the early part of 1921.

It is noteworthy that the growers were able successfully to dispose
of their crop at prices far her than were received for the foreign
product and in the midst of the prevailing business depression. They
were able to do this by a prompt price reduction of around 28 per
cent. Such wide differences in price seem to indlcate that the tariff
problem is mot a vital one, and that the higher domestic costs are to
a very large degree offset by the higher prices received for the better
California product,

Mr. President, there is further evidence from the Tariff
Commission itself that the erop was disposed of and that very
shortly after the harvest season there were no walnuts upon the
markets which were available for the American demand.

1 now quote from a publication which is known as the
Confectionery Market, as follows:

The value of the domestic walnut cmg (97 per cent bein
in California) increased between 1909 and 1919 from two an
million dollars to over fourteen millions—

And that during the time when there was a very much lower
duty imposed than is contemplated in this amendment—

It did not meed a high protective tariff to hrhig about this
nal result. During the first half of this period the rate of du
cents ; the last half, 4 cents,

The lahor cost of productlon of California walnuts is approximately
65 per cent of the total. Nobody wants workers in California to have
to eompete with European labor nor to live under European conditions.
A glance at the development of the California industry noted above
would seem to indicate that it is not necessary they should. The de-
velopment was due to progress in cultural and marketing practices.
The United States Tari mmission, referring to the walnut crop,

BAYE !

it 1t is alzo to be noted that the great bulk of the crop is marketed
by a growers' assoclatlon, which annupally establishea openin% prices,
* * '« hpt it is apparent that the control it exercises over the great
bulk of the domestic crop enables it to profit in prices from a tariff
more readlly than is the case of an industry where competition among
individual producers is general." 5

In a letter from one of the leading candy manufacturers of
Boston I note the following comment in reference to California
walnuts:

During the war when walnuts were scarce, we used some Californla
walouts. They came in very much discolored, due to the thin shells
on them. In fact, most of them showed up very black. While they
mre white when they are eut open, they ire very far from being attrac-
tive and are not desirable for confectioners.

Were It not possible to get French nuts, we believe there are many
confectioners who would not use these nuts at all, unless it were for
inside work.

The price of walnuts and almonds is now so high that we are not
nsing anywhere near the guantity we would use if prices were nearer
norinal.  The normal price on walnuts is 80 cents; the price to-day
is about 60 cents.

Many similar letters have come to me—some of them are
printed in the Recorp of July 3. I can not believe the candy
manufacturers would intentionally and willfully assert that the
Culifornia walnut was not suitable for their purposes unless
their experience justified it.

Let me read further from this letter of April 27, 1922:

In our small business here we thtlupfh: nothing of buying 100 cases
of walnuts when the price was around 30 eents; to-day we buy them
in 5 and 10 case lots.

If this bhill passes, it will work a t hardship on all the confec-
tiomers, and will by the mesns of tnking away some of the attractive-
neas from our package goods, which make up a large part of our
business,

produced
a guarter

henome-
was B

We are willing to do anything we can to help, and of course under-
stand it is necessary for the sovernment to obtain revenue through
such sources, but if our business is injured we can not make money to
pa{ taxes. In other words, * If-they kill the hen, they lose the eggs.”

f we should write You every time we were asked to do so, you would
receive about three letters a week from us.

Mr. President, the question is very simple. The walnut in-
dustry is a very prosperous one. It has grown rapidly by leaps
and bounds, but it does not and can not produce a sufficient
quantity of walnuts to meet the American demand. The do-
mestic production is about 50 per cent of the consumption and
the imports are 50 per cent, chiefly shelled walnuts. The con-
fectioners say the foreign shelled walnut is superior to the
domestic shelled walnut; that its color is better for their pur-
poses, and that its flavor is better, but they frankly admit that
the California unshelled walnut is one of the best in the world
and does not compete with the foreign unshelled walnut; that
it is superior and commands a better price in the market,
However, when she!led and exposed to the air it discolors, so
the confectioners say, and is nof suitable for their purposes.
In any event, the California walnut growers have not shelled
their walnuts, because the demand for their unshelled walnuts
is more than their supply.

Mr. President, it does not seem to me that these high rates
can be justified or can be successfully defended in view of the

“disclosures in this case, and the evidence, which is overwhelm-

ing, to the effect that walnut growing has been a prosperous
and successful industry and has grown tremendously under a
very much lower tariff duty than that proposed by the amend-
ment, which amounts to an increase of 200 per cent over the
rates of the existing law. If the rate reported by the com-
mittee is sound, if it is defensible, then every agricultural in-
dustry which can show the prosperity that the walnut industry
shows and wheh can show a production equal to one-half of
the consumption ought to have similar high protective tariff
rates imposed. Of course, the proposed duty can not be de-
fended and the amendment ought not to prevail.

I desire to say in conclusion that we are establishing some
very bad precedents in this bill. It is easy enough to levy duties
now, but when the time comes to revise this tariff bill, as it will
have to be revised in the future by either the Democratie or the
Republican Party, precedents like this will be at hand which
will make much trouble for future revision'sts. I tell the Sen-
ate that it is a very serious matter to levy high duties upon
these products without having sufficient evidence to warrant
this action and facts fo justify an increase of this proportion.

I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the REcorp a
memorandum prepared by me showing the rates of duty under
previous laws, the extent of production, and cost to the con-
sumers if the inereased duty shall be imposed.

There being no objection, the memorandum was ordered
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SENATE BILL AND PREVIOUS LAWS.

In the Underwood Act walnuts unshelled were dutiable at 2 cents
and shelled at 4 cen(s per pound.

In the Payne-Aldrich Act walnuts unshelled were dutiable at 3 ecents
and shelled at 5 cents per poand.

The pending bill is an increase over the rate in the Underwood Act
of 100 per cent on unshelled and 200 per cent on shelled walnuts, and
an increase over the rate in the Payne-Aldrich Act of 33} per cent on
unshelled and 140 per cent on shelled walnuts.

PRODUCTION, IMPORTS, AND EXTORTS.

The United States produces about 59,000,000 pounds of walnuts per
year., Imports of unshelled walnuts range about 16,000,000 unds,
and Ilmports of shelled walnuts range about 12,000,000 pounds (34,-
ﬂg,%g Wnds in terms of uushelled walouts) ; a total consumption of

4 ounds.

The &omes%ic product is marketed as unshelled wainuts, and adding
to 59,000,000 pounds of the domestic product 16,000,000 pounds of un-
shelled walnuts imrported we have a_ total of 75,000,000 pounds of un-
shelled walnuts consumed yearly.
the total tax would be $3.000,000.

Practically the tolal consnmption of shelled walnuts are imported—
12,000,000 pounds at a tarifl vate of 12 cents will impose a total tax of
$1,440,000 on the consumers.

The tax on the shelled and unshelled prodocts will amount to

4,440,000—4 cents per capita—§100,000 for the 4,000,000 people of
Tassacliugetts,

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I want to speak briefly in re-
ply to the able Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. WALsm].

I find myself in total disagreement with the Senator from
Massachusetts. That is regrettable, but nevertheless it isa fact.
I think the Senator approaches this argument from the stand-
point of a confectioner. In no place do his argument or his
facts furnished or his statistics supplied show any profits being
made by the producers of walnuts. That is an Important ele-
ment, and must be considered in making up our decision in
this matter. I am speaking now more or less as one who is
familiar with this industry.

There is no horticultural industry that pays so little profit
upon the investment or for the labor employed as the culture

With a tax of 4 cents per pound,
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of walnuts. There is no one on the Pacific coast who has made
a considerable sum of money in the development of the walnut
industry. I know this from having studied the industry. I
‘went through the groves of California some years ago and care-
fully surveyed the industry,

It takes 15 years for a tree to produce a profitable crop.
There is twelve or fourteen hundred dollars invested in each
acre by the time the trees arrive at a proper bearing period.
Only a few trees can be put out to an acre, If they are 60
feet apurt, you have only 12 trees to an acre working for you.
You must cultivate the tree,- you must fertilize it, you must
prune and spray it year after year, without getting a single cent
of return upon your investment; and when the tree is 15 years
old, and producing fruit profitably, it takes 10 or 15 years from
thit time on to catch up with your investment.

Mr. President, T do not know a single rate in this whole bill
that has more merit than this one protecting walnuts. The
expected competition from Manchuria is so serious that the
Department of Agriculture within the year will send an expert
to sindy the subject in Manchuria. The annual agricultural
appropriation bill which we voted for in the Senate a few
months ago—and I have no doubt that the Senator from Massa-
chusetts voted for it—carried an appropriation to send a nut
expert to Manchuria to determine whether it would be profit-
able to go ahead and plant walouts In this country in competi-
tion with Manchuria. If the great Department of Agriculture
and both branches of the Congress know the great menace in
the future from that country, and Congress voted for it, then
it must exist, and is not an idle dream.

Mr. President, the growers of the Pacific coast can not possibly
compete with the growers of walnuts in Manchuria, in China.
There are no cultural methods adopted there. They are grown
haphazardly on the roadside or as a by-product where wheat,
vegetables, or rice are raised. The labor costs pactically
\nothing, and it costs a whole lot less to bring a pound of wal-
nuts into New York from China than it does to bring it from
the Pacfic States to New York.

Again, Mr, President, one of the great injuries that is being
done is not only the flerce and ruinous competition, but the
foreign nuts are inferior. They are small and rancid, the
pellicle is dark, and people buy them and find they are not
tasty, and they get out of the habit of buying walnuts and go to
buying other nuts; and that in itself is ruinous competition.

In the State of Oregon about 5,000 acres have been planted
to walnuts in the last 10 years. Very few of the orchards are
old enough to bear profitably. If this tariff is left at the present
rate, with the increased planting in Manchuria, and also in
Europe, and the low labor cost, the nut producers will be com-
pelled to take up their trees and plant other crops, after wasting
perhaps $1,000 an acre and waiting 8 or 10 or 12 years. This
duty is an absolute necessity. We do not produce all of the wal-
nuts that we need, and this duty will proteet these growers
from having foreigners put inferior nuts on the market in com-
petition with them at a price at which they can not live.

1 would not want to vote to see harm come to an industry
g0 large as this in California, where there is $100,000,000 in-
vested, and $8,000,000 or $10,000,000 in Oregon, and about half
as much in the State of Washington. It is an industry which
ought to be protected, and which employs hundreds, and I
might say thousands, of men and women. A walnut orchard is
a grove that is beautiful, as the Senator from California so
aptly described. It is a healthful industry. It bears through
a time of the year when the other crops have been harvested.
People who have been working in the wheat fields or the corn
fields or the hay fields can go to the walnut groves, because
that crop comes along and is harvested along in October. It
extends the time of employment to those people who are living
on the farms and the industry must be protected in order to
endure; and I certainly hope that the Semnators present will
not vote to accept the theory of the Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

There has been no profit made, Mr. President. The Senator
argues, and ably argunes, that because this associat'on has sold
its entire crop there was a profit. I want to say to the Senator
from Massachusetts, from the actual figures that I have here,
and from what I know personally, that the average production
of an aere of trees after 12 years is about 800 pounds to the acre.
If T may use the figures the Senator quoted, the highest he
quoted, as I recall, was 24 cents a pound, and the lowest 18
cents. It is indisputably true that it costs 14 cents a pound in
America to produce walnuts. :

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr, President, if the Sena-
tor will yield a moment, this statement says that the opening
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prices were 22} cents per pound for No, 1, i7 cents per poinid
for No. 2, and 28 cents per pound for fancy budded,

Mr. McNARY. That is true; but it must be remembered (it
¥ou are not taking into consideration orchard run. That is tie
average price for all of them. You may have a budded nut, a
first-class nut that is fancy, put up in a nice way and sold,
that brings 24 cents, but your culls and your orchard runs sl
Your seconds will perhaps only bring 12 cents; so, in discussing
this matter, you must keep in mind what we call orchard runs,
or the general average price,

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr. President, will the
Senator answer this question? Will he state whether this state-
ment in this article that I have read is a fact or not?

Mr. McNARY. I do not recall the statement.
glad if the Senator will let me know what it is.

Mr., WALSH of Massachusetts (reading)—

E&rlg demands for walnuis at opening prices brought in orders for
about four times as many walnuts as could be supplied. The sssocia-
tion sold about 90 per cent of its unshelled walnuts at the opening
prices in taking eare of the requirements of old customers,

My, McNARY, Will the Senator state what the price was?

Mr., WALSH of Massachuserts. The article does not state
the price, but T want to know if it is true that the harvest of
walnuts was sold out almost upon the opening of prices,

Mr. MeNARY. 1 have no doubt of it.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Does the Senator seriously
argue fo us that these prices were fixed at a sum which caused
a loss to the growers?

Mr., MeNARY. I have said to the Senator—perhaps he does
not appreciate it because he comes from a part of the country
where the manufacturérs do fix their prices—that they do uot
fix the prices of agricultural products. The law of supply and
demand to a large extent controls. The association markets
the nuts, and they do try to get the best price obtainable; and
if the buyers in the East or the commission men or brokers
say, “We will give you 22 cents,"” they report it back to the
growers, who come in and tell them whether or not they will
rell. They do not fix prices. If they were going to fix prices,
they would perhaps put them at a dollar a pound, but they arc
controlled all the time by and amenable to the consumption
power of the country and the law of supply and demand,

Mr. WALSH of Mussachusetts. May I read another line from
this same article?

Mr. MCNARY. T shall be very glad to have the Senator do so.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts (reading) :

In recent months the assoclation has found it necessary to decling
orders for hundreds of tons of unshelled walnuts.

And yet we are told that that walnut supply was sold at a

I shall be

loss.
Mr, McNARY. Mr, President, the Senator is arguing from 2

.simple statement that means nothing. T want him to tell me

what they sold for.

Mr, WALSH of Muassachusetts, I have gquoted the prices,

Mr. McNARY. What are the prices?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. This article is written by the
general manager of the California Walnut Growers’ Association,
It is written to let the public know how successful, how pros-
perous, the business is, what a great demand there was for
walnuts, how quickly the ontput was sold, and what good prices
they received. He says:

The opening friues——mﬁ cents ?er pound for No. 1, 1T cents per
pound for No. 2, and 28 cents per pound for fancy budded—were so
well received by the trade that the California Walnut Growers' Associs-
tlon was completely swamped with orders by the end of the first week
in October. f

What does that mean except that the business was prosperous,
that there was more of a demand than they could supply, and
that the prices they fixed at the outset were so satisfactory that
the harvest was cleaned right out?

Mr. MCNARY., Mr, President, that is no argument at all. Tt
i1s a mere baseless assumption, T take the Senator's own fig-
ures. On the highest grade of nuts there was a gross profit of
12 cents a pound; on the low grade there was a gross profit of
3 cents a pound, so we will say the average was a gross profit
of 10 cents a pound. With 800 pounds to an acre, and a profit
of 10 cents, you make 880 gross per acre. Does the Senator
say ‘t;hat is profiteering, when you have $1,400 invested in an
acre?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I make no such elaim; but
the Senator has to take either one of two positions: Either that
the prives were fair and that the output was seld immediately
at those prices, or that at the very outset the growers' associa-
tion fixed a price that meant a loss.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, that is not unusual. Very
many times the Prune Growers' Association or the Almond
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Growers' Association, or like organizations; fail' to obtain a
profitable price. They do not go out and' fix & price: If they
should do that, they would be prosecuted. They are amenable
to the general economic laws of the country. They get the best
price they can. In 1920—1I have the figures here—the crop was
sold, orchard’ run, which, I explained, was the general average,
at 16.97 cents a pound. That left a gross profit of 2 cents per
pound, which would give the grower a gross profit of §16'an
aecre; with perhaps $1,500 an acre investment.

You can not live on that. You can not pay your taxes on
that. You can not pay your insurance on your buildings or
the interest on the money which you borrowed at the bank. It
can not be done: A grower ought to have at least 10 to 15
cents a pound gross profit in order to make any sort of return
upon his investment; and there- are no figures the Senator
from Massachusetts has given that dispute the faet that I am
relating now, that they do not produce at a great profit, and
that it is one of the poorest paying crops in all the horticul-
tural activities: of the country.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, an assertion that raftes
have been raised 100 per cent or 200 per cent or 300 per cent
may be somewhat startling to the uninitiated, but it ought not
to affect those who are capable of understanding just what it
means. If we give a duty of a quarter of a cent per pound on
any commodity under the present law and we increase that to
1 cent per pound, we have increased the rate 300 per cent, and
yet the 1 cent per pound may mean very little. So a specific
duty ordinarily does not mean much to those who are not at all
times thoroughly acquainted with prices, What the public
wants to know is to what extent, by percentage, it raises the
price of a given commodity, and that becomes important in the
digscussion of this matter. Therefore I want to put intoe the
REcorn a few figures that will bear upon that particular point,

The production of walnuts in 1921 was about 36,000,000
pounds. In 1921 we had a short crop, because in 1919 our pro-
duction, in round numbers, was 58,000,000 pounds; so it must
be that an average crop will give us something over 50,000,000
pounds,

Now, let ns take the imports for the purpose of determining
what the ad valorem rate is.

In 1921 we imported 31,821,639 pounds of walnuts not shelled.
The value per pound of the imports was 13 cents. Therefore
with the Senate rate the eguivalent ad valorem duty is 31 per
cent; certainly not a high rate of duty. In the same year we
imported 13,264,080 pounds of shelled walnuts at an importing
value of 38 cents a pound. With the Senate rate of duty the
ad valorem upon the shelled walnuts is 82 per cent, also a very
moderate tariff.

In 1921 we had 63,474 acres of land in.trees bearing walnuts,
We had also young trees covering an acreage of 25,518—trees
which had not vet reached the bearing stage. Therefore, in
1921, we had 88,980 trees, which will soon become bearing, and
with that number of trees bearing in an ordinarily good year we
conld produce nearly all the walnuts which would be required
for the consnmptive demand. in the United States. I say nearly;
T do not think it would be quite sufficient.

This. is an important industry, and if America can produce
the walnuts necessary to supply the demand, I certainly am in
favor not of our supplying one-third or one-fourth, but I think
we ought to supply at least nine-tenths of the demand, and the
other tenth will be enough to take care of the prices,

S0 I think that with 31 and 32 per cent ad valorem we can
justify these rates, Certainly we can justify them when we com-
pare them with the rates which are given upon other commodities;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question Is on agreeing
to the committee amendment.

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Assistant Secretary
proceeded to call’ the roll

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). Making the
same announcement as before, I vote “nay.”

My, NEW (when his name was called). Again transferring
my palr with the junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc-
Krrrar] to the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pace], I
vote “yea."

Mr. POMERENE (when his name was called). Again an-
nouncing my pair for the day with my colleague [Mr. Wirtis],
I beg to transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. HirceEcock], and vote * nay."”

Mr. STERLING (when his name was called). Making the
eame annotincement as to my pair and its transfer as on the
last vote;, I vote “ yea.”

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I transfer my,
pair with tlie senior Senator from Rlode Island’ [Mr, Cour] to
the senior Senator from Montana [Mr, Myers] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called)., Again announc-
ing my pair and its transfer, which I ask to stand for the day,
I vote “yea.”

Mr. WATSON of Indiana (when his name was called), Mak-
ing the same announcement as before, I vote *“ yea.”

The roll call' was concluded.

Mr. SWANSON. I desire to announce that my colleague
[Mr. Grass] is detained from the Senate on account of illmess.
He is paired with the Senator from Vermont [Mr, DitriNeHAM],
I ask that this announcement may stand for the day.

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to anmounce the following pairs:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. Barn] with the Senator
from. Florida [Mr. FrercHER] ; and

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Evce] with the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEn].

Mr. FERNALD (after having voted in the affirmative). I
transfer my pair with the Senator from New Mexico [Mr,
Jones] to the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Townsenp] and
allow my vote to stand.

Mr. ERNST. Making the same announcement as before, I
vote “ yea.”
The result was announced—yeas 38, nays 21, as follows:
YEAS—38,
Ashurst, Fernald Lodg Rawso
Borah France nc(.n&mbu Shortrllc‘l;a
Broussard Frelinghuysen McKinley Bmoot
Bursum Gooding McLean Spencer
Calder Hale McNary Bterling
Cameron Johnson New Sutherland
Cs;‘:&gr Jones, Wash, Nicholson ‘Warren
g::l’ont Kenggck 3&’3‘" i s
Ernst Ladd Polns:itet
NAYS—21.
Caraway Kin, Robinson Underwood
Cul La Follette Sheppard Walsh, Mass,
Dial Lenroot Bhields Walsh, Mont.
Harris Nelson Bimmons
Harrison Pittman Bwanson
eflin Pomerene 1
NOT VOTING—3T.
e R R e
AT ] rrig: ‘ownser
Colt Hitcheock Overman Wadsworth
Crow Jones, N, Mex, Dwen Watron, Ga.
Dillingham  McCormick PenDe Willian
orm ams
Edﬁe MeKellar ] i?nsdme.u. illis
Elkins Moses Reed
Fletcher Myers: Smith
Gerry Newberry Stuuteld

So the committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr., McCUMBER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that when the Senate closes its session' on this calendar day it
recess until to-morrow at 11 o’clock.

Mr. HARRISON. Reserving the right to object, is there any
intention of offering a cloture rule and taking a vote on it to-
morrow?

Mr. McOUMBER. We could not vote on it to-morrow.

Mr. HARRISON. If it is offered to-day it will go over until
day after to-morrow?

Mr, McCUMBER. Yes; it could not be voted on before day
after to-morrow.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request
of the Senator from North Dakota? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The next amendment of the committee was, in paragraph 758,
on gama 111, line 2, to strike out “ 7§ " and insert “12,” so0 as to
read :

Bhelled, 12 cents per pound.

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President,. I do not want to Interrupt
the consideration of this amendment, but I ask the Senator
from North Dakota, in charge of the bill, as to tomatoes, to ba
found provided for on page 113, in line 16, where a rate of 1
cent per pound is impesed on tomatoes in their natural state.
If T am correct in my opinion, that would not be subject to
amendment until we dispose of the committee amendments.

Mr. McCUMBER. The amendments in.that paragraph have

been agreed to.
Mr. ASHURST. There is no amendment as to tomatoes in

their natural state?

Mr. McCUMBER. No; there has been no amendment to the,
rate on tomatoes in their natural state,

Mr. ASHURST. And it would not be in order for me at this
time to offer an amendment?

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senafor is correct.

Mr. ASHURST. As to line 17—

Mr. McCUMBER, That amendment has been agreed to.
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Mr, ASHURST. I see that the rate on tomato paste has
been increased from 28 top 45 per cent ad valorem. That was
done on Saturday. I am not especially interested in that, but
I want to be sure that T am not waiving any of the rights I
might possess with reference to the amendment of the rate on
tomatoes in their natural state.

Mr. McCUMBER. That can come up after we have disposed
of the committee amendment,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, returning to
the amendment about to be voted on, all that has been said
about shelled almonds can be applied to shelled walnuts.
There is practically no production at all In this country of
shelled walnuts, The unshelled walnut is the domestic product.

The * Confectionery Market” says:

Nearly the whole of the domestic crop is marketed in the shell. There
are probably several candy factories any one of which could use all
the shelied walnuts produced in California and sold out of shell.

California produces about 1 per cent of the various shelled
nuts consumed in the United States, The size of the kernel
and the count per weight ave both in favor of the imported
walnuts,

The same objection is made to walnuts that is made to
almonds by the confectioners, namely, that the California
product is not suitable for their uses. So we have a situation
where it is absolutely necessary to import shelled walnuts,
and the duty will be effective in raising the price of shelled
walnuts, The amendment increases the rate of duty over the
Underwood law and over the Payne-Aldrich law. The rate on
shelled walnuts in the Underwood law was 4 cents per pound.
The rate in the Payne-Aldrich law was § cents, The rate
suzzested by the Hounse was 74 cents. The rate suggested by
the Senate committee amendment is 12 cents per pound. It
can not be justified. It is notice to the consumers of America
that the price of shelled walnuts is immediately to be raised
8 cents per pound. There is no justification whatever for it.
If there were a shelled walnut industry in this country or an
industry engaged in selling shelled walnuts, something could
be =aid for a small protective duty, but there can not be any-

thing said, in my opinion, in view of the fact for such a high |

duty upon shelled walnuts.

AMr, President, on the committee amendment I ask for the
veas and nays,

The yeas and nays were ordered and the Assistant Secretary
proceeded to call the roll,

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). Making the
same announcement as before, I vote “ nay.”

Mr. NEW (when his name was called). Repeating the an-
nouncement made upon the previous vote, I vote “ yea.” I ask
that this announcement of my pair and transfer may stand for
the day.

Mr. EI;OMERENE (when his name was called). Announcing
my pair as heretofore with my colleague [Mr. Wirris], I trans-
fer that pair to the senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HircH-
cocr] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I transfer
my general pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr, Cort] to the senior Senator from Montana [Mr. MyEers]
and vote “ nay.”

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). Making the
same announcement as before, I vote * yea,”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. BALL., Making the same announcement as before as to
my pair and transfer, I vote * yea."”

Mr. ERNST. Making the same announcement as before, I
vote * yea.”

Mr. STERLING. Making the same announcement as on
the last roll call, I vote *‘ yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 36, nays 18, as follows:

YEAS—36.
Ashurst France Ladd Oddie
Bal Frelinghuysen Lodge Phipps
Broussard Gooding McCunmher Poindexter
Bursum Hule MeKinley Bhortridge
Cameron Johnson Mcl.ean Smoot
Capper Jones, Wash. McNary Spencer
Curtls Kellogg I\‘elson Ster]lnf
du Pont Kendrick New Sutherland
Ernst Keves Nicholson Warren

NAYR—18,
DHal La Follette Sheppard Underwood
Harris Lenroot Shields Walsh, Mass,
Harrison Pittman Simmons Walsh, Mont.
Heflin Pomerene Swanson
King Robinson Trammell

NOT VOTING—42.

Borah Colt Dillingham Fletcher
Brandeges Crow Edge Gerry
Calder Culberson Elkins Glass
Caraway Cummins Fernald Harreld

Hitcheock Norbeck Rawson Watson, Ga,

Jones, N. Mex.  Norris Reed Watson, Ind,
cCormick Overman Smrith Weller

McKellar Owen Stanfield Williams

Moses Page Stanley Willis

Myers Pepper Townsend

Newberry Ransdell Wadsworth

So the committee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I send to the desk
a circular which is universally being sent to all the dye manu-
facturers and dye users in New Jersey by the German im-
ls:rgrtetrs. I ask that it be read for the information of the

nate,

The VICE PRESIDENT, Without objection, the communica-
tion will be read.

The Assistant Secretary read as follows:

New YORK, July 1, 1922,

Drar S8ins: We beg to offer you our services for the importation of
coal-tar dyes, including indanthrene and other vat dyes, manufactured

the Badische Aniiin & Soda Fabrik and by other makers. We have
the assurance of the manufactuorers that they will give prompt atten-
tion to our orders. The prices will be as low as can be made, and, we
have every reason to believe, will be found satisfactory by you.

It is to be hoped that the embargo and llcense provislons which were
eliminated from the tariff bill by the House of Representatives will
not be put back. It Is also to hoped that these same provisions
now in force under the terms of the emergency tarilf bill will be re-
pealed. The removal of these restrictions on Importations of coal-tar
dyes would enable us to carry in stock all the dfes needed and to fill
our orders ?mmptly at current prices. It would permit us to bring
n samples of new products as soon as they are put on the market, as
well as to &reorlde guantities sufiicient for your practical trials. Thus
ou would in a position to adopt improvements as guickly as the
orsign dye consumer.

Soligiting your favors, we remain,

Yours truly,
KurrRoFF, PICKHARDT & Co. [INc.).

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the next
amendment,

The AssiSTANT SECRETARY. In paragraph 759, page 111, line
5, the committee proposes to strike out the word * pound” and
insert the same word, with a semicolon and the following words
thereafter: “ pickled, or otherwise prepared or preserved, and
not specially provided for, 35 per cent ad valorem,” so as to
make the paragraph read:

Par. 759. Edible nuts, shelled or unshelled, not speclally provided
for, 1 cent per pound ; fckhd, or otherwise prepared or preserved, and
not specially provided for, 85 per cent ad valorem : Provided, That no
allowance shall be made for dirt or other lmpurities In nuts of any
kind, shelled or unshelled.

Mr. McCUMBER. Just for the record, I desire to state that
during the calendar year 1921 the imports of these nuts under
the basket clause were 3,880,676 pounds, valued at $805,303, or
21 cents a pound. On the basis of 21 cents per pound, the
1 cent per pound rate is equal to about § per cent ad valorem.
Upon the pickled or otherwise prepared and preserved nuts, it
will be noted that we have given a rate of 35 per cent ad va-

lorem,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The guestion i8 on the committee
amendient.

The amendment was agreed fo.

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask now that we return to page 107,
paragraph 741, figs. The committee authorizes me to make the
following modification: On page 107, line 14, strike out “33"
and insgert in lieu thereof * 40,” so as to read:

Par, T41. Figs, fresh or dried, 2 cents per pound; prepared or pre-
served in any manner, 40 per cent ad valorem.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the committee
amendment as modified.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr. President, the same situ-
ation exlists in regard to this amendment as with reference to
the amendments which we have just considered. Figs are a
California product. There is not sufficient production for our
consumption. The committee have seen fit to impose excessively
high rates of duty upon all of the citrus fruits and nuts pro-
duced in southern California.

The Senate committee amendment on figs as modified in-
creases the duty from 20 per cent ad valorem, as proposed by the
House, to 40 per cent ad valorem.

Under the Underwood law prepared figs were dutiable at 20
per cent ad valorem, and under the Payne-Aldrich law at 1 cent
per pound plus 35 per cent ad valorem. Fresh figs or dried figs
were dutiable at 2 cents per pound under the Underwood law
and 2} cents in the act of 1909, while 2 cents is the rate pro-
posed in the pending bill. The domestic production for the year
1019 was 21,801,000 pounds, valued at $2,180,000, The imports
for 1920 were abont 20,000,000 pounds, valued at about $5.000,-
000. The imports, therefore, were about one-half of our con-
sumption.

It Is to be noted that we imported about one-half of our cone
sumption and that the imports were valued at $5,000,000; that
the domestic production was valued at only $2,000,000, showing
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that the imported fig sells at a much higher price than does the
domestic fig; in fact, there is no very serious competition be-
tween the foreign fiz and the domestic fiz. The foreign fig is
so superior that it does not compete with the fig which is pro-
duced in southern California and in some of the Gulf States.

Mr. President, I do not care to consume any more of the
time of the Senate in discussing this item. It involves the same
principles that were discussed when we considered the duties
upon almonds and walnuts. Our people demand the importa-
tion of figs. That this duty will be effective there can be no
question, and consequently our people will have to pay an in-
creased price for this product eguivalent to the rate of dut_y
provided in the bill. The California industry does not need this
protection. It is excessive, unwarranted, and indefensible,
It is a very great injustice to the consumers of America to im-
pose this very heavy burden upon them.

I ask, Mr, President, to attach to my remarks a statement
and table showing a comparison of rates of duty, the percentnge
of production to consumption, the increased burden which will
result to the consumer on all the citrus fruits and nuts produced
in California.

There being neo objection, the matter was ordered printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

HEAYY TAXES LEVIED ON CONSUMERS FOR CITRUS FRUITS AND NUTS.

Table showing increased duties on citrus fruits and other prod-
uects raised or produced chiefly, and in some instances exclusively,
but which constitute only a small percentage of our consumption,
in southern California:

Per cent | Senate
ia of hill
crease | over
Article. House bill Eenate bill. Senate | actof
bill over | 1913 (
House. mtTr
Almonds, unshelled. .| 4 cents per 5 cents b 28 ]
e shelled..... 12cents purmdlxam lacentspp:* pound 25 275
alouts, unshelled. .. ﬁmtapw;xmnd. cents per i G0 100
Walnuts, shelled.. ... 7} cents per pound. | 12 cents 650 200
............... 2 per cents per pound ] %
Figs, prepared or pre- | 20 cent ad Sﬂ' cent ad il 5
ed. valorem.
Dates, p;d'spamd g PALRE TSR R A D S S ke 75 ki3
Beans, dried.......... 13 cents per pound. | 2 cents per pound. ! 380
Benn:'i.n brine, pre- sloentammd. Zlcenx._sptpotmd. la 125
.--| 2 conts nd. 300
T mmuﬁmm; 334
.................... 41 150

To what extent this industry in southern California is sub-
sidized at the expense of the American people can best be ap-
preciated by comparing the percentage of production in Cali-
fornia with our total consumption.

California produces only 15 per cent of our consnmption of
almonds; 3 per cent of our consumption of olives; one-half of
1 per cent of our consumption of dates; 50 per cent of our con-
sumption of figs; 46 per cent of our consumption of walnuts;
and 77 per cent of our consumption of lemons,

As we must import in large quantities most of these products
in order to supply the demand of onr people, how can we jus-
tify an average increase in tariff duties on these products of
150 per cent over existing law?

The pending bill will continue the increased tariff duty of 2
_eents per pound named in the emergency law of 1921 on lemons
amounting to $1.123 per box, or 43 cents per dozen, an increased
duty of 300 per cent over the rate in the Underwood tariff law,
the tax under that law amounting to 1} cents per dozen.

The Underwood rate was the law from 1918 to 1921, and duor-
ing that period the produection of lemons in California in-
creased 200 per cent. If this industry could prosper under a
tariff protection of one-half cent per pound, equivalent to 13
cents per dozen, how can an increase of 300 per cent in the
duty be justified except as a governmental subsidy to the
lemon industry of California controlled by relatively few
growers’ organizations. The tax in this bill will increase the
cost of lemons $1.12% per box over the cost of lemons under the
Underwood tariff law, making the total increased price which
the public will have to pay about $9.300,000 if these duties be-
come effective.

Practically all of the walnuts and almonds produced in
California are sold unshelled. The imports of walnuts and
almonds are almost entirely shelled and are used in very large
quantities by confectioners and bakers.

| other amendment which can not be successfully defended.

The high duty upon shelled walnuts the confectionery irade
estimates will increase the price of the 12,000,000 pounds im-
ported annually to the amount of $960,000, all of which in-
creased price will, of conrse, be passed on to the consnmers.

The high duty upen shelled almonds will increase the price
of the 20,000,000 pounds imported annually for the use of the
confectioners: and bakers to the amount of $2.200,000, which
will also be passed on to the comsmmers. As 85 per cent of
the consumption of almonds must be imported, how can an in-
creased cost through increased tariff duties, amounting to
$2,200,000, be justified?

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the California production
of figs for the year 1919, which is the last year of which I have
a record, amounted to 26,460 pounds, while the importations in
1921 were 38,704,481 pounds. At 2 cents a pound, the proposed
duty would be equivalent to an ad valorem rate of 22 per cent.
So we have a 22 per cent duty upon fresh figs, and npon pre-
served and other figs a duty of 40 per cent under the bill as
reported. i

The VIOE PRESTDENT. The question is on the commitres
amendment,

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amen@ment of the Committee on Finance was, on
page 107, paragraph 741, line 15, affer the words “ ad valoremn,”
to strike out:

I'ates, 1 cent per pound,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
committee amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The next amendment of the Committee on Finance was. on
page 107, after line 15, to insert:

Pan, T41a, Dates, fresh or dried, 1 cent per pound; prepared or pre-
served in any manner, 85 per cent ad valorem,

Mr. McOUMBER. On behalf of the Committee on Finance,
I ask to modify the amendment which has just been stated. in
line 17, before the words “per centum,” by striking out the
numerals “ 35 " and inserting in lieu thereof the numerals * 40.”

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, this is an-
The
rate proposed by the committee is unwarranted and most ex-
cessive, The California production of dates amounts praeti-
cally to 145,000 pounds, valued at only $29,000. The imports in
1920 amounted to 36,000,000 pounds, valued at $2,224 000. The
Qalifornia production is less than 1 per cent of the consumption.

This is not an infant industry. Dates are not produeed in
any large quantities in this eountry; they are imported. Here
again the exceedingly high rate proposed of 40 per cent ad
valorem means that for preserved dates costing 10 cents a
pound the American people will have to pay instantly, to-
morrow—if this bill should become a law to-morrow—about
15 .cents a pound; if dates were selling for 20 cents a pound,
this amendment means that the people wonld be charged about
30 cents a pound for dates; if dates are selling for 30 cents
& pound, this amendment means that the people will be charged
almost 50 cents a pound. There ought to be some limit upon
these rates.

Evidently what the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, Lexnoor]
said this morning is becoming more and more apparent, that
any Senator on either gide of the Chamber who promises to
vote for this bill may get whatever he wants in the wayv of
duties upon the products in which he is interested. It is a
give-and-take proposition. This is a duty of 40 per cent ad
valorem on something that the American people must buy
abroad; a food supply for which they have to go into a foreign
market to secure what they want.

I am surprised that the Committee on Finance would, day
after day, in the face of the opposition throughout the couniry
to the pending bill, come here proposing to increase these rates,
1 do not know where the pressure is coming from or what the
influence is, but the fact is that there has not been, to my recol-
lection, a single amendment offered by the Committee on Fi-
nance to the agricultural schedule proposing to reduce a rate;
there has not been a single amendment of the committee re-
jected; and I honestly believe that if the Semator from North
Dakota had proposed to make this rate 200 per cent ad valorem
he would get a majority in this Chamber in favor of it and
that it would be adopted. The committee may come in with
any rates they see fit and get favorable action.

There is no longer independent judgment here. We might
just as well end the discussion. When the chemical schedule
was under discussion and the metal schedule was being consid-
ered the committee came to the conclusion, after liearing the
opposition, that many of the rates proposed were too high,
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and in a few instances they reported amendments reducing the
rates on metals, but on food every single amendment proposed
here has been designed to increase the rates. I venture to:'say
that the Senator from North Dakota, representing the Finance
Committee, has proposed at least 25 amendments to the agri-
cultural schedunle in this bill increasing the rates since this
schedule has been under consideration, and that those amend-
ments have all been adopted. What is the justification for these
increases? There is a day of reckoning coming.

Mr. McOUMBER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Massachu-
setts yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. 1 yield. .

Mr. McCUMBER. Does the Senator want to have the duty
on fresh or dried dates reduced to the Underwood rate?

Mr. WALSIH of Massachusetts, I would reduce this rate to
20 per cent ad wvalorem.

Mr, McCUMBER. But I ask the Senator in regard to dates,
fresh or dried. Most of the dates come in either fresh or dried,
although some come in in candied or glacéd form. Now, does the
Senator desire the Underwood rate fo govern in this instance?

MMr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think the Underwood rate
on fresh dates was about the same as the rate provided in this
‘bill, and, perhaps even a little bit more. But that rate was
for revenue purposes.

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator thinks the Underwood rate
is too high, does he?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am discussing the only
amendment before the Sénate, and that is the amendment in
relation to prepared or preserved dates and not fresh or dried

«dates, which I do not desire to discuss now, because there is
‘no commitee amendment pending to that bracket.

Mr. McOCUMBER. The whole paragraph T4la is an amend-
ment, and therefore the Benator can discuss the entire para-

graph, )
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I ask the Senator's pardon.

The entire paragraph 74la is in the nature of an amendment,
but the rate has not been changed in the Senate committee
mmendment so far as fresh or dried dates are concerned. The
only change in the rate originally proposed in the bill is from
B85 per cent ad valorem to 40 per cent ad valorem.

I am informed thant the acreage in both figs and dates is
relatively insignificant. Tn ‘broad terms, the proposed duty
will mean virtoally nothing to the industry exeept in the case
of a few scattered producers.

To show the inconsistency of the position of the committee

dn levying any duty at all upon dates, fresh or dried, prepared

«©or preserved, the eommittee placed upon the free list bananas,
which are imported in large guantities and are very insig-
nificantly produced in ‘this country; but on dates, which are
also imported in very large quantities and practically are not
produced at all in the United States, the committee imposed
a duty of 1 cent per pound upon fresh or dried and 40 per cent
ad valorem upon prepared or preserved.

Myr. President, I have nothing further
amendment.

The VICH PRESIDENT. The question is upon the commit-
tee amendment as modified.

Mr. McOUMBER, Mr. President, the imports of dates, fresh
or dried, in the year 1921 were 45,827,320 pounds. The import
price was about 5 cents per pound, and therefore a duty of 1
cent per pound is equivalent to 20 per cent ad valorem. I am
rather surprised that my good friend from Massachusetts can
find such serious objection to this rate, when it is exactly the
same as that fixed in the Democratie tariff law of 1913. We
‘have not raised the rate a penny; and yet the importation of
dates continues and we are still importing many times the
guantity raised in the United States. T have mot noticed that
the duty on dates has enormously added to the cost of living
in the United States.

When we come to glaecéd or candied fruits, which are lux-
uries, and in which there is a great deal of waste and an enor-
mous expense, with eur high standard of wages it was neces-
sary to increase the protective principle, or, if we say that it
is not for protection, then we are enfitled to have the benefit
of the duties; but inasmuch as these glacéd fruits are produced
in this country to a considerable extent by the higher cost of
labor we of necessity are required to give a higher protective
duty than under the Payne-Aldrich law,

The quantity produced in Califernia does not amount to a
great deal. In 1919 California produced 144992 peunds; Ari-
zona, 42812 pounds. The total produced in those two States
was 187,804 pounds. The imports of this 45,000,000 pounds, the

to say wupon this

‘Benator must remember, were not imports which will now ‘take
‘a duty of 40 per cent ad valorem., They are imports which

will take'a duty of 1 cent per pound, or 20 per cent ad valorem
on the present basis of importing values.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The guestion is on agreeing to the
amendment of the committee as modified.

The amendment as modified was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The next amendment of the com-
mittee will be stated.

The AssistanT SECRETARY. In paragraph 742, page 107, line
20, dit is proposed to strike out “ 2" and insert “21,” so as to
read:

Grapes in barrels or other kages,
capacity of the packages; rais?;:. 2gieaee§1?s .(;gtg;:dfm il e

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr. President, this item
illustrates once more the want of an underlying principle in the
fixing of rates in this bill. i

Raisins are exported in large volume. Dates are imported
in large volume. Walnuts are imported in large volume.
Almonds are imported in large volume ; but whether the volume
of imports be large or small, whether the indusiry be on an
export basis or not, under this bill all have been given increased
protective duties.

In 1819 the production of raisins amounted to 336,000,000
pounds, valued at $50,000,000. The imports amounted to only
14,000,000 pounds, valued at $2,653,000, about 4 per cent of our
production. 'The exports were six times as large as our im-
ports, amounting to 86,000,000 pounds, valued at $12,000,000.

Here, then, is an industry where our production is beyond the
requirements of the consumers of our country—an industry ‘that
is g0 profitable that we are exporting six times as much as we
import of raisins. Clearly these facts do not justify the im-
position. of an increased tariff duty. There is nothing to protect
when there are mo importations.

Attention ought to be called to the fact that this is an Indus-
try that the Federal Trade Commission recently cited anf
called attention to the trade and price practices of the Raisin
Growers’ Association as not being entirely legal. The result
of the action of the Federal Trade Commission against the
Raisin Growers’ Association was a modification of their market-
ing practices in trying to fix prices.

This industry can not claim that it is going to be injured by
foreign exploitation. It is a very prosperous industry. Its
prosperity hifs inereased since the coming of prohibition. There
is a greater demand for raising in America to-day than ever
before. The prohibition amendment has done more for this in-

|'dustry than tariff duties will ever do.

Mr. McCUMBER. How does the Senator explain that?

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I did not think the Senator
was so innocent.

Mr, President, how can we explain to the American people
the need of a protective-tariff duty upon an industry that is
not meeting with any competition from foreign sources? How
can we justify a protective-tariff duty on an industry that is
80 prosperous that it can successfully compete with the world
and export in large volume its products to all parts of the world?

Protection usually implies the necessity of preventing some-

/| thing of an injurious nature being inflicted upon an industry.

Protection usually suggests that an industry needs to be safe-
guarded against foreign importations that may undersell the
domestic product in the home markets. This claim ean not be
made of raisins. The facfs do not warrant the levying of any
duty whatever upon raisins, except for revenue purposes; and
this amendment, as I said at the outset, is further evidence that
%o principle of tariff protection heretofore approved and sup-
ported by the majority party has been invoked in the prepara-
tion of the rates and schedules in this bill

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. DPresident, in 1921 we imported
$1,136,947 worth of grapes in barrels and other packages. That
gives us $300,000 duty for revenue purposes, and we shall need
'tjhat many times over. The raisins also give us a fair return in

uties,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The guestion is on agreeing to the
amendment of the committee,

The amendment was agreed to.

The AssisTANT SECRETARY. On page 107, line 21, it is pro-
posed to strike ont the words “dried currants and.”

The amendment was agreed to,

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY, On line 22 it is proposed to strike
out the word “pound” and to insert the same word with a
semicolon and the words “ currants, Zante or other, 2 cents per
pound,” so as to read:

Other drled .grapes, 2} cents per pound; currants, Zante or other,
2 cents per pound.

The amendment was agreed to.

The AssisTaxT SgCRETARY. In paragraph 743, page 107, lines
24 and 25, it is proposed to strike out “ oranges, and grapefruit,
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1 cent per pound,” and to insert “and oranges, 1 cent per
pound ; grapefruit, one-half of 1 cent per pound.”

So as to make the paragraph read:

PAR. 743. Lemons, 2 centsfper pound ; limes and oranges, 1 cent per
pound ; grapefruit, one-half of 1 cent per pound.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, on behalf of the committee,
I offer the following amendment: On page 107, line 25, before
the word “ and,” insert the words * in their natural state or in
brine.”

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment
of the committee as amended,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, the item of
lemons in this paragraph is not now under consideration, there
being no amendment offered to that part of the paragraph by
the Senate Finance Committee; so I shall not take up the time
of the Senate in discussing the high rate upon lemons named
in this paragraph. The committee does, however, propose an
amendment on oranges and on grapefruit, and I should like
to have inserted in the Recorp some information which I have
in regard to these products.

First of all, let me call attention to the fact that the House
rate of 1 cent per pound is higher than the rate in the Under-
wood law, which was one-half cent per pound, and the rate
named by the Senate committee restores the Payne-Aldrich
duties.

The California orange crop is around 20,000,000 boxes, and
that of Florida about 8,000,000 boxes. The imports are neg-
ligible, rarely exceeding $100,000 worth, while our exports have
been around three to seven million dollars worth. This in-
dustry, therefore, has reached a stage where it ean maintain
itself against foreign competition without the aid of a tariff, and
this has been achieved not by the tariff but by production
through the development and improvement of orange-grove cul-
tivation.

The exports of oranges are relatively small, since it requires
nearly a generation to create a citrus industry. Oranges come
chiefly from Spain and the Mediterranean countries, but this
supply is dwarfed by the demand for the domestic product.
Here we have an illustration of why a tariff is continued upon
an established industry in spite of the fact that it no longer
requires such support. It affects relatively insignificant quanti-
ties of oranges from the West Indies, and assists the growers’
association in maintaining their prices through the feeding out
of the orange supply to the different markets. The increased
uses of oranges, such as for drinks and as a table fruit, have
tremendously expanded the demand.

As to grapefruit, Florida produces the great bulk of the
domestic grapefruit, production in 1919 being 3,000,000 boxes,
valued at $6,000,000. Porto Rico produced in 1919, 845,340
boxes. California produced 465,000 boxes. The imports have
been relatively small, amounting to about half a million dollars.

Mr. President, with these facts before us, I want to call
attention to the fact that the orange industry does not need
any protective tariff duty. One cent per pound will not bring
any revenue, because there are no imports; and the only pur-
pose is that it will give the growers’' association a chance to
increase the price. Oranges are produced in sufficient amount
to take care of the domestic demgnd, and there is not any
justification, in my opinion, for this duty. Oranges, like raisins,
are produced in such guantities that they can not possibly be
considered infant industries.

I have nothing further to add, Mr. President.. »

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the committee as modified.

The amendment as modified was agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. That completes paragraph T437?

The VICE PRESIDENT, It does.

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask, then, that we take up paragraph
T18, providing for duties on fish.

The next amendment of the committee was, in paragraph T18,
page 102, line 18, to strike out the word “all” and insert the
words “ fish, fresh, frozen, or packed in ice; halibut, salmon,
and swordfish, 2 cents per pound.”

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Joxgs] is interested in these paragraphs. He ought to
be sent for, or a quorum call had.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I move to amend the amend-
ment by adding, after the word * salmon,” in line 19, the word
“mackerel ” and a comma.

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, Mr, President, fish is a
product that differs from all others in *the very nature of the
industry, and therefore it must be considered upon somewhat
different principles. First, I want to call attention to a strik-

Ing incomsistency in this paragraph. Halibut is the fish most
extensively found in the eastern markets. Salmon and sword-
fish are found more extensively in the Pacific coast markets,

The imports of salmon and of swordfish are insignificant, so
that the salmon and swordfish market, largely on the Pacific
coast, has practically no competition, while halibut, a fish
caught in the Atlantic Ocean waters, and marketed in the At-
lantic coast markets, meets with very serious competition from
Canadian fish importations, yet the committee amendment,
drawn so unscientifically, only gives the same protection to the
halibut fisherman of the East that it gives to the salmon fisher-
man of the Vj‘est, although the halibut fisherman must compete
with an importation from foreign markets of 17 per cent of
the amount of our consumption.

I think this is a very grave and serious injustice to the hali-
but fisherman, and that the rate upon halibut ought to be
more than the rate upon salmon and swordfish, in view of
the statistics upon the imports and the production and con-
sumption of these various kinds of fish, or the rates on salmon
and swordfish reduced.

I do not know that there is anything more I care to say,
but I ask that some letters which I have received and informa-
tion which I have summarized about the imports and domestic
production of these fish be incorporated with my remarks,

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE SENATE COMMITTER AMENDMENT AND PRE-
VIOUS LAWS.

Under the Underwood Act fresh fish, frozen or packed in ice, were
free. Under the Payne-Aldrich Act fresh fish were dutiable at three-
fourths cent per pound, with a special provision of ome-fourth cent
per ﬂound for fresh herring, eels, smelts, and fresh-water fish, and a
3;‘;] 11! provision of 1 cent per pound for fresh mackerel, halibut, and

DI
PRODUCTION, IMPORTS, AND EXPORTS.

The present annual catch of fresh fish amounts to abont 2,500,000,-
000 pounds. - Our imports average about 100,000,000 pounds, of which
fresh-water fish constitutes about 4 per cent. [Exports are relatively
small ; ordinarily they amount to around 10.000.00.?0 pounds.

_Imports are almost exclusively from Canada and are received at
North Atlantic ports. The great bulk of salt-water filsh consists of
ha,llibut, cod, haddock, hake, pollock, herring, smelts, salmon, and mack-

erel,

Of the total catch of fresh fish 25,000,000 pounds are halibut and
613,910,000 pounds are salmon. I have not been able to obtain any
accurate figures as to swordfish. The figures on hallbut and salmon
however, are sufficient to indicate that a large percentage of the total
catch is of these varieties, and that therefore the proposed increase
from 1 cent to 2 cents per pound on halibut, salmon, and swordfish
will be applicable to at least 30 per cent of our domestic catch.

About 17,000,000 dpounds of halibut and about 6,000,000 pounds of
salmon are importe er year. Imports of halibut amount te about
17 per cent of our total consumption; imports of salmon amount to
less than 1 per cent of our consumption.

It is clear from these figures that halibut fish should bear a higher
duty than salmon,

GLoUCESTER FISH EXCHANGE,
Gloucester, Mass,, June 5, 1928,
Hon. Davip I. WaLsH,
e United States Benate, Washington, D. O.

My DEAR Bin: At a meeting of the Gloucester Fish Exchange, held
this morning, I was instructed to communicate with you and to ask
your kindly influence in having the provision In the proposed tariff
relating to fresh mackerel raised from 1 cent to 2 cents per pound.

The suggestion offered is that the word * mackerel " inserted in
Senate Document No. 187, Schedule 7, agricultural products and pro-
vislons, paragraph 718, page 42, so as to read:

“ Par. 718. kish, fresh, frozen, or packed in ice: Halibut, mack-
erel, salmon, and swordfish, 2 cents per pound,” etec. 3

Briefly, and as a reason for making the foregoing request, it might
be added that the American fresh-mackerel market iz flooded with fish
imported from Nova Scotia, with the result that the product is selling
at figures unprofitable to the American industry.

During the past two weeks, as an illustratlon, thousands of barrels
of fresh mackerel have been shipped in from Nova Scotia and dumped
on the New England market, with the result that the Ameriean fisher-
man finds his usnal and regular market destroyed and unprofitable.

Trusting that the suggestion herein contained will meet with your
%gprobation and thanking you in advance for a kindly consideration of

e matter at your convenience, :

I am, sir, with great respect, sincerely yours,
WiILMOT A, REED, Secretary.
ai Cna:mznuor Co;:mcncn. -
oucester;- Mass., June 6, 1922,
Hon., DavIp I. WALSH,

United States Senate, Washington, D. (.

HoxoraprLe Siit: The board of directors of the chamber of commerce
has asked me to bring the following matter to your attention, with
the request that, in so far as may be possible, you lend your influence
in support of the proposed change.

The matter relates to the proposed tariff, and esPec!a.I!y to that por-
tlon which concerns fresh mackerel. It is found in Senate Document
No. 187, schedule 7, “Agricultural products and provisions,” paragraph
718, page 42, and reads as follows:

“ Fish, fresh, frozen, or packed in Ice, n. s. p. f., halibut, salmon, and
sworgﬁsﬁ.t2 cents per pound; all otlier fish, n. & p. f, 1 cenf per
pound,” ete.

The board of directors is convinced from the facts ‘t],)resented to it b
its committee and its affililated organizations that the tariff on fres
mackerel as herein provided for would result in great injury to the
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extensive mackerel fisheries existing in Gloucester and elsewhere in New
England. It s that at present Canadian fresh mackerel are
being imported via at a eost far below the cost of production to
our own fishermen., 'The board of directors therefore m to suggest
° that this particular paragraph be so amended as to inel along with
the three other fresh fish mentioned mackerel. The paragraph wounld
then read as follows:

“ Pan. T18. Fish, fresh, frozem, or packed in ice, n. & ﬂz. ., halibut,
mackerel, salmon, swordfish, 2 cents per pound; all other fish, n. & p. L.,
1 cent per pound,” ete.

We trust that this suggestion will meet with yeur approval and that
there s still time and opportunity in which to make the desired ehange.
We fully appreciate all your past efforts in our favor and know that
you hmée our Interests at heart, for all of which we are truly thankful.

incerely yours, f
Hrermax F. Liow, Monager,
Mr. JONES of Washingion. Mr. President, I was called ont
for a moment. What is the pending amendment?
The VICE PRESIDENT, The amendment relative to fish.
Mr. JONES of Washington. The first amendment?
The VICE PRESIDENT. The first amendment.
Mr, JONES of Washington. I desire to offer an amendment
to the committee amendment.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will report the
amendment.
The AssiSTANT SECRETARY. On page 102, line 19, the Senator
from Washington moves to amend by inserting afier the word
“pound ” the following proviso:

Provided, That from and after 80 days after the enactment of this
act no fresh or frozen halibut, salmon, or swordflsh from the North

Pacifie Ocean or its tributary waters shall be admitted into the United

Btates through any foreign eountry, except when the same shall be in
bond from &n American port.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, this amendment
to the amendment does not affect the duty on fish as proposed
by the committee. I will say frankly that it is intended to
meet rather a local situation which has been brought about by
special orders in council and regulations by the Canadian Gov-
ernment,

I do not know whether the committee will oppose the amend-
ment or not. I will take just a few moments to explain the
gituation, and I hope there will be no opposition to it. I can
not see how there can be, from the American standpoint.

This amendment was put in the tariff bill of 1913 in the
Senate. It was very carefully considered by the commitiee and
there was a very extended debate on the floor of the Senate,
Senator Chamberlain, of Oregon, on the Democratic side, made
a very strong speech in behalf of it. As I said, it was put in
the bill in the Senate; but it went out in conference.

The sitvation which we seek to meet by this amendment is
about this: The halibut fishing grounds are 600 or T00 miles
north of Seattle, extending a distance of about 1,500 miles.
They are fished very largely by American fishermen and Amer-
ican vessels; at least, that used to be the ease.

In 1915 the Grand Trunk Railway was completed to Prince
Rupert, which is about thirty-odd miles from the Alaskan coast,
It is the terminus of this railroad. Immediately upon :the
completion of the railroad, or when it was near eompletion, the
Canadians, with characteristie energy and characteristic devo-
tion to the interests of Canadians, took steps to concentrate
business at Prince Rupert and provide freight for the Grand
Trunk Railway.

One of the inviting fields in this direction was the fishing
industry, and especially the bhalibut fishing industry. If this
product conld be diverted over the Grand Trunk Railway it
would furnish a very large freight tonnage coming to eastern
cities and eastern markets.

Canada has a very effective legislative gystem, one that can
be nsed very promptly, and it was put into operation at once.
Certain regulations were made and certain orders in eouncil
were passed, with the avowed purpose of concentrating the fish-
ing fleet and the fishing industry at Prince Rupert.

I made an address myself in connection with the tariff bill
of 1913 and quoted from some of these orders in couneil, and
I desire to quote from those orders now, becauge they are just
as pertinent at this time as they were in 1913. I desire to
quote from a statement I made, because it summarizes the
action of the Canadian Government, It is as follows:

In December, 1914, the Canadian Government ssed an order in
permitting ;tlhet:&l;ist;; of Cust&’m;nﬁn -
and conditions as he fou cegsary uce foreign corporations
and American vessels to bring their business to Canadian ports,

That was the distinct purpose of these regulations and
orders in council. I read further:

This order in council provided that during the year 1915 foreigncrs
and foreign corporations brin Eam fish in vessels tered in the
United States could land suc h at apy Canadian pert without the

yment of d and transship the same in bond to any port in th

nited States. order in council also provided that t!xalxnan ans
forelﬁvn corporations hrlnginﬁ fish into Canada would be permitted to
nare.

ase mp;\:’!ll’es at any port in British Columbia ; all of these things
o he done, weyer, unga- itions as the
Minister of d

such regulations and cond
Customs sghould determine,

After making inducements which would lead the fishing fleet
to go inte Canadian ports for the purpose of acquiring provi-
sions and for the purpose of disposing of their fish, and so on,
one of the provisions was that these fish should be shipped out
of Canada only by railroad. In other words, it was the avowed
purpose of these orders in council to have the fish shipped
over the Canadian railroad. That was the only railroad there,
and the only way to get those fish eut was to ship them over the
Canadian It was also provided, I think in the 1914
order in eouncil, that the fish ecould be brought into Canada and
transshipped in bond. That precluded many of the smaller
catches from being disposed of.

In order to encourage the fisherman to eome into Prince
Rupert a subsequent order in council was made, modifying the
original order in council, and permitting these fish brought by
American ships and American seamen into Canada to be sold
to Canadians for the purpose of shipment in bond into Canada.
It was provided also by these orders in ecouncil that fish
brought by Americans into those ports could not be sold for
consumption in Canada at all.

One of the prinecipal objections made by some of the fisher-
men and seamen out in that country seems to be based upon
the idea that if an amendment like this should be adopted,
the price would be lowered. As a matter of fact, in my judg-
ment, they would get a much better price in American ports
and American territory than under the present conditions.
They seem to have overlooked the fact that under the Canadian
orders in council they can not sell their fish to Canadians for
consumption in Canada; in other words, the market is very
decidedly limited.

Briefly, that is the situation we strive to meet by this amend-
ment. The Canadian Government has used its legislative power
to conecentrate the fishing industry at Prince Rupert. Wa
think this industry should have an opportunity, at least, and
an encouragement, to concentrate at Ameriean ports, -

I believe the effect of the amendment I have offered will ba
to induce American fishermen to bring their fish to Ketchikan,
Alaska. Bome think this is aimed to promote the welfare of
the city of Seattle. That is not the purpose. Ketchikan is
about 600 miles north of Seattle, less than a hondred miles
from Prince Rupert, and the only disadvantage to which it is
put, aside from these orders in council, is the fact that it
has net railroad connection with the land. In other words,
Prince Rupert, as I said, is the terminus of this railroad.

I have here a petition in the form of a guaranty from business
men and business interests at Ketchikan, in which they guar-
antee that a ferry service would be maintained between Ketchi-
kan and Prince Rupert if legislation of this character should
be enaeted so that the Canadian railway may not lose the busi-
ness. One objection heretofore urged has been that this was
intended to confine the ghipment of the fish to Ameriean rail-
roads. I believe that a great deal of it will come over the
American railroads. I believe a great deal of the fish will
come to Seattle with legislation of this character, but it may not
do so. Even though a great deal of it may come to Seattle, a
great part of it will still go to Prince Rupert under this legislaition
and go over the Canadian railroad, but the business involved in
the handling of the fish, in taking care of it and storing it and
preparing it, and all that sort of thing, will be done in American
territory by American capital and American interests. That is
done pretty largely, I think, in Ketchikan and elsewhere; in
other words, this will result in encouraging Ameriean industry
and employment and capital, and so forth, in Alaska. That is
another consideration that commends it to me.

The guaranty that I have is dated Ketchikan, May 8, and
reads as follows:

‘We are informed that your objection to the legislation now pending
before Congress, relative to the Alaska fresh-fish business, is due to the
lack of facilities and transportation between Alaska unﬁi the rail ter-
minal at Prince Rupert, British Columbia.

In order, therefore, that this objection may be evercome and Alaska
receive Its full share of the benefits aceruing from the fisheries opera-
tions along the North P coast and to conserve this industry to the
American tead of Canadinn £mple. we, the undersigned. whom you
know to be financial le, agree to provide upon the passage
of the suggested legislation satisfactory tramsportation facilities for all
shipments of fresh and frozen fish between Kefchikan, Alaska, and the
western terminal of the Grand Trunk Pacific Railroad. at a rate which
shall not exceed the presemt cost of del . and we offer for your con-
sideration the hereto-attached statement of the facilities now avallable
at Eetchikan for the economical and expeditions handling of the produoct
%rlthpge fisheries as compared with those at Prince Rupert, British

olum

This is signed by some 30 or 40 leading business men, in-
cluding bankers, merchants, and so on, of Ketchikan. Then
they point out the facilities for handling the fish at Ketehikan.
I desire to say that because of the tendency of this legislation
and the proposals which they knew were gzoing te be unrged
from time to time and in the belief that Congress would respond
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to this desire and this need of encouraging American industry

the people in Ketchikan have gone on to provide the facilities

that niay be necessary to handle the fish. They hdve, according

to their statement—and I have no reason to doubt it—much

gore extensive facilities than have been created even at Prince
upert.

Mr. KELLOGG, Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield.

Mr. KELLOGG. I was not in the Chamber when the Sen-
ator commenced his remarks, and I would like to ask a ques-
tion. Is it proposed to prohibit the importation of fish into the
United States except through an American port of entry?

Mr. JONES of Washington. They can not come into the
United States except through an American port of entry. The
amendment provides that they can not come through a foreign
country, except in bond from an American port.

Mr. KELLOGG. The Senator means that they could not come

on any of the Canadian railroads into the United States?
. Mr. JONES of Washington. They could not come in on any
Canadian railroad, unless shipped from an American port in
bond. In other words, they could come from Ketchikan in bond
over the Grand Trunk Railway.

Mr. KELLOGG. But they could not come from any Canadian
port into the United States?

Mr. JONES of Washington.

Mr. KELLOGG. In bond?

Mr. JONES of Washington.
any Canadian port in bond.

Mr. KELLOGG. The Senator is aware, I suppose, of the
great amount of Canadian products to be exported which come
through the United States. Is not this rather radical discrimi-
nation against Canadian interests when we take a large amount
of their products, even for export, through United States ports?

Mr. JONES of Washington. This deals only with particular
products—with halibut and salmon and swordfish.

Mr. KELLLOGG. But products from Canadian farms—wheat,
flour, live stock, and meats—are shipped through the United
States and through the United States ports to foreign countries.

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not try to deal with those.

Mr. KELLOGG, 1 know the Senator does not, but it seems
to me that they could with equal justice prohibit any of their
exports coming through the United States.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Does the Senator think they
will do it?

Mr. KELLOGG. I do not know whether they will or not.

Mr., JONES of Washington. Did the Senator hear what I
stated with reference to what they have done to us to center
this trade at Prince Rupert? What I propose to do is to meet
the very discrimination they have made against us. That is all
in the world it is, They provide that our people can not bring
fish to Canada and sell them there for Canadian consumption.

Mr. KELLOGG. Do they place an absolute embargo on
Ameriean fish in Canada? Is that what the Senator means?

Mr. JONES of Washington. No; they encourage it to come
in there to be shipped over the Grand Trunk Railroad, but they
say that it can not be sold for local consumption.

Mr. KELLOGG. Then it is an embargo against the local
consumption of American fish?

Mr, JONES of Washington. Yes. They have done that by
their orders in council. They have used their legislative power,
as I said awhile ago, to build up Prince Rupert.

Mr. KELLOGG. Do we sell much American fish in Canada
locally ?

Mr. JONES of Washington.

Mr. KELLOGG.
hibit it?

Mr. JONES of Washington, I expect we would.

Mr. _,KELLOGG. Does the Senator know whether we would
ar not?

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ecan not tell what we would do
sksolutely. 1 think that we probably would, because our fish-
wagz fleets gather in most of the halibut and the salmon. espe-

. «ally the hal but from the halibut pank. They are American
fishermen and American ships, and they take them to Prince
Rupert, and have been doing it. I have not any doubt that if
they could be sold loeally many of them would be sold there,
but they especially prohibit that by their order in council. I
have here a copy of that order. Here is what they say. This
is an amendment of the order in council of 1914 :

S8aid order in council of December 10, 1914, is hereby amended to
provide : During the present calendar year (1913) foreigners or for-
elgn corporations—

This is a’med directly at the United States, and I want the
Senator from Minnesota to notice it—

forelgn cor-
the %Iﬂt&d

During the present calendar year (1915) foreigners or
gorauons bringing fresh fish in vessels registered in
be permitted

No,
This prohibits their coming from

They prohibit it.
Would we sell much if they did not pro-

tates of America to any port in British Columbia shall

to land such fresh fish at such port without ment of duties and
transship the same in bond to any port in the ﬁ:ﬁe{l Btates, or to sell
such fish in bond to such local dealer or dealers as may be properly
and duly licensed therefor, under the regulations and conditions therein-
after mentioned, which dealer or dealers shall export the same in
compliance with the bonding requirement (without the ﬂtiht' how-
ever, in either instance, to sell in Canada for consumption therein, or
otherwise except In bond, any of such fresh fish so landed) ; and such
foreigners and foreign corporations bringing fresh fish in vessels regis-
tered in the United States of America to s;:!y ort in British Columbia
ghall be permitted to ‘smrcbm nuptpi!es and ship crews for such ves-

sels at any rt in said Province of British Columbia, the whole under
g:gmﬁula jons and conditions as the minister of customs may

As I called attention a while ago, by this order in council the
fish brought in there could not be sent out of Canada except by
railroad. In other words, if an American fishing vessel went
into Prince Rupert with fish and landed them there and could
not dispose of them or could not sell all of them, they could
not take them by boat to Seattle; they could only get them out
of there by railroad. What Canada may do by way of retalia-
tion I do not know. We are trying to meet retaliation that
Canada has already practiced against us. In dealing with many
of these questions where we are trying to meet discrimination,
an act aimed directly at us and against us, I can not understand
why we should be urged not to do something for fear that we
may offend or for fear they may retaliate against us. We did
not begin this. They commenced it. They began it upon the
completion of the Grand Trunk Railway for the specific and
avowed purpose of building up the business of Prince Rupert,
and for the further purpose, as stated in one of these orders in
council, of securing the transfer of registry of American ships
to Canadian registry. Here is what they said in one of the
whereases to this order in council of 1915—1I shall not take the
time to read it all:

And whereas the minister of the naval service is Informed that, in
view of the fact that Prince Rupert is several hundred miles nearer
the fishing grounds than is Beattle, and as the Grand Trunk Pacific
Railway is now operating, so that fish ean as readlly be shipped to
the eastern United, States markets from Prince Rupert as from Seattle
if such boats and smaller vessels were permitted to go to Prince Ru rt
and sell their catches to some person or corporation which would in
turn ship them in bond to the United States, and if such vessels or
boats were then permitted to purchase sugplies for thelr fishing opera-
tions, a eonsiderable number of them would transfer their base of opera-
tions from Seattle to Prince Rupert, and would probably later transfer
their vessels or boats to the Canadian registry and permanently operate
from Prince Rupert.

That is another method that our friends across the line
take to build up their merchant marine. I commend it upon
their part. If I were a Canadian, I would be very proud of the
action which they took in order to promote and build up their
interests, especially their shipping interests. I would like to
see us do the same thing to look after our shipping interests.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President——

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield to the Senator from
Massachusetts,

Mr. LODGE. I only interrupt the Senator because I really
desire information, and I want to understand the situation
fully. As I understand it, the fish comes in at Ketchikan, which
is an American port. It is shipped from there to Prince Rupert.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Not now. By reason of the
encouragement and the special inducements offered the fishing
vessels do not go to Ketchikan, but to Prince Rupert.

Mr. LODGE., They go direct to Prince Rupert?

Mr. JONES of Washington. They go direct to Prince Rupert.

Mr. LODGE. American vessels?

Mr. JONES of Washington. American vessels, and they turn
their fish over to some dealer, who will ship them in bond into
the United States; in other words, they have the business
transaction there.

Mr. LODGE. They are relieved from the Canadian duty?

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is true.

Mr. LODGE. The reason why I ask is that I have received
a telegram from the New England Fish Co., referring to another
communication, which I have not been able to find, asking me
to oppose the amendment placing an embargo on fish other
than packed in American ports. Then I algo have a letter from
the Fishing Vessel Owners’ Association of Seattle, and they
speak in it of a pamphlet which they prepared for the Senate
Finance Committee, which I have not received. They say:

If you can see your way clear to op})om this amendment when it is
proposed, you will materially assist in the preservation of a eat
American industry in which our members, who own over 100 sea halibut
schooners, have Invested their all and on which their living depends.

That is from Seattle; it is not from New England.

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senators yield to me?

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield to the Senator.

5 Mr, LODGE. I was merely asking a question for informa-
on.

Mr. NELSON. What the Senator from Washington contends
for may be of some benefit to American shipowners, but it will
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be very disastrous to the Alaskan fishermen. They contend,
and I have numerous letters from them to that effect, that they
are cut off and are unable to sell their fish for the prices for
which they could otherwise sell them. The amendment pro-
posed, if adopted, would be a curse to the Alaskan fishermen.

Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to say that the mere
statement of the Senator from Minnesota does not make it a
fact. I should like to have some one point out how it would be
a curse to the Alaskan fishermen. It does not take away in any
degree their market; it really expands their market. The
Alaskan fishermen now take their fish into Prince Rupert, but
they can not sell them there for local consumption. The only
way they can sell them in Prince Rupert is in such a manner
that they may be shipped in bond to ports into the United
States to be sold. :

Mr, NELSON. At present all of the fish which are caught
there have to go through Seattle to be shipped to the eastern
market,

My, JONES of Washington.

Mr. NELSON. Oh, yes.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Oh, no.

Mr. NELSON. The Alaskan fishemen can not now sell their
fish at Prince Rupert; if they wish to ship any fish eastward
anywhere in the United States they have all got to go through
the port of Seattle and nowhere else. The Alaskan fishermen
bitterly complain of that; I have had them come to see me
about it here within the last three months.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Of course, the only way that
fish from Alaska may be shipped to the eastern market, unless
they go around by vessel, is over American railroads or over
Canadian railroads; and the American railroads, of course, con-
nect at Seattle. That is all true; but the amendment which I
‘have proposed does not prohibit the Alaskan fishermen from
shipping their fish to the eastern markets over Canadian rail-
roads; it does not deprive them of that market at all,

Mr. NELSON. I will eall the attention of the Senator from
Washington to the fact that the Legislature of Alaska was so
interested in this question that it directed the attorney general
of Alaska to bring suit in the Supreme Court of the United
States in order to get rid of this hamstringing legislation that
is ruining the Alaskan fishermen. The case was argued here
in the Supreme Court—and I saw the attorney general of
Alaska at that time—but the Supreme Court held that inas-
much as the law complained of related to a Territory, Congress
had the power to enact it. If Alaska had been a State, that leg-
islation never could have been enacted.

Mr. JONES of Washington, Mr. President, the legislation to
which the Senator from Minnesota has referred does not relate
to fisheries at all. That was a provision of the merchant marine
act with reference to the coastwise laws of the country and to
shipping, and has no bearing whatever upon this proposition,
Why the Senator from Minnesota should bring that law in, I do
not understand.

The Senator from Minnesota states that the Legislature of
Alaska and the attorney general of Alaska are objecting to
this proposal. I have here a resolution which was passed by
the Alaska Territorial Fish Commission with reference to this
very matter. The Senator from Minnesota thinks, and I think,
that we shoild pay some attention to the local sentiment and the
views of the people of Alaska.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wash-
ington yield to me?

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield to the Senator from
Minnesota.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, ever since I visited Alasgka in
1903, with a committee of" the Senate, I have been a warm
fr.end of Alaska. A geat deal of the legislation which has
been obtained in behalf of Alaska in the past I formulated and
secured its passage here. Alaska has had such very hard times
that the Territory now has not as large a white population as it
had 10 years ago. If it is desired to build up Alaska, its in-
dustries should be encouraged, and one of its leading industries
is that of fishing, which should not be frozen out in the interest
of Seattle.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I do not think
the Senator from Minnesota means what he says or he does
not appreciate what he is saying. I am not trying to freeze out
the fishing industry in Alaska in the interest of Seattle. As
a matter of fact, as I stated a while ago, this amendment is
in the Interest of Alaska; it is in the interest of Ketchikan,
Alaska. There is where, if this amendment is adopted, the
fishing business will be concentrated. :

1 appreciate what the Senator from Minnesota has said re-

Oh, no.

garding his friendship for Alaska and as to what he has done |

for Alaska. Too much can not be said as to his interest

in Alaska and his friendship for that Territory; and I am
sorry to see that because of a few people who, in my judgment,
have been very largely inspired by Canadian influences, the
Senator will unwittingly join in defeating a proposition that
is for the benefit of Alaska, and is especially for the benefit of
one of the principal towns in Alaska.

I know that some of the fishermen oppose this proposition;
but I want to say to the Senator that I am very reliably in-
formed that a prominent Canadian attended the meetings of
sqgme of the fishermen on Puget Sound and used his Influence
there in opposition to this proposed legislation. Canadians
know how to look after their own interests, and they do it; they
know how to use their business connections in this country to
look after their interests, and they use them.

Mr. NELSON. There is this difference, I wish to say to the
Senator, namely, that when these poor fishermen take ther fish
tso Pr{nce Rupert they get a better price in eash than they do at

edttle.

Mr, JONES of Washington. I do not want them to have to
come to Seattle.

Mr. NELSON. And they make more money; it is more profit-
able to them. If the fishermen are compelled to go to Seattle,
as under existing arrangements and under the proposed arrange-
ment, they will be the losers.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Why does the Senator say that
this proposed amendment is in the interest of Seattle? I wish
he would tell us,

Mr. NELSON. Because it will compel them to take all their
fish and ship them eastward through the port of Seattle.

Mr, JONES of Washington. How will the amendment compel
them to ship their fish through Seattle?

Mr. NELSON. That is provided under the law already ex’st-
ing, and the Senator’s proposal is supplementary to that law.

Mr. JONES of Washington. No; the Senator is mistaken.

Mr, NELSON. No,

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator is not usually mis-
taken, but sometimes, like the rest of us, he does make a mis-
take, and he is mistaken in this instance. There is not any law
which requires them to ship thieir fish through Seattle; they are
not doing it now; they are selling their fish at Prince Rupert,
and this amendment will not take away their markets, but will
expressly permit them to send their fish in bond from Ketchikan
over the Canadian railroads to the eastern markets,

So, Mr. President, this amendment does not tuke away from
the American fishermen any market that he has, but, as a
matter of fact, it expands his market.

I am just as much interested in the Alaskan fishermen as is
the Senator from Minnesota; I am just as much interested n
the fishermen of Puget Sound as is the Senator from Minnesota,
although I may not have done as much as has the Senator from
Minnesota; I am just as much interested in the welfare of
Alaska as is the Senator from Minnesota, and, with all due
respect to him, I believe 1 know about as much about it as
does the Senator from Minnesota, and if I thought that this
amendment wou'd be an injury to Alaska I would not propose
it, but, instead of thinking that it is a benefit to Seattle, I be-
lieve it is of special benefit o Ketchikan.

Now, bere is a resolution passed by the Alaskan Territorial
Fish Commission at the session held in Juneau Jauuary 14,
1921:

Whereas it is the sense of the commission that the fresh-fish industry
of the Territory is one of Its greatest and most important resources;
that sald industry should be encouraged as a means of developing and
building up the said Territory: and that if proper protection is given
this industry to prevent the fish caught in the waters of and adjacent
thereto from being packed and prepared in foreign countries for ship-
ment to the markets of the United States, a permanent fishing popuia-
tion will settle in Alaska, improve its lands, and aid in the settle-
ment and development of the Territory : Therefore be it

Resolved, That all fresh or frozen halibut or salmon, or the products
thereof, arriving at an American port from or through any foreign
country, which have been packed or prepared for shipment in other
than American territory, shall be subject to a duty of 3 cents per
pound, and all other deep-sea fish or the products thercof arriving at
an Amerlean port from or through any foreign country, which have
been packed or preizared for shipment in other than American terri-
tory, shall be subject to a duty of 1 cent per pound; and

Resolved, That no fresh or frozen fish taken from the North Pacific
Ocean or ftributary waters shall be admitted into the United States
through any foreign munhgv except when the same shall be in bond
| from an American port; an

That is the amendment which I have proposed.

‘Further resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be transmitted to

the Secretary of Commerce through the Governor of Alaska as chair-
man of this committee.

I have before me another resolution which was adopted
setting out the reasons for all the position taken, but I will
not take the time to read it now.

The Governor of Alaska came down here, and T nnderstand,
| though I was not present, that he appeared before the com-
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mittee and urged this same proposition. I know that he Is for
it; he is Jooking after the interests' of Alaska; he is devoted
to her interests; he wants done that which will benefit Alaska.

Mr, President, I know there are some who oppose this
amendment. Some of our fish vessel owners' associations have
sent telegrams and resolutions opposing it, but let me call at-
tention to the fact that when the Simmons-Underwood tariff
law was pending in this body the same organizations urged
the same amendment. I have copies of their letters and tele-
grams here urging the adoption of the amendment. I am fold—
and the information comes from reliable authority—that some
of the representatives of Canadian interests and Canadian
companies have appeared in the meetings of the vessel owners’
associations at Seattle opposing this amendment, and they
sent me resolutions or telegrams prptesting against its adop-
tion.

I have here a copy of a letter signed by O. 0. Hvatum, dated
Ketehikan, May 22. It is addressed to “Fellow members of
Fishing Vessel Owners’ Association,” the writer of the letter
being a member of the association. He says:

e Ol e T e R BB

. W move
:A?],: géac?ﬁg%m?::eomeﬂm from Prinece Rupert, British Colu.mhia?ozo
ska—

Not as the Senator from Minnesota says to Seattle, but to
Alaska, and I believe if the business men stand back of their
agreement, namely, to put a ferry on the run between: EKetchi-
kan and the Grand Trunk Railway, to be run on train schedule,
regardless if there is a load or not, that our main objection is
removed.

I do not know whether the Senator was present when I read
from the guaranty signed by nearly all ihe business men of
Ketchikan—not signed by any business men of Seattle, but
by nearly all the business men of Ketchikan—banks and busi-
ness houses, merchants, and so forth, saying that they will
guarantee the establishment of a ferry service, not from
Seattle but from Ketchikan to Prince Rupert. They certainly
know, or at least they ought to know, what is of interest to
them and what will benefit them. The writer of the letter goes
on to say: x

I do not know if you are aware of the fact that at the present time
American. fish is b from Canadian markets when discharged at
their ports by American fishing vessels. However, such is the case.
Consequently Canadian boats often receive—

T hope the Senator will note this—

Conseciuenﬂy Canadian boats often receive from 1 to 3 cents a pound
more for their fish than we do, which I consider unfair to American
boats. 1 was under the Im that American fish could be used in
Canada by paying the duty. Had conditions been generally known, I
believe the most of us would have taken a different view and action at
our meetings held in Seattle Iast winter.

It is impossible for us to meet together at this time dc{ear. and I
would sl_l%gaﬁt that each of you give the legislation whi has been
rogsed y the citizens of careful consideration. I believe
t onld have our support.

Respectfully, 0. 0. HvaTOM.

Mr. President, I do not feel like taking more of the time of
the Senate in the discussion of this matter. The sole purpose
of this amendment is to encourage American interests, Ameri-
can industry, American capital, and it is in the interest of the
American fisherman, the American fleet,

Mr, NELSON, Mr. President, will the Senator allow me to
interrupt him?

Mr. JONES: of Washington. Certainly.

Mr. NELSON. Take the Ketchikan case: Most of the fish-
eries in Alaska are immediately west of Prince Rupert, the
terminus of the Canadian railroad. What the Senator asks
and what the Ketchikan people ask is that instead of bringing
that fish to Prince Rupert, which is close by, it shall be
brought 100 or 200 miles farther south to a little mining town,
Ketchikan, and there shipped back to Prince Rupert. That is
what they are after.

Mr, JONES of Washington. Mr. President, the Senator was
professing his love and his interest and friendship for Alaska
a few moments ago.

Mr. NELSON. My interest is in the poor fishermen of
Alagka, Theirs is the most permanent industry. The gold
mining, the placer mining, is only transient. The timber sup-
ply of Alaska is limited. It is the fishing Industry of Alaska
that is the most permanent industry there, and I am in favor
of the poor fisheymen who eateh the fish,

Mr, JONES of Washington. The Senator overlooks the fact
that Ketchikan is many miles nearer to the fishing grounds
than Prince Rupert, and that the fishing boats must largely
go by Ketchikan to get to Prince Rupert with their cargoes.
That would be another saving to the fishermen and to the fish-
ing vessels.

Mr. KING. Mr. President——

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. KING. For information, may I ask a few (uestions of
the Senator? This is rather terra incognito to me, although
it is in the water,

As I understand, the fishermen have no general restrictions
imposed upon them, and may invade the waters of the Pacific
coast and fish as and when and where they please.

Mr. JONES of Washington. These fisheries, of course, are
outside the 3-mile limit.

Mr. KING. Yes. The only competition they have is among
themselves. The product of their catch they bring either to
Canadian ports or to American ports. I am speaking now of
Canpadian fishermen and American fishermen, too, and I am
confining these interrogatories to the Pacific coast. Why should
a tariff be levied at all, unless it is for revenue, when the
people need fish, when meat prices are high, when fish is so
important an article in the diet and in the food supply of the
people? The ocean is free. They do not have to plant, they
do not have to sow, they do not have to reap. They go there
and catch the fish, They bring them into our markets. If
we put on a tariff, obviously it is to enable them to get just
that much more per pound for their fish than otherwise they
might get.

Mr. JONES of Washington. My amendment does not deal
with the matter of the tariff, and I am not discussing that
phase of it as yet. I am in favor of a tariff myself. As a
matier of fact, the rate proposed by the committee is not as
high as a good many would like to see. Our people on Puget
Sound meet the Japanese fishermen, and their markets have
been very seriously invaded under the free-fish legisiation that
we now have on the statute books. Our people belleve that if
this is continued our fishermen are going to be driven out of
business by the Japanese fishermen.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me
just on that point?

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes.

Mr, LODGE. Japan gives a very heavy subsidy to her fisher-
men, and it is impossible for our people to contend at all with
them for our markets unless we have a duty. They ask a
higher duty than is in this bill, and I have no doubt they are
justified in asking it; but we are presented in these fisheries
with a contest with subsidies everywhere. Other powers have
more intelligence about their fisheries than we have shown of
late. We used to be very intelligent abont it at the beginning of
the Government. The Japanese competition I happen to know
about, and I know—if the Senator will pardon me for inter-
rupting him——

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; I am glad to have the
Senator do so.

Mr. LODGHE. I know that they subsidize all their fisheries,
and they have an advantage which no unsubsidized fishery can
poseibly meet, 3

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator, if
that statement is true—and, of course, I accept it——

Mr. LODGE. Oh, there is no doubt about it. It is all in
testimony here.

Mr. KING. May I inquire if it is not based upon the fact
that the Japanese live almost entirely upon fish and rice, and
therefore it is important that they shall have fish brought to
their shores, and in order to get quantities adequate for the
wants of their people they are compelled to subsidize their
fishermen, as the Senator says?

Mr. LODGE. All nations do it. The Japanese are not the
only ones. Canada subsidizes very extensively. Great Britain
used to subsidize, and I think is retnrning to it; but almost all
the countries that have any fisheries, like Holland and the
others, give subsidies. I have it all here. I did not want to
take the time of the Senate to go over them all, but Japan sub-
stantially subsidizes all branches of the fishing industry and
has done so for several years past.

Canada for years has offered bounties to resident Canadian fisher-
men employed in deep-sea fishing, and has also subsidized cold-storaga
plants at fishing ports up to 30 per cent of their cost, and has given
gubstantial transportation aid in absorbing up to two-thirds of trans-
portation charges on certain products ship from the Pacific coast
to interior points in order that the g:lnﬂu on of these 8 mMAy

encouraged and the product made a ble in the interior areas not
otherwise served with ocean fish.

That is, they pay two-thirds of the charges of the railroada.
We give them nothing.

The United Kingdom, in recognizing the importance and need of
fostering and promoting this industry, has now established a depart-
ment of marine and fisheries. Very recently a similar department has
been established in Canada,

The Senator will find, If he will look into it, that those
bounties are given by practically all nations that have fisheries.
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Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, just a word and
then I will conclude.

I hope the Senator from Minnesota will not allow himself
to be controlled in opposition to this measure by some oppo-
sition coming from fishermen. As I say, I know some of them
oppose it, but they do not all oppose it. I have received letters
and petitions from fishermen out there favoring this legislation,
and since the situation has been explained to them more fully
they are in favor of it. As I say, I do not claim that they
are all for it, but the Senafor from Minnesota might do a very
great injustice to many other fishermen by taking the state-
ments of a few fishermen who may, of course, voice their oppo-
sition, and it may be very sincere opposition. I do not ques-
tion that.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow
me——

Mr, JONES of Washington. T yield to the Senator.

Mr. NELSON. I got the most of my information from the
attorney gemeral of Alaska, who was here during the winter.
He came down to argue that case. Under existing law they
have to ship all the fish caught in Alaska to Seattle. This
amendment modifies it and would put Ketchikan in place of
Seattle. The fishermen were so insistent upon it that they suc-
ceeded in getting a resolution passed through the Legislature
of Alaska instructing the attorney general to bring this suit in
the Supreme Court; and, as I understood from the attorney
general, but for this legislation the fishermen could bring their
fish into Prince Rupert and get a far better price for them
than they could at Seattle. Under existing law they can not
ship any of the fish eastward, no matter where they are caught
in Alaska, without sending them to Seattle, and Seattle in that
way had a complete monopoly of the business. That was my
understanding. That was why the legislature instructed the
attorney general to bring the suit.

I have sent my clerk down to get the opinion of the Supreme
Court in the case. The discrimination was of such a charae-
ter that if it had been a discrimination between two States it
could not for a moment have been tolerated, If Alaska had
been a State instead of a Territory, it would not have been tol-
erated, but the Supreme Court held—and the case was ably
argued on both sides—that inasmuch as Alaska was a Terri-
tory, Congress had a right to pass any kind of legislation that
it saw fit to pass,

I have no interest in the railroads. I do not care a bit about
the Canadian railroads. My heart goes out for those poor men
who are on the water catching the fish. Those men ought to get
the best possible return for their work, and they can only get
it by leaving them free to take their fish to any of these places—
Prince Rupert, Victoria, Seattle, or Ketchikan.

I know what Ketchikan is. It may be a little more of a
town now than it was when I was there. It is at the end of
a very narrow channel that leads up to Skagway on the inner
passage. When I was there it was a little bit of a mining town,
and the mining industry was at work there. A gentleman sent
me a paper, and I think I referred it to the Finance Committee,
in favor of this amendment that the Senator from Washington
advoecates. He had a brother who lived at Ketchikan, and
Ketchikan was aching to get the monopoly of this fish trade.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, the Senator is a
good lawyer. The Senator understands the coastwise laws of
this country, and he knows that there is mothing in our law
that prevents an American ship catehing fish out in the ocean
from going to any foreign port to which it desires to go. He
knows that the trade between one American port and another
American port is confined to coastwise American ships. That
is true, and that was the question that was involved in the suit
to which the Senator refers.

The attorney general of Alaska contended that Congress had
no right to confine the trade between areas in the United States
and points in Alaska to American ships, but, Mr. President,
that does not require the American fishermen to bring their fish
to Seattle. It does require trade between Ketchikan and Seat-
tle to be by an American ship, that is all. These fishermen and
these vessel owners got the very idea that the Senator from
Minnesota urges here now, that if this legislation were passed,
under the decision of the Supreme Court their vessels could not
go from Ketchikan to Prince Rupert.

Mr. President, that is foreign trade, and there is no question
whatever about the right of any American ship to go from
one American port to a foreign port; so that the Senator from
Minnesota is basing his opposition to this legislation upon an
entire misapprehension of the facts and of the law as it is
sought to be applied. ‘

Mr, President, I was going to read the statement of the
facilities at Ketchikan. I shall not take the time to read it.

I will ask, however, that the letter which I have here from the
president of the Commercial Club of Ketchikan, together with
the petition and the statement regarding these facilities, may
be printed in the Recorn. I do this to save time. I have also
a memorandum prepared by a very reliable man, one whom I
can vouch for, with reference to the conditions, which sets this
matter out very concisely and very fully, which I ask to have
printed in the REcorp. -

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows :

Kniﬁa‘[xﬁx‘i‘l (‘.‘oui;m’:gu; CL}B,M
et Alas 5
Hon. WesLeY I.. Joves 4 N

United States Senate, Washington, D, C.

Dmar SpNaTor JoNEs: About a week &go the Commercial Club of
Ketchikan mailed you some data in support of the halibut legislation
which we furnished the Hon. DAN A. SUTHERLAND.

Since that data was compiled, the writer has been able to make
a thorough check on the equipment of the Canadian Fish & Cold Stor-
age Co. at Prinee Rupert, and find that in addition to the 150 tons of
refrigerating capacity, they have also an absorption plant of an addi-
tional 75 tons. Our statement, therefore, should read 225 tons for the
Canadian Fish & Cold Storage Co. as agzimt 410 tons of refrigerating
m%dty contained in the two plants at Ketchikan.

e trust the above will arrive in time so that we will not be charged
with unfv misrepresentation of the facts,
ours very truly,
= J. C. BARBER,
President Ketchikan Commercial Club,

EETCHIEAN, ALASKA, May 8, 1922,
Hon. DAx A. BUTHERLAND,
Delegate to Congress from Alaska,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sik: We are informed that your objection to the legislation
now pending before Congress relative to the Alaska fresh-fish businesa
is due to the lack of facilities and transportation between Alaska and
the rail terminal at Prince Rupert, British Columbia.

In order, therefore, that this objection may be overcome and Alaska
receive its full share of the benefits accruing from the fisheries opera-
tions along the north Pacific coast and to conserve this industry to
the American {nstead of Canadian rieop!e, we, the undersigned, whom
you know to be financially responsible, agree to provide, upon the pas-
sage of the suggested legislation, satisfactory trans&ortﬂt on facilities
for all shipments of fresh and frozen fish between Ketchikan, Alaska,
and the western terminal of the Grand Trunk Pacific Railroad at a
rate which shall not exceed the present cost of delivery, and we offer
for your consideration the hereto attached statement of the facilitles
now available at Ketchikan for the economical and expeditious handling
of the product of these fisherles as compared with those at Prince
Rupert, British Columbia.

H. C. Btrong, })m!dent Northland Dock Co.; W. A. Bryant,
manager J. R. Heckman & Co.; Alfred Howe, manager
Tongass Trading Co.: I. Y. Pruell, Jeweler; M. J.
Heneghan, merchant; P. J. Gilmore, merchant ; Thomas
Torry, mayor; Jno. R. Beegle, insurance: Forest J.
Hunt, merchant ;: L. H. Kubler, merchant; F. E. R[yus,
manager Ryus ruf' Co.; Frank Mullall , American
Meat Co.; G. E. Lingerfelt, manager Ketchikan Iron
Works; A, C. Kreedl
Beegle Packing Co.;
chine Works ; T. A, Thatcher, hardware; W. H. Patch-
ing, grocery; W. K. Spaulding coal and explosives;
J. H. Mustard, physician; H. R. Thompson, merchant ;

H. Cosgrove, lawyer ; Dean C. Cannon, merchant ;
H, M. Sawyer, logging business; Albert Reinert, dry
goods ; Jas. Neunan, sign writer ; Edward Horﬂmg.
editor Chronicle; C. H. Field, clothier; F. H. Bold,
electric laundry; E. A. Howard, furrier; John Kall,
real estate owner; W. E. Peterson, dentist; R. V.
Ellis, physician; N. R. Walker, druggist; A. R. Larson,
cashier Miners & Merchants' Bank.

STATEMENT OF FACT SUBMITTED TO DAN A. SUTHERLAND, DELEGATE FROM
ALASKA,

For the purpose of giving you positive assurance that there is now
at Ketchikan, Alaska, adequate facilities for icing, freezing, and pack-
ing for shipment the entire amount of halibut, salmon, and sable fish
that is now being handled at both the Canadian port of Prince Rupert
and the American rt of Ketchikan, Alaska, we beg to glve you the
following figures, showing the capaefty of the refrigerating plants at
Prinee Rupert and at Ketchikan ; and wish to state that at chikan
during the past year an amount running into hundreds of thousands
of dollars has been expended to provide facilities for handling fish
taken from the Alaska banks for consumption in the United State
which we believe would, through a protective tariff measure, be handl
at American instead of Canadian ports, where this Alaska resource is
now centered.

At Prince Rupert, which is now the headquarters of the big fleat
fishing on the Alaska banks, there s located but one cold storage, or
fish-freezing plant, and this has been subsidized and fostered for the

st eight years by the Canadian Government for the purpose of assist-

the development at her port of this fishing industry, the produects
of which are consumed in the United States. The capacity of fice
making and cold-storage plants is estimated lg the compressor capacit
installed ; and the measarement of that of the Canadian Fish & Col
Storage Co. is 150 tons per dg. The Canadian Government has pro-
vided its wharf with suitable 8 In which fish may be packed in ice
rr;; 1;::medjate shipment, the ice being supplied by the above cold storage
plant.
The above are the entire facilities now in existence at Prince Rupert
through which they handled during the past year 25,000,000 pounds
of halibut, nearly all of which were caught off the shore of Alaska
and consumed in the United States: but the Canadian port has reaped
the benefits of the industry, while stagnation has ruled in Alaska. At
Ketchikan two substantial cold-storage and fish-packing plants have
been constructed with American capital—one of them built entirely by

ee, contractor; W. F. Schlothan,
W. A. Williams, Northern Ma-

.
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Eetchikan citizens with no Government aid, as com with subsidies,
amounting to £300,000, which have been given by the Canadian Govern-
meni to foster this industry at Prince Rupert.

The eompressor ca the New England Fish Co. at Ketchikan
has been increased 8 year to 240 tons, and that of the Ketchikan
Cold Storage Co, to 170 tons, making a tfotal compressor capacity at
Ketchikan of 410 tons, as compared with 150 tons at Prince B.ngle.rt.
In addition, at Ketchikan we ve in existence 1,200 feet of whart
frontage set aside exclusively for handll this class of fish business,
and our existing facllities are snficient to handle four times the volume
of business we have had to handle or that we can ect to have with-
ont the enactment of a comgressional measure which will in effect
'bring to Alaskan ports the permanent fishing industry which we have
| permitted Canada to take from us.

KETCHIKAN COMMERCIAL CLUB,
By M. J. HENEYHAN
- Vice President.
By Geo. W. WooDRUFF, Secretary.

WasHINGTON, D. C,, January 9, 1922
BUGGESTED AMENDMENT TO TARIFF BILL.

Fish, iced, frogem, boxed, or otherwise preparsd for shipment in a
fresh or frozen state other than at a port of the United States, and all
other fish entering the United States in fresh or fromen state, shall be
subject to the following rates of duty: Halibut and salmon 3 cents per
pound, all other fish 2 cents per pound.

REMARKS,

Enactment of this amendment would protect to Alaskan cities and
towns the fisherles of Alaska and prevent impro diversion of such
fisheries to the Canadian ports of British Columbtqe.r No action by the
Congress could more cone E‘; benefit Alaska or accomplish more by
way of Increasing the population and wealth than to insure by this
action the development of its natural resources in the fisheries from
Alaskan bases. The sea figheries of the north Pacific Ocean t prin-
cipally on banks upon the continental shelf lying off the coasts of
Alaska, They are very properly American fisheries, and at least, so
far as the product is intemded for American markets, we should re-

uire that they be conducted fronr American ports and by American
‘fishermen and gear,

Unfair differential market advantages were created for Canadian
‘ports on the Pacific, parti ly the port of Prince Rupert, by the
{interpretation of a Canadian order in council issued in January, 1916,
The so-called Alaskan fishermen are mainly of foreign birth or natlon-
ality and all are mnot, therefore, wholly irretrievably attached to
Ameriean ideals. relative advantages afforded fishermen under
the Canadian led many of these fishermen to adopt Prince Rupert
as their home, J’él::nhnz vessels owned by such of these fishermen
as held American cf ip papers have been transferred to Canadian
registry. The Canadian order in council referred to predicted that as
a result of such order the American fi fleet engaged in the deep-

seq fisheries of the North Pacific would be transferred to the Canadian
bag. The transfer of the fleet wonld nndoubtedly have been accom-
Tocure

‘.rll.uhed ere this had it not been for efforts heretofore made to
egislation which would establish the fisheries in Alaska, and the fear
| on the part of the fishermen that the Congress by I ative enact-
\ment might interfere with the ge.nn:nence of Prince Rupert as the
base port of fisheries for United States markets.

Fishermen, vessel owners, and Alaskan citizens who are attached to
ﬁeg:m rlziaals hn:;d opposed the Canadian efforts 050 ahsor{!h the sea
! eries o aska ve repeatedly urged upon Congress the neces-
sity of protecting American ﬂsgﬁaarmen opera from American ports
l?alnat their Canadian competition either by requiring the payment
of duties such as are iested in the amendment proposed or by other
form of lation, which would offset the unfair dian port ad-
vantage. aradoxical as it may appear, it is nevertheless true that
if the fisheries of Alaska were m in the manner suggested herein,
the cost of the product of the to the American consumer could
be materially reduced and the earnings of the fishermen themselves ma-
. terially ineremsed. This would be accomplished by elimination of the
unfair profits taken by the o tors wi Canada at such times as
they are successful in obtain control of the market supply and is
briefly covered in the following para hs and tabulation.

elal reports of the Canadian fisheries by the Canadian Govern-
ment for the years 1916 to 1920, inclusive, demonstrate as regards
halibut that if the landing values be compared with the market values,
which is the Canadian export value, the profit taken averages 68 per
cent over Priccs paid the fishermen at the Canadian ports. The fol-
lowing table shows quantities, the landing value or price to the fisher-
men, the average per pound payment, e market or export value
within Canada, the average per pound valde, together with the annual

percmt;ﬁen by which such export value exceeds the price to the fisher-
men, e tahle follows :
Canadi Price ot‘-
Canadian | #7or2ge 7 PO || \ago
market pound t
Year. Quantity lﬁ‘ﬁ:‘“ ﬁd nhmri::r for :
ﬂ&hﬂ- X mt. i}
men. Canada.
328,012 |$1,195,552 | §0.0472 82,261,776 | $0.0857 il
946, 1,086,608 | L0673 | 2,263,573 |  .1415 109
2, 865, 151 L1234 | 5, 400,226 . 2987 1]
3,057, 632 1121 | 5,110,843 | 1877 67
4, 553, 069 . 1205 | 4,535, 188 L1541 28
11,758,912 | 1.0070 |19,670,605 | 1.1628 168
1 Averaf®.

It will be noted that during the years 1917 and 1918, when our bema
fide American ishermen of wfima were serving their country in the
war, and the fisheries were principally in the bands of aliens, Canada
was exacting from the American people a profit of 109 cent and
92 per cent, re:?aetively before the hallbut could reach the American
wholesale market. The fi ing table does mot include the profit upon
halibut added within the United States by the distributors of the
Canadian-landed fish, which corresponded to the profit takem by the

American dealers upon fish purchased by them at American ports in
Alaska or on Puget Bound.

This increased cost to the American consumer is the direct result of
price fixing beyond the reach of United States laws. When operators
At the Canadian ports are able to procure control of the major poruen
of the m:ggly of halibut, the public demand for this rticularly de-
sirable produet is such that fish dealers within the United Btates who
desire a fair share in the marketing of the halibut without pressure
readily conform to what they understand to be the desires of the factors
within Canada controlling the supply regarding maintaining market
Erim. ‘When the econtrol of the major production is obtained by

nited States dealers through the fact that the mﬂ.;!nr rtion of the
catch is marketed at the American ports upon the Pacific, the market
becomes more competitive. This is evidenced by the percentages shown
for the year 1920, in which tiur the major portion of the catch of the
north Pacific was landed at the American ports of Alaska and the Btate
of Washin and the profit obiainable within Canada on that purtion
of the catch delivered at Prince Rupert or Vancouver was reduced from
67 per cent the year before to 28 per cent. What is here stateu with

to halibut applies in measure to fresh or frozen salmon.

t may be added that the Prince Rupert market discriminates t
boxed fish, such as are taken by the smaller vessels operating in Alaska
and shipped boxed im lee, in favor of wvessel fish, paying from 2 to
3 cents per pound more for vessel fish than the boxed fish, This fact
was brought opt by Mr. Thompson, of Ketchikan, a fish shipper, and
is of record within the Shipping Board rate hearings for 19
differentisl in price is presumubly for the purpose of discriminating

inst fishermen who ose to use can ports instead of the

dian ports for the delivery of their catches.

Adepted, the amendment proposed would establish the American fish-
eries in American perts where benefits therefrom would aecrue to citl-
zens of the United States. Sueh result would be bemeficial alike to
the fishermen, the fish buyers, and the mmmj;r &Jblic of this country.
Under such provision of law deep-sea fish wou landed in the ports
of Alaska nearest the banks from which they were taken, and the b
of such fish for American markets would be subject to epen contpe( on

The fisheries once established in United States ports, the business
methods of all parties to the marketing of fish w be controlled by
United States laws, This would imsure equitable consideration to both
buyer and seller and would prevent tions in restraint of trade
wholly adverse to the A can fisheries and the American consumer,
such a8 are nmow possible and probable, and have been charged even
alCnnadian officigls to exist at the port of Prince Rupert, British

umbia, where the fish hmfi: for American markets is now largely
centered, and is beyond the suthority of American latory laws,

Under such enactment as mentioned fishermen would find markets Tor
their fish without the mnecessity of themselves it by
uneconem conveyance distances of 700 to 1,200 miles, com-
petitive buying would of necessity be ed in ports to
enable the gurchmr to escape the payment of duty., The fishermen
would thus be enabled to spend the or portion of their time fishing
instead of in transportation of fish as at present, and would be able
to make more meney, notwithstanding the fish could reach the com-
sumer at considerably lower price than now.

History reveals t the fisheries are the natural cradle for both
merchant marine and mavy. Anyene Tamiliar with our own history
must be aware of the important part played by the sturdy Americans
then engaged in our sea fisheries, uul the walue of their services in
determining the successful outcome of the war for independence. This
lesson should mever be forgottem and should of itself sufficient in.
centive for the adoption of the amendment suggested.

Merchant marines and navies of other nations are noted for an
esprit de corps which does mnot exist in the merchant marine of the
TUnited Btates. This is largl: due to the fact that other nations

r are able to recruit their seamen from

own nationals, waereas the United States
tted its fisheries to be conducted by aliens who
give this country but half-hearted allegianee and not inirequently do

not understand our 1 e
lects the protection of its fisheries and falls to

The nation which n
take the proper steps to encourage its own citizens rather than those

of other nations to engage therein is at disadvantage in th
of both merchant marine and naval protection. It is
e sea fisheries as the medium for tralning

natural advantages of
}thxeciﬂ:gml to a s:.:fn.rl:g H}e.

Mr. JONES of Washington. Just one word to summarize,
As I said a while ago, this provision was put in the Simmons
tariff bill here in the Senate in the interest of American fisher-
men and American capital and the development of Alaska. It
went out in conference. One of the ablest, ag well as one of the
meost patriotic Senators on the Democratic side, Senator Cham-
berlain, urged this provision most strongly, and 1 have here a
leiter from him denying an applieation of an American ghip-
owner to transfer his ships to Canadian registry on account of
the situation up there, just exactly what these orders were in-
tended to do. He took the patriotic stand that we ought to en-
courage our own merchant marine.

So the purpose is to encourage the development of the fishing
industry in an American port, and to meet the diserimination and
the legislative action of Canada, which had the specific purpose
and object of building up Prince Rupert at the expense of Amer-
iea, and to induce the transfer of registry of American ships to
Canadian registry. They look after their interests; I hope wea
will look after ours.

Mr, KING. Mr. President, it would seem to me—and I ask
for information—if we impose a tariff upon fish breught to our
ports the very object the Senator has just indicated would ba
accomplished. As I understood him, the British were attempting
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‘to have the fish caught in the ocean brought to Canadian. ports
rather than to American ports. It wounld appear to me that if
we desired to have the fish brought to- American ports we would
effectuate that objeet much sooner and to a greater extent if
we permitted the fish to come in free of duty, but if we impose

a high tariff then it would seem to me that the fish would be

taken to the ports of other countries.
Mr. JONES of Washington.
that. If we were to Impose a tariff upon fish brought into this,
country prepared, or boxed, or iced in a foreign port, then we
might accomplish what this amendment is intended to accom-
pligh, but I do not think anything like so effectively. In fact,
that is one of the methods proposed by many of the people out
there who are interested in this matter. They ask that a tariff
duty of 3 cents a pound be placed upon fish brought into this
country iced, packed, or prepared in a foreign port. I think

this is the more effective way of dealing with the proposition.
On page 13180 and following pages of the CONGRESSIONAL.
volume 53, part 13, Sixty-fourth Congress, first session,

will be found the orders in council to which I have referred.
Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, this matter was before the
committee. The Senators from Washington were given a hear-
ing, and the canclusion of the committee was that we ought not
to use the tariff-making power of the United States for the sole
purpose of forcing trade from one- foreign port into another
particular port. I think there is something a little surprising
in the argument that Canadians are trying to get the Ameriean
trade, and that they are trying to get it by discriminating
against us. That is a new method of inviting our trade. I

never heard such a proposition made before in any argument.
Let us get at the simple truth of the matter. American ves-
sels and Canadian vessels can go out into the Pacific and
catch the fish. They will take those fish to the market that will
give them the best price, will they not? If Ketchikan will pay
as good a price and is as convenient to the American fisherman,

he will take his fish there; will he not? If he is nearer to. Prince:

Rupert or Prince: Rupert will give him a better price, he will
take them there.

We are asked to interfere with that law of supply and demand.
We are asked to interfere with the convenience of fishing fleets.
We are asked to tell them that they must go to a port that is
often not convenient to them for the purpose of selling their
fish, and whieh may not be able to give them the supplies they
want to purchase.

It may be true that Prince Rupert is doing a great many
things to induce the catchers of fish to bring their product to
Prince Rupert. Of course, they have a right to do that. But
the main thing that will induce the fisherman to sell in Prince
Rupert is that he gets a better price for his fish there.

There is perhaps another inducement, namely, the ability to
get supplies there. He can perhaps get supplies at Prince
Rupert that he ean not get at the other place, and it may be
convenient for him in selling his fish and in purchasing his sup-
plies. There is no law of Canada that will compel an American
fisherman to sell his product to a Canadian company or in a
Canadian port, but if the Ameriean fisherman does so, he does
so because he can get a better price or has some other advan-
ta. -

g’feﬁat is practically all there is to this proposition. In the
matter of diserimination, step and look at it frem another
aspect of the case. I claim that this kind of law would be
directly opposed to our treaties, outside of the merits of it
‘What does it provide, in simple terms? It says to the Canadian
who deals in fish, * If you buy fish from the Pacific Ocean and
land them at your port, you shall not sell themr in the United
States and you shall not transfer them through the United
States.”

Think of such a provision in a tarifflaw! We would say to
him, * If you buy them from Americans, you ean send them to
an American port!” Suppose the Prince Rupert merchant de-
sires to sell his goods in Minneapolis or St. Paul, he can not
ship them over a Canadian road atall. He can not sell them in
St. Paul unless he will send them back to Ketchikan, unioad
them from an American ship, and give Ketchikan the business.

If that is not violative of treaty obligations, then I do not
know the meaning of treaties. Suppose we would say to Great
Britain, “ You may want to sell a certain line of goods at Sa-
vannah, but you cam not ship them directly to Savannah or
Charleston; you must land them In Boston first.” That is prac-
tically what this provides

I do not think a tarift bill ought to be used for the purpose
of helping out some companies: wanting te buy fish over in
Ketchikan but can not compete with the buyers of fish at Prince

io divert the trade from our ports to their ports. They wanted!

The Senator is mistaken about

Rupert, If they will pay the price to the fishermen, they will
get the trade, and if they will not pay the price, they ought not
to have the trade, and we should not compel the fishermen to.
sell their product in an American port as against a: foreign port
where they ean get a better price for their product.

That is the way it strikes me. I do not know just what com-
Panies there are in Ketehikan to buy the American product. I
do not think there would be much competition, and I think the
moment we passed a law of this kind we would destroy all com-
petition for the American fishermen and they would have to sell
to a single company or to certain people in' Ketchikan. I do
not believe that is right.

The basis of the claim for this amendment is the assertion
that some one discriminates against us; but the people who are
making the petition are not complaining at all of discrimination,
beeause they know that whatever the diserimination is, they are
getting a better price in Prince Rupert.

Buppose Canada, as an independent country, passes any kind
of a law relative to goods coming into Canada. Is that our
business? We object to any country on the face of the earth
interfering with our domestic affairs. How can we deny to Can-
ada rights we claim for ourselves?

Mr: LODGE. Mr. President, we certainly can not deny Can-
ada, nor can Canada deny us. I do not agree with the Senator:
about the matter of treaties. This does not say one port; it
says to any American port and it applies to all the world. It
is no violation of the favored-nation clavse. I am not arguing
whether it should be done; I am not clear about that.

Mr. McCUMBER. But it says to the people of the country,
“If you buy fish from the Pacific Ocean”"—not from the Ats
lantic but from the Pacific—“ you can not ship them into tha
United States.” That is really what it says. They are making
no such claim as that. The Governor of Alaska and the Alaskan
people want to bulld up their own towns. There is no doubt
the real estate people have a great scheme to make a great met-
ropolitan city out of Ketchikan, and the way to start it is te
pass a law providing that fish caught in the Pacific Ocean by
Americans and by Canadians who want to have them come finally
into the United States shall be sent through this' Meeca in

Alaska.

Let us see what they say. I will take: the letter which tha
Senator from Washington introduced, It is a letter dated Jane
uary 3, 1922, addressed to Hon. W. L, Jongs, signed by H. C,
Strong. There is not a word of complaint in the letter about
the Canadian treatment, but it says:

The sole object of this tariff measure is to make the Alaska fisherles
a_ resource of American ports, instead of permitting them to be ex-
{vloited by Canadian Interests and a fleet sailing from Canadian ports,
he product of which is entirely consumed in the United States. The
duty su, ted will not affeet the price of fish to either producer or eon-
sumer ; it simply moves the market place of the fishing fleet from Cana-
dian to American soil, making it an Ameriean asset which will be highly
beneficial to the future and prosperity of Alaska.

That is why they want this, to build up the town in Alaska,
and to force the products of the whole northern part of ther
ocean to come through that city:

Again, I will take the petition from whieh the Senator from:
Washington read and which seunds exactly the same:

MEMORANDUM SUPPORTING TARIFF ON FRESH AND FROZEN FISH,

The offshore fisheries of Alaska—that is, fish taken from the Pacifie
Ocean or its tributary waters—

I had thought it was only tlie North Pacific, but they want
to take the whole Pacific Ocean and direct its products into an'
Alaskan town—
is a natiomal resource—

Mr. KELLOGG. The amendment applies only to the Nerth
Pacific.

Mr. McOUMBER. It does—

s a national resource which shounld be the means-of supporting large;
permanent, and prosperous communities in Alaska,

However. to make this a reality, constructive and Protectlvo legisla-
tion s imperative. SBomething must be done which will create in Alaska

a market for these Pmﬂucm, a market which will bring thiegmdumn
and the representatives of eastern distributors in the  Uni States
ther at ports in Alaska.
o-day the economical market for the Alaskan fisheries is in a foreign
port at the terminus of a Canadian railway—

Stop and think of it; they admit that the economieal market
for them is in another country. An eeonomical market means
that it is fo their economical advantage to sell in that particular
market—

and here these fisherfes, together with the buyers for the consumers of
the United States, are building a Big industry.” The deep-sea fisheries of
Alaska and American markets are jolntly supperting a larger ulation,
and a greater volume of buginess at Prince Rupert and Vancouver,
Brit.h;h»;llm han they are doing for all the coast of Alaska.

on e

olumbia,
alon
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Now, stop and think of this—

Legislation alone will move this market and its benefits from Canadian
to American ports In Alaska. Transportation problems in Alaska will
solve themselves when this volume of business originates in Alaska in-
stead of at Canadian ports, therefore Congress is petitioned to enact the
following tariff measure.

Then follows the wording of the amendment.

S0, Mr. President, it seems to me after all that we are attempt-
ing by this amendment to use the power to fix duties to break
our treaties with foreign countries with reference to shipments
from those countries, so as to compel an enormous trade to go
through some other port to which it will not be advantageous for
that trade to go.

I agree with the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Nerson]. I
think the real question is, Which will best benefit the fishermen ?
You have no right, in my opinion, to use this means for the
purpose of building up one town or denying the right of a for-
eign country to import products which it buys upon the same
conditions that we allow other countries.

Mr, President, at this time, if the Senate will allow me, I
wish to file and have read a petition, that it may be acted
upon day after to-morrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Laop in the chair). It
will be read.

The reading clerk read as follows:

We, the undersigneq Members of the United States Senate, move to
close the debate on the bill {H. R. T456)—Calendar No. 501—an act to
provide revenue, to regulate commerce with foreign couniries, to en-

conrage the industries of the United States, and for other purposes, in
accordance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the standing rules of

the Senate:
Henry W. Keyes,

W. B. McKinley.
W. P. Dillingham, Thomas Sterling,
Chas. L. McNary.

Truman H. Newberry,
o Miles Poindexter.

E. F. Ladd.
Albert B. Cummins, Bamuel D. Nicholson,
Lawrence (. Phipps.

Chas. A. Rawson.

J. W. Harreld. Samuel M. Shortridge.
Bert M. Fernald. Tasker L. Oddie.

F. R. Gooding. Chas. E. Townsend.
Geo. P. McLean Medill McCormick.

L. Heisler Ball. H. 0. Bursum.

Ralph H. Cameron. William M. Calder.
Coleman du Pont. Frank B. Willis.
KEnute Nelson. Arthur_Capper.

J. 8. Frelinghuysen, F. E. Warren.
Walter E. Edge. Frank B. Kellogz.
Joseph I. France. Peter Norbeck.
Belden P. Spencer, J. W. Wadsworth, jr.
Prederick Hale. Robert N. Stanfleld.

. L. Lenroot, LeBaron B. Colt.
James E. Watson, G. W. Pepper.

W. L. Jones, Howard Sutherland.
H. C. Lodge. Richard I'. Ernst.
Charles Curtis. Davis Elkins.

P. J. McCumber. Harry 8. New.
Reed Smoot. £, 8. Page.

AMr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I believe under the rule
no action can be taken upon the proposed petition until an in-
tervening day has elapsed, and that it will come up for con-
sideration at 12 o'clock noon on Friday. Is that correct?

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes; one hour after the Senate meets on
Friday.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. T shall not take up the time of the
Senate to discuss the proposal now. I hope to-morrow to have
an opportunity to say something in reference to it, not that
I am opposed to a reasonable limitation of debate. I myself
once proposed a cloture rule in the Senate. 1 believe in a
reasonable limitation of debate, but I am equally opposed to an
unreasonable limitation of debate.

With over 1,000 amendments proposed to the bill by the ma-
jority, without the opportunity of the minority to have pro-

an amendment yet, because the minority were courieous
enough to agree to the request coming from the chairman of
the committee that his own amendments should be first consid-
ered, I must say that this is not the time, it seems to me, when
in fairness the majority should propose to cut off debate, know-
ing that by doing so they would entirely cut off all opportunity
under the consideration of the bill for any proposal to come
from those opposed to the measure.

But more than that ; under the terms of the rule the discussion
of amendments is limited to 10 minutes. Of course, there are
many of the thousands of amendments that could be disposed
of In five minutes, but there are other amendments that could
not be disposed of in an hour's time—I mean intelligently dis-
posed of. One could not in an hour’s time present the salient
features to be considered.

1 think if the Senate is ever going to come to the adoption
of a cloture rule on appropriation bills and revenue bills, it
should have a proper rule, one that is automatic enough to
meet the situation, and not a mere gag rule, as the present rule
of the Senate provides. I say it is a gag rule. On some bills

it would not be a gag rule. On some propositions, where there
is only one salient feature involved, an hour’s general debate
might enable each Senator fairly to present his views and 10
minutes on minor amendments would be probably sufficient.
But when every item in the bill is a matter in which some
business interest in America is concerned, where almost every
item in the bill is a matter in which the consumers of America
are interested, it seems to me clear that such a rule as the
Senate provides for cloture is a rule that ought not properly
to apply to this class of legislation.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President——

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator said one hour of general de-
bate and 10 minutes on each amendment. If the metion to ap-
ply the cloture rule should prevail there would not be 10
minutes on each amendment. There would be one hour alto-
gether, and that would include argument on amendments, on
the bill, and everything else; in other words, each Senator
would be limited to one hour.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I had not read the rule for some time,

and I thank the Senator for his correction. I thought the rule
provided for 10 minutes on amendments. I am glad I was
corrected, because that makes it more impossible. The idea of
discussing a thousand amendments or more than a thousand
amendments in 60 minutes, less than a sixteenth of a minute
to an amendment! Senators on the other side of the Chamber
had better suggest that we have no further debate at all, be-
cause that is practieally what this means.
; In all my legislative experience I have never known a major-
ity to propose to a minority that the majority amendments
should be considered first, and, when the courtesy was granted
to them, and before the minority had an opportunity even to
propose their own amendments, come in with a proposition that
the minority should have no opportunity to debate their own
proposals,

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, in view of the motion which
has been filed, I direet respectfully attention to part of the
language that is used in the rule, which reads:

Except by unanimous consent, no amendment shall be in order after
the vote to bring the debate to a close unless the same has been pre-
sented and read prior to that time,

Senators will take notice that if they intend to propose amend-
ments they oughi to propose them and have them read before
12 o'clock on next Iriday.

Without discussing the motion or its merits, if it have
any

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President——

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. SIMMONS. Would the members of the committee them-
selves be permitted to propose any amendments unless they
proposed them before we voted on the cloture proposition?

Mr. ASHURST. No Senator can propose an amendment
unless it is proposed between now and 1 o'clock Friday, if we
shall meet at 12 o'clock noon, or between now and 12 o'clock
Friday, if we shall meet at 11 o'clock.

I believe out of fairness the Senate ought to agree now that
if an amendment is presented to the Senate and ordered printed
in the REcorp before next Friday noon, we may dispense with
the reading of the*same. I have a number of amendments of
my own which will require attention, and I do not want to be
foreclosed by any contingency. So I ask unanimous consent
that the rule be abrogated, so far as it requires that amend-
ments shall be presented and read.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr, President, I object. =

Mr. ASHURST. Then I beg all Senators to understand that
their amendments should be presented and read. Personally,
I am opposed to the motion to close the debate, and shall
vote against it.

I know of Senators who are absent by reason of illness and
because of intimate personal affairs who, if this request is not
granted, would be denied the right to offer amendments to
the bill.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, every Senator knows that
the motion just submitted can not prevail. Every Senator who
has attended to-day’s session knows that the entire debate
has proceeded from the other side of the Chamber. We have
cons dered two amendments, one proposing an increase in the
duty on certain nuts and another proposing to levy higher rates
on importations of fish under certain conditions. If the pro-
ponents of the cloture rule believed that it would be adopted
they would not dare submit it. I raise directly the issue of good
faith in the presentation of the motion at this time. It is not
fair to the Senate; it is not fair to this side of the Chamber ; it
is not fair to the people of this country, with the most im-
portant provisions of the bill unconsidered and undisposed of,
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to attempt to shut off debate and to deny Senators: the oppor-
tunity of presenting amendments.

We have heard during the last 30 days threats of cloture,
and now we are confronted with the direct issue of an attempt
by the proponents of this bill, who have brought into the Senate
2,082 amendments, to shut off debate before more than one-
third of the committee amendments have been: considered. Not
only is it proposed; as pointed out by the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. Asaurst], to shut off debate on pending amendments, but
the effect of the adoption of this motion would be to deny to
Senators the privilege of offering amendments. Everybody
must realize that that would be the effect of the proposal.

The proceedings of to-day disclose that the purpose of this
proposed cloture is to stop complaints on the other side of the
Chamber, amounting almost to insurrection against this bill,
We have heard the debate between the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. JoExson] and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr,
Lexgroor], the latter openly expressing the intention, if the
present method of dealing with the bill is pursued, to vote
against the bill when it shall have beem perfected. We have
noted the controversy between the Senator from Minnesota
[Mr, Nersow] and the Senator from Washington [Mr. JoNEs]
respecting a duty on fish. This bill in the form presented by
the: Finance Committee is beaten; it is beaten in the Senate
by open, conrageous, manly debate. During 20 years of service
in the Congress of the United States I have never known a
debate confined more closely to the issues presented than during
the consideration of this bill; and I have never known & debate
more effective than has been the debate on this tariff bill.
Now, with the tide of sentiment running high against it, with
courageous Republicans rising in their seats and threatening
to vote against the bill, with the committee amendments scarcely
one-third disposed of, it is propos&d to bar all amendments
other than those proposed by the committee, for no amend-
ment not presented previous to the vote on the motion to close:
debate can, be voted on if the motion prevails. Until the com-
mittee amendments have been. disposed of other amendments
can not be considered, and indeed can not be intelligently pre-
sented to schedules which: have not been passed upon.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ar-
kansas permit a suggestion?

Mr, ROBINSON. I yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. POMERENE. As a result of this:debate, the Republican
members of the Committee on Finance themselves have come
in and changed the rates proposed on many of the articles
covered by the bill.

Mr. ROBINSON. The committee have withdrawn amend-
ment after amendment. There has been. retreat after retreat;
the commiftee have advanced and retreated over the same
ground.

Mr. POMERENE. And, Mr. President, if the Senator from
Arkansas will permit me further to interrupt him, when the:
distinguished Sepator from Indiana [Mr. WArsoN] was dis-
cussing this guestion about two weeks ago he made the state-
ment that the members of the committee had presented some 80
or more amendments of their own to the bill as it was origi-
nally reported to the Senate.

Mr. ROBINSON. That is also true.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sena-
tor from Arkansas yield for a moment?

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I think since the agricultural
schedule has been under consideration at least 25 amendments
have been offered by the Finance Committee on the floor in-
creasing the rates. I suppose, however, we ought fo remain
silent and make no protest. ;

Mr. ROBINSON. The same thing has occurred with refer-
ence to every schedule of the bill that has been considered.
The debate has disclosed the obnoxious character of the pro-
posed legislation, and, as a result, the committee itself has re-
peatedly receded from the position which it at first took. Is
there a Senator present who does not know that on the other
gide of the Chamber there is a growing feeling of disgust which
threatens to result, if the attacks are continued, in the defeat
of the bill?

I said some weeks ago that there was no great desire mani-
fested to facilitate the prompt disposal of this bill even by
those who are sponsors for it. T repeat that declaration. Dur-
ing the last 80 days two-thirds of the time consumed in the
debate has been used by those who occupy seats on the other
sgide of the Chamber. Nowhere, neither in the Senate nor in
the country, is there a sentiment which justifies this bill as
a whole. It is beaten in the public conscience. The com-
mittee has recognized that fact time and rime: again by with-
drawing amendments first submitted and presenting others in

lieu of them. Now, with the knowledge of the fact that this
motion can not be adopted, for the simple reason that there
are not' enough votes in favor of it to adopt it, the proposal
for cloture is presented as pure buncombe, and some who are
favoring it would be glad to see the bill abandoned.

Everywhere- in' the: primary contests where the pending bill
has been made an issue its proponents have met with dizsaster,
The press of the country is against it almost unanimously :
students of political economy find no justification for it; and
in the issues that have arisen the decision has, in some in-
stances at least, reflected the opposition which the country feels
to the bill. The action of the Senate to-day in consuming seven

hours in the discussion of two relatively unimportant amend-

ments, the discussion coming almost entirely from the other
gide of the Chamber, reveals the dissatisfaction and the grow-
ing différences concerning its provisions arising on the other
side of the Chamber.

No one is going to be deceived by this proceeding; no Senator
thinks that the motion will be adopted ; and some Senators who
signed the petition probably would not have done so if there
had existed the slightest ground for the belief that the cloture
rule would be agreed to.

There is not any desire here—and there is no conduct on
this gide of the Chamber which justifies the imputation that
such a desire exists—unduly to prolong this debate. Any per-
son of ordinary intelligence would' Have known, when 2082
amendments were brought in by the committee, that those
amendments could not, under the ordinary procedure of a
| legislative body, be disposed of within a short time; and the.
| time consumed upon the various amendments has been greater
from the other side of the Chamber than from this side of the
Chamber. Senators in the majority will not fool anybody who
is: not desirous of being deceived by any such * bluff ™ as this,

For my part—and I think I am authorized to speak for many
of my colleagues—we want the public to understand what it is:
¥ou are propoesing to do in the passage of this bill. Why do you.
object to the country having information concerning it? The
only inference that can be drawn is that you fear that the result.
of future proceedings will further discredit this measure and
its important proposals as not justified by economic and indus-
trial conditions.

Mr, LODGE. Mr, President, the Senator from Arkansas [Me,
Roprxsox] charges us with bad faith—which is a serious charge
to make—in offering iliis motion under the cloture rule.

The request’ for action under the rule is made in absolute
good’ faith. If any Semator on the other side doubts that it is:
made in good faith, he has a very simple method of testing it,
and that is'to vote it through' and see wliether or not we shall
take a vote under it. If Senators think the tariff is beaten,
why do they not bring it to a vote? They know that it is not
beaten,

The Senator guarded very carefully what he said. He =aid
that the tariff' “ as reported by the Senate committee” was de-
feated already. I suppose he used that expression because the
committee have made certain’ changes in what they originally

reported.

First and last, since I have been in Congress I have been
through some eight tariff discussions, and'I have never failed to
see in the Senate a great number of amendments offered by the
committee in' charge, and gome of them changed by the com-
mittee in the course of the debate. A tariff can not be made in
any other way.

I was a member of the Finance Committee when the tariff of
1913 was before us. Of course, I attended none of the meetings
in which the bill was made up. They were held exclusively by
the members of the majority party, with which I found no sort
of fault. I think it is perfectly proper that they should do it.
‘What shifts or changes they then made I do not know; but, as
I recall, they brought out some sgix or sevenr hundred amend-
ments, and they were discussed here, but at no such length as
has been shown in this debate.

Mr. President, the Senator speaks of time being consumed
on this side, and a great deal has been consumed on this side;
but, if that be true; then it is ourselves that we are cutting off’
by this proposition, and we are entirely ready to do it We
believe that the country demands prompt action on this bill,
and’ this rule will' at least prevent any deception, and will
allow the country to know who is refusing to take action. We
have had no offer, no suggestion of any agreement. We have
had days and days here when no one spoke on this side, of
elaborate discussion of perfectly trivial amendments, of matters
of no consequence.

I Have had some experience in watching delay by debate—
not a technieal filibuster, but the wasting of time—and I have

never seen it practiced on so extensive a scale as by the mi-




9984

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JULY. b.

nority en this bill. They never have been ready to make any
concession of time. They never have been ready to make any
arrangement to bring the bill to an end or reach a vote, no
matter Low reasonable or how extensive the time allowed.
They have simply gone on wasting the time of the Senate and
of the conntry in debate, which ought to be cut off, or at least
ought to be limited.

© Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa-
chusetts yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr, LODGE. I do.

Mr. POMERENE. The Senator from Massachusetts has just
snuggested that no proposition had been made from this side to
limit debate. Has any been made on the other side until this
day?

Mr. LODGE. We are perfectly ready to do it and to make
arrangzements, and suggestions have been made—not openly, but
they have been made—more than once; not on the floor, pub-
licly, butr they have been made.

Mr, POMERENE. Not until this day have I heard a state-
ment of that kind made.

Mr. LODGE. Not publiely ; no.

AMr. POMERENE. I remember very distinctly that this
debate had not progressed fo exceed three weeks until charges
were made on the other side of the Chamber that we on this
side of the Chamber were filibustering; and I think those who
made the charges were very unfair toward those on this side of
the Chamber.

Mr, LODGE, It depends altogether on what you call filibus-
tering. Of course, technical filibustering is taking advantage
of every parliamentary point, and insisting on roll calls and
quorums, and raising points of order, and an infinite number of
things; but as a mere delay, if you choose to call it filibustering,
it was developed in the first week that this bill was up by the
perfectly reckless way in which time was wasted on wholly
insignificant things, particularly in the chemical schedule, and
it has been carried on more or less ever since,

1 am ready to cut off the debate for both sides if necessary.
We offer this rule in perfect good falth. If any one doubis it,
let him vote to put it through, and we on this side will all live
up to it, and live up to 1t without complaint, and suppress our
own amendments; for there are individual amendments prob-
ably on this side as well as on the other; but at least it will
have this effect: It will show the country which party is re-
sponsible for the delay, which party refuses to stop the debate,
which party is unwilling to make any reasonable arrangement
to bring it to an end, which party thinks there is political ad-
vantage in dragging out this debate all summer and leaving
business in a condition of suspense, The worst tariff ever made
was better than suspense, and anything is better for the busi-
ness of the country to-day than to have this long, protracted,
weary discussion, no matter who is engaged in it.

1 hope that the rule will pass and that an overwhelming
majority of the Senators on this side will vote for the rule. If
we can not get it, it will be because the other side manage to
control a third or more, without which the rule can not be
adopted, but we present the rule, We invite its adoption. If
it is not adopted, we shall then have no choice except to con-
tinue as we have before, and unless we lay aside the tariff
altogether and start to bring about a majority cloture we shall
be obliged to go on and return to night sessions.

I hope we shall press this rule and offer it again later and
demonstrate even more fully to the country where the delay
lies and who is causing the delay and why business is held in
suspense for purely political purposes, and for no other reason,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr, President, I only want to say a
word in reply to what the leader of the majority party has just
said in reference to responsibility concerning this bill. I real-
ize, of course, that it is natural that a party in power should
want to pass legislation that it proposes. It is perfectly natural
for 1—,21 to assume that the delays in the opposition are unwar-
ranted.

This issue has always been a political issue in this country.
The two great parties are divided between a protective tariff
and a low so-called revenue tariff. Their viewpoints in regard
to the matter are entirely different. It was impossible for the
Senators on this side of the aisle to go to the majority of the
Finance Committee of the Senate and expect favorable con-
sideration of amendments that represented their viewpoint.
On the other hand, the Members on the other side of the
Chamber had the opportunity to present their amendments to
their own commitiee. They had an opportunity for friendly
and full consideration, and their amendments have been con-
sidered and have been passed upon. The only opportunity that

we have to.make our proposals to the country is on the open
floor of the Senate, )

Asg to the delays in this bill, debate may at times have run
unduly long on certaln items, on this side and on the other side.
No Senator in the Chamber can deny the fact that at times the
debate has become extended on the other side of the Chamber on
various items. The debate has been legitimate, as a whole.
It has been to the point, to the bill before the Senate, as a rule.
Of course, at times, there has been extrangous debate, but
nothing more on this side than on the other side as to matters
that were not pertinent to the bill.

The Senator from Massachusetts, the leader of his party,
criticizes this side of the Chamber, however, because we have
not proposed a cloture, because we have not made a proposal
for an early vote on this bill.

Mr. LODGE rose.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Does the Senator want to interrupt me?

Mr. LODGE. I only wanted to say that I did not blame the
minority for not proposing a cloture. I said they had made no
proposition of an arrangement to bring debate to an end, which
ig a different thing from a cloture.

Mr. UNDERWOOD, That is what I desired to reply to.
The Senator criticizes this side of the Chamber because we have
not been willing to make an arrangement to bring this debate
to an end. As a practical proposition it has been impossible for
us to do so. This bill has 4,000 items in it vitally affecting the
industry and the lives and the health and the happiness of the
American people. They are vital issues, most of them.

Mr, KELLOGG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield.

Mr. KELLOGG. Did not the Underwood bill do the same
thing? It involved as many items as this bill, did it not?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yed: it did.

Igr. KELLOGG. It was disposed of in seven weeks, was it
not?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not remember how many weeks it
was debated in the Semate. I was in the House then, and T
know that we sent the bill to the Senate by the 1st of May, and
it went to conference in September., I do not know; I did not
keep up with the debate in the Senate. !

Mr. KELLOGG. The bill was in the Senate seven weeks and
three or four days.

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield.

Mr. ROBINSON. Does the Senator from Minnesota recall
the number of amendments reported to the Underwood-Simmons
bill by the Finance Committee?

Mr, KELLOGG. 1 was not here. g

Mr. ROBINSON, I think the Senator from Massachusetis
stated that there were 600,

Mr. WATSON of Indiana.
640,

Mr. ROBINSON. Much less than one-third of the number of
amendments which the Finance Committee reported to this bill.

Mr. KELLOGG. But the Senate has already used over 10
weeks, which is the longest time that has ever been used in {he
Senate to pass a tariff bill.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, it may also be added that
the Senate Finance C'ommittee never before took so long a time
to prepare and present a tariff bill to the Senate.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly,

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. But the Senator must koow that
practically all the amendments were changes from the Ameri-
can valuation to foreign valuation.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not arguing the question from the
standpoint of why the committee made the changes, Of course,
they had a reason for making the changes, but the changes were
made and the bill is here. The bill does not carry on its face
any indication that the changes were made because of a change
of valuation, although that may have been the reason which
actuated the committee, But the Senate is compelled to vote
on a lower or a higher rate, and the bill is before the Senate
regardless of the reasons of the committee in reporting it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will ask the Senator Lo
suspend while the Chair states the motion, which it must do
under the rule. The Chair is in receipt of the following
motion :

We, the undersigned Members of the United States Senate, move to
close debate on the bill R. 7456, Calendar No. 5691, an act to pro-
vide revenue, to regulite commerece with foreign countries, te encour-
age the industries of the United States, and for olber Furposea in

accordance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the Standing Rules of
the Senate.

That is signed by the Senators whose names have been stated. -

My recollection is that there were
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. It is the sanie paper which the Secre-
tary read, i3 it not?

The VICE PRESIDENT, It is.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana. The Chair was simply formally
stuting the motion. It is the same paper.

- Mr., UNDERWOOD. I understand.

Mr. WATSON of Indiana., Will the Sepator permit me to
ask him a question?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly,

Mr., WATSON of Indians, It mast be apparent to the Sena-

tor, who is a man of long experience in legislative bodies, that
if this debate runs on as it has been going on, with the wool
schiedule and the cotton schedule and the silk schedule, with
potash, and sugar, and gloves, und so forth, and so forth, which
have vet to be considered, it will go on until the 1st of October.
Does the Senator think that the majority party, with 24 ma-
Jority, should sit by and permit this sort of thing to go on until
the 1st of October, with what we think is undue delay in the
passage of the bill and which this party promised to pass?
_ Mr. UTNDERWOOD. 1 do not expect the majority party to
do unreasonable things. I think it is very natural that you
should want to pass this bill without debate if you can, but you
ean not expect the Senate to agree to an unusual limitation of
debate.

Mr, WATSON of Indiana. Let me ask the Senator another
question, kindly. We have made this proposition, and I must
take issne with my delightful friend from Arkansas [Mr. RoBix-
soN], because we have made it in good faith. Fifty-two Sena-
tors have signed it. That is more than a majority, more than
enough to pass the bill, There will be no trouble about passing
the bill. What counterproposition does the Senator make?
Unless the consideration of this bill is to run on endlessly, what
counterproposition does the Senator make to our proposition?

Mr. UNDERWOOI) I was just about to try to reply to the
statement of the leader of the majority party, and I have gotten
far away from my reply, becanse I have been interrupted.
That is what I was coming to—not to make a proposition, but
to state why it has been impossible to make a proposition,

In passing I want to respond now to the suggestion made by
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Kerroce] that the act of 1913,
with 600 amendments, had only 7 weeks of debate and that this
bill has now had 10 weeks of debate. But this bill has three
and a half times as many amendments to be considered as the
aet of 1913, If you multiply T by 34 yvon will have nearly 24
weeks instead of 10 weeks in which to consider it. 8o if you
view it from the standpoint of the actual issue presented to the
Senate, there has not been nearly as much time taken up in the
consideration of this bill as was taken up in the consideration
of the act of 1913.

The Senator from Massachusetts complains that we have
made no suggestion in reference to closing debate. How can we
make a suggestion? How can we say when we will close de-
bate, the way the bill has been presented to the Senate? If we
make an agreement, it must be a reasonable agreement, an
intelligent agreement, and when I say * intelligent ” [ mean it
must be an agreement that does not propose to abandon the
issnes, but an agreement under which we can fairly consider
and discusgs the issues before the Senate.

We are not responsible because you brought in a bill with
over 2,000 amendments, We are not respons.ble because in the
consideration of that bill from time to time you have changed
your mind, and changed your amendments on the floor. I am
not criticizing you for doing it. If you found out that you had
made a mistake, it ®vas only the part of wisdom to make the
change. But until you have determined what your issue is in
the Senate, how in the world can the mingrity determine what
we propose to offer you by way of amendment?

We foreclosed the proposition of doing that item by item at
the request of your chairman. We might have done that as
each paragraph came up. but the chairman desired to have all
the committee amendments considered first. He asked unani-
mous consent that the bill might be considered in that way, and
we consented. It took unanimous consent, and we granted the
courtesy. and allowed him to have the Dill considered in that
manner.

We do not know what your final disposition of this bill is
to be. There may be amendments proposed now which “re
satisfactory to us, but before you dispose of it they may be
very unsatisfactory to us., With this vast number of amend-
ments, how are you going to determine what limitation of
debate can be made which will reasonably allow a fair dis-

cussion of the issunes presented to the country and to the Sen- |

ate¥ You can not do it., It is a practicdl impossibility,
XLII—620

T want to say, so far as I am concerned, that T have en-
deavored not to oceupy any more time on the floor of the
Senate in discussing the bill than was necessary to present
my viewpoint in part, and the entire time I have taken in the
discussion of the bill in the 10 weeks it has been before the
Senate I do not think amounts to more than two or three
hours. I have repeatedly said to the Senate, and I said to the
members of my own party, that although I believe the bill
should be fairly considered, I am not in favor of any policy
that attempted delay for delay’s sake; and I am not and I
have not been from the beginning,

I think the larger portion of the time that has been taken
has been taken in legitimate debate.

One man ean present his viewpoint clearly in 10 minutes. Ti
will take another man an hour to do the same thing. That is
the personal equation. Tt is due to the difference in the way
men speak. How could I say to-day, when I do not know what
the issnes are to be on hundreds of items, how long we should
determine to debate them? What kind of a proposal should we
make? An hour on each side? You would say that is too long.
Do you propose 10 minutes on each item? If you gave 10 min-
utes to every Senator on each item, or even on your own amend-
ments, instead of passing the bill in October, as my friend sng-
gests, you would not pass it before March. Yet you kunow as
well as I that there are hundreds of items in the pending bill
which could not be intelligently discussed in 10 minutes. Nay,
more, there are many of these items which could not be fairly
presented to the country in an hour.

The real difficulty about the situation is that you delayed re-
porting this bill to the Senate until yon rode into a most ill-
advised time fo present it—an election year. I do not say
that critically, It applies as much to one party as to another,
To pass a tariff bill in the face of an election is the most ill-
advised thing that a party ean do. and I know you realize that.
Probably conditions have driven yon to do it.

Now we are in the midst of debate. There is not a man on
the other side of the Chamber, I kunow, who will say that he
thinks this bill ean be fairly considered under the proposal you
have made—that there shall be a limitation of one hour's de-
bate to each Senator, and no amendments allowed after 12
o'clock on Friday next.

No matter how much of a mistake the committee should find
it had made in the framing of the bill, if you adopted this
ironclad rule for the consideration of the bill you would have
to destroy American industry. If you find that you have made
a mistake in the bill—and you have made many, and you have
admitted it by changing it—you will then have your hands
bound, and if it happens to be that in that particular instance
you have agreed with the House, and they have made the mis-
take also, you will have to go to the country with destruction
in the wake of the bill, you knowing it, because you have
gagged the Senate.

You gentlemen on the other side of the Chamber know that
this bill ean not be considered intelligently under any such
rule, no matter what conditions confront you. You know that
¥You can not go to the American people and say you have given
intelligent consideration to this measure under this rule.

Unless you can do that you had better not enact the legisla-
tion. The. country is not going to be destroyed if you fail to
enact the legislation, but if you attempt to enact it under a
system by which you gag debate in the Senate and gag amend-
ments, which is even more important than debate, you will
simply scatter the dragons’ teeth to the winds, not knowing
what you may sow by your reckless conduct.

Mr. LENROOT. Mr, President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly.

Mr. LENROOT. I would like to ask the Senator when, in
his judgment, the bill will pass the Senat: if there be no
limitation on debate?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator eandidly that
I do not know, but I should be very much delighted if we
could come to a final vote on the measure by August. I do not
want to stay here. I am not in favor of the bill—I hope it can
be defeated—but I realize under our system of parlinmentary
government that the majority party have a right to enact their
laws and submit them to the country. I am perfectly willing, I
rejoice in the opportunity to go to the country on the issue. I
am not afraid to face it. Burt I can not tell how long Senators
will take to discuss items in the bill on the other side of the
Chamber or on my side of the Chamber any more than the
Senator can tell. I can only say that I have earnestly hoped
that there might be no nundue delay in the matter, and I know
that I have not indulged in any undue delay.
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Mr. WALSH of Massachusetis. Mr. President——
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. How can there be any time |

fixed to vote on this bill when the committee have not com-

pleted their work yet? The commitiee are meeting every morn- |

ing and changing amendments and changing' this bill. How
can we fix a time until the committee finally finish their work
on the bill?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator is clearly correct. The
chairman of the committee has repeatedly stated to us on the
floor that from day to day the committee are meeting and pro-
posing new amendments and changing the proposals in the bill,
and yet it is proposed by this rule to say to your own com-
mittee at 12 o'clock noon on Friday next they shall labor no
more and shall not give the bill further consideration, because
any proposals of theirs can not thereafter be considered.

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator an-
other question?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly.

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator states that he hopes the bill
can be pasged by August. If that be true, it will only be because

debate is limited by action of the Senate or by the voluntary [l

action of Senators. Does the Senator believe that Senators
upon his side of the aisle are now willing to curtail debate vol-
untarily ?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I can not speak for anyone but myself,
and I do say that I hope debate on items which are not of great
importance can be curtailed to an extent so that we can get
through by that time. I think it is necessary for us to reach a
coneclusion, and yet, with the great schedules of wool and cotton
and sundries, which carry taxation into every home in Ameriea,
yet undisposed of, T do not want anyone to think for a moment
that those schedules should be passed without reasonable con-
gideration and fair debate. But I think that it can be done. If
the Senators look at it from my viewpoint I am sure that it ean
be done. 1 may make one or two other speeches on the hill; but
I am sure the time I take, if proportioned out to other Senators
on the floor, would not earry the passage of the bill beyond an
early date in August. 2

I merely want to say that of course you have your rights. |

The rule is a part of the Senate procedure. If you can get a
two-thirds majority you have a right to gag us, and you have a
right to cut off amendments and cut off debate and throw this
misshapen pieee of legislation into the face of the country, but
I say you will make a very serious mistake if you do so.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I move that the Senate
take a recess until to-morrow morning at 11 o'clock.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I suggest tlie absence of a
quornm. I withdraw the request for the present. There are
just a few hours during which the rule ean be discussed.

Mr. McOCUMBER. It can be discussed all day to-morrow.

Mr, HARRISON, It ought to be discussed a little this after-
noon, I have here a speech which the Senator made in 1918,
in which lhe said he was against eloture and that an hour's
debate was too little, and he argued against the rule at that
time. T wanted to read it to refresh the memory of the Senator
irom North Dakota as to that speech. Will he withhold his
motion until I can read a part of that speech to him?

Mr:; McCUMBER. The Senator can do that to-morrow.

Mr. HARRISON. Very well; the Senator will do it to-
MOrrow.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield for a question.

Mr. KING. I gave notice, or, rather, I voted for the almond
paragraph and indicated at the time that I would move to re-
consider the vote by which it was agreed to. I just want
to submit the motion to reconsider and will take it up to-
IMOTrTow.

Mr. McCUMBER. That can be done in the morning.

Mr, KING. To-day is my last day.

Mr. McCUMBER. No; it is not. We are still in the same
legislative day.

Mr. KING. Very well. With that understanding I shall
submit the meotion to-morrow.

RECESS.

Mr. McOUMBER. I move that the Senate take a recess, the
recess being under the unanimous-consent agreement, until
11 o’clock to-morrow.

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 6 o'clock and 5
minutes p. m.), under the order previously made, took a recess
until to-morrow, Thursday, July 6, 1922, at 11 o’clock a. m.

SENATE.
| Trurspay, July 6, 1922.
(Legislative day of Thursday, April 20, 1922.)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the
. recess,

|
| PAY OF SENATE PAGES,

Mr. CALDER. Mr, President, in the general appropriation
bill passed each year we include a provision for the payment of
i the salaries of the employees of the Senate, hut no provision
' was made in the last appropriation bill for the payment of sala~
‘ries of pages of the Senate after July 1 of this year. To take
care of the matter the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Warrex],
| chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, introduced g
| resolution (8. Res. 313), which was referred to the Commitiee
to' Audit and Control' the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 1
‘am directed by that committee fo report back the resolution
favorably without amendment. The resolution provides for the
payment of the 16 regular pages from now until the 1st of De-
cember, or during such days as the pages may be employed. I
|ask for its present consideration.
Mr, KING. Mr. President, may I inquire what is the purpose
! of the resolution?
Mr. CALDER. I will say to the Senator from Utah that in
i the passage of the regular appropriation bill which takes care
‘of the pay of Senate employees the Senate negleeted to provide
 for the payment of the pages of the Senate. No provision was
'made for any pay of the pages until the next regnlar session
(of the Senate. We are taking care of them through this resolu-
 tion by providing for the payment of their salaries out of the
 contingent fund of the Senate. -
| The resolution was read, considered by unanimous econsent,
‘and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Secret of the Benate be, and he hereby is, au-
| thorized and directed to: pay the miscellaneous items of the cone
' tingent fund of the Senate the 16 pages borne on the session rolls of
the Senate from July 1, 1922, to and inecludi the last day of the

month in which the second session of the Sixty-seventh Congress is
adjourned sine die, at the rate of $2.50 per day each,

ADDITIONAL BENATE PAGES,

Mr, CALDER. I report back favorably withont amendment;
from the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent kx-
penses of the Senate, Senate Resolution 314 to provide for the
continuation of the five additional pages who have been carried
on the pay roll for the last year and a half. I ask for the present
consideration of the resolution.

The resolution was read, considered by unanimous cons=ent,
and agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That Sepate Resolution No. 173, agreed to November 10,
1921, authorizing and directing the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate
to employ five additional Ema for the Senate Chamber at $3 per day
each m the 1st day of December, 1921, to the end of the second ses-
sion of the Sirt{l-saventh Congress; to be paid from the miscellaneons
items of the contingent fund of the Semate, be; and the same is hereby,
amended to continue their employment to and including the last day of
the month in which the second session of the Bixty-seventh Congress
iz adjourned sine die at the rate of $2.00 per day each.

POLAR FLIGHT OF EDWIN FAIRFAX NAULTY.

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, some months ago the ime-
portance of Wrangel Island as an air base for flight routes
across the Arctic was brought to the attention of the Senate in
connection with a controversy respecting the priority. of rights
‘by discovery and occupation respectively aceruing to the United
States and Great Britain. Mr. Edwin Fairfax Naulty, re-
‘nowned for his investigations in scientificgand practical aero-
nauties, then proclaimed the right of the United States to assert
just priority by actual discovery and continued occupation.
The importance of the controversy apparently was not fully
realized at that time by our Department of State.

About one year ago Mr. Naulfy formed and published a plan
for a trans-Arctie, transpolar flight. This plan was definite in
all its details and' was illustrated on a chart supported by
known observations of ice drifts, current flow, known directions,
known shallows and depths, and other data, This chart was’
deposited in a Government bureau and no attempt was made
by Mr. Naulty to maintain secrecy respecting his plans and
purposes,

The Washington Post of August 2, 1921, the Pittsburgh Post-
Dispateh of August 4, 1921, thie New York Times of September
11, 1921, the Washington Herald of October 12, 1921, and other
newspapers published last summer, contained editorials and’
.comments respecting Mr. Naulty's plan for a polar flight. The
:editorial in the Pittsburgh Post of the date above mentioned
-points out in definite detail the route of Mr. Naulty's proposed

flight and the difficulties probably to be encountered, especially
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